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We analyse the problem of transmitting a
number of unknown quantum states or one
composite system in one go. We derive a lower
bound on the performance of such process,
measured in the entanglement fidelity. The
obtained bound is effectively computable and
outperforms the explicit values of the entan-
glement fidelity calculated for the pre-existing
variants of the port-based protocols, allowing
for teleportation of a much larger amount of
quantum information. The comparison with
the exact formulas and similar analysis for the
probabilistic scheme is also discussed. In par-
ticular, we present the closed-form expressions
for the entanglement fidelity and for the prob-
ability of success in the probabilistic scheme in
the qubit case in the picture of the spin angu-
lar momentum.

1 Introduction
In 2008 the novel port-based teleportation proto-

col (PBT) has been proposed [14, 15]. In contrast
to the very first teleportation procedure, discovered
in [5], it does not require a correction on the re-
ceiver’s side depending on the classical outcome of
the sender’s measurement, see Figure 1. The lack
of the correction led to various new applications,
where the ordinary teleportation fails, like for exam-
ple NISQ protocols [3, 14], position-based cryptogra-
phy [4], fundamental limitations on quantum channels
discrimination [24], connection between non-locality
and complexity [7], and many other important re-
sults [8, 16, 21, 23, 25, 27].

The huge advantage of the lack of receiver’s cor-
rection comes at a price. Due to no-programming
theorem [22] the ideal transmission in such scheme is
possible only when parties exploit an infinite number
of maximally entangled pairs. Accordingly, we dis-
tinguish deterministic scenario where teleportation is
imperfect and the state after teleportation is distorted
and probabilistic scenario where teleportation is per-
fect but one has to accept the non-zero failure proba-
bility of the whole process. In the first case, to learn

Figure 1: The standard configuration for the PBT scheme:
two parties share N copies of the maximally entangled state,
called port, φ+

d = |φ+
d 〉〈φ

+
d |, where |φ

+
d 〉 = (1/

√
d)
∑

i
|ii〉.

Alice (sender) to send an unknown state ΨC to Bob (re-
ceiver), performs a global measurement (POVM) on the
states and her half of the maximally entangled pairs. As
an output she gets a classical output 1 ≤ i ≤ N indicating
ports on the Bob’s side where the state arrives. To recover
the state Bob has only to pick up the right port, according
to the classical message i obtained from Alice, no further
correction is needed. We have also the optimised version of
PBT, where Alice optimises jointly measurements and the
shared states with Bob before she runs the protocol.

about the efficiency we ask how the fidelity of the
teleported particle depends on the number of shared
entangled pairs, while in the latter we ask about the
similar dependence for probability of success of per-
fect transmission. We can calculate the performance
of the non-optimal PBT, where parties share maxi-
mally entangled pairs, and optimised PBT, where Al-
ice optimises jointly over the shared state and mea-
surements before she runs the protocol, see Figure 1.

We rigorously address here a fundamental question
of transmission capability of PBT raised firstly in [28].
Namely we ask: how many qubits can one faithfully
teleport for a given number of ports?

To perform teleportation of a state of k multiparty
systems one can: use the PBT with port dimension
large enough, apply the PBT several times (sequen-
tial PBT), divide total number of ports into smaller
packages and send every particle via such subsystem
(packaged PBT), or finally applymulti-port based tele-
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portation (MPBT) suggested in [28]. In particular,
one could also run the recycling protocol for PBT
suggested in [28], however due to recent results de-
rived in [31] the efficiency of such scheme is an open
problem. In the first case, increasing dimensionality
of the port significantly reduces the entanglement fi-
delity [15, 18, 19, 29], requiring increasing the number
of used ports to compensate it [9]. In sequential PBT
and recycling protocol, we have to resign from single-
shot scenario and after each round one needs to store
the transmitted state, or we have to use distorted re-
source state, affecting the performance. In MPBT we
allow to teleport a quantum multiparty state in one
go, where each subsystem of the teleported multiparty
system ends up in one of Bob’s ports, pointed by Al-
ice’s message (see Fig. 2). The protocol thus enjoys
quite a mild correction: Bob has to permute ports
according to Alice’s message.

The main purpose of this paper is to evaluate
and compare the transmission capability of PBT and
MPBT schemes. More precisely, we consider tele-
portation of ∼ Nα qubits (or more generally qudits)
through N ports, where N grows to infinity, and anal-
yse the quality of transmission, i.e. we ask about fi-
delity or probability of success. Note, in contrast with
the traditional approach to channel capacity, where
the central quantity is the asymptotic rate k/N , here
the main objective becomes to identify asymptotic ex-
ponents α for which the transmission is possible, since
the mentioned rate vanishes for port based teleporta-
tion.

In any variant of either of PBT and MPBT we ob-
tain critical-like behaviour of the quality of transmis-
sion. We identify the critical values αcr of exponents α
for several variants, both for exact asymptotic values
of a figure of merit and their lower bounds. When-
ever the value of α is below the critical value αcr the
values of fidelity (or probability of success, depending
on the scheme) describing transmission are 1, and 0
otherwise.

We obtain qualitative difference between determin-
istic scheme and probabilistic one. Namely, in the de-
terministic scheme, even the optimal PBT scheme is
outperformed by non-optimal MPBT (i.e. one based
on shared maximally entangled pairs). In particular,
we argue that in non-optimal deterministic MPBT,
one can teleport a much larger amount of quantum
information, i.e. with αcr = 1, in comparison to op-
timal port-based teleportation, where αcr = 2/3, and
one can teleport faithfully only up to o(N2/3) qubits.

Unlike in deterministic variant in probabilistic non-
optimal MPBT the scaling is the same as for proba-
bilistic optimal PBT, allowing for teleportation o(Nα)
qubits with αcr = 1/2. However, considering an opti-
mal version of probabilistic MPBT, one can transmit
o(Nα) with a critical exponent equal to 1, clearly out-
performing PBT variants.

To achieve our results, we first provide a lower

bound on fidelity in deterministic non-optimal MPBT
based on the state discrimination problem. The new
bound is effectively computable and depends only on
global parameters like the number of ports, their di-
mension, and the number of teleported particles. The
first bound of such kind has been discussed in [28] in
not fully rigorous way, suffering from some flaws dis-
cussed later in this paper. In the qubit case, starting
from group-theoretical results for exact values of en-
tanglement fidelity and probability of success in non-
optimal MPBT, presented in companion paper [30],
we deliver exact and effectively computable expres-
sions for these quantities in qubit case, phrased in
appealing form of spin angular momentum. Next, re-
sult regarding asymptotic behaviour of non-optimal
probabilistic case, have been obtained by combining
advanced tools from statistical analysis, in particular
non-straightforwardly the celebrated Berry-Essen the-
orem [6, 10] with direct estimates of binomial expres-
sions by their Gaussian approximations. For optimal
probabilistic MPBT we use for our analysis the ex-
act formula for probability of success in such optimal
MPBT derived in [20]. In the Table 1 we summarise
the already mentioned variations of the architecture
of PBT protocols, which are studied in this paper and
are presented in more detail in the following sections.

2 The Multi-port-based Teleportation
In order to transmit k-system state ΨC =

ΨC1C2...Ck (see Fig. 2) Alice applies a global measure-
ment ΠAC

i , where A = A1 . . . AN , on her halves of
state Φ+

AB =
⊗N

j=1 |φ
+
d 〉〈φ

+
d |AjBj and the state to be

teleported. As an output she receives a tuple of in-
dices i = {i1, i2, . . . , ik} and sends it to Bob through
a classical channel. We denote the set of all outputs
i by I. Note that the number of outputs k!

(
N
k

)
grows

polynomially in N at fixed k. The meaning of in-
dices (i1, . . . , ik) is that they point the ports on the
receiver’s side on which the teleported systems ap-
pear, i.e. the first system arrives at port i1, the second
at i2 and so on. Bob recovers the initial form of the
teleported state by suitably permuting his systems.
The resulting action of the teleportation channel N is
of the form

N (ΨC) =
∑
i∈I

TrAB̄iC

[√
ΠAC

i
(
Φ+
AB ⊗ΨC

)√
ΠAC

i

†]
=
∑
i∈I

TrAC
[
ΠAC

i
(
σABi ⊗ΨC

)]
, (1)

where the bar in B̄i denotes discarded subsystems ex-
cept those on positions i1, i2, . . . , ik. The states σABi
or shortly σi for i ∈ I, called later the signals, are
given as

σABi ≡ TrB̄i
Φ+
AB = 1

dN−k
1Āi
⊗ φ+

AiBi
, (2)
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Acronym Name Description Reference
(O)PBT (Optimal)

port-
based
teleportation

Teleportation of
one qudit using
N entangled
pairs, possibly
with optimiza-
tion over states
and POVMs em-
ployed (optimal
protocol)

qbit
case:
[14, 15],
qdit
case:[19,
29]

(O)MPBT(Optimal)
multi
port-
based
teleportation

The teleporta-
tion of k qudits
in one go using
N entangled-
pairs, includes
the correction
procedure in the
last step, namely
the permutation
of the ports, see
Fig. 2

this
paper;
com-
panion
papers
[20, 30]

Pack.
(O)PBT

Packaged
(optimal)
port-
based
teleportation

Teleportation
of k qdits by
using k (O)PBT
schemes con-
sisting of N/k
entangled-pairs,
see Fig. 3

[28]

Table 1: Summary of different variations of Port Based Tele-
portation protocols discussed in this work. In each of them
both deterministic and probabilistic scheme can be realised
by choosing the appropriate measurement.

where φ+
AiBi

= |φ+
d 〉〈φ

+
d |AiBi . To examine the effi-

ciency we compute the entanglement fidelity which
reports how well parties can transmit quantum cor-
relations by sending k halves of maximally entangled
states Φ+

CD = φ+
C1D1

⊗ φ+
C2D2

⊗ · · · ⊗ φ+
CkDk

:

F = Tr
[
Φ+
BD(N ⊗ 1D)

(
Φ+
CD

)]
= 1
d2k

∑
i∈I

Tr
[
ΠAB

i σABi
]
.

