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O ptim aland covariant single-copy LO C C transform ation betw een tw o tw o-qubit states

K . Br�adler
Instituto de F��sica,Universidad NacionalAut�onom a de M �exico,Apdo. Postal20-364,M �exico 01000,M �exico

�

(D ated:April1,2022)

G iven twotwo-qubitpurestatescharacterized bytheirSchm idtnum bersweinvestigatean optim al

strategy to convertthestatesbetween them selveswith respectto theirlocalunitary invariance.W e

discuss the e�ciency ofthis transform ation and its connection to LO CC convertibility properties

between two single-copy quantum states. Asan illustration ofthe investigated transform ations we

presenta com m unication protocolwhere in spite ofallexpectationsa shared m axim ally entangled

pairbetween two participantsisthe worstquantum resource.

PACS num bers:03.67.M n

K eywords:LO CC transform ation,covariant quantum channels,sem ide�nite program m ing

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

O neofthegreatestachievem entsofquantum inform ation theory(Q IT)istherealizationthatquantum entanglem ent

servesasaresourceforperform ingvariouscom m unication taskswhereEkert’sschem e[1]forquantum keydistribution

(Q K D) or quantum teleportation [2]are the m ost 
agrant exam ples. Shortly after,the question ofequivalence of

di�erent m ultipartite states cam e into question. Partially m otivated by the security issues in Q K D (i.e. how to

locally distilla shared non m axim ally entangled or even noised quantum state to avoid any correlations with a

potentialeavesdropper) the problem ofLO CC [4](localoperation and classicalcom m unication) convertibility [5]

becam e fundam ental. W e can approach the question from two extrem alsides. Nam ely,asking whether two states

areLO CC transform ablein an asym ptotic lim itorhaving justa single copy ofan initialstateatourdisposal.Both

approaches brought the considerable progress in Q IT.To nam e just few,in the �rst regim e,severalm easures of

entanglem ent were de�ned in term s ofan asym ptotic rate in which it is possible to convert from /to a m axim ally

entangled state [3,4]. In the second case,the connection between the Schm idtnum berm ajorization [6]and LO CC

statetransform ation wasdiscovered [17]ornew classesoftripartiteentangled stateswerepresented [7].

W ewilltreatwith an interesting Q IT paradigm which isso called im possibility transform ation (or‘no-go process’).

There existseveralkinds ofim possible transform ationsstrati�ed by the fact how the im possibility is fundam ental.

Q uantum cloning [9]or�nding the orthogonalcom plem entto a given quantum state(universalNO T)[10]belong to

the group ofthe higheststratum . Thiskind ofim possibility com esfrom basic principles ofquantum m echanics[8]

and can be perform ed justapproxim ately [9,10].There arealso known otherexam plesoffundam entally im possible

processes[11].In thelowerlevelthereexisttransform ationswhich arenotforbidden by thelawsofquantum m echanics

butthey areim possibleundersom earti�ciallyaugm ented requirem ents.Typically,weconsideronly LO CC operations

as,forexam ple,theabovem entioned single-copy transform ation task [17].In thiscase,withouttheLO CC constraint

thereisno problem to transform onepure stateto anotherwithoutany lim itations.

In thispaperweusethem ethodsofsem ide�niteprogram m ing[20]to �nd an optim aland com pletely positive(CP)

m ap forLO CC single-copy pure state transform ation regarding itscovariantproperties. Covariancem eansthatthe

sought CP m aps are universalin the sense that they do not change their form s under the action ofSU (2) group

(or their products) on the input states. The covariance requirem ent was also added to other quantum m echanical

processes,com pare e.g.[22]. In addition to the covariance,we require optim ality m eaning that the output state

produced by the CP LO CC m ap is m axim ally close to the required targetstate. The closenessism easured by the

value ofthe �delity between the actualoutput state and the desired target state. As we willsee,our problem of

covariantand optim alLO CC statetransform ation com binesboth kindsofthe im possibilitiesm entioned above.

