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Assume that Alice, Bob, and Charlie share a tripartite pure state [ apc). We prove that if Alice
cannot distill entanglement with either Bob or Charlie using |¢)apc) and local operations with any
one of the following configurations for classical communication: (A — B, A + C),(A+ B, A — C),
and (A <> B, A +» C), then the same is also true for the other two configurations. Moreover, this
happens precisely when the state is such that both its reductions pap and pac are separable,
which is further equivalent to the reductions being PPT. This, in particular, implies that any NPT
bipartite state is such that either the state itself or its complement is 2-way distillable. In proving
these results, we first obtain an explicit lower bound on the 2-way distillable entanglement of low
rank bipartite states. Furthermore, we show that even though not all low rank states are 1-way
distillable, a randomly sampled low rank state will almost surely be 1-way distillable.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement is a resource of fundamental importance
in quantum information theory. Use of entanglement
makes numerous information-theoretic protocols possible
in the quantum realm, which are classically impossible.
These include quantum teleportation [1], various quan-
tum cryptographic protocols [2, 3|, and superdense cod-
ing [4]. Since noise and decoherence are inescapable fea-
tures of our world, purification (or distillation) of noisy
entanglement is of key importance in the execution of
many of the aforementioned protocols.

In an entanglement distillation setup [5-7], Alice and
Bob initially share n copies of a mixed bipartite state
pap. Their aim is to obtain, via a completely positive
trace-preserving map A, comprising of local operations
and 1-way (A — B) or 2-way classical communication (1-
LOCC or 2-LOCC), a state A, (p%p) that is close to m,,
copies of the Bell state QF := |Q3 XQF |, where [QF) =
(100)+11))/V2. If || An(p5) — Q3™ || = O as n — oo,
then the asymptotic rate lim,_,o m,/n of ebit genera-
tion is called an achievable rate for 1-way (resp. 2-way)
entanglement distillation. The 1-way (resp. 2-way) distil-
lable entanglement D_, (pap) (resp. D (pap)) is defined
as the supremum over all achievable rates under 1-LOCC
(resp. 2-LOCC). The inequality D, (pap) > D_(paB)
holds trivially since every 1-LOCC operation is also a
2-LOCC operation. The inequality can also be strict [6].

The ‘environment’ in the above scheme is modelled
via a third party (say, Charlie), so that the three par-
ties together share a purification |[apc) of pap. Al
ice then shares the complementary state p 5 = pac =
Trg [Yapc)apc| with Charlie [8]. In the distillation of
pAB, as maximal entanglement is established between Al-
ice and Bob, Charlie gets uncorrelated from both of them
due to the monogamy of entanglement [9, 10]. However,
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if Alice and Charlie are also allowed to communicate clas-
sically, and if the end goal is for Alice to distill ebits at
the best rate possible — regardless of whether it is done
with Bob or Charlie — then Alice can either choose pap
or pac in the distillation scheme, depending on which
state yields the best rate. This leads to the definition
of the following maximal distillation rates, one for each
configuration of communication links between the three
parties (Fig 1):

DZ(Yape) :=max{D(pac),Des(pan)},
D3 (Yape) :=max{D_,(pac),De(pan)},
DZ (Yapc) == max{D (pac), D—(par)},
DZ (Yapc) == max{D_(pac), D (pap)}. (1)

Note that the above quantities do not depend on the par-
ticular choice of the purification |¢)4pc). The state pap
(or equivalently the pure state Yapc = |[Yapc)XVascl|)
is said to be 2-way fully undistillable if D (Yape) = 0.
Similarly, it is said to be (1,2)-way (resp. (2,1)-way) fully
undistillable if DZ (v apc) (resp. DZ(Yapc)) is zero.
It is worth emphasizing that in the above setting, once
Alice chooses the party with whom she wishes to distill
entanglement (say Bob), Alice and Bob can only com-
municate with each other and not with Charlie. Here is
another way to look at this. We can think of Alice as a
double agent who shares a tripartite state with Bob and
Charlie, each of whom thinks that Alice is going to exe-
cute the distillation protocol with them. However, Alice
is greedy and only wants to maximise her ebit output
(irrespective of who it is shared with). She chooses ei-
ther the reduced state with Bob or the one with Charlie,
depending on which gives her the better distillation rate.
Upon doing so, she cuts off all classical communication
with the third party. This is what makes our scenario dif-
ferent from the environment-assisted distillation setups
(see [11] and references therein), where Charlie acts as a
helper and is allowed to perform measurements and clas-
sically communicate with Alice and Bob to boost the rate
at which they can distill entanglement among themselves.
It turns out that distilling entanglement is intimately
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connected with the task of reliably transmitting quan-
tum information between two parties. If the quantum
communication link from Alice to Bob is modelled by a
quantum channel ® : Mg, — M, (here, Mgy denotes
the set of all d x d complex matrices), the 1-way (resp. 2-
way) quantum capacity Q_, (P) (resp. Qo (P)) of ® is the
maximum rate at which Alice can reliably send quantum
information to Bob by using asymptotically many copies
of ® and 1-way (A — B) (resp. 2-way) classical com-
munication. If no classical communication between Alice
and Bob is allowed, the corresponding quantity Q(®) is
simply called the quantum capacity of ®. The bounds
Qe (P) > O, (P) > Q(P) hold trivially. Surprisingly, 1-
way communication does not help in transmitting quan-
tum information, i.e., Q(®) = Q_,(®) [6]. However, 2-
way communication can increase the quantum capacity
of some channels, i.e., Q. (®) > Q_,(®) for these chan-
nels [6]. In order to establish the link between quantum
information transmission and entanglement distillation,
we first define the Choi state

Jap(®) := (i[de®)(QF), (2)

where [QF ) := (1//da)Y, lii) € C¥ @ C4 is maxi-
mally entangled and Qf := ’QIA XQy |- The idea [6] is
that Alice can locally prepare multiple copies of Q;‘A and
send one part of each copy to Bob via the channel @, so
that at the end they share multiple copies of the state
Jap(®) among themselves. Then, if Alice and Bob can
distill ebits from J4p(®) at an asymptotic rate R, they
can use these ebits in the standard teleportation protocol
to send quantum information from A — B at the same
rate. This gives us the bounds:

Q6 (P) > Dy (Jap(®)); Q- (@) > D (Jan(®)). (3)
On the other hand, if Alice and Bob initially share multi-
ple copies of the Choi state J4p(®), they can implement
the channel ® with probability 1/d% by using Jap(®) in

the standard teleportation protocol [6], [12, Section 2.1].
This fact can be used to obtain the following bound:

dng(l)(il) < D, (Jap(®?)), (4)
A

B

C

where Q1) (®) is the coherent information of ® and its
regularization yields the l-way quantum capacity (see
Appendix B for more details).

Let us now briefly describe the primary contribution
of our work. Recall that a state psp is called

1. separable if it lies in the convex hull of product
states, i.e., states of the form o4 ® vp;

2. PPT if it has positive partial transpose;
3. 2-way undistillable if Do (pap) = 0;

4. 1-way undistillable if D_,(pap) = 0.

The implications 1 = 2 = 3 = 4 are well-
known. However, 4 =4 3 [6] and 2 =4 1 [13]. Decid-
ing whether or not every non-PPT (NPT) state is 2-way
distillable is a fundamental open problem [14, 15]. In this
paper, we resolve an interesting variant of this problem.
We prove that a state is Z-way fully undistillable, i.e.,
D& (Yape) =0, if and only if both pap and its comple-
ment pac are separable, which is further equivalent to
both of them being PPT. Clearly, 2-way full undistilla-
bility implies (2,1)- and (1,2)-way full undistillability:

DZ(Yape) =0 = 0= D5 (Yapc) = DZ(Yasc) (5)

However, it might be the case that D (Yapc) = 0, but
allowing backward classical communication from Bob to
Alice makes distillation possible so that D& (¥apc) > 0.
Surprisingly, we show that this is impossible because of
the following equivalences (Corollary I1.9):

D (Yapc) =0 <= DZ(Yapc) =0
<~ DZ("/JABC) = 07 (6)

This uselessness of backward classical communication
in the stated entanglement distillation setup is quite
counter-intuitive and is the crux of our paper. We also
prove that the above equivalences break down for 1-way
full undistillability, i.e., there exist states ¥ 4 g such that
D= (Yape) =0 but DE (Yape) > 0 (Corollary 11.7).
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Figure 1: Alice, Bob, and Charlie share a tripartite pure state [t)apc) and can classically communicate in any one of the three configurations
shown above. The task is for Alice to distill maximally entangled states with either Bob or Charlie. Our main result shows that if any one of these
configurations is useless for the stated task, then so are the other two. Moreover, this is the case precisely when |14 pc) is such that the reduced
states pap and pac are both separable.

In order to prove the above results, we exploit the
distillability properties of low rank quantum states, i.e.,

states pap satisfying rank pap < rankppg. It is known
that such states are 2-way distillable [16, Theorem 1].



We first improve this result by deriving an explict lower
bound on the 2-way distillable entanglement of such
states (Theorem II.1). Furthermore, we show that not
all low rank states are 1-way distillable (Example I1.2).
However, it turns out that a simple additional rank con-
straint on such states makes distillation possible by us-
ing only 1-way classical communication (Theorem II.3).
Using this result, we prove that a randomly selected
low rank state is almost surely 1-way distillable (Theo-
rem I1.4). Finally, we use Theorem I1.3 along with some
previously known results stated in Appendix A to derive
our main results on full undistillability of quantum states
(Theorems II.5 and II.8, and Corollary I1.9).

II. RESULTS

As mentioned before, any low rank quantum state is
known to be 2-way distillable [16, Theorem 1]. The fol-
lowing theorem strengthens this result by providing a
concrete lower bound on the 2-way distillable entangle-
ment of such states. Our proof exploits the hashing bound
[6, 17], which shows that for any state pap, the coher-
ent information I¢, (pap) := S(pp) — S(pap) is a 1-way
achievable rate for distilling entanglement from p4p via
the hashing protocol, where S(p) := — Tr(plogp) is the
von Neumann entropy function (all logarithms are taken
with base 2).

Theorem I1.1. Let pap be a quantum state satisfying
r=rankpap < rankpp =rp. Then,

D (pap) > A3, rpllogrp —logr] > 0,
where \B. is the minimum positive eigenvalue of pp.

In particular, pap is 2-way distillable. Similarly, if r <
rank pg =14, then

D (paB) > )\r‘iinrA[logrA —logr] > 0.

Proof. We prove only the first part. The idea is for Bob
to locally apply a filter (this is just a local measurement
on Bob’s subsystem) which succeeds with some non-zero
probability in such a way that the filtered state py 5 sat-
isfies pl3 = Il /rp, where Il projects onto the support
of pp (note that Bob has to convey the filtering results to
Alice via backward classical communication, so that they
can discard the states for which the filtering fails). The
two parties can then distill entanglement from p/y 5 at the
desired rate via the hashing protocol. Further details of
the proof can be found in Appendix C. O

Note that the strategy used to prove Theorem II.1
would fail if classical communication is only allowed from
Alice to Bob, since then Bob would not be able to convey
the results of the filtering procedure to Alice. In fact, one
can explicitly construct a state which has low rank but
is still 1-way undistillable, as we now do.

Example I1.2. We use the construction from [18]. Let
Q: Mg, = Mg, ®Mg,, ~ Mg, be defined as ®(p) =
(p®A(p))/2, where dg = da and A: Mg, — Mgy, isa
channel with rank J44/(A) = d%. Then, rank J4p(®) =
d% +1. Moreover, any channel ®¢ : M, — M, that is
complementary to ® is antidegradable, i.e., there exists a
channel N : My, — My, such that ®¢ = N o ®. Such
channels are known to have zero 1-way quantum capacity
Q_,(®°) = 0 [19]. The Choi state J4c(P°) then serves
as our desired example, since

rank Jao(®¢) < 2da < d4 + 1 = rank Jo (),

but D, (Jac(®9)) < Q_,(®°) = 0. On the other hand,
Theorem II.1 ensures that

Q4 (9°) > Dy (Jac(®9))
> Agin(d3 + 1llog(d% + 1) — log(2d.)],

where G ..
Jo(®°).

We have seen that although low rank states are 2-
way distillable, they may not always be l-way distill-
able. However, a simple additional constraint on these
low rank states makes distillation of entanglement pos-
sible with only 1-way classical communication. Before
stating this result, let us note that for any |¢4) € C%4,

is the minimum positive eigenvalue of

rank p% < min{rank pap,rank pp}, (7)

where p, := Tra[(|paXba| ® 15)pag]. The proof of this
claim can be found in Appendix D [20].

Theorem I1.3. Let pap be a quantum state satisfying
r = rankpap < rankpp = rg. If there exists |pa) €
Ca with rankp‘g = min{r,rg} = r, then pap is I-way
distillable, i.c., D_,(pag) > 0.

Proof. Instead of Bob, it is now Alice who performs the
filtering procedure in exactly the same way as before.
The two parties finally share the filtered state p/y 5 sat-
isfying p/y = I14/r4, which they use to probabilistically
implement a channel ¢, from A — B. This channel
can be shown to have positive quantum capacity using
recently obtained results [21, 22], which when combined
with Eq. (4) yields the stated result. The details of the
proof are presented in Appendix E. O

The above theorem is the primary technical contribu-
tion of our work. The filtering method described above
along with the bound in Eq. (4) allow us to exploit the
recently developed perturbative tools for detecting posi-
tive quantum capacities of quantum channels [21, 22] to
study distillability of low rank quantum states.

In general, for a state p 4 g, it is difficult to ascertain the
existence of [p4) € C%4 such that p% saturates the bound
in Eq. (7). However, we can show that for a randomly
sampled low rank state, such a |¢4) exists almost surely,
which means that such a state is almost surely 1-way
distillable. In order to state this result more precisely, we
first outline the steps to randomly sample a state [23].



e Fix dimensions d4 > 1,dp € N.

e For each d¢ € N, let |¢papc) be a pure state sam-
pled according to the Haar measure on the unit
sphere in C% @ C%s © Cdc,

(] Then, PAB — TI‘C |¢ABC><¢ABC‘ is our randomly
selected state (denoted as pap ~ fd.)-

Theorem I1.4. Let pap ~ pa. with doc < dp be a ran-
dom low rank state. Then, pap is almost surely 1-way
distillable, i.e., D_,(pap) > 0 almost surely.

Proof. See Appendix F O

The analogue of the above result for quantum channels
was obtained recently in [24]. The distillability properties
of low rank quantum states are summarized in Table I.

Do (pag) > AB. rellogrs — logr] > 0.

D_,(paB) can be zero but
D_.(pag) > 0 almost surely.

Table I: Distillability of low rank quantum states pap satisfying r = rank pap < rankpp = rp.

Before proceeding further, the readers should get
themselves familiarized with some previously known re-
sults on the entanglement properties of low rank quantum
states that are listed in Appendix A. These will be cru-
cial in obtaining our main results on full undistillability
properties of quantum states stated below.

Theorem IL.5. Let pap be a state with D_,(pS5) = 0.
Then, the following are equivalent:

1. pap 1is separable.
2. pap 1s PPT.
3. D<—>(PAB) =0.

Proof. The forward implications 1 — 2 =— 3
are well-known. To show that 3 =— 1, assume that
D (pap) = 0. Since D_,(p%5) = 0= D_(pac) (Recall
that p% 5 = pac), Theorem II.3 shows that either

rank pap = rank pc < rankpac =rankpp, (8)

or pac is such that for all [¢p4) € C4,

rank p‘g = rank pg < min{rank pc,rank pac}  (9)
= min{rank psp,rank pp}.

However, the latter condition implies that D, (pap) >0
(Theorem A.4), which leads to a contradiction. Hence,
Eq. (8) is the only possibility, in which case Theorem A.2
shows that p4p is separable. O

Remark I1.6. [t is pertinent to mention here that the
equivalences stated in Theorem I1.5 were also obtained in

[25, Theorem 2], but under a much stronger assumption
of pac being PPT.

Note that a state pap with D_,(p% 5) = 0 may be such
that D_,(pag) = 0 but D (pap) > 0. Choi states of
NPT self-complementary channels (i.e., channels & with
NPT Choi states which admit a complement ®¢ = ®) are
examples of such states. For instance, the qutrit Werner-
Holevo channel ®wy : M3 — M3 defined as

Tr(X)15 — X7
2

is NPT self-complementary [18], so that Q_,(®Pwmu) = 0.
However, Theorem II.5 shows that Q. (®wn) > 0. We
are thus led to the following result.

Pwn(X) = (10)

Corollary 11.7. For any NPT self-complementary chan-
nel ® : Mg, - Ma,, D (Jap(®)) = Q,(P) =0 but

We now show that if a state pap is such that
D (pac) = 0, then it is 1-way undistillable if and only
if it is 2-way undistillable.

Theorem IL.8. Let pap be a state with D (pSp5) = 0.
Then, the following are equivalent:

1. pap is separable.
2. pap is PPT.

3. D (pap) =0.
4. D (paB) = 0.

Proof. All the forward implications are well-known.
Hence, it suffices to prove 4 = 1. So assume that
D_.(pap) = 0. Then, p% 5 = pac must be separable
according to Theorem II.5. Moreover, since D_,(pap) =
0= D_(pac), we infer from the hashing bound that

I¢ (paB)
I¢(pac) = 15, (pag)

IA A

07
0. (11)

Hence, I° (pap) = 0 and the desired conclusion follows
from Theorem A.3. O

By using Theorem I1.5 and Theorem I1.8, our primary
result as stated in the Introduction can be derived with
ease.

Corollary I1.9. Let |¢apc) be a tripartite pure state.
Then, the following are equivalent:

1. pap and pac are separable.
2. pap and pac are PPT.

3. DE(Wapce) =0.

4. DE(Yape) =0.

5. DZ(Yapc) =0.

Proof. Follows immediately from Theorems I1.5 and II.8.
O



The above corollary can be considered as a significant
generalization of [26, Corollary 6], where it was shown
that if p4p and its complement p 4c are both PPT, then
both of them must be separable.

Finally, let us recall that every PPT state is 2-way
undistillable, but we do not know if the converse holds.
The following corollary is a partial resolution of this prob-
lem. We show that even if there exists an NPT 2-way
undistillable state pap, Alice can still distill entangle-
ment with Charlieby using the complementary state pac.

Corollary I1.10. Let pap be an NPT state. Then, ei-
ther pap or its complement pac is 2-way distillable.

Proof. Assume on the contrary that D (pap) = 0 =
D (pac). Then, Corollary 11.9 shows that pap and pac
are both PPT, thus leading to a contradiction. O

III. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have studied how different configu-
rations of classical communication between three parties
sharing a pure state |¢apc) affect their ability to distill
entanglement. Our main result shows that the properties
of being 2,(1,2), and (2,1)—way fully undistillable are
equivalent for [ apc). In other words, if Alice is already
allowed two-way classical communication with Bob (say),
then allowing two-way communication between Alice and
Charlie is no better than just forward classical communi-
cation from Alice to Charlie. Moreover, this happens pre-
cisely when |¢4p¢) is such that both its reductions pap
and pac are PPT, which is further equivalent to both
the reductions being separable. In addition to providing
new insight into the role of classical communication in
entanglement distillation, our results also shed light on
the structure of undistillable quantum states.

Since the 2-way full undistillability of a tripartite pure
state implies separability of its two bipartite reductions
(cf. Corollary I1.9), it means that in this case, these
reductions are also useless from the perspective of pri-
vate key distillation. Hence, in the tripartite distilla-
tion setting that we consider, the notions of being 2-way
entanglement-undistillable and 2-way key-undistillable
are equivalent, in contrast to the bipartite setting [27, 28].
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Appendix A: Summary of known results

For the reader’s convenience, we state some previously
known results on distillability of low rank quantum states
in this appendix. These results have been employed at
several places throughout the main body of our work.

Theorem A.1. [16, Theorem 1] Let pap be a quan-
tum state satisfying rank pap < max{rank ps,rank pp}.
Then, pap is 2-way distillable.

Theorem A.2. Let pap be a quantum state satisfying
rank pap < max{rank ps,rank pg}. Then, the following
are equivalent:

1. pap 1is separable.
2. pap is PPT [30, Theorem 1J.
3. D (pap) =0 [29, Theorem 10].

Theorem A.3. [25, Lemma /] Let pap be a quantum
state such that its complement pac is separable. Then,
pap is separable if and only if I°,(pap) = 0.

Theorem A.4. [29, Theorem 8] Let pap be a quantum
state such that for all |pa),
rank p(g < min{rank psp,rank pp}. (A1)

Then, pap is 2-way distillable.

Appendix B: Coherent information and the Proof of
Eq. (4)

As in the case of entanglement distillation, the leakage
of information by a channel ® : My, — Mg, to the

‘environment’ is modelled via a third party called Charlie.
Stinespring dilation theorem shows that there exists an
isometry V : C%4 — C?2 @ C? such that Bob receives
the output ®(p) = Trc(VpV 1) while Charlie receives the
complementary output ®¢(p) = Trp(VpVT) [31]. The
coherent information of ® : Mg, — Mg, is defined as

Q1(®) = max (S[@(pa)] ~ S10(pa)))  (BY)
= |£jf:,(> Ic_> (O’A/B), (B2)

where
oaB = (Pasp®idasa)(|Yaa)baarl) (B3)

and the optimization is over all pure states |44/) €
Cd4 ® Cla’ (or over all mixed states ps in Eq. (B1))
with dg = da. It is known [14, 32, 33| that the full
1-way capacity of ® admits the following regularized ex-
pression:

0, (®) = Q(®) = lim Q@)

n—oo n

(B4)

Proof of Eq. (4). The crucial step in this proof is a
probabilistic implementation of ® via its Choi state with
the help of teleportation. Assume that Alice and Bob
share N copies of the Choi state J4p(®). Alice then
locally prepares N copies of a pure state [¢44/) with
da = da. On each copy of Jap(®) and [1hg4/), Alice
performs a generalized measurement on the two A sys-
tems with measurement operators {QL, 1- QJA}. It is
easy to see that Alice obtains the outcome corresponding
to the maximally entangled state QIA with probability
1/d%, in which case Alice and Bob finally share the state
o4'p as defined in Eq. (B3). They can then use the hash-
ing protocol on these states to distill entanglement with
rate .7 (0 4/5)/d%. Finally, since |p44/) can be any pure
state, we get the required bound:

1 1

D (Jap(®)) > —5 max I.7(cap) = QW (®). O
A% 1aar) d3

(B5)

Appendix C: Proof of Theorem II.1

Assume that Alice and Bob initially share N copies
of pap. On each such copy, Bob performs a
generalized measurement with measurement operators

{Yp,\/1—Y}Yg}, where Yz = /AB, p5'/? and the
measurement succeeds if the outcome corresponding to
Yp is observed. This happens with probability psycc =

Tr {(1,4 ®@Yp)pap(la® Yg»)}
the post-measurement state is given by

. B . .
= Aoin"B, in which case

(14 © Yp)pap(la®@YE).

e C1
PAB Douce (C1)
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Bob conveys the measurement results to Alice via clas-
sical communication, so that they can discard the states
for which the measurement failed. After this step, Al-
ice and Bob share ~ pgye.N copies of p/y5. Note that
ps = Ilg/rp, where Ilp is the orthogonal projection
onto the support of pg. Alice and Bob can now use the
hashing protocol on the filtered states to distill entangle-
ment with rate

Psucel®, (Pan) = A7 B[S (08) = S(plap)]
> \B. rpllogrg —logr]. O (C2)

Appendix D: Proof of Eq. (7)

Clearly, the map

A:./\/ldA %MdB

oa— Tral(ca ®1B)pas] (D1)

is positive. For any |¢4), since € |pa)Xda| < 14 for small
enough € > 0, we get €p% = A(e|dalpal) < A(la) =
pp. Hence, rank p% < rank pg. Similarly, rank p}g =
rank pg <rankpc =rankpap. U

Appendix E: Proof of Theorem I1.3

Assume that Alice and Bob initially share N copies
of pap. On each such copy, Alice performs a
generalized measurement with measurement operators

{Ya,\/1=Y]IYa}, where Y4 = /AA_p "% The
measurement succeeds if the outcome corresponding to
Y4 is observed (this happens with probability psyee =

Tr[(YA@)lB)pAB(Yj@lB)} > 0), in which case the

post-measurement state is

1
Pap = (Ya®1p)pap(Yi®1p).  (E1)

psucc

Note that p’y =II4/74, where II4 projects orthogonally
onto the support of p4 and r4 = rankps. By using
the teleportation trick explained in the proof of Eq. (4),
Alice and Bob can use p/4 g to probabilistically implement
the channel ®, : M,, — Mg, defined by Jap(®,) =

p's5- Moreover, rank Jap(®,) =r < rp = rank Jg(®, )
(recall that if A, B € M, are positive semi-definite with
supp B C supp 4, then rank ABA" = rank B), and

©p(X) = @y (Y4 XY, (E2)

where @, is a completely positive (not necessarily trace-
preserving) map defined by J4p(®,) = pap. Hence, the
constraint rank p‘g = r translates into the following:

rank @ (Za |pafdal Za) = rank ,(|pa)Pal)
= rank p‘g = min{r,rg} =r,
where Z4 = (Y,/ )71 It is known that a channel satis-
fying the above conditions can transmit quantum infor-

mation at a non-zero rate: Q) (®,) > 0 [22, Corollary
I1.8]. Hence, we have

D%(pAB) Z psuch%(p{AB) Z %Q%(Q);ﬂ) > Oa

A
(E3)
where the penultimate inequality follows from Eq. (4). O

Appendix F: Proof of Theorem 11.4

It is easy to prove that for (Mg, ® Mg, ) D paB ~ tde s
the following statements are almost surely true:

rank pap = min{dec,dadp},
rank pp = min{dp,dadc}. (F1)

Hence, for pap ~ pa, and de < dp, rank pap < rank pp
almost surely. Moreover, a random pure state [ apc) is
nothing but a (suitably normalized) dgdc X d4 random
matrix with i.i.d. standard complex Gaussian entries.
Hence, each of its columns |V}) for i = 1,2,...,da,
considered as vectors in C?® ® C9¢ have full Schmidt
rank =min{dpg, dc} = dc almost surely. In other words,
for any basis vector |i4) € C?4, we have

rank p% = rank Trc |V§C><V§C’ =dc (F2)
almost surely (recall that pi;, was defined below Eq. (7)).

A simple application of Theorem II.3 then gives us the
desired result. [
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