(3)

In the probabilistic scheme the teleportation channel
looks exactly as in (1), but with different form of mea-
surements. The channel is now trace non-preserving,
since there is a POVM, denoted as Π0AB , correspond-
ing to the failure of the whole process. The average
probability of success reads [14, 30]:

psucc = 1
dN+k

∑
i∈I

Tr
[
ΠAB

i
]
. (4)

The goal here is to find the set of optimal measure-
ments, maximising the probability of success. This
is done in [30] by exploiting symmetries exhibit in
the problem and methods from semidefinite program-
ming. Our considerations look similar to the original

Figure 2: In MPBT two parties share N copies of the maxi-
mally entangled state (port) φ+

d = |φ+
d 〉〈φ

+
d |, where |φ

+
d 〉 =

(1/
√
d)
∑

i
|ii〉. Alice to transmit a multipartite state θC of

k systems performs a global measurement (POVM) on the
state ΨC and her halves of the states φ+

d . As an output she
gets a string i = {i1, i2, . . . , ik} indicating ports on the Bob’s
side where the states arrive. To recover the state Bob has to
pick up pointed ports in the right order, which is equivalent
to permuting the ports according to message i. Similarly as
it is for PBT here Alice can also jointly optimise over shared
states and measurements getting optimal MPBT protocol.

PBT scheme, but incorporating k particles into the
teleportation process makes it structurally entirely
different, see [30]. The structure of the signals σABi
and the suitable measurements ΠAB

i , makes the prob-
lem of evaluating F and psucc very hard and technical.
Therefore, in the next section, we present an effec-
tively computable lower bound on the entanglement
fidelity.

3 Fidelity bound from the state dis-
crimination task

Evaluation of fidelity in the standard PBT was a
formidable task, requiring machinery of representa-
tion theory of SU(2)⊗N for qubits, and much more
advanced representation theoretic tools for d > 2.
The resulting formulas are usually not very transpar-
ent, expressed in terms of complicated sums of rep-
resentation theory parameters, for which no explicit
expressions are known beyond qubits.

The first attempt to derive the efficiency of de-
terministic MPBT has been presented in [28]. The
combinatorial argumentation used by the authors was
incorrect, neglecting deeper complexity of the prob-
lem. However, one can save part of argumentation
and show that the bound given in [28] is indeed a le-
gitimate lower bound for fidelity, see discussion after
example 14 in Appendix B. Here, we go further and
give a simple and stronger lower bound for fidelity
of the protocol. The starting point is the idea pre-

Accepted in Quantum 2021-11-07, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 3



sented [14, 15], exploited in [4, 28], of providing lower
bound for the standard PBT protocol by relating fi-
delity of teleportation to probability of success in state
discrimination. Let us emphasize, that generalizing
this approach to the multiport scheme case requires
solving a complex combinatorial problem, contained
in Lemma 1.

The relation between the entanglement fidelity and
the averaged probability pdist of distinguishing the
signals σi with equal prior probability 1/(k!

(
N
k

)
) for

arbitrary measurements Πi is given by (see [4]):

F =
k!
(
N
k

)
d2k pdist, pdist = 1

k!
(
N
k

) ∑
i∈I

Tr(Πiσi).

(5)
Now, our goal is to provide effectively computable
lower bound on pdist, which gives us the lower bound
on F of our protocol. Since we are interested in any
feasible lower bound, for any k ≥ 1, in (5) we take
square-root measurements (SRM) of the form:

Πi = ρ−1/2σiρ
−1/2 with ρ =

∑
i∈I

σi. (6)

The support of square-root measurements is always
restricted to the support of the signals σi [14, 30] mak-
ing explicit calculations difficult. However, by formu-
lating the generalisation of the statement of Lemma
A.3 from [4] (see also Appendix B for details), we get
a general lower bound on pdist:

pdist ≥
1

dN−k Tr ρ2 , (7)

where ρ is a normalised version of the operator ρ
from (6). To use (7) one has to evaluate Tr ρ2. The
result (Appendix B) is the following:

Lemma 1. For the operator ρ = ρ/Tr ρ, we have

Tr(ρ2) = d−N−k
(
N

k

)−1(
d2 +N − 1

k

)
. (8)

Now we are in position to provide our lower bound
for teleportation fidelity.

Theorem 2. The entanglement fidelity F in MPBT
deterministic scheme, with N ports of dimension d
each, while teleporting k ≤ bN/2c particles satisfies

F ≥
(
N

k

)(
d2 +N − 1

k

)−1

≥
(

1− d2 − 1
d2 +N − k

)k
.

(9)

For fixed k the fidelity scales at least as 1−O(1/N)
and for N →∞ the fidelity goes to 1.

The first bound in (9) follows from Lemma 1 and
expression (5). The proof of second estimate, be-
ing technical, we delegate to Appendix B. The last
sentence of the Theorem is obtained by applying the

Bernoulli inequality (1−x)k ≥ 1−kx (valid for x < 1)
to the second bound. In particular, for qubits it reads:

F ≥ 1− 3k
4 +N − k

. (10)

For k = 1, the bound in (9) reduces to the bound
for the standard non-optimal PBT [4], namely F ≥
1− d2−1

d2+N−1 .
Now we compare performance of MPBT with the

port based teleportation protocols by considering
packaged PBT [28]. We shall compare MPBT proto-
cols only with the mentioned versions of PBT, since
the versions with large port dimension dk become
ineffective very fast [9] and fidelity drops substan-
tially. For our considerations we use both the original,
i.e. non-optimal PBT protocol (Figure 1), where Al-
ice and Bob share N maximally entangled states, as
well as the optimized version of PBT scheme (OPBT),
where Alice optimises over shared state and measure-
ments. Let us emphasize that in our scheme we do
not perform any optimisation as it is done in OPBT
case and, moreover, we compare with the lower bound
in Theorem 2.

Let us denote by F (N, k) the fidelity of telepor-
tation, regardless of the scheme, of k qubit systems
through N ports.
Packaged PBT In this version Alice to transmit

k−system state to Bob has to divide all the ports in
her possession in N/k packages (see Figure 3). Then
she runs independently k separate PBT protocols
with N/k ports each. The total fidelity Fpack(N, k)
in the packaged version of PBT equals

Fpack(N, k) := F (N/k, 1)k. (11)

Please notice that optimal MPBT protocol is at least
good as packaged PBT, since optimisation over the
resource state includes all packaged schemes. Here
however, we compare packaged versions of PBT with
lower bound from Theorem 2, so it could happen in
principle that the lower bound performs worse than
packaged PBT.

In paper [28] it was shown that in case of qubits the
quantity Fpack(N, k) can be bounded from below as

Fpack(N, k) =
(

1− 3k
4N

)k
≥ 1− 3k2

4N . (12)

However, it is easy to check that bound given through
Theorem 2 outperforms bound (12) for k ≥ 4. This
motivates us to compare bound (9) with exact val-
ues of the packaged PBT given by (11). We know
from [15], that the fidelity for qubit optimal PBT is
given by F = cos2

(
π

N+2

)
. Then in the packaged ver-

sion entanglement fidelity reads

FOPBTpack (N, k) = cos2k
(

π

N/k + 2

)
. (13)
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Figure 3: The packaged protocol for PBT. Alice to send a
k−system state ΨC1C2...Ck to Bob divides all the ports into
N/k packages, and performs k independent PBT protocols
with N/k ports each.

In Figure 4 we present comparison of the first bound
from (9), plotted for various k versus the fidelity of the
packaged OPBT (13).

In our comparisons we use only the lower bound for
non-optimal MPBT from Theorem 2, getting regions
for which we perform better. For the exact values
we obviously perform even better. In Appendix C we
present an explicit expression for the entanglement
fidelity in the qubit case, using angular momentum
representation, and we compare it with the second
bound from Theorem 2.
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Figure 4: Comparison of the first bound from (9) from The-
orem 2 (full circles, for k = 4 marked with , k = 6 , k = 8
) with exact values of the Pack. OPBT (13) (triangles, for

fixed k = 4 , k = 6 , k = 8 ). For each fixed k = 4, 6, 8
there exists N for which the packaged version of OPBT out-
performs the bound. We see, however, that for increasing
number k of teleported qubits, the region of supremacy of
MPBT scheme increases quickly.

