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A bstract

Entanglem ent puri cation protocols EPP) and quantum error-
correcting codes QECC) provide two ways of protecting quantum
states from interaction w ith the environm ent. In an EPP, perfectly
entangled pure states are extracted, w ith some yield D , from am ixed
state M shared by two parties; with a QECC, an arbirary quantum
state j i can be tranan ited at som e rate Q through a noisy chan—
nel without degradation. W e prove that an EPP Involving onew ay
classical com m unication and acting on m ixed state M () (cbtained
by sharing halves of EPR pairs through a channel ) yieldsa QECC
on wih rate Q = D, and vice versa. W e com pare the am ount
of entanglement E M ) required to prepare a m ixed state M by lo-
calactions w ith the amountsD ; M ) and D , M ) that can be Iocally
distilled from it by EPP s using one-and two-way classical com m uni-
cation respectively, and give an exact expression forE M ) when M is
Belldiagonal. W hile EPP s require classical com m unication, QECC s
do not, and we prove Q is not Increased by adding oneway classical
com m unication. However, both D and Q can be increased by adding
two-way communication. W e show that certain noisy quantum chan—
nels, for exam pl a 50% depolarizing channel, can be used for reliable
tranan ission of quantum states iftw o-way com m unication isavailable,
but cannot be used if only oneway com m unication is available. W e
exhbi a fam ily of codes based on universal hashing able to achieve
an asymptoticQ (©rD ) ofl S for sinple noisem odels, where S is
the error entropy. W e also obtain a speci ¢, sin ple 5bit shgl-error-
correcting quantum blodk code. W e prove that 1 a QECC results in
high delity for the case of no error the QECC can be recast nto a
form where the encoder is the m atrix inverse of the decoder.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Entanglem ent and nonlocality in quantum physics

Am ong the m ost celbrated features of quantum m echanics is the E Instein—
PodolskyRosen [l] EPR) e ect, n which anom alously strong correlations
are observed between presently noninteracting particlks that have interacted
In the past. These nonlocal correlations occur only when the quantum state
ofthe entire system isentangkd, ie., not representable asa tensor product of
states ofthe parts. In Bohm ’s version ofthe EPR paradox, a pairof soin-1/2
particles, prepared In the singlt state
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and then ssparated, exhibit perfectly anticorrelated spin com ponents when
locally m easured along any axis. Bell ] and C luser et al. B] showed that
these statistics violate inequalities that must be satis ed by any classical
localhidden variablem odelofthe particles’ behavior. R epeated experin ental
con m ation @] ofthe nonlocalcorrelations predicted by quantum m echanics
is regarded as strong evidence In its favor.

Besides helping to con m the validity of quantum m echanics, entangle-
m ent hasassum ed an In portant role In quantum infom ation theory, a roke in
m any ways com plam entary to the rolk of classical inform ation. M uch recent
work In quantum informm ation theory has ain ed at characterizing the chan—
nel resources necessary and su cient to tranan it unknown quantum states,
rather than classical data, from a sender to a receiver. To avoid violations
of physical law , the intact tranam ission of a general quantum state requires
both a quantum resource, which cannot be cloned, and a directed resource,
which cannot propagate superlum inally. The sharing of entanglem ent re—
quires only the fom er, whik purely classical com m unication requires only
the latter. In quantum teleportation [§]the two requirem ents arem et by two
separate systam s, whik in the direct, unin peded tranam ission of a quantum
particle, they are m et by the sam e system . Quantum data com pression [d]
optin izes the use of quantum channels, allow ng redundant quantum data,
such as a random sequence of two non-orthogonal states, to be com pressed
to a buk approxim ating its von Neum ann entropy, then recovered at the
receiving end w ith negligble distortion. O n the other hand, quantum super-



dense coding []] uses previously shared entanglem ent to double a quantum
channel’s capacity for carrying classical inform ation.

P robably them ost in portant achievem ent of classical inform ation theory
is the ability, using error-correcting codes, to tranam it data reliably through a
noisy channel. Q uantum error-correcting codes QECC) @, [d,[Ld, 1,13, L3,
[£4, 13, 4] use ocoherent generalizations of classical error-correction techniques
to protect quantum states from noise and decoherence during transam ission
through a noisy channel or storage in a noisy environm ent. Entanglem ent
puri cation protocols EPP) [[7] achieve a sin ilar result indirectly, by dis—
tilling pure entangled states (eg. singlkts) from a larger num ber of in pure
entangled states (eg. singkts shared through a noisy channel). The puri ed
entangled states can then be used for reliabl teleportation, thereby achiev—
ing the sam e e ect as ifa noiseless storage or tranam ission channelhad been
availabl. T he present paper develops the quantitative theory ofm ixed state
entanglem ent and its relation to reliable tranam ission of quantum nform a-
tion.

space H ,

time —

Figurel: Typical scenario for creation ofentangled quantum states. At som e
early tin e and at Jocation I, two quantum system s A and B interact [L§],
then beocom e spatially ssparated, one going to A lice and the other to Bob.
The pint system ’s state lies n a Hibert space H = H, Hy that is the
tensor product of the spaces of the subsystam s, but the state itself is not
expressible as a product of states of the subsystems: € 5 B . State

, its pieces acted upon separately by noise processes N 5 and Ny , evolves
ntom ixed state M .

Entanglem ent is a property of bipartite system s| system s consisting of



two parts A and B that are too far apart to interact, and whose state,
pure or m ixed, lies n a Hibert space H = H, H gy that is the tensor
product of H ibbert spaces of these parts. Our goal is to develop a general
theory of state transfom ations that can be perform ed on a bipartite system
w ithout bringing the parts together. W e consider these transform ations to
be perform ed by two observers, \A lice" and \Bob," each having access to
one ofthe subsystem s. W e allow A lice and Bob to perform localactions, eg.
unitary transform ations and m easuram ents, on their regoective subsystem s
along w ith whatever ancillary system s they m ight create in their own labs.
Som etin es we will also allow them to coordinate their actions through one-
way or two-way classical com m unication; however, we do not allow them to
perform nonlocal quantum operations on the entire system nor to tranam it
fresh quantum states from one observer to the other. O f course two-way or
even one-way classical com m unication is itself an elem ent of nonlocality that
would notbepem itted, say, In a Jocalhidden varablm odel, butwe ndthat
giving A lice and B ob the extra pow er of classical com m unication considerably
enhances their power to m anijpulate bipartite states, w thout giving them so
much power as to m ake all state transform ations trivially possble, as would
be the case if nonlocal quantum operations were allowed. W e w ill usually
assum e that H , and Hz have equaldim ension N (no generality is lost, since
either subsystem ’s H ibert space can be enbedded in a larger one by local
actions).

1.2 Pure-state entanglem ent

For pure states, a sharp distinction can be drawn between entangld and
unentangled states: a pure state is entangled or nonlocal if and only if its
state vector cannotbe expressed asa product s ofpure statesofits
parts. It hasbeen shown that every entangled pure state violates som e Bell-
type fnequality [[9], while no product state does. Entangled states cannot be
prepared from unentangled states by any sequence of local actions of A lice
and Bob, even w ith the help of classical com m unication.

Q uantitatively, a pure state’s entanglem ent is conveniently m easured by
its entropy of entanglem ent,

E()=58(a)=5(s); @)

the apparent entropy of either subsystem oonsidered alone. Here S( ) =



Tr log, isthevon Neumann entropy and , = Tx J i jis the reduced
density m atrix ocbtained by tracing the whole system ’s pure-state density
matrix jh jover Bob’s degrees of freedom . Similarly 5 = Tr jih jis
the partial trace over A lice’s degrees of freedom .

Thequantity E , which we shallhenceforth often call sin ply entanglem ent,
ranges from zero fora product stateto log, N foram axim ally-entangled state
oftwo N —state particles. E = 1 for the singlkt state ofEq. (), either of
w hose spins, considered alone, appearsto be n am axin ally-m ixed state w ith
1 bi ofentropy. Paralleling the term qubit for any tw o-state quantum system

eg. a spjn—% particke), we de ne an ebit as the am ount of entanglem ent in
am axin ally entangled state oftwo qubits, or any other pure bipartite state
forwhih E = 1.

P roperties of E that m ake it a natural entanglem ent m easure for pure

states nclude:

T he entanglam ent of Independent system s is additive, n shared singlts
for exam ple having n ebits of entanglem ent.

E is conserved under local unitary operations, ie., under any unitary
transform ation U that can be expressed asa product U = U, Uy of
uniary operators on the ssparate subsystanm s.

The expectation of E cannot be Increased by local nonuniary oper—
ations: if a bipartite pure state is subpcted to a local nonunitary
operation (eg.m easurem ent by A lice) resulting In residual pure states

5 with respectj%)fe probabilities p;, then the expected entanglem ent of
the nalstates psE ( 4) is no greater, but may be less, than the
origihal entanglement E () [0]. T the present paper we generalize
this result to m ixed states: see Sec.P].