Thestructureofthepaperisthefollowing.In section IIwerecallsom ebasicsfactsabouttheisom orphism between

quantum m apsand the related group properties.The m ain partofthispapercan be found in section IIIwhere the

optim alLO CC single-copy statetransform ation isinvestigated with thehelp ofsem ide�niteprogram m ingtechniques.

Section IV can be regarded asan application ofthestudied problem wherewepresenta com m unication protocolfor

the LO CC transm ission ofa localunitary operation from one branch ofa shared two-qubitstate to the second one.

W e show that a m axim ally entangled pair does not always need to be the best quantum com m unication resource.

The corresponding K rausm apsforthe protocolarelisted in Appendix.
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II. M ET H O D S

Itiswellknown thatthereexistsan isom orphism between com pletelypositivem apsM (%)and sem ide�niteoperators

R M ,�rstintroduced by Jam io lkowski[12]

M (%in)= Trin
��
11
 %

T
in

�
R M

�
( ) R M = (M 
 11)

�
P
+
�
; (1)

whereP + =
P d� 1

i;j= 0
jiiihjjjisam axim ally entangled bipartitestateofthedim ension d2.Theisom orphism allowsusto

ful�llotherwiseadi�culttask oftheparam etrization ofallCP m apsby putting a positivity condition on theoperator

R M .Then,the param etrization problem iscom putationally m uch m orefeasible.Thisisnotthe only advantagethe

representation o�ers. Aswasshown in [15],the representation isusefulforthe description ofquantum channels(so

called covariantchannels)which wewish to optim izeregardingsom esym m etry properties.M oreprecisely,havingtwo

representationsV1;V2 ofa unitary group,them ap M (%)issaid to becovariantifM (%)= V
y

2 M (V1%V
y

1 )V2.Inserting

the covariancecondition into Eq.(1)and using the factthatthe positiveoperatorR M isunique,weget

R M = (V
y

2 
 V
T
1 )R M (V2 
 V

�
1 )( ) [R M ;V2 
 V

�
1 ]= 0: (2)

Thespaceoccupied by V2
 V �
1 can bedecom posed into a directsum ofirreduciblesubspacesand from Schur’slem m a

followsthatR M isa sum ofthe isom orphism sbetween allequivalentirreduciblerepresentations.Ifwenow consider

the �delity equation in the Jam io lkowskirepresentation

F = Tr
��
%out
 %

T
in

�
R M

�
(3)

thetask isreduced on �ndingthem axim um ofF subjecttonon-negativityofR M and otherconstraintsposed on R M .

In ourcase,itisthetracepreserving condition Trin [R M ]= 11 following from (1).Thiscan be easily reform ulated as

a sem ide�nite program [20]and thuse�ciently solved using com puters.M oreover,itiseasy to putotherconditions

on R M such aspartialpositive transpose condition (PPT)and they can be easily im plem ented aswell[21]. Recall

thatfortwo-qubitsystem sthe PPT condition isequivalentto the LO CC requirem ent. Note thatthe usefulnessof

the presented m ethod wasalready shown,forexam ple,in connection with optim aland covariantcloning [16].

In ourcalculation we em ployed the YALM IP environm ent[24]equipped with the SeDuM isolver[25]. O ne ofthe

advantagesofsem ide�niteprogram m ing istheindication ofwhich param etersarezero.Then,analyticalsolutionsfor

the �delity and even generalform softhe K rausdecom position [26]ofthe CP m ap m ay be found. In ourproblem ,

using thepropertiesoftheJam io lkowskipositivem atrix R M (which arestated asan alm ostcom puter-ready theorem

in [13,14])wederived the corresponding K rausoperatorsasgeneralaspossible.