For fixed k and small number of ports N our
first bound outperforms packaged OPBT from (11).
However, for every fixed k there is some point af-
ter which FOPBTpack (N, k) dominates over the first
(stronger) bound given by (9). Nevertheless, as k in-
crease this point shifts more rapidly. This suggests,
that changing k adaptively with growing N shows the
real advantage of the new protocol over the preexist-
ing ones. We examine it in Section 4.1.

F = 0 Fcr F = 1
Pack.PBT α > 1/2 αcr = 1/2 , Fcr = e−3a2/4 α < 1/2
Pack.OPBT α > 2/3 αcr = 2/3 , Fcr = e−π

2a3
α < 2/3

MPBT − αcr = 1, Fcr ≥ e−
3a

1−a α < 1

Table 2: Comparison of the asymptotic behaviour of two
variants of packaged PBT with MPBT in deterministic ver-
sion, where k = aNα. By "cr" we denote the critical values
of parameter α for which asymptotic value of F exhibits a
jump.

4 Multiport versus standard PBT:
large number of teleported qubits
4.1 Deterministic protocol

We now compare performance of the MPBT proto-
col with the packaged (O)PBT ones in the asymptotic
regime, when we change the number of teleported par-
ticles adaptively. Namely, we shall assume that the
number of teleported particles scales as k(N) = aNα.

For the case of MPBT we can formulate

Proposition 3. When k/N → 0, the fidelity ap-
proaches 1. Moreover, for k = baNc where a < 1
we have limN→∞ F ≥ e−(d2−1) a

1−a .

When k = baNc the statement of the Proposition
follows directly from the calculation of the limit of the
first bound given in (9). The case k = o(N) follows
from applying Bernoulli inequality (1− x)k ≥ 1− kx
(valid for x < 1) to the second bound in (9).

The relation between α and the asymptotic fidelity
of PBT and OPBT protocols is as follows. For the
non-optimal PBT protocol the fidelity fulfils F ≈
1− 3

4N = 1−O(1/N) [15]. Thus, we can easily calcu-
late limN→∞ FPBTpack (N, k) for the non-optimal pack-
aged PBT. It turns out that depending on whether
α is greater, smaller or equal to particular value αcr
(which in this case equals 1/2) the asymptotic fidelity
equals 0, 1 or a fixed value Fcr.

For FOPBTpack (N, k) we can apply exactly the same

reasoning, since in that case F = cos2
(

π
N+2

)
≈ 1 −

π2/N2 [15].
The results for all three schemes are presented

in the Table 2 and the convergence for OPBT and
MPBT protocols is depicted in the Figure 5.

MPBT scheme offers qualitative improvement over
the original scheme for teleporting multipartite states.
Even in optimal scheme of standard PBT (i.e. one,
with optimal POVMs and the resource state) the
number of teleported qubits can only scale as N2/3,
while in the original scheme, (where the resource state
is just N EPR pairs) the scaling is N1/2.

4.2 Probabilistic protocol
Here we shall compare MPBT versus packaged PBT

scheme in probabilistic scenario, where the figure of
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Figure 5: Asymptotic values of the lower bound on entangle-
ment fidelity in MPBT (orange lines) compared to the fidelity
of Pack. OPBT (blue lines), where k = aNα, a = 1, α ∈
(0, 1), see Table 2. N runs through 102, 103, 104 and 105 as
the lines become thicker.

ps = 0 ps,cr ps = 1
Pack.PBT α > 1/3 αcr = 1/3 , ps,cr = e−ca

3/2
α < 1/3

Pack.OPBT α > 1/2 αcr = 1/2, ps,cr = e−3a2
α < 1/2

MPBT α > 1/2 αcr = 1/2, eq. (15) α < 1/2
OMPBT − αcr = 1, ps,cr = (1 + a)3 α < 1

Table 3: Table collects the comparison of the asymptotic be-
haviour of probability of success ps of all variants of packaged
PBT with MPBT in probabilistic version when k = aNα.
Here c =

√
8/π. By "cr" we denote the critical values of pa-

rameter α for which asymptotic value of ps exhibits a jump.

merit is probability of success. Again we will assume
that k = aNα. We do not have here such simple ex-
plicit bounds as those given in Theorem 2. We shall
therefore use exact formula derived in companion pa-
per by means of representation theoretic tools [30].
Basing on this result, in Appendix C we present ex-
act formula for the probability of success in qubit case
expressed in terms of angular momentum parameters
which reads:

psucc(N, k) = 1
2N

1
N + 1

N−k
2∑

s=0( 1
2 )

(2s+ 1)2
(
N + 1
N−k

2 − s

)
.

(14)
Setting k = a

√
N we can examine the dependence

of (14) on a. We can observe, that when a→ 0 then
psucc → 1. The latter is given (15), proven in Ap-
pendix D with the means of Central Limit type theo-
rem, although in not completely straightforward way.

lim
N→∞

psucc =
{

2
∫∞

0 x2 1√
2π e−

(x+a)2
2 dx, k = a

√
N, a > 0

1, k = o(
√
N)
(15)

For PBT, in the case of original (i.e. nonoptimized)

scheme [15] we have psucc ≈ 1−c/
√
N , where c =

√
8
π ,

and psucc = 1 − 3/(3 +N) ≈ 1 − 3/N in the case of
OPBT [15]. We may then apply the same reasoning

Figure 6: The limiting probability of success in the proba-
bilistic schemes: Pack. OPBT(orange line) and MPBT (blue
line) plotted as a function of a when k = a

√
N , i.e. α = 1/2,

see Table 3.

as in the deterministic case. Considering (14) we can
see that

lim
N→∞

pMPBT
succ = 1 for α < 1/2. (16)

We can thus see that, unlike the deterministic proto-
col, the regions of asymptotic behaviour of psucc are
separated by the same critical value αcr = 1/2 for
packaged OPBT and MPBT probablistic protocols.
Plotting pMPBT

succ and pOPBTsucc as a function of a in this
borderline case, i.e. when α = αcr = 1/2 (see Fig-
ure 6), we observe the new protocol outperforms the
previous one in the regime of large a.

However, one can refer to recent result concerning
optimal MPBT [20], where remarkably simple expres-
sion for probability of success is evaluated:

pOMPBT
succ =

d2∏
m=2

(
1− k

N − 1 +m

)
. (17)

This for k = o(N) leads to limN→∞ pOMPBT
succ = 1.

We have for d = 2

lim
N→∞

pOMPBT
succ =

{
(1− a)3, k = aN

1, k = o(N)
(18)

which outperforms the optimal PBT. This for k =
o(N) leads to limN→∞ pOMPBT

succ = 1. Moreover, for
d = 2 and k = aN , that limN→∞ pOMPBT

succ = (1−a)3,
which outperforms the optimal packaged PBT. We
present the comparison of scaling of the packaged
OPBT and OMPBT protocols in the Table 3 and Fig-
ure 7.

Finally, for a finite number of ports N we have pre-
cise lower and upper bound for psucc in our protocol,
which are presented in the Appendix D.

5 Conclusions and Discussions
We have addressed the problem of teleporting a

large amount of quantum information. In particular
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Figure 7: Probability of success, compared for Pack. OPBT
(blue lines), and OMPBT (orange lines) protocols, where
k = aNα, a = 1

2 , see Table 3. N runs through 102, 103, 104

and 105 as the lines become thicker.

we analyse quantum multi-port teleportation protocol
performing transmission of several quantum systems
in one round. By examining improved lower bound
on its performance, measured in the entanglement fi-
delity, we show that the protocol outperforms intro-
duced earlier PBT protocols. The bound has been
obtained by considering the teleportation process in
our protocol as a state discrimination task and it de-
pends only on global parameters like the number of
ports, their dimension, and the number of teleported
particles. In particular, we derived closed expressions
for the entanglement fidelity and the probability of
success in the described scheme for qubits in the pic-
ture of the angular momentum and using Gaussian
approximation.

Further, we have shown that in general the num-
ber of systems to be teleported can be changed dy-
namically by the sender with the growing number of
ports, still ensuring high efficiency in deterministic
and probabilistic scheme. Even in the optimal PBT
scheme, in deterministic case, fidelity can approach 1
for teleporting of up to N2/3 particles, for our MPBT
Nα particles can be teleported, if only α < 1. In
probabilistic case, although the rates are equal and
the teleportation achieving asymptotically unit prob-
ability of success is possible for number of teleported
particles of the orderNα, α < 1/2, both in MPBT and
OPBT, we present result concerning optimal MPBT,

which outperforms previous protocols [20].

We have thus showed that analysed protocol, while
still requiring quite mild correction on Bob’s site (just
permuting his systems), exhibits qualitatively better
"capacity" of transmission. Our results pave a novel
way in teleportation and quantum communication in
general. So far in quantum communication, while
sending quantum information, one was interested in
linear rate, i.e. the number of sent qubits per number
of channel (or entangled pair) uses. On the other hand
in quantum computing, it is very important to have
teleportation with less correction on receiver’s side.
The port-based teleportation is protocol with virtu-
ally no correction. Here, we consider for the first
time the issue of the amount of quantum information
sent via such teleportation protocols. Our work im-
plies, that within the realm of weakened correction -
the proper notion of communication efficiency is de-
termined by asymptotic exponents in first place.