Entanglem ent can be concentrated and diluted w ith uni asym ptotic
e ciency 0], In the sense that for any two bipartite pure states
and 9 if A lice and Bob are given a supply of n identical system s in
astate = ()", they can use local actions and oneway classical
comm unication to prepare m identical system s in state ° (9",
w ith the yield m =n approachingE ( )=E ( 9,the delity h %j( 9™ if
approaching 1, and probability of ailure approaching zero In the lim i
of largen.



W ith regard to entanglam ent, a pure bipartite state is thus com pltely
param eterized by E (), with E ( ) being both the asym ptotic num ber of
standard singlets required to locally prepare a system i state | its \en—
tanglem ent of form ation” | and the asym ptotic num ber of standard singlets
that can be prepared from a system in state by Jocaloperatjons| is \dis-
tillable entanglem ent”.

1.3 M ixed-state entanglem ent

Oneain ofthe present paper is to extend the quantitative theory ofentangle-
m ent to them ore general situation In which A lice and B ob share am ixed state
M , rather than a pure state as discussed above. Entangled m ixed states
m ay arise (cf. Fig.[]) when one or both parts of an initially pure entangled
state Interact, intentionally or inadvertently, w ith other quantum degrees of
freedom  (shown In the diagram asnoise processesN, and Ny and shown ex—
plicity in quantum channel i Fig[I}) resulting in a non-unitary evolution
ofthe pure state into am ixed state M . Another principalain isto elici
date the extent to which m ixed entangled states, or the noisy channels used
to produce them , can nevertheless be used to tranam it quantum informm ation
reliably. In this connection we develop a fam ily of one-way entanglem ent pu-—
ri cation protocols [[7] and corresponding quantum error-correcting codes,
as well as two-way entanglem ent purd cation protocols which can be used
to tranam it quantum states reliably through channels too noisy to be used
reliably with any quantum error-correcting code.

The theory of m ixed-state entanglem ent is m ore com plicated and less
well understood than that of purestate entanglem ent. Even the qualita—
tive distinction between local and nonlocal states is less clkear. For exam —
pl, W emer P1] has described m ixed states which violate no Bell inequality
w ith regard to sin ple soin m easurem ents, yet appear to be nonlocal in other
subtler ways. These include In proving the delity of quantum teleporta—
tion above what could be achieved by purely classical comm unication P3],
and giving nonclassical statistics when sub fcted to a sequence of m easure—
ments RJ].

Q uantitatively, no single param eter com pltely characterizes m ixed state
entanglem ent the way E does for pure states. For a generic m ixed state, we
do not know how to distill out ofthem ixed state asm uch pure entanglm ent
(eg. standard singlkts) aswas required to prepare the state in the rstplacs;



m oreover, for som em ixed states, entanglam ent can be distilled w ith the help
of two-way comm unication between A lice and Bob, but not wih oneway
com m unication. In orderto dealw ith these com plications, we Introduce three
entangkEement measuresD; M) D,M ) E M ),each ofwhith reduces to
E for pure states, but at least two ofwhich O ; and D ,) are known to be
nequivalent for a generic m ixed state.

O ur fundam entalm easure of entanglem ent, for which we continue to use
the symbol E , will be a m ixed state’s entangkm ent of form ation E M ),
de ned as the last expected entanglem ent of any ensamble of pure states
realizng M . W e show that local actions and classical com m unication can—
not Increase the expectation of E M ) and we give exact expressions for the
entanglem ent of fom ation of a sin ple class of m ixed states: states oftwo
spjn—; particles that are diagonal In the socalled Bellbasis. T his basis con-
sists of our m axin ally-entangled states | the singkt state of Eq. {I), and
the three triplet states

+ _ (j"#i+ j#"i) (3)

@G""i #) 4)

ol B

W e also give Iower bounds on the entanglem ent of form ation of other, m ore
general m ixed states. Nonzero E M ) will again serve as our qualitative
criterion of nonlocality; thus, a m ixed state w illbe considered local if can be
expressed as a m ixture of product states, and nonlocal if it cannot.

By distilbblk entangkm ent we will m ean the asym ptotic yield of arbi-
trarily pure singlkts that can be prepared locally from m ixed state M by
entanglem ent purd cation protocols EPP) nnvolving oneway or two-way
com m unication between A lice and Bob. D istillhble entanglm ent for one-
and two-way comm unication willbe denoted D M ) and D, M ), respec—
tively. Except In cases where we have been able to prove that D, orD, is
dentically zero, we have no explicit values for distillable entanglem ent, but
we w ill exhibit various upper bounds, as well as lower bounds given by the
yield of particular puri cation protocols.



14 Entanglem ent puri cation and quantum error cor—
rection

Entanglem ent puri cation protocols EPP) will be the subfct of a large
portion of this paper; we describe them brie y here. The most powerfiil
protocols, depicted In Fig. ], involve two-way communication. A lice and
Bob begin by sharing a bipartite m ixed state M = M )" consisting of n
entangled pairs of particles each described by the density m atrix M , then
proceed by repeated application of three steps: 1) A lice and Bob perfom

uniary transform ations on their states; 2) They perform m easurem ents on
som e of the particks; and 3) T hey share the results of these m easurem ents,
using this nfom ation to choose which unitary transfom ations to performm

In the next stage. The obct is to sacri ce som e of the particles, whilke
m aneuvering the others into a close approxin ation ofa m axin ally entangled
statesuchas = ( )™, the tensorproduct ofm singlets,where0< m < n.
N o generality is Jost by using only unitary transfom ationsand von N eum ann
m easuram ents in steps 1) and 2), because A lice and B ob are free at the outset
to enlarge the H ibert spaces H, and H , to include whatever ancillas they
m Ight need to perform nonunitary operations and generalized m easuram ents
on the original system s.

A restricted version of the puri cation protocol involving only one-way
com m unication is illustrated in Fig. B. Here, w ithout loss of generality, we
pem it only one stage of uniary operation and m easuram ent, ollowed by a
one-way classical com m unication. T he principal advantage of such a protocol
is that the com ponents of the resulting puri ed m axim ally entangled state
indicated by (*) can be separated both in space and in tim e. In Secs.[§ and [§
we show that the tin e-ssparated EPR pairs resulting from such a oneway
protoool (I-EPP) always pem it the creation of a quantum error-correction
code QECC) whose rate and delity are respectively no less than the yield
m=n and delity ofthe puri ed states produced by the 1-EPP.

The link between 1-EPP and QECC isprovided by quantum teleportation [J].
As Fi.[d illustrates, the avaibbility of the tin essparated EPR state (*)
m eans that an arbitrary quantum state j i (in a H ibert space no Jarger than
2™ ) can be teleported forward In tine: the teleportation is nitiated with
A lice’'s Bellm easurement M 4, and is com pleted by Bob’s unitary transfor-
mation U,. The net e ect is that an exact replica of j i reappears at the
end, despite the presence of noise N, 5 ) In the ntervening quantum envi-
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Figure 2: Entanglm ent puri cation protocol mvolwing two-way classical
comm unication @R-EPP). In the basic step of 2-EPP, A lice and Bob sub—
ct the bipartite m ixed state to two local unitary transfom ations U; and
U,. They then m easure som e of their partickes M , and interchange the re—
suls of these m easuram ents (classical data tranam ission indicated by double
Iines). A fter a num ber of stages, such a protocol can produce a pure, near—
m axin ally-entangled state (ndicated by *’s).
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Figure 3: O neway Entanglem ent Puri cation Protocol (1-EPP). nh 1-EPP

there is only one stage; after unitary transfom ation U; and m easurem ent
M , A lice sends her classical resul to Bob, who uses it in com bination w ith
his m easurem ent result to controla nal transform ation Us. The unidirec-
tionality of com m unication allow sthe nal, m axin ally-entangled state (*) to
be ssparated both in space and In tim e.
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Figure 4: If the 1-EPP of Fig.[§ is used as a module for creating tin e~
separated EPR pairs (*), then by using quantum teleportation§], an ar-
birary quantum state j i may be recovered exactly after U,, despite the
presence of intervening noise. This is the desired e ect of a quantum error
correcting code QECC).

ronm ent. M oreover, we will show in detail in Sec. |§ that the protocol of
Fig.[d can be converted into a much sin pler protocol w ith the sam e quan-—
tum com m unication capacity but Involving neither entanglem ent nor classical
com m unication, and having the topology of a quantum error correcting code
ri.09 600000 6E D6

M any featuresofm ixed-state entanglem ent, along w ith their consequences
for noisy-channel coding, are illustrated by a particular m ixed state, the
W emer state P1]

- P _
5= = 5J J+8(J h"J+3j " h 3+ J h J: ©)
This state, a 5/8 vs. 3/8 singlet+triplet m ixture, can be produced by m xing
equal am ounts of singlets and random uncorrelated spins, or equivalently
by sending one soin of an nitially pure singlkt through a 50% depolarizing
channel. @A x-depolarizing channel is one in which a state is tranam itted
unaltered w ith probability 1 x and is replaced with a com plktely random

qubit wih probability x.) These recipes suggest that E W 5—5), the am ount
of pure entanglem ent required to prepare a W emer state, m ight be 0.5, but
we show (Sec.[d) that in fact that E W s_g) 0:117. The W emer state
W s—5 is also ram arkable In that pure entanglm ent can be distilled from it
by two-way protocols but not by any oneway protocol. In tem s of noisy—
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channel coding, this m eans that a 50% depolarizing channel, which has a
positive capacity for tranan itting classical Inform ation, has zero capacity for
tranan itting intact quantum states ifused in a oneway fashion, even with
the help of quantum error-correcting codes. This will be proved in Sec.f4.
If the sam e channel isused In a two-way fashion, or with the help of two—
way classical com m unication, it has a positive capaciy due to the non-zero
distillable entanglem ent D, W 5—5), which is known to lie between 0.00457
and 0117 pure singkts out per in pure pair in. The lower bound is from an
explicit 2-EP P, whilk the upper bound com es from the known entanglm ent
of form ation, which is always an upper bound on distillable entanglem ent.

