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Quantum state exchange is a quantum communication task for two users in which the users faithfully ex-
change their respective parts of an initial state under the asymptotic scenario. In this work, we generalize the
quantum state exchange task to a quantum communication task for M users in which the users circularly transfer
their respective parts of an initial state. We assume that every pair of users may share entanglement resources,
and they use local operations and classical communication in order to perform the task. We call this generalized
task the (asymptotic) quantum state rotation. First of all, we formally define the quantum state rotation task
and its optimal entanglement cost, which means the least amount of total entanglement required to carry out
the task. We then present lower and upper bounds on the optimal entanglement cost, and provide conditions
for zero optimal entanglement cost. Based on these results, we find out a difference between the quantum state
rotation task for three or more users and the quantum state exchange task.

PACS numbers: 03.67.Hk, 89.70.Cf, 03.67.Mn
I. INTRODUCTION

In quantum information theory, some quantum communica-
tion tasks [1H8], such as quantum teleportation [1]] and quan-
tum state merging [2| 3], commonly deal with a two-user set-
ting in which a quantum state is transmitted from one user to
the other. In these quantum communication tasks, the users
are determined as either a sender or a receiver, as depicted in
Fig.[[(a), and it is assumed that the users are in each other’s
laboratories far apart. So, in order to successfully perform the
tasks, it is required to consume non-local resources, such as
ebits and bit channels.

One of the research topics related to quantum communica-
tion tasks is to find out the minimal amounts of the non-local
resources consumed during the tasks. Such research is consid-
ered to be important in quantum information theory, since the
minimal amounts can often be represented as entropic quanti-
ties, such as the von Neumann entropy and the quantum con-
ditional entropy [9], and hence provides a way to interpret
these quantities from an operational viewpoint. For example,
the quantum conditional entropy H(A|B) of a quantum state
pap can be operationally interpreted as the minimal amount
of entanglement needed in the quantum state merging [2, 3]
in which Alice and Bob share parts A and B of the quantum
state pup, respectively, and Alice’s part A is merged to Bob
via entanglement-assisted local operations and classical com-
munication (LOCC). Note that, in the quantum state merging
task, Bob does not transmit his part B to Alice, but he can use
it as quantum side information .

Quantum state exchange (QSE) [L0H12]], on the other hand,
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FIG. 1: In these illustrations, quantum states are represented as

polygons, and the users transmit their quantum states in the direc-
tions of arrows; (a) Illustration of transmitting a quantum state from
a sender to a receiver; (b) Illustration of exchanging two quantum
states of two users: In this case, each user is not only a sender but
also a receiver.

is a more complex quantum communication task in which two
users share parts A and B of a quantum state p4p, and they
exchange their respective parts with each other by means of
entanglement-assisted LOCC. Thus, the users of the QSE task
do not take one of the roles of a sender and a receiver, but
both, as depicted in Fig. [[(b). The main concern of the QSE
is to figure out the minimal amount of entanglement between
the users under the assumption that classical communication
is free. The authors of the original QSE task [10] named the
minimal amount of entanglement “uncommon information.”
Unlike other quantum communication tasks [IH8], an exact
value of the uncommon information is unknown to date.

In this work, we introduce a new quantum communication
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task involving three or more users, which is similar to the ro-
tation in volleyball. In a volleyball game, players rotate on
the court when their team makes a serve. Similarly to this
rotation, one may think of users of the new task and their
quantum states as locations of the court and the players, re-
spectively. More specifically, M users of the new task trans-
mit their respective quantum states from the i user to the
(i + 1) user via entanglement-assisted LOCC, while keeping
entanglement with an environment system. We call this task
quantum state rotation (QSR). We provide a simple illustra-
tion of the QSR task for three users in Fig.[2(a). Note that the
QSR task for two users, i.e., M = 2, is nothing but the QSE
task described in Fig.[1[b), since the 1% user transmits his/her
quantum state to the 2™ user, and the 1% user also receives the
2" user’s quantum state. So the QSR task can be regarded as
one possible generalization of the QSE task.

Intuitively, the QSR task for three or more users may be
achievable by sequentially performing the QSE tasks for sev-
eral pairs of the users. For example, as depicted in Fig. 2[b),
two QSE tasks among three users can carry out the QSR task
for three users. So one may think it is not necessary to con-
duct a study on the QSR task. However, from the perspective
of entanglement resources, it is unclear whether the combina-
tion of QSE tasks gives the minimal amount of total entan-
glement needed in the QSR task, since the uncommon infor-
mation of the QSE task is unknown. Moreover, the QSR for
three or more users might exhibit intrinsic properties of multi-
partite entanglement, which cannot be understood only by a
straightforward generalization of the analysis of the QSE for
two users. On this account, the main parts of our work fo-
cus on analyzing the minimal amount of total entanglement
consumed among the M users for achieving the QSR task.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [lIl we provide
formal descriptions of the QSR task, the achievable total en-
tanglement rate, and the optimal entanglement cost. In Sec.
and Sec. we present lower and upper bounds, respectively,
on the optimal entanglement cost of the QSR task. In Sec.
we present conditions obtained by zero optimal entanglement
costs and zero achievable total entanglement rates. Based on
these results, in Sec. we show that a property of the QSE
task does not hold in the QSR task for three or more users.
In Sec. we consider two settings of the QSR tasks and
investigate what the users should do to reduce the optimal en-
tanglement cost in each setting. In the first setting, some users
do not have to participate in the QSR task. In the second,
some users can cooperate to achieve the task by performing
global operations over the users. In Sec. we summarize
and discuss our results.

II. DEFINITIONS

In this section, we explain notations used throughout this
paper, and we describe formal definitions of the QSR task and
its optimal entanglement cost.
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FIG. 2: In each illustration, quantum states are represented as poly-
gons, users transmit their quantum states in the directions of arrows;
(a) Concept of the quantum state rotation task for three users: The
users are not only a sender but also a receiver; (b) Performing the
quantum state rotation task for three users with a combination of the
quantum state exchange tasks: The 1% user and the 2™ user firstly
exchange their quantum states, and then the 1** user and the 3" user
perform the quantum state exchange task again. Consequently, these
two quantum state exchange tasks carry out the quantum state rota-
tion task for three users.



A. Notations: Systems, states, channels, and entropies

We assume that all Hilbert spaces H in this paper are finite-
dimensional, and let dy denote the dimension of the Hilbert
space Hy representing a quantum system X. A composite
quantum system of two quantum systems X and Y is described
by the tensor product Hy ® Hy of the Hilbert spaces Hy and
Hy. For the sake of convenience, the composite quantum sys-
tem is denoted by X ® Y or XY, and dy is called the dimension
of the quantum system X.

Let D(H) be the set of density operators on a Hilbert space
H,ie., DH) ={p e LH):p =0,Trp = 1}, where L(H)
is the set of linear operators on . For a Hilbert space Hy
representing a quantum system X, we use notations D(X) and
L(X) instead of D(Hy) and L(Hyx), respectively, in order to
emphasize the quantum system X. The elements of the set
D(H) are called quantum states. If a quantum state p is a
rank-1 projector, i.e., it is represented as

Y= W)l D

where |i) is a normalized vector on the Hilbert space H, the
quantum state is said to be pure. For pure quantum states
|#) (¢|, we also call the unit vector |¢) a pure quantum state.

For quantum systems X and Y, amap N: £L(X) — L(Y) is
called a quantum channel if it is linear, completely positive,
and trace-preserving [9]. As a special case of quantum chan-
nels, id z(x) is the identity map on L(X). When £L(X) = L(Y),
id £x)-£(v) means the identity map from L(X) to £(Y). For
reference, 1y is the identity matrix on the quantum system X.

The von Neumann entropy H(p) of a (pure) quantum state
p on a quantum system X is defined as H(p) = H(X), =
—Trplogp. For a (pure) quantum state o on a bipartite quan-
tum system XY, the von Neumann entropy H(X), of o on the
subsystem X is calculated as H(X), = H(Try o). Then the
quantum conditional entropy H(X|Y), and the quantum mu-
tual information /(X; Y),- of the bipartite quantum state o are
given by

H(X|Y)
IX;Y)o

H(XY)y = H(Y)o, 2)
HX)s + HY)y — HXY),. 3)

Finally, the number of users of the QSR task is denoted by
a natural number M > 2. If the i user has a quantum system
X; for each i in the set [M] = {1,2,..., M}, then the addition
of two indices is defined modulo M, with offset 1.

B. Formal description of quantum state rotation

Before describing definitions of the QSR task, we briefly
explain a conception of the QSR task. The QSR is a quantum
communication task for M users. The users initially share an
M-partite quantum state, and circularly transfer their respec-
tive quantum states from the i user to the (i + 1) user via
entanglement-assisted LOCC.

To be specific, let |y),5 be the initial state of the QSR
task, where A is an M-partite quantum system with A =
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FIG. 3: Illustration of the quantum state rotation task for four
users: Circles indicate quantum systems for the task, and correla-
tions among the quantum systems are represented by lines connect-
ing them. In this task, four users want to transform an initial state
)4, 4,454, 10t a final state I',[/f)A']AéAgA;E. To carry out this task, they
apply LOCC R to the initial state  and input entanglement resources
¥, while they cannot apply any operations on the environment sys-
tem E. After the task, the i user’s quantum state is transmitted to the
(i + 1) user’s quantum system A!, and they can gain output entan-
glement resources ® from the task. The allocation of entanglement
resources, such as ¥ and @, is called the complete entanglement al-
location.

AjA; --- Ay, and E is the environment system. Assume that
the i™ user holds a quantum subsystem A; of A, so that the i
user has the i part of the initial state [i/),. Let us now con-
sider an M-partite quantum system A" with A" = A{A} --- A},
and H, ;= H,,, and assume that the i user holds a quantum
subsystem A]_, of A’. Then the final state ;) of the QSR
task is defined by using |) 4 as follows:

M
Y = | X id gia- iy ® id g | (), “
i=1

which means that the i user’s quantum state on the quantum
system A; is transferred to the (i + 1) user’s quantum system
A!. The initial state and the final state for four users, i.e., M =



4, are presented in Fig.[3]

In the QSR task, the users make use of LOCC assisted by
shared entanglement, in order to transform the initial state
) 4 into the final state [¢) 4 ;. In this work, we assume that
every two of the M users of the QSR task may share an entan-
glement resource of varying dimensions. More specifically,
for each i # j, the i user and the j user have additional
quantum systems B; ; and Bj;, respectively, whose dimensions
are the same, and the two users share a bipartite maximally
entangled state ['¥; ;) on the quantum systems B, ;B;; given by

dp, 1

Wip)=——= > g, @K, . (5)

Bij k=0

As in other quantum communication tasks [2H8}[10-H12]], the
users of the QSR task may gain extra entanglement resources
from the QSR task. To describe these entanglement resources,
we also assume that, for each i # j, the i™ user and the j®
user have quantum systems C;; and Cj;, respectively, with
dc,; = dc,;, and they share a bipartite maximally entangled
state |®; ;) on the quantum systems C; ;C;; as an entanglement
resource after the QSR task, i.e.,

dc, ;-1

1
D) = —— K., ® ke, - ©)
J (_dc,-,,- kZ:(; G C;

Let ¥ and ® be global quantum states representing all en-
tanglement resources shared among the M users before and
after the QSR task, respectively, which are defined as

li’ = ® lPi’j and (b = ® (D,"j. (7)
i,je[M] i, je[M]
i<j i<j

The shapes of entanglement resources ¥ and @ correspond to

a complete graph, if we regard the M users and their entangle-

ment resources as vertices and edges of a graph, respectively.