Still, there are a few open questions. First, ex-
cept probabilistic OMPBT, we do not have exact
asymptotic expressions for d > 2. However, applica-
tion of central limit theorem or adaptation techniques
from [9] theorem should lead to the solution. In the
case of deterministic OMPBT the problem of getting
the asymptotic behaviour is more complex, since we
do not have a closed formula for the fidelity. The fi-
delity there is given in terms of maximal eigenvalue
of teleportation matrix [19, 30], for which we do not
have an analytical formula yet, even for k = 1. Fi-
nally, we leave the rigorous analysis of the recycling
protocol introduced in [28] and its comparsion with
our results for further project.
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A Symmetries in Multi-port teleportation scheme
Before we present argumentation leading us to the proof of Lemma 1 from the main text, we introduce here

concepts of permutation operator and its partial transposition. Most of the formalism presented here can be
also find in [17, 30]. Let us consider a representation V of the permutation group S(n) in the space H ≡ (Cd)⊗n,
defined in the following way

∀π ∈ S(n) V (π).|ei1〉 ⊗ |ei2〉 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ein〉 := |eiπ−1(1)
〉 ⊗ |eiπ−1(2)

〉 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |eiπ−1(n)
〉, (19)

where the set {|ei〉}di=1 is an orthonormal basis of the space Cd, and d stands for the dimension. We drop here
the lower index in every i, since it labels only position of the basis in tensor product (Cd)⊗n. This representation
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is in fact a unitary matrix representation, since it is given with respect to prescribed basis {|ei〉}di=1 in the space
Cd, and for every π ∈ S(n) the corresponding matrix representation V (π) is called a permutation operator.
The representation V of S(n) extends in a natural way to the representation of the group algebra C[S(n)] and
in this way we get the algebra of permutation operators

An(d) ≡ spanC{V (π) : π ∈ S(n)}. (20)

Having the above definition of the algebra An(d), we can introduce a new complex algebra - algebra of the
partially transposed permutation operators:

A(k)
n (d) ≡ spanC{V (k)(π) : π ∈ S(n)}, (21)

where the symbol (k) denotes partial transpose operation with respect to last k systems in the space (Cd)⊗n.
Now, we show that the operator ρ defined in expression (6) from the main text is an element of the algebra
A(k)
n (d). Let us denote by n = N + k the number of all systems involved in the teleportation process on Alice’s

(Bob’s) side and introduce the following mapping of indices

∀ i ∈ I Bi 7→ B = Bn−k+1Bn−k+2 · · ·Bn︸ ︷︷ ︸
k

. (22)

Having that we can work with the equivalent form of the operator ρ, which is given through the following
expression

ρ =
∑
i∈I

σi = 1
dN−k

∑
i∈I

1Āi
⊗ P+

AiB
, (23)

where for a given index i = {i1, i2, . . . , ik} the operator 1Āi
⊗ P+

AiB
is of the following form

σi = 1Āi
⊗ P+

AiB
= 1Āi

⊗ P+
i1,n−k+1 ⊗ P

+
i2,n−k+2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P

+
ik,n

= 1
dN

1Āi
⊗ V tn−k+1 [(i1, n− k + 1)]⊗ V tn−k+2 [(i2, n− k + 2)]⊗ · · · ⊗ V tn [(ik, n)].

(24)

By tn−k+1, tn−k+2, . . . , tn we denote transposition with respect to systems on positions n−k+1, n−k+2, . . . , n
respectively. Next, we have to rewrite ρ in more convenient form for our further considerations. First, we
observe that we can distinguish an index i0 = {n − k, n − k − 1, . . . , n − 2k + 1}, for which the corresponding
signal is called canonical:

σi0 = 1
dN

1Āi0
⊗ V tn−k+1 [(n− k, n− k + 1)]⊗ V tn−k+2 [(n− k − 1, n− k + 2)]⊗ · · · ⊗ V tn [(n− 2k + 1, n)]

= 1
dN

(
1Āi0

⊗ V [(n− k, n− k + 1)]⊗ V [(n− k − 1, n− k + 2)]⊗ · · · ⊗ V [(n− 2k + 1, n)]
)tn−k+1tn−k+2···tn

= 1
dN

V (k),

(25)

by V we denote the total permutation operator in the bracket with this specific composition of permutations,
including the identity operator. Having the definition of σi0 , let us observe that any other signal can be obtained
from it by acting of V (τ), where τ is permutation from the coset Sn,k = S(n− k)/S(n− 2k), so

ρ = 1
dN

∑
τ∈Sn,k

V (τ)V (k)V †(τ). (26)

This clearly shows that the operator ρ, as well as every operator σi belongs to the algebra A(k)
n (d) defined

in (21). The cardinality of Sn,k gives us number of all possible signals k!
(
N
k

)
. Since all the operators V (τ) are

invariant with respect to the composition of partial transpositions (k), we can rewrite ρ from (26) as in the
following definition:

Definition 4. For N ports the operator ρ from expression (26) can be re-written in the following form:

ρ ≡
n−k∑

a1,a2,...,ak=1
V (k)[(ak, n− k + 1)(ak−1, n− k + 2). · · · (a1, n)], (27)

where all numbers a1, a2, . . . , ak are different and k ≤ bN2 c. For compactness of the further calculations we drop
here the normalisation constant 1/dN in form of every signal σi.
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B Proof of Lemma 1 and Theorem 1 from the main text
Having discussion on symmetries in multi-port based teleportation protocols we are in position to compute the

lower bound on the entanglement fidelity F . As it was pointed in the main text, and in [4, 14], the entanglement
fidelity F can be connected with probability of success of the state discrimination pdist of the ensemble E :

E =
{

1
k!
(
N
k

) , σi

}
, (28)

where σi are the signal states described in Section A. It can be shown that F and pdist are related to each other
by the following relation

F =
k!
(
N
k

)
d2k pdist, pdist = 1

k!
(
N
k

) ∑
i∈I

Tr(Πiσi) ≥
1

k!
(
N
k

)
rTr ρ2 , (29)

where r = (1/(k!
(
N
k

)
))
∑

i∈I rank(σi) = dN−k, and the lower bound on pdist is a simple generalisation of Lemma
A.3 from [4]. This means that F is bounded from the below as

F ≥ 1
dN+k Tr(ρ2)

, (30)

where the operator ρ is normalised version (Tr ρ = 1) of the operator ρ from Definition 4:

ρ = ρ

Tr(ρ) = 1
dNk!

(
N
k

)ρ, (31)

since we can observe that for operator ρ from Definition 4 the following holds

Tr(ρ) = dn−k(n− k)(n− k − 1) · . . . · (n− 2k + 1) = dNN(N − 1) · . . . · (N − k + 1) = dNk!
(
N

k

)
= dN

N !
(N − k)! ,

(32)

where N = n− k denotes number of ports. It means that normalised operator ρ can be written finally as

ρ = ρ

Tr(ρ) = 1
dN N !

(N−k)!
ρ. (33)

Later on we use form of ρ from expression (33).
The above considerations show that to compute the right-hand side of (30) the crucial is evaluation of Tr(ρ2).

The calculation of Tr(ρ2) is technically complicated and lengthy and it contains a few intermediate steps and
auxiliary results which we present separately as Lemma 6 to 10. The final result, i.e. the formula for Tr(ρ2) is
given in Theorem 11 . We will use in the derivation of this result the following useful notation

Notation 5. We define inductively a sequence of transpositions

L1 = (a1, b1), L2 = (a2, L1(b2 )), L3 = (a3, L2L1(b3 )), . . . , Lk = (ak, Lk−1 · · ·L2L1(bk )), (34)

L′1 = (b1, a1), L′2 = (b2, L′1(a2 )), L′3 = (b3, L′2L′1(a3 )), . . . , L′k = (bk, L′k−1 · · ·L′2L′1(ak )), (35)

where (a, b) is simply a transposition acting on some c as

(a, b)(c) =


c, when a, b 6= c

b, when a = c

a, when b = c

(36)

and where the numbers a1, a2, . . . , ak are different and similarly the numbers b1, b2, . . . , bk are different. For
such a transpositions we define reversed transpositions also defined on the same numbers a1, a2, . . . , ak and
b1, b2, . . . , bk in the following way so in the primed transpositions the numbers a1, a2, . . . , ak and b1, b2, . . . , bk
are interchanged.
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The above transpositions satisfy the relation which easily follows from the structure of the transpositions

Lemma 6. We have
L′sL

′
s−1 · · ·L′1 = L1L2 · · ·Ls, s = 1, . . . , k. (37)

Using introduced notation we may derive the following composition rule

Lemma 7. Let the numbers 1 ≤ a1, a2, . . . , ak ≤ n− k are different and similarly numbers 1 ≤ b1, b2, . . . , bk ≤
n− k are different and k ≤ bn2 c, then

V (k)[(ak, n− k + 1)(ak−1, n− k + 2) · · · (a1, n)]V (k)[(bk, n− k + 1)(bk−1, n− k + 2) · · · (b1, n)]

= dδak,Lk−1···L2L1(bk)dδak−1,Lk−2···L2L1(bk−1) · · · dδa2,L1(b2)dδa1,b1V (Lk)V (Lk−1) · · ·V (L1)×
× V (k)[(bk, n− k + 1)(bk−1, n− k + 2) · · · (b1, n)].