The rem ainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section [} contains
our results on the entanglem ent of form ation of m ixed states. Section [
explains puri cation of pure, m axin ally entangled states from m ixed states.
Section B exhibits a class of m ixed states or which D; = 0 but D, > 0.
Section [§ show s the relationship between m ixed statesand quantum channels.
Section [§ show show a class of quantum error correction codesm ay be derived
from oneway puri cation protocols and contains our e cient 5 qubit code.
F inally, Sec.[] review s several im portant rem aining open questions.

2 Entanglem ent of Formm ation

2.1 Justi cation ofthe D e nition

A s noted above, we de ne the entanglem ent of orm ation E M ) ofa m ixed
state M as the Jeast expected entanglem ent of any ensam ble of pure states
realizing M . The ponnt of this subsection is to show that the designation
\entanglkm ent of form ation" is justi ed: In order for A lice and B ob to create
the state M w ithout transferring quantum states between them , they must
already share theequivalent ofE (M ) pure singlts; m oreover, ifthey do share
this much entanglem ent already, then they willbe able to create M . Both
of these statem ents are to be taken In the asym ptotic sense explained in the
Introduction.) In thissense E M ) is the am ount of entanglem ent needed to
Create M .

Consider any speci ¢ ensamble of pure states that realizes the m ixed
state M . By m eans of the asym ptotically entanglem ent-conserving m apping
between arbitrary pure states and singkts PQ], such an ensem bl provides an
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asym ptotic recipe for locally preparing M  from a num ber of singlets equal
to the m ean entanglem ent of the pure states in the ensembl. C karly som e
ensam bles are m ore econom ical than others. For exam ple, the totally m ixed
state of two qubits can be prepared at zero cost, as an equalm ixture of four
product states, or at unit cost, as an equalm xture of the four Bell states.
The quantity E M ) isthem nimum cost in this sense. However, this fact
doesnot yet justify callingE M ) the entanglem ent of form ation, because one
can in agine m ore com plicated recipes for preparing M : A lice and Bob could
conceivably start with an initial m ixture whose expected entanglem ent is
lessthan E (M ) and som ehow , by localactions and classical com m unication,
transform i into another m xture w ith greater expected entanglem ent. W e
thusneed to show that such entanglem ent-enhancing transform ations are not
possible.

W e start by summ arizing the de nitions that lrad toE M ):

D e nition: The entanglm ent of form ation of a bipartite pure state
is the von Neum ann entropy E () = S (Tra j h J of the reduced density
m atrix as seen by A lice orBob (e Eq.[)).

D e nition: The entanglm ent of form ation E ) ofaEp ensam bl ofbi-
partite pure states E = fp;; ;g is the ensamblk average ;piE ( ;) of the
entanglem ents of form ation of the pure states in the ensemble.

D e nition: The entanglm ent of form ation E M ) of a bipartite m ixed
stateM isthem jnijwn ofE E) over ensambles E = fp;; ;g realizing the
mixed state: M = ;pi] ih i]

W e now prove that E M ) is nonincreasing under local operations and
classical com m unication. F irst we prove two lemm as about the entanglem ent
of bipartite pure states under local operations by one party, say A lice. Any
such local action can be decom posed into four basic kinds of operation: (i)
appending an ancillary system not entangled w ith Bob’spart, (i) perform ing
a unitary transfomm ation, (iii) perform ing an orthogonalm easurem ent, and
(Iv) throw Ing away, ie., tracing out, part of the system . (T here is no need
to add generalized m easuram ents as a separate category, since such m easure-
m ents can be constructed from operationsofthe above kinds.) It isclearthat
neither of the rst two kinds of operation can change the entanglam ent of a
pure state shared by A lice and B ob: the entanglem ent In these cases ram ains
equal to the von Neum ann entropy of Bob’s part of the system . However,
for the Jast two kinds of operation, the entanglem ent can change. In the ol
low ing two Jemm as we show that the expected entanglem ent In these cases

12



cannot increase.

Lem m a: If a bijpartite pure state is subcted to a m easurem ent by
A lice, giving outoom es k w ith probabilities py , and leaving resEJ;dualbjpartite
pure states i, then the expected entanglem ent of form ation | pxE ( ) of
the residual states is no greater than the entanglem ent of form ation E () of
the original state. X

BE () E() ©)

Kk

P roof. Because the m easuram ent is perfomm ed locally by A lice, it cannot
a ect the reduced density m atrix seen by Bob. T herefore the reduced density
m atrix seen by Bob before measurement, = Tx jih j must equal the
ensam ble average of the reduced density m atrices of the residual states after
measurament: , = Tnr j vh jaffermeasuram ent. Ik is well known that
von N eum ann entropy, lke classical Shannon entropy, is convex, in the sense
that the entropy of a weighted m ean of several density m atrices is no less
than the corresponding m ean of their separate entropies R4]. T herefore

X
S() PeS (x): (7)
k

But the lft side of this expression is the original pure state’s entanglem ent
before m easurem ent, w hile the right side is the expected entanglem ent ofthe
residual pure states after m easuram ent.
2

Lem m a: Consider a trpartite pure state , In which the parts are la—
beled A, B, and C. W e Imnagine A lice holding parts A and C and Bob
hodingpartB.) LetM = Trjih j.ThenE M ) E (), where the latter
is understood to be the entanglem ent between Bob’spart B and A lice’s part
AC.That is, A lice cannot increase the m inin um expected entanglem ent by
throw Ing away system C.
P roof. Again, whatever pure-state ensam ble one takes as the realization of
the m ixed state M , the entropy at Bob’s end of the average of these states
must equalE ( ), because the density m atrix held by Bob has not changed.
By the above argum ent, then, the average of the entropies of the reduced
density m atrices associated w ith these pure states cannot exceed the entropy
ofBob’s overalldensity m atrix; that is, E M ) E ().
2
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W e now prove a theoram that extendsboth ofthe above results to m ixed
states:

T heorem : If a bipartite m ixed state M is sub cted to an operation by
A lice, giving outoom es k w ith probabilities py , and leaving resjdgalbjpartite
m ixed statesM i, then the expected entanglem ent of form ation  pE M )
ofthe residual states isno greater than the entanglem ent of form ation & M )
of the original state. %

E Myx) EM™M) @®)
k
(If the operation is sin ply throw ng away part of A lice’s systam , then there
w illbe only one value ofk, w ith unit probabiliy.)
P roof. Given m ixed state M there will exist som e m Inim alentanglem ent
ensamble

E= fp5; i9 )

of pure states realizhg M .
For any ensemble E® realizing M ,

EM) EEY: (10)

Applying the above Jemm as to each pure state In the m inin alentanglem ent
enssmbl E, we get, for each 7,

X
PxyxE M ) E( 5); 11)
K

where M 4 is the residual state if pure state ; is subjected to A lice’s oper-
ation and yields resul k, and pyy is the conditional probability of obtaining
this outcom e when the initial state is 5.