In this work, we call such a resource allocation of entangled

states the complete entanglement allocation, and the complete

entanglement allocation for four users is described in Fig.
In the QSR task, a quantum channel

M M
R: L(@ A,-Bi) — L(@ A§C,~) ®)
i=1 i=1

is called the QSR protocol of the initial state |),, with error
g, if it is performed by LOCC among the M users and satisfies

R ®idcie)) (v & F) —wf®<i>|'l <e, )
where quantum systems B; and C; are defined by

B,‘Z ® B,"j and C,':
JelMI\ti}

X Cij (10)

JEIM\{i)

and || - ||; is the trace norm [9]].

C. Optimal entanglement cost of quantum state rotation

To investigate asymptotic limits for the total amount of en-
tanglement, we consider a sequence {R,},cn of QSR protocols
R, of Y®* with error g,, where y®" indicates the n copies of
the initial state . We call the case dealing with sequences of
QSR protocols an asymptotic scenario.

According to the number of the initial state and the users’
strategies in the asymptotic scenario, the total amount of en-
tanglement consumed/gained among the users can differ. To
reflect this, it is assumed that, for each n, the i user and the
j™ user have additional quantum systems Bf.f? Cf';) and BE"I) C ;'?,
respectively, where d B = d B and dC?"f = dcw, and the
two users share bipartite maximally entangled states |‘I—’5}'?) and

(n) (n) p(n) OPIOI.
|©;") on the quantum systems B;"/B and C;"/C}7, respec-

tively. In this case, for each n, the complete entanglement
allocations before and after the QSR protocol R, of ¢®" with
error &, are represented as ¥, and ®,,, respectively.

For the initial state ¢ and the sequence {R,}, we define the
segment entanglement rate e; j(\f,{R,}) between the i" user
and the j user as

1
i (Roh) = lim — (log dyn —log dcﬁf})’ an

where i # j, and logarithms are taken to base two throughout
this paper. For convenience, we define ¢, (i, {R,}) as zero for
each i. Note that e;;(¥, {R,}) = e;;(,{R,}) holds for each
i, j. If the segment entanglement rate e; ;(¥, {R,}) converges
for each i # j, then we can define the toral entanglement rate

etot(‘p? {Rn}) as

el (R = D e (R, (12)
i, j€(M]
i<j

A real number r is said to be an (asymptotically) achievable
total entanglement rate, if there is a sequence {R,},en of QSR
protocols R, of ¥®" with error &, such that (i) for any i, j,
e; j(f, {R,}) converges; (ii) eV, {R,})) = r; (iii) limy00 &, =
0. The optimal entanglement cost (OEC) eq(¢) of the QSR
task for i is defined as the infimum of the achievable total
entanglement rates.

Remark 1. In the QSR task, the users obtain the final state
¢ and the output entanglement resources ® by applying the
QSR protocol to the initial state s and the input entanglement
resources 'P. Note that the QSR protocol is LOCC, and the ini-
tial state ¢ and the final state Y+ have the same amount of en-
tanglement, since s is defined by using ¢ and identity maps.
So, it is obvious that the total amount of entanglement among
the users does not increase on average via the QSR protocol.
As a measure that fulfills this condition, we use the total en-
tanglement rate ey in this work. The total entanglement rate
et measures the total amount of entanglement between pairs
of the users. In addition, we will see the non-negativity of the
total entanglement rate in Remark 4] On this account, the to-
tal entanglement rate is a valid measure for analyzing the total
amount of entanglement required for the QSR task.
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FIG. 4: Initial state ¢; in Eq. (I3), its final state, and input/output
entanglement resources: Circles indicate quantum systems, and cor-
relations among the quantum systems are represented by lines con-
necting them. In order to rotate ¢, the 2" user locally prepares the
two-qubit entangled state ¢;, and transfers one qubit of ¢, to the 3™
user. So they can share ¢; on quantum systems A}Aj. For this, the
amount of entanglement consumed by them is H(A;),,. Then the
1 user and the 2" user asymptotically generate the same amount of
entanglement by applying entanglement distillation [13H15] to ¢; on
quantum systems A;A. Finally, the 1*' user locally prepares the pure
quantum state ¢, on the system A}. In an illustration for input (out-
put) entanglement resources, two circles connected by a line indicate
consumed (gained) entanglement whose amount is H(A),, .

For example, let us consider a simple initial state

104 = 1@1)4,4, ®lP2)4, » (13)

where E is regarded as a one-dimensional system, |¢;) is any
two-qubit entangled state, and |¢;) is any quantum state. We
provide illustrations of the initial state ¢; and its final state
in Fig. [d] For the initial state ¢;, we can calculate the seg-
ment entanglement rates e; ; and the total entanglement rate
ey through the following strategy. (i) In order to rotate ¢,
the 2" user locally prepares a two-qubit state |¢;), which is
not the original state |¢;) on the quantum systems A;A,, and
asymptotically transfers one qubit of the new state to the 3™

user by using Schumacher compression [9} [16] and the quan-
tum teleportation [1]. From this, the 2" yser and the 3" user
can share the state o) on the systems A} A}, and the amount
of entanglement consumed by them is H(A1),,. (ii) Since the
quantum state |¢;) is already distributed to the 2 yser and
the 3" user, the original state |¢;) of the 1% user and the 2
user is now superfluous, but it can be transformed into an out-
put entanglement resource of the QSR task. In other words,
the 1% user and the 2" user asymptotically generate H(A}),,
amount of entanglement by applying entanglement distilla-
tion [13HI5] to their state |p1)4 4,- (iii) Finally, the 1%t user
locally prepares the pure quantum state |¢;). This preparation
neither requires nor generates any entanglement resources. To
be specific, this strategy can be represented as a sequence {R,}
of QSR protocols of ¢; whose segment entanglement rates are

€121, {R}) = —H(Ay)y,, (14)
e23(P1,{Ra}) = H(A1)yg,, 15)
e31(d1,{R}) = 0, (16)

and so the total entanglement rate is zero, i.e., ey (@1, {R,}) =
0. The positive (negative) segment entanglement rate is de-
scribed in Fig. ]

III. LOWER BOUND

In this section, we present a lower bound on the OEC of the
QSR task.

For a non-empty proper subset P of the set [M] and the ini-
tial state |),; with A = A1A; --- Ay, we consider a quantity
Ip(y) defined as

lp(lﬁ)zmax{H(®A,~_1V) —H((X)A,V) } (17)
v Ul Uly)

ieP ieP

where the maximum is taken over all isometries U from E to
Ve W [9], V and W are any quantum systems, and U |}) is an
abbreviation for 1, ® U |). Note that, for any partition {P, P°}
of the set [M], Ip(yy) = Ipc(y) holds. The quantity Ip(y) is a
lower bound on the sum of the segment entanglement rate as
follows:

Lemma 2. For the initial state ), and the partition { P, P°}
of the set [M], the following inequality holds:

DU e (R = 1w, (18)

ieP jeP®

where the segment entanglement rate e;  is defined in Eq. (17_7]),
and {R,}.en is a sequence of QSR protocols R, of y®" with
error &, whose total entanglement rate is achievable.

A detailed description of the quantity /p(y) and the proof of
Lemma [2] are presented in Appendix [A] By using Lemma
we obtain the following theorem providing a lower bound on
any achievable total entanglement rate of the QSR task.



Theorem 3. Let ), be the initial state of the QSR task with
A =A1Ay -+ Ay. Any achievable total entanglement rate r of
the QSR task is lower bounded by

r ) = D lew), (19)

1

-2
2(17) £
where 1 <k < M, Sy, is the set of subsets P of [M] whose sizes
are k, i.e., |P| = k, and lp() is given in Eq. (I7).

We refer the reader to Appendix [B] for the proof of Theo-
rem [3| Theorem [3|implies that the OEC e (1) of the initial
state ¥ is lower bounded by

o) 2 109) = max, L) (20)

where | x] denotes the floor function defined as max{m € Z :
m < x}.

Remark 4. The lower bounds /;() are non-negative, since
for each i,

D) = ) [H (@ Aj—l) - H(®AJ]
PeS; PeS; JjepP W Jjep v

I;;H(®Aj]¢ - };}H[@Aj)w ~0.22)

JjEP JEP

%

21

Thus, the OEC cannot be negative, i.e., eop(y) = 0. This
means that the total amount of entanglement gained from the
QSR task cannot exceed that of entanglement resources con-
sumed in the task.

In this work, while we analyze the OEC as a figure of merit,
the case of zero OECs, ey, = 0, does not necessarily mean
that the related segment entanglement rates are zero, i.e, e; ; =
0 for each i # j, as shown in Egs. (I4) and (I35). In general,
entanglement resources for the QSR task may be consumed
by some pair of users while distilled by another pair, as in the
example of Remark ]

Remark 5. One of our contributions is to generalize results
of the QSE task [[10] to the general cases including more than
two users. To be specific, Remarkd]implies the non-negativity
of the OEC for the QSE task. For M = 2, the lower bound /(i)
in Eq. becomes

I4y)

max {H AV)yyy = H(A2V)U|¢,>} (23)

max (HA Vg - HA Vv ). (24)

where V is any quantum system, N is any quantum chan-
nel from L(E) to £(V), and N(¢¥) is an abbreviation for
(]l[_(A) ®N)(¥). The first equality comes from l”}(lﬁ) = l{z}(l//).
The second equality holds, since there is a one-to-one corre-
spondence between isometries U and quantum channels N.
That is, any isometry U: E — V ® W combined with the
partial trace over the quantum system W becomes a quantum
channel N: E — V, and for any quantum channel N, we
can find its isometric extension U [9]. The above quantity is
the lower bound on the OEC for the QSE task presented in
Ref. [10].

IV. ACHIEVABLE UPPER BOUND

In this section, we present an achievable upper bound on
the OEC of the QSR task by considering a specific strategy.

The QSR task can be carried out by using an M-partite
merge-and-send strategy. We can obtain this strategy by gen-
eralizing the merge-and-send strategy presented in Ref. [10].
The idea of the M-partite merge-and-send strategy is as fol-
lows: (i) The 1 user and the 2" user of the QSR task merge
the part A; to the 2" user by using quantum state merg-
ing [2, 3]]. In this case, the part A, of the 20 yser acts as
the quantum side information. After finishing merging Ay,
the 2" user considers his/her part A; as a part of the environ-
ment system. Then the 2"¢ user and the 3™ user can make
use of the quantum state merging protocol again, in order to
merge A,. In this way, the part A; is sequentially merged from
the i™ user to the (i + 1) user except for the last part A;.
(ii) Finally, the last user and the 1" user perform Schumacher
compression [9, [16] together with quantum teleportation [[1]]
in order to transfer the part Ay to the 1% user. Through this
strategy, the M users can rotate any initial state of the QSR
task. Note that instead of using quantum state merging [2} 3],
the M users can apply quantum state redistribution [6} 7] with
quantum teleportation 1] in order to perform the QSR task. In
this case, the total amount of entanglement is identical to that
of the M-partite merge-and-send strategy, while the amounts
of classical communication can be different.

When the users adopt the above M-partite merge-and-send
strategy, for each i € [M — 1], the entanglement cost of merg-
ing A; is represented as H(Aj|A;+1)y, and the entanglement
cost for transferring Ay is H(Ap)y. In other words, these en-
tanglement costs can be represented in terms of the segment
entanglement rates as follows.

Lemma 6. For any initial state |y) 4, of the QSR task with A =
A1Ay - - Ay, there is a sequence {R,}nen of QSR protocols R,
of W®" with error &, such that lim,_,., &, = 0,

H(AilAi)y ifieM—-1land j=i+1
eij(W. R} = SH(An)y ifi=Mandj=1 (25)
0 otherwise,
M-1
e, {Ra) = H(Awy + D H(AJA )y (26)

i=1

In order to prove Lemmal6] we apply a technique presented
in Ref. [L1], which is used to show the existence of the merge-
and-merge protocol therein, and we refer the reader to Ap-
pendix [C|for the proof of Lemma [§]

By using Lemmal6] we obtain the following theorem, which
provides an achievable upper bound on the OEC of the QSR
task.