(38)

Applying the statement of Proposition 7 twice, together with Lemma 6, we get

Lemma 8. Let the numbers 1 ≤ a1, a2, . . . , ak ≤ n−k are different and similarly the numbers 1 ≤ b1, b2, . . . , bk ≤
n− k are different and k ≤ bn2 c, then

V (k)[(ak, n− k + 1)(ak−1, n− k + 2) · · · (a1, n)]V (k)[(bk, n− k + 1)(bk−1, n− k + 2) · · · (b1, n)]×
× V (k)[(ak, n− k + 1)(ak−1, n− k + 2) · · · (a1, n)]

= d2δak,Lk−1···L2L1(bk)d2δak−1,Lk−2···L2L1(bk−1) · · · d2δa2,L1(b2)d2δa1,b1×
× V (k)[(ak, n− k + 1)(ak−1, n− k + 2) · · · (a1, n)].

(39)

From expression (39) we get immediately

Corollary 9. Let the numbers 1 ≤ a1, a2, . . . , ak ≤ n−k are different and similarly numbers 1 ≤ b1, b2, . . . , bk ≤
n− k are different and k ≤ bn2 c, then

Tr
[
V (k)[(ak, n− k + 1)(ak−1, n− k + 2) · · · (a1, n)]V (k)[(bk, n− k + 1)(bk−1, n− k + 2) · · · (b1, n)]

]
= dn−2kd2δak,Lk−1···L2L1(bk)d2δak−1,Lk−2···L2L1(bk−1) · · · d2δa2,L1(b2)d2δa1,b1 .

(40)

Using equation (40) we get that

Tr(ρ2) =
∑
ai

∑
bi

Tr[V (k)[(ak, n−k+ 1)(ak−1, n−k+ 2) · · · (a1, n)]V (k)[(bk, n−k+ 1)(bk−1, n−k+ 2) · · · (b1, n)],

(41)
where the summation is all over pairwise different 1 ≤ a1, a2, . . . , ak ≤ n − k and 1 ≤ b1, b2, . . . , bk ≤ n − k, is
equal to

Tr(ρ2) =
∑
ai

∑
bi

dn−2kd2δak,Lk−1···L2L1(bk)d2δak−1,Lk−2···L2L1(bk−1) · · · d2δa2,L1(b2)d2δa1,b1 . (42)

In order to calculate this sum we need the following

Lemma 10. Using Notation 5 we have the following property:

bs 6= b1, b2, . . . , bs−1 ⇒ Ls−1Ls−2 · · ·L1(bs) 6= a1, a2, . . . , ak−1, s = 1, . . . , k. (43)

In the particular case, for k = 2, the statement of the above lemma reduces to

b2 6= b1 ⇒ L1(b2) 6= a1. (44)

Applying Lemma 10 to each sum appearing on the RHS of equation for Tr(ρ2) we are in position to formulate
the main result of this section:

Theorem 11. Let ρ be as in Definition 4, then

Tr(ρ2) = dn−2k(n− 2k − 1)(n− 2k − 2) · · · (n− k)(d2 + n− 2k)(d2 + n− 2k + 1) · · · (d2 + n− k − 1), (45)

or equivalently, in a more compact form

Tr(ρ2) = dN−k
N !

(N − k)!
(d2 +N − 1)!

(d2 +N − k − 1)! , (46)

where N = n− k is number of port in MPBT protocol.
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Proof. In order to better explain the role of Lemma 10 in the proof, let us consider first the case of k = 2, where
we have

Tr(ρ2) = dn−4
∑
bi

(∑
ai

d
2δa2,τ(a1,b1)(b2)d2δa1,b1

)
= dn−4

∑
bi

∑
a1

∑
a2 6=a1

d
2δa2,τ(a1,b1)(b2)d2δa1,b1

 , (47)

where 1 ≤ a1, a2 ≤ n− 2 and 1 ≤ b1, b2,≤ n− 2 are pairwise different. Now using Lemma 10 we get∑
a2 6=a1

d
2δa2,τ(a1,b1)(b2) = d2 + n− 4, (48)

since a2 runs over the set {1, 2, . . . , n− 2}\{a1} exactly once is equal to the number τ(a1,b1)(b2) 6= a1 and n− 4
times is not equal to τ(a1,b1)(b2). This implies

Tr(ρ2) = dn−4(d2 + n− 4)
∑
b1

∑
b2 6=b1

(∑
a1

d2δa1,b1

)
= dn−4(n− 3)(d2 + n− 4)

n−2∑
b1=1

n−2∑
a1=1

d2δa1,b1

= dn−4(n− 2)(n− 3)(d2 + n− 3)(d2 + n− 4).

(49)

For general case the way of proving is the same but we have more steps.

We illustrate the statement of Lemma 11 by two following examples:

Example 12 Let k = 1, then
Tr(ρ2) = dn−2(n− 1)(d2 + n− 2). (50)

This expression can be also evaluated using group-theoretic approach, see the proof of Theorem 52 on page 28
in [18].

Example 13 Let k = 2, then

Tr(ρ2) = dn−4(n− 2)(n− 3)(d2 + n− 3)(d2 + n− 4). (51)

Here, the group-theoretic approach would demand new summation rules for the irreducible representations,
which are yet not know.

All the above described considerations are in fact proof of Lemma 1 from the main text. Indeed, taking
expression (46) and (32) we write the following for the normalised operator ρ from (33):

Tr(ρ2) = Tr(ρ2)
(Tr(ρ))2 = dN−k

d2N

N !
(N−k)!

(d2+N−1)!
(d2+N−k−1)!(
N !

(N−k)!

)2

= d−N−k
[

N !
(N − k)!

]−1 (d2 +N − 1)!
(d2 +N − k − 1)!

= d−N−k
(
N

k

)−1(
d2 +N − 1

k

)
.

(52)

Now, using relation n = N + k and expression (32) we rewrite (30) as

F ≥ 1
dN+k Tr(ρ2)

=
(
N

k

)(
d2 +N − 1

k

)−1

. (53)

which recovers the first bound (9) from Theorem 2 in the main text. To prove the second bound in (9) from
the same theorem let us observe the following:(

N

k

)(
d2 +N − 1

k

)−1

=
k−1∏
s=0

(
1− d2 − 1

d2 +N − 1− s

)
≥
(

1− d2 − 1
d2 +N − k

)k
. (54)

Now, let us prove that the entanglement fidelity F scales at least as 1−O(1/N) and goes to 1 with N →∞.

To see this is is enough to apply the Bernoulli inequality (1−x)k ≥ 1− kx (valid for x < 1) to
(

1− d2−1
d2−N−k

)k
.
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There is also an alternative proof of the fidelity scaling, showing interesting connection with the symmetric
polynomials. To show it, first we have to derive a different lower bound for the entanglement fidelity exploiting
symmetric polynomials. Defining variables xs ≡ 1/(d2+N−s−1) for s = 0, . . . , k−1, and completely symmetric
polynomials Sl(x1, x2, . . . , xk) in variables x1, x2, . . . , xk, for l ∈ N. For example we have:

S0(x1, x2, . . . , xk) = 1, S1(x1, x2, . . . , xk) = x1 +x2 + . . .+xk, S2(x1, x2, . . . , xk) =
∑

1≤j≤l≤k
xjxl etc. (55)

Using the above, we can write the bound (53) with (54) as

F ≥
k−1∏
s=0

(
1− d2 − 1

d2 +N − s− 1

)
=

k∑
l=0

(−1)l(d2 − 1)lSl(x1, x2, . . . , xk). (56)

To evaluate the leading term in obtained bounds on the entanglement fidelity we have to use observation that we
can write the right-hand side of (9) in terms of symmetric polynomials Sl(x1, . . . , xk) with xs = 1/(d2+N−s−1)
for s = 0, . . . , k − 1:

F ≥
k∑
l=0

(−1)l(d2 − 1)lSl(x1, x2, . . . , xk) = 1−
k−1∑
s=0

d2 − 1
d2 +N − s− 1 +O(1/N2). (57)

We then see from (57) that when k is fixed and N goes to infinity, the right hand side approaches 1.
In the end of this appendix we briefly explain the flow of the reasoning presented [28]. The idea presented

there is also based on the state discrimination problem and computing Tr ρ2. However, argument for computing
trace from the composition σiσj, for maximally entangled pairs fully overlapping, does not take into account
that the resulting operators are in general permutation operators with different number of disjoint cycles. The
final trace depends on the number of disjoint cycles and cannot be characterised only by global parameters, but
has to take into account the interior structure of permutations. We illustrate this in the example below.

Example 14 Let us consider two signals for n = 6, k = 2, and arbitrary d of the form

σ1 = 1
d4V

(2)[(45)(36)], σ2 = 1
d4V

(2)[(35)(46)]. (58)

Trace from their overlap, according to Corollary (9), equals to

Tr (σ1σ2) = 1
d8 Tr

(
V (2)[(45)(36)]V (2)[(35)(46)]

)
= d2

d8 d
2δ4,L1(3)dδ3,4 = d2

d8 d
2δ4,4 = 1

d4 ,
(59)

since L1(3) = (3, 4)[3] = 4 (see Notation 5). However, in [28] authors argue that the value of Tr (σ1σ2) equals
to 1/d6, or in general 1/dN+k, which is in contradiction with mentioned Corollary 9. Note that this particular
example can be evaluated directly, without referring to the corollary, by exploiting, in particular, the simple
fact, that TrAΓBΓ = TrAB for operators A,B, where Γ is partial transpose, and the fact that trace of operator
of permutation is equal to dc where c is number of cycles of the permutation, including trivial cycles.