N ote that when the outocom e k has occurred the residualm ixed state is
described by the density m atrix

X
My = p]jﬂM 5k - (12)
3
M ultplying Eq. () by p; and summ Ing over j gives

X X
PiPrsE ™ ) psE( 59)=EM™): 13)

Jik J
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By Bayes theoram ,
Pix = PiPxy = PxPixi 14)

Eq. {{J) becom es X
PpPixE M %) E M ): @5)
Jik
U sing the bound Eq. {I(), we get
X X X
PE M ) Pk PixEM %) EM): (16)

k k ]

A Tthough the above theoram concems a singke operation by A lice, i ev—
dently applies to any nite preparation procedure, Involving local actions
and one- or two-way classical com m unication, because any such procedure
can be expressed as sequence of operations of the above type, perform ed
altemately by A lice and Bob. Eadch m easuram ent-type operation, for exam —
Pk, generates a new classical resul, and partitions the before-m easurem ent
m ixed state nto residual afterm easurem ent m ixed states whose m ean en—
tanglem ent of form ation does not exoeed the entanglem ent of fomm ation of
the m ixed state before m easurem ent. Hence wem ay sum m arize the result of
this section by saying that expected entanglem ent of form ation ofa bipartie
system ’s state does not increase under local operations and classical com —
munication. A s noted In ], entanglem ent itself can Increase under local
operations, even though is expectation cannot. Thus i is possble for A lice
and Bob to gam bl w ith entanglem ent, risking som e of their initial supply
w ith a chance of w Inning m ore than they originally had.

2.2 Entanglem ent of Form ation for M ixtures of Bell
States

In the previous subsection i was shown that an ensem bl ofpure statesw ith
m ininum average pure-state entanglem ent realizing a given density m atrix
de nes a m axin ally econom ical way of creating that density m atrix. In
general it isnot known how to nd such an ensam bl ofm inim ally entangled
states for a given density m atrix M . W e have, however, found such m inin al
ensambles for a particular class of states of two spjn-; particles, nam ely,
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m ixtures that are diagonalwhen w ritten in the BellbasisEgs. (), {3), and
) . W e have also found a Iower bound on E M ) applicable to any m ixed
state oftwo spjn—; particles. W e present these results In this subsection.

A s a m otivating exam ple consider the W emer states of PI]. A W emer
state isa state drawn from an ensemble ofF partspure singkt, and (1 F )=3
parts of each of the other Bell states | that is, a generalization of Eq. {§):

1

. . F o+ + o+ + .

Weg=F3J Hh 3+ g h J+3J " h J+J h JI: a7
This is equivalent to saying it isdrawn from an ensamblk ofx = @F 1)=3
partspure singlet, and 1 x parts the totally m ixed \garbage" density m atrix
(equalto the dentiy operator)

G=I=}('+Jh+'+' h 7+ 3 h T3+ 3 h I;

20 J+ 3 J+ 3 J+ 3 )i 18)
which wasW emer’s origihal form ulation. W e label these generalized W emer
statesW r , with their F value, which istheir delity orpuriyh #e3j 1
relative to a perfect singlt (even though this delity is de ned nonlocally,
it can be computed from the resuls of localmeasurements, as 1 3Py =3,
where P, is the probability of cbtaining paralkel outcom es if the two spins
are m easured along the sam e random axis).

Twould takex = (@F 1)=3 pure singkts to create am ixed state W » by
directly In plem enting W emer’s ensamble. O ne m ight assum e that this pre-
scription is the one requiring the least entanglem ent, so that the W s_g state
would cost 0.5 ebits to prepare. H owever, through a num ericalm inin ization
technique we found fourpure states, each having only 0:117 ebits ofentangle-
m ent, that when m ixed w ith equal probabilities create the W s_g m ixed state
much m ore econom ically. Below we derive an explicit m inin ally-entangled
ensam ble for any Bellkdiagonalm ixed state W , lncluding the W emer states
W r as a soecial cass, aswell as a giving a general lower bound for general
m ixed statesM ofapairof spjn-; particles. Forpure states and B elkdiagonal
m xturesE M ) is sin ply equalto this bound.

The Iower bound is expressed In temm s of a quantity £ M ) which we call
the \fully entangled fraction"ofM and de ne as

fM)=maxreM #i; (19)
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where the m axin um is over all com plktely entangled states ®i. Speci cally,
wewﬂlseethatbra]lstatesofapajrofqajn-; particles, E M ) hfEM™M )]
w here the function h is de ned by

8
qg -
< 1 1
_+ =
h(f)= H @G f@1 f)) forf %, 20)
° ﬁ)rf< 5.
HereH ) = xlg,x 1 x)Iog, (1 x) isthe binary entropy finction.

Form ixtures of Bell states, the fully entangled fraction £ M ) is sin ply the
largest eigenvalue of M .

W e begin by considering the entanglem ent of a singke pure state j i. It
is convenient to write j i in the Pollow Ing orthogonal basis of com pletely
entangled states:

i= Jti
P @1)
Bi= 13 "1
j34i: j i
Thuswe w rite
x4
j i= jjaji: (22)

=1

The entanglem ent of j i can be com puted directly as the von Neum ann
entropy of the reduced density m atrix of either of the two partickes. On
doing this calculation, one nds that the entanglem ent of j i is given by the
sin ple formula p
E=HEQL+ 1 C?)J (23)

where C = jP 3 ?j (N ote that one is squaring the com plex numbers 5, not
theirm odulil) E and C both range from 0 to 1, and E is a m onotonically
Increasing function of C, so that C itself is a kind of m easure of entangle-
m ent. A ccording to Eq. £3), any real linear combination ofthe states #4i is
another com plktely entangld state (ie., E = 1). In fact, every com plktely
entangled state can be w ritten, up to an overall phase factor, as a real linear
com bination of the yi’'s. (To see this, choose ; to be realw ithout loss of
generality. Then ifthe other j’sare not allreal, C willbe less than unity,
and thus so willE .)
Note that ifone ofthe 4’s,say i, issu ciently Jarge in m agnitude, then

theother 5’sw illnothave enough combined weight tom akeC equalto zero,
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and thus the state w illhave to have som e entanglam ent. T hism akes sense: if
one particular com pletely entangled state is su ciently strongly represented
in j i, then j i itselfmust have som e entanglem ent. Speci cally, ifj 1§ > 2,
then because the sum ofthe squares ofthe three rem aining  3’s cannot exceed
1 j:F hmagnide, C mustbeatast j:F @ 3 ]j),ie.,Zj 7 1.
It Pllows from Eq. £3) that E mustbeat ast H E+  j.F@ 191
T hat is, we have shown that

EG1d hG.H; 4)

where h is de ned n Eq. @(). This inequality will be very inportant in
what ollow s.

A sonem ight expecté the properties jist describbed are not unigue to the
basis fyig. Let jagi= x Rsx ¥ 1, where R is any real, orthogonalm atrix.
Te.,RTR =1I.) Wecan expand j iasji= F ; 3¥4, and the sum gz
is guaranteed to be equalto jz because of the properties of orthogonal
transform ations. T hus one can use the com ponents  § in Eq. @3) justaswell
as the components 5. In particular, the inequality €4) can be generalized
by substituting for ; the com ponent of j i along any com pltely entangled
state #i. That is, f we de new = Jej if for som e com plktely entangled
i, then

EG1 hw): @5)

W e now move from pure states to m ixed states. Consider an arbitrary
m ixed state M , and consider any ensembke E = p,;  which isa decom posi-
tion of M Into pure states

X
M = PxJ kih (26)
K

For an arbitrary completely entangled state i, Bt wy = Jej «if, and ket
w=TreM pi= ,pwWx. We can bound the entanglm ent of the ensam -

bl @4) as ollow s:

" #
X X X

EE)= »E Jxd ph@wy) h Wy =h@w): @7
k k k

T his equation is true In particular for the m Inin al entanglem ent ensem ble
realizng M forwhih E M ) = E (E). The ssoond inequality follow s from
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the convexiy of the function h. Clarly we obtain the best bound of this
form by maxin zing w = heM #i over all com pltely entangled states #i.
Thism axinum value ofw iswhat we have called the fully entangled fraction
f™ ). W e have thus proved that

EM™M) hfEM™M)] 28)

as prom ised.

To m ake the bound §) m ore usefi1], we give the Hllow ing sin ple algo—
rithm for nding the fully entangled fraction £ ofan arbitrary stateM ofa
pair of qubits. First, write M in the basis £#;ig de ned n Eq. @1). In this
basis, the com pletely entangled states are represented by the real vectors, so
we are looking for the m axinum valie of heM i over all real vectors #i.
But thism aximum value is sin ply the largest eigenvalue of the real part of
M .W ehavethen: f = them axinum eigenvalie ofReM ,whenM isw ritten
In the basis ofEqg. @).

W e now show that the bound @§) is actually achieved for two cases of
Interest: () pure states and (i) m xtures of Bell states. That is, n these
cases,E M )= h[f M )]

(i) Pure states. Any pure state can be changed by local rotations Into a
state PJlofthe form j i= J""i+ Jj##i, where ; Oand 2+ 2= 1.
Entanglem ent is not changed by such rotations, so it is su cient to show
that the bound is achieved for states of this form . ForM = 7j ih j the
com pletely entangled statem axin izing heM ®iisj ' i, and the value of £ is
h t9if= (+—2)2 =2+ . By straightforward substitution one nds that
h@+ ) = H ( ?), which we know to be the entanglam ent of § i. Thus
EM)=hEM™M )], which iswhat we wanted to show .