III. O P T IM A L A N D C O VA R IA N T SIN G LE-C O P Y LO C C STA T E T R A N SFO R M A T IO N

Let us have an input and target state written in their Schm idt form s j�i = aj00i+
p
1� a2 j11i, j’i =

cj00i+
p
1� c2 j11i;a;c 2 (0;1=

p
2). It was shown [17]that a determ inistic LO CC conversion j�i ! j’i is pos-

siblei� a � c.Ifwewantto go in thedirection whereLO CC isnotpowerfulenough wehavebasically two strategies

atourdisposal.First,in som ecaseswem ay choosea probabilisticstrategy [18]also called conclusiveconversion.As

an alternative,thereexistsa possibleLO CC determ inistictransform ation to a statewhich isin som esenseclosestto

the required one [19]. Nam ely,itisa state in which the �delity with the targetstate ism axim al. W e willfollow a

related way and �nd how an optim alcovariantLO CC CP m ap bestapproxim atestheidealtransform ation j�i$ j’i.

In the nextsections,weconsiderthe following param eterspacea;c2 (0;1)both forj�iand j’i.

Adopting the covarianceconsiderationsfrom the previoussection into ourcasewedem and

F = h’ jM (j�ih�j)j’i= h’0jM (j�0ih�0j)j’0i= F
0
; (4)

where V1 j�i= j�0i;V2 j’i= j’0iand the covariancecondition (2)follows(note thatquite accidentally the condition

isthe sam easin caseofcovariantcloning).

A . LO C C sem icovariant transform ation

Firstly,wewillbeinterested in how j�ican betransform ed ifV1 = V2 = 11
 U whereU isa unitary representation

ofSU (2).In otherwords,we considerthe situation wherethe covarianceisim posed on onebranch ofj�i(we callit

a sem icovariantcase).From Eq.(2)follows

[R M ;11
 U 
 11
 U
�]= 0 ( ) [~R M ;11
 11
 U 
 U ]= 0; (5)
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FIG .1: The �delity for the optim aland locally sem icovariant LO CC transform ation between j�i= aj00i+
p
1� a2 j11i and

j’i= cj00i+
p
1� c2 j11i.

whereR M = Sy ~R M S and S = 11
 SW AP 
 �Y whereSW AP = j00ih00j+ j01ih10j+ j10ih01j+ j11ih11jand �Y isthe

PauliY operator.W ith the unitarily transform ed rhsin Eq.(5)the decom position isfound in a particularly sim ple

way

~R M =

4M

i;j= 1

sijPSij
� aijPA ij

; (6)

wherePSij
;PA ij

areisom orphism sbetween equivalentsym m etricaland antisym m etricalirreduciblesubspaces,respec-

tively.Thereare32 freecom plex param etersbutweknow that ~R M isa nonnegativeoperator.Itfollowsthataii;sii
arerealand aij = a�ji;sij = s�ji.The num beroffree param etersisthusreduced to 32 realnum bers.M axim izing the

�delity (3) for %in = j�ih�j;%out = j’ih’jwith this num ber ofparam etersis far from a possible analyticalsolution

but feasible in term s ofsem ide�nite program m ing. For i 6= j it is advantageous to introduce the decom position

aijPA ij
+ a�ijPA ji

= <[aij](PA ij
+ PA ji

)+ =[aij](iPA ij
� iPA ji

)and sim ilarly forthesym m etricalpart.W ith theabove

de�ned variablesthe �delity to be m axim ized hasthe form (leaving outthe zero param eters)

F =
1

2

�

a
2
c
2(s11 + a11)+ (1� c

2)(1� a
2)(s44 + a44))+ c

2(1� a
2)s22 + (1� c

2)a2s33 + ac
p
(1� a2)(1� c2)a

+
7

�

;

(7)

wherea
+
7 = <[a41].Theresulting �delity isdepicted in Fig.1.First,wenotethatfora � ctheresultcorrespondsto

the analyticalresultfound in [19]which,forourbipartitecase,hasthe form

F =

�

ac+
p
(1� a2)(1� c2)

�2
: (8)