Theorem 7. Let ),y be the initial state for the QSR task
with A = A1Ay - - Ay. The OEC eon(Y) is upper bounded by

M
u() = Z‘ HAAm)y + min [Az Ay, 27)



Proof. Foreachi € [M], we consider an M-partite merge-and-
send strategy in which the part A; is firstly merged from the i
user to the (i + D™ user and the part A;_; is lastly sent from
the (i — D™ user to the i user. From Lemma@ the achievable
total entanglement rate u;(y) for this strategy is given by

uw(y) = H(Ai_1)y + Z H(AjlA 1)y (28)
JEIM]\{i-1}
= [Az Ay + ) HAJA Dy (29)
JelM]

It follows that eqp () < min<i<p u;(¥), from optimizing the
choice of the 1% user starting the merge-and-send strategy. O

Remark 8. By using the lower bound in Eq. (20) and The-
orem [7} we can exactly evaluate the OECs for some initial
states. For example, let us consider an initial state

M
1p2)ar = Q l@idaE, » (30)
i=1

where E = E\E, - Ey, and |g;) is any pure bipartite entan-
gled state on the quantum systems A;E;. Then, from the lower
bound in Eq. 20), the OEC eqpi(¢2) is lower bounded by

1 M
h(g2) = 5 > max [HALV)vey ~ HAV)ugn ). B
i=1

where /; is defined in Theorem[3] and U |¢») is an abbreviation
for 14 ® U |¢y). So, eqp(¢h2) is lower bounded by

N1 =
M=

I
—_

eopt(¢2) 2

l

M
[H(ALEg, - HAE)s] = D H(AD,,
i=1

(32)
if we consider isometries U;: E — E; ® (E \ E;) with i €
[M] such that Trp\g, UipoU; = Trpg, ¢o, where E \ E; =
E|---Ei_E; -+ Ey. Moreover, from Theorem[7] we have

M
eon(®2) < ulg) = ) H(Ay,. (33)
i=1

Hence, eop(¢2) = XM, H(A)),,-

Remark 9. In general, the M-partite merge-and-send strategy
is not necessarily the optimal strategy, although we have used
it in order to find the OEC for the specific initial state in Re-
mark([8] As a counterexample of the optimality, let us consider
an initial state

¢34 = [@1)a,a, ®12)4, ®l@3)4, » (34)

where |p;) is any pure two-qubit entangled state, and |, ) and
|¢3) are any pure quantum states. Here, E is regarded as a one-
dimensional system. If we apply the M-partite merge-and-
send strategy to the initial state |¢3),, then we obtain u(¢s3) =
2H(A}),, from Theorem |7}

However, using the strategy presented in Remark [I] we ob-
tain an achievable upper bound smaller than u(¢3). To be

Complete entanglement allocation Cycle entanglement allocation

15t user 4t yser 1st user 4% user
2" user 3rd user 2nd yser 3rd user
FIG. 5: Illustrations of the complete entanglement allocation and

the cycle entanglement allocation for four users: An entanglement
resource between two users is represented as two circles connected
by aline. Under the complete entanglement allocation, every pair of
four users can freely consume and generate entanglement resource.
However, under the cycle entanglement allocation, only the i" user
and the (i + 1)™ user can manipulate entanglement resources, and
the i user and the (i + 2)" user are not allowed to deal with any
entanglement resources.

specific, the 2" user locally prepares the two-qubit entangled
state ¢y, and transfers one qubit of the state to the 4™ user by
consuming as much entanglement as H(A;),,. The 1% user
and the 3" user then generate the same amount of entangle-
ment by distilling their state ¢; on the quantum systems A;A3.
Finally, the 1% user and the 3™ user locally prepare pure states
3 and ¢, respectively, without consuming and gaining any
entanglement resource. This strategy can be represented as a
sequence {R,} of QSR protocols of ¢3 whose segment entan-
glement rates are zero except for e;3(¢3,{R,}) = —H(A),,
and e 4(¢3, {Rn}) = H(A1)y,, and e (¢3, {R,}) = 0. It follows
that ey (¢3, {Ry}) < u(¢3), since ¢, is entangled. This shows
that the M-partite merge-and-send strategy is not optimal in
general. In addition, the non-negativity of the OEC implies
eopt(¢3) = 0 in this case.

Remark 10. Throughout this paper, we have been assuming
that the users of the QSR task make use of the complete en-
tanglement allocation. However, one may think that it suf-
fices to consider bipartite entanglement resources between the
i user and the (i + 1)™ user for each i, since the i™ user
transfers his/her quantum state to the (i + D™ user in the M-
partite merge-and-send strategy. Here, we call such an allo-
cation of entanglement resources the cycle entanglement allo-
cation, and we provide illustrations explaining how four users
share entanglement resources according to the complete en-
tanglement allocation and the cycle entanglement allocation
in Fig.[5]

The initial state ¢35 in Eq. shows that, under the com-
plete entanglement allocation setting, the users can reduce the
total amount of entanglement for the QSR task compared to
the case that the users use the cycle entanglement allocation
for rotating the same initial state.

To see this reduction, we evaluate a lower bound on the
OEC for rotating ¢3, when the users use the cycle entangle-



ment allocation. This means that the 1% (2"%) user and the 3™
(4™) user cannot employ any entanglement resource between
them, as depicted in Fig. E} Let {C,}.en be a sequence of such
protocols C,, rotating qﬁ?" with error &,, where the users of
each protocol use the cycle entanglement allocation. While
there is no need to consider the segment entanglement rates
e13(#3,{Cy}) and ey 4(¢3, {C,}) in this case, we assume that
e13(¢3,{Cn}) = e24(¢3,{Cy}) = 0, in order to regard the pro-
tocol C, as the special case of the QSR protocol. Recall that
the state ¢3 has no further environment system E, as shown in
Eq. (34). Then, from Lemma[2] we obtain that the inequality

€ii—1(¢3, {Cn}) + eiis1(¢3,{Cp}) = [ij(é3) (35)

holds for each 1 < i < 4. By using this inequality and the
definition of ey in Eq. (I2)), we obtain

e #3,{Ch}) = [y(¢3) + [3)(¢3), (36)
ew(#3,{Cr}) = lpy(@3) + Ligy(@3) = —(ly(@3) + 3)(¢3)).
37
It follows that
11y (¢3) + Li3)(3) (38)
=|H(A)g, — H(A2)g, + H(A3)g, — H(A4)g,| (39)
= 2H(A)),, (40)

is a non-zero lower bound on the OEC of rotating ¢s under
the cycle entanglement allocation. However, in the case of the
complete entanglement allocation, we obtain ey (¢3) = 0, as
explained in Remark 9]

On this account, the case of the initial state ¢5 tells us that
the use of the complete entanglement allocation can give a
smaller total entanglement rate than that of the cycle entan-
glement allocation. This justifies that we consider the com-
plete entanglement allocation rather than cyclic entanglement
allocation in the definition of the QSR task.

V. CONDITIONS

In this section, we present a sufficient condition on posi-
tive OECs and a necessary condition on zero achievable total
entanglement rates.

A. Condition on positive optimal entanglement cost

We provide a sufficient condition on positive OECs of the
QSR task.

When M = 2, the QSR task is nothing but the QSE task,
and we can find out a condition by using results on the QSE
task presented in Refs. [10,[12]. That is, if H(A;)y # H(A2)y
for the initial state |yy)4 4,5, then the OEC of the QSE task
is positive, i.e., eop(¥) > 0. So, one may naturally guess
a generalized sufficient condition with respect to the initial
state [y),p on A = AjA, - - - Ay as follows: If there exist some
i, j € [M] such that

H(A)y £ H(Aj)y, (41)

then eqp () > 0.

However, this guess is not the case. Let us consider the ini-
tial state ¢3 in Eq. (34). Then, it is satisfied that H(A;)y, >
0 = H(A3)g,, but eqp(¢3) = 0 as explained in Remark E} In-
terestingly, the above condition can be corrected in terms of
quantum conditional entropies.

Theorem 11. Let ),z be the initial state for the QSR task
with A = A1A; - - - Ay If there exist some i, j € [M] such that

H(E|Aj)y # H(E|A))y, (42)
then equ () > 0.
The proof of Theorem [IT]can be found in Appendix D}

Remark 12. The converse of Theorem [I1] does not necessar-
ily hold. Consider the initial state

M
p)ar = & 1@daE, (43)
i=1

where E = E|E; - - - E); and |¢) is any pure bipartite entangled
state. Then we know that the OEC for rotating ¢, is positive
from the lower bound in Eq. , but the condition in Theo-
rem[I1]does not hold.

B. Condition on zero achievable total entanglement rate

We now present the following theorem providing a neces-
sary condition on zero achievable total entanglement rates for
the QSR task.

Theorem 13. Let |y), be the initial state of the QSR task
with A = A1A, - -+ Ay, and let {R,}nen be a sequence of QSR
protocols R, of ¥®" with error g, whose total entanglement
rate r is achievable. If r = 0, then the segment entanglement
rates e; j(, {R,}) for i # j are determined as

(i) If M =3, e; j(,{Rn}) = =L ).

(i) If M = 4, e; j(¥,{R,}) = %(l{i}(lﬁ) + () - l[i,j}(lﬁ))-

(iii) If M > 4, e; j(y, {Ry}) is represented as

1
ao Bl e D @ =2 ) k@),

sefi, j) s,te[M\{i, j}
te[M\{i.,j} s<t

(44)
where Iy and l;; j, are defined in Eq. (I7), ay = 2(M - 2)(M —
4), By =2-(M-4)?, andyy = M - 4.

The main idea of the proof for Theorem [I3]is to construct
a system of linear equations obtained by regarding segment
entanglement rates as its unknowns and to solve it. We refer
the reader to Appendix [E|for the proof of Theorem 13}

Remark 14. The meaning of Theorem|[I3]is that if there exist
two sequences {R,}neny and {R) },en of QSR protocols for the
same initial state |y),; whose achievable total entanglement



rates are zero, then their segment entanglement rates are the
same, i.e.,

eij (W, {R}) = e, ;j(¥. R (45)

for each i # j. This implies that, when an achievable total
entanglement rate of the QSR task is zero, for each i # j, all
possible segment entanglement rates e; ; between the i user
and the j" user are uniquely determined as the same value,
even though there may not be a unique optimal strategy for
the QSR task.

Remark 15. To evaluate the segment entanglement rates pre-
sented in Theorem [I3] we need to evaluate two quantities
Liy(p) and I; (). In general, it is difficult to calculate these
quantities with respect to the initial state |y/),z, since they are
optimized over all isometries U from E to V®W, where V and
W are any quantum systems. However, for initial states |i),
without the environment system E, it is possible to compute
them as follows:

Liy(Pa) H(Ai_1)y, —H(A)y,, (46)
LijyWa) = HA1Aj—1)y, —H(AA))y,. 47)

We will see that these computable quantities play a crucial
role in proving Proposition[T6]in the next section.

V1. DIFFERENCE BETWEEN QUANTUM STATE
ROTATION AND QUANTUM STATE EXCHANGE

In this section, we show that a property of the QSE task [10]
does not holds in the QSR task. This shows the difference
between the QSE task and the QSR task.

In the QSE task, the initial state |y/) 4, ,, without the environ-
ment system E can be exactly exchanged without consuming
any entanglement resources via local unitary operations. So,
for any initial state [1) 4 4,, there exists a sequence of QSE pro-
tocols for )4, 4, whose achievable (total) entanglement rate
is zero. Thus, the OEC for the QSE task of |y),, 4, is always
Zero.