(i) M ixtures of Bell states. C onsider a m ixed state of the form

x4
W = Py ¥;ihe; (29)

=1

Suppose rst that one ofthe eigenvalues p; is greater than orequalto %, and
w ithout loss of generality take this eigenvalue to be p; . The follow ing eight
pure states, m ixed w ith equal probabilities, yield the state W :

p—. . L, bP—" ., P—, . P— .
prEit i( 7 pi P3Esl P By1): (30)
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M oreover, all of these pure states have the sam e entanglem ent, nam ely,
E=h): @)

(See Eq. ) ) Therefore the average entanglem ent of the m ixture is also
HEi= h{). Butp; isequalto £ W ) for this density m atrix, so for this
particularm xture, we have lE 1= h[f W )]. Since the right hand side is our
lower bound on E , this m ixture m ust be a m inim um -entanglem ent decom —
position ofW ,and thusE W )= hf W )I.

If none of the eEJ;genvahes P; is greater than %, then there exist phase
factors ; such that ypje’? = 0. In that casewe can expressW asan equal
m ixture of a di erent set of eight states:

p P— .=

pet et Ppeitii Pmethi Dpe TRir (62)
For each of these states, the quantity C Eq. £3)]is equalto zero, and thus
the entanglem ent is zero. Tt followsthat E W ) = 0, so that again the bound
isachieved. (Thebound h[f W )] is zero In this case because f, the greatest
ofthe p5’s, is less than % J)

Tt is Interesting to ask whetherthebound h[f M )] is nh fact always equal
tOE M ) for generalm ixed statesM , not necessarily Belldiagonal. &t tums
out that it is not. C onsider, for exam ple, the m ixed state

M = %j""jh"" I+ %] *ih +j; (33)

The value of £ for this state is %, so that h(f) = 0. And yet, as we now
show, it is Inpossible to build this state out of unentanglkd pure states;
hence E (M ) is greater than zero and isnot equalto h(f).

To see this, ket us try to construct the density m atrix ofEq. (33) out of
unentangled pure states. That is, we want

X
M = PcJ xih xF (34)
k
where each j i isunentanglkd. That is, eac%g. J xiissuch that when wew rite
it in the basis of Eq. @), ie. as jxi= %, x;y¥8L the ’'s satisfy the
condition

rs= 0: (35)



Now the density matrix M , when w ritten in the ;i basis, looks lke this:
3

z : (36)

O O »IReR-
ONIFEF O O
o O O O

Thus, In order or Eqg. @) to be true, the ’smust be consistent w ith the
follow ing conditions:
x PxJ k;l:?:
x P J k;Zf:
x PxJ k;3j2=
x P J k,-4f=
kPx k1 xp2 =

2o v L v By v

@37

O NP P

P

-
.

Evidently allthe ,4's are equalto zero. By Eq. 3) the ramamning ’'s
satisfy

Jxad+ JxeF  Jxpf Drevery k: (38)
In fact, the \ " of this last relation must be an equality, or else the sum
conditions of Eq. 87) would not work out. That is,

Jxad + Jxed = JxsF Drevewy k: (39)

Combining this Jast equation w ith Eq. 83), we arrive at the conclusion that
Preach k, the mtio of ,; to x,; is real. But in that case there isno way
to generate the in aginary sum required by the last of the conditions {37).
It is thus mpossbl to build M out of unentangled pure states; that is,
EM™M)> 0.

W e conclude, then, that our bound is only a bound and not an exact
formula forE . It tums out, in fact, that there are two other ways to prove
that the state M has nonzero entanglam ent of fomm ation. Peres @] and
Horodeckiet al. 7] have recently developed a general test for nonzero en—
tanglam ent for states of two qubits and has applied it explicitly to states like
ourM , showing that E M ) is nonzero. Also, In Sec.[323 below, we show
that one can distill som e pure entangkm ent from M , which would not be
possblk ifE M ) were zero.
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3 Puri cation

Suppose A lice and Bcb have n pairs of particles, each pair’s state described
by a density matrix M . Such a m ixed state resuls if one or both m em bers
of an mitially pure Bell state is sub cted to noise during tranam ission or
storage (cf. Fig.[l]) . G iven these n in pure pairs, how m any pure Bell singlts
can they distill by local actions; indeed, can they distill any at all? In other
words, how much entanglem ent can they \purify" out of their m ixed state
w ithout further use of a quantum channel to share m ore entanglem ent?

The com plkte answer is not yet known, but upper and lower bounds
are [I']]. An upperbound isE M ) per pair, because if A lice and Bcb could
get m ore good singlkts than that they could use them to create m ore m ixed
states with density matrix M than the number wih which they started
thereby increasing their entanglem ent by local operations, which we have
proven in possble (Sec.P.]). Lower bounds are given by construction. W e
have found speci ¢ procedures which A lice and Bob can use to purfy cer—
tain types of m ixed states nto a lesser number of pure singkts. W e call
these schem es entangkem ent puri cation protocols EPP), which should not
be confused w ith the puri cations ofa m ixed state of[PB].

3.1 Puri cation B asics

Ourpuri cation procedures all stem from a few sin ple ideas:

1. A general twoparticle m ixed state M can be converted to a W emer
state Wy Eqg. 7)) by an irreversbl preprocessing operation which
Increases the entropy S W) > S M )), perhaps wasting som e of is
recoverable entanglem ent, but rendering the state easier dealw ith be—
cause it can thereafter be regarded as a classical m xture of the four
orthogonalBell states Egs. {1), @), and {@)) BJ]. The sin plst such
preprocessing operation, a random bikhteral rotation [[7] or \tw irl", con—
sists of choosing an Independent, random SU (2) for each in pure pair
and applying it to both m embers of the pair (cf. Fig. [§). Because of
the singkt state’s Invariance under bilateral rotation, tw irling has the
e ect of ram oving o -diagonaltem s in the two-particle density m atrix
in the Bellbasis, aswell as equalizing the triplet eigenvalues. A ctually,
rem oving the o -diagonaltem sissu cient asallofourEPP protocols
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operate sucoessfully with only m lnorm odi cation) on a Belldiagonal
m ixed state W wih, in general, unequal triplt eigenvalues. Equal-
ization of the triplet eigenvalues only adds unnecessary entropy to the
m ixture. In Appendix B] i is shown that a continuum of rotations is
unnecessary: an aritrary m ixed state of two qubits can be converted
nto a W emer Wy or Belldiagonal W m ixture by a \discrete tw irl,"
consisting of a random choice am ong an appropriate discrete set ofbi-
lateral rotations BQJ]. W euse T to denote the nonunitary operation of
performm ing either a discrete or a continuous tw irl.

Na T?®7

EPP7 NB I @

Figure 5: The generalm ixed stateM ofF ig.[] can be converted into one of
theW emer form W ofEq. {I7) ifthe particleson both A lice’s and B db’s side
are sub pcted to the sam e random rotation R Wwe refer to the act of choosing
a random SU (2) rotation and applying it to both particles asa \twirl" T).

2.0nce the nitialm ixed state M has been rendered into Belldiagonal
form W , i can bepur ed as ifit were a classicalm ixture ofB ell states,
w ithout regard to the origihalm ixed state M or the noisy channel(s)
that m ay have generated it B]]. This is extrem ely convenient for the
developm ent of all our protocols. However, aswe show In A ppendix
allthe puri cation protocolswe w ill develop w illalso work Jjust aswell
on the origihal non Belkdiagonalm xturesM .

3. Bell states m ap onto one another under ssveral kinds of local uniary
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source
+ +
I T ¥
Unilateral Rotations: « * *
v + +
+ +
zZ
source
+ +
T T ¥
Bilateral =2 Rotations: B, * *
B + +
B Y + +
Z
source
target + +
* * (source)
(target)
* * (source)
Bilateral XOR: (target)
* * | (source)
+ + + + + (targe_t)
* | (source)
+ + + + + (ta]:get)

Tablk 1: The unilateral and bilateral operations used by A lice and Bob to
m ap Bell states to Bell states. Each entry ofthe BXOR tablk hastwo lines,
the rst show ing what happens to the source state, the second show Ing what
happens to the target state.
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operations (cf. Tabkfl]) . T hese three setsofoperations are oftw o types:
unikteral operationsw hich are perform ed by B ob orA licebut notboth,
and bilateral operations which can be written as a tensor product of
an A lice part and a Bob part, each of which are the sam e. The three
types of operations used are: 1) Unilateral rotations by radians,
corresponding to the three Paulim atrices 4, , and ; 2) Bilateral
rotationsby =2 radians, henceforth denoted By, By, and B ,; and 3)
T he bilateral application of the twobit quantum XOR (or controlled—
NOT) B3, B3] hereafter referred to asthe BXOR operation (seeF ig.[g) .
T hese operations and the Bell state m appings they in plem ent, along

N N
- N AN -
W NENY
N
NS
+ N +
4 N
4 s
7 ’
7 ’

Figure 6: The BXOR operation. A solid dot indicates the source bit of an
XOR operation B3] and a crossed circle indicates the target. In this exam ple
a state isthe sourceand a " isthe target. Ifthe pairs are Jater brought
back together and m easured In the Bell basis the source will rem ain a
and the target willhave becomea *, asperTab]e.

w ith individual particle m easuram ents, are the basic tools A lice and
Bob use to purify singlets out ofW .

