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G eneralentanglem ent-assisted transform ation for bipartite pure quantum states
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W e introduce the generalcatalysts forpure entanglem enttransform ationsunderlocaloperations

and classicalcom m unications in such a way that we disregard the pro� tand loss ofentanglem ent

ofthe catalystsper se. Assuch,the possibilities ofpure entanglem enttransform ations are greatly

expanded. W e also design an e� cient algorithm to detect whether a k � k generalcatalyst exists

for a given entanglem ent transform ation. This algorithm can as wellbe exploited to witness the

existence ofstandard catalysts.

PACS num bers:03.67.-a;03.67.M n

Entanglem entplaysacentralrolein quantum inform a-

tion processing (Q IP)tasks,such asquantum com m uni-

cation [1],quantum superdense coding [2]and quantum

com putation [3]. W ith the developm entofquantum in-

form ation science,peoplehaverealized thatquantum en-

tanglem entisa kind ofphysicalresource in nature,like

energy.To im plem entcertain Q IP tasks,m easuring,m a-

nipulatingand purifyingentanglem ent[4]by localopera-

tionsand classicalcom m unications(LO CC)areunavoid-

able. An im portantproblem concernsthe entanglem ent

transform ation between bipartite states under LO CC.

Thisproblem arisesasa consequenceofthefundam ental

question ofhow we can convertone type ofphysicalre-

sourceintoanother.Therehavebeen considerablee� orts

devoted to thisproblem [5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14].

Bennettetal. m ade a � rststep on thisproblem [5]and

proposed an entanglem entconcentration protocolwhich

solves the entanglem ent transform ation problem in the

asym ptotic case. Another signi� cant advance for � nite

caseswasm adeby Nielsen [6],who connected theentan-

glem enttransform ation with the theory ofm ajorization

[15,16]in m athem atics. Letj i=
P

n

i= 1

p
�ijiijiiand

j’i =
P

n

i= 1

p
�ijiijii be pure bipartite states with or-

dered Schm idtcoe� cient(O SC)vectors = (�1;:::;�n)

and ’ = (�1;:::;�n), where �1 � � � � � �n � 0 and

�1 � � � � � �n � 0. Then there exists a transform a-

tion thatconvertsj ito j’iwith 100% probability un-

der LO CC i�  � ’,where � denotes a m ajorization

relation,nam ely,for1 � l� n

lX

i= 1

�i �

lX

i= 1

�i: (1)

Nielsen’s theorem provides us with a convenient tool

for investigating entanglem ent transform ation. Shortly

after Nielsen’s work, a surprising phenom enon discov-

ered by Jonathan and Plenio [8]is that som etim es an

extra entangled statecan allow otherwiseim possibleen-

tanglem ent transform ation to becom e realizable. The

extra state acts just like a catalyst in a chem icalreac-

tion,rem aining what it was before the transform ation.

A sim ple exam ple introduced by Jonathan and Plenio

is that j i 9 j’i but j i
 j�i ! j’i
 j�i, where

j i = (0:4;0:4;0:1;0:1), j’i = (0:5;0:25;0:25;0), and

j�i = (0:6;0:4). Here, we have used an O SC vector

to represent a bipartite state. But the state j�i can-

notalwaysactasan assistantin theaboveway,e.g.,itis

notcapable ofcatalyzing the transform ation j i! j’0i

wherej’0i= (0:48;0:27;0:25;0).

However,ifweallow som eentanglem entofthecatalyst

state j�i to be consum ed,then we willgreatly im prove

the possibilities of entanglem ent transform ations. For

exam ple,ifwe choose j�0i = (2=3;1=3),then,by using

Nielsen’s theorem ,one can easily verify that the trans-

form ation j i
 j�i! j’0i
 j�0ican be realized under

LO CC.During thisprocess,som eentanglem entofj�iis

consum ed,i.e.,E (j�i) > E (j�0i),where E is the von

Neum ann entanglem ententropy.

