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Entanglement is a striking feature of quantum mechanics, and it has a key property called
unextendibility. In this paper, we present a framework for quantifying and investigating
the unextendibility of general bipartite quantum states. First, we define the unextendible
entanglement, a family of entanglement measures based on the concept of a state-dependent
set of free states. The intuition behind these measures is that the more entangled a bipartite
state is, the less entangled each of its individual systems is with a third party. Second, we
demonstrate that the unextendible entanglement is an entanglement monotone under two-
extendible quantum operations, including local operations and one-way classical communi-
cation as a special case. Normalization and faithfulness are two other desirable properties of
unextendible entanglement, which we establish here. We further show that the unextendible
entanglement provides efficiently computable benchmarks for the rate of exact entanglement
or secret key distillation, as well as the overhead of probabilistic entanglement or secret key
distillation.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum entanglement is a striking phenomenon of quantum mechanics and a key ingredi-
ent in many quantum information processing tasks [HHHHO09, Hay16, Will7]. Unshareability
or unextendibility is one of the key features of entanglement [Wer89, DPS02, DPS04]. Unex-
tendibility asserts that the more entangled a bipartite state is, the less entangled its individ-
ual systems can be with a third party. Given that classical correlations can be shared among
many parties, it emphasizes a key distinction between classical and quantum correlations. The
“monogamy of quantum entanglement” [Ter04], which has been described and studied in many



ways [CKWO00, Ter04, KW04, Yan06, OV06, AI07, LDMH'16, GG18], is also connected to this
special characteristic of unextendibility.

Unextendibility of entanglement plays a key role in frontier reaseach on Bell inequalities
[TDS03], quantum key distribution [MCL06, MRDL09, KL17], and quantum communication
[NH09, KDWW19, BBFS22]. Some recent works [KDWW19, KDWW21] developed a systematic
resource theory of unextendibility to investigate the unextendibility of bipartite quantum states.
The quantifiers of unextendibility defined in [KDWW19, KDWW21] generalize several known
measures introduced in the literature [NH09, Bra08, MCL06, HMW13]. In Remark 1 below, we
comment on key differences between the approach of [KDWW19, KDWW21] and our approach
taken here.

In this work, we present a resource theory of unextendible entanglement by taking into account
a state-dependent collection of free states, which is motivated by the fundamental importance of
unextendibility in understanding quantum entanglement. In particular, our contributions are as
follows:

1. We first introduce the unextendible entanglement, which is a class of entanglement measures
that minimizes the generalized divergence between a given state psp and any possible re-
duced state pap of an extension papp of pap (Section IIT). This method is based on the
idea that a bipartite state’s separate systems are less entangled with a third party, the more
entangled the state is.

2. Second, we show that our measures of unextendible entanglement are monotone under two-
extendible operations. This also means that they are monotone under local operations and
one-way classical communication (1-LOCC) (Section III B). We also prove faithfulness and
normalization of unextendible entanglement, two more desirable characteristics of the family
of entanglement measures. We additionally take into account a variety of important Rényi
relative entropy-based unextendible entanglement examples (Section IIIC), some of which
are efficiently computable (Section IV).

3. Third, we show how the unextendible entanglement can be utilized to effectively establish
fundamental limitations on both the overhead and rate of secret key and entanglement dis-
tillation (Section V). These most recent findings suggest that the unextendible entanglement
provides a useful lens into the virtues of entanglement as a resource.

Remark 1 (Comparison of our results with [KDWW19, KDWW21]) Before we delve
into the rest of the paper, let us briefly remark on the similarities and differences between our
present paper and [KDWW19, KDWWZ21]. The main aspect in which these works are similar is
that they both establish ways of quantifying entanglement in terms of the notion of unextendibility.
Howewver, beyond this conceptual link, the works are completely different in their approaches and
the resulting applications.

The papers [KDWW19, KDWW21] establish measures of unextendibility in terms of a compar-
ison between the state of interest and the set of k-extendible states, with the measure being called
the relative entropy of unextendibility. The consequences of this choice are that the relative en-
tropy of unextendibility does not give bounds on the asymptotic one-way distillable entanglement
or the asymptotic quantum capacity, mainly due to [KDWWZ21, Lemma 10/, which states that the
relative entropy of k-unextendibility can never be larger than logs k, regardless of the system size.
Thus, this quantity is only applicable for providing upper bounds on the rates of these tasks in the
non-asymptotic regime.

In contrast, as stated above, here we compare the bipartite state pap of interest, on systems AB,
to another bipartite state osp on systems AB’, such that there ewists a tripartite state on ABB’



with marginals given by pap and g ap. Thus, this measure, called unextendible entanglement here,
is completely different from the relative entropy of unextendibility from [KDWW19, KDWW21].
Furthermore, as we show in our paper, the unextendible entanglement is applicable in the asymptotic
regime, giving upper bounds on the rate of probabilistic distillation of entanglement and secret key.

Thus, the approach here and the approach taken in [KDWW19, KDWW21] are complementary
approaches for quantifying the unextendibility of entanglement.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We begin in this section by establishing some notation and reviewing some definitions.

A. Notations

Throughout, quantum systems are denoted by A, B, and C, have finite dimensions, and are
associated with their underlying Hilbert spaces. Systems described by the same letter are assumed
to be isomorphic: A7 = Ay and A =2 A’. The set of linear operators acting on system A is denoted
by L(A), the set of Hermitian operators acting on system A is denoted by Herm(A), the set of
positive semi-definite operators by P(A), and the set of quantum states (density operators) by
S(A). For a linear operator L, we use LT to denote its transpose and LT to denote its conjugate
transpose. The a-norm of L is defined as ||L||,, == (Tr[(V LTL)?])"/*. Especially, the trace norm
is defined as ||L||; :== Tr V LT L. The identity operator is denoted by 1 4. An operator of the form
Ly ® 1p is written simply L4. Quantum states of system A are denoted by p4 € S(A) and pure
(rank-one) quantum states by ¥ 4. A maximally entangled state <I>dA g of Schmidt rank d is defined
as %4 =1 Z?g:l li)Xjla ® |iXj|B, where {|i)4}; and {|i) g }; are orthonormal bases for systems A
and B, respectively. A maximally entangled state @?4 g is also known as an ebit. A purification of
a quantum state ps € S(A) is a pure state ¥/, , € S(AR) such that Trg ¥/, = pa, where R is
called the purifying system. An extension of a quantum state py € S(A) is a quantum state (not
necessarily pure) pap € S(AFE) such that Trg pag = pa, where E is called the extension system.
Quantum channels are completely positive (CP) and trace preserving (TP) maps from L£(A) to
L(B) and denoted by Na,p € Q(A — B). The identity channel from L£(A) to L(A) is denoted
by id 4.

B. Quantum divergences

Let R denote the field of real numbers. A functional D : S(4) x S(4) - R U {+o0} is a
generalized divergence [PV10] if for arbitrary Hilbert spaces H 4 and Hp, arbitrary states pa,04 €
S(A), and an arbitrary channel Ny, g € Q(A — B), the following data-processing inequality holds

D(palloa) > D(Na—p(pa)Nasp(oa)). (1)

The data-processing inequality above implies that there is a constant ¢ € R such that
D(palloa) > c for all states p and o. Indeed, we can choose the channel Ny_,p5 in (1) to be
the trace and replace channel p — Tr[p|w, where w is a state. Then applying (1), we conclude that
D(pallca) > D(w|w). Furthermore, considering the trace and replace channel p — Tr[p|7, where
T is a state, and applying the data-processing inequality twice in opposite directions implies that
D(w||jw) = D(7||7) for all states w and 7. Thus, we can set ¢ = D(w||lw), justifying the claim, and
we see that D(pa|loa) takes its minimal value when the two states are equal, i.e., p = 0. Without



loss of generality, we can then redefine the generalized divergence to be D(pallca) — ¢, so that
the redefined quantity satisfies D(w|lw) = 0 for every state w. We make this assumption in what
follows.

We then call a generalized divergence D faithful if D(pa||c4) = 0 if and only if py = 04. Exam-
ples of interest are the quantum relative entropy [Ume62], the Petz-Rényi relative entropies [Pet86],
the sandwiched Rényi relative entropies [MLDS'13, WWY14], and the geometric Rényi relative
entropies [Mat15, FF21]. Let us recall the definitions of these relative entropies. The Petz—Rényi
relative entropy is defined for a € (0,1) U (1, 00) as follows:

Dy (w||1) ==

- log Qa(w7), @
Qa(wlir) = Trw™r'~7) 3)

where logarithms are taken to base two throughout this paper and D (w||7) is defined as the limit
of Dy (wl||7) for @« — 1. The sandwiched Rényi relative entropy is defined for a € (0,1) U (1, 00) as

- 1 -
Da(w|[r) = —— log Qa(w|IT), (4)
~ 2a0 ot

QQ(WHT) — Hw1/27_(1—a)/2a . _ Tr|:<7_(1—a)/2aw7_(1—a)/2a) ] ) (5)

Moreover, Di(w||7) is defined as the limit of Dy (w]||7) for @ — 1. The geometric Rényi relative
entropy is defined for o € (0,1) U (1, 00) as follows:

ﬁa(wHT) = - 1 1 log @a(wHT), (6)

@a(wHT) =Tr |:T <T_1/2w7'_1/2>a] , (7)

and D (wl|7) is defined as the limit of Dq (wl||7) for a — 1. For all of the above quantities, if o > 1
and supp(w) Z supp(7), then

~ ~

Do (w|[7) = Da(w[|T) = Da(wl|T) = +00. (8)

The Petz—Rényi relative entropy obeys the data-processing inequality for a € [0,2] [Pet86], the
sandwiched Rényi relative entropy obeys the data-processing inequality for o € [1/2,00] [FL13,
Beil3] (see also [Will8]), and the geometric Rényi relative entropy obeys the data-processing
inequality for a € (0,2] [Mat15, HM17]. In the case that o = 1, we take the limit @ — 1 to find
that [Pet86, MLDST13, WWY14]

D(wlir) = lim Da(wl|r) = lim De(w]lr) = Trlw [logew — log7]), )

where D(wl|7) is the well-known quantum relative entropy [Ume62]. The geometric Rényi relative
entropy converges to the Belavkin—Staszewski relative entropy [BS82] in the limit v — 1:

lim Do (w]l7) = D(wlr) = Trwlog(w'/>r~'w!/2)], (10)
a—

which is known to obey the data-processing inequality [HM17]. In the case that a = oo, we take
the limit o — oo to find that [MLDS'13]

Dyax(@|l7) i= lim Da(wlr) =inf{A € R:w < 27}, (11)



where Dpax(w]|7) is the max-relative entropy [Dat09]. See [KW20] for a detailed review of all of
these quantities.

The following faithfulness property ensures that the above divergences are non-negative for
normalized states and vanishes only if both arguments are equal (proof in Appendix A). It is useful
for later analysis.

Lemma 1 (Faithfulness) Let a € (0,00), and let w and T be quantum states. Then Dy (w||T7) > 0
and Dy (w||7) = 0 if and only if w = 7. The same is true for the sandwiched and geometric Rényi
relative entropies.