4. A lice and Bob can distinguish states from  states by locally m ea—
suring their particles along the z direction. If they get the sam e results
they have a , if they get opposite results they have a . Note that if
only one of the observers (say Bob) needs to know whether the state
wasa ora ,theprocesscan be done w ithout two-way com m unica—
tion . A lice sin ply m akes herm easurem ent and sendsthe result to Bob.
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A fter Bob m akes hism easurem ent, he can then detemm ine w hether the
state had been a ora by comparing hism easurem ent result w ith
A lice'’s, w ithout any further com m unication.

5. For convenience we take j ' i as the standard state for the rest of the
paper. This isbecause it is the state which, when used as both source
and target n a BXOR, ram ains unchanged. It is not necessary to
use this convention but it is algebraically sin pler. W e note that § * i
states can be converted to singlkt (j 1) states using the unilateral

, rotation, as shown in Tabk fll. The only com plication is that the
nonunitary twirling operation T of item [] works only when § 1 is
taken as the standard state. But a modi ed twirl T° which leaves
j * i invariant and random izes the other three Bell states m ay easily
be constructed: the modied twirl would consist of a unilateral
which swapsthe j "i'sand j 1i’s) ©llowed by a conventional tw irl
T, ollowed by another unilateral , which swaps them badk).

6. The preceding points all suggest a new notation fortheBellstates. W e
use two classical bits to label each of the Bell states and w rite

=00
T =01
=10
= 11: (40)

The right, low-order or \am plitude" bit identi es the = property
of the Bell state, whik the lft, high-order or \phase" bi identi es
the + = property. Both properties could be distinguished sim ultane-
ously by a nonlocal m easurem ent, but local m easurem ents can only
distinguish one of the properties at a tin e, random izing the other. For
exam ple a bilateral z spIn m easurem ent distinguishes the am plitude
w hile random izing the phase.

3.2 Puri cation P rotocols

W e now present ssveral two—and oneway puri cation protocols. A 1l begin
w ith a Jarge collection ofn Im pure pairseach In m ixed stateM ,ussupn m
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initial | affer BXOR | Test

Probability | S T |S T result
Pio 00 00| 00 00 P
PooPo1 00 01|00 01 F
PooPro 00 10| 10 10 P
PooP11 00 11|10 11 F
Po1Poo 01 00|01 01 F
< 01 01|01 00 P
Po1P1o 01 10|11 11 F
Po1P11 01 11|11 10 P
P1oPoo 10 00|10 00 P
P1oPo1 10 01|10 o1 F
% 10 10| 00 10 P
PioP1i1 10 11|00 11 F
P11Poo 11 00|11 o1 F
P11Po1 11 01]11 00 P
P11P10 11 10|01 11 F
< 11 11|01 10 P

Tabl 2: P robabilities for each initial con guration of source and target in

a pair of Bell states drawn from the sam e ensam ble, and the resulting state
con guration after a BXOR operation is applied. The nal column shows
w hether the target state passes P ) or fails ') the test for being paralel
along the z-axis (this is given by the rightm ost bi of the target state after
the BXOR). This tabl, ignoring the probability colum n, is jast the BXOR

table of Tablk [ w ritten in the bitw ise notation of item [ of Sec.[3].
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of them (by m easurem ent), whilke m aneuvering the rem aining m pairs into
a collective stateM ®whose delity h( *)™ M %( " )™ i relative to a product
ofm standard * states approaches 1 in the Iim it of large n. The yied a
puri cation protocolP on inputm ixed statesM isde ned as

DPG.VI)=nJ]jml m=n: 41)

If the original in pure pairs M arise from sharing pure EPR pairs through
a noisy channel , then the yield Dy M ), de nes the asym ptotic num ber
of qubits that can be reliably transm itted (via teleportation) per use of the
channel. For one-way protocols the yield isequalto the rate ofa correspond—
ing quantum error-correcting code (cf. Section [§). For two-way protocols,
there is no corresponding quantum error-correcting code. W e w ill com pare
the yields from ourprotocolsw ith the ratesofquantum error-correcting codes
Introduced by other authors, and w ith known upper bounds on the oneway
and two-way distillable entanglementsD ;W ) andD , W ). Thess arede ned
In the cbviousway,eg.D ;W )= maxfDp, W ) :P isa 1-EPPg. No entan—
glem ent purd cation protoool has been proven optin al, but all give Iower
bounds on the am ount of entanglem ent that can be distilled from various
m ixed states.

3.2.1 Recurrence m ethod

A puri cation procedure presented originally in 7] is the recurrencem ethod.
T his is an explicitly two-way protoool. Two states are drawn from an ensem —
bl whith is a m xture of Bell states w ith probabilities p; where i Jabels the
Bell states in our twobit notation. A s noted earlier, if the original in pure
state is not Belldiagonal, it can be m ade so by twirling). The 00 state is
again taken to be the standard stateand wetakepgy = F . The two statesare
usaed as the source and target for the BXOR operation. T heir initial states
and probabilities, and states afterthe BXO R operation, are shown in Tab]e .
A lice and B ob test the target states, and then ssparate the source states into
the ones whose target states passed and the ones whose target state faiked.
Each ofthese subsets is a Bell state m xture, w ith new probabilities. T hese
a posteriori probabilities for the bassed’ subset are:

Poo = O + Pio)=Ppass Poi = ©5; + PT1)=Poass

0 _ 0 _ 42)
Pio = 2P00P10=Ppass Pi1 = 2P01P11=Ppass
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w ith
Ppass = pﬁo + pﬁl + P%o + P%l + 2PooPio T 2P0iPi1 ¢ 43)

C onsider the situation where A lice and B ob begin with a large supply of
W emer statesW r . They apply the preceding procedure and are eft with a
subset of states which passed and a subset which failed. For the m em bers of
the \passed" subset p, > py Hrallpy > 05. The m embers of the \failed"
subset have pog = Po1 = Pio = P11 = 1=4. Since the entanglem ent E of this
m ixture is 0, it w ill clearly not be possble to extract any entanglem ent from
the \failed" subset, so allm embers of this subset are discarded. Note that
this is where the protoocol explicitly requires two-way com m unication. Both
A lice and Bob need to know the results of the test in order to detem ne
which pairs to discard.

The m embers of the \passed" subset have a greater pyg than those in the
original set of In pure pairs. The new density m atrix is still Bell diagonal,
but isno Iongera W emer stateW . T herefore, a tw irl T ° is applied (Sec.[B.,
item sf] and[§), leaving the pyy com ponent alone and equalizing the others [B4].
(Tt is appropriate in this situation to usethem odi ed tw irlT “which Jeaves *
invariant, asexplained in item [§ ofSec.BJ].) W eare kft with a new situation
sin ilar the the starting situation, but w ith a higher delity F °= pj,. F iguref]
show s the resulting F ° versus F . The process is then repeated; iterating
the function of Fig. [] will continue to in prove the delity. This can be
continued untilthe delity is arbitrarily close to 1. C .M acchiavellb 4] has
found that faster convergence can be achieved by substituting a determ nistic
bilateral B, rotation for the twirl T°. W ith this m odi cation, the density
m atrix rem ains Belkdiagonal, but no longer has the W emer form W after
the rst teration; nevertheless itspyg com ponent ncreasesm ore rapidly w ith
successive fterations.

Even with this in provem ent the recurrence m ethod is rather ine cient,
approaching zero yield in the Iim i of high output delity, sihce In each
iteration at least half the pairs are lost (one out of every two is m easured,
and the failures are discarded). Figure [] shows the fraction of pairs lost
on each iteration. A positive yield, D ,, even In the lin it of perfect output

delity can be obtained by switching over from the recurrence m ethod to
the hashing m ethod, to be descrbed in Section 323, as soon as so doing
w il produce m ore good singlets than doing another step of recurrence. The
yield versus initial delity of these com bined recurrence-hashing protocols is
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Figure 7: E ect on the delity of W emer states of one step of puri cation,
using the recurrence protocol. F is the initial delity of the W emer state
Egq. @), F 0 is the nal delity of the \passed" pairs after one iteration.
A 1o shown is the fraction pp.ss=2 of pairs rem aining after one iteration (cf.