Form ally,suppose thatj iand j’iare bipartite pure

states with j i 9 j’i under LO CC,and that another

auxiliary bipartitepureentangled statej�iisstandby.If

thereexistsj�0isuch thatj i
 j�i! j’i
 j�0i,wecall

j�i a generalcatalyst for the entanglem ent transform a-

tion from j i to j’i,in the sense that we do not care

whether the entanglem ent ofcatalyst j�i is reduced or

increased during theprocess.W hen theentanglem entof

j�0ikeepsthesam easthatofj�i,i.e.,E (j�i)= E (j�0i),

the catalystj�i reducesto the standard one de� ned by

Jonathan and Plenio [8];ifE (j�i) < E (j�0i),the cat-

alystj�ibecom esthe so called supercatalyst introduced

by Bandyopadhyay etal.[11];ifE (j�i)> E (j�0i),som e

entanglem entofthecatalystisconsum ed,which isillus-

trated by the above exam ple;in thiscase we term j�ia

subcatalyst.

An im portantquestion arisesnaturally: G iven bipar-

titepurestatesj iand j’iwith j i9 j’iunderLO CC,

what states can be generalcatalysts for the above en-

tanglem enttransform ation? Another question concerns

how could wedecidewhetherornota k� k generalcat-

alystexistsforcertain entanglem enttransform ation.O n

theotherhand,asentanglem entisa very scarceresource

(becauseitcannotbe generated by localm eansand will

http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0603085v3
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unavoidably bedegraded by decoherencewhen transm it-

ted in a noisy environm ent),we hope thatthe entangle-

m entofthecatalystconsum ed during theentanglem ent-

assisted transform ation is as little as possible. This

evokes us to investigate the properties ofgeneralcata-

lysts,which willbe the � rst part ofthis paper. In the

following we shallstartwith the sim plestcases,i.e.,en-

tanglem enttransform ationsbetween 2� 2 bipartitepure

states.

Consider 2 � 2 bipartite pure states j i
#
= (�1;�2)

and j’i
#
= (�1;�2),where we have used j i

#
to denote

a state with Schm idt coe� cientvectors being sorted in

a nonincresing order,and j i 9 j’i under LO CC.As-

sum ethatweareprovided with another2� 2 entangled

bipartitepurestatej�i
#
= (x;1� x),where0:5� x � 1.

Thefollowingtheorem providesasu� cientand necessary

condition forj�ito bea generalcatalystforrealizingthe

transform ation ofj ito j’i:

Theorem 1. The above pure state j�iis a generalcat-

alystforthe transform ation of j ito j’ii� x � �1=�1.

Proof: Assum e that there exists j�0i
#
= (x0;1� x0)

such thatj i
 j�i! j’i
 j�0i.Using Nielsen’stheorem

we havex�1 � x0�1;and so x � x0�1=�1 � �1=�1:Con-

versely,we assum e thatx � �1=�1:Then we shallshow

thatj�iisa generalcatalyst.Notice � rstthat�1 > �1;

because j i9 j’i:Forconveniencewe divide the prob-

lem into two cases.

Case 1:x � �1.In thiscasewe can sortthe Schm idt

coe� cientsofj i
 j�iin a nonincreasing order

(j i
 j�i)
#
= (�1x;�2x;�1 (1� x);�2 (1� x)): (2)

Ifx0> �1,then

(j’i
 j�0i)
#
= (�1x

0
;�2x

0
;�1 (1� x

0);�2 (1� x
0));

(3)

and Nielsen’stheorem im posesthefollowing inequalities

8

<

:

�1x � �1x
0;

x � x0;

�1 + �2x � �1 + �2x
0:

(4)

These inequalities will be satis� ed as long as x0 �

m ax

n
� 1

�1
x;1� � 2

�2
(1� x)

o

: If otherwise, i.e., x0 � �1,

then the second inequality in (4)should be replaced by

x � �1 which, together with the assum ption x � �1;

contradictswith the requirem ent�1 > �1:

Case 2: x < �1. If x0 > �1, then the inequalities

im posed by Nielsen’stheorem are

8

<

:

�1x � �1x
0;

�1 � x0;

�1 + �2x � �1 + �2x
0;

(5)

which hold aslongasx0� m ax

n
� 1

�1
x;�1;1�

� 2

�2
(1� x)

o

:

Ifx0 � �1;then the second inequality in (5)willbe re-

placed by �1 � �1 which isacontradiction totheprem ise

�1 > �1: �

Rem ark. j�i is alwaysa subcatalyst since x0 > x. If

we choose the lower bound ofx0,then we could get an

optim alj�0i,in thattherewillbe a m inim um lossofen-

tanglem ent ofj�0i. An extrem e case on the other side

iswhere the entanglem entofthe auxiliary state iscom -

pletely consum ed.Indeed,any k� k bipartitepurestate

j�i
#
= (x1;:::;xk)isa generalcatalystfortransform ing

j i to j’i i� x1 � �1=�1:This can be shown by sim -

ply using Nielsen’s theorem and putting j�0i
#
= (1);

i.e., a separable state. If x1 is strictly sm aller than

�1=�1,we can always� nd su� ciently sm all" such that

j i
 j�i! j’i
 (1� ";"),thereby the auxiliary state

willnotbe consum ed com pletely. �
Next,weconsider3� 3 cases.

Theorem 2. Let 3 � 3 bipartite pure states

j i
#

= (�1;�2;�3) and j’i
#

= (�1;�2;�3) be in-

com parable, i.e., j i = j’i under LOCC. If x1 �

m inf�1=�1;(�1 + �2)=(�1 + �2)g,then an arbitrary k�

k bipartite pure state j�i
#
= (x1;:::;xk)isa generalcat-

alystfor the transform ation of j ito j’i.

Proof:Suppose the entanglem entofj�iiscom pletely

lost after the transform ation. Then it su� ces to con-

siderthe� rsttwo Schm idtcoe� cientsofj i
 j�i.Two

separatecasesshould be considered in turn.

Case 1: x1 � x2�1=�2. In this case,the two largest

Schm idt coe� cients ofj i
 j�i are �1x1 and �1x2. If

there exists j�i such that j i
 j�i ! j’i
 j�0i with

j�0ibeing a separable state,then Nielsen’stheorem im -

poses the conditions that x1 � �1=�1 and x1 + x2 �

(�1 + �2)=�1. O n the other hand,since j i = j’i,it

followsfrom Nielsen’stheorem thatone ofthe following

two possibilitiesm usthold:either

�

�1 > �1

�1 + �2 < �1 + �2
(6a)

or
�

�1 < �1

�1 + �2 > �1 + �2:
(6b)

In both cases,we have �1 + �2 > �1. Hence,the condi-

tion x1 + x2 � (�1 + �2)=�1 alwaysholdsand so can be

neglected.

Case 2: x1 > x2�1=�2. By a sim ilar procedure we

can verify that,in orderforj�ito be a generalcatalyst,

x1 m ustsatisfy x1 � m in

n
�1

� 1

;
�1+ �2

� 1+ � 2

o

:Ifthe above in-

equality isstrictforallx1,then there existcaseswhere

the entanglem entofj�0iislargerthan zero. �
The following Theorem 3,Theorem 4,and Exam ple 1

and Exam ple 2 show that som etim es the only possible

choice is to use subcatalysts. This captures what we

have em phasized that generalcatalysts greatly expand

the possibilitiesofentanglem enttransform ations.

Theorem 3. Let j i and j’i be incom parable states,

where j i
#
= (�1;:::;�n) and j’i

#
= (�1;:::;�n). Sup-

pose a 2� 2 or 3� 3 state j�iisa catalystforthe trans-

form ation of j ito j’i. If �1 > �1 and �n < �n,then

j�im ustbe a subcatalyst.
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Proof: First,suppose j�i
#
= (x;1� x) and j�0i

#
=

(x0;1� x0). By Nielsen’s theorem we have �1x � �1x
0

which, together with the condition �1 > �1, im plies

x < x0. Second,suppose j�i
#
= (x1;x2;x3)and j�0i

#
=

(x01;x
0
2;x

0
3). Using Nielsen’s theorem we have �1x1 �

�1x
0
1 and �nx3 � �nx

0
3 which,together with �1 > �1

and �n < �n,im ply x1 < x01 and x1 + x2 < x01 + x02.

Consequently,weobtain � � �0. �
Theorem 4. Let j iand j’ibe 2� n-levelstateswith

j i9 j’i,then theredoesnotexistanystandard catalyst

or supercatalystfor the transform ation of j ito j’i.

Proof: Suppose there exists a catalyst j�i such that

j i
 j�i ! j’i
 j�0i,with E (j�i) � E (j�0i). Then

we have E (j i)+ E (j�i) � E (j’i)+ E (j�0i),and so

E (j i) � E (j’i). Recalling that there is an equiv-

alence between j i ! j’i and E (j i) � E (j’i) for

2 � n-levelstates [6],we obtain j i ! j’i;which is a

contradiction. �
Notethatthistheorem iscom patiblewith Theorem 1.

Exam ple 1. W hen j i has fewer Schm idtcoe� cients

than j’i, by using Nielsen’s theorem it is evident that

no standard catalystexists for transform ing j i to j’i.

However,in som e situations the transform ation m ay be

realized by using a subcatalyst. Suppose j i
#
= (�1;�2),

j’i
#
= (�1;�2;�3),and j�i= (x;1� x). To im plem ent

the transform ation of j i to j’i,itis obvious thatthe

entanglem entof j�i should be consum ed com pletely. If

x � �1,then the condition arising from Nielsen’s theo-

rem reads x � m inf�1=�1;�1 + �2g;if x < �1,then the

condition reads x � �1=�;�1 � �1 + �2. W e conclude

that under the condition �1 � �1 + �2, the pure state

j�i= (x;1� x) with x � f�1=�1;�1 + �2g is a subcata-

lystfor transform ing j ito j’i.

Exam ple 2: Let j i =

�

1/3;
1/3;

1/6;
1/6

�

, and j’i =
�

1/6;
1/6;

1/6;
1/6;

1/12;
1/12;

1/12;
1/12

�

, we are provided

with another auxiliary 4 � 4 entangled bipartite state

j�i =

�

1/4;
1/4;

1/4;
1/4

�

as catalyst. W e could � nd an

optim alstate j�0i=

�

1/2;
1/2

�

(i.e.,the entanglem entof

thesubcatalyststate j�iconsum ed duringthetransform a-

tion reach a m inim um value) such thatthe transform a-

tion j i
 j�i! j’i
 j�0iispossible. Furtherm ore,itis

easyto show thatj i
 j�i$ j’i
 j�0i,sincetheSchm idt

coe� cients of j i
 j�iand j’i
 j�0iare the sam e. It

m eansthatwecould also transform thestate j’i
 j�0ito

j i
 j�i.Here,wecallstate j�iasa tim e-reversesubcat-

alystin the above entanglem enttransform ation process.

Next, we consider an interesting question. Let

fj i;j’ig and fj�i;j�0ig be two incom parable state

pairs.Can they assisteach otherm utually so asto real-

izethe transform ation j i
 j�i! j’i
 j�0iby LO CC?

W e shalldem onstrate thatthiscan be the case in som e

situations.

Exam ple 3. Consider two incom parable state pairs

fj i;j’ig and fj�i;j�0ig, where j i
#
= (�1;�2;�3),

j’i
#
= (�1;�2;�3), j�i

#
= (x1;x2;x3); and j�0i

#
=

(x01;x
0
2;x

0
3).Suppose that

�

�2x1 � �1x2 � �3x1 � �2x2;�3x2 � �1x3

�2x
0
1 � �1x

0
2;�2x

0
2 � �1x

0
3;�2x

0
3 � �3x

0
1

(7)

Then wecan sorttheSchm idtcoe� cientsof j i
 j�iand

j’i
 j�0iin a nonincreasing order

(j i
 j�i)
#
= (�1x1;�2x1;�1x2;�3x1;�2x2;�3x2;�1x3;

�2x3;�3x3); (8)

(j’i
 j�0i)
#
= (�1x

0

1;�2x
0

1;�1x
0

2;�2x
0

2;�1x
0

3;�2x
0

3;�3x
0

1;

�3x
0

2;�3x
0

3): (9)

Since j i= j’i,eitherthesetofinequalitiesin Eq.(6a)

or that in Eq. (6b) is satis� ed. To be speci� c, we as-

sum e the form er. Accordingly, in view ofthe fact that

j�i= j�0i;in order for the desired entanglem enttrans-

form ation to be realizable,thefollowing inequalitiesm ust

be satis� ed:

8

>>>>>>>>>>><

>>>>>>>>>>>:

x1 + x2 > x01 + x02;

�1x1 � �1x
0
1;

(�1 + �2)x1 � (�1 + �2)x
0
1;

(�1 + �2)x1 + �1x2 � (�1 + �2)x
0
1 + �1x

0
2;

x1 + �1x2 � (�1 + �2)(x
0
1 + x02);

x1 + (�1 + �2)x2 � �1 + �2 (x
0
1 + x02);

x1 + x2 � �1 + �2;

x1 + x2 + �1x3 � �1 + �2 + �3x
0
1;

x1 + x2 + (�1 + �2)x3 � �1 + �2 + �3 (x
0
1 + x02):

(10)

To show theseinequalitiescan besatis� edsim ultaneously,

we choose

�1 = 0:5; �2 = 0:26; �3 = 0:24;

�1 = 0:49; �2 = 0:48; �3 = 0:03;

x1 = 0:62; x2 = 0:3; x3 = 0:08: (11)

Then,the setofinequalitiesin Eq.(7)and Eq.(10)are

equivalentto the following set:

8

>>>>>>><

>>>>>>>:

x01 � 31=49;

0:97x01 + 0:49x02 � 0:6212;

0:97(x01 + x02)� 0:77;

0:48x01 � 0:49x02;

0:49x01 + 0:97x02 � 0:49;

17x01 + 16x02 � 16;

x01 + x02 < 0:92:

(12)

W e can picture the region of the independent param e-

ters x01 and x02 which satisfy the above inequalities si-

m ultaneously in a diagram , Fig. 1. W e � nd the re-

gion nonem pty,the desired result. For exam ple,we m ay

choose x01 = 0:81;x02 = 0:1;x03 = 0:09.Itshould be noted

thatwhat j iand j�iactasin this processare subcata-

lysts.

O n theotherhand,ifj�i9 j�0iand j’iisam axim ally

entangledstate,then foranystatej iwehavej i
 j�i9

j’i
 j�0i;sinceotherwisewehavej’i
 j�i! j i
 j�i!
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FIG . 1: For two incom parable state pairs fj i;j’ig and

fj�i;j�
0
igwith j i= (0:5;0:26;0:24),j’i= (0:49;0:48;0:03),

j�i= (0:62;0:3;0:08),and j�
0
i= (x

0

1;x
0

2;1� x
0

1 � x
0

2),ifthe

transform ation j i
 j�i ! j’i
 j�
0
i is feasible, then the

param etersx
0

1 and x
0

2 should lie in the shadow region.

j’i
 j�0i. Buta m axim ally entangled state cannotact

asa standard catalyst.

In the rem ainder ofthis paper,we willconsider the

following problem . Assum e j i
#
= (�1;:::;�n) and

j’i
#
= (�1;:::;�n) with j i 9 j’i under LO CC.How

could we decide whetherornota k � k generalcatalyst

exists for converting j i into j’i? Notice that it suf-

� ces to consider whether the process j i
 jXi ! j’i

is possible, where jXi is a k � k m axim ally entangled

state. For k � n, the above process is always possi-

ble,because a k � k m axim ally entangled state can al-

waysbe transform ed into any k � k entangled state un-

der LO CC;for k < n,we only need to check whether

the m ajorization relation (j i
 jXi)
#
� j’i

#
holds. It

can be im plem ented by checking whether the n � 1 in-

equalitiesaresatis� ed.However,thism ethod cannotbe

applied to decide the existence ofk � k standard cata-

lysts for certain entanglem ent transform ation. W e will

propose a M onte Carlo algorithm to solve thisproblem .

Firstly,we generate a group ofx1 � � � � � xk � 0 ran-

dom ly which satisfy
P

k

i= 1
xi = 1. Then,we m erge sort

the Schm idt coe� cients of j i
 j�i and j’i
 j�i in

a nonincreasing order where j�i = (x1;:::;xk). Now

the aim is to check whether the m ajorization relation

(j i
 j�i)
#
� (j’i
 j�i)

#
holds.Afterrunningthispro-

cedureM tim es,ifwestillcannot� nd thestatej�isuch

thatthe abovem ajorization relation holds,we say there

does not exist a standard catalyst for this transform a-

tion. O fcourse,there is a failure probability when the

algorithm givesa false output. But when the big num -

berM islarge enough,the successfulprobability ofour

algorithm willapproach 1.Thedetailed description isas

follows:

(i) For i = 0 to k do,xi  rand[0;1],where x1 �

� � � � xk � 0,and
P

k

i= 1
xi = 1

(ii)setcount= 0
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FIG .2: The num ericalresults for the successfulprobability

asa function ofthe big num berwe choose. Itincreaseswith

the big num berand reaches 99:92% when the big num beris

100.

(iii)while count< BIG NUM BER

(iv)begin m ergesorttheSchm idtcoe� cientsofj i


j�iand j’i
 j�iin a nonincreasing order,respectively

(v) if there exists j�i = (x1;:::;xk) satisfying

(j i
 j�i)
#
� (j’i
 j�i)

#

(vi)then ak� k standard catalystexistsforthistrans-

form ation

(vii)return success

(viii)else

count= count+ 1

end begin

(xi)return failure

In Ref.[14]X.M .Sun etalalso proposed a determ in-

isticalgorithm which runsin O
�

n2k+ 3:5
�

tim e.However,

if k is a variable, em ploying their algorithm to deter-

m ine the existence of standard catalyst willbecom e a

NP-hard problem .Supposewechoosethebig num berto

be M ,then itis easy to see thatouralgorithm runs in

O (M nk)tim e,which isgreatly im proved than thedeter-

m inistic one.

Toshow thee� ectivenessofthisalgorithm ,wewillgive

som eexam plesin thefollowing.W edevisea program to

generate5000pairof8� 8statesfj i;j’igwhich always

have4� 4 standard catalysts,wherej i9 j’i.W e run

theabovealgorithm and � nd that,when thebig num ber

ischosen to be 100,the successfulprobability is99:92% .

W e plotthe resultin Fig.2.

In sum m ary,by introducing the concept ofthe gen-

eralcatalyst,we can greatly expand the possibilities of

entanglem ent-assisted transform ationsbetween pure en-

tangled states.W econsidertheproblem ofhow todecide

theexistenceofak� k generalcatalystforcertain entan-

glem enttransform ation.W ealso proposea M onteCarlo

algorithm fordeterm ining the existence ofthe standard

catalyst. W hen the dim ensions ofthe state and ofthe
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potentialcatalystare both very big num bers,our algo-

rithm isfarm ore e� cientthan the previousdeterm inis-

ticalgorithm .W ebelieveourresultsm ay havepotential

applicationsin future m anipulationsofquantum entan-

glem ent.
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