Thereason isthattheoptim al�delity found in [19]isdependentonly on theSchm idtnum bersoftheinputand target

state and thus it is autom atically locally covariant. Ifwe do not consider the param etersofR M which are shown

to be zero (yielded from the sem ide�nite program )a generalform in the K raus representation can be in principle

found (R M can bediagonalized with thehelp ofa softwareforthesym bolicm anipulations).Butitappearsthatthis

decom position is too com plex and forour purpose itis notnecessary to presentit. The only com m entis deserved

by the identity m ap which covers the whole region ofparam eters where Eq.(8) is valid. This is in contrast with

the originalwork [19]where the m ap is not the identity due to the knowledge ofparam eters a;c. In reality,this

trivialm ap appearsto be the covariantand optim alm ap fora bitlargerregion asdepicted in Fig.2.Itfollowsthat

undertherealm oftheidentity m ap no optim alcovariantCP m ap exists.Therem aining partoftheparam eterspace
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FIG .2:A 2D view on Fig.1 (on the right)togetherwith the indication where the trivialidentity isthe optim alm ap (the red

area on the left).The blue partcorrespondsto variousnon-unitm aps.

ofa;c showsthatin spite ofthe allowance ofthe perfectdeterm inistic conversion by the m ajorization criterion the

sem icovarianttransform ation doesnotreach the m axim al�delity.W e intentionally leftoutthe word LO CC because

thesecond interestingaspectisthatforthewholeparam eterspacetheLO CC condition isunnecessary.In otherwords,

thereareonly LO CC sem icovarianttransform ationsortheidentity m ap which isalso(trivially)LO CC sem icovariant.

W e con�rm the existenceofanotherfundam entalno-go processsaying thatitisnotpossible to constructa CP m ap

perfectly copying a partially or totally unknown quantum state to a generally di�erent quantum state even ifthe

m ajorization criterion allows us to do it (attention to the related problem was called in [23]). The im possibility is

easy to show by considering the following tiny lem m a valid notonly forthe investigated dim ension d = 2:

Let M be a unitary and covariant m ap,i.e. j’i = M j�i holds for two arbitrary qudits j�i;j’i. Then,from the

covariance followsM U j�i= U j’i= U M j�i( ) [M ;U ]= 0. W e suppose thatthis holdsfor allU 2 SU (d)and

then by one ofSchur’s lem m a M = c11. Considering the requirem ent ofunitarity ofM it follows c = 1 and thus

j’i= j�i.�
W e con�rm ed thislem m a in Fig.1 where the �delity isequalto one only ifa = c and we m ay re
ectthe calculated

optim alvaluesofthe �delity asa re�nem entand quanti�cation how m uch isthe aboveprocessim possible.

Note thatthe m ajorization criterion [17]wasdeveloped with respectto the degree ofentanglem ent(the Schm idt

num ber)butrelieson thecom pleteknowledgeoftheconverted statewhatisatvariancewith thecovariantrequirem ent

where no particular state is preferred. The situation is a bit sim ilar to quantum cloning where if we know the

preparation procedure ofa state to be cloned then there is no problem to m ake an arbitrary num ber ofits perfect

copies.

Anotherworthy aspectisthattheintervalofa and cgoesfrom zero to onethuscovering thetargetstateswith the

sam e Schm idtnum berm ore than once. Nevertheless,the �delity isdi�erentin such cases(com pare e.g. the target

statesj00iand j11i).In fact,tocom pletely describethe(sem i)covariantpropertiesofthetypepresented in thisarticle

we should notdistinguish inputand targetstatesby theirSchm idtnum bersbutratherto fully param etrizethem in

SU (2)
 SU (2) representation for every a;c 2 (0;1=
p
2). But by relying on the lem m a above we expect that this

situation doesnotbring anything surprising into ourdiscussion.Also,due to the (sem i)covariancewe have actually

described potentially interesting transform ationsbetween j�i= aj01i+
p
1� a2 j10iand j’i= cj01i+

p
1� c2 j10i.

B . FullLO C C covariant transform ations

Asthesecond caseweinvestigatea fulllocalcovariancewhere,�rst,both qubitsfrom an inputtwo-qubitstatej�i

arerotated sim ultaneously and,second,both qubitsarerotated independently.The covariancewith respectto these

two typesofrotation isrequired.

The covariancecondition in the �rstcaseisV1 = V2 = U 
 U and thus

[R M ;U 
 U 
 U
� 
 U

�]= 0 ( ) [~R M ;U 
 U 
 U 
 U ]= 0: (9)
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FIG .3: The �delity for the optim aland fulllocally covariant LO CC transform ation between j�i= aj00i+
p
1� a2 j11i and

j’i= cj00i+
p
1� c2 j11i.

Em ploying the factthat

SU (2)

 4

j= 1=2
=

2M

J= 0

cJD
(J) (10)

with cJ 2 (2;3;1)we�nd the basisvectorsofallirreduciblesubspaces(sum m arized in Tab.I)and constructisom or-

phism sP between equivalentspecies

~R M =

2M

J= 0

cJM

k;l= 1

dJklPD (J )

kl

: (11)

Choosing theparam etersdJkl werequireR M to bea sem ide�nitem atrix.W ecalculatethe�delity forthesam ekind

ofinput/targetstatesfrom the previoussubsection yielding

F =

�

ac+
p
(1� a2)(1� c2)

�2
�
1

3
d022 +

1

6
d211

�

+
�
c
2(1� a

2)+ (1� c
2)a2

�
d211: (12)

Running an appropriate sem ide�nite program for m axim izing F we are able to get analyticalresults both for the

�delity and the CP m ap in the K rausform .Itappearsthatm any ofthe coe�cientsd Jkl arezero and thusEq.(12)

sim pli�esaswellastheconstraintsgiven bythetracepreservingcondition.AsfarastheLO CC condition thesituation

hereisthattheCP m apswith and withouttheposed condition aredi�erentbutboth givethesam eoptim al�delity.

It can be shown that the LO CC condition in this case is just a dum m y constraintdeterm ining the value ofa free

param eterin the resulting m ap (see the param eterd011 in Eq.(14)).Then

F = m ax

��

ac+
p
(1� a2)(1� c2)

�2
;
1

10

�

ac+
p
(1� a2)(1� c2)

�2
+
3

5

�
c
2(1� a

2)+ a
2(1� c

2)
�
�

(13)

and thecorresponding graph isin Fig.3.Itisnoteworthy thattherearejusttwo typesofCP covariantm apsfortwo

investigated intervalsofa;ccorresponding to thedi�erent�delity functionsin (13).Theidentity m ap isthe�rstone
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TABLE I:O rthogonalbasisvectorsofallirreducible subspacesofSU (2)

 4

j= 1=2
.

Totalm om entum J Irreducible subspace D
(J )

kl
Basisvectors

0 D
(0)

11

1

2
j01� 10ij01� 10i

0 D
(0)

22

1
p
3

`

j0011i� 1

2
j01+ 10ij01+ 10i+ j1100i

´

1 D
(1)

11

1
p
2
j01� 10ij00i

1

2
j01� 10ij01+ 10i
1
p
2
j01� 10ij11i

1 D
(1)

22

1
p
2
j00ij01� 10i

1

2
j01+ 10ij01� 10i
1
p
2
j11ij01� 10i

1 D
(1)

33
�

1

2
(j00ij01+ 10i� j01+ 10ij00i)

�
1
p
2
(j0011i� j1100i)

� 1

2
(j01+ 10ij11i� j11ij01+ 10i)

2 D
(2)

11
j0000i

1

2
(j00ij01+ 10i+ j01+ 10ij00i)

1
p
6
(j0011i+ j1100i+ j01+ 10ij01+ 10i)

1

2
(j01+ 10ij11i+ j11ij01+ 10i)

j1111i

and the conclusion from the previouscaseholds.The second m ap isdescribed by the setofthe K rausoperators

A 1 =

q
1� d011

3

0

B
@

0 � 1 1 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

1

C
A ;A 2 =

q
1� d011

3

0

B
@

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 1 � 1 0

1

C
A ;A 3 =

q
1� d011

12

0

B
@

0 0 0 0

0 � 1 1 0

0 � 1 1 0

0 0 0 0

1

C
A ;

A 4 =
p
d011
2

0

B
@

0 0 0 0

0 1 � 1 0

0 � 1 1 0

0 0 0 0

1

C
A ;A 5 =

1p
10

0

B
@

1 0 0 0

0 � 1 � 1 0

0 � 1 � 1 0

0 0 0 1

1

C
A ;A 6 =

q
3

20

0

B
@

0 0 0 0

� 1 0 0 0

� 1 0 0 0

0 1 1 0

1

C
A ;

A 7 =

q
3

20

0

B
@

0 � 1 � 1 0

0 0 0 1

0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0

1

C
A ;A 8 =

q
3

5

0

B
@

0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

1

C
A ;A 9 =

q
3

5

0

B
@

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0

1

C
A ; (14)

where d011 is a free param eter from the decom position (11). The trace-preserving condition
P 9

i= 1
A
y

iA i = 11 is

satis�ed [28].

Letusproceed to thesecond casewhereweconsiderindependentunitary rotationson both qubitsofthepair,that

isV1 = V2 = U1 
 U2.Derived analogously asbefore,itfollows

[~R M ;U1 
 U1 
 U2 
 U2]= 0 (15)

with the decom position in a particularly sim ple form

~R M = p1PA 
 PA + p2PA 
 PS + p3PS 
 PA + p4PS 
 PS; (16)

wherePA ;PS aretheprojectorsinto asym m etricaland sym m etricalsubspaces,respectively [27].Theresulting�delity

equation (again independenton the LO CC condition)can be derived analytically

F = m ax

��

ac+
p
(1� a2)(1� c2)

�2
;
1

9

�

ac+
p
(1� a2)(1� c2)

�2
+
4

9

�
c
2(1� a

2)+ a
2(1� c

2)
�
�

(17)

with thepicturelooking sim ilarly asin Fig.3.Theachieved �delity iseven lowerdueto thestrongerrequirem entson

thecovariancepropertiesin Eq.(15)in com parison with Eq.(9).Asin thepreviouscase,therearetwo m apsfortwo
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di�erent�delity functions,one ofthem being the identity m ap.TheK rausdecom position ofthe nontrivialm ap is

A 1 =
1

3

0

B
B
B
@

1 0 0 0

0 � 1 0 0

0 0 � 1 0

0 0 0 1

1

C
C
C
A
;A 2 =

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

�
p
2

3
0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0
p
2

3
0

1

C
C
C
A
;A 3 =

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

�
p
2

3
0 0 0

0
p
2

3
0 0

1

C
C
C
A
;A 4 =

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
2

3
0 0 0

1

C
C
C
A
;A 5 =

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 2

3
0 0

0 0 0 0

1

C
C
C
A

(18)

and A 6 = A
y

2;A 7 = A
y

3;A 8 = A
y

5;A 9 = A
y

4.

IV . C O VA R IA N T LO C C C O M M U N IC A T IO N P R O T O C O L

Letustrytoapplythepreviousconsiderationstothesolution ofthefollowingcom m unicationproblem .Supposethat

thetwo-qubitstatej�i= aj00i+
p
1� a2 j11iwaslocally and unitarily m odi�ed on Alice’ssideand then distributed

between Alice and Bob. Next im agine that the distributor ofthis state is confused and oblivious and he wanted

originally to m odify Bob’spartofthe state. M oreover,he forgotwhich unitary m odi�cation wasdone. Since Alice

and Bob areseparated theonly possibility to rectify thedistributor’sm istakeisLO CC com m unication between them .

In otherwords,they would liketo perform the following transform ation

j�0i= (U 
 11)j�i
L O C C
! (11
 U )j�i= j’0i (19)

such thattheLO CC transform ation willbeequally and m axim ally successfulirrespectiveofU .G enerally,thisisthe

problem ofsending an unknown localunitary operation between branchesofa shared bipartite state.Notice thatif

j�iisa m axim ally entangled statethen thetask changesto �nding a transposition oftheunitary operation U dueto

the wellknown relation

(U 
 11)j00+ 11i= (11
 U
T )j00+ 11i: (20)

The covariantcondition in the Jam io lkowskirepresentation reads

[R M ;11
 U 
 U
�

 11]= 0 (21)

using decom position (6)and the unitary m odi�cation ~R M = SR M Sy with S = (11
 SW AP 
 �Y )(11
 11
 SW AP ).

Again,the �gureofm eritisthe �delity which now hasthe form

F =
1

2

�
a
4(s11 + a11)+ (1� a

2)2(s44 + a44)
�
+ a

2(1� a
2)(s22 + s33 + a

+
7 � s

+
7 ); (22)

wherea+7 = <[a41];s
+
7 = <[s41].O nem ay�nd ageneralform ofthism ap in term softheK rausoperatorsin Appendix.

Ifwe �rstrun the corresponding sem ide�nite program withoutthe LO CC condition we getthe �delity equalto one

foralla. Thishasa reasonableexplanation because ifwe allow the nonlocaloperationsthere existsa universaland

always successfulunitary operation { SW AP.The inspection ofthe particular R M con�rm s this inference. After

im posing the LO CC condition the resulting �delity is depicted in Fig 4. This resultis noteworthy because we see

thatthe LO CC CP m ap isthe m ostsuccessfulforthe factorized states(a = 0;1 � F = 2=3)while itholdsF = 1=2

forthe m axim ally entangled states.The reason liesin Eqs.(20)and (19).Ifj�iisa m axim ally entangled state then

a localunitary action passesthe wholelocalorbitwhereasfornon-m axim ally entangled statesthe unitary action on

one branch is not su�cient for the attainm ent ofallpossible partially entangled states characterized by the sam e

Schm idtnum bera.W e m ay conclude with an intriguing claim thatin case ofourprotocolitisbetterforAlice and

Bob to share a factorized state instead ofa m axim ally entangled state. Let us stress that the optim alm ap is not

trivially identicalforany value ofthe param etera in the inputstatej�i.

V . C O N C LU SIO N

In thisworkwestudied theLO CC transform ationsbetween two-qubitbipartitestatescharacterizedbytheirSchm idt

num bers. In addition to the obviousCP requirem ent,we looked forthe covariantm apswhich m axim ize the �delity

between an input and a target state. M oreover,we supposed that we had just a single copy ofthe input state at

ourdisposal.Thestudied covariancecan bedivided into two groups:so called sem icovariancewherewerequired the

independenceoftheinputstateregarding theaction ofSU (2)representation on oneoftheinputqubits.Thesecond

investigated possibility weretwo casesoffullcovariancecondition wheretheindependenceand optim ality ofthestate
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FIG .4: The �delity ofthe protocolfor ‘handing over’a localunitary operation between branches ofa partially entangled

two-qubitpair.The entanglem entofthe shared pairischaracterized by the Schm idtnum bera.

transform ation had been exam ined with respectto two (equivalentand nonequivalent)SU (2)representationsacting

on both branchesofthe inputbipartitestate.

W eem ployed them ethodsofsem ide�niteprogram m ing which,in spiteofbeing a num ericalm ethod,enablesusto

�nd totally orpartially generalanalyticalsolutionsforthe �delity and forthe corresponding LO CC CP m aps. W e

have found that,�rst,due to the covariance conditions there are no possible perfect state transform ations even if

them ajorization criterion allowsthem and with thecalculated optim al�delity wequanti�ed the‘m axim alallowance’

ofthe considered transform ations. Second,we have shown that there only exist LO CC covarianttransform ations.

Hence,sincethiscondition isunnecessary thiskind oftransform ation can berated asanotherbasicprocessforbidden

by thelawsofquantum m echanics.W ehavealsoconnected ourworkwith theearlierworkson socalled faithfulsingle-

copy state transform ations[19]. Notably,forthe corresponding subsetofthe investigated param eterarea the sam e

analyticalresultsforthe�delity werederived butunderthelocalunitary covariantcircum stances.Consequently,the

form softheparticularCP m apsaredi�erentfrom previously derived putting thisproblem intoadi�erentperspective.

Finally,weillustrated thesem ethodson an application ofthecom m unication protocolforLO CC ‘handingover’ofa

localunitary operation from onebranch ofashared two-qubitbipartitestateto anotherwithoutitsactualknowledge.

Intriguingly,ishasbeen shown thatthebestresults(in term softhe�delity between an inputand a targetstate)are

achieved ifboth partiesshare one ofthe considered factorized statesj00ior j11iand not the m axim ally entangled

state.

Even ifforgeneralm ultipartite statesthe PPT condition used here isnotequivalentto the LO CC condition,the

described m ethodsm ightbe usefulforthiskind ofstudy aswell,forexam ple,to help clarifying the roleofthe PPT

operationsand the transform ation propertiesofthesestates.
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A P P EN D IX A

Considering

p1;2 =
� s11+ s44�

p
s2
11
� 2s11s44+ s

2
44
+ 4(s

+

7
)2

2s
+

7

(A1)

p3;4 =
� a11+ a44�

p
a2
11
� 2a11a44+ a

2
44
+ 4(a

+

7
)2

2a
+

7

(A2)
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and

d1 =
1
p
2

�

s11 + s44 +

q

s211 � 2s11s44 + s244 + 4(s
+
7 )

2

� 1=2

(A3)

d2 =
1
p
2

�

s11 + s44 �

q

s211 � 2s11s44 + s244 + 4(s+7 )
2

� 1=2

(A4)

d3 =
1
p
2

�

a11 + a44 +

q

a211 � 2a11a44 + a244 + 4(a+7 )
2

� 1=2

(A5)

d4 =
1
p
2

�

a11 + a44 �

q

a211 � 2a11a44 + a244 + 4(a
+
7 )

2

� 1=2

(A6)

d5 =
p
s22 (A7)

d6 =
p
s33 (A8)

wem ay write theK rausoperatorsforthe problem in Sec.IV as

A 1 =
d1p
2

1p
1+ p2

1

0

B
B
B
@

p1 0 0 0

0 0 � p1 0

0 � 1 0 0

0 0 0 1

1

C
C
C
A
;A 2 =

d1p
2

1p
1+ p2

1

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

� 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

1

C
C
C
A
;

A 4 =
d2p
2

sign(p2� p1)p
1+ p2

1

0

B
B
B
@

1 0 0 0

0 0 � 1 0

0 p1 0 0

0 0 0 � p1

1

C
C
C
A
;A 5 =

d2p
2

sign(p2� p1)p
1+ p2

1

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

� 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 � 1 0 0

1

C
C
C
A
;

A 7 =
d3p
2

1p
1+ p2

3

0

B
B
B
@

p3 0 0 0

0 0 p3 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1

1

C
C
C
A
;A 8 =

d4p
2

sign(p3� p4)p
1+ p2

3

0

B
B
B
@

� 1 0 0 0

0 0 � 1 0

0 p3 0 0

0 0 0 p3

1

C
C
C
A
;

A 9 =
d5p
2

0

B
B
B
@

0 � 1 0 0

0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

1

C
C
C
A
;A 10 = d5

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

1

C
C
C
A
;A 11 = d5

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

1

C
C
C
A
;

A 12 =
d6p
2

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

� 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

1

C
C
C
A
;A 13 = d6

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0

1

C
C
C
A
;A 14 = d6

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 0 0 0

1

C
C
C
A
; (A9)

and A 3 = A
y

2;A 6 = A
y

5.The m apssatisfy
P 14

i= 1
A
y

iA i = 11 ifthe tracepreserving condition on the Jam io lkowskim ap

isposed. Sim ilarly to Eq.(14),the K rausoperatorsare notin theirapparentLO CC form butcan be transform ed

into it.
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