Eq. {43)).
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Figure 8: M easures of entanglem ent versus delity F for W emer states W ¢

of Eq. {[]). E is the entanglem ent of form ation, Eq. £7]). Dy is the yield
of the recurrence m ethod of Sec. continued by the hashing m ethod
of (Sec.B24). Dy is the yield of the modi ed recurrence m ethod of C .
M acchiavello 841, continued by hashing. D isthe yield ofthe one-way hash-
Ing and breeding protocols (Sec.324) used alone. D g is the rate of the
quantum error correcting codes proposed by Calderbank and Shorfl(] and
Steane[l]]. Bk 1, is the upper bound ©rD ; as shown in Sec.[6] (follow ing
Knilland La amme [EQ).
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Figure 9: The same as Fi. [§ exhbited on logarithm ic scales. The value
along the x-axis is proportional to the logarithm of & 0:5). In this form
it isclkarthatE,Dy and Dy Pllow power laws F 5) . The ripples in
Dy and Dy are real, and arise from the variabl num ber of recurrence steps
perform ed before sw itching over to the hashing protocolfl7].
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shown In Figure[q.

Tt is in portant to note that the recurrence-hashing m ethod gives a pos-
itive yield of puri ed singlets from all W emer states with delity greater
than 1/2. W emer states of delity 1/2 or lesshave E = 0 and therefore can
yield no singlkts. T he pure hashing and breeding protocols, described below ,
which are oneway protoools, work only down to F 8107, and even the
best known one-way protocol B3] works only down to F $8096.

3.2.2 D irect puri cation of non-B ell-diagonalm ixtures

M ost of the puri cation strategies discussed in this paper assum e that the
state to be puri ed is rst brought to the W emer form , or at least to Bell-
diagonal form , by m eans of a tw irling operation. A s we have said, though,
this strategy is som ewhat wastefil and we use it only to m ake the analysis
m anageable. In this subsection we give a sin ple exam pke show Ing how a
state can be puri ed directly with no tw irling. For this particular exam ple,
it happens that the puri cation is accom plished In a single step rather than
in a series of steps that gradually raise the deliy.
Consider again the stateM ofEq. (33):

M = %j""jh"" j+ %] +jh + j: (44)
N ote that because the fiully-entangled fraction Eq. {I9)) £ = 1=2 for this
state, it cannot bepuri ed by the recurrencem ethod. H ow ever, a collection of
pairs In this state can bepuri ed asusing the llow ing tw o-w ay protocol 41:
as in the recurrencem ethod, A liccand Bob st perform the BXOR operation
between pairs of pairs, and then bilaterally m easure each target pair in the
up-down basis. One can show that if the outoom e of this m easurem ent on
a given target pair is \down-down," then the corresponding source pair is
left in the com pletely entangled state * . A lice and Bob therefore keep the
source pair only when they get this outcom e, and discard it otherw ise. The
probability of getting the outcom e \down-down" is %, and since each target
pair had to be sacri ced for the m easuram ent, the yield from this procedure
isD, = % . The sam e strategy works for any state of the form

M = (1 p)j""jh"" j+ pj *ih +j 45)
with yield D, = p?=4.
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A recent paper by Horodeckiet al. 7] presents a m ore general approach
to the puri cation ofm ixed states which, lke the above schem e, does not
start by bringing the states to Belkdiagonal form . T heir strategy begins
wih a ltering operation ain ed at increasing the fully entangled fraction
f E€q. {I9)) of the surviving pairs; these pairs are then subcted to the
recurrence procedure described above. These authors have shown that by
this technique, one can distill som e am ount of pure entanglem ent from any
state of two qubits having a nonzero entanglem ent of form ation. In other
words, they have obtained for such system s the very interesting result that
ifE M ) isnonzero, then so isD, M ).

323 Oneway hashing m ethod

T his protocoluses m ethods analogous to those of universal hashing in classi—
calprivacy am pli cation [Bg]. W ew illgive a selfcontained treatm ent ofthis
hashing schem e here.) G iven a large num ber n of in pure pairs drawn from

a Belldiagonal ensam ble of known density m atrix W , this protocol allow s
A lice and Bob to distill a an aller num berm n(l S W )) ofpuri ed pairs
(eg. nearperfect * states) whenever S W ) < 1. In the lin it of large n,
the output pairs approach perfect purity, whik the asym ptotic yield m =n
approaches1 S W ). This hashing protocol supersedes our earlier breeding
protocol [[7], which we will review brie y in Sec.24.

T he hashing protocol works by having A lice and Bob each perform BX -
ORsand other localunitary operations (Tablk(l]) on corresponding m em bers
of their pairs, after which they locally m easure som e of the pairs to gain in—
form ation about the Bell states of the ram aining unm easured pairs. By the
correct choice of Jocal operations, each m easuram ent can be m ade to reveal
alm ost 1 bi about the unm easured pairs; therefore, by sacr cing slightly
m ore than nS W ) pairs, where S W ) is the von Neum ann entropy (See Eq.
@)) of the im pure pairs, the Bell states of all the rem aining unm easured
pairs can, w ith high probability, be ascertained. Then localunilateralPauli
rotations ( ;) can be used to restore each unm easured pairto the standard

" state.
T he hashing protoool requires only one-way com m unication: after A lice
nishes her part of the protooo], in the process havingm easured n m ofher
qubits, she is able to send Bob classical Inform ation which, when com bined
w ith his m easurem ent resuls, enables hin to transform his corresponding
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unm easured qubits into nearperfect * twins of A lice’s unm easured qubits,
as shown in Fig.[3.

Let Dbea anallpositive param eter that w ill laterbe allowed to approach
zero in the lim it of large n. The initial sequence of n in pure pairs can be
conveniently represented by a 2n-bit string xy fom ed by concatenating the
twobit representations Eq. @0)) of the Bell states of the individual pairs,
the sequence * for exam ple being represented 110010. The parity
of a bit string is the m odulo2 sum of its bits; the party of a subset s of
the bis in a string x can be expressed as a Boolan nner product s x,
ie. themodulo2 sum of the biwise AND of strings s and x. For exam ple
1101 0111 = 0 In accord with the fact that there are an even number of
ones In the subset consisting ofthe rst, second and fourth bit of the string
0111. A though the nner product s x is a symm etric function of its two
argum ents, we use a slanted font for the st argum ent to em phasize its rok
as a subset sekction Index, while the second argum ent (in Rom an font) is
the bit string representing an unknown sequence ofBell states to be puri ed.

T he hashing protocol takes advantage of the follow ing facts:

the distrbbution B;, of lnitial sequences x,, belng a product ofn iden—

tical independent distributions, receives aln ost all tsweight from a set
of 2" %) \lkely" strings. Ifthe lkely set L isde ned as com prising
the 2" W )* ) q ost probable strings in Py ,, then the probability that
the initial string x Allsoutside L isO exp( *n)) 1.

A swillbe described in m ore detail later, the local Bellpreserving uni-
tary operations of Tablk [] (ilateral =2 rotations, unilateral Pauli
rotations, and BXOR s), followed by localm easurem ent of one of the

pairs, can be used to leam the pariy ofan arbitrary subset softhebits

In the unknown Bellstate sequence x, kaving the ram aining unm ea—

sured pairs In de nite Bell states characterized by a two-bitsshorter

string f5 (x) detem ined by the niial sequence x and the chosen subsst

S.

For any two distinct strings x € y, the probability that they agree on
the parity ofa random subset oftheirbit positions, ie.,thats x=s vy
for random s, is exactly 1/2. This is an elem entary consequence of the
distrbutive law (s x) s yv)=s5 & V).
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T he hashing protocolconsists of n m rounds of the follow ing procedure.
At the beghning of the k + 1)'st round. k= 0;1xn m 1, A lice and
Bob have n k inpure pairs whose unknown Bell state is described by a
2 k)bit string xy . In particular, before the st round, the Bell sequence
X is distrbuted according to the sinpl a priori probability distribution
Py, noted above. Then in the k + 1)’st round, A lice rst chooses and tells
Bob a random 2(n k)bi string s . Second, A lice and Bob perform local
unitary operationsand m easure one pairto determ ine the subsst parity s. ¥,
leaving behind n k 1 unm easured pairs in a Bell state described by the
Cn k) 2)bitstring xx 1 = £y &x)-

C onsider the tra £ctories of tw o arbitrary but distinct strings xg 6 yp un—
der thisprocedure. Let x, and yix denote the In ages ofxq and y, resoectively
affer k rounds, where the sam e sequence of operations £ ;£ =y | |, pa—
ram eterized by the sam e random -subset index strings ;S 13, 1, iSused
forboth tra ectordes. It can readily be veri ed that for any r < n the prob-
ability

P((:6 v:) & 8i_p(sc %= ) (46)

(ie., the probability that x, and y, rem ain distinct w hile nevertheless having
agreed on allr subset paritiesalong theway,sc x= s wyfork= Ouxxr 1) is
atmost 2 *. This follow s from the fact that at each iteration the probability
that x and y ram ain distinct is 1, whilk the probability that, if they
were distinct at the beginning of the iteration they w ill give the sam e subsst
parity, isexactly 1/2. Recalling that the lkely sst I of initial candidates has
only 2°® W )* )y em bers, but w ith probability greaterthan 1 O (exp( 4n))
Includes the true iniial sequence xq, it isevident that afterr= n m rounds,
the probability of ailure, ie. ofno candidate, or ofm ore than one candidate,
rem aining at the end or x, , isatmost 20 W)+ ) O 4 5 (@p( 2n)).
Here the rsttem upperboundsthe probability ofm ore than one candidate
surviving, w hile the second tem upperfbounds the probability of the true x;
having allen outside the lkely set. Lettingn m = n(S M )+ 2 ) and taking

n ¥, we get the desired resul, that the error probability approaches 0
and the yield m approachesn(l S ™ )) In the lim it of argen.