III. QUANTIFYING THE UNEXTENDIBILITY OF ENTANGLEMENT

This section is structured as follows. In Section III A, we define the set of free states determined
by a given bipartite quantum state p4p. In Section I11 B, we introduce the generalized unextendible
entanglement. In Section III C, we consider special cases of the generalized unextendible entangle-
ment, which include those based on the quantum relative entropy [Ume62], the Petz—Rényi relative
entropy [Pet86], the sandwiched Rényi relative entropy [MLDST13, WWY14], and the geometric
Rényi relative entropy [Mat15] (see also [FF21]). We establish several desirable properties for these
measures, including the fact that they are monotone under two-extendible operations.

A. State-dependent set of free states

Unlike the usual framework of quantum resource theories [CG19] and that which was estab-
lished for unextendibility in [KDWW19], the free states in our resource theory are state-dependent,
which is inspired by the definition and meaning of unextendibility of entanglement. Note that
state-dependent resource theories were previously considered in a different context [RNBG20]. To
be specific, given a bipartite state pap, the free states are those bipartite states that are possibly
shareable between Alice and a third party B’, where the system B’ is isomorphic to B. Mathe-
matically, the set of free states corresponding to a state pap is defined as follows:

Foap =10ap : pap = Trpfwapp], oap = Trplwanp], waps € S(ABB')}. (12)

Furthermore, if pap € F,,,, then pap is two-extendible, indicating that there exists an exten-
sion wapp of pap such that pap = Trp/lwapp] = Trplwapp]. Separable states are always
two-extendible. Interestingly, there are entangled states that are also two-extendible; a concrete
example can be found in Eq. (7) of [Doh14]. As so, the resource theory under consideration differs
from commonly studied entanglement quantifiers where separable states are usually regarded as
constituting the full set of free states.

We introduce selective two-extendible operations as the free operations under consideration,
which generalize the two-extendible channels previously defined and investigated in [KDWW19].
Mathematically, a selective two-extendible operation consists of a set of CP maps of the following
form:

{&ZZXB—)A’B’}yey ’ (13)

such that 3 o,
extendible, in the sense that there exists an extension map SZ

5}4 B 18 trace-preserving, each map 5}4 B 18 completely positive and two-

B1B>—A'B| B, Sa‘tiSfying [KDWW19]



1. Channel extension:
vaBle € S(ABIB2) : gngA'B/ (pAB1) = TrBé 5313132_”4/313& (PAB1Bz) ) (14)
where pap, = Trp, paB, B, is the marginal quantum state of pap, B,.

2. Permutation covariance:

y — y
Expi BB iy © YWBiB: = WhiBy 0 Edp g, apr (15)
where Wh, B, is the unitary swap channel.

The two conditions above ensure that the two marginal operations

53131—%'3' (pap,) = Trp, [531B1B2—>A’B1Bé (PABle)} , (16)

) . )
EABy— A (paB,) = Trp; {EABlBQ—MVBiBé (/’ABle)} ; (17)

where pap, = Trp, pap, B, is the marginal quantum state, are operations that are in fact equal to
the original operation:

Yy _ oy
Eipoap = Eapisap, = Eapyamy (18)

We emphasize that the channel extension defined in (14) must have well defined channel marginals,
which is a nontrivial property and commonly referred to as the quantum channel marginal problem.
We refer interested readers to [HLA22] for comprehensive research on this problem.

A two-extendible channel [KDWW19] is a special case of a selective two-extendible operation
for which |Y| = 1.

Now we introduce selective 1-LOCC operations as a special case of selective two-extendible
operations. Mathematically, a selective 1-LOCC operation consists of a set of CP maps of the
following form:

{ AB—A'B = Z]:A—M’ B—>B’} ) (19)
yey

TEX

where X and Y are the alphabets, each map ffx Sar is completely positive, the sum map
Y owe Xyey Fi A4 1s trace-preserving, and each map GgrY 5o, p is completely positive and trace-
preserving. A 1-LOCC channel is a special case of a selective 1-LOCC operation for which || = 1.
The fact that selective 1-LOCC operations are a special case of selective two-extendible operations
can be verified by constructing the extension map of E% B in (19) in the following way:

£ABlB2—>A’B’B’ = Z]:A—M’ ®Gg? B © gy By (20)

Such a choice satisfies the channel extension and permutation covariance properties required
of selective two-extendible operations. We emphasize that similar inclusions were observed in
[KDWW19] for two-extendible channels and 1-LOCC channels.



B. Generalized unextendible entanglement

We introduce a family of entanglement measures called unextendible entanglement. Given a
bipartite state pap, the key idea behind these measures is to minimize the divergence between p4p
and any possible reduced state p4ps of an extension papp of pap. These measures are intuitively
motivated by the fact that the more that a bipartite state is entangled, the less that each of its
individual systems is entangled with a third party.

Definition 1 (Generalized unextendible entanglement) The generalized unextendible en-
tanglement of a bipartite state pap is defined as

E“(paB) == inf D (paBlloar), (21)

1
2 O AR/ E]:PAB
where the infimum ranges over all free states in F,,,, as defined in (12).

Remark 2 (Connection to joinability) In [JV13, Definition 1], the concept of joinability of
two bipartite states was considered. That is, two states cap and Tap are said to be joinable if
there exists a tripartite state wapp such that Trp{wapp] = oap and Trplwapp| = Tap. With
this in mind, the measure in (21) can be understood as quantifying how unjoinable a bipartite
state pap 1s with other bipartite states of systems A and B'.

Remark 3 (Channel representation) In [CW0/], it was established that a state papp: is
an extension of pap if and only if there exists a quantum channel Ro_p such that papp =
Reo—p (Yapc), where ¥ apc is a purification of pap. Using this correspondence, the generalized
unextendible entanglement can be defined in a dynamical way as

E%(pap) =5 _ inf {D(paBllpas’) : papp = (idap @ Re—p) ([¥X¥|aBc)} (22)

C—B/

DO =

where the infimum ranges over every quantum channel Ro_ pr.

In the following, we show that the generalized unextendible entanglement possesses the desirable
monotonicity property required for a valid entanglement measure [HHHHO09]. Notice that we have
only proven the monotonicity for (selective) two-extendible operations, which include (selective)
1-LOCC operations as special cases. We do not expect the unextendible entanglement to be
monotone under all LOCC operations.

Theorem 2 (Two-extendible monotonicity) The generalized unextendible entanglement does
not increase under the action of a two-extendible channel. That is, the following inequality holds
for an arbitrary bipartite quantum state pap and an arbitrary two-extendible channel Eogp_apr:

E“(pap) > E“(Eap—sap (paB))- (23)

Proof. Let pap,p, be an arbitrary extension of pap, with pap = pap,. Since the channel
Eap—ap is two-extendible, there exists an extending channel 45 5, AB| B, that satisfies the
conditions stated in (14)-(15). In particular, the marginal channels €4p, , 4p; and E4p, ,ap; are
each equal to the original channel £4p_, 4p. Furthermore, the state E4p,5,-, AB! B}, (pABiB,) is an
extension of Eap, ap; (paB,) and Eap, B, (pPaB,). Then we conclude that

D(paB,|lpaB,) > D(Eap—ap (paB,)||Eap—ap (paB.,)) (24)



= D(Eap, a8, (pAB)IEAB, Ay (PAB,)) (25)
> 2E“(Ea—ap(paB))- (26)

The first inequality follows from monotonicity of the generalized channel divergence under the
action of the quantum channel E4p_,4p/. The equality follows from the observations stated
above. The final inequality follows from the definition of the generalized unextendible entan-
glement, by applying the fact that £4p, 5, »AB; B, (paB,B,) 1s an extension of EAB,—»AB] (paB,) and
EABy—AB) (paB,). Since the inequality above holds for an arbitrary extension pap, B, of pap, we
can take an infimum over all such extensions and conclude (23). |

It turns out that if the underlying generalized divergence is faithful and continuous, then the
generalized unextendible entanglement E* is faithful, in the sense that E“(pap) = 0 if and only if
pAB is two-extendible.

Proposition 3 (Faithfulness) If the underlying generalized divergence is faithful, then the gen-
eralized unextendible entanglement E" is non-negative and E*(pap) = 0 if pap is two-extendible.
If the underlying generalized divergence is also continuous, then the state pap is two-extendible if

E"(pap) = 0.

Proof. Non-negativity of E* follows from the assumption of faithfulness. Now suppose that pap
is two-extendible. Then there exists an extension p4pp’ such that pap = pap. Then it follows
that E*(pap) = 0 by definition and from the assumption that the underlying divergence is faithful.

Now suppose that E*(p4p) = 0. By the assumption of continuity, this means that there exists
an extension papp of pap such that pap = pap/. Then, by definition, pap is two-extendible. W

C. oa-unextendible entanglement

The a-unextendible entanglement of a bipartite state pap is defined by taking the generalized
divergence in (21) to be the Petz-Rényi relative entropy [Pet86], the sandwiched Rényi relative
entropy D, (w|7) [MLDS'13, WWY14], or the geometric Rényi relative entropy [Mat15]. It is
meaningful to consider the families of a-unextendible entanglement measures with different quan-
tum divergences for several reasons. First of all, we are able prove their general properties once
and for all, without analyzing them case by case. Second, some special cases of these measures
lead to novel applications, as we will show in Section V. It is highly possible that more of them find
operational interpretations in other tasks, using the insights learned from the proved properties.

Definition 2 (a-unextendible entanglement) The «-Petz unestendible entanglement is de-
fined for o € [0,00) as

inf Da (pABHO'AB’)y (27)

1
Ei(pan) =1 int
TAB'SpaB

the a-sandwiched unextendible entanglement is defined for a € (0,00] as

inf D, (IOABHO-AB’) 5 (28)

~ 1
EY ==
OC(pAB) 2UAB’6]:PAB

and the a-geometric unextendible entanglement is defined for o € (0,00) as

inf  Da (paglloas). (29)

~ 1
Bi(pan) =5 int
TAB'&paB
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In the following, we show that the a-unextendible entanglement possesses the desirable mono-
tonicity property required for an entanglement measure [HHHH09]. More specifically, it is an
immediate consequence of Theorem 2 and data processing that a-unextendible entanglement is
monotone under the action of a two-extendible channel for certain values of a.

Corollary 4 (Two-extendible monotonicity) For a € [0,2], the a-Petz unextendible entan-
glement does not increase under the action of a two-extendible channel. For o € [1/2,0¢], the
a-sandwiched unextendible entanglement does mot increase under the action of a two-extendible
channel. For a € (0,2], the a-geometric unextendible entanglement does not increase under the
action of a two-extendible channel.

Notice that we have only asserted the monotonicity for two-extendible operations, including
1-LOCC operations as special cases. As already mentioned, we do not expect the unextendible
entanglement to be monotone under all LOCC operations.

For certain values of o > 1, the above monotonicity statement can be strengthened, in the sense
that the a-unextendible entanglement is monotone under selective two-extendible operations. This
property is stronger than what we previously proved in Theorem 2. As before, this implies that
a-unextendible entanglement is monotone under selective 1-LOCC operations because these are a
particular case of selective two-extendible operations. The proof of Theorem 5 can be found in
Appendix B.

Theorem 5 (Selective two-extendible monotonicity) Let pap be a bipartite state, and let
{gzziB—)A/B/}y be a selective two-extendible operation. Then the following inequality holds for the
a-Petz unextendible entanglement for all a € [1,2]:

EY(pa) > Y. pW)ELWY p), (30)

y:p(y)>0

where
p(y) = Tr[EZB%A/B/(PAB)]a (31)
1

WY = ——E . ) 32
A'B p(y) SAB—A'B (paB) (32)
The following inequality holds for the a-sandwiched unextendible entanglement for all o € [1,00]:
EYpas) > Y. p)EL(wYp). (33)

y:p(y)>0

The following inequality holds for the a-geometric unextendible entanglement for all o € [1,2]:

Elpap) > Y. pW)EWYp). (34)
y:p(y)>0

Since the Petz—, sandwiched, and geometric Rényi relative entropies (and their limits in o —
1) satisfy all of the requirements in Lemma 1, we can invoke Proposition 3 and conclude the
faithfulness property for all a-unextendible entanglement measures.

Proposition 6 (Faithfulness) For a € (0,00), the a-Petz unextendible entanglement of a bipar-
tite state pap satisfies Ey(pap) > 0, and E§(pap) = 0 if and only if pap is two-extendible. For a €
(0,00], the a-sandwiched unextendible entanglement of a bipartite state pap satisfies E(pap) > 0,
and E¥(pap) = 0 if and only if pap is two-extendible. For o € (0,00), the a-geometric unex-
tendible entanglement of a bipartite state pap satisfies Eg(pAB) >0, and Eg(pAB) = 0 if and only
if pap is two-extendible.
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Before stating the next proposition, recall that the Petz—Rényi mutual information of a bipartite
state pap is defined as [GW15, Eq. (6.3) and Corollary 8]

«o
a—1

. —a o 1/a
[o(4; B), = min Da(paslloa ® o) = —= log Tr| (Tralol o))" . (35)

and the sandwiched Rényi mutual information of a bipartite state pap is defined as [Beil3, GW15]
Ia(4; B), = min Da(paslioa © o), (36)

where the minimization in both cases is with respect to every quantum state og. We also define
the geometric Rényi mutual information of p4p in a similar way:

Io(A;B), = min Da(paslpa® o). (37)

Also, recall that the Rényi entropy of a quantum state py4 is defined for a € (0,1) U (1,00) as

Ho(A)y = —— log Trlpf], (33)

—

and it is defined for a € {0,1, 00} in the limit, so that

Hy(A), = logrank(pa), (39)
H(A)p = HI(A)[) == TT[PA log PA], (40)
Huin(A)p = Hoo(A) = —log [|palls (41)

where rank(p4) is the rank of p4.
The following lemmas relate the a-mutual information to Rényi entropy when the bipartite
state is pure. The first was established in the proof of [SBW15, Proposition 13].

Lemma 7 ([SBW15]) Let a € (0,00). The a-Petz Rényi mutual information of a pure bipartite
state ¥ ap reduces to twice the v-Rényi entropy of its marginal:

I,(A; B)y = 2H,(A)y, (42)
where v = [2 — a] /a.

Lemma 8 Let a € (0,00]. The a-sandwiched Rényi mutual information of a pure bipartite state
Yap reduces to twice the B-Rényi entropy of its marginal:

I.(A; B)y, = 2Hg(A)y, (43)
where = [2a — 1],
Proof. See Appendix C. |

Lemma 9 Let a € (0,00). The a-geometric Rényi mutual information of a pure bipartite state
Yap reduces to twice the zero-Rényi entropy of its marginal:

Io(A; B)y = 2Hy(A)y. (44)
Proof. See Appendix D. |

The following proposition uses the lemmas above to conclude that the a-unextendible entan-
glement reduces to Rényi entropy of entanglement for pure states.
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Proposition 10 (Reduction for pure states) Let 1oap be a pure bipartite state. Then the a-
Petz unextendible entanglement reduces to the v-Rényi entropy of entanglement:

Eo(Yap) = Hy(¢a), (45)

where v = [2 — a]/a. The a-sandwiched unextendible entanglement reduces to the 3-Rényi entropy
of entanglement:

Eo($ap) = Hs(¥a), (46)

where 8 = [2a—1]71. The a-geometric unextendible entanglement reduces to the zero-Rényi entropy
of entanglement:

Eo(ap) = Ho(va). (47)

Proof. For a pure state ¥ 4p, an arbitrary extension of it has the form oap,p, = ¥ap, ® 0p,,
where op, is a state of system By. As such, it follows that

Fa(an) = min 5 Da(bap|da © op,) (48)
_ % I.(4: B), (49)
= H’y(T/JA)- (50)

The first equality follows from applying the definition of E, (1 4p), the second equality follows from
the definition in (35), and the final equality follows from Lemma 7.

The conclusions about E,(1¥4p) and Ea(wAB) follow the same line of reasoning but using
Lemma 8 and Lemma 9 instead, respectively. |

Following Proposition 10 and the fact that the Rényi entropy of the maximally mixed state
(reduced state of <I>% ) is equal to log d for all values of 8, we conclude the normalization property
and state it formally as follows.

Proposition 11 (Normalization) Let (IJiiB be a mazximally entangled state of Schmidt rank d.
Then E,(®%5) = logd for o € (0,00), En(®% ) = logd for a € (0,00], and Eo(®% ) = logd for
a € (0,00).

Let {p%yp}i C S(AB) be a set of bipartite quantum states, and let {p;}; be a probability
distribution such that p; > 0 and >, p; = 1. A generalized unextendible entanglement E" is
convex if

E" <Z pz’PiAB> < Z PiE(Pap); (51)

and it is quasi-convex if

B (Z pipZAB> < max By ). (52)

7

If E* is convex, then it is also quasi-convex; however, the converse is not necessarily true.
Intuitively, the convexity (quasi-convexity) property implies that the amount of quantum en-

tanglement cannot be increased by merely mixing the quantum states. Convexity is a desirable

property of a valid entanglement measure from both the mathematical and physical perspectives.

The a-unextendible entanglement satisfies this property for certain parameter ranges:
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Proposition 12 (Convexity and quasi-convexity) The a-Petz unextendible entanglement E
is conver when « € (0,1] and quasi-convex when o € (0,2]. The a-sandwiched unextendible
entanglement E" is conver when o € [1/2,1] and quasi-convex when o > 1/2. The a-geometric
unextendible entanglement Eg is conver when a € (0,1] and quasi-conver when o € (0,2].

Proof. This follows from the facts that D,, is jointly quasi-convex for o € (1,2] and jointly convex

for a € (0, 1] [Pet86]; Dy, is jointly quasi-convex for a > 1 and jointly convex for a € [1/2,1] [FL13];
and D, is jointly quasi-convex for o € (1,2] and jointly convex for o € (0, 1] [HM17]. [ |

Aside from the above properties, the a-unextendible entanglement is also subadditive (proof in
Appendix E).

Proposition 13 (Subadditivity) Let pa,p, € S(A1B1) and pa,B, € S(A2B2) be two bipartite
states. Then the following subadditivity inequality holds for a € [0, 00)

Eg(pA1B1 ® pAsz) < Eg(pAlBl) + EZ(PAng), (53)
for a € (0, 0]

EZ(PAlBl ® pAsz) < Eg(pAlBl) + EZ(PAng), (54)
and for a € (0, 00)

EZ(pAlBl ® pAsz) < E}JL(F)AlBJ + EZ(pAQB2)7 (55)

where the entanglement is evaluated across the A:B bipartition.

D. Relative-entropy-induced unextendible entanglement

As mentioned above, the quantum relative entropy is a particular instance of the Petz- and
sandwiched Rényi relative entropy, recovered by taking the limit o — 1. The a-unextendible
entanglement in terms of these measures has already been defined and investigated above. However,
it is notable enough that we define the quantum relative entropy induced unextendible entanglement
explicitly here.

Definition 3 (Relative-entropy-induced unextendible entanglement) For a bipartite state pap,
the quantum relative entropy induced unextendible entanglement is defined as

1 .
E%(pap) = 5 inf D (paBlloas), (56)

JAB’EFPAB

where D is the quantum relative entropy defined in (9).

As proved above, E" obeys the following properties: selective two-extendible monotonicity,
faithfulness, reduction to the entropy of entanglement for pure bipartite states, normalization,
convexity, and subadditivity. It is also efficiently computable by means of semi-definite program-
ming, using the approach of [FSP19, FF18].

The third property mentioned above follows directly from Proposition 10 for &« = 1, and it asserts
that for pure bipartite states, the relative-entropy-induced unextendible entanglement evaluates to
the von Neumann entropy of the reduced state. Although the proof has already been given, we
can see it with a straightforward proof consisting of a few steps. Let ¥ap = |¢)Xv)|ap be a pure

state. An arbitrary extension of ¥ 4p is of the form oc4pp = Yap ® op for some state og/. As
so, Trgloapp] = ¥4 ® op, where v4 = Trp[tap]. Then
L1 1
E*($ap) = inf S D(Yapllva ® op) = 51(4; B)y = H(A)y, (57)
opl

where the second equality follows from the definition of quantum mutual information.
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IV. EFFICIENTLY COMPUTABLE ENTANGLEMENT MEASURES

A. Max-unextendible entanglement

Another interesting instance of the sandwiched Rényi relative entropy is the max-relative en-
tropy, as recalled in (11). The max-relative entropy was originally defined and studied in [Dat09].
Here we adopt the max-relative entropy to define the max-unextendible entanglement. It turns out
that this measure is additive and can be calculated efficiently by utilizing a semidefinite program.

Definition 4 (Max-unextendible entanglement) For a given bipartite state pap, the maz-
unextendible entanglement is defined as

inf Dmax (PAB HO'AB’) 5 (58)

1
E;Illax(pAB) = 50 cF
AB/ PAB

where Dyax s the mazx-relative entropy defined in (11).

Note that the infimum in (58) can be replaced with a minimum.

From the definition of max-unextendible entanglement, it follows that it can be computed
efficiently by means of a semidefinite program (SDP). To be more specific, the following two
optimization programs satisfy strong duality and both evaluate to 2~ 2Emax(pas)

Primal Program Dual Program
maximize A minimize Tr[papYap]
subject to  A\pap < oap (59) subject to TrlpapXap] >1 (60)
pap = Trploaps] Xap @1 <Yap@1p
oapp 20 Xap,Yap 20

The primal SDP follows by considering that
Diax(w]|7) = loginf{\ : w < A7} = —logsup{p : pw < 7}. (61)

The dual SDP can be obtained by standard methods (e.g., the Lagrange multiplier method). For
completeness, we provide a proof in Appendix F.

By using the primal and dual expressions of 2-2Fmax(PAB) and strong duality, it follows that
E! (pap) is additive (proof in Appendix G), which is an appealing feature that finds use in
Section V.

Proposition 14 (Additivity) Let pa,p, € S(A1B1) and pa,p, € S(A2B2) be two bipartite
states. It holds that

Eriilax (pAlBl ® pAzB2) = Eriilax (pAlBl) + Eriilax (pAzB2) s (62)

where the entanglement is evaluated across the A:B bipartition.
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B. Min-unextendible entanglement

In this section, we consider the limit of the Petz—Rényi relative entropy as a — 0, which is known
as the min-relative entropy [Dat09, Definition 2]. Let us first recall the definition. Let p € S(A)
and o € P(A). Let II” denote the projection onto the support of p. Then the min-relative entropy
of p and ¢ is defined as

Dmin (pHO-) == lOg Tr [HPO.] . (63)
With Dpin, we define the min-unextendible entanglement as follows.

Definition 5 (Min-unextendible entanglement) For a given bipartite state pap, the min-
unextendible entanglement is defined as

1
— inf D ). 64
9 UAB’lg}—pAB min (PABHUAB ) ( )

Eriilin(pAB) =

Note that the infimum in (64) can be replaced with a minimum.
Much like the max-unextendible entanglement, the min-unextendible entanglement can also be
calculated as the solution to a semidefinite program. The following two optimization programs
satisfy strong duality, and both evaluate to 2~ 2Fmin(PaB) We derive the dual SDP in Appendix F.

Primal Program Dual Program
maximize Tr[II%) ;oap/] minimize Tr[papXan] (66)
subject to Trp/loapp]| = paB subject to Xap®1p > 1195 @ 1p
oapp 2> 0 Xap 20

Following similarly to the proof of Proposition 14, we can show that the min-unextendible
entanglement is additive.

Proposition 15 (Additivity) Let pa,p, € S(A1B1) and pa,p, € S(A2B2) be two bipartite
states. It holds that

Erunin(pAlBl ® pAsz) = Erqilin(pfhfh) + Erunin(pAsz)v (67)

where the entanglement is evaluated across the A:B bipartition.

Furthermore, the min-unextendible entanglement of a pure bipartite state can be computed
explicitly (proof in Appendix H).

Proposition 16 Let [¢Y)ap = Zle Vaili) alti) B be a pure state in Hap, with ag > -+ > ay, >
0. Then the following equality holds

Efin (Yap) = —loga. (68)

Interestingly, E". (¥ ap) has an operational interpretation in terms of deterministic entangle-
ment transformation [DFJY05], which we briefly introduce as follows. Let [¢1) and |¢2) be two
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pure bipartite states for systems AB. Let m € N be an integer. We define f(m) to be the max-
imum integer n such that ™ can be transformed into ¥$™ by LOCC deterministically. The
deterministic entanglement transformation rate from 1 to 1y, written D (¢ — 1)), is defined as

Dl = 1pa) = sup 1. (69)

m>1

Intuitively, for sufficiently large m, one can transform m copies of ¥ exactly into mD (¢ — 19)
copies of 19 by LOCC. We have the following proposition, which is a consequence of Proposition 16
and the developments in [DFJY05]:

Proposition 17 Let [{)) 45 be a pure state in AB and ®2 be the ebit. Then the following equality
holds

D (¢ — ®*) = Ely, (YaB) - (70)

C. Unextendible fidelity

Let p,o0 € S(A) be two quantum states. The (root) fidelity between p and o is defined as
[Uhl76]

Fip.0) = |Vaval, = 1|y Varval. ()

Here we define the unextendible fidelity of a state pap:

Definition 6 (Unextendible fidelity) For a given bipartite state pap, the unextendible fidelity
1s defined as

F'(pap) = sup  F(pap,oap). (72)

UAB’G}—PAB

Note that the supremum in (72) can be replaced with a maximum.

Suppose that ¥ 4 ¢ is a purification of p 4. By applying Remark 3, we see that the unextendible
fidelity can be alternatively understood as a measure of how well one can recover the state pap if
system B is lost and a recovery channel is performed on the purification system C' alone, due to
the following equivalent formulation:

F(pap) = max {F(pap, pap) : papp = (idap @ Rowp) ((WN¥]apo)} (73)

C— B/

where the maximum ranges over every quantum channel No_, /. The unextendible fidelity is thus
similar in spirit to the fidelity of recovery from [SW15], but one finds that it is a different measure
when analyzing it in more detail.

By examining (4) and (71), one immediately finds that 51/2 (pllo) = —log[F(p,0)]?. Thus, we
establish the following equivalence between unextendible fidelity and 1/2-sandwiched unextendible
entanglement:

F'pap) = max F(pap,oap) (74)
[yy:U E.FpAB
—  max 2 3Di2(paslloas) (75)

UABIG‘FPAB
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— 2_5%/2(pAB). (76)

Since the fidelity function is SDP computable [Wat13], it follows that the unextendible fidelity
can be computed efficiently by means of a semidefinite program. To be more specific, the following
two optimization programs satisfy strong duality and both evaluate to F*(pap). For completeness,
we show in detail how to derive the dual program in Appendix I.

Primal Program Dual Program

1 1 1 1

maximize 3 Tr[Xap] + 3 Tr[XLB] minimize 3 Tr[Wappan] + 3 Tr[Zapas]

. PAB XaB . Wap —]lAB>
bject t >0 subject to >0

subject to <XIXB Trp [UABB']> = (77) J <—1AB Yap ) =
paB = Trp/loaBp/] Zap@1p >Yap @1p
oapp =0 Wap,Yap, Zap =2 0
Xap € L(AB) (78)

We also establish the following equivalent dual representation of F“(p4p) in Appendix I:

infimum \/Tr[Y;];,pAB] Tr[Zappas]
subject to Zap®@1pg >Yup @ 1p (79)
ZaB,Yap > 0.

As a direct consequence of this equivalent dual representation, we find that the extendible
fidelity is multiplicative (proof in Appendix J).

Proposition 18 (Multiplicativity) Let pa,p, € S(A1B1) and pa,p, € S(A2B3) be two bipartite
states. The following equality holds
F*(payB, ® pasp,) = F*(pay, ) F"(pass,), (80)

where the entanglement is evaluated across the A:B bipartition.

Recall (74)—(76), which relates the unextendible fidelity and the 1/2-sandwiched unextendible
entanglement. Proposition 18 demonstrates that the logarithmic unextendible fidelity is an ad-
ditive unextendible entanglement measure, different from both the min- and max-unextendible
entanglement.

Corollary 19 Let pa,p, € S(A1B1) and pa,B, € S(A2B2) be two bipartite states. The following
additivity relation holds

E;L/2(pAlB1 ® pAsB,) = E%/Q(pAlBl) + Eil/2(pAsz)a (81)
where the entanglement is evaluated across the A:B bipartition.

Using the relation in (74)—(76) between the unextendible fidelity and the 1/2-sandwiched un-
extendible entanglement, we find that the unextendible fidelity of a pure bipartite state can be
computed explicitly.

Proposition 20 Let ¢4 be a pure bipartite state. Then the following equality holds
Fu(wAB) = )\max(l/}A)a (82)

where Amax(pa) is the maximal eigenvalue of V4.
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V. APPLICATIONS FOR SECRET KEY AND ENTANGLEMENT DISTILLATION

A. Private states and unextendible entanglement

In this section, we review the definition of a private state [HHHO05, HHHOO09], and then we
establish a bound on the number of private bits contained in a private state, in terms of the
state’s unextendible entanglement. These results find applications in the next two subsections
(Sections VB and V C), where we investigate the overhead of probabilistic secret key distillation
and the rate of exact secret key distillation.

We first review the definition of a private state [HHHO05, HHHOO09]. Let paga g € S(ABA'B’)
be a state shared between spatially separated parties Alice and Bob, where Alice possesses sys-
tems A and A’ and Bob possesses systems B and B’, such that

K =dim(Ha) = dim(Hp). (83)

A state papa/p is called a private state [HHHOO05, HHHOO09] if Alice and Bob can extract a secret
key from it by performing local measurements on A and B, such that the key is product with an
arbitrary purifying system of papa/p. That is, papa/p is a private state of log K private bits if,
for every purification ¢ 5 4/ gz Of paBA B, the following holds:

k=1

where M(-) = >, |kXk|(-)|k)k| is a projective measurement channel and of is some state on the
purifying system. The systems A and B are known as key systems, and A’ and B’ are known as
shield systems. Interestingly, it was shown that a private state of log K private bits can be written
in the following form [HHHOO05, HHHO09]

Yapap = Uapap (Php ®oap) UI;BA/B/, (85)

where <I>§ p is a maximally entangled state of Schmidt rank K, the state o4/ is an arbitrary state,
and

i,j=1

is a controlled unitary known as a “twisting unitary,” with each U g @ unitary.

We now establish some bounds on the number of private bits contained in a private state,
in terms of its unextendible entanglement. Recall that the generalized mutual information of a
state pap is defined as follows [SW12]:

In(A: B), = inf D(pasllpa © o), (57)

where D is the generalized divergence discussed in Section III B and the infimum is with respect
to every density operator og. We first show that the unextendible entanglement of a private state
is bounded from below by the generalized mutual information of ® 45 (proof in Appendix K).

Proposition 21 For a v-bipartite private state of the form in (85), the following bound holds
1
E“(vaaBp) > 5ID(4; Bgx, (88)

where In(A; B)g is evaluated with respect to the state %5 in (85).
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As a corollary of Proposition 21 and Lemmas 7, 8, and 9, we find that if the generalized
divergence is set to be the Petz—, sandwiched, or geometric Rényi relative entropy, then the unex-
tendible entanglement of a y-bipartite private state is bounded from below by the amount of secret
key that can be extracted from the state. Note that this corollary includes the relative entropy,
the min-relative entropy, and the max-relative entropy as limiting cases.

Corollary 22 If the generalized divergence is the Petz—, sandwiched, or geometric Rényi relative
entropy with « set so that the data-processing inequality is satisfied, then the following bound holds

Eg(’YAA’BB’) > log K. (89)

B. Overhead of probabilistic secret key distillation

This section considers the overhead of probabilistic secret key distillation under selective two-
extendible operations (which include 1-LOCC operations as a special case). We first formally define
the overhead of probabilistic secret key distillation:

Definition 7 The overhead of distilling k private bits from several independent copies of a bipartite
state pap is given by the minimum number of copies of pap needed, on average, to produce some
private state ’YJIZBA’B’ with log K = k using 1-LOCC operations:

Ko (pap, k) = inf {E c A(PXB) — Vi parg with prob. p, A is selective Z—LOCC} . (90)
p
We can also define the overhead when selective two-extendible operations are allowed:
Koy o(pag, k) = inf {E : A(p%ré) — VQBA'B' with prob. p, A is selective twO-emtendible} . (91)
p

Note that it is mot necessary to produce a particular private state %If‘BA,B,, but rather just some
private state ’YIIZBA’B’ having k private bits.

The following inequality is a trivial consequence of definitions and the fact that a selective
1-LOCC operation is a special kind of selective two-extendible operation:

Kov(pABa k) > Kov,2(pAB7 k) (92)

It turns out that the relative-entropy-induced unextendible entanglement E%“(p4p), given in
Definition 3, provides a lower bound on the overhead of probabilistic secret key distillation of a
bipartite state pap (proof in Appendix L).

Theorem 23 For a bipartite state pap, the overhead of distilling k private bits from pap is
bounded from below by

k
KOV 7k 2 Tl .\

where the relative-entropy-induced unextendible entanglement is given in Definition 3.

(93)

In Theorem 5 and Proposition 13, we proved that the a-Petz unextendible entanglement for
a € [1,2], the a-sandwiched unextendible entanglement for a € [1, 00|, and the a-geometric unex-
tendible entanglement for o € [1, 2] satisfy selective two-extendible monotonicity and subadditivity,
respectively. That is to say, all these entanglement measures can be used as lower bounds in (93).
Since these divergences are monotonically increasing in o [Tom15] and D(w||7) < D(w||7) [HP91],
E%(pap) is the smallest unextendible entanglement measure among these choices and yields the
tightest lower bound. Furthermore, the authors of [FSP19] proposed a method to accurately ap-
proximate the quantum relative entropy via semidefinite programming. This enables us to estimate
the lower bound using available semidefinite programming solvers. See also [FF18] in this context.
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C. Exact secret key distillation

We can also consider the setting in which the goal is to distill secret key exactly from a bipartite
state by using two-extendible or 1-LOCC operations. Though exact distillation is less realistic
than the above probabilistic scenario, it is still a core part of zero-error quantum information
theory [GAAM16].

The one-shot 1-LOCC exact distillable key of pap is defined to be the maximum number of
private bits achievable via a 1-LOCC channel; that is,

1
K:E-IZOCC(pAB) = Sup{k: : AAB—)ABA’B’ (pAB) = IVIIZ;BA/B/? A € 1_LOCC}7 (94)
where ’YfiB ey is any private state with k private bits. The 1-LOCC exact distillable key of a
state pap is then defined as the regularization of K f_lﬁocc (paB):
— liminf £ gD &n
Kirocc(pag) = lim inf EKl—LOCC(pAB)‘ (95)
Note that the following inequality holds as a direct consequence of definitions:

K Sﬁocc(PAB) < Ki.vocc(pan)- (96)

The one-shot two-extendible exact distillable key and two-extendible exact distillable key of pap
are defined similarly:

1
Ky txr(pan) = sup{k : Myp ipap(pan) = Vg0 A € 2EXT), (97)
o1 n
Ko gxt(paB) = lim inf EKé}lszT(p%B)a (98)

and the following inequality holds as a direct consequence of definitions:

KQ(_%XT(PAB) < Ko gxr(paB)- (99)

Immediate consequences of definitions and the fact that 1-LOCC operations are contained in
the set of two-extendible operations are the following inequalities:

Kf_lﬂocc(PAB) < Ké_l,%XT(PAB), Kirocc(pap) < Kogxt(pas), (100)

It turns out that the min-unextendible entanglement E. (pap) serves as an upper bound on
the two-extendible exact distillable key of a bipartite state pap (proof in Appendix M).

Theorem 24 For a bipartite state pap, its asymptotic exact distillable key under two-extendible
operations is bounded from above as

Ko gxt(pas) < Eyin(pas)- (101)

Actually, it is evident from the proof that in Theorem 24, both E¥ . (pap) and E”i‘p(p AB) are
valid upper bounds on Ky gx1(pap), since they are also monotonic and additive. However, since

Euin(pap) < EYjp(pan) < Biax(pan), (102)

the min-unextendible entanglement E". (pap) leads to the tightest upper bound. Note that the
inequalities in (102) follow from the facts that the fidelity obeys data processing under the channel
M(w) = Tr[IIPw]|0)X0] + Tr[(1 — II*)w]|1)1], so that Tr[II?o] = F2(M(p), M(c)) > F?(p,0) and

D,, is monotonically increasing in o [MLDS"13, WWY14].
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D. Overhead of probabilistic entanglement distillation

Entanglement distillation aims at obtaining maximally entangled states from less entangled bi-
partite states shared between two parties via certain free operations. As a central task in quantum
information processing, various approaches [VP98, Rai99, VW02, Rai01, HHH00, CW04, WD17b,
LDS17, WD16, FWTD19, KDWW19, REFEWG19] have been developed to characterize and approx-
imate the performance of the rates of deterministic entanglement distillation.

Here, we consider the overhead of probabilistic entanglement distillation [BDSW96, CCGFZ99,
PSBZ01, NFB14, CB08, RST*18] under selective two-extendible operations, similar to what we
considered for probabilistic secret key distillation. We begin by defining the overhead of proba-
bilistic entanglement distillation.

Definition 8 The overhead of distilling m ebits from several independent copies of a bipartite
state pap is equal to the minimum number of copies of pap needed, on average, to produce m copies
of the ebit ®? using selective 1-LOCC operations:

Eo(pap,m) == inf {2 t A(pFR) — (@)™ with prob. p, A is selective J—LOCC} . (103)
p
We can also define the overhead when selective two-extendible operations are allowed:
Eov2(pap, m) = inf {g tA(PFB) — (D)™ with prob. p, A is selective two—emtendible} . (104)

The following inequality is a trivial consequence of definitions and the fact that a selective
1-LOCC operation is a special kind of selective two-extendible operation:

Eov(pap,m) = Eov2(pan,m). (105)

Since secret key can be obtained from ebits [HHHOO05] via local operations, a direct corollary of
Theorem 23 is that E* is a lower bound on the overhead of probabilistic entanglement distillation.

Corollary 25 For a bipartite state pap, the overhead of distilling m ebits from pap is bounded
from below as

m
Eov,2 (PABa m) > W

paB)’ (106)

where E¥(pap) is the relative-entropy-induced unextendible entanglement from Definition 3.

E. Exact entanglement distillation

The one-shot 1-LOCC exact distillable entanglement of pap is defined to be the maximum
number of ebits achievable via a 1-LOCC channel; that is,

E&)JOCC(,OAB) =sup{logd: A,z . is(paB) = @ié, A € 1-LOCC}, (107)

where @%B is a maximally entangled state of Schmidt rank d. The 1-LOCC exact distillable

entanglement of a state pap is then defined as the regularization of ES{OCC (paB):

.1 n
Eirocc(pap) = lim inf EEEI)JOCC(/)E{K)B)‘ (108)
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Note that the following inequality is a direct consequence of the definitions:

EY oeo(pas) < Errocc(pas)- (109)

The one-shot two-extendible exact distillable entanglement and two-extendible exact distillable
entanglement of pap are defined similarly:

ES)r(pap) =sup{logd: A, i5(pas) = 9% ., A € 2EXT}, (110)

e L (1) on
Esgxt(paB) = lgglgf EEz-EXT(PAB)y (111)

and the following inequality is a direct consequence of definitions:

Eé_ll)i)XT(pAB) < Esgxt(paB)- (112)

Immediate consequences of definitions and the fact that 1-LOCC operations are contained in
the set of two-extendible operations are the following inequalities:

EY ooc(pan) < EShxr(pan),  Eirocc(pas) < Eapxr(pan), (113)

As a direct corollary of Theorem 24 and the relation between private states and ebits mentioned
previously (just below (105)), the min-unextendible entanglement E. serves as an upper bound
on the exact distillable entanglement via two-extendible operations.

Corollary 26 For a bipartite state pap, its asymptotic exact distillable entanglement under two-
extendible operations is bounded from above by its min-unextendible entanglement:

Esmxt(paB) < Efin(pan). (114)

F. Examples

In this section, we apply our bounds on the overhead of probabilistic entanglement or secret key
distillation to three classes of states: isotropic states, S states, and erased states. We compare our
lower bounds and other known estimations of the overhead to upper bounds derived from known
distillation protocols. In particular, we show that our lower bound on the overhead of distillation
is tight for erased states.

To begin with, recall the relative entropy of entanglement [VP98]:

Er(pap) = min D(pasloas). (115)
where SEP denotes the set of separable states. It is known that the relative entropy of entanglement
is monotone under selective LOCC [VP98]. Thus, the relative entropy of entanglement Fr(pap)
can be used to estimate the overhead of distillation under selective LOCC via an approach similar
to that given in the proof of Corollary 25.

Isotropic states: Let us first investigate the class of isotropic states p;, defined as [HH99]

1—@d

. d
pr.—T'q) +(1—7’)ﬁ,

(116)

where r € [0,1], so that p, is a convex mixture of a maximally entangled state ®? of Schmidt
rank d and its orthogonal complement. Numerous works have been carried out to study the
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FIG. 1. Lower bounds on the overhead of distilling one ebit or one private bit from isotropic states.
For the overhead of probabilistic distillation of entanglement or secret key under 1-LOCC operations, our
lower bound (solid line) outperforms the previous lower bound (dashed line) based on relative entropy of
entanglement.

distillation rate of isotropic states under various scenarios [FWTD19, WFD18, LDS17, RST*18].
Here we investigate probabilistic entanglement distillation under 1-LOCC operations and show the
advantage of our method in estimating the overhead. We consider the case d = 2 for simplicity.
Figure 1 plots the unextendible entanglement and relative entropy of entanglement for the overhead
of probabilistic entanglement or secret key distillation for this set of states.! Note that the relative
entropy of entanglement for qubit-qubit isotropic states (d = 2) was calculated in [VPRK97].

S states: An S state is a mixture of the Bell state and non-orthogonal product noise, whose
distillation protocols were studied in [RSTT18, ZZW™21]. Here, we define it as

S, = p®? + (1 — p)|00)00|. (117)

Figure 2 plots the unextendible entanglement and relative entropy of entanglement for the overhead
of probabilistic entanglement or secret key distillation for this set of states. The result shows that
our result establishes a better lower bound on the overhead of probabilistic distillation under 1-
LOCC operations.

Erased states: We also consider the class of erased states, which are the Choi states of quantum
erasure channels [GBP97]:

P = (1-e)@ip +eleela @ mp, (118)

where ¢ € [0,1], %5 is an ebit, and |e) is some state that is orthogonal to 74. For simplicity, we
choose dy = dp = 2 (qubit system), and d4s = dg + 1 = 3. This state can be obtained as follows.
Alice and Bob share a two-qubit maximally entangled state ® 45 and Alice transmits her local copy
through an erasure channel, so that with probability 1 — ¢ it is unaffected and with probability e
it is “erased” (replaced with the erasure flag state e) .

Interestingly, there is a simple formula for the relative-entropy-induced unextendible entangle-
ment of the erased state (proof in Appendix N).

Proposition 27 The unextendible entanglement of the erased state p%, 5 is E*(p5% ) =1 —¢€.

L All Matlab codes used to generate these plots and calculate various unextendible entanglement measures are
available with the arXiv posting of this paper as arXiv ancillary files.
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FIG. 2. Bounds on the overhead of distilling one ebit or one private bit from S states. For the overhead
of probabilistic distillation of entanglement or secret key under 1-LOCC operations, our lower bound (solid
line) outperforms the previous lower bound (dashed line) based on relative entropy of entanglement.

Corollary 25 together with Proposition 27 shows that 1/E"(p%,5) = 1/(1 — ¢) is a lower bound
on the overhead of probabilistically distilling one ebit from p%, 5. Indeed, we can show the tight-
ness of the lower bound by considering the following one-way LOCC protocol that achieves this
bound. Given p%, 5, Alice detects whether her local system is erased or not by performing a binary
measurement {14, |e)e|}. With probability 1 — &, she finds that the system is not erased. Then
she sends this information to Bob, and the protocol finishes with one ebit shared between them.
As such, we conclude the following.

Theorem 28 For the erased state p%, 5, we have

1 1
= = ) 119
EY(pyp) 1-c¢ (119)

Eov(parp,1) = Eov2(parp, 1)

Therefore, our estimation on the overhead of distilling ebits from erased states under selective
one-way LOCC is optimal in the sense that the upper bound on the overhead of the above protocol
matches our lower bound from Corollary 25, thus characterizing the ability of probabilistic distil-
lation for erased states. Note that this result can be generalized to multiple copies of the erased
state.

We further consider the overhead of distillation under LOCC operations for the erased states
in the following proposition (proof in Appendix O), indicating an interesting fact that the optimal
protocol for distilling one ebit from erased states under one-way LOCC operations matches the lower
bound 1/Eg(p%,5) = 1/(1 — €) on the overhead under LOCC operations. It reveals that one-way
LOCC operations have the same power and performance as LOCC operations in probabilistically
distilling ebits from erased states.

Proposition 29 The relative entropy of entanglement of the erased state p%, 5 is Er(p%, ) = 1—¢,
which implies that the overhead of distillation under selective LOCC for p%, 5 is given by (1 — e)~L
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VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Our work introduces a family of entanglement measures called unextendible entanglement to
quantify and investigate the unextendibility of entanglement. The crucial technical contribution
was intuitively motivated by the fact that the more entangled a bipartite state is, the less each of
its constituent systems can be entangled with a third party. A key distinction to previous works is
that our proposed measures restrict the free set to be state dependent. These entanglement mea-
sures have desirable properties, including monotonicity under selective two-extendible operations,
faithfulness, and normalization. The unextendible entanglement in our work has also found direct
operational applications in evaluating the overhead and rate of entanglement or secret key distil-
lation. As a notable application example, we characterized the optimal overhead of distilling one
ebit from the erased states under one-way LOCC operations. We also note that the probabilistic
state conversion task, which has already been studied for the pure-state case [Vid99, AOP16], can
be further explored using the results in this paper.

An important problem for future work is to investigate to what extent the bounds on the
asymptotic distillable secret key or entanglement can be approached. One potential approach
is to explore the connections to distinguishability distillation (i.e., hypothesis testing) [Nag06,
Hay07, ANSV08, MO15, WW19]. It is also of interest to consider an extension to the resource
theory of k-unextendibility and entanglement dilution [BDSW96, HHTO01, VDC02, WD17a, BD11,
WW23], where the techniques applied in [XFWD17] might be useful here. Moreover, we have only
considered the extendibility on system B when defining generalized unextendible entanglement
measure, yielding an asymmetric entanglement measure. It would be meaningful to further explore
the extendibility on system A and promote our measure to a symmetric one. Another interesting
direction is to develop the continuous-variable setting, where the results of [LKAW19] could be
helpful, as well as the dynamical setting of quantum channels.
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Appendix A: Proof of Lemma 1

By utilizing the data-processing inequality and the faithfulness of the classical Rényi relative
entropy, it follows that the statements above are true for all of the quantum Rényi relative entropies
for the range of a for which data processing holds (see, e.g., [WWY14] for this kind of argument).
To get outside of the range for a € (0,1), we use the following inequality holding for a € (0, 1)
[IRS16]:

aDg(w||7) < Do(w||7). (A1)
To get outside of the range for a € (1, 00), we use the following inequality holding for « € (1, 00):

Do (w|7) < Da(wllr). (A2)
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This inequality was proved in [WWY14, DL14] (following from the Araki-Lieb—Thirring inequality
[Ara90, LT76]). For the same range, we also make use of the following inequality:

Do (wllr) < Dafw|7)- (A3)

which also follows from the Araki-Lieb-Thirring inequality for a € (1,00) because

Qalwllr) = Tr((r1-) 207 (1-e) 2y (A1)
_ Tr[(Tl/zaT—1/2w7_—1/27_1/2a)a] (A5)
< TY((r /22 (7 2122 (71 2 (A6)
= Tr[r(r Y 2wr )] (A7)
= Qalwll7) (A8)

This concludes the proof.

Appendix B: Proof of Theorem 5

We first show the proof for (33). Let pap, B, be an arbitrary extension of pap,. Then define

p(y) = Tr[gABle—)A’B/B/ (PABB,)], (B1)
1
Yy _ Yy
wA’B;Bé — @5,43132_),4/313% (PABle)a (B2)
where £% AB1 Ba—sA'B Bl is the operation extending Eff‘ _, 4~ Due to the channel extension property

in (14), the values of p(y) in (31) and (B1) are equal and wA,B, B, defined in (B2) is an extension

of w¥, 5, the latter defined in (32) for arbitrary y.
From the data-processing inequality for the sandwiched Rényi relative entropy for a € [1/2,1)U
(1,00), we conclude the following inequality:

Da(pas, |lpaB,) > Da(Eaposapy (pas ) Eapoapy(pan,)), (B3)

where the quantum channel £4p_, 47y is defined as

Eaparpy () Z Expoarp () @ [yXyly - (B4)

. . . y y . . .
Since the marginal operations &£ Bi—A'B and & Bas A/l ATC each equal to the original operation

5}4 Boarps We find that

Eapoapy(pas) Z ap—arpy (PAB) @ [yXyly (B5)
- ZP Vg @ [yXyly (B6)
Y
= waBy, (B7)
Eapsarny (PAB) = Y i, apy (PaB2) @ ly)yly (B8)
Y
=D pW)whpy © )uly (BY)

Y
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= WA'BLY (B10)
which implies that
Dao(Eap—arpy (pas)I€ap—amy (pa,)) = Dalwarpy |lwarpy) (B11)
1 ~
= a_1 log Z p(y)Qa(w%/BinifBé) (B12)
y:p(y)>0
1 ~
> % o) | Qe lhn) | (B13
y:p(y)>0
= Y P Dalwy g ) (B14)
y:p(y)>0
>2 > p (@) (B15)
y:p(y)>0
y:p(y )>0

In the above, the first inequality follows from concavity of the logarithm and the fact that o > 1.
: . Yy : Yy _
The second inequality follows because w BB, is such that Tr B, [w B Bé] =wy, Bl so that we can

then optimize over every extension of wi, g+ Since the following inequality has been established
1
for every extension pap, B, of pap:

1~ u
5Dalpalloan) > Y ) Ei(@hp), (B17)
y:p(y)>0

we conclude the inequality in (33).

The proof of (30) follows along similar lines, but instead using data processing for the Petz—
Rényi relative entropy and the quantity @, in (3). In the same way, the proof of (34) follows, but
instead using data processing for the geometric Rényi relative entropy and the quantity @a in (7).

The inequality in (33) for a € {1,00} follows by taking a limit. Alternatively, we can prove
them directly. To establish the inequality in (33) for a = 1 (for quantum relative entropy), we use
the same reasoning but the following property of quantum relative entropy:

D(wxplltxp) = ZP D(wil) + D(plla), (B18)

where
wxp = Zp z|x © wh, (B19)
TXB = Zq(:n)|:n><x|x ® TH. (B20)

T

Similarly, the inequality in (34) for e = 1 follows from the same reasoning and the following related
property of Belavkin—Staszewski relative entropy:

D(wxs|7xp) = Zp D(whlIr5) + D(pllg)- (B21)

For oo = 00, suppose that the optimal extension state is pap, B,, which satisfies pap, = pap and
B, (paB)) = $Dmax(pap, |paB,). Also, suppose that E%, (pap,) = %logt, which means that
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pAB, < tpap, For every y such that p(y) > 0, due to complete positivity and two-extendibility of
the map €ZB_>A,B,, we have that

L€ gy arpy (PAB) /P(W) = Elp arpr (PaB) /P(Y) = Wi (B22)

Noting that £% BiBa—s ABL B, (paB.B,)/P(y) is an extension of the state wY, 5/, it follows that

1
B (@) < §logt. (B23)
Therefore,
" 1
Emax(pABl) = 5 lOgt (B24)
1
=glog > pwt (B25)
y:p(y)>0
1
2 §log Z ( )22Emax( Z’B’) (B26)
y:p(y)>0
> Z p(y)Eglax(wi’B’) (B27)
y:p(y)>0

In the above, (B26) is due to (B23), while (B27) is due to the concavity of the logarithm.

Appendix C: Proof of Lemma 8

Without loss of generality, let op be an arbitrary state with support equal to the support of
the reduced state 5. Then we have that

Dalaslivs ® op) = ——log T (V2 a © o5) 5" 0f3)] (1)
= L og e[ (an (04 © 05)'% )| ()
= tog e[ () an (4 ® o5) ' \w><w\AB)“} (©3)
= o e[ (Wlap (64 @ o) = [)10NWIan) | (C4)
= tog (T [pap (4 9 0p) '+ ]!w whas)] (©9)
= L og (Toan a® o) =) TNl (O)
= = log Tr[Yup (¥a®op) = |- (C7)

For every pure bipartite state 14, there exists an operator X 4 such that ¥ap = Xal'4 BXj4 and
Tr[XLXA] = 1, which implies that ¥4 = XAXL. Note that we define

d

Tap = [TXClap,  [Das =Y _ldali)s, (C8)
1=1
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where {|i) 4}, and {|¢) g}, are orthonormal bases. Furthermore, by taking the polar decomposition
of X4, there exists a unitary U4 and a density operator p4 (having the same spectrum as 14 ) such
that X4 = Ua+/pa. Then consider that the last line above is equal to

a 1-a
- 110gTr[¢AB (Ya®op) = }
r l-o
. af —log Tr| Xalap Xy (Xax}@op) ° ] (C9)
a [ i AR
= ——log Tr| Xalap X (x4X%) © @0y (C10)
- e L
_ af —log Tr|Lap (Xj1 (X4X}) * Xa@o, >] (C11)
« : 2 loa
= a_llogTr Tap <\/,OAUI‘ (UA,()AUI‘) “ Uav/pa ® og® >] (C12)
o r 1 l-a
= — logTr (T 4p <p§ ® o >] (C13)
le% r 1 1-a
= log Tr|T 4B (,ojT(J)A“ ® 13>} (C14)
o r 1 l-a
=7 log Tr | p§ T (0) 4, ] . (C15)

In the above, T'(0) denotes the transpose of the state o. Now taking a minimum over every state o
and applying [MLDS" 13, Lemma 12], we find that

in—2 _logT [ 1 )11 Y _1og |lpa (C16)
min oglr|pgd(o),* | = og ||pg
o a-l A a—1 ay@a-)
a 2a—1 1
— a\o/(2a—1)
1 o loeTr((pg) ] (C17)
200 — 1 saT
= —— log Tr[pi"] (C18)
_ 2 log Tr[p 1] (C19)
TT-(1/Ra-1) A
— 2H,,,_ 1 1(pa). (C20)

The conclusion that H[za_u*l(pA) = H[za_l]—l(rlz}A) follows because p4 and 14 have the same
spectrum.

Appendix D: Proof of Lemma 9

Consider that, by similar reasoning employed in Appendix C,

Yap = 7/1,14/2UAFABU,L¢,14/27 (D1)

where U4 is a unitary, 14 is the marginal density operator of 145 on system A,

d

Tap = [TXClap,  [Das =Y _ldali)s, (D2)
1=1
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{li)a}, and {|i) g}, are the orthonormal bases for the Schmidt decomposition of ¥4p, and d is the
Schmidt rank of 9 45. Then, by noting that it suffices to optimize over every state op having the

same support as 1¥p, we find that

I.(4; B)y = Hc}jign Do(tag|[ta ® op)

= min
op a— 1

Consider that
e[t 0 0m) (4372 @ 057 wan (32 .05 ]

= Tr|Waos) (3" © 05" ) wiPUarasUlel? (Vi @ 05 ) ]

- Bfwaeas) [(Ua 0 5"?) Tas (Uh 0 757)]]

= [0 om) Ua [ Laer?]" U]

- o2 120

_ t B B =)

=Tr (UA¢AUA ® O'B) Too, ] ] (Trfes 1)
r ~1/2 ~1/2

- t o' "T'apog RN

=Tr _(UAl/JAUA ® UB) Trloy ] (Trfo'])

=Tr _<UJX¢AUA (%4 UB) Ugl/erBO'Eglp] (Tr[a;l])a_l
=Tr :ULT/JAUAPAB] (Tr[agl])a_l
= (Trlos'])

In the fourth step, we are using the fact that agl/ 2\F> AB 1s a vector with norm

a—1

"0;1/2|F>ABH2 - \/<F|ABU;1/2J;1/2|F>AB

= \/(F’ABOEI‘P>AB

Then it follows that

a—1

~ 1
I,(A; B)y = min | log (Tr[o ')

o (X —

= minlog Tr[o5"].
oB

log Tr [(T/)A ®oB) [WA ©op) Yap (Ya® 03)4/2]06]

(D3)

(D4)

(D9)

(D10)
(D11)
(D12)

(D13)
(D14)

(D15)

(D16)
(D17)

The minimum value occurs when op = 1p/dp (the maximally mixed state in system B, where we
again note that B is restricted to the support of ¥p so that dp is the dimension of the support
of ¥p). To conclude this final step, one can use the Lagrange multiplier method. So then the

equality in the statement of Lemma 9 follows.

Appendix E: Proof of Proposition 13

Let 04,p,p; and 04,p,p; be arbitrary extensions of pa, B, and pa,B,, respectively. Consider

the state o4, g, B ® 0A,B,B)- Then it follows that

Trp yloa, BB, ® 0ay8,8,) = Trpy[oa, 5] ® Trpy 04,88, = PAB, @ pasB,,

(E1)
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so that 04,8, B, ® 04,p,p, 15 an extension of pa,B, ® pa,B,. Thus

Eq(pa By ® pasB,) < 5Dalpap, @ pAszuo'A1Bi ® UAzBé) (E2)

N =N =

1
a(PA1B1H0'A1Bi) + iDa(pA2B2”UAzB§)' (E3)

Taking an infimum over all extensions o4, g, B, and o4, p, B, leads to the inequality in (53). The
inequalities in (54) and (55) are established similarly.

Appendix F: Derivations of dual SDPs and strong duality for max- and min-unextendible
entanglement

We first derive the dual SDP in (60), by means of the Lagrange multiplier method. Consider
that

sup  {A:Apap < Trgloapp|, pap =Trpoapp|}

Ao >0
~ s inf { A+ Tr[Xap(Trploasp] — A\paB)] } (F1)
Mo app >0 XaB2>0, +Tr[Yap(pap — Trploaps])]
Yap€Herm
— swp inf Tr[Yappap] + A(1 — Tr[Xappan)) (F2)
rooso Xap>0, | +Tr[(Xap @1 —Yap @ 1p/) oapp]
WABB!= Yap€Herm
. Tr[Yappas] + A (1 — Tr[Xappas]) }
< inf su F3
= Xap20. oo { +Tr[(Xap ® 1p = Yap @ 1) 0anp/] ()
Yap€Herm
. Tr[Yappas] : Tr[Xappan) > 1
= f ’ F4
Xap>0, { Xap @1p <Yap@1p (F4)
Yap€Herm
_inf Tr[Yappap] : Te[Xappap] > 1, (F5)
XaB,Yap>0 Xap ®@1p <Yap®1lp ’

The first equality follows by introducing the Lagrange multipliers X4p > 0 and Y4p €Herm.
Indeed, the constraint Apap < Trp[oapp’| does not hold if and only if

inf TI"[XAB(TI“B[O'ABB/] — /\PAB)] = —0Q, (F6)
Xap>0

and the constraint pap = Trp/[0app’| does not hold if and only if

inf  Tr[Yap(pap — Trploapp])] = —oc. (F7)
Yap€Herm

The second equality follows from basic algebra. The inequality follows from the max-min inequal-
ity. The third equality follows by intepreting A\,c4pp’ > 0 as Lagrange multipliers. Indeed, the
constraint Tr[Xsppap] > 1 does not hold if and only if

ililg)\ (1 = Tr[Xappagp]) = o0, (F8)

and the constraint X 4p @ 1 < Yap ® 1/ does not hold if and only if

sup TI‘[(XAB/®]lB—YAB®]lBr)O'ABBI] = +4o00. (F9)

oapp' 20
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The final equality follows because the constraint X 4p ® 1p < Yap ® 1/ implies that Yap > 0
since Xapr ® Tp > 0 and the partial trace is a completely positive map.

We can actually conclude that strong duality holds (i.e., equality in all steps above) because
Slater’s condition holds. Indeed, a feasible choice for the primal SDP is to pick o app = pap R 7pr,
where mp/ is the maximally mixed state, and A = é. We are then guaranteed that Apap <
Trploapp:] for these choices because szPAB < diz Zﬁﬂ UJZ'BpABUgr = pa ® W, where {Ug}jél is
the set of Heisenberg—Weyl unitaries. ﬁ strictly J?’easible choice for the dual SDP is X g = 214
and Yap = 31 4.

Let us now derive the dual SDP in (66), again by means of the Lagrange multiplier method.
Consider that

sup {Tr[Il) 5 Trploasp )] : Trploaps] = pap}

oapp' >0

= inf Tr[I1%, , T ' Tr| X — Trp / F1
s ot ATy Traloann ] + TrlXan(oan ~ Twloans])l} - (P10

= inf Tr(X Tr[(11° ., @ 1g — X 15 ' F11
aAil;I,)zoXAégHerm{ r[(Xappas) + Tr[(I 5 ® 1 AB® 1) oapp]} (F11)
< inf sup {Tr[XABpAB]—i—TI‘[(HgB,@]lB—XAB(X)]IB/)O'ABB/]} (F12)
XapeHerm g, o0y >0

= inf Tr[ X P L @1 < X 1p F1
XABHEIHerm{ t[Xappap] : Wyp @1p < Xap®@1p | (F13)

= inf {Tr[Xappap] : Mp @1 < Xap®1lp}. (F14)
XaB>0

The first equality follows because the constraint Trp/[ocapp’] = pap does not hold if and only if

inf  Tr[Xap(pap — Trploapp])] = —oc. (F15)
Xap€Herm

The second equality follows from basic algebra. The inequality follows from the max-min inequality.
The third equality follows because the constraint HZ p ®@1p < Xap ® 1 does not hold if and
only if

sup TI‘[(HZB/@J]IB—XAB@]IB/) O'ABB’] = +4o00. (Flﬁ)

oapp' =0

The final equality follows because the constraint HZ p ®@1p < Xap ® 1 implies that Xap > 0
since Hi g ®1p >0 and the partial trace is a completely positive map.

Strong duality holds (i.e., equality in all steps above) because Slater’s condition holds. Indeed,
a feasible choice for the primal SDP is o agp = pap ® wps. A strictly feasible choice for the dual
SDP is X g = 21 45B.

Appendix G: Proof of Proposition 14

Subadditivity follows from investigating the primal SDP. Suppose that (A\i,04,5,p;) and
(A2, 04,B,p,) achieve Ef .. (pa,B,) and Ey, (pa;B,), respectively. As

A1A20A, By @ PAsBy = A1PA B @ A2PAsB, < 0a, B @ Oayp), (G1)

one can check that (A2, 04,5, B, ® 04,8, Bg) forms a feasible solution. Thus

2_2ngax(PA1B1®pA232) 2 )\1)\2 — 2_2E"};lax(pAlBl)_2E1I1;‘3“X(p"4232)7
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which gives Eg’lax (pAlBl ® pAsz) < Eglax (pAlBl) + Eglax (pAsz)‘
The superadditivity is shown by investigating the dual SDP. Suppose that (X4,5,,Ya,5,) and
(XAsza YAsz) achieve Erunax (pA1B1) and Erunax (pA2B2)7 respectively. As

Tr [(pAlBl ® pAsz) (XAlBl ® XAsz)] =Tr [pAlBlXAlBl] Tr [pAszXAsz] >1 (G2)

and X, pr ® Xa,p, ® LB, < Ya,8, @ Yaop, ® Ly gy, the pair (Xa,5, ® Xa,8,,Ya,8, ® Ya,8,)
forms a dual feasible solution. Thus

2_2Eg‘ax(pA1 By ®pA252) <Tr [pA1B1 YA1B1] Tr [pAsz YA2B2] = 2_2Eglax (pAl Bl)_2E};‘ax (PA2B2)7 (G3)

which gives Eg]ax (pAlBl ® pAQBQ) > E;‘I‘Llax (pAlBl) + E;‘I‘Llax (pAzB2)'

Appendix H: Proof of Proposition 16

This proposition follows from (45) by taking the limit o — 0. Alternatively, we briefly outline
another proof as follows. For a pure state ¥ 45, an arbitrary extension of it has the form oc4gp =
|Y)XY|ap @ opr, where op is a state. Then Trploapp]| = ¥4 ® op. Suppose that a spectral
decomposition of opr is opr = >, pnlen)en|. Then

1
§Dmin(1/1ABH1/JA ®opr)

— 3 log Y Vi ampa (il a(Wils (9n)mla © len)enls) 105) alts) 5 (H1)

2 £
,7,m,n
1 2 2
= _§1ngaipn’<wi’en>’ (H2)
1
> —510gafzpn|(¢ilen>l2 (H3)
= —logag. (H4)

The inequality is achieved by choosing o/ = |11 )(¢1|p. Thus E¥; (¥ap) = —loga;.

Appendix I: Dual SDP of unextendible fidelity

Here we derive the dual SDP of the primal SDP in (77) for unextendible fidelity. We follow
an argument similar to that given in [BT16]. We first bring the primal program into standard
form, which expresses the primal problem as a maximization of the functional Tr[AX] over X > 0,
subject to the constraint ®(X) = B. Hence, we set

X11 ZaB 1[0 Tap O pap 0 0
X=\2; xn - |, A=g|lag 0 0f, B=[0 0 0 | (1)
. OABB’ 0 0 0 0 0 PAB
and
X1 0 0
q>(X) = 0 X22 — TI'B[O'ABB/] 0 . (12)

0 0 TI'B/[O'ABB/]
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The variables with the placeholder ‘-’ are of no interest. The dual SDP is a minimization over
self-adjoint Y of the functional Tr[BY] subject to ®T(Y) > A. The dual variables and adjoint map
can be determined to be

Yo - - Yiu 0 0
Y= Yo - and ®T(Y):=| 0 Y 0 . (13)
: Y33 0 0 Y3®@lp —Ye®lp

This leads to the following dual problem:
minimize Tr[(Y11 + Y33)pas]

. Yiu O 1 0 1up
>
subject to < 0 Ygg) 2 (ﬂAB 0 (14)

Yz @1p > Yo ®1p
Yi1, Yo, Y33 € Herm(AB)

The Slater condition for strong duality is satisfied, using the fact that the primal problem is feasible
and the dual problem is strictly feasible. To see this, let og be a quantum state. Then the operator

~ PAB 0 0
X=|0 pa®op 0 (15)
0 0 PAB ® Opr

is primal feasible since X > 0 and ®(X) = B. For the dual problem, the operator

. Tap O 0
Y= 0 148 0 |, (16)
0 0 214p
is strictly feasible since
. Tap O 0 1 0 Ta 0
TY)=|( 0 1ap O >5|1lap 0 0] =A (I7)
0 0 1app 0 0 O

By performing the substitutions Y — %Yll and Y33 — %}/33 and noting that

Yin 0 0 ]lAB> ( Y —]lAB>
> = >0, I8
< 0 Y22> - <]lAB 0 —1ap Yo ) — (18)
we finally obtain the dual stated in (78):

1
minimize 3 Tr[(Yi1 + Y33)paB]
) Yiun —1lap
>
subject to <—]1AB Yy | Z 0 (19)
Yz @1p > Yo ®lp
Yilv Yé27 }/?33 2 0.