Fortunately, some part of argumentation from [28] can be saved. Namely, quantity 1/dN+k always lower
bounds Tr(σiσj) for signals with overlapping maximally entangled states. This means that the result in [28]
actually gives lower bound on Tr ρ2 and then on entanglement fidelity. Here, we do not compute bound on
Tr ρ2, but we evaluate it explicitly. This leads us to more effective and elegant lower bound on efficiency of the
deterministic MPBT.

C Derivation of the entanglement fidelity and probability of success for qubits
Before we present here the main consideration leading us to closed expressions for the entanglement fidelity

and average probability of success, we introduce basic ideas concerning representation theory of permutation
group S(n). For more details we refer reader to [12, 13]

Every partition (shape) of natural number n is a sequence α = (α1, . . . , αr) satisfying

∀i αi ≥ 0, α1 ≥ α2 ≥ . . . ≥ αr,
r∑
i=i

αi = n, (60)

where r ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Every such partition corresponds with some frame, which is called Young frame. The
Young frame associated with partition µ is the array formed by n boxes with l left-justified rows.
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Example 15 Let us take n = 4. Allowed partitions are α1 = (4), α2 = (3, 1), α3 = (2, 2), α4 = (2, 1, 1), α5 =
(1, 1, 1, 1) and they correspond to the following Young frames:

(61)

Any irreducible representation (irrep) of symmetric group S(n) is labelled by Young frames with n boxes.
From above example we see that for n = 4 we have five possible irreps - because we have only five different
Young frames.

A Standard Young Tableaux (SYT) is a Young frame of shape α of n objects, such that labels occur
increasing in every row from left to the right, and increasing in every column from top to the downwards. One
can see that every number between 1 and n occurs only once.

Example 16 For the case n = 4 and α = (2, 1, 1) we have three possible fillings

1 2
3
4

1 3
2
4

1 4
2
3 (62)

The number of STYs for given shape α and natural number n can be obtained by combinatorial rules. It
turns out that the dimension dα of an irreducible representation of symmetric group S(n) for fixed α is equal
to the number of SYTs.

A semi-standard Young Tableaux (SSYT) is a Young frame of shape α of n boxes filled with numbers
{1, 2, . . . , s} for some s, such that rows are weakly and columns are strictly increasing.

Example 17 For the case n = 4, α = (3, 1), and set {1, 2}, we have three possible fillings

1 1 1
2

1 1 2
2

1 2 2
2 . (63)

The total number of SSYTs also can be computed by combinatorial rules, and this number equals to the
multiplicity mα in the space (Cd)⊗n by plugging s = d. One can notice, that whenever d is smaller than the
length of the longest column in α the corresponding multiplicity equals zero. This means that such irrep does
not occur into decomposition. For example considering the qubit case, when d = 2, only three first Young
frames from (61) appear. More formally, considering representations of S(n) on space (Cd)⊗n, where d denotes
dimension, the irreducible representations of S(n) are labelled by Young frames with n boxes, restricted to the
ones with at most d rows. We denote this fact by α `d n (in short α ` n when it is clear from the context).

Additionally, the symbol µ ∈ α denotes a Young frames µ ` n obtained from a Young frame α ` n − k by
adding k boxes one by one, getting in every step a valid Young frame. While by the symbol α ∈ µ we denote
Young frames α ` n− k obtained from a Young frame µ ` n by subtracting k boxes. Such a procedure can be
performed on many different ways, and total number of them we denote as mµ/α. In the general situation we
do not have closed expression for computing mµ/α, however in the qubit case (Young frames up to two rows)
we have [1? , 2]

mµ/α = k! det
(

1
αi − µj − i+ j

)
i,j=1,2

. (64)

Having the above description of all the necessary objects and facts, we are in position to prove expressions
for the entanglement fidelity F and averaged probability of success psucc form the main text. In general, for
qudits, the formulas are expressed in terms of:

i) dimensionality dµ of the irrep µ

ii) its multiplicity mµ in the representation of S(n) permuting n qdits.

iii) numbers mµ/α describing number of possibilities of obtaining a frame µ ` n from a frame α ` n − k by
adding k boxes,

and have the following form for the entanglement fidelity [30]:

F = 1
dN+2k

∑
α`N−k

(∑
µ∈α

mµ/α

√
mµdµ

)2

. (65)
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Figure 8: Comparison of the first bound (9) on entanglement fidelity from Theorem 2 in the main text (full circles (full circles,
for k = 2 marked with , k = 3 , k = 4 )) with exact values for the qubit case (reversed triangle markers, for k = 2 marked
with , k = 3 , k = 4 ).

and the averaged probability of success [30]:

psucc = 1
dN

∑
α`N−k

m2
α min
µ∈α

dµ
mµ

. (66)

For qubits we shall see that these quantities are expressed in more familiar language of angular momentum.
Having a Young frame α ` N − k we denote the Young frame µ ` N obtained from α by adding consecutive
k boxes by µ ∈ α. The number of such allowed additions is mµ/α. The multiplicity mµ equals dimension of
spin-j representation of SU(2)⊗(N−k), where 2j = µ1−µ2 and thus mµ = 2j+ 1; the dimension dµ corresponds
to multiplicity of spin-j representation, given by (2j+1)(N−k)!

((N−k)/2+j+1)!((N−k)/2−j)! . Finally, expression (64) can be
expressed as

m2s,2j,k =
(

k

s− j + k/2

)
−
(

k

s+ j + k/2 + 1

)
. (67)

Thus, considering that spin of N − k spin- 1
2 particles can take values from 0 or 1/2 depending on the parity of

N −k to N−k
2 and after adding k particles either from 0( 1

2 ) or s−k/2, whichever quantity is greater, to s+k/2,
We can rewrite expression (65) as

F = 1
2N+2k

N−k
2∑

s=0( 1
2 )

 s+ k
2∑

j=max{0( 1
2 ),s− k2 }

((
k

s− j + k/2

)
−
(

k

s+ j + k/2 + 1

))√
(2j + 1)2N !

(N/2− j)!(N/2 + j + 1)!

2

.

(68)
Defining auxiliary quantity hsjk of the form

hsjk =
(

k

s− j + k/2

)
−
(

k

s+ j + k/2 + 1

)
, (69)

and simplifying expression under the square root, we arrive to the final formula for the fidelity:

F = 1
2N+2k

N−k
2∑

s=0( 1
2 )

 s+ k
2∑

j=max{0( 1
2 ),s− k2 }

2j + 1
N + 1

√(
N + 1
N
2 − j

)
hsjk

2

(70)

On Figure 8 we show comparison of the first bound (9) from Theorem 2 of the main text (Appendix B) with
the exact expression from expression (70).

In case of probability of success, using directly the argumentation from Section V, we rewrite expression (66)
as:

psucc(N, k) = 1
2N

N−k
2∑

s=0( 1
2 )

min
j

N !(2s+ 1)2

(N/2− j)!(N/2 + j + 1)! = 1
2N

N−k
2∑

s=0( 1
2 )

N !(2s+ 1)2

(N/2− s− k/2)!(N/2 + s+ k/2 + 1)! .

(71)
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Observing that
N !

(N/2− s− k/2)!(N/2 + s+ k/2 + 1)! = 1
N + 1

(
N + 1
N−k

2 − s

)
. (72)

we get the final form given in by the following equation

psucc(N, k) = 1
2N

N−k
2∑

s=0( 1
2 )

1
N + 1

(
N + 1
N−k

2 − s

)
. (73)

In Section D of this appendix we discuss additional properties of probability of success psucc.

D Bounds for finite number of ports N

To achieve our goals in this section we have combined in a non-trivial way advanced tools emerging from
statistical analysis. Motivated by Berry-Essen Theorem [6, 10], which quantifies the rate of convergence to
normal distribution, together with Central Limit Theorem type reasoning we express probability of success in
terms of Gaussian integrals. In particular, starting from expression (73) in the finite case, we provide useful
lower and upper bounds on probability of success of the perfect transmission in MPBT protocol. We can
observe, that it closely resembles the expression for the probability distribution function of the distribution of
number of successes in N + 1 Bernoulli trials each with p = 1/2. We start from proving the following:

Proposition 18. Let k = a
√
N, a ∈ (0, 2). Then

2
(∫ ∞

0
x2 1√

2π
e−

(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx−M(N)− IB1 (N)− IB2 (N)
)
− δB(N) ≤ psucc ≤2

(∫ ∞
0

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx+M(N)
)
,

(74)

where

M(N) = 2
e
√
N + 1

1√
2π
, IB1 (N) = (N + 1)− 3

2
1√
2π
,

IB2 (N) =
(√

N + 1√
2π

+ 1
)

e−
(√N+1−1)2

2 ,

δB(N) = 4N−1/4 + 11
√
N + 1 e−

(N5/8−1)2

N+1 .