How about the QSR task of M users (M > 3)? That is, for
any initial state [)), with A = A;A; - - - Ay, is there a sequence
of QSR protocols whose achievable total entanglement rate is
zero? In the cases of M = 3,4, 5, we have not found answers
to the above question. However, if M > 6, we can find some
initial states that cannot be rotated at zero achievable total en-
tanglement rate.

Proposition 16. For each M > 6, there exists an initial state
)4 of the OSR task whose achievable total entanglement
rates r cannot be zero, i.e., r > 0, where A = A1A, --- Ay

Before proving Proposition[I6] let us consider a three-user
(TU) task different from the QSR task. In the TU task, three
users, Alice, Bob, and Charlie, share two Greenberger-Horne-
Zeilinger (GHZ) states [17], and they transform the GHZ
states into three ebits symmetrically shared among the three
users, where the states are defined as

|GHZ) = %(|OOO>+|111>) and |ebit) = %(IOO)HI(ZS)).

Initial state ¢ Input resources ¥
Alice Alice

&) @
ST
@@a@ O o8

Bob
Charlie Charlie
S
N
/\
~ ) ;
Alice Alice

@

Charlie

() @ (@
Bob @

Charlie

Final state ¢, Output resources ®

FIG. 6: Illustration for the three-user task of Alice, Bob, and Char-
lie: Circles indicate quantum systems for the task, and correlations
among the quantum systems are represented by lines connecting
them. In this task, the initial state ¢ and the final state ¢; consist
of two GHZ states and three ebits, respectively. On the left side of
the illustration, a GHZ state (an ebit) is represented as three (two)
circles connected by lines. The aim of this task is to transform ¢ into
¢r. To perform the task, they apply LOCC 7 to the initial state ¢ and
input entanglement resources \P. After the task, they can gain output
entanglement resources @ from the task.

It turns out that, by using LOCC, it is impossible to perform
the TU task under the exact and asymptotic scenarios [18}[19].

To prove Proposition[T6] we further show that, even consid-
ering the catalytic use of entanglement resources among them,
it is impossible to carry out the TU task under the asymptotic
scenario. To be specific, assume that Alice, Bob, and Charlie
of the TU task have quantum systems A;A}, B;B;, and C;C;
with i = 1,2, respectively. Let |¢) and |¢;) be the initial and
final states of the TU task given by

1¢) = IGHZ)4,8,c, ® IGHZ)4,p,c, » (49)
l¢r) = lebit)a; p, ®[ebit)p ¢, @ [ebit)c 4, - (50)



Then a quantum channel

2 2
T L(@ ABC; ® D) — L (® ABIC! ® F) (51)
i=1 i=1
is called the TU protocol of the initial state ¢ with error &,
if it is performed by LOCC among the three users and satis-
fies |7 (¢ ® P) — ¢ ® D||; < &, where D and F are multi-
partite quantum systems with D = D;,D3D,1D,3D31D3,
and F = F1’2F1!3F2’1F2’3F3_1F3’2, and q’ and (i) are entangle—
ment resources on D and F for the complete entanglement al-
location. We present an illustration for the TU task in Fig.[6]

We provide the following lemma whose proof is presented
in Appendix [F

Lemma 17. Let |p) be the initial state of the TU task. Then
there is no sequence {7, }uen of LOCC T, of ¢*" with error &,
such that e; j(¢,{T,}) = 0 for each i # j and lim,_,c, &, = 0.

In Lemma([I7] the catalytic use of entanglement resources is
described in the following sense: While three users are free to
consume and gain the entanglement resources in each protocol
7, the amount of entanglement consumed by every pair of the
users is asymptotically equal to that of entanglement gained
between them, i.e., the segment entanglement rate ¢; j(¢, {7,})
is zero, for each i # j.

Proof of Proposition[I6] As described in Fig. [7[a), we con-
struct an initial state |¢s), of the QSR task on the system
A=AA;---Ay with M > 6 as follows:

|¢5>A = |GHZ>A|1]A3JA51] ® |GHZ>A|12A3‘2A512 ® ®
ie[M]\{1,3,5}

|()Di>Ai b}

(52)
where A; = A; 1A;» fori = 1,3,5, and |¢;) is any pure quantum
state. The final state corresponding to ¢s is also presented in
Fig.[/(b).

Suppose that there is a sequence {R,},en of QSR protocols
R, of ¢‘§’” whose achievable total entanglement rate is zero.
From Theorem [I3] we obtain exact values of the segment en-
tanglement rates e; j(¢s, {R,}) for i # j as follows:

1 if i, j € {2,4, 6}
e j(¢s,{R}) =41 ifi, je{1,3,5} (53)
0 otherwise.

Ilustrations for quantum systems of entanglement resources
giving non-zero segment entanglement rates are provided in
Fig.[8]

The sequence {R,},en and its segment entanglement rates
e;jin Eq. imply that it is possible to carry out the TU task
by means of LOCC assisted by the catalytic use of entangle-
ment under the asymptotic scenario. To be specific, recall that
each R, is LOCC protocol transforming the initial state ¢5"
and the input entanglement resources ¥, into the final state
¢¢" and the output entanglement resources ®,, with error &,,
where ¢ is the final state of the QSR task corresponding to the
initial state ¢s. Note that, in Eq. (53), the zero segment entan-
glement rate ¢; ; means that the i™ user and the j user catalyt-
ically use entanglement resources in the asymptotic scenario.
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Initial state ¢«

1st user

3rd yser

4th yser

(2)
Final state

1st user

2nd user 6t user

4th yser

(b)

FIG.7: (a) Initial state ¢s in Eq. (52) shared over M users for M > 6;
(b) Final state obtained by rotating the initial state; In each illustra-
tion, circles indicate quantum systems for the quantum state rotation
task, and, for each i > 7, the i user and his/her quantum systems are
not explicitly illustrated. A GHZ state is represented as three circles
connected by lines.



1stuser

6t user

2 user

4t yser

FIG. 8: Systems of entanglement resources giving positive/negative
segment entanglement rates: Circles indicate quantum systems for
entanglement resources, and, for each i > 7, the i user and his/her
quantum systems are not explicitly illustrated. If we assume that
the initial state ¢s in Eq. @]) can be rotated by a sequence {R,},an of
QSR protocols whose achievable total entanglement rate is zero, then
Theorem [[3]implies that all segment entanglement rates have one of
three values 1, 0, -1, as shown in Eq. @ In this illustration, con-
sumed (generated) entanglement resources corresponding to positive
(negative) segment entanglement rates are described as circles con-
nected by straight (dashed) lines. Entanglement resources for zero
segment entanglement rates are not explicitly illustrated.

Thus, the sequence {R,} e of the QSR protocols can be con-
sidered as a sequence of LOCC protocols assisted by the cat-
alytic use of entanglement, which asymptotically transforms
an initial state

) = IGHZ), ,4;,45, ® IGHZ) 4, 145,45, ® X i) a,
ie[M1\{1,3,5}
® lebit)p, , 5, , ® lebit)p, 5, ® lebit)p,p, (54)
into a final state
) = IGHZ)y a4, ®IGHZ) g a4, ® Q) lei)a
s TN e MI{1.3,5)
® |ebit>cly3c3’1 ® |ebit>C3,5C5,3 ® |ebit>Cs,1C1.s . (55)

In this case, if the 1% user has all systems of the others except
for the 3™ user and the 5 user, and the 1% user play the roles
of the rest except for the 3™ user and the 5™ user, then the 1%
user can locally prepare the three ebits and the pure quantum
states ¢; with i € [M]\ {1, 3,5} of the initial state  and the
two GHZ states of the final state ¢, and the 3" yger and the

11

5™ user can locally prepare the pure quantum states ¢, and ¢4,
respectively. It follows that there exists a sequence of LOCC
protocols assisted by the catalytic use of entanglement, which
asymptotically transforms a quantum state

lGHZ>A1‘1A3,1A5‘1 ® |GHZ>A1.2A3,2A5.2 (56)
into a quantum state
|ebit>clv3c3.] ® |ebit)c3.5c5v3 ® |ebit>C5,|C|,5 . 67

This means that two GHZ states shared by the 1t user, the 3
user, and the 5" user are transformed into the three ebits sym-
metrically shared among the three users by means of LOCC
and the catalytic use of entanglement resources under the
asymptotic scenario. However, this contradicts to Lemma
Hence, the achievable total entanglement rate r is positive. O

We remark that it is not sufficient to consider initial states
similar to the state ¢s in Eq. in order to prove Proposi-
tion@] with respect to M = 3,4, 5. For example, consider the
initial state

|¢6>A = |GHZ>A1.1A2.1A3.1 ® |GHZ>A1‘2A2<2A3‘2 ® |‘10>A4 ’ (58)

where A; = A;1A;» fori = 1,2,3, and |p) is any pure quan-
tum state. If there exists a sequence {R,} of QSR protocols
for ¢¢ whose achievable total entanglement rate is zero, then
Theorem (13| tells us that its segment entanglement rates are
determined as

e12(g6, {Ra}) = e13(¢s, (R} = —1, (59
e14(ge, (R} = e23(6, {Ry}) = 0, (60)
e24(¢6, {R}) = e34(ds, {Ry)) = 1 (61)

To the best of our knowledge, whether such a sequence exists
or not is unknown. On this account, it is hard to prove Propo-
sition [16|for M = 3,4, 5, as long as we stick to initial states
consisting of the two GHZ states.

VII. EXAMPLES
A. SWAP-invariant initial states

In this section, we see that reduction of the number of users
in the QSR task does not necessarily reduce the OEC of the
task.

The initial state ()4, 4,4,4,£ Of the QSR task is said to be
SWAP-invariant on systems A, and As;, if it satisfies

(SWAP4,04,) () = ¢, (62)

where SWAPy.y is a quantum channel swapping quantum
states in quantum systems X and Y. Let us consider the QSR
task of the SWAP-invariant initial state )4, 4,4,4,£- We pro-
vide illustrations of the SWAP-invariant initial state and its
final state in Fig. [9(a) and Fig. [9(b), respectively. From the
viewpoint of the 3™ user, the part A’ of the final state ¢y is
identical to the part A3 of the initial state . So, it is possible



(a)

1st user 4t yser

31 user

2" yser

FIG. 9: In each illustration, circles indicate quantum systems for
the initial and final states, and two blue circles represent symmetric
parts; (a) Initial state |y) 4, 4,4,4,¢ Of the quantum state rotation task
for four users: The initial state is SWAP-invariant on systems A, and
Aj; (b) Final state rotated by all users; (c) Final state rotated by the
1% user, the 2™ user, and the 4™ user: Here, the quantum system As
is considered as a part of the environment.

to exclude the 3™ user to carry out the QSR task of the four
users, and so the 3" user does nothing, since this task can
be done by the 2" user directly transmitting his/her quantum
state to the 4™ user, as described in Fig. Ekc). In other words,
the original QSR task of the four users can be replaced by the
QSR task of the 1% user, the 2" user, and the 4" user for the
same initial state.

Let ) (¥) and e? (¥) be the OECs for the QSR tasks of

opt opt
the initial state /)4 4,44, Performed by the three users and

the four users, respectively. In this case, are two OECs efp)t(w)

and eg‘g(w) equal? One may guess that eg?[(tll) < ef;;)t(zp) holds
in general, since the part A3 does not need to be transmitted
during the second.

However, this is not the case. Consider the SWAP-invariant

initial state

(074, 4,454, = 0104, @ 1€bID A4, ® @24, » (63)
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where E is regarded as a one-dimensional system, |¢;) and
l@y) are any pure quantum states, and |ebit) is presented in
Eq. @3).

If the 1% user, the 2™ user, and the 4™ user rotate the initial
state ¢7; without the 3™ user, then this QSR task is nothing
but Schumacher compression [9, [16] in which the part A, is
transmitted to the 4™ user by consuming ebits instead of qubit
channels. This is because the quantum states ¢; and ¢, can be
locally prepared by the 2" user and the 1°¢ user, respectively,
without consuming and gaining any entanglement resource. It
turns out that the minimal amount of entanglement required
for this Schumacher compression is H(A»)4,, and Theorem
implies that H(A,), is a lower bound on the OEC of this QSR

task of three users. Thus, we have eg))t(qh) = H(A2)g,.

On the other hand, in the QSR task of four users, the 3™
user can locally prepare an ebit, and then the 3 user can share
the ebit with the 4™ user by using the Schumacher compres-
sion [9, [16] and the quantum teleportation [1]]. The amount of
entanglement consumed in this transmission is H(A2)g,. The
2" yser and the 3™ user can gain the same amount of entangle-
ment by distilling the ebit on the systems A, and A3. Lastly,
without any entanglement resource, the 1% user and the 2"
user locally prepare ¢, and ¢, respectively. In this way, the
initial state ¢; is rotated, and the achievable total entangle-
ment rate becomes zero in this case. The non-negativity of the

OEC implies ¢ (¢7) = 0.

opt
Therefore, we obtain that egt((m) > esgt(qﬁﬂ holds for the
SWAP-invariant initial state ¢;. This means that even though
the 3" user does not have to participate in the QSR task, help-

ing the rest users to achieve the task can reduce the OEC.

B. Quantum state rotation with cooperation

In this section, we answer the following question: If some
of the users are allowed not only LOCC but nonlocal (global)
operations on their shared quantum systems, can they perform
the QSR task at a smaller OEC?

We consider the QSR task of [/} 4, 4,4, performed by three
users, as shown in Fig. a), and we modify this QSR task
by assuming that the 2" user and the 3™ user are in the same
laboratory in order to cooperate, as depicted in Fig.[I0(b). In
this case, the 2" user and the 3™ user can apply any quantum
operations to their quantum states in the laboratory, but pure
maximally entangled states shared by the 2" user and the 3™
user are not considered as non-local resources in this modified
task, since the entangled states can be locally prepared in their
laboratory. On this account, while the three users in Fig. b)
can make use of any QSR protocol of {)4 4,4,£ in Fig. a),
it is hard to guess the minimal amount of entanglement con-
sumed by two laboratories in the modified task.

Under this setting, one may guess that the OEC of the mod-
ified task is less than or equal to that of the original one. How-
ever, the initial state

|¢8>A1A2A3 = |‘P1>Al ® |‘)02>A2A3 (64)

shows that such a guess is wrong, where E is regarded as a
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1st user 1st user
2nd yser 31 user 2nd yser 31 user

Initial state with cooperation Input resources

1t user 15t user
2 yser 3rd user 2nd yser 3rd user
(®)
FIG. 10: (a) Initial state and input entanglement resources for the

quantum state rotation task of three users; (b) Initial state and input
entanglement resources when the 2" user and the 3™ user cooperate:
To cooperate, they gathered in the same laboratory, and so an entan-
gled state in the systems B, 3 and Bs; is not considered as a non-local
resource. In the second illustration, these systems are not described.

one-dimensional system, |¢;) is any pure quantum state, and
lp2) is any pure entangled state. In this case, the initial state
¢g can be rotated by three users with a zero achievable total
entanglement rate as follows: The pure quantum state |¢;) is
prepared by the 2" user, and the 1°*! user and the 3™ user can
share the pure quantum state |p,) by using Schumacher com-
pression [9, [16] together with the quantum teleportation [[1]].
The amount of entanglement consumed in this transmission
is H(A2)4,. The 2™ user and the 3" user can gain the same
amount of entanglement by applying entanglement distilla-
tion [13H15] to ¢, on the systems A,Az. Thus, the OEC is
zero when the QSR task is performed without any coopera-
tion.

On the other hand, in the modified task, the 1% user and the
2nd (3r) user cannot share the quantum state ¢, without con-
suming any entanglement resources between two laboratories,
since ¢, is entangled. This means that the OEC of the mod-
ified task is positive. Therefore, from the initial state ¢g, we
know that the OEC for the original task without any coopera-
tion can be less than that of the modified task in which some of
the users cooperate. This is because one does not take into ac-
count gain as well as consumption of entanglement resources
between them when computing the OEC of the modified task
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with the cooperation of the 2" user and the 3" user.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have introduced the QSR task in which the
M users circularly transfer their respective quantum states via
entanglement-assisted LOCC. We have considered the QSR as
a fundamental quantum communication task for M users and
have investigated the minimal amount of entanglement con-
sumed among the users under the asymptotic scenario. For
this investigation, we have formally formulated the QSR pro-
tocol, the achievable total entanglement rate, and the OEC.
We have derived lower and upper bounds on the OEC, and
have presented conditions on zero OECs and zero achievable
total entanglement rates.

The QSR task includes the QSE task [10H12] as a spe-
cial case, in which two users, Alice and Bob, exchange their
respective quantum states via entanglement-assisted LOCC.
However, the QSR task is not a direct generalization of the
QSE task. That is, we have shown that there is a unique prop-
erty of the QSR task not appearing in QSE tasks for two users:
Not all initial states without the environment system can be ro-
tated without consuming any entanglement, while such states
can be exchanged at zero entanglement cost via local unitary
operations. We have also considered two specific settings of
QSR tasks. In the first setting, some users do not have to par-
ticipate in the task. In the second, some of the users can co-
operate by using non-local operations. For some initial states,
we have shown that the OEC for the original QSR task can be
smaller than those for each setting.

While the lower bound [ presented in Eq. is helpful to
evaluate the OEC, it becomes zero for initial states without
the environment system E. This means that it is not straight-
forward to determine whether the OECs for such initial states
are zero or not, unless we can explicitly construct an optimal
QSR protocol. This is the main reason why we used the re-
sult of Theorem [I3] that the segment entanglement rates are
determined in terms of the von Neumann entropies of the ini-
tial state, in order to prove Proposition[I6]instead of the lower
bound /. On this account, finding tighter lower bounds can be
a meaningful future work.

As potential applications of our work, the QSR task can
serve as one of the fundamental sub-routines in distributed
quantum computing (20, 21]] and quantum networks [22} 23],
since they usually involve more than two users. In addition,
the QSR task can be used as a sub-task of more general quan-
tum communication tasks. For example, let o be a permu-
tation on [M], then we can devise a new quantum communi-
cation task for M user in which the /™ user transmits his/her
quantum state to the o(i))" user by means of entanglement-
assisted LOCC. We call this task quantum state permutation.
It is a well-known fact that any permutation on a finite set
has a unique cycle decomposition, i.e., the permutation is ex-
pressed as a product of disjoint cycles. So, the quantum state
permutation task with respect to o can be decomposed as QSR
sub-tasks, since the QSR tasks intuitively corresponds to dis-
joint cycles. In this situation, our results for the QSR task can



be useful tools to investigate the OEC for the quantum state
permutation task.
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Appendix A: Proof of Lemmal2]

In this appendix, we prove Lemmain the main text. If a protocol R in Eq. (8) satisfies (R ® id z(x)) () ® P) = ¢y ® @, then R
is said to be exact. The case regarding only exact QSR protocols is called an exact scenario.

To express two sets of the M users, we make use of a partition of the set [M]. Let {P, P} be a partition of the set [M], where P
is any non-empty proper subset of [M], and P° is the complement of P, i.e., P° = [M] \ P. If we interpret an element i of the set
[M] as the i user of the QSR task, then we can divide the M users into two disjoint subsets P and P® via the partition {P, P¢}.

For an exact QSR protocol R of i, we define the bipartite entanglement difference dp(y, R) for a partition {P, P°} as

dp@,R) = > " [logds,, ~logdc,)],

ieP jeP°

(AL)

where dp,; (dc,;) indicate the Schmidt rank of the entanglement resource ¥;; (®;;) shared by the i user and the ;™ user
before (after) performing the QSR protocol R. The following proposition provides a lower bound on the bipartite entanglement
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difference for the QSR task of the initial state .

Proposition 18. Let ), be the initial state of the QSR task. The bipartite entanglement difference dp(¥, R) for a partition
{P, P°} is lower bounded by

ieP ieP

dp(l//, R) > lp(l,//) = max {H (® A,‘,l V) -H (® A,V) } s (A2)
v Uly) Ulw)

where the maximum is taken over all isometries U from E to V® W, V and W are any quantum systems, and U |) is an
abbreviation for 14 ® U |¥).

Proof. Let us consider an R-assisted QSR task whose idea comes from Refs. [IOH12]. While the environment system E of the
initial state |),5 is not owned by any users of the original QSR task, in the R-assisted QSR task, we additionally consider a
referee who has the environment system E. In this task, the referee can assist M users as follows: The referee divides his part E
of the initial state |i/) 5 into two parts V and W. To be specific, the referee locally applies an isometry U: E — V® W [9] to his
quantum state on the quantum system E, and so the initial state |y),z becomes a quantum state |£) 4y Satisfying Trg = Tryy €.
The referee now transfers his quantum state on the system V (W) to one of the users belonging to the set P (P°), so that the M
users can share the quantum state |£) 4y -

After finishing the referee’s assistance, M users rotate the quantum state |£),,y via entanglement-assisted LOCC, as in the
original QSR. To be specific, the quantum systems V and W of the users are not rotated during the QSR task, while the user can
use them as quantum side information, as in other quantum communication tasks [2| 3} 1648}, [11} [12]. In the following, we call
such a protocol an exact R-assisted QSR protocol of the state |£) 4y, and it is denoted by A. Since A is LOCC among the M
users, it is also LOCC between two disjoint subsets P and P of the users. By using the fact that the amount of entanglement
between two sets P and P° of the users cannot increase on average via LOCC [14], we obtain the inequality

H (® A,‘VB,’) >H (® Az/'—l VC,) . (A3)
ieP Q¥ ieP &od
By using the additivity of the von Neumann entropy [9]], we obtain
H(® AiVBi) = H(® AiV) + H(® Bi) : (A4)
ieP ‘o ieP ¢ ieP |y

Recall that the quantum state P is defined as the tensor product of bipartite maximally entangled states as in Eq. , and the
systems B; are defined as in Eq. (I0). The additivity of the von Neumann entropy [9]] implies

H(® Bl) Z H(Bi,ij,i)‘l‘,;,- + Z Z H(Bl"j)‘{'['/. = Z Z log dBl.'/.. (AS)

ieP /9 jjep icP jepe icP jepe
i<j

Since ¥; ; is a pure bipartite maximally entangled state on quantum systems B; ;B;; whose Schmidt rank is dp, ;, H(B; jB;)y,; = 0
and H(B; j),; = logdp,, hold for each i # j. The second equality in Eq. (AS5) comes from this fact. So we obtain

H(® A,«B,V) =H (® A,-v) + Z Z log dg,). (A6)
iep ¥ iep £ ieP jeP®
By using the same method, we obtain
H(® Ag_lciv) =H (® A;_lv) + > logdc,, (A7)
iepP &@(T) iepP & i€P jepe

where dc,; is the Schmidt rank of the entanglement resource ®@; ; on quantum systems C; ;C;;. Consequently, the inequality in
Eq. (AJ) is rewritten as

> > Jlogds,, ~logdc,,| > H (® AL V) -H (® A,»V) = H(® AL V) - H(® A[V) , (A8)
i€P jepe ieP & ieP & ieP Ulyr) ieP Uly)

where U |y;) and U |¢) are abbreviations for 14 ® U |y¢) and 14 ® U |), respectively. By the definition of the final state ¢, we
obtain that

ieP ieP

H(® A;_lv) = H((X)A[IV) (A9)
Ulg) Ul
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holds. It follows that
dp(y, A) > H (® A,-_IV) - H(® AiV) . (A10)
ieP Uly) ieP Uly)

Note that the above inequality holds for any quantum systems V and W and any isometry U: E — V ® W. We further note that
any exact QSR protocol of |) 4 is the special case of the exact R-assisted QSR protocol in which the referee does not assist the
users. It follows that dp(y, R) > Ip(¢¥) holds. m]

Similarly to the bipartite entanglement difference, we define the bipartite entanglement rate ep(, {R,}) with respect to the
partition {P, P°} of the set [M] and the sequence {R,},cy Whose total entanglement rate is achievable as follows:

e, (R)) = D" e, (R, (Al1)

i€eP jeP®

where the segment entanglement rate e; ; is defined in Eq. . To prove Lemma 2| we use the following lemma telling the
continuity of the von Neumann entropy [9} 24} 25]].

Lemma 19 (Fannes—Audenaert Inequality [9]). Let p and o be density operators in D(X), where X is a quantum system, and
suppose that € == % llo — oll;- Then the inequality |H(p) — H(o")| < elog[dx — 1] + h(e) holds, where h(-) is the binary entropy.

Proof of Lemmal[2] We consider the R-assisted QSR task explained in the proof of Proposition To be specific, for each n, we
consider an R-assisted QSR protocol
M M
A, L (® A(;l'é)nv@nW@nBEn)) I (®(A;)®nv®nw®ncl§n) (A12)
i=1 i=1

of the quantum state |§>§"‘,W with error g, satisfying

”ﬂn (Erew,)-&£"ed,

| < é&p, (A13)

where quantum systems BE") and CE") are defined by

B"= ® B" and "= ® C", (Al4)
JeMI\Gi} JEIM\i}

and P, and ®, are explained in Sec. For each n, let T>f and T3 be total amounts of entanglement between two sets P and
P of the users before and after performing the protocol A,, respectively. Since the amount of entanglement between the two
sets of the users cannot increase on average via LOCC [[14], we obtain that 70" > T2 holds for each n. Note that the amounts
of entanglement are represented as

T = H (® A® e

) . (A15)
ieP o,

= ﬂH(® AiV) + Z Z logdym and T2 = H(®(A;_Q®”V®”C§”)
f L]

iep icP jeP° iep )ﬂn €e¥,)

where T%' is obtained by using the additivity of the von Neumann entropy [9]. By applying the monotonicity of the trace
distance [9] to the inequality in Eq. (AT3), we have

&, = % HTr@»,Epc A e cwen [ﬂ" <§®n ® \i}")] B Tr®[ePC(Af_,)®”C}"’W®” [ff? e d)"] | = o (A16)

By applying Lemma [I9]to the above inequality, we obtain the following inequalities:

T;ﬂ _ H (®(A;_l)®nV®nC§n)) < 8’,1 log (d® P(A( ])®”C(.")V®” - 1) + l’l(s,/,l) < 8,/1 log (d® P(A( 1)@;1C(_n)v®u) + h(s;l) (A17)
ZEP é:?’l@(i-)n i€ i— i i€ i— i
< & [n Dlogdy  + > logdgw +nlog dv] + h(&). (A18)
icP icP '

The additivity of the von Neumann entropy [9] implies

H (®(A:'_1)®n V®ncl(n))
ieP g:?”@,&)

= nH(® A;_lv) + 37 logdn. (A19)
& s

iep icP jepe
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Consequently, 72" > T2 becomes

nH(® A,‘V)§ + Z Z log dsz_) > nH(g A, V) + Z Z log dCf;'}) —g, (n Z logda  + Z log dCf»") + nlog dv] - h(e)).

iep i€P jePe & ieP jeP® ieP ieP
(A20)

This implies that

1 , , ! h(e)
> (log dyn ~ log dcg})) > H (® AL v)& -H (® AiV)f _¢ (Z logdy;, + - " logde + log dVJ - =0 a2

ieP jePe iep iep ieP ieP

which holds for each n, and so we obtain that

ep(l//,{ﬂn})ZH(@Ag_lv) —H(®A,-V) =H(®Ag_lv) —H((X)Aiv) =H(®A,-_1V) —H((X)Aiv) )
& I3 Ulyr) Uly) Uly) Uly)

ieP icP ieP ieP icP ieP
(A22)

Here, U |ys) and U |y) are abbreviations for 14 ® U |y¢) and 14 ® U i), respectively, and the last equality comes from Eq. @I)
Thus, we have ep(i, {R,}) = Ip(¥), since the quantum system V, W and the isometry U are arbitrary, and any sequence of QSR
protocols is also a sequence of R-assisted QSR protocols. O

From Proposition [I§] and Lemma 2] we know that the lower bound Ip of the exact scenario is also a lower bound of the
asymptotic scenario. In other words, we can easily obtain a lower bound of the bipartite entanglement rate by merely finding that
of the bipartite entanglement difference in the exact scenario. Note that it is possible to apply this technique to other quantum
communication tasks, such as the generalized quantum Slepian-Wolf [26]] and the multi-party state merging [27]], in which users
perform the tasks via entanglement-assisted LOCC in the asymptotic scenario.

We remark that while the lower bound in Proposition [18|is presented in terms of the von Neumann entropy, this lower bound
can be generalized by replacing the von Neumann entropy with the Rényi entropies [28] under the exact scenario, as in the
one-shot quantum state exchange [[12].

Appendix B: Proof of Theorem [3]

Let r be any achievable total entanglement rate for the initial state ». Then there is a sequence {R,},en of QSR protocols R,
of ¢®" with error g, such that e; (W, {Rn}) converges for any i, j, ewi(¥, {R,}) = 7, and lim, . &, = 0. Since Ip, = Ip,, holds
for any k € [M — 1], we have () = ly—x(). So we will prove in the following that /;(¢) is a lower bound on the OEC for
1 <k<|[M/2].

For a non-empty proper subset P of the set [M], we defined a function fp: [M] X [M] — {0, 1} as follows:

. 1 if(ieP,jeP%or(jeP,ic P
folis j) = 7 ’ (B1)
0 otherwise.
Note that fp(j, i) = fp(i, j) holds for each i, j, and the bipartite entanglement rate ep(i, {R,}) is represented as
erW, (RN = D folis ei W (R} (B2)
i,je[M]
i<j

For given elements i, j, let S ;{j be the subset of the set S, whose elements Py satisfy fp, (i, j)) = 1. Then the size of the set Sf(j is

ny = Z(A::lz) Observe that |S ;f [ =1S ;(’ lI holds for any elements i, j, i’ and j’. This means that for a given segment entanglement
rate e; ; there exist ny subsets Py of the set [M] such that fp, (i, j) = 1, i.e.,

D frlis e W, (R = nier s, (R}, (B3)
PreSy
From Egs. (B2)) and (B3), it follows that
1
calln (R = Y e R =— > > fr e (Ra)) (B4)
i Jet] Tk | jeThn e,
i<j <J
1 1
= — 3 > Il e R = — D en @ (R = k). (BS)
M pees, i, jetm M pes,

i<j
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Here, the last inequality comes from Eq. (ATT)) and Lemma[2} This shows that r > [;(¢) holds for any achievable total entangle-
ment rate r and any k.

Appendix C: Proof of Lemmal 6]

Let o = ¢, and for each i € [M — 1], we define quantum states i; for the quantum state merging tasks as

i M
i = | Q) idray-rca) ® & idgu) ®idge) [). (CI)
j=1 =i+

Note that, for each i € [M — 1], y; is a pure quantum state on the quantum systems

i M
XA© R A;QF. (€2
j=1

Jj=i+l

For each i € [M — 1], the i user and the (i + 1) user transform the quantum state ¢, into the quantum state i;, by means of
LOCC and shared entanglement. To be specific, the quantum state on the quantum system A; of the i" user is asymptotically
merged to the (i + 1) user’s quantum system A} by using the (i + 1) user’s quantum system A;;; as quantum side information.
So, in this case, the rest quantum systems of the quantum state y;_j,

E= & Aj® Q AQE, (C3)
JEMIN+1T— jeli=1]

are considered as the parts of the environment system. From the definition of the OEC of the quantum state merging [2} 3], for
each i € [M — 1], there is a sequence {Mf,')},,eN of LOCC

i) . (1) (1) Q) (n) (n)
M) L (A,@” ® B/, ®AY| ® Bi:l-l,i) - L(A P ®CL, @AY ® Cizu) (&)
of y®", with error & which merges the part A; from the i user to the (i + 1)™ user and satisfies lim,_,. £/’ = 0,
(M0 @ id ) (2, @ 90) -y @ 07| < &, (C5)
1
lim = (logdy = logde ) = H(AlAD, (C6)

where . and @\ are pure maximally entangled states on quantum systems B\ | B, - and C C\" - shared by the i'" user and

the (i + 1)™ user with Schmidt rank d g and d.w , respectively. In addition, from the Schumacher compression [9,16] together
i ii+1

ii+1

with the quantum teleportation [[1]], there exists a sequence {S, },en of LOCC
Sy L(AS ® B @ B)) — L(A5 ®Cy) &) (€7

of d/fl"_l with error z-:f,M), which transfers the part Aj; from the M user to the 1! user and satisfies lim,,_,, aﬁ,M) =0,

[(Sh @ id i) (45, @ %) -y @0 < e, (C8)
lim % (log iy~ log dc(ﬁ,}?]) = H(Ay). (C9)

where Ey; = ®f’:l A;. ®E, and ‘I’E,M) and CDﬁ,M) are pure maximally entangled states on quantum systems BX;) 1B(1’,11)v1 and C;’}?l C g"l)w
shared by the 1* user and the M™ user with Schmidt rank d gw and d.w , respectively. For each n € N, we define LOCC R, as
M1 M1

Ry =Sy o MMV o MM 6.0 MDD, (C10)

We also define quantum states ¥,,, ®,, and QO for each i € [M] as

M . i—1 .
= QW0 b= @00, and OV = Q¥ e R oY (1)

ie[M] ie[M] j=itl j=1
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Observe that, for i = 2,..., M — 1, the inequalities

H(M,(j) oo MP) (¥ @ F,) — P @ PirD @ QY

|

< “(Mﬁ? oo MP) (v ®P,) - (MP ®id fgon)) (v, @ FP) ® ij)Hl (C12)

L

<Moo MP) (0o @ F,) - we & WP 0 00| + (M ®id ) (477 @ W) w0l C13)

(M2 @00 (v @ 9) @ 00—y @ 9w 04

hold, where the first inequality and the second inequality come from the triangle property and the monotonicity of the trace
distance [9]], and other identity maps idger, and idge: are omitted for convenience. Then we have

R, @ idpen) (v & F,) - 0" © B,

1
< H(R,, ®idge) (1" ® P, ) — (S, ® id ez ) (W51, © ¥ @ Q;M>”1 (C14)

+ ”(S” ®id g ) (W5, @ P @ QM -y @ B,

1
<MD o MDY (5 £ ) - usr, @ W © A0 + (S, ®idiey) (v, ©E) — w0 (C15)

M-1
< MO o8, - v ¥R 0 Q|| + 3 [(MP @ id ) (45 ©90) - v @ 0P (C16)
=2

1

i H(S" ® idl(E?}")) (w%’—l ® \PEM)) -y ® (DSLM)HI

(S @ idaey) (05, @ V) - 0] < i £ (C17)

M-1
= 2 M0 @ id i) (v @ 00) - 0" © @)
i=1 >

Here, the first inequality and the second inequality hold from the triangle property and the monotonicity of the trace distance
again. The third inequality is obtained by repeatedly applying the inequality in Eq. (CI2)). Since ¢ = iy, the last equality holds.
The last inequality comes from Egs. and . Setg, = Zle aﬁf). Then lim,—,« &, = 0, since lim,,_, sﬁf) = 0 holds for each
i € [M]. It follows that there is a sequence {R,},en of QSR protocols R, of |y)®" with error &, such that lim,_,, &, = 0,

H(Aj|Aiy1) ifie[M—-1]and j=i+1

e j(, R} = (H(An) ifi=Mand j=1 (C18)
0 otherwise,
M-1
e, (R} = H(AM) + )  H(AlAi1). (C19)

i=1

Appendix D: Proof of Theorem [T1]

To prove Theorem[IT] we use the following lemma.

Lemma 20. The lower bound 1, (&) shown in TheoremE] is lower bounded by

1
hw> 5 oy ’ oy

D —1HEW,),
ijeD

where D denotes a subset {iy, iy, ..., iy} of the set [M] withk = 1,...,[M/2] and iy < i, < --- < iy, and the maximum is taken
over all possible subsets D whose sizes are even.

Proof. Tt is easy to check that [;(¢) is lower bounded by

N —
M=

]
—_

max {H(A;-1)y — H(Ap)y, H(Ai 1 E)y — HAE), ), (D2)



20

by using the definition of the lower bound /;(¢) in Eq. (T9). So it suffices to show the equality LHS = RHS, where LHS and
RHS are defined as

M
LHS = Z max (o, B} and RHS = max
i=1

DD H(EIA),

I/ED

) (D3)

with a; = H(A,;])l/, - H(Al)w andﬁi = H(A,;]E)w - H(A,E)¢
(i) To show LHS < RHS, we use functions f;: {0,1} — R defined as fi(x) = (1 — x)a; + x8;. Let b be an M-bit string
b = b1b; - - - by, such that b; € {0, 1} for each i. Then LHS is represented as

M
LHS = max ; f(by), (D4)

where the maximum is taken over all M-bit strings. In addition, we observe that the equalities

M
D fib)
i=1

M

M
DI = b + biy] = Zb B - cr,)—Z(b—l)ﬁl Zba,— DI = (1= b)ai + (1 - b (DS)
i=1

i=1

M
=D f1=b) (D6)
i=1

hold for any M-bit string b, where the second equality and the third equality come from equalities IAZ L@ = ZZ 1 Bi = 0. This
implies

LHS = max (D7)

M
Z fib)),
=1

where the maximum is taken over all M-bit strings having k zero bits with 1 < k < | M/2]. For any M-bit stringb = b1b, --- by
with k bits in state zero, we can express k zero bits and the other bits in state one using two functions gp: [k] — [M] and
hy: [M — k] — [M] satisfying by, ;) = 0 and by, ;) = 1, respectively. Observe that

M
D fib)
i=1

k M-k k k k
D a@O + D S = D SO = D feso(D) = Y [HElAgw)y — HEW g1y (D8)
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1

D H(EIA), - > HEW),, (DY)

iex\Y ier\X

where X = {gp(i) : i € [k]} and Y = {gp (i) — 1 : i € [k]}. The second equality comes from the simple fact

k M-k M
D S+ Y fua(M =D fi) =0, (D10)
i=1 i=1 i=1

Since 1 < k < | M/2], the set X is non-empty. Let Iy be the largest element of the set X. Then Iy ¢ Y, by the definition of the set
Y, and so X \ Y is non-empty. Assume that |X| = |¥Y| = s> 0and |X \ Y| =|X \ Y| = ¢ > 0 for some natural numbers s and ¢ with
t < 5. Then we can represent the sets X, ¥, X\ Y, and X \ Y as

X:{xls-xz"'-sxs}’ Y:{yhyZ"'-syS}, X\Y:{ahaz’--'sat}’ Y\X:{bl’sz'--abl}9 (Dll)

where x; < x; and y; < y; for each i, j € [s] with i < j, and a; < a; and by < b; for each k, [ € [t] with k < [.

For each i € [s — 1], we consider two consecutive elements x; and x;.; of the set X. By the definition of the set Y, x; -1 € Y
and x;y —leY. If x; +1 = x4, thenx; = x;41 — 1 € Y, and so x; ¢ X \ Y. Conversely, if x; ¢ X \ Y, then x; € Y. By the
definition of the set Y, x; + 1 € X. Since x; < x;41, we have x;.; = x; + 1. Thus, we obtain that, for each i € [s — 1],

Xxi+1=x;, ifandonlyif x;¢X\Y. (D12)
Similarly to the above equivalence, we also obtain that, for each i € [s — 1],

vi+ 1=y ifandonlyif y, ¢V \X (D13)
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Note that x; < a; holds in general, and equalities x; — 1 = y; = b; also hold, by the definition of the set Y. Thus, b; < a;.

For the case that x; = a;, we have a; = by + 1. If b, = by + 1, thena; + 1 = b, + 1 € X, by the definition of the set Y. From
Eq. @I) a; € Xanda; +1 € X means a; ¢ X \ Y, which contradicts to a; € X \ Y. Thus, a; = b; + 1 < b,. For the case that
x| < ay, we have x; ¢ X \ Y, since a; is the smallest element of X \ Y. From Eq. @I), this means that x; + 1 is an element of
the set X. If x; + 1 < ay, then x; ¢ X\, since a; is the smallest element of X'\ Y, and Eq. implies that x; +2 is an element
of the set X. In this way, we find a subset {x;, x; + 1,...,a;} of the set X, and so a set {x; — 1, xy,...,a; — 1} is a subset of the
set Y, by the definition of the set Y. From Eq. @ we obtain a; < b,. In addition, since a; is the element of the set X \ Y, b,
can not be equal to a;. Thus, a; < b;.

Ifa;, < by, thena, — 1 € Y, by the definition of the set Y. Since b, is the second smallest element of the set Y\ X, a,—1 ¢ Y\ X.
From Eq. (DI3),a, -1 ¢ Y\ X impliesa, —2 € Y. If b; < a, — 2, thena, —2 ¢ Y \ X, since b, is the second smallest element
of the set Y \ X, and so a, — 3 € Y from Eq. @]) In this way, we find a subset {b1,b; + 1,...,a; — 1} of the set Y, and so we
obtain that a; € {b; + 1,b; +2,...,a,} C X, by the definition of the set Y. From Eq. (DI2), a; ¢ X \ Y. In addition, since a; is
the element of the set X \ Y, b, can not be equal to a;. Thus, a; < b,, which is a contradiction. Thus, b, < a;.

Consequently, we have shown that b; < a; < b, < a,. By repeatedly applying the above process, we obtain that b; < a; <
biy1 < ajy1 for each i € [t — 1]. This shows that there is a subset D = {ij, is,..., i} of [M] with k € {1,...,|M/2]} such that
H<bh<:-+:< izk,foreachje [k], i2j—1 € Y\Xandizj eX\Y,

M
D filb) = Y (~1YH(EIA;),. (D14)
i=1

ijED

Thus, LHS < RHS holds, since the M-bit string b with k zero bits is arbitrary.
(i1) We show LHAS > RHS. Let D = {i},i3,...,ix} be asubset of [M] withk € {1,...,[M/2]}and i} < i < --- < iy satisfying
RHS = 'Zi_,ea(—l)]H(ElAi,)w|- Set an M-bit string b as follows:

1 it jelin, iz, ... i1}
bj= 0 iij{iz,i4,...,i2k} (D15)
bj.1 otherwise,

where by, is defined as by when M ¢ D. We obtain the following equalities:

M iyj k=1 i@+ M
> hy = Zf,<1>+2 DU AO+D DT M+ DL A (D16)
j=1 J=1 l=igj1y+1 J=1 l=ipj+1 J=i+1
5] k=1 l@j+n
=Zﬁ,+z I EDIDINE: Zﬁ, (D17)
J=1 l=igj1+1 J=1 I=ipj+1 J=in+1
i2j k=1 i+
:[Zﬁﬁzﬁ] S wey Ya o18)
J=in+1 J=1 l=igjh+1 j=1 I=ij+1
k k-1
= (H(AyE)y - HALE),) + Z [H(Ai, e — HAL )| + Z [H A, By - H(Ay,,, B (D19)
J=1 =1
= H(A, E)y — HA E)y + H(Ajy, )y — H(A)y (D20)
k-1 k-1
+ > [H A, o = HAL Dy | + D [HA E)y — HAy,,, E)y |
J=1 J=1
k—1 k-1 k-1
= H(EWy)y — HALE)y + H(Aig, )y + D H(Aiy, )y + > H(EIA, )y = > H(Ai,, ), (D21)
J=1 J=1 J=1

k—1 k-1
= H(E|Ai2k>¢+ZH(E|A,-2/.)¢J {H(A,m v+ Y H(Ajy, )y — HALE)y - ZH(A,@, JEy|  (D22)

Jj=1 j=1 j=2
k k
= > H(E|Ay)y - Y H(E|Ai, )y (D23)
j=1 j=1
2k
= Y (~IYH(EW,),, (D24)

=1
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where the fourth equality comes from the fact that
Zﬁi = H(An—lE)w - H(AmE)L/n Z a; = H(An—l)l(/ - H(Am)d/ (DZS)
i=n i=n

In the case that the sum Z,-jeD(—l)jH(ElAij)lp is negative, we can find another M-bit string b’ satisfying b = 1 — b;, where b; is
the i" bit of the M-bit string b defined in Eq. (D15). By using the relation in Eq. (D3]), we obtain

M
DT HW) == (-1 H(EIA),. (D26)

j=1 ijeD

It follows that LHS > RHS. m]

Proof of Theorem[I1} We prove the contrapositive of Theorem Suppose that eop () = 0. Then [;(y)
bound /; on the OEC is non-negative. So Lemma [20]implies

0, since the lower

D U-DIH(EIA)| =

t,ED

max =0, D27)

Dc[M

where D is a subset {ij, i>, ..., i} of the set [M] withk =1,...,|[M/2] and i} < i <--- < iy. By choosing D as a set {i, j} with
i # j, we obtain H(E|A;), = H(E|A}), for any i, j. ]

Appendix E: Proof of Theorem [[3]

To prove Theorem [I3] we use the following lemma.

Lemma 21. Let ), be the initial state of the QSR task, and let {R,},en be a sequence of QSR protocols R, of W)*" with error
&, whose total entanglement rate r is achievable. If r = O, then

ep(Y, {Rn}) = Ip(Y) (E1)
holds for any non-empty proper subset P of [M], where ep and lp are defined in Eq. (AT1) and Eq. (I7), respectively.

Proof. Since r = 0, Theorem [3|and Remark [4]imply that the lower bound /;() in Eq. is zero for each i € [M].
Suppose that there exists a non-empty proper subset Q of [M] such that e (¥, {R,}) # lo(¥). Then Lemma 2]implies

eg(, R} > lo(y). (E2)
If the size of the set Q is k, then we consider the set S of subsets P; of [M] whose size is k, so that Q € S;. Then we can obtain
1
0= e, (R = — > en@.(Ri}) > — Z Ip ) = (W) = (E3)
M PreSy Pk eSk

where n; = 2( el ), which is a contradiction. Here, the second equality and the inequality come from Egs. and ,
respectively. Consequently, ep(¢, {R,,}) = [p(i) holds for any non-empty proper subset P of [M]. O

Proof of Theorem[I3] Since r = 0, Lemma [2T|implies that

D0 e (R = (@) (E4)

ieP jeP°

holds for any non-empty proper subset P of [M]. This can be interpreted as the following linear equation, if we consider the
segment entanglement rates e; j(¥, {R,}) and the lower bounds /p(1) as unknowns and coeflicients:

M M
D00 cii(Ples i (R = o), (ES)

i=1 j=1
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where the coefficient ¢; j(P) is defined as

1 T . . .

cos(P) = 5 1f(te}.’,]eP°)0r(]€P,zePC) (E6)
0 otherwise.

Note that ¢;;(y, {R,}) = 0 and e;;(y,{R,}) = e;;(y,{R,}) for each i, j € [M]. In this way, we construct a system of linear
equations for each case as follows.

(1) For M = 3, there exist three unknowns of e; ;(¥, {R,}). Consider the sets P C [3] whose sizes are one. Then, from Eq. ,
we obtain that

eiint (W, (R + € (P, (R} = Liy(y) (E7)
for each i. This can be expressed as a system of linear equations as follows:
10 I\fer2W ARD)  (Lin@)
1 1 0fjeas@. {RuD| =Ly |- (EB)
0 1 ez, {Ra))  \Uin(¥)

Note that if we consider other sets P whose sizes are k > 1, then we can have a different representation of the linear equations in
Eq. (E8). By simply solving this system, we obtain

1
i (0 1Ra)) = 5 (@) + 1y @) = Ly () (E9)

where {i, j, k} = [3], which becomes ¢; ;(¥, {R,}) = —liy(W¥) = —1; (), since [ () =
(ii) Similarly, the system of linear equations corresponding to the case of M = 4 can be represented as

100110 61,2(%{7%}) l{l}(l//)

11000 HesW{RD| | laW)

01101 0flesa, {RD|_| Liz) (E10)
00110 1f|lea.{R) Ly |

01011 1es@{RD| [ln2@)

10101 1)\ersy,{R) L3y (W)

and its solution is given by
1
&0 1Ra)) = 5 (L @) + 1) = Ly @) (E11)

Recall that, for any partition {P, P°} of the set [M], [p(¢) = Ipc(¢) holds. For example, /(1 2,(¢) = l;3 4(¢) when M = 4.

(iii) Set N = M(M — 1)/2. If M > 4, the number of unknowns of e; ;(, {R,}) is N. In this case, it suffices to consider subsets
P, of [M] whose size is two in order to construct a system of linear equations. To be specific, there exist N different linear
equations

M
D cii(Pe W 1R = ln, W), (E12)

J=1

Ms

Il
—_

i

so we have a system of N linear equations with N unknowns. This system of linear equations can be represented as a matrix
equation of the form

DyXy = by, (E13)

where the matrix Dy, is N by N, and the matrices x,; and by, are N by 1. To describe entries of these matrices, we use a bijective
function fy;: [N] — Ty, where T, is the set of all two-element subsets P, of [M]. Then the entries of the matrices Dy, X3, and
b, are given by

0 ifs=t¢

[Dyls, = <1 ifs#tand fy(s) N fiyu() #0 (E14)
0 ifs#rand fy(s) N f () =0

[XM]s,l = efM(S)(w’ {R.}), (E15)

[buylsi = Ilp@W), (E16)
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where [Dy];, is derived from the coefficients ¢; ;(P>) in Eq. , and ey, (¥, {R,}) indicates the segment entanglement rate
e j, (W AR if fu(s) = {is, js} € [M].

Now, we show that the matrix D), is invertible. Consider an N by N matrix D;,,l defined as

Bulay ifs=t
D], = Symlan ifs#tand fi(s) 0 fu() # 0 (E17)
© =2/ ifs £ rand fu(s) N fu() = 0

where ay = 2(M —2)(M —4), By =2 — (M —4)?, and vy = M — 4. For each s # t, define subsets TEIv and Tf’; of [N] as follows:

T8) = {ke[N]:k#s|fu®n fuls) =1}, (E18)
T = (keNl:s=kt#k ful®)n fulk) %0}, (E19)
TS = (k€ IN1: s # K fuls) 0 fulk) # 0,1 # k, f() 0 fu(k) # 0}, (E20)
T = (ke [N :s#k fuls) N fuk) = 0,1 % k, fu(t) N fu(k) # 0. (E21)
The sizes of these sets are given by
T8 = 2 -2), (E22)
7o - {1 if fu($) N fu(0) # 0 23
’ 0 otherwise,
79 {M— 2 3f fu(5) 0 fu() # 0 24
> 4 otherwise,
|T(4) _ M3 if fM(S? N fu(@® #0 (E25)
2(M - 4) otherwise.
We obtain that the diagonal entries of the matrix D;} Dy are
N
D3 Du|, = DD, (wrles = Z_A,; E Z—ZZ(M —2)=1. (E26)
k=1

Since the matrix D), is symmetric, the first equality holds, and by directly comparing Eqs. (E14) and (E17) we obtain the second
equality. On the other hand, observe that the equality

Bulay ifkeT?
yulay ifkeT?)
2/ay ifkeT)
0 otherwise

D3 ], [Dales = (E27)

holds for any s, ¢, k € [N] with s # ¢. From the above equation, the off-diagonal entries of the matrix D;,[l D,y are calculated as
D/ Dy, Z D3], [Dwle = (ﬂM T2+ v |13 = 2|T3]) = 0. (E28)
This shows that the matrix D;,Il is the inverse of the matrix Dy, and so x;; = D;,[le. m|

Appendix F: Proof of Lemma[17]

To prove Lemma we use the relative entropy of entanglement [29] between the 2™ user and the 3™ user instead of the
entanglement entropy between each user and the other two users, since the entanglement entropies for the initial and final states
are the same.
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Suppose that there exists a sequence {7}y of LOCC 7, of ¢®" with error &, such that e; (@, (T} = 0 for each i, j and
lim, . &, = 0, where the segment entanglement rate ¢; ; is defined in Eq. . From the monotonicity of the trace distance [9]],
we obtain that

— ® T ® I
60 = [Tryonngonrinrn [63" © Bu] = Tryongonpinsn [T (6™ @ B)]| < (F1)

Let D(ol|T) be the quantum relative entropy between two mixed states o and 7, i.e., D(o||t) = Tr[o(logo — log1)]. Then the
relative entropy of entanglement of pxy is defined by

Er(X;Y), = e D(oxylltxy), (F2)

where SEP(X; Y) is the set of all separable states on the system XY. From the continuity of the relative entropy of entangle-
ment [29]], if §,, < 1/3, then we have

2 ((5,,(}1 IOg dBf] B,C,C, + 10g dF(an)F(zngF;{ll)anz)) —0n log 5,,) + 46, (F3)
> |E (B’ ®nB/ ®nF(n)F(n), C’ ®nC; ®nF(n)F(n)) . (F4)
= |FRP1 P2 Fagtaz s Y2 T332 Tt om g 0n ) ) [¢f"e®,]
7 N 1y ®n (1) (1), 7 ®n v n p=(n) (1) .
—Er(By "By Fy  Fy3C Gy F 3,2)TrA,l@nAém,,(ln;,,(In; [T,l(¢®"®‘1'n)]’
7 ®n 1 ®n (1) (1) . 7 ®n v 0 p(n) -(n) .
2 ER(B\ "By F, 1 Fy3C1 G F3,1F3,2)TrA,l®nAé®nF<n%Fing [¢2" 0D, ] (F5)
1, ,3

enp onyn nymn. ~ en~ enryn) rn _
—ER(B1™"B,™" D, | D, 5;C 7" C D3’1D3,2)TrA}®nA§nD(]ngD(1”;[¢®n®l{1n],

where the second inequality comes from the fact that the relative entropy of entanglement cannot increase under LOCC [9]. It is
easy to check that two equalities

Qi N7 _ Qi Q) (n)
Tt gonagnp o) [0 @W,| = I @ I3 @12, Dpg ®'¥53 ® 1,3, 1. (F6)

T gy ongyon ) 09 07" @ ®,| = I ® (ebit) (ebit) ), ® I ® 12, 1) ® D) @ 11(3, Doy (F7)

hold. Here, the mixed states J, I,,(i, j), 1, (i, j), and I are

dpm =1 dpn =1
1 1 < 1 < 1
J = =(00)€00| + 11)<11), 1,3, j) = — NGl LG ) =— Gl 1= = (001 + 1) (1)), F8
3 (00 (O01+ 1D, () = = 121 DG R = g ,Z: i)l S (0 0+ (1)1, (F8)

where dw (dpw) is the Schmidt rank of the entanglement resource ‘I’f"j) (<I)l(.’?) on the quantum systems Df”l.)Dy? (F l(';)F ;’?) shared
i s ) S g TSN
by the i" user and the j" user before (after) performing the QSR protocol 75,. So we obtain

®np ®n M ). ~ ne ®nryn) ryn) -
ER(B] nBz nD2!1D2’39 Cl I’lC2 nD3‘1D3'2)TrA?”A§"D(]";D(In; [¢®n®\{/n] (F9)
. (1) (). () (1) _
< nER(Bl B27 Cl CZ)TrAlAZ [¢] + ER(DZ’] D2,3, D3’1D3*2)TrD(1"%D(]”§ [‘%’n] (FIO)
_ () () . (1) (1) _
= ER(D2,1D2’3, D3’1D3’2)TID§"%D(1"§ (] (F11)

In the above, the first inequality comes from the subadditivity [30] of the relative entropy of entanglement. The last equality
holds, since Tr, 4, [¢] is separable.

By discarding systems B,®"F\") and C|®"FY"), we have

7 ®n pr Qn =(n) =(n) . ~r®n ~r@n =(n) (n) . 7 ®n ~(n), ~r@n (n)
Er(By " By " F,  Fa3i €7 Cy Fy F 3,2)TrAi@nA,sz(lnz)FYl})[¢?"®<I>n] 2 ER(B " Fy5 G F 3,2)Iebit>§’,:cé®d>(z’g' (F12)

In addition, Bob and Charlie can locally prepare the quantum states I3’ ® I;,(2, 1) o) and Ig)' ® I,(3, 1) zon, respectively. It follows
2 2,1 1 3.1
that

r ®n =(n) . 7 ®n (1) 7 ®n pr n =(n) (), ~r®n 1 n =(n) (n) .
ER(B) F2,3’ G F3,2)|ebit)§7c, DY) > Er(B|" B F2,1F2,3’ GG F3,1F3,2)TrA;@nA%@nFle)F(]n% [¢7"ed,] (F13)
172 - N ,3



From the fact that Er(X; Y), = H(X), holds for any pure state poxy, we have

2,3°

7 ®n (n) . ~rQn (n) _ 7 ®n ~(n) _
Er(By ™ F3 33 Gy Fyebiogr , eayy = HBLY Fa3)e o0, =1 +10gdp.
Tt 1 : :

Similarly, we have

() (1) . () y(1) I
ER(D2,1D2’3, D331D3’2)Tr1)<]”;1)(1”{ [\p] = 10g dD(zn;

By using Eqs. (F9), (F14), and (FI3), Eq. (F5) becomes

5, 1
26, log di; e, + o (2 log dpn i sy — 21085, + 4) + (log dpy ~ log dpg) > 1.

n

26

(F14)

(F15)

(F16)

As n — oo, this inequality becomes 0 = e>3(¢, {7,}) > 1, which is a contradiction. Therefore, it is impossible to transform
two GHZ states shared by Alice, Bob, and Charlie into three ebits symmetrically shared among them via LOCC, even under the

catalytic use of entanglement resource.

If we consider a non-asymptotic scenario in which users begin this transformation with finite copies of the initial states,
whether the transformation is possible or not under the non-asymptotic scenario with the catalytic use of entanglement is un-

known, to the best of our knowledge.
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