In this final step, we also used the facts that

< Yii. —1aB

>0 = Yi1,Ya >0, 110
—1ap y22>_ 11, Y22 (110)
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Y0 20, Y3301 >Ye®lp = Yi3>0. (I11)

The dual problem in (I9) can be further simplified since the first matrix inequality therein holds
if and only if Yi1,Y9s > 0 and Yoy > Yﬁl [Wat13]. Without loss of generality, we can choose
Yoo = Yl_ll, and the problem simplifies to

. 1 _ 1
infimum §Tr [YAé/PAB'] + §Tr [ZaBpaB)

subject to Zap®1p > Yup @ 1p (112)
Yap, Zap > 0.
By the arithmetic-geometric mean inequality, it holds that
1 _ 1 _
g Ir (Y ppan] + 5 Tr[Zappan] = \/Tf[YAéprB'] Tr[ZaBpasl, (113)

for every Yap > 0, with equality when the two terms are equal. For every feasible pair (Yap/, Zap),
there exists a constant A > 0 such that the two trace terms evaluated on (\Y4p/,\Z4p) are equal.
Hence, we can restrict the optimization to such rescaled pairs of operators, resulting

infimum \/Tr[YA_Bl,pAB/] Tr[Zapas]
subject to Zap®1lp > Yap ® 1p (114)
Yap, Zap > 0.

We remark that this equivalent representation of the dual problem is essential when proving the
multiplicativity of unextendible fidelity.

Appendix J: Proof of Proposition 18

For the “>" part, suppose that p4,p, p; and pa,p,p; achieve F* (pa,p,) and F" (pa,p,), re-
spectively. Since

Trp [PAlBlB; ® PA,B,By| = PA1B1 @ PA3By, (J1)

the state pa, B, p; @ pa,B,p; is a feasible solution for F“(pa, B, ® pa,B,). So

Fu(loAlBl ® pAQBZ) > F(pAlB1 ® PA2B2s PA; B, ® pAzBé) (JZ)
= F(pA1B17pAlBi)F(pAzBmpAgBé) (J3)
= Fu(pAlBl)Fu(pAsz)v (J4)

where the first equality follows from multiplicativity of fidelity.

For the “<” part, we employ the dual representation in (79). Let (Yj, B, ZA, B,) and
(Ya,By, Za,B,) be feasible solutions for £ (pa, ,) and F* (pa,p,), respectively. Set Yu, ,p/ 5, =
YA1Bi ® YAgBé and Za,4,8,By = ZA,B, @ ZA,B,. Since

Z A1 A2 BBy @ ﬂB{Bé = (Za,B, ® ]lBi) ® (ZazB, ® ]lBé) (J5)
> (Ya,p ®1p,) ® (Ya,p, ® 1p,) = Ya, 4,81 By (J6)

it follows that (Y4, 4, By, Z4,4,B,B,) is a feasible solution. Then

Fu(pAlBl ® pAQB2) < \/TT[YA_IIAQBiBé (pAlBl ® pAsz)] Tr[ZAlAQBlBQ (pAlBl ® pAQBZ)] (J7)
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= \/Tr[YA_llBipA1Bl] Tr[Za, B, pAB] \/Tr[YA_;BépAsz] Tt[ZA,BypA58,)- (J8)
Since the above inequality holds for all feasible solutions, we find that

Fu(pAlBl ® pA2B2) < Fu(pAlB1)Fu(pA232)- (JQ)

This concludes the proof.

Appendix K: Proof of Proposition 21

Since a maximally entangled state ® 45 = (IJQ( p hecessarily has an extension of the form ® 4p®Rog
for some quantum state o, the only possible extensions of y4parp have the following form:

vappap e =Uspap (Pap @ opape) Ulgap (K1)
= > Iiila ® [iXile © Uk propaes (U ), (K2)

1,J

where o0 a/p/gr is an extension of o 4/ such that £ ~ B and E' ~ B’. Observe that if we define
a different twisting unitary Vapa g as

Vapap = Z| ila @ |i)Xils © Ui p (K3)
_Z| Nila @1 @ Ul g, (K4)

then

Vapas (®ap @ opape) Vg = p Z ijla ® i)jls ® U propars e (U5 5)! (K5)

i7j
= YABEA'B'E’- (K6)
We have
YaeaE = Trpp[VABEA B E'] (K7)
1 o y )
=~ > liXila @ Trp Uk popas e (Ulp)T]. (K8)
i
Now consider that
D(yapas vasae) =DVasas (245 ® owm) Vigaplvasars) (K9)
YABA'B'||YAEA'E ABA'B AB A'B') Vapa B | TAEA'E
=D(Pap @ oapl|Vipyprapa e Vapas) (K10)
> D( | Trap V) oo prapas Vapaw)). (K11)

where the inequality follows from monotonicity under partial trace. Observe that

Vi papasa e Vapa s

e il 1 hyy i i
— <Z i |4 @1 ® UA’ET/> <E Z liXila @ Trp [UA’B’UEA’B’E’(UA’B’)T]>
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x (Z [i"Yi"|a @1 ® AE) (K12)

’i//

= E Z ’Z><Z’A & UA’TE’ TI'BI [UA/B/O'E‘A/B/E/(UA/B/)T]UA/E/, (K13)

so that

Trap Vg ppYapa e Vapas)

= TrA/E‘/ E Z ”l><’l’A & UA’TE’ TI'B’ [UA’B’UEA,B/E,(UA’B’)T]UA’E’ (K14)

= E Z |Z><Z|A X HA’E’ |:UA/TE/ ﬁB’ [UA’B’O-EA/BIE/(UA’B’)T]UA’E’] (K15)
L i i i

=7 Z |i)ila ® Trarpr [TrB/ [UA,BIUEA/B/E/(UA/B/)T]] (K16)
L i i i

=4 Z |i)ila ® Trap ey [UA’B’UEA’B’E’(UA’B’)T] (K17)
1 o

= Z |iXila ® ok (K18)

=TAQOE. (K19)

So we find that
D(vapa g |vagae) > D(®aglma ® 0g) > In(A; B)s. (K20)

Since this bound holds for an arbitrary extension Yaggpa g g of yapap’, we conclude (88) after
normalizing by 1/2.

Appendix L: Proof of Theorem 23

We first show that an arbitrary generalized unextendible entanglement E", which satisfies se-
lective two-extendible monotonicity, normalization, and subadditivity, serves as a lower bound on
the overhead. Let us suppose that the selective two-extendible operation A outputs vff‘ pap from
p(f% with probability p. Without loss of generality, we can assume that

A(p3) = plOYOlx4 @ Yipap + (1 —p)|LN1lx, © 7, (L1)

where 7 is some bipartite state and X 4 is a flag system in Alice’s possession indicating whether
the conversion is successful. Since 1-LOCC operations are allowed for free, it is possible for Alice
to communicate X 4 to Bob for free. We have

nE“(pap) > E*(p35) = pE" (Yiparp) = vk, (L2)

where the first inequality follows from subadditivity, the second inequality follows from selective
two-extendible monotonicity, and the last inequality follows from Corollary 22. Since n and p are
arbitrary, we conclude that the following bound holds for every integer n > 1 and p € (0, 1]:

n k

p — E%(paB)
As the relative-entropy-induced unextendible entanglement E*(p4p) satisfies all of these required
properties, we conclude the lower bound in (93).

(L3)
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Appendix M: Proof of Theorem 24

For a given bipartite state pap, suppose that there is a two-extendible channel A ,, . ;4 that
transforms pap to a private state ’yfi BAB with k private bits. By the monotonicity of the min-
unextendible entanglement, the following inequality holds

Erin(paB) 2 Epin(Ay 5, ap(pa8)) = Enin (Vg 4) 2 K, (M1)

where the last inequality follows from Corollary 22. Therefore, by optimizing over all two-extendible
protocols, it follows that the one-shot exact distillable entanglement of p4p is bounded as

1
K (pan) < Biin(pan). (M2)
Applying the same reasoning to the tensor-power state pf%, we find that
el ) ceny el e oen u
Ko pxr(pap) = lim inf EKZEXT(pAB) < liminf EEmin(pAB) = Enin(pan), (M3)

where the final equality is a consequence of Proposition 15.

Appendix N: Proof of Proposition 27

Note that the erased state p%, 5 can be written in the following direct-sum form:

1 — )2 0
Py = (1— )%y @ emp = [< )P mj . (N1)

From this fact, one can see that each extension pagp: of p%, 5 has the form

. (1—E)O'ABB/ 0
PA'BB = [ 0 copp (N2)

such that Trg ocapp = (ID% g and Trpr opp = mp. Furthermore, any extension of @% p hecessarily
has the form o4 gp = <I>?43 ® T, where T/ is a state on system B’. Thus

E*(pup) = b min, ~2) %D (P sllpars) (N3)
— i ED<[(1—%)¢>?43 67(3 ] [(1—5)7(T)A®7'B' 0 D (N9)

TR0 B! B eop
= (1—¢)min %D (®%4pllma @ T8r) + e inf %D (mBllos) (N5)
=(1- 6)%1(14;3)@ (N6)
=(1-¢), (N7)

where I(A; B), is the quantum mutual information of p4p.
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Appendix O: Proof of Proposition 29

Since 1/ER(p) is a lower bound on the overhead of distillation using selective LOCC, it follows
from the optimality of erased state distillation under one-way LOCC that 1/(1—¢) > 1/Egr(p%5)-
This gives Er(p%/5) > 1 —¢.

It then suffices to construct a feasible state to achieve the lower bound, and here we follow an
approach similar to that from [TWW16, Proposition 11]. Consider the following state

1—c¢
2

oA = (100){00] + [11)(11]) + ele)e| © 75. (01)

The state 0 4/p is a separable state. It then holds that

Er(pp) < D(pplloas) (02)
=D <(1 — 5)<I>1243 ®emp % (|00)00| 4 [11)11]) & €7TB> (03)
= (1 —)D(®% | (|00)00[ + [11)11]) /2) (04)
=1-—=¢. (05)

This concludes the proof.
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