It rem ains to show how the Iocal operations of Tabk [] can be used to
collect the parity of an arbitrary subset of bis of x into the am plitude bit
of a single pair. W e choose as the destination pair, nto which we wish to
collect the parity s %, that pair corresponding to the rst nonzero bit of s.
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Forexampl if s = 00;11;01;10 (s=e Fjg.), the destination w ill be the
seocond pair of xi . Our goalw illbe to m ake the am plitude bit of that pair
after round k equal to the parity of: both bits of the second pair, the right
bit of the third pair, and the ¥ft bit of the fourth pair In the unknown nput
Xy . Pairs such asthe rst, having 00 in the Index string s, have no e ect on
the desired subset parity, and accordingly are bypassed by all the operations
described below .

The st step in ocollecting the parity is to operate ssparately on each of
the pairshaving a 01, 10, or 11 in the Index string, so asto collect the desired
parity for that pair into the am plitude (rght) bit of the pair. This can be
achieved by doing nothing to pairs having 01 In the Index string, perform ing
a By, on pairs having 10 (since By has the e ect of interchanging the phase
and am plitude bits of a Bell state), and perform ing the two rotations B,
and 4 on pairswih 11 in the ndex string Bx x = xBx hasthe e ect of
XORIng a Bell state’s phase bi into its am plitude bit).

T he next step consists 0of BXO R ing all the pairs except those with 00 In
the Index string into the selected destination, in this case the sscond pair.
The selected destination pair is used as the common target for all these
BXORSs, causing is am plitude bit to accum ulate the desired subsst pariy
s x. This Pllows from the fact (cf. Tab¥]l) that the BXOR leaves the
source’s am plitude bit una ected while causing the target’s am plitude bit
to becom e the XOR of the previous am plitude bits of source and target.
R ecall that phase bitsbehave oppositely under BXOR :the target’sphass bi
isuna ected whilke the source’s phase bit becom es the XOR of the previous
values of source and target phase bits; this \badck-action" m ust be accounted
for in determ ining the function f;. Figure [} illustrates this step of the
hashing m ethod on an unknown 4-Belbstate ssquence x using the subsst
Index string s= 00;11;01;10 m entioned before.

The hashing protocol distills a yield Dy = 1 S W ), which we have
called D in our previous work [[7]. For the W emer channel, param eterized

com pktely by F,
SWrg)= Flg, &) @@ F)lg,(l F)=3); @)

giving a positive yield for W emer states with F > 0:8107. Figures[§ and [§
show Dy (), comparing it with E and w ith other pur cation protocols.
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Figure 10: Step k of the oneway hashing protoool, used to detem ine
the parity sv ¥, for an arbitrary unknown set of four Bell states repre—
sented by an unknown 8-bit string x relative to a known subsst index string
s= 00;11;01;10. Ifbilateralmeasurement M yieldsa state (ie. ifthe

m easuram ent result is 1), then half the candidates for x are excluded (Eg.
x= 00,00,00,00), but half are still allowed (g. x=00,11,00,00). For each
allowed x, the afterm easuram ent Bell states of the three ram aining unm ea—
sured pairsare a describbed by a 6-bit sequence x4 1 = £ (X ) determ nistically
com putabl from x and s.
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324 Breeding m ethod

T his protooo], introduced in Ref. [L7], will not be descrbed here in detail,
as it has been superseded by the one-way hashing protocol described in the
preceding section. T he breeding protocol assum es that A lice and Bob have
a shared poolofpure j *i= 00 states, previously prepared by som e other
method (eg. the recurrence method) and also a supply of Belldiagonal
in pure states which they wish to purify. The protocol consum es the
states from the pool, but, if the In pure states are not too in pure, produces
m ore new Iy pur ed pairs than the num ber of pool states consum ed (In the
m anner of a breeder reactor).

T he basic step ofbreeding is very sim ilar to that ofhashing and is shown
in Fig. [l]. Agai a random subset s of the am plitude and phase bits of the
Bell states is selected. The parity of this selected set is again gathered up
In exactly the sam e way, except that the target of the BXOR operations is
one of the prepuri ed 00 states. The use of the pure target sin pli es the
action ofthe BXOR, in that the \back action" which changes the state ofthe
source bits is avoided in this schem e. Thism eans that the input string x can
be restored to exactly its originalvalue by a sin ple undoing of the one-qubic
localoperations, as shown, This o ers the advantage that the (possbly very
com plicated) sequence of boolean functions fg ;£ ::fy | , do not have to
be calculated in this case. O nce again, the result of the parity m easurem ent
M isto reduce the num ber of candidates for x by aln ost exactly 1/2. Thus,
by the sam e argum ent as before, afftern m nS W ) rounds of pariy
m easuram ents, it is probable that x hasbeen narrowed down to be Jjust one
m em ber ofthe likely set L. . Thus, alln ofthese pairs can be tumed Into pure

* states; however, shocen m pure *’shave been used up in the process,
thenetyield ism=n = Dy ), exactly the sam e as In the hashing protocol.

4 Oneway D and two-way D are provably

di erent
Tt has already been noted that som e ofthe entanglem ent puri cation schem es
use two-way comm unication between the two parties A lice and Bob whik

othersuse only one-way com m unication. The di erence is signi cant because
one-w ay protocols can be used to protect quantum states during storage in a
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Figure 11: Step k of the oneway breeding protocol. The schem e is very
sin ilar to the hashing protocol of F ig. [L(, except that the target for the
BXORs is guaranteed to be a perfect * state. This allows the onebit
operations to be undone so that there is no badk-action on the string x.
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noisy environm ent, as well as during transm ission through a noisy channel,
while two-way protocols can only be used for the latter purpose (cf. Section
[4). Thus i is in portant to know whether there are m ixed states for which
D, isproperly less than D,. Here we show that there are, and Indeed that
the orighhal W emer state W s—g, (ie., the result of sharing singlts through
a 50% depolarizing channel) cannot be puri ed at allby oneway protocols,
even though it has a positive yield under two-way protocols.

To show this, consider an ensamble where a statepreparer gives A lice n
singlkts, half shared w ith Bob and half shared w ith anotherperson (Charlie).
A lice isunaware of which pairs are shared w ith Bob and which w ith Charlie.
Bob and Charlie are also given enough extra garbage particles (either ran—
dom Iy selected qubits or any state totally entangled w ith the environm ent
but w ith no one else) so that they each have a total of n particks as well.
T his situation isdiagramm ed in F i3.[[J. From A lice and Bob’s point of view,

O

Bob

Alice

ONO)

Charlie

O

Figure 12: A symm etric situation In which Bob and Charlie are each equally
entangled w ith A lice. T wo-headed arrow s denote m axin ally-entangled pairs,
and open circles denote garbage states Eq. {3)).
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each state has the density m atrix W s_g.

A lice, w thout hearing any infom ation from Bob or Charlie, is suppossd
to do herhalfofa puri cation protocoland then send on classicaldata to the
others. T herefore, each particle A lice has looks like a totally m ixed state to
her. By symm etry, anything she could do to assure herself that a particular
particle is half of a good EPR pair shared with Bob will also assure her
that the sam e particle is half of a good EPR pair shared wih Charlie. No
such threesided EPR pair can exist. If she used it to telport a qubit to
Bob she would also have teleported it to Charlie, violating the no-cloning
theorem [39]. Therefore, she cannot distill even one good EPR pair from
an arbitrarily lJarge supply of W s—g states. O n the other hand the com bined
recurrence-hashing method Oy In Fig.[9) gives a positive lower bound on
the two-way yield D , W s—g) > 0:00457 so we can w rite

Dl(W5=8)= 0 < 0:00457 D2(W5=8): (48)

Tt is also clear that any enssmble of W emer states can be reduced to one
of Iower delity by local action (combining with totally m ixed states of
Eqg. {I§)). ThereoreD; W) = 0 rallF < 5=8. Knilland La amme
prove AQ1thatD ;W) = 0 rallF < 3=4. In Sec.[6] we explain their
proof and, