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Abstract

We consider a scenario of remote state preparation (RSP) of qubits in the con-
text of sequential network scenario. A single copy of an entangled state is shared
between Alice on one side, and several Bobs on the other, who sequentially per-
form unsharp single-particle measurements in order to prepare a specific state.
In the given scenario without any shared randomness between the various Bobs,
we first determine the classical bound of fidelity for the preparation of remote
states by the Bobs. We then show that there can be at most 6 number of Bobs
who can sequentially and independently prepare the remote qubit state in Alice’s
lab with fidelity exceeding the classical bound in the presence of shared quan-
tum correlations. The upper bound is achieved when the singlet state is initially



shared between Alice and the first Bob and every Bob prepares a state chosen
from the equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere. Then we introduce a new RSP
protocol for non-equatorial ensemble of states. The maximum number of Bobs
starts to decrease from six when either the choice of remote states is shifted from
the equatorial circle towards the poles of the Bloch sphere, or when the initial
state shifts towards non-maximally entangled pure and mixed states.

Keywords: Quantum communication, Remote state preparation, Recycling of
quantum entanglement

1 Introduction

A central issue in quantum communication and computation is to identify the tasks
that can be performed with quantum resources. One of the most important tasks is
to send quantum information or prepare some quantum states at remote locations.
Teleportation [1] is one such task where an unknown quantum state is transferred
using a quantum channel without physically transporting the system. For teleporting
a two-level system, or qubit, it is known that the protocol requires Bell-state mea-
surement [2], 1 ebit of entanglement and 2 cbits of classical communication from the
sender to the receiver. It was shown later [3] that if the requirement of entanglement is
relaxed, then using shared local hidden variables, any projective measurement on an
unknown state can be simulated at a remote location, dubbed as classical teleportation,
which can be performed with the aid of 2.19 cbits on average.

The advantage of the quantum realm was further demonstrated by the protocol of
Remote State Preparation (RSP) [4, 5], a variant of teleportation, where the state to
be prepared is known to the sender but oblivious to the receiver. Here, only 1 cbit is
necessary along with the requirement of 1 ebit. The task of remote state preparation
has been generalised in several ways in the literature [6, 7], and realised in mag-
netic [8] as well as optical systems by means of using single mode photonic qubit [9],
polarised photons [10] via spontaneous parametric down conversion, and decoherent
channels [11]. RSP has found several applications in quantum information such as
deterministic creation of single-photon states [12], preparation of single-photon hybrid
entanglement [13], initializing atomic quantum memory [14], and preparing qubits in
quantum nodes [15]. Similar to the spin systems, two-component Bose-Einstein con-
densates [16] and two degrees of freedom single photon beams [17, 18] can be remotely
prepared in different optical arrangements. Being a quantum communication task
like teleportation, RSP can be employed as a subroutine in a bigger network, e.g.,
transferring information between various nodes of a quantum processor.

In remote state preparation, it is possible to have a trade-off between classical
communication and shared entanglement to a extent [5]. Depending on the choice of
the input ensemble from where the states are to be prepared, and how much infor-
mation of the state is to be revealed to the receiver, there are different protocols of
RSP [6, 7, 11, 13, 14, 19]. Instead of the most general encoding by the sender and
the decoding operation by the receiver, various naturally restricted and experiment



friendly protocols of RSP have been investigated [7, 15, 20]. Considering such an
encoding-decoding protocol and input ensemble taken as an equatorial circle on Bloch
sphere, it has been shown that quantum correlation beyond entanglement (QCBE) can
be helpful for RSP [20]. Non-vanishing geometric discord [21], a measure of QCBE,
implies non-zero fidelity of RSP and more interestingly, there are some separable states
which can outperform entangled state as well [20]. In an another work, simultaneous
correlation between mutually unbiased bases has been shown to be responsible for a
specific RSP protocol [22]. It may be noted that if one considers the most general
encoding-decoding operations, separable states can’t outperform entangled states in
RSP for equatorial input states [23]. In order to identify genuine quantum advantage
in RSP, benchmark for classical resources has to be found for a specific protocol of
RSP [23]. The non-classical nature of RSP is further revealed in terms of steerable
features of dynamical processes [24].

In the present work, we explore the performance of remote state preparation in
the context of a sequential measurement scenario. We investigate the possibility of
implementing RSP at Alice’s lab by multiple distant Bobs who act sequentially and
independently of each other. Alice owns half of a single copy of an entangled state
while the other half is shared sequentially by several Bobs. Each Bob individually
wants to convey a message to Alice by preparing a particular state at Alice’s lab up to
some prefixed level of tolerance. Any pure state of a qubit is represented by a point on
the Bloch sphere, which is characterised by two parameters, § and ¢. Before starting
the protocol, the value of 6 is agreed in advance between Alice and all Bobs, i.e. the
circle from which the state would be prepared. Based on the communication made by
every Bob, Alice applies a suitable unitary to obtain the desired state. At any instant,
a particular Bob remains ignorant about the encoding activities of the previous Bobs.
Now, the pertinent question is: how many Bobs can reliably convey the message to
Alice within some error tolerance?

In an ideal scenario employing projective measurements, the sender can, in princi-
ple, deterministically prepare the desired remote qubit [25] at the receiver’s end with
the expense of complete breakdown of the entanglement. However, since we want RSP
to be accomplished by multiple senders in the present case, here all the Bobs (except
the last one) have to measure weakly so that some amount of quantum correlation is
left to be shared by the subsequent Bobs and Alice [26, 27].

The novel framework of sequential sharing of resource states has been employed
earlier in the context of Bell-nonlocality [26, 27] and has been experimentally demon-
strated too [28-30]. Studies on sequential sharing of quantum correlations have been
extended in several different directions, such as Bell-type nonlocality with multiple
settings [31, 32|, detection of entanglement [33-35], detecting bipartite [36, 37], and
tripartite steerability [38], steerability of local quantum coherence [39], potential share-
ability of a teleportation channel [40]. Fruitfulness of the sequential scenario has been
demonstrated by showing how unbounded randomness can be extracted from a two-
qubit resource state [41]. Moreover, the resource theoretic advantage of utilizing a
single copy of a two-qubit entangled state has been demonstrated in context of a
sequential network as compared to using multiple entangled copies in a non-sequential



scenario [42]. In another interesting variant of the sequential protocol, it is shown that
unbounded number of Bobs can exhibit Bell nonlocality with a single Alice [43].

In our work we consider a specific RSP protocol which interestingly exhibits quan-
tum advantage even for mixed separable shared states with quantum correlations [20],
when the states to be remotely prepared are chosen from an equatorial circle on the
Bloch sphere. We further introduce a new RSP protocol with non-equatorial states as
input ensemble, i.e., states taken form a circles with varying polar angles, and also in
the context of the sequential scenario. In all these cases we first compute the classi-
cal limit of fidelity to prepare an unknown remote state without using any quantum
resource, where 1 cbit of information is allowed to be transferred from the sender
(Bob) to the receiver (Alice) through a classical channel. This is calculated by taking
the average of input states over a particular circle on the Bloch sphere and turns out
to be different from % as found to be optimal in the standard scheme of quantum tele-
portation [44]. Interestingly, it is found that the maximum number of observers who
can successfully realise the task of RSP with non-classical fidelity, depends upon the
choice of the plane of the Bloch sphere. Considering a singlet state shared initially,
we find that six Bobs become successful in this task if the state to be prepared is
selected from the equator of the Bloch sphere. If the chosen remote state shifts from
the equatorial circle towards the poles of the Bloch sphere, the maximum number of
Bobs demonstrating the quantum advantage of RSP reduces, reaching zero at the two
poles. We further find that the upper bound on the number of senders (Bobs) becomes
lower than six when the initial state is a non-maximally or mixed entangled state.

We organize the paper as follows. In Sec.2, we provide first a brief overview of
RSP and its optimal fidelity under a classical strategy. Next we present in Sec.3 the
definition and function of our RSP-protocol in the framework of multiple observers
using a single copy of a two-qubit entangled state. In Sec.4, we perform a systematic
investigation on the upper bound of observers for the manifestation of RSP. Concluding
remarks are presented in Sec.5.

2 Backdrop

2.1 Brief introduction to Remote State Preparation

To explain the quantum strategy for the remote state preparation in bipartite qubit
scenario, we consider that two spin-% particles are prepared in a singlet state, [¢)7) =
%(|01> —]10)) where the first particle is possessed by the sender, let us call Bob and
the second particle is possessed by the receiver, let us call Alice. Though {]0), |1)}
forms the basis along z-direction, from the rotational invariance of singlet state under
local unitary operation, it can also be represented as follows:

1
V2

where [)7) = cos(4)|0)+exp(i¢;)sin(§)|1) and Wli> = —sin(4)|0)+exp(i¢;) cos($)|1),
(0< 60 <m0< ¢; <2m) represent complement_ary pure states lying on the surface of a
Bloch sphere. Now Bob selects either [¢7) or [ ) which he intends to remotely prepare

[¥7) (17) 19h) = L) 197)), (1)



at Alice’s side. If he performs projective measurement from the basis {|¢7), Wji)} on
his particle by using the knowledge of the qubit and gets the outcome WDv then he will
communicate the output of his measurement to Alice through some classical channel.
Hence, without transferring the particle physically, an unknown qubit will be prepared
at Alice’s end. Similarly, depending upon the outcome [7), |4 ) will be prepared
at Alice’s end. This occurs due to the consumption of 1 ebit and 1 cbit of classical
communication(CC). Let us call the CC corresponding to [¢7) as 'up’ and the CC
corresponding to |1 ) as "down’. This requirement, utilizing quantum advantage, can
not be further reduced [4]. If Bob wants to prepare |1)7) at Alice’s lab, half of the times
he will be successful, though by applying o. locally, Alice can regenerate [4p7) from
|7 ) for the other half of the times when |¢7) is chosen only from the equatorial circle
of the Bloch sphere (i.e. # = 7). Physically, universal operation of complementarity
on an unknown qubit is impossible to perform [45]. Therefore, for the states chosen
from the circles other than the equator of the Bloch sphere (i.e. § # ), the process
is 50% successful [5].

The preparation of a remote state |¢)7) at Alice’s lab by using singlet state |¢)~)
shared between Alice and Bob depends on the representation of [¢)~) in terms of
two complementary pure states [¢)7) and |1’ ) as given by Eq.(1). However, similar
representations for other three Bell states exist [4]. These are as follows,
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V2 V2

where 0,,0, and o, are Pauli matrices in x-, y- and z- basis respectively. Bob per-
forms projective measurement in the basis {|7), |¢i)} and communicates the result
to Alice. If Bob obtains WD, then Alice applies local unitaries o,i0, and o, for
shared states |¢p7), |®T) and |®~) respectively, instead of I for singlet state [¢)~) so
that [¢7) is remotely prepared at Alice’s lab. On the other hand, if Bob obtains |7),
then Alice applies local unitaries I, ic,0, and 0,0, for shared states [¢pT),|®T) and
|®~) respectively, instead of o, for singlet state [1)~) so that a state |¢7) from the
equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere is remotely prepared at Alice’s lab. Therefore
Alice’s operation is invariant under local unitary for deterministic preparation of an
unknown remote state at Alice’s side when distinct Bell states are shared initially.

If the state is prepared with certainty, then the measure of fidelity between the
target state and prepared state will be 1. Consider for a particular bipartite state,
the prepared state is p? and the pure state, |¢)?) is desired to be prepared, then by
definition, the generalised symmetric function of fidelity between these two quantum



states can be expressed as [46],

Fo", 0% = f(p?, p7) = (Tr [ W-P”~WD2 = (4 p" i)

where p? = |1p?)(1)%|. The local unitary operation on Alice, i.e., from {I, o, }, suffices
to be considered for the equator of the Bloch sphere, because the rotational freedom
of choosing the desired state by the sender may be accompanied by similar rotation on
the prepared state by the receiver, i.e., f(p?,p?) = f(UpPUT,Up?UT) for all unitary
operators U. For a singlet state with projective measurements performed on Bob’s
particle, a remote state can be prepared at Alice’s lab perfectly such that f = 1. This
is the condition for deterministic RSP [47]. Since Alice has no information available to
her about the state to be prepared, the average fidelity can be calculated by considering
all input states from the circle on the Bloch sphere (taking single infinity of bits into

account) as,
1 2

f(w = % o f d¢la (Z = 1,2>37 ) (5)

2.2 Optimal fidelity for classical strategy

Let us suppose that Bob wants to prepare an unknown pure qubit state |¢?) =
cos(4)]0) + eid’ sin(£)[1) (0 < 0 < 7,0 < ¢? < 27) in Alice’s lab without transfer-
ring the particle physically. |1/?) is known to Bob but unknown to Alice. [¢¢) lies on
the boundary of a circle (with # fixed) which is perpendicular to the z-axis, speci-
fied a priori to both Alice and Bob. Here, Bob is not allowed to exploit any quantum
resource that can be initially shared between Alice and Bob. We consider that Alice
and Bob are completely uncorrelated and do not even share a separable state between
them. Bob is only allowed to make use of classical channel by which he can send 1
cbit of information to Alice, and Alice is free to prepare a qubit upto local operations.
If the prepared state in Alice’s lab is pP, then the closeness of the desired state and
the prepared state is (1)¢|pP|1)?), which is |(1)¢|1P)|? for pure state p? = |¢P)(¢?|. The
classical fidelity can be calculated by averaging the closeness over infinitely many runs
where in each run Bob is given different [¢)¢) from a certain plane of the Bloch sphere
with fixed 6 consistent with the protocol of RSP.

If the classical communication (CC) is not allowed from Bob to Alice, then Alice
has to randomly guess the desired state which will either match or does not match with
the desired state. Hence, the fidelity becomes % which is the lower bound of classical
fidelity in any circumstances. If CC is allowed from Bob to Alice, then we consider a
specific classical strategy for preparing the remote states at Alice’s side. Under a given
scenario, the optimality of a classical strategy is in general very difficult to prove.
However, it is more important to clearly and formally describe the scenario where we
have defined the task. The scenario offers us the ground on which we can compare the
two strategies with and without a quantum mechanical resource. In comparison with
the quantum strategy discussed in the previous subsection, we restrict the scenario
where Bob does qubit measurement on his particle and sends the outcome of the
measurement via classical channel to Alice and Alice applies the unitary from {o,,I2}



on her particle to recover the state. Note that any shared randomness between Alice
and bob is not allowed in our classical model, which is demonstrated as follows.

Here Bob measures a dichotomic observable np.0 where np =
(sinfp cos pp,sinfpsingp,cosfp) with 0 < 0 < 7,0 < ¢p < 27 and sends
the outcome (either up or down) to Alice by a classical channel. This classical
strategy is consistent with the probabilistic preparation or prepare and measure
scenario where Bob applies the best possible measurement to make the fidelity
higher. It is not possible for Bob to share his knowledge about the state via CC
to Alice by doing such measurement in arbitrary direction as Alice and Bob are
perfectly uncorrelated. The probability of getting up(down) outcome is given by
(| 220 |y = Ty[(BE2E-2) |p4) (4|]. Now Alice can prepare either [¢7) or [¢5)
depending upon the outcomes either up or down. Note that, Alice prepares the states
by using the information of 8, known to both Alice and Bob beforehand. However,
the information of ¢? (0 < ¢? < 27) remains completely unknown to Alice even after
getting the CC from Bob. These states can be prepared as follows.

Alice chooses [¢5) = cos(£)|0) + e** sin($)[1) (0 < ¢4 < 27) and applies either o,
and I, locally depending upon the outcome either up and down respectively or vice-
versa. Here we take |7) (¢%| = o..|¢8) (¢5|.0, because unitary evolution preserves the
purity of [¢}). Alice fixes the polar angle () same as that of Bob using the information
known beforehand and single infinity bits of information (i.e. %) remains unknown to
her. As |¢%) is arbitrarily chosen from the given circle of the Bloch sphere, hence the
direction of |¢7) is also arbitrary.

Now, as the input state is unknown to Alice, hence by taking average over all
the input states |¢?) from the specified circle of the Bloch sphere (with 6 fixed), the
fidelity expression for a classical strategy becomes

27 — =
fa=ge | (WP W) o)
I ety () gl ) o (6)

The classical fidelity can be optimized with respect to the measurement parameters
chosen by Bob and the parameters of the states prepared by Alice. In this strategy,
the sharing of the knowledge of Bloch co-ordinate system in the |¢%)-plane (i.e. the
plane with fixed polar angle 6 where [1)%) lies) between Alice and Bob is redundant
except the need to represent the desired and the prepared state in the same basis and
in the same Bloch reference frame to compute the fidelity.

Corresponding to the given condition, it can be easily seen that,

1
fo = % + Z[COS 20 — cos(¢p — ¢h) sin® @ sin O]
3 cos20 +sin® 0
it v

Here the inequality comes from the maximization over fp,¢p, 5 and the equality
holds for 0p = §,¢p — ¢4 = £m. Note that, when [¢7) and [¢5) are not related with



each other by o, then also the upper bound given by the inequality(7) remains the
same!.
Hence, the classical upper limit of fidelity for preparing an unknown state becomes
max — 3 4 cos 20:sin® 0 hich goes beyond 1 by utilizing 1 cbit of information. It can
be easily checked that, this limit can not be improved by using a Positive Operator
Valued Measurement(POVM) instead of a projective measurement at Bob’s side.
Unlike the standard scheme of teleportation [44], the protocol of RSP achieves
higher optimal limit of classical fidelity, i.e., % < fa#* <1 by considering all possible

circles of latitude 6 (0 < 6 < 7) on the Bloch sphere. For example, when the equatorial

circle with 6 = 7 is considered, then f}** = %, when the non-equatorial circle with
0 =7 or ‘ff is considered, then f'** = 0.838, and when the two poles with § = 0 or 7
is considered, then f'** = 1. The choice of states from the two poles of the Bloch

sphere leaves no uncertainty in predicting the state classically because these correspond
to two particular states whose polar angles are already pre-shared between Alice and

Bob.
max under the framework of RSP for the choice of different circles of the Bloch

cl
sphere are plotted in Fig 1 where it is seen that f2**(6) is an even function of 6 w.r.t.

0 = 5. fi% is symmetrically distributed on either side of the equatorial circle of
the Bloch sphere and gets amplified as the size of the non-equatorial circle contracts
over the Bloch sphere. Any shared state without making use of quantum resource can

achieve such fidelity.
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Fig. 1 f3** is plotted against the polar angle 0 of a fixed circle perpendicular to the z-axis of the Bloch
sphere from where Bob chooses a state to be remotely prepared at Alice’s side

LIf Alice chooses two pure states, e.g. [ply = cos(%)|0) + it sin(%)|1) (0 < ¢F < 2m) and |¢F) =
;P
cos(§)|0) + e'2 sin(g)[1) (0 < ¢ < 27) randomly from the specified circle with fixed polar angle, 8 of the
. sin3 0 sin
Bloch sphere depending upon the CC from Bob, then we have f.; = % + % + % [cos(¢pB —}) —

in3
cos(pp — ¢5)] < 3 + w where the maximum occurs when g = 5, ¢ — ¢} = 0 or 27, ¢p — ¢5 =
+m.



Our classical strategy is useful to distinguish the classical and quantum regimes
under the given RSP-protocol where the measurement outcomes are sent via classical
channel keeping the azimuthal angles of the qubits completely oblivious to the receiver.
The violation of the upper bound of the classical fidelity implies a non-classical advan-
tage in a particular way. However, one can construct other classical strategies in
different contexts. For example, Horodecki et al proposed a classical model [23] in a
deterministic preparation scenario where the classical channel is utilized in a different
manner by extracting the information of ¢ partially with the help of a Bloch reference
frame. Despite the optimality of such strategy in terms of RSP from the equatorial
great circle of the Bloch sphere, it is not obvious to exactly generalise the optimal-
ity for the non-equatorial circles of the Bloch sphere. In our work, we consider both
the classical and quantum strategies consistent with the prepare and measure scenario
where 1 cbit information arises from the outcomes of a qubit measurement which
affects the system non-trivially. Our strategy works well for any circle of the Bloch
sphere, induced by the sequential qubit measurements scenario, as discussed below.

3 Definition and functionality of the scenario of
RSP by multiple sequential observers

Here we consider a scenario where half of a single-copy of a bipartite entangled pair is
possessed by Alice at the receiver’s end and another half is sequentially possessed by
a number of independent Bobs (i.e. {Bob’};) at the senders’ end and the task of each
Bob is to prepare remote states at Alice’s side reliably with non-classical advantage
by making use of unsharp measurements and by choosing the remote states from a
specific circle perpendicular to the z-axis of the Bloch sphere. The polar angle of the
remote states chosen by all the Bobs remains same throughout the protocol and is
known to all the Bobs and Alice, while the azimuthal angle may be arbitrarily chosen
by each Bob keeping it completely hidden to Alice.

During the course of the protocol, Alice does not make measurements to decipher
the state prepared by any of the Bobs. Alice is left to decide later which particular
state (prepared by the corresponding Bobs) she wants to utilize. Such a scenario can
be relevant in certain secret sharing protocols involving multiple parties, where Alice
may not want to decide or reveal in advance her choice of the particular Bob whose
supplied information she would like to utilize. Note that our protocol does not allow
shared randomness among the sequence of Bobs, thereby ruling out any possibility
of sharing correlated multipartite mixed states among them. The optimal classical
fidelity for such a protocol is thus determined accordingly. The upper bound on the
fidelity obtained through our classical strategy is therefore, the same for all Bobs in the
multiple observer scenario, and is given by the bound obtained in the single observer
scenario as discussed in the previous subsection.

Initially the state, p! is shared between Alice and Bob!. If Bob! does a projective
or sharp measurement on the basis known to him, then by sending the outcome of
measurement to Alice, Bob can prepare the desired state at Alice’s side with certainty.
This leads to the complete loss of entanglement between Alice and Bob!. However,
unsharp measurement does not completely destroy the entanglement between them,



and hence, the possibility of further utilization of the state remains by exploiting the
remaining quantum resource, since the remaining entanglement guarantees the state
to be discordant [48]. However, Bob! can not measure arbitrarily weakly as in this
case, the fidelity of the prepared state at Alice’s side would be very low due to a
trade-off between sharpness and fidelity.

When the desired remote state is chosen from the equatorial circle of the Bloch
sphere (i.e. # = ), the local unitary operation from {o.,I} at Alice’s side depending
upon the CC from Bob* (i = 1,2,3,...) can restore the desired state at Alice’s side
with finite average RSP-fidelity. There is no need to post-select Alice’s subsystem to
achieve this corresponding to a particular outcome of the unsharp measurement done
by Bob?. Therefore, the preparation of remote states from the equatorial great circle
of the Bloch sphere corresponds to 100% successful RSP-protocol.

If the desired state |1/?) is not chosen from the equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere
(le. 0 # %,0 < 6 < m), the conversion [¢% ) — [¢*) Vi or vice-versa, is impossible
for Alice to implement under any unitary operation without knowing |¢'). However,
the measurement statistics of the desired state can still be reproduced at Alice’s side
by assuming the swap between the outcomes, i.e. (up — down) and (down — up),
a priori. Here Alice allows the state without rotating it when she receives the down
outcome via CC from Bob’ and does not consider the CC for preparing the desired
state (i.e. |¢%)) corresponding to the up outcome communicated by Bob? as she is aware
from the knowledge of the polar angle 6, that she can not deterministically prepare
|) by applying o.. When Alice rejects the state without altering her subsystem
for the up outcome, she takes our classical strategy by picking a random pure state
from the fixed non-equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere which gives a maximum of

070 # 3) as the fidelity of preparing an unknown state. On the other hand, Alice
uses the quantum strategy to evaluate the RSP-fidelity corresponding to the down
outcome. During preparation of |1/? ) from a specified circle of the Bloch sphere, the
action of Alice gets reversed depending upon the outcome of measurement up/down
as communicated by a Bob. Moreover, Alice does not know at any instant whether
she and Bob’ share a quantum channel or not, and hence, she applies the above post-
selection method uniformly for all the Bobs corresponding to RSP from non-equatorial
plane of the Bloch sphere. The occurrence of selecting or rejecting the state by Alice
is associated with probability % Hence, this scenario leads to the RSP of 50% success.

We categorize RSP in the following two ways:

Category-A Category-B
Remote states chosen from the equatorial Remote states chosen from a non-equatorial
plane of the Bloch sphere bounded by the plane of the Bloch sphere bounded by a
great circle positioned perpendicular to the circle positioned perpendicular to the
z-axis where all the states have the same z-axis where all the states have the same
polar angle § = 7 polar angle 6 # 3
RSP is 100% successful here because the RSP is 50% successful here because the
conversion between the complementary states | conversion between the complementary states
is possible via unitary (i.e. o) is impossible via unitary (e.g. o)
Post-selection need not be implemented here Post-selection needs to be implemented here
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Next, Alice reverses her previous unitary operation to reinstate the shared state
to be used by the next Bob for the same task. She applies o, if her previous operation
was 0, (in case of remote states from the equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere), and
does nothing if it was I,. The reverse operation is not performed for the remote states
chosen from a non-equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere.

In a nutshell, Bob® starts the process and passes the particle in his possession to
Bob? such that Bob? can prepare the remote state at Alice’s lab after the suitable
reverse operation done by Alice. Since Bob? is independent of Bob!, he considers the
average effect of all probable actions taken by Bob'. During this second step, Bob?
performs an unsharp measurement on the resultant state, and makes a CC to Alice.
Alice again applies a suitable unitary correction to determine the average RSP-fidelity
depending upon the outcome of measurement done by Bob? and the chosen plane of
the Bloch sphere with known 6. Again, the suitable reverse operation, (i.e., {0,,12})
for 0 = 7 is done by Alice to leave the state to be re-utilised by Bob3. The method of
post-selection is applied when 6 # 7.

The above process is repeated for all the following Bobs. In this way, all independent
n-number of Bobs can sequentially access the particle and can prepare remote states
at Alice’s end by making use of a single copy of the initial entangled state. Fig.2
depicts the entire protocol in the aforementioned scenario. The process continues as
long as Bobs are able to perform the task of RSP with average non-classical fidelity
which attains maximum value if only the last Bob in the sequence performs sharp
measurement. Qur aim is to find the bound on the maximum number of Bobs in the
framework of the above RSP scenario.

(9¢n) (07¢3) (07¢2) (07¢1) 0
E}n By EY? o
A N AN
Bob" |« Bob?® [« Bob?
_Ccc

Fig. 2 Schematic diagram of remote state preparation at Alice’s lab by multiple Bobs which are indepen-
dent of each other. The operations, {2, 0.} are applicable for remote states from the equatorial circle of
the Bloch sphere.

In general, an unsharp measurement which is a class of a POVM is characterised
by the effect operators [49], B} = A PL + (1 — M2, (0< N <1 Damt E) =15)
corresponding to outcomes {4, —} and \; corresponds to the sharpness of measurement
performed by Bob?. The choice of measurements corresponding to projectors, P =

|9%) ("] and PL = |[¢% )(¢" | are distinct for each Bob. Depending on the outcome a,
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i.e., {up(+) or down(-)}, the normalised conditional state at Alice’s side becomes,

_ Tryopi [(H2® @) P (]12® \/@ﬂ (=123.) )

Puex = T (oo VEY) p (Lo VEY )]

The probability of getting such state is given by, p! = Tr[(Is ® V/ E’\ (LR V E)‘
where a € {+, —}.

Bob! communicates the outcome of his measurement to Alice through some clas-
sical channel and Alice applies suitable unitary operation on her conditional state.
Hence the average RSP-fidelity of Alice’s state prepared by communicating either of
the outcomes {+, —} from Bob?, and by considering all the input states from the circle
of Bloch sphere chosen by Bob?, is given by

i 1 2 . . .
AB* _ & i 0 i )
favt = 277/0 <wL|pA|Eii W) dei,
; 1 2w o ‘
AB (AR ) .
- 10t debs, —1,2,3,...
A% = o [ W el don, =123, )

as ¢; (0 < ¢; < 27) remains completely unknown to Alice. The first and second
equality corresponds to the cases where each Bob desires to prepare ¢’ ) or [¢*) from
the chosen circle of the Bloch sphere, respectively. Whereas depending upon Alice’s
course of action as described before, the average RSP-fidelity by considering both the
outcomes of unsharp measurement done by Bob’ takes the form,

; 1 2 ) ) ) )
A = /0 e (0ol o)
- <¢i|ﬂ2-P;|Eii Lo[y*)) de; (10)

in case of the preparation of |¢?) from the equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere with
100% successful RSP or,

")) d; (11)

2
fABZ 1 ﬂ—( max i <wz| i
av 27‘1’ p+ +p_ pA\Eii

in case of the preparation of |¢)*) from a non-equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere with
50% successful RSP or,

2m

(B (W lLa-pl, o, Lol

L0y o, 0 l01)) 6 (12)

api 1
o o
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in case of the preparation of [¢% ) from the equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere with
100% successful RSP or,

i 1 2m 4 i 0 i 7 max
- = %/o (py <wL|pA‘Eii|wL>+p— o) do; (13)

in case of the preparation of |¢/) ) from a non-equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere
with 50% successful RSP. Here, pl, (a € {+, —}) denotes the probability of getting the
outcome a.

After Bob? sends his particle to Bob**! to perform the task of RSP, Bob**! being
completely uninformed about the choice made by Bob? before his measurement, con-
siders the state shared with Alice as an average over all possible input states chosen by
Bob® and all possible measurement outcomes. As Alice’s operation is reversible, hence
according to Liider transformation (non-selective), the shared state between Alice and
Bob**! becomes,

, 1 [27 .
i Y (1 E{l\i) i (]1 Eéi) d;
p o fy 2 ( 2 ® pll® o3,

(i=1,2,3,..). (14)

This is also true for § # 3 due to the independence of the Bobs and the ignorance
of Bobi™! about the direction and outcome of the measurements done by the previ-
ous Bobs. Using the shared state p’t!, Bob’*t! completes his task, resulting in the
conditional state given by Eq.(8) with i — ¢ + 1.

The above steps are recursive. For the n-th Bob, fABF" (n=1,2,3,...) happens to
be a function of all \; (i=1,..,n). The entire process stops when the average fidelity
goes below the classical limit of fidelity for all possible range of \;s compatible for
successful remote state preparation.

4 Upper bound on the number of Bobs

Now, we are in a position to explore the bound on the number of Bobs who can
sequentially prepare remote states, picked from the different circles of a Bloch sphere,
at Alice’s side with non-classical advantage compared to our classical strategy. Note
that such a bound depends on the framework where the task is defined. We assume
the initial state between Alice and Bob! to be one of the maximally entangled states,
i.e., the singlet state, since the resource in terms of quantum geometric discord is
maximum (i.e., 1) for such a state [20, 50]. Bob' chooses to perform {E}'}, and by
communicating the output classically, he wants to prepare states from {[¢'), |4} )} to
Alice.

Lemma 1. The fidelity of preparing any pure state to Alice subject)\ to unsharp

1+

measurement by Bob' with sharpness A1 while sharing a Bell state is =5t

Proof. We consider the initial state p! = 1)~ )(¢)~|, which is shared between Alice and
Bob!. Depending upon the outcome {+, —} obtained by Bob?, the state produced at
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Alice becomes either

1-X
Phpn = ML WL+ 5, V0,61 (15)
or
1 1 )\
pAlEil = )‘1|¢ ><¢ | + HQv v, ¢1- (16)
Therefore, it follows that, fAB' = <1/1L|,0A‘Ekl|z/}l> = (! |pA|E>\1|’(/}> =
L2 Y0, 1. O

Corresponding to the completely successful preparation of remote states {|¢')}4,
from the equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere (i.e., with § = 7), the average RSP-

1 27
fidelity, fai” = 55 Jy" (P (01029 g, 0= 0 )+pL (110, o, [01)) dén = =15 >3

occurs when A\; > % in comparison with our classical strategy. Here, the probability
of getting piﬂE*l’ i.e. pl. satisfies pi_ =pl = % V1, A1. The result is unaltered for the
+

choice of remote states {|¢])}o=x g,
On the other hand, for 50% successful preparation of remote states {|{')}4,
from any non-equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere (i.e. with ;é 7T) the average

1
;4118 — 0 ( fmdx

M Uh) doy = L™ 4 H"\l where p =pl = L V9,¢>1,/\1. This is because

RSP-ﬁdelity, by considering both the outcomes, becomes
= {WHey g

Alice post-selects the state correspondmg to the down outcome at Bob!’s side and
discards the state without considering it for the task of RSP corresponding to the up

max —

outcome at Bob'’s side and the fidelity can achieve the classical upper bound =

% + W when Alice discards the state. Therefore AB = ™ + H)‘l > faex

2
occurs when A\; > %ﬂsme compared to our classmal strategy (see F1g.5). By

applying similar arguments for the remote states {WD}O#%@N the result remains
unchanged. Hence for this region of A, the joint state remains useful for further
utilization in the task of RSP.

After suitable reversible operation done by Alice, Bob! can now send his particle
to Bob? for the next round of the protocol. We consider that Bob? prepares either |i¢)
or |1 ) in the i-th round of the procedure. Let us suppose that the remote state to
be prepared at Alice’s side in any round of the procedure, comes from a circle with
fixed 0 on the Bloch sphere i.e., a single infinity bits of information () is known to
all the senders and the receiver. This implies that once a particular 0 is fixed at the
beginning of the procedure, it remains the same throughout the procedure. While the
azimuthal angle of the state remains secret to the receiver, the sender in each iteration
completely knows the state to be prepared. Here we keep 6 to be arbitrary, i.e. the
remote state may be from any circle on the surface of the Bloch sphere.

As shown in Fig.3, for a particular azimuthal angle ¢;, the remote states |') and
|48 ) are diametrically opposite to each other, i.e., they lie on a particular equatorial
plane. But when we fix the polar angle, 6.z and evaluate the average over all ¢;s,
the vector [¢%) or its complement precess over the curved surface of the right-circular
cone thus formed with its apex pointing at the center of the Bloch sphere. Choosing
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x 1gl0

Fig. 3 (Color Online) Schematic diagram of a Bloch sphere. {|0),|1)} forms the computational basis,
whereas {[0;(y)), [1z(y))} are the basis corresponding to x(y) direction. {]%), |° )} are two mutually
orthogonal states with a polar angle 0. Traversing over all azimuthal angles ¢; € [0, 27] implies, in effect,
the precession over the curved surface of the double cone.

the remote states for a fixed § (0 < § < 7) indicates the choice of a circle from the
Bloch sphere. For all Bobs, € is fixed a priori for a given circle of the Bloch sphere
and it is known to all, including Alice through a public channel. As per the formalism,
Alice has no access to ¢;s, i.e., single infinity bits of information about the state to be
prepared, remains unknown to her.

Lemma 2. For every step of remote qubit preparation at Alice’s side, the average
state remains discordant for the subsequent Bob.

Proof. From Bob? onwards, the pre-measurement state between Alice and Bob? can
be obtained from Eq.(14) by using singlet state as the initial state and by averaging
over all the input states from a given circle of the Bloch sphere with fixed # and
measurement outcomes chosen by the previous Bob. This becomes a Bell-diagonal
state of the form

3
) 1
pzzz(b@ﬂg—i—Zczj Uj®0'j>a (i >2) (17)
j=1
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where, {0;}3_, are Pauli spin matrices and the co-efficients (0 < |c;;| <1 Vi, ) turn
out to be,

i—1

Ci1 = Cig = — H[\/l — A2+ %(1 - M)sirﬂﬁ],
k=1
cigz—H[1—(1—M)Sin29], (i >2). (18)
k=1

Note that using singlet state p! and unsharp measurements E2*Va, the form of p? can
be obtained from Eq.(14). Now E2' depends on either |¢%) or [} ) which is a function
of azimuthal angle ¢; by using a fixed polar angle §. Then p? takes the form of a
Bell-diagonal state given by Eq.(17) by using i = 2. Similarly, using p? and unsharp
measurements E)2Va, Eq.(14) can be further employed to obtain p*, which has the
form of Eq.(17) with ¢ = 3. Thus Eq.(17) is a generalised form of shared state between
Alice and subsequent Bobs having the state co-efficients given by Eq.(18).

The correlation matrix M?, which is constructed by the elements {M;;q|M;;q =
Tr[(op ® 0q)p']}3 41, has eigenvalues {c;1, ¢z, ¢i3}. It is easy to check that two of the
eigenvalues, ¢;1 = ¢;2 # 0 VA € [0,1], (k= 1,...,7). The geometric quantum discord
of p' can be calculated by the minimum trace distance from the set of zero-discord
classical states (1) [20, 51] as follows:

D (p") =2min || p* — 1 | = 2min Tr(p" — )?
1
25(0?1 + ¢y + ¢z — max{c}y, ¢y, €3 }). (19)

Hence, the geometric discord of the state shared between Alice and Bob’ remains
always non-zero for all ¢. This implies that the average state remains resourceful for
the next round of RSP. O

Note that, as the joint state p’, shared between Alice and Bob! (i > 2), belongs
to the family of Bell-diagonal states with maximally mixed marginals [50, 52], Bob®
performs an unsharp measurement on his subsystem in the the basis {|¢), [¢ )} and
sends the result to Alice. Depending upon the outcome, the normalised conditional

state at Alice’s side becomes either pf4|E” or piA‘EM by using Eq.(8). We find that,
+ —

PLEQ = %[(1 +a;)[0) 0] £ b:[0) (1] £ b7 [1)(0] + (1 F i) [1)(1]] (20)

where,

a; = \; cosf c;s,

b =X\ €' sinf iy = \; e sinf ¢
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and b} is the complex conjugate of b;. Whenever Bob’ wants to prepare [¢?) or
|44 ) chosen from a given circle with polar angle # on the Bloch sphere, then
the average fidelity between the prepared and the desired state becomes f,, =

27 i) i i 27 i) i i i ;
= [P W) ddy = 2= f3T WY, W) déi = 3 — A[(cin + cio) sin® 0 +

A|ET¢ A|EY
2¢;3 cos? 0]. It corresponds to the 50% successful RSP when 6 € (0, 5)U(%, 7). Whereas
for completely successful RSP with 6 = 7, the fidelity, averaged over all input states

and measurement outcomes, becomes

P')) do

i 1 2 i ] 3 i . ars
AB
av =§/0 (P} (12 s =00} + DL (W00 o

1 2w . . .

= AR et dz
277/0 {10}y i [07) d
1 Xi(einn +ciz)

_T 21
> = (21)
where pj_ =pt % Veij, iy Ni. Now p' reduces to the well-known Werner state [53]
with Ci1 = Cj2 = Cj3 = —C, i.e.,
o 1-c
pw =l )Y+ (I ® I2), (22)

where 0 < ¢ < 1. Using py and projective (sharp) measurements (i.e. A; = 1) at Bob’s
side, we have the average RSP-fidelity as

1+¢
2 )

fav(pw) = (23)

which yields the quantum advantage at its best when 6 = 7. Hence the non-classicality
of RSP-fidelity corresponding to input states from the equatorial plane of the Bloch
sphere is achieved for Werner state when ¢ > % The non-classical advantage is realised
by comparing the results with the classical strategy in a particular scenario where
the RSP-protocol is described. Whenever the shared state between Alice and Bob is
discordant with maximally mixed marginals, it has the average RSP-fidelity % < fav <
1. Fidelity is 1 for the maximally entangled or Bell states, whereas it goes to % iff the
shared state is maximally mixed. In fact, RSP-fidelity goes down as the mixedness of
the shared state increases as mentioned in [20].

4.1 Remote states chosen from the equatorial great circle of
the Bloch sphere

Here the polar angle of the remote states are fixed at 6 = 7 on the Bloch sphere and
this is known to Alice and all the subsequent Bobs.

Theorem 1. At most 6 number of Bobs can share the task of preparing remote state
chosen from the equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere at Alice’s side with non-classical
advantage achieved by all of them when a maximally entangled state is initially shared
between Alice and Bob'.
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Proof. Suppose that, Bob? wishes to prepare remote state and he communicates the
result of his unsharp measurements Ei’ to Alice . By applying Eq.(20), the conditional
state prepared at Alice’s side from the states p’ as given by Eq.(17) with 6 = ET
becomes either corresponding to the outcome (+) as,

1

-
|

Py =g Il (1 /1-3) il
T . Il (1+y1-%)| B (22 (24)
k=1

or corresponding to the outcome (-) as,

i—1

P =gor TL(1+y/1-22) i)

k=1
hegr Desfii)]n wo o

Finally depending upon the CC made by Bob?, Alice applies local unitary operation
chosen from the set {Is, o, }, which is eventually the optimal set of unitaries, giving rise
to maximum RSP-fidelity?. Therefore, the average RSP-fidelity derived from Eq.(10)
or Eq.(3) by considering all input states and measurement outcomes with the help of
Eq.(24) and Eq.(25) becomes (see Appendix A)

(1+1/1—)\i), (i >2). (26)

Eq.(26) can be reproduced by plugging Eq.(18) into Eq.(21) with § = 7. Note that
Eq.(26) is obtained without a need for the post-selection subject to the measurement
done by Bob® as [¢)%) can be transformed into [¢)°) under the action of o, for the
remote states from the equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere.

The success of Bob? is indicated by ;LBI > % compared to the classical strategy,
and there can be found a range of \;, (¢ > 1) in each iteration (¢) for which such fidelity
can be achieved. Using the range of \;, (j < i) corresponding to all the previous Bobs
upto Bob? Vj € {1,2,...,i — 1}, being capable of performing RSP at Alice’s side, a
new range of A\; can be specified for the i-th Bob. Proceeding in this way, we obtain

) i—1
AB" _
av -

]

gy
22'

DN | =

k

1

2Let us consider that, Alice applies a general 2x2 unitary matrix having the form, U =
L=k

itr .
< cos(%) et3) sin(§) e 2

j(imry (et )) next to her prefixed chosen set of unitaries {I2, o, }. Hence the aver-
(55 —i(5

—sin(%) e Cos(%) e

age fidelity in the given scenario between Alice and Bob® (i > 2) becomes, ff,UBl (p;uf‘f ’|¢EL)>) =
+(=)

+ % TTi2h (1 + /1= 22) [cos®(§) cos(e + &) — sin®(§) cos(t — Kk — 2¢;)], which is maximum when

=1 =k=0o0r 27, e, U =1Is.

1
2
¢
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the particular ranges of sharpness parameters given by the second column of Table 1,
for which quantum fidelity of RSP is achieved up to the corresponding Bobs.

As the number of Bobs increases, the last Bob in the sequence has to perform
sharper measurements in order to prepare remote state at Alice’s side with average
fidelity > %. The condition to achieve the task of RSP for Bob’, depending upon the
ability of all the previous Bobs upto Bob’~! to do the same task in their turn, deter-
mines the minimum sharpness of measurement for Bob?. For example, Bob! is able
to accomplish the task of RSP when % < A1 < 1. Next, Bob? prepares remote states
from the equatorial great circle of the Bloch SphZere vgith average RSP—ﬁiielity given by
Eq.(26) with i = 2. Now, the occurrence of fA5" > % implies that, TV <A <1
under the restriction of Bob!’s ability to perform the task of RSP, i.e., within the
limit % < A1 < 1. Hence, the numerical minimum of Ay occurs when A\; tends to

. . 1 _ . . .
ie., hm/\1 1t i 0.536. In this way, the minimum sharpness of measure-

ments for subsequent Bobs to perform RSP are calculated and the range of sharpness
parameters are shown in the second column of Table 1.

1
29

; = B bi R £ z?c:l f«?ka
7 = Bo ange of \; rnanx{kk}}-q_l W

1 (0.5 - 1] 1

2 (0.536 - 1 0.904

3 (0.581 -1 0.849

4 (0.641 - 1 0.812

5 (0.725 - 1 0.785

6 (0.859 - 1 0.764

Table 1 The domain of sharpness parameters for which 6 Bobs can attain average RSP-fidelity
> % by using Eq.(26). The maximum average RSP-fidelity at each round of the protocol is shown in

can be violated by a

the third column where it can be seen that our optimal classical bound, i.e., %

significant amount.

It can be checked that after the 6-th Bob accomplishing the task of RSP, even a
sharp measurement by Bob” can achieve a maximum of 0.72 as the value of average
RSP-fidelity. This shows that it is not possible for Bob” onwards to execute the task
with the required quantum fidelity.

In the third column of Table 1 we display the maximum average RSP-fidelity

i ABF
(maxy AYi_, 25:7_?2) that can be achieved by the corresponding number of Bobs

at every stage of the RSP-protocol. By considering multiple Bobs up to Bob%, Bobs
on average can at most achieve the given values of average RSP-fidelities which are
well above the classical limit %. On the other hand, by applying the same technique
for all Bobs up to Bob’, the average of RSP-fidelity can attain a maximum of 0.747,
subject to the sharp measurement done by Bob”, which is less than our classical limit
of RSP-fidelity. We assume that the same technique is followed by all the Bobs, so
that no Bob is allowed to change the strategy to a classical or hybrid strategy instead
of the quantum strategy, at will. The task of RSP can not be processed further when
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there is no way to achieve non-classical advantage by the last Bob in the sequence.
Hence, at most 6 Bobs are able to sequentially manifest the task of RSP under any
circumstances in the given framework where all of them achieve success against our
optimal classical strategy. O

Geometric Discord vs Concurrence

The quantification of resources is important to characterize the efficacy of a protocol,
which may be continued further by utilizing the resources in the subsequent steps. Here
we consider geometric quantum discord(ID(®)) and concurrence(C) as the resources for
the subsequent Bobs participating in the the RSP-protocol. Corresponding to Bob?,
we have ¢ = ¢, > ¢Z; for all i > 2 by using 6 = % in Eq.(18). Hence

i 1
D(p'2) = 3 (cAlio=g) + chlo=1) ) 27)

Where cll\ o=z) = Cialp=z) = —ir 2_:11(1 + /1—X7) and cislo=z) =
" /1= AZ. For Bob', lD)(2 (] =){(x»~|) = 1. The maximum utilizable resource

for Bobl (i > 2) to perform the task of RSP becomes, max, i1 D) (ph).
On the other hand, non-zero measure of concurrence implies a bipartite qubit state
to be entangled [54]. Concurrence is maximum for a Bell state, e.g. C(|ep™) (¢~ |) =
1, whereas for a Bell diagonal state p' (i > 2), we can construct a matrix R =

Vo' (p)*4/p* and p* has the same eigenspectrum as that of R. Let us call the largest
eigenvalue of p’ as 7¢. Therefore, the concurrence function [55] can be expressed as,

C(p") = max{0, 27" — 1} (28)

where we have

i—1
1
— 2
= 4[1+k||11/1—A,€+

.

211_[1(1—#1/1—)\%)], (i >2) (29)

corresponding to 6 = The maximum resource in terms of entanglement between
Alice and Bob? (i > 2) becomes, max Oudist C(p*). The maximization of the resources,

(V)

whether it is geometric discord or entanglement w.r.t. the \; values, are chosen such
that, for all the previous Bobs the state remains useful for RSP outside the classical
domain characterized by our classical strategy. In other words, the maximum resource
remaining for Bob® is such that, all Bobs from Bob' to Bob*~! are successful in the
task of RSP. We emphasize that this is not equivalent to sharing of resource in terms
of geometric discord or entanglement among multiple observers at one side.

We compute the maximum available resources in terms of both geometric discord
and concurrence that remain after every successful step of RSP against our classical
strategy. The resource gets diminished after subsequent measurements of Bobs. In
each case we can calculate the maximum utilizable resource present in the shared state
to know whether the state can be further used for RSP or not. For instance, after
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measurements by Bobs successful for RSP upto Bob’~!, the maximum discord that
remains in the state p’ shared between Alice and Bob’ can be calculated such that
Bob?’s ability to perform RSP by using p’ can be known. The maximization depends on
the ability of all Bobs upto Bob?~! to perform RSP specified by the range of sharpness
parameters shown in the column 2 of Table 1 where the remote states are prepared
from the equatorial great circle of the Bloch sphere. Similarly, the concurrence as a
measure of entanglement for the states p’ are maximized.

1.

09 ° e Geometric Discord
é osh . ® Concurrence
2
§ 0.7+ o
2 o °
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é‘ 0.2

0.1 q

0 . . . . .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Number of Bobs

Fig. 4 (Color Online) The maximum geometric discord and concurrence available for different number of
Bobs are presented whenever the RSP, with fidelity higher than that predicted by our classical strategy, is
possible upto its previous Bobs.

We can thus plot in Fig.4 the geometric discord and concurrence which the Bobs
can maximally utilize in the successive steps to perform RSP successfully beyond the
classical region delimited by our classical strategy. In comparison with this, we observe
that even after the success of Bob® in the task of RSP, both the geometric quantum
discord and the concurrence remain positive which indicates the possibility for the
7-th Bob to perform RSP as well. From Table 1, it can be easily anticipated that,
A7 is no less than 0.859 and for such value of A7, the concurrence vanishes while the
geometric discord still remains positive. However, in contrast to such possibility it is
shown earlier that sequential success in the RSP-protocol by all the Bobs beyond Bob®
can not be realised with non-classical advantage.

It may be noted that the average fidelity of the i-th state produced by Bob® at
Alice’s side reduces with the sharpness of the i-th measurement. Here the minimum
of \;Vi plays an important role to obtain the maximum number of possible Bobs in
the given framework, which we aim to figure out in different contexts. If one consid-
ers sharpness parameters higher than the minimum value, then the number of Bobs
sharing the task of RSP will be lower than the maximum number of Bobs derived
in our work. The range of sharpness parameters, i.e., (A\;)min < A; < 1 are defined

corresponding to the range of average RSP-fidelity % < fABi < 1. The minimum of

av
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sharpness parameters, (A;)min correspond to f;‘}jBl tending to % which implies a negli-
gible amount of quantum advantage in the RSP-protocol and becomes difficult to test
in practice. Hence, by fixing lﬁJBl at a higher value, the minimum of \; will be higher,
and a lesser number of Bobs will be able to accomplish RSP. Nonetheless, if we fix the
number of sequential Bobs to be 6, then the Bobs can optimally achieve the average
RSP-fidelity of 0.764, as presented in the third column of Table 1, where the quan-
tum advantage is not negligible. The experimental viability of such a protocol may
become clearer with further robustness analysis. On the other hand, even a negligible
quantum superiority can not be attained on average by fixing 7 number of Bobs in a
sequence and by applying the same approach to calculate the average RSP-fidelity for
all of them.

It may be pertinent to note here that since the bound on the number of Bobs
depends on the classical strategy with respect to which the quantum advantage is
manifested, various other contexts may be studied to realize the bound under dissimilar
frameworks. For example, when the classical bound on the RSP-fidelity is defined
based on a different strategy under special circumstances [23], by comparing it with
the quantum strategy, it may be observed that at most 3 sequential Bobs can achieve
success in the task of preparing remote states from the equatorial circle of the Bloch
sphere (see Appendix B).

4.2 Remote states chosen from a non-equatorial circle of the
Bloch sphere

Let us suppose that the remote state to be prepared at Alice’s side is chosen from any
s

non-equatorial circle with fixed 6 (i.e. not equal to 5) on the Bloch sphere. This is
known to all the Bobs and Alice. Here Alice applies suitable post-selection technique
corresponding to the CC received from Bobs in each iteration as the RSP-protocol is
50% successful in every case due to non-feasibility of the conversion between |)?) and
[51) Vi

Theorem 2. The mazimum number of Bobs sharing the task of RSP at Alice’s side
from a non-equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere with 6 # %, is less than or equal
to 6 with non-classical advantage achieved by all of them when Alice shares a maxi-
mally entangled state with Bob' initially. As the choice of the circle moves from the
neighbourhood of the equatorial plane towards the poles of the Bloch sphere in either

direction, the maximum number of Bobs reduces gradually to zero.

Proof. For a randomly chosen 6, the average RSP-fidelity at the ¢-th step can be
determined by using Eq.(17) and Eq.(20) subject to unsharp measurement done by
Bob® with a precondition that it is no less than f%** corresponding to the up outcome
at Bob%’s side as Alice post-selects the state to consider for RSP corresponding to
the down outcome at Bob®’s side. This method is applied invariably for all the Bobs.
Therefore the average RSP-fidelity by applying Eq.(11) or Eq.(13) eventually becomes
a function of all A;s (i > 2) and 6, as well. The average fidelity of the conditional state
at Alice’s side for preparing remote states {|1/ﬂ'>}9¢%7¢i from a circle with fixed polar
angle 6 # 7 on the Bloch sphere, contingent upon the possible choices and outcomes
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of the unsharp measurement done by Bob?, becomes

i 1 2 i pmax i i ot i
pheed :%/0 (P} fa™ +p (¢ ‘pA\Eif‘W )) déi

max

7 At (o0
k=1
+S2i?7:0 ﬁ (Sin29+(COS20+1)m>}’ (i >2) (30)

k=1

where p’, =p’ = % VO, di, Ai (1> 1).
Similar expressions for the preparation of remote states {|1’ ) oz 4, can also be
found with f3** as the optimal fidelity corresponding to the down outcome at Bob®’s

side, i.e., fAP" = = Ozﬂ(pj_ <1/1ﬁ_|pf4|EM |98 ) +pt fE2X) dg;. In this case, Alice rejects
+

the state corresponding to the down outcome communicated by Bob? corresponding to
the i-th iteration. For example, the fidelity between Alice and Bob? in the 2nd iteration
turns out as, fAB* = L’T+%+%[(9+7\/ 1—A2)+(1—+/1 — A2)(4cos 20+3 cos 40)].

AB? max : 16+12sin 6+16 sin 260 —4 sin 30
Now av > fcl is achieved when )\2 > 18+8 cos 2046 cos 40+ (14—8 cos 20—6 cos 40)s(0)

ind 9)2 . S 3, .
where s(0) = \/1 — (heos2045in76)% ynder the constraint A > 1£0s 20451070y o5ed

by Bob!. Similarly, we can find the minimum sharpness parameters for subsequent
Bobs as functions of 6.
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Fig. 5 (Color Online) {(X\;)min}$ are plotted against different polar angles of the remote state (6) such
that, the average RSP-fidelities given by Eq.(30) can attain non-classical values well above the upper bound
predicted by our classical strategy for (A;j)min < A; < 1 Vi, maintained with the corresponding ranges of
sharpness parameters manifested by the previous Bobs (up to Bob®™1).
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We plot minimum A;s as function of @ in subsequent iterations (see Fig.5) to
overcome the classical limit of fidelity. We observe that there can not be more than
6 number of Bobs who can sequentially prepare remote states at Alice’s side from a
circle with polar angle 6 (V0 € [0, w]) while comparing the average RSP-fidelities with
that predicted by our classical strategy. It can be seen from Fig.5 that, (A;)min(0)Vi

is an even function w.r.t. = 7. It can also be observed that, (A;)min(f) has minima

at § = 3 Vi < 6 in order to attain ABT fa®*. Thus the highest number of Bobs
(n = 6) can be employed for sharing the task of RSP within the permissible region
of A; € ((Ai)min, 1] Vi < n when the remote states are prepared from the equatorial
circle of the Bloch sphere (¢ = 7). The permissible regions of \; is displayed earlier
in Table 1.

For non-equatorial circles in the neighbourhood of § = 7, the maximum number of
Bobs remains 6, whereas it gradually becomes less than 6 as the chosen circle on the
Bloch sphere progresses towards the poles of the Bloch sphere with polar angle § = 0
or m where the RSP-protocol demonstrates quantum mechanical advantage against
our classical strategy in all the cases. It can be checked that (A;)min = 1 occurs at
the poles, and hence, there is no quantum advantage of RSP even by a single Bob.
The maximum number of Bobs sharing the task of RSP gradually lowers towards the
poles of the Bloch sphere because, as the perimeter of the chosen circle on the Bloch
sphere shrinks, the possible number of input states becomes lower which makes the
probability of guessing the remote state higher for Alice. It is evident from Fig.1 that
the classical fidelity limit increases to 1 as the chosen circle moves from the equatorial
plane towards the poles of the Bloch sphere. Therefore it becomes more and more
difficult for the subsequent Bobs to gain quantum advantage by violating the classical
fidelity limit within (A;)min < A; < 1. Table2 shows the maximum number of Bobs, n
(i < n) sharing the task of RSP successfully against our classical strategy for a given
6 such that A,y for Bob"*! exceeds the allowed range \,y; < 1. Here we apply the
technique to calculate the average RSP-fidelity irrespective of all the Bobs such that
a Bob can not randomly select any of the classical, quantum or mixed strategies. The
task of sharing RSP discontinues when the last Bob for a given iteration becomes
unable to attain the non-classical average RSP-fidelity.

n Range of 0
(in rad)

(0,0.472] U [2.669, )
(0.472,0.849] U [2.292, 2.669)
(0.849,1.058] U [2.084, 2.292)
(1.058,1.215] U [1.926,2.084)
(1.215,1.370] U [1.771,1.926)

(1.370,1.771)
Table 2 At most n-number of Bobs can sequentially prepare the remote states with polar angles 6
such that every Bob attains the average RSP-fidelity> f2}#* where the success of RSP-protocol by
utilizing Eq.(30) compared to our classical strategy is implied by the columns 2.

O O | W N =
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Corollary 2.1. No Bob is able to achieve quantum advantage when the remote state
at Alice’s side is picked from one of the poles of the Bloch sphere with the polar angles
given by 0 = {0, 7}.

Proof. The conditional state, produced at Alice’s side depending upon the outcomes
{+£} of the unsharp measurement performed by Bob’, is given by, respectively,

1—-X\

Plypy = MED WL+ 57D, (2D) (31)

or,

)\

Hence, the average RSP-fidelity corresponding to Bob? becomes,

ap _ 14N

fav (i=1) (33)

5 2
which is independent of all unsharp measurements performed by the previous Bobs.
Eq.(33) can be easily derived from Eq.(30) by using # = {0,7} as the RSP-protocol
is 100% successful here with no need for the post-selection. The transformation |0) —
|1) or vice-versa is allowed under the application of a NOT gate (o,) [4]. However,
the operations, {Is,0.} at Alice’s side can only give rise to 50% successful RSP-

protocol as compared to the our classical strategy, where AB = i;x + 1+T)‘i. Now,

Ji%|9=0,n = 1. Thus fABL # 1VA; €10,1](i > 1). Note that 6 = 0 or 7 corresponds
to a spemﬁc remote state, |¢%) V(i > 1) to be either |0) or |1) (see Fig.3) and Alice
can completely recognize the state by using the knowledge of 8 beforehand without
using any quantum resource. O

We now choose a few circles of the Bloch sphere with polar angles restricted by
0 < 6 < 7 from where the remote states are to be prepared. In Fig.6 we show that
the maximum number of Bobs sharing RSP with Alice reduces with 6.z compared
to 6 for = 5 by comparing the rebultb with our clabblcal strategy. For instance, the
bound (n) is 4 for 0 = ‘3—” ; 2for § = 7 and 1 for = 5. We also discuss an illustration

explicitly in Appendix C [

Sequential RSP with non-maximally entangled state

So far we have discussed the scenario by considering a maximally entangled initial
state, which is also a maximally discordant state [50]. It is known that requirement of
entanglement is not essential for the preparation of remote state [20]. Hence, it might
be interesting to use a non-maximally entangled pure initial state of the form,

) = cosJ01) —sing[10), (0< &< 2. (34)
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Fig. 6 (Color Online) The data points corresponding to (A;)min(6) is plotted w.r.t. the number of Bobs
(¢ < n) such that, for Bob™*! in the given scenario (An+1)min > 1. Purple, green, blue, brown data points

represent 6 = 7, ?’T’r} 4 and T respectively. n is indicated by the total number of data points for a given 6.

Here p! (&) = [¢)(¢|. If Bob! performs unsharp measurement with sharpness parameter
A1, the fidelity of preParlng remote states from the equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere
takes the form, f25% = (1 + A1 sin2¢), which is maximum when £ = Z VA, € [0 1].

Note that, when Bob! performs sharp measurement (i.e. with A\; = 1), then fAB 7é 1
except £ = 7. It implies that, non-maximally entangled state can not achieve 100%
success in the RSP-protocol due to the lack of rotational invariance in p*(£) in terms
of the basis representation as given by Eq.(1). However, our interest is to find the
region of \; for which fAB ' gives the non-classical advantage. And we find that, Bob!
achieves non-classical RSP-fidelity by using unsharp measurement, i.e., greater than
% when \; > %csc(%), enabling subsequent Bobs to repeat the task of RSP.
Theorem 3. The maximum number of Bobs who sequentially share the task of prepar-
ing remote state at Alice’s end from the equatorial circle (i.e. 0 = ) of the Bloch
sphere, reduces gradually from six to zero with non-classical advantage achieved by all
of them when the initially shared pure state varies from a mazimally entangled state
towards a pure product state.

Proof. Corresponding to the i — th Bob, the average pre-measurement state
takes the form of a two-qubit X- state. whose correlation matrix has non-
zero eigenvalues {— HZ_:11 V1=, -7 2_:11(1 + /1= A2)sin 26, — 5 2_:11(1 +
V1—=X37)sin2¢}, (i > 2) for all £ € (0,%). Therefore, the state becomes resourceful
for use in the subsequent iterations. By using Eq.(10) or Eq.(3), the average fidelity of
the conditional state at Alice’s side, contingent upon the unsharp measurement done
by Bob?, becomes

P Y , ,
AB ) i 7 i
f 27_‘_/0 (p+ WJ |UZ'pA\Eii'UZ|w >
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+pl <W|H2~PZ‘E§~H2\W>) dgi
1 27 . . .
27T/O (Pl <wL|H2'pA|Eii'H2|¢L>

+p" <¢i|0z~Pf4‘Eii~Uz|¢i>) doi
i—1
LA 5 .
1A _ >
5+ 5 sin2¢ k|:|1 (1 +4/1 )\k), (i >2) (35)

where pfF =p = % VE, ¢i, ;. As a result, the RSP-fidelity is maximum for the
maximally entangled initial state, i.e., £ = 7 for all the cases. The quantum supremacy
of the protocol against our classical strategy can be achieved when LﬁJBl > % which
is analogous to obtaining (A;)min(£) < A; < 1 for all Bob? (i > 2). For example, Bob?

can successfully prepare a remote state from the equatorial circle of the Bloch sphere

at Alice’s side when Ay > 4sin2£(1 — /1 — %) as per the comparison with the
classical strategy.

e
o
T

e
%
T

Min(d;)
Min(dy)
Min(d3)

Min(4)

Minimum of A;(£)

Min(As)

Min(dg)

e
n
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0
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Fig. 7 (Color Online) {(\;)min}® are plotted against the state parameter ¢ of the initially shared non-
maximally entangled state where remote states from equatorial circle (6 = %) are chosen to be prepared upto

Bob' such that the average RSP-fidelity expressed by Eq.(35) is non-classical in terms of its improvement
against our classical strategy.

We plot in Fig.7 the minimum of A; as a function of the parameter £ € [0, 7] of the
initially shared non-maximally entangled state for which non-classical average fidelity
for RSP is achieved corresponding to the equatorial circle (i.e. § = %) of the Bloch
sphere. It is observed that (A;)min(§) is an even function w.r.t. { = 7 and has minima
at { = 7§ for all Bob® (i < 6). It thus follows that the highest number of Bobs, i.e.,
n = 6 can achieve the quantum fidelity of RSP for £ = 7, in the allowed range of
(Ai)min(§) < Ay < 1Vi < n (see Table 1). As § moves from the neighbourhood of § = 7
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towards £ = 0 or § corresponding to the pure product states {|01),[10)}, the bound
on the number of Bobs (n) sharing RSP with an Alice diminishes gradually from 6
to 0 as the non-classicality is revealed through the violation of our classical strategy.
As the entanglement of the initial state decreases, its utility to provide quantum
supremacy of the RSP-protocol in terms of n also decreases. Table 3 shows the bound
n corresponding to the region of ¢ of the initial state so that A\,11 £ 1 occurs by
means of the comparison against the classical strategy. Note that, the technique used
to calculate the average RSP-fidelity remains same for all the Bobs such that no Bob
can prefer a classical or mixed strategy over the quantum strategy at random and the
task of sharing RSP stops to progress when the last Bob for a given iteration fails to
achieve non-classical advantage through the protocol.

n Range of &
(in rad)

[0, 51U3%, 5]
({5,0.337] U [1.233, 27
(0.337,0.405] U [1.165, 1.233)
(0.405,0.473] U [1.098, 1.165)
(0.473,0.547] U [1.024, 1.098)
(0.547,0.641] U [0.929, 1.024)
(0.641,0.929)

Table 3 At most n-number of Bobs can sequentially prepare the remote states from the equatorial
us

circle (¢ = %) of the Bloch sphere such that every Bob upto Bob™ attains the average

RSP-fidelity> % by making use of Eq.(35) when the parameter £ of the initially shared
non-maximally entangled state remains within the range given by column 2.

OO x| W N~ O

Note that, the initially shared state between Alice and Bob! given by Eq.(34) has
concurrence C(p!(¢)) = sin2¢. From Eq.(35), it is evident that as C increases, the
average RSP-fidelity for subsequent Bobs Vi also increases linearly. The Bell states with

s

§ = 7 achieve the maximum of the average RSP-fidelity given by Eq.(26). For pure

product states ({ = 0 or T ), the average RSP-fidelity, fAB f= % Vi. The neighbourhood
of £ ={0,%}, ie., £ € [0, 5] U [2Z, Z] corresponds to C(p'(£)) < 3 where the initial
state is not useful for the implementation of RSP at Alice’s side even with a single
Bob by comparing the results with our classical strategy.

We now select a number of initial states with £ € (0, §) by taking into account the
symmetry of Fig.8 w.r.t. £ = 7 which yields similar results for the parameters § and
5 — & We show in Fig.8 that the maximum number of successful Bobs (n) sharing
RSP with Alice decreases with {xz compared to 6 for { = 7. For example, n is found
to be reduced to 4 for § = &, to 2 for £ = ¢ and to 1 for £ = f. -

s

As seen above, pertaining to the equatorial circle, § = 7, the bound on the number
of observers is not improved for non-maximally entangled pure states compared to
maximally entangled initial states. Similar results, with suitable post-selection on the
outcomes of the subsequent Bobs (giving rise to a RSP-protocol with a success rate less
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Fig. 8 (Color Online) The data points corresponding to (A\;)min(§) are plotted w.r.t. the number of Bobs
(¢ < m) such that, for Bob™™! in the given scenario (Ap41)min > 1 depending upon the success of the
RSP-protocol against our classical strategy. By fixing 6 = 7, purple, green, blue and brown data points
correspond to the initial states with { = %, &, § and {5 respectively. The total number of data points for
a given £ implies the optimal bound on the number of Bobs (n).

than 50%), can be shown to hold for the choice of remote qubits from the other circles
of the Bloch sphere with polar angles § # 7 (0 < # < ) where the transformation
|4 ) — |*) is forbidden Vi. Therefore, we conjecture, in general, that the bound is less
for non-maximally entangled state compared to maximally entangled state for a pre-
determined circle of the Bloch sphere. On the other hand, the initial singlet state can
be mixed with white noise to form the Werner state given by Eq.(22) with parameter
¢ (0 < ¢ < 1). We show in Appendix D that as the mixedness of the initial state
increases, the bound on the number of observers sharing RSP decreases than that for
the singlet state. No Bob can prepare remote state at Alice’s side for the maximally
mixed initial state and its neighbouring states.

5 Conclusions

The ability to send or prepare a quantum state at a remote location is an important
primitive of various protocols in quantum communication and computation. In the
task of remote state preparation, an agent prepares a known qubit-state at a remote
location with the help of one bit of classical communication and one e-bit of shared
entanglement. Various protocols of RSP are possible depending on encoding-decoding
strategies or choice of ensemble of states to be prepared. In the present work we con-
sider a specific RSP task in the context of sequential network scenario. Utilizing a single
copy of a quantum entangled state for sharing various kinds of quantum correlations
has been previously shown to be effective in different contexts [26, 27, 31, 36, 38, 39].
Applications of the sequential scenario exist in several directions such as the certifi-
cation of unbounded randomness [41]. Here we show that multiple observers (Bobs)
on one side, who act sequentially and independently of each other, can individually
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prepare certain states taken from a specified ensemble, at a remote location (Alice’s
laboratory) with non-classical fidelity.

In order to obtain genuine quantum advantage of a RSP protocol, we first figure
out the classical limit of fidelity. It is found that classical fidelity can range from %
to as high as 1 depending upon the population of states on the chosen circle of the
Bloch sphere from where a state is intended to be prepared remotely. For RSP with
equatorial input ensemble of states, we found at most six observers can be successful,
where all of them act independently. From our results, it follows that for every Bob
there is a range of the sharpness parameter for which non-classical advantage persists,
and even after the last successful Bob some residual correlation (e.g. non-zero discord)
remains which keeps the post-measured state resourceful.

We further propose a new RSP protocol with input states taken from non-
equatorial circles and obtain the pertinent classical fidelity. In this case, the number
of successful parties reduces from 6 to zero as the chosen circle varies from the neigh-
bourhood of the equatorial circle to the poles of the Bloch sphere. It may be noted
that the singlet state is not unique, and the scheme proposed here works equally well
for any of the maximally entangled Bell states which are connected by local unitary
operations.

Next we consider the performance of non-maximally entangled states in the above
mentioned context. Here the bound on the maximum number of observers gets reduced
as expected. Even further reduction is shown to ensue when the initial states are mixed
with the white noise. As the visibility of the initially shared Werner state reduces,
the bound on the number of senders also reduces from 6 to zero gradually, because
RSP-fidelity and the mixedness follow an inverse relation with each other [20].

The framework of remote preparation of a qubit by multiple observers may be
extended in various directions in future works. The performance of the protocol under
various classical strategies [23], and utilizing resources such as shared randomness [56—
59] and weak measurements would be interesting to explore. Further, investigations
on collective remote state preparation [60] using multipartite and higher dimensional
states are worth of investigation. Besides, consideration of various completely posi-
tive trace preserving(CPTP) maps [11, 61] may represent the scenario of RSP more
practically. Finally, in future works it will be interesting to explore the quantitative
trade-off between the amount of resource accessed and the population utilizing the
resource in such multiple observer scenarios. Our present analysis should inspire stud-
ies of other RSP protocols, such as RSP with different encoding-decoding operations
in the context of the sequential scenario.
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Appendix A Average fidelity for preparing remote

states from equatorial great circle
using singlet state initially

When Bob’ obtains (4) outcome, then the conditional state given by Eq.(24) is
prepared at Alice’s side and Alice applies o, rotation to attain the desired state

[y = %OO} + exp(i¢;)|1)). Hence after rotation, the state becomes o .p’

2Oz

AlEY
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So the average RSP-fidelity considering the prepared state and all the desired states
from the equatorial great circle of the Bloch sphere becomes,

i 1 2m ] ) '
AB* _ i i ; ‘ .
avt — o 0 <’(/} |0z.PA|Eii.Uz|1/) > d¢“ (’L 2 2) (Al)

with the use of Eq.(9). Now by applying o..[¢" )(¢' [.o. = [¢")(¢*| for § = F on
Eq.(24), Eq.(A1) becomes,

1_1 (1+y/1-2)] W/:ﬂwwixwilw do;
%[1* o E(HM)} =/ W2 doy

ABI _
a'u+ -

S (R e =
k=1

In a similar fashion, when Bob? obtains (-) outcome, then the conditional state
given by Eq.(25) is prepared at Alice’s side and Alice applies I to obtain the desired
state |¢%). Therefore with the help of Eq.(9), the average RSP-fidelity becomes,

2

[ ﬁ(lﬂ/l—Ai)} =/ T ) 6,
+3[1-5 [ (1+y/1- )] 217r/0%<w"|wi> a6,
:%+%ﬁ(1+,/1fﬁ), (i >2). (A3)
k=1

On the other hand, if the desired state at Alice’s side is [¢) = %(|0> -

exp(i¢;)|1)), then depending upon Alice’s unitaries {I2,0.} corresponding to Bob®’s
outcomes {+, —}, the average RSP-fidelity turns out as,

. 1 2m ) . :
A = [ g o)

—1

1 [ ; ;
AB" _ ~ 4 i i .
(L’Ui _271_ 0 <wL|H2pA‘Ei1 H2|¢J_> d¢7f7
1 27

:% <¢i|az'pf4‘Eii'UZ|¢i> doi,

1—1
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Thus according to Eq.(10) and Eq.(3), the average RSP-fidelity considered upto
Bob?, by taking all the possible measurement outcomes in different contexts into
account, can be represented by

o1 , ,
AB" _ 7 7 7 7
P =g [ 0 o o)
+ ol (Y20 i L2[¥)) ds

1 27 . . . .
3 | 0 Wi Tl

+p- <¢i|0z-P;|Eii oY) de

:;+gjﬁ(1+w/1—g), (i > 2) (A5)

k=1

A, (Le. ply) satisfy ply =

where the probabilities of finding the conditional states pZ‘E
+

plo= 1V, A\ (i >1).

Appendix B Sequential RSP for equatorial states
with a different classical strategy

When the classical strategy is defined under the special implementation of the clas-
sical channel where Bob hints Alice about the azimuthal angle of the Bloch sphere
without disturbing his own system, then the optimal classical bound under such cir-
cumstances comes out to be % + % ~ (.818 as shown in [23]. By repeating our analysis
for the quantum strategy described in the main text, we find the minimum sharp-
ness of measurements required for quantum advantage for all subsequent Bobs for the
performance of RSP in the multiple observer scenario as follows.

i = Bob* Range of \;
= 2nd classical strategy
1 (0.637 - 1
2 (0.719- 1
3 (0.848 - 1

Table B1 The domain of sharpness parameters for which 3 Bobs altogether attain the average
RSP-fidelity given by Eq.(26) with a gain compared to the classical bound of % + %

Here we observe that 3 Bobs consecutively achieve success in the 100% successful
RSP-protocol while Bob* achieves a maximum of 0.79 subject to the sharp measure-
ment done by him. However, it is not obvious how to generalise the above classical
strategy for states corresponding to the non-equatorial circles of the Bloch sphere.
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Appendix C Sequential RSP with
6 =tan"'v2,6 =17

Result 1. There can be at most 3 Bobs who sequentially prepare the remote states in
Alice’s lab with success achieved by all of them against our optimal classical strategy
by choosing from a non-equatorial circle with polar angle (0) either tan=' /2 or (m —
tan=' v/2) (in radian) on the Bloch sphere when Alice and Bob' share a mazimally
entangled state (§ = ) initially.

Proof. The average fidelity of preparing remote state at Alice’s side by Bob? under
suitable post-selection method at the end of the i-th step of performing the task of
RSP with 50% success as 6 € (0,7), is given by,

A _ fglaﬂ(e_;nl v2) o i [1 + ?j‘jl ;1:[_11 (1 + 2\/@)}7 (i >2) (C6)

with the use of Eq.(11), where f3*y_i.n-1 3 = fi "l (9=r—tan—1 vz) = 0-803.

There exists a finite range of )\; in each step upto Bob! (i > 2), for which non-
classical advantage through RSP-fidelity can be gained i.e. f2B" > 0.803 in comparison
with our classical strategy. It is in accordance with the possible range of sharpness
parameters \;, (j < i) employed by all the previous Bobs upto Bob? Vj € {1,2,...,i—1}
to achieve RSP at Alice’s side with quantum average fidelity. This is demonstrated in
Table C2.

i = Bob® | Range of \;
1 (0.605 - 1]
2 (0.701 -1
3 (0.866 - 1

Table C2 The range of sharpness parameters A\; € ((A\;)min, 1] for which 3 Bobs can independently

share the task of RSP at Alice’s side with average ﬁdelityf(ﬁ,Bi > 0.803 as compared to the classical
strategy.

Corresponding to the 4-th Bob, there exists no region of A4 € [0, 1] for which Bob*
can be successful in preparing remote state at Alice’s side whenever all the Bobs choose
a circle with polar angle either tan™' /2 or (7 — tan~'+/2) from the Bloch sphere.
Bob* achieves optimum average RSP-fidelity, i.e. 0.733 even by doing a projective
measurement. Therefore, at most 3 independent Bobs are able to exhibit the half
successful task of RSP in the given scenario where all the Bobs apply similar kind of
approach sequentially to achieve success against the optimal classical strategy. O

Appendix D Sequential RSP with Werner state

Result 2. The mazimum number of Bobs preparing remote states sequentially at
Alice’s side with success accomplished by all of them uniformly compared to our optimal
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classical strategy is upper bounded by 6 when Alice shares the Werner state with Bob!
initially. As the mizedness of the initial state increases, the mazimum number of Bobs
reduces to zero gradually.

Proof. We suppose that, p* = py given by Eq.(22) which has mixedness quantified
by the linear entropy [62] as Sp(pw) = 3(1 — Tr[p?,]) = 1 — ¢* where the Werner
parameter ¢ € [0, 1]. There are a number of Bobs at one half of the Werner state who
wants to sequentially prepare remote states from the equatorial circle of the Bloch
sphere (6 = %) to Alice present at the other half of the shared state. For the RSP
protocol in this scenario, the average RSP-fidelity corresponding to Bob' by applying
Eq.(10) or Eq.(3) becomes

(ﬁ)Bl _ 1 +26>\1 _ 1+4/1 725L(pw))\1 (D7)

which can not produce 100% success of the protocol (i.e. f(ﬁJBl # 1) even for the sharp
measurement at Bob!’s side (i.e. Ay = 1) until the initial state is the singlet state with
¢ = 1 given by Eq.(1). Here (ﬁ)Bl is higher than the classical fidelity bound i.e. % when

1 1 . . . . .
5 <1. o= 1
55 < A1 < 1. Hence (A1) min 25w which increases with the mixedness and is

the lowest when ¢ = 1 i.e. for the singlet state. When p' is the maximally mixed state
(c = 0), then fAB f = % and is not capable of doing RSP with quantum advantage
even by employing a single Bob. And the allowed range of (A1)min < 1 is analogous to
c> % Therefore no Bob can prepare remote states from the equatorial plane of the
Bloch sphere at Alice’s side when 0 < ¢ < %

For subsequent Bobs (i > 2), the average RSP-fidelity as per Eq.(10) or Eq.(3), by

using pi, = p’. = 1 Ve, ¢;, \;, becomes
i1

ngizéJrc;iH(Hm—Ag), (i >2) (D8)

k=1

which is larger than 2 corresponding to the equatorial circle (§ = %) of the Bloch

sphere when (A;)min < A; < 1. For instance, (A2)min = 4¢ — 2v/4¢? — 1 by comparing
the average RSP-fidelity with its classical counterpart. We plot in Fig.D1 (A\;)min Vi
within the allowed region of \; Vi and show that, there can not be more than 6
sequential Bobs who can successfully share RSP with Alice in comparison with our
optimal classical strategy for the initially shared Werner state in the given framework.
It can be observed from Fig.D1 that, (A;)min Vi < 6 is inversely proportional to c.
Thus as the mixedness of the initial state increases, (\;)min Vi becomes larger and it
becomes difficult for more number of Bobs to gain success in the RSP-protocol and
the optimal bound on the number of Bobs (n) decreases.

The bound, n is maximum, i.e. 6 for the pure initial (singlet) state with ¢ =
1, whereas it gradually decreases depending upon the mixedness of the initial state
and becomes zero for ¢ < % or the linear entropy Sr(pw) > %. In Table D3, we
demonstrate the bound on the successful Bobs (n) corresponding to the regions of
Werner parameters of pyy for which all the n-number of Bobs achieve non-classical
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Fig. D1 (Color Online) {(A;)min}$ are plotted against the Werner state parameter c of the initial state
where the remote states are prepared from the equatorial circle (§ = %) in order to achieve non-classical

average RSP-fidelity by applying Eq.(D8) corresponding to Bob®.

advantage. We assume that all the Bobs follow the same strategy to compute the
average RSP-fidelity while the task of sharing RSP truncates subject to the failure of
the last Bob for a given iteration to attain the non-classical supremacy.

Range of ¢
[0, 5]
(5,0.625]
(0.625,0.725
(0.725, 0.811
(0.811,0.888
(0.888,0.959
(0.959, 1]
Table D3 At most n-number of Bobs can sequentially prepare the remote states from equatorial

circle (0 = %) of the Bloch sphere such that every Bob upto Bob™ are capable for doing RSP with

average RSP-fidelity> % by employing Eq.(D8) when the visibility of the Werner state lies within
the region given by column 2.

DU [ W N =] O3

If the remote states are chosen from the non-equatorial circles (0 # %), then
corresponding to Bob! the average RSP-fidelity under suitable post-selection technique
by employing Eq.(11) or Eq.(13) becomes

max
AB! fcl 1+c)
= — 4 — D9
av 2 4 ( )
1 in3 . . . .
and fAP > fmax occurs when A > W which increases with the mixedness

and becomes the smallest for the singlet state. No Bob is able to successfully prepare
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remote states from the non-equatorial circles of the Bloch sphere at Alice’s side when
the initial state is mixed maximally. On the other hand, corresponding to subsequent
Bobs (i > 2), the average fidelity of preparing remote states from the non-equatorial
circles of the Bloch sphere (6 # 7, 6 € (0,7)) under the method of post-selection, by
applying p’, = p' = % Ve, 0, i, A, becomes

i—1

Lﬁ)Bi :@ + i + ci\i [00529 H (cosQH—&—sinQH\/l —Ai)
k=1
. i1
+S;?7_219 1—[(sir129—|-((:052(9—1—1)\/1—)%)}7 (1>2) (D10)

k=1

according to Eq.(11) or Eq.(13) which decreases as the mixedness of the initial state
increases, therefore it becomes higher than the classical fidelity bound for the lesser
number of eligible Bobs in the sequence from the analogy of the previous discussion.
The action of each sequential Bob remains uniform throughout the sharing of RSP-
protocol which continues till the last Bob in a given sequence achieves the non-classical
advantage by comparing with the optimal classical strategy proposed by us. Note
that, RSP-protocol for the non-equatorial circles of the Bloch sphere can achieve the
success of less than 50% in case of Werner state as the initial state. As a consequence,
we generally summarize that, no more than 6 Bobs can share the task of RSP with
an Alice when the Werner state is shared at the beginning and the optimum number
of Bobs changes inversely with the mixedness of the Werner state. O
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