(75)

The reasoning above applies to finite number of ports. We can see the convergence of these bounds in Figure 9
Taking the limit N →∞ we can formulate the following

Figure 9: The figures present lower and upper bounds for psucc given in Proposition 18, for two different values of a, where
the number of teleported qubits is given by k = a

√
N .
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Corollary 19. The limiting value of psucc, where k = a
√
N, a ∈ (0, 1), N →∞ is

lim
N→∞

psucc = 2
∫ ∞

0
x2 1√

2π
e−

(x+a)2
2 dx. (76)

When we take k = o(
√
N), i.e. k/

√
N → 0 when N → 0, we can apply the bounds (131)-(133) substituting

a
√

N
N+1 with k/

√
N , and when we take the limit N →∞ we obtain

Corollary 20. When k = o(
√
N) then the limit of psucc is

lim
N→∞

psucc = 2
∫ ∞

0
x2 1√

2π
e− x

2
2 dx = 1. (77)

Proof of Proposition 18. The probability of success in the multi-port teleportation scheme, for even N can be
written as:

ps = 1
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2 Pr
(
X = N − k

2 − s
)
. (78)

Instead of using discrete probability distribution Pr(X ≤ l) we can approximate it by Gaussian distribution
Φ
(
l−N+1

2
1
2
√
N+1

)
. The error of such estimation is known due to the Berry-Essen Theorem [6, 10], which in our case

reads as

∀ l = 0, . . . , N + 1

∣∣∣∣∣Pr(X ≤ l)− Φ
(
l − N+1

2
1
2
√
N + 1

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 4c√
N + 1

. (79)

The real constant c can be analytically bounded from below and due to [11] there is c ≥
√

10+3
6
√

2π ≈ 0.4097. In

this paper for our purposes we set c = 1/2. We can rewrite Φ
(
l−N+1

2
1
2
√
N+1

)
as

Φ
(
l − N+1

2
1
2
√
N + 1

)
=
∫ −N−1

2

−∞
G

(
0, σ = 1

2
√
N + 1;x

)
dx+

l∑
i=0

∫ −N+i
2 +1

−N+i
2

G

(
0, 1

2
√
N + 1;x

)
dx. (80)

The first term of the above expression decays to 0 for N →∞, more precisely we have∫ −N−1
2

−∞
G

(
0, σ = 1

2
√
N + 1;x

)
dx = 2√

2π(N + 1)

∫ −N−1
2

−∞
exp

(
− 2x2

N + 1

)
dx

= 2√
2π(N + 1)

∫ ∞
N−1

2

exp
(
− 2x2

N + 1

)
dx

≤
√
N + 1

2 exp
(
−N + 1

2

)
:= G1(N),

(81)

since the Hoeffding bound states ∫ ∞
r

exp(−c̃2x2) dx ≤
√
π

c̃
exp

(
−c̃2r2) . (82)

Notice that factor G1(N) decays to 0 for N →∞. Now, due to (81), we have ∀ l = 0, . . . , N + 1∣∣∣∣∣Pr(X ≤ l)− Φ
(
l − N+1

2
1
2
√
N + 1

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣Pr(X ≤ l)−

l∑
i=0

∫ −N+i
2 +1

−N+i
2

G

(
0, 1

2
√
N + 1;x

)
dx

∣∣∣∣∣+G1(N)

=

∣∣∣∣∣
l∑
i=0

Pr(X = i)−
l∑
i=0

∫ −N+i
2 +1

−N+i
2

G

(
0, 1

2
√
N + 1;x

)
dx

∣∣∣∣∣+G1(N)

=
l∑
i=0

∣∣∣∣∣Pr(X = i)−
∫ −N+i

2 +1

−N+i
2

G

(
0, 1

2
√
N + 1;x

)
dx

∣∣∣∣∣+G1(N).

(83)
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Getting back to probability of success in (78):

2
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2Φσ
(
−k2 − s−

1
2 ,−

k

2 − s+ 1
2

)
≥

ps = 2
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2 Pr
(
X = N − k

2 − s
)

≥ 2
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2Φσ
(
−k2 − s−

1
2 ,−

k

2 − s+ 1
2

)
−

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2δs

 ,

(84)

where
δs =

∣∣∣∣Pr
(
x = N − k

2 − s
)
− Φσ

(
−k2 − s−

1
2 ,−

k

2 − s+ 1
2

)∣∣∣∣ , σ = 1
2
√
N + 1. (85)

The upper bound comes from the Lemma 7.2 from [26]. Since X ∼ B(N + 1, 1
2 )

Φσ
(
−k2 − s−

1
2 ,−

k

2 − s+ 1
2

)
≥ Pr

(
X = N − k

2 − s
)

(86)

if
N + 1

2 + 1 ≤ N + 1−
(
N − k

2 − s
)

(87)

which is equivalent to k + 2s ≥ 1 which clearly holds for k and s in question.
At this point we can divide further considerations into two main steps:

1. Showing that 2
N+1

∑N−k
2

s=0 (2s+ 1)2δs → 0 for N →∞ in (84).

2. Evaluating the first term 2
N+1

∑N−k
2

s=0 (2s + 1)2Φσ
(
−k2 − s−

1
2 ,−

k
2 − s+ 1

2
)
from expression (84) in the

asymptotic regime N →∞.

Showing decaying of the second term in (84).
Let us focus on the first point. We write

2
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2δs = 2
N + 1

m(N)∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2δs︸ ︷︷ ︸
A

+ 2
N + 1

N−k
2∑

s=m(N)

(2s+ 1)2δs︸ ︷︷ ︸
B

. (88)

Substituting m(N) = (1/2)(b(N)
√
N − 1), using fact

∑N−k
2

s=0 δs ≤ 4c√
N+1 with c = 1/2, we bound A as

A ≤ 2(2m(N) + 1)2

N + 1

m(N)∑
s=0

δs ≤
4b2(N)N

(N + 1)3/2 ≤
4Nb2(N)
N3/2 = 4N−1/4, (89)

where we choose for example b(N) = N1/8 getting demanded asymptotic. For the factor B, first we write

δs ≤ Pr
(
x = N − k

2 − s
)

+ Φσ
(
−k2 − s−

1
2 ,−

k

2 − s+ 1
2

)
≤ Pr

(
x ≤ N − k

2 − s
)

+ Φσ
(
−k2 − s+ 1

2

)
≤ exp

(
− (k + 2s+ 1)2

2(N + 1)

)
+ exp

(
− (k + 2s− 1)2

2(N + 1)

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− (k + 2s− 1)2

2(N + 1)

)
.

(90)
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Indeed, for Φσ
(
−k2 − s+ 1

2
)
we use σ = 1

2
√
N + 1 and the Hoeffding bound (82):

Φσ
(
−k2 − s+ 1

2

)
= 1√

2πσ

∫ ∞
− k2−s+

1
2

exp
(
−1

2
x2

σ2

)
dx ≤ exp

(
−1

2
(−k2 − s+ 1

2 )2

σ2

)

= exp
(
− (k + 2s− 1)2

2(N + 1)

)
,

(91)

For Pr
(
x ≤ N−k

2 − s
)
we use the Chernoff bound Pr(X < (1−δ)µ) ≤ e−

µδ2
2 , with µ = N+1 and 1−δ = N−k−2s

N+1 :

Pr
(
x ≤ N − k

2 − s
)
≤ exp

(
− (k + 2s+ 1)2

2(N + 1)

)
. (92)

Applying (90) to B we reduce to

B ≤ 4
N + 1

N−k
2∑

s=m(N)

(2s+ 1)2 exp
(
− (k + 2s− 1)2

2(N + 1)

)
≤ 4(N − k + 1)

N + 1

N−k
2∑

s=m(N)

exp
(
− (k + 2s− 1)2

2(N + 1)

)

≤ 4(N − k + 1)
N + 1

∞∑
s=m(N)

exp
(
− (k + 2s− 1)2

2(N + 1)

)

≤ 4
∞∑

s=m(N)

exp
(
− (k + 2s− 1)2

2(N + 1)

)

≤ 11√
N + 1

exp
(
− (k + 2m(N)− 1)2

2(N + 1)

)
≤ 11

√
N + 1 exp

(
−2m2(N)

N + 1

)
,

(93)

where in the fourth inequality we use the Hoeffding inequality. Finally, using explicit form of the function
m(N) = (1/2)(N5/8 − 1) and expression (89) we bound left-hand side of (88) as

2
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2δs ≤ 4N−3/2 + 11
√
N + 1 exp

(
−
(
N5/8 − 1

)2
N + 1

)
(94)

which clearly decays to 0 with N →∞. It means ps in (84) can be bounded from the below

ps ≥
2

N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2Φσ
(
−k2 − s−

1
2 ,−

k

2 − s+ 1
2

)
− 4N−1/4 − 11

√
N + 1 exp

(
−
(
N5/8 − 1

)2
N + 1

)
. (95)

Estimation of the first term in (84). We now want to estimate the expression

2
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2Φσ
(
−k2 − s−

1
2 ,−

k

2 − s+ 1
2

) . (96)

First, we can write

2
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2Φσ
(
−k2 − s−

1
2 ,−

k

2 − s+ 1
2 ,
) = 2

N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2
∫ − k2−s+ 1

2

− k2−s−
1
2

2√
2π(N + 1)

e−
2x2
N+1 dx

(97)

≥ 2
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2 2√
2π(N + 1)

e−
(k+2s+1)2

2(N+1) (98)

= 2 2√
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(
1√
N + 1

+ s
2√
N + 1

)2 1√
2π

e−

(
1√
N+1

+s 2√
N+1

+ k√
N+1

)2

2 . (99)
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where we replace integral over interval [−k2 − s−
1
2 ,−

k
2 − s+ 1

2 ] with local minimum of integrated function
multiplied by the length of the interval, which is 1. One can identify the last expression as a Riemann left-sum
of function

fN (z) := z2 e
(z+ k√

N+1
)2

2 (100)

on the interval [ 1√
N+1 ,

N−k√
N+1 ]. We will transform this sum in the manner depicted in Figure 10. Setting

k = a
√
N the target function takes form

fN (z) = z2 e
(z+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 . (101)

One can check, that for

0 ≤ z ≤ m :=
−
√

N
N+1a+

√
N
N+1a

2 + 8
2 (102)

it is monotonically increasing, while for z ≥ m it decreases. Therefore it can be split into two components: one
consisting of partitions {[ 1√

N+1 ,
1+2s√
N+1 ], s ∈ 0, . . . , sm} where 1+2sm√

N+1 ≤ m, and the other consisting of partitions
for higher values of s. Thus we have

2√
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(
1√
N + 1

+ s
2√
N + 1

)2 1√
2π

e−

(
1√
N+1

+s 2√
N+1

+ k√
N+1

)2

2 (103)

=2 2√
N + 1

sm∑
s=0

(
1√
N + 1

+ s
2√
N + 1

)2 1√
2π

e−

(
1√
N+1

+s 2√
N+1

+ k√
N+1

)2

2 (104)

+ 2 2√
N + 1

N−k
2∑

s=sm+1

(
1√
N + 1

+ s
2√
N + 1

)2 1√
2π

e−

(
1√
N+1

+s 2√
N+1

+ k√
N+1

)2

2 (105)

=SNL
(

1√
N + 1

,
1 + 2(sm + 1)√

N + 1

)
+ SNL

(
1 + 2(sm + 1)√

N + 1
,
N − a

√
N + 1√

N + 1

)
, (106)

where SNL
(

1√
N+1 ,

1+2(sm+1)√
N+1

)
denotes left Riemann sum on the interval [ 1√

N+1 ,
1+(2sm+1)√

N+1 ]. Setting t = s+ 1,
we can write

SNL

(
1√
N + 1

,
2sm + 1√
N + 1

)
= 2 2√

N + 1

sm∑
s=0

(
1√
N + 1

+ s
2√
N + 1

)2 1√
2π

e−

(
1√
N+1

+s 2√
N+1

+ k√
N+1

)2

2 (107)

= 2 2√
N + 1

tm∑
t=1

(
− 1√

N + 1
+ t

2√
N + 1

)2 1√
2π

e−

(
− 1√

N+1
+t 2√

N+1
+ k√

N+1

)2

2 (108)

= SNR

(
− 1√

N + 1
,
−1 + tm√
N + 1

)
. (109)

Thus

SNL

(
1√
N + 1

,
1 + 2(sm + 1)√

N + 1

)
+ SNL

(
1 + 2(sm + 1)√

N + 1
,
N − a

√
N + 1√

N + 1

)
(110)

= SNR

(
− 1√

N + 1
,
−1 + 2tm√
N + 1

)
+ SNL

(
1 + 2(sm + 1)√

N + 1
,
N − a

√
N + 1√

N + 1

)
. (111)

We can observe, that we shifted the first left sum by − 2√
N+1 , which corresponds to single partition interval, turn-

ing it into right sum. Supplementing the upper bound of the "missing middle term" 2√
N+1m

2 1√
2π e−

(
m+ k√

N+1

)2

2 ,
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we obtain the following restriction

SNR

(
− 1√

N + 1
,
−1 + 2tm√
N + 1

)
+ SNL

(
1 + 2(sm + 1)√

N + 1
,
N − a

√
N + 1√

N + 1

)
+ 2√

N + 1
m2 1√

2π
e−

(
m+ k√

N+1

)2

2 dx

(112)

≥
∫ N−a

√
N+1√

N+1

− 1√
N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx

(113)

≥
∫ N−a

√
N+1√

N+1

1√
N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx.

(114)

These three sums are depicted in Figure 10.

Figure 10: Three Riemann sums: (110), (111) and (112).

Thus the initial Riemann sum (110) is bounded by

2√
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(
1√
N + 1

+ s
2√
N + 1

)2 1√
2π

e−

(
1√
N+1

+s 2√
N+1

+ k√
N+1

)2

2 (115)

= SNL

(
1√
N + 1

,
2sm + 3√
N + 1

) + SNL (2sm + 3√
N + 1

,
N − a

√
N + 1√

N + 1

)
(116)

= SNR

(
− 1√

N + 1
,

2sm + 1√
N + 1

) + SNL (2sm + 3√
N + 1

,
N − a

√
N + 1√

N + 1

)
(117)

≥
∫ N−a

√
N+1√

N+1

1√
N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx− 2√
N + 1

m2 1√
2π

e

(
m+ k√

N+1

)2

2 (118)

≥
∫ N−a

√
N+1√

N+1

1√
N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx− 2√
N + 1

m2 1√
2π

em
2

2 (119)

≥
∫ N−a

√
N+1√

N+1

1√
N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx− 4
e
√
N + 1

1√
2π

(120)

≥
∫ N−a

√
N+1√

N+1

1√
N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx− 2√
N + 1

1√
2π

(121)
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and thus (96) admits the following restriction

2
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2Φσ
(
−k2 − s−

1
2 ,−

k

2 − s+ 1
2

) (122)

≥ 2 2√
N + 1

N−k
2∑
s=0

(
1√
N + 1

+ s
2√
N + 1

)2 1√
2π

e−

(
1√
N+1

+s 2√
N+1

+ k√
N+1

)2

2 (123)

≥ 2

∫ N−a
√
N+1√

N+1

1√
N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx− 2√
N + 1

1√
2π

 . (124)

Equivalent reasoning can be used to obtain the upper bound of (96). Thus, for finite N one obtains

2
∫ N−a

√
N+1√

N+1

1√
N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx+ 2M ≥ psucc ≥ 2
∫ N−a

√
N+1√

N+1

1√
N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx− 2M −
N−k

2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2δs,

(125)

where M = 2√
N+1

1√
2π . This bound can be further refined. On the one hand, clearly∫ N−a
√
N+1√

N+1

1√
N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx+M ≤
∫ ∞

0
x2 1√

2π
e−

(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx+M. (126)

On the other hand∫ N−a
√
N+1√

N+1

1√
N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx−M −

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2δs =

∫ ∞
0

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx−M −

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2δs −
∫ 1√

N+1

0
x2 1√

2π
e−

(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx−
∫ ∞
N−a

√
N+1√

N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx =

∫ ∞
0

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx−M −

N−k
2∑
s=0

(2s+ 1)2δs − I1 − I2.

(127)

One has

I1 =
∫ 1√

N+1

0
x2 1√

2π
e−

(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx ≤
∫ 1√

N+1

0
x2 1√

2π
e− x

2
2 dx ≤

∫ 1√
N+1

0

1
N + 1

1√
2π
dx = (N + 1)− 3

2
1√
2π

(128)
and having definition of the complementary error function erfc(x) := 1− erf(x), where erf(x) := 2√

π

∫ x
0 e−t2 dt

is the error function we write

I2 =
∫ ∞
N−a

√
N+1√

N+1

x2 1√
2π

e−
(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx ≤
∫ ∞
N−a

√
N+1√

N+1

x2 1√
2π

e− x
2

2 dx :=
∫ ∞
b

x2 1√
2π

e− x
2

2 dx =

b e− b
2
2

√
2π

+ 1
2 erfc

(
b√
2

)
= b e− b

2
2

√
2π

+ 1√
π

∫ ∞
b√
2

e− x
2

2 dx ≤ b e− b
2
2

√
2π

+ e− b
2
2 ,

(129)

where in (129) we use Hoeffiding bound, i.e.
∫∞
t

e−cx2
dx ≤

√
π
c e−c2t2 and b = N+1−a

√
N√

N+1 =
√
N + 1− a

√
N
N+1 .

Furthermore

b e− b
2
2

√
2π

+ e− b
2
2 =


(√

N + 1− a
√

N
N+1

)
√

2π
+ 1

 e−
(√N+1−a

√
N
N+1 )2

2 ≤


(√

N + 1− a
√

N
N+1

)
√

2π
+ 1

 e−
(√N+1−1)2

2 ≤
(√

N + 1√
2π

+ 1
)

e−
(√N+1−1)2

2 .

(130)
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Finally, taking into account (94), we can for a given N and k = a
√
N, a ∈ (0, 1) formulate the following lower

and upper bounds for psucc:

2
(∫ ∞

0
x2 1√

2π
e−

(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx+ 2
e
√
N + 1

1√
2π

)
≥ psucc ≥ (131)

2
(∫ ∞

0
x2 1√

2π
e−

(x+a
√

N
N+1 )2

2 dx− 2
e
√
N + 1

1√
2π
−
(√

N + 1√
2π

+ 1
)

e−
(√N+1−1)2

2 −(N + 1)− 3
2

1√
2π

)
+

(132)

− 2
N + 1

(
4N−1/4 + 11

√
N + 1 e−

(N5/8−1)2

N+1

)
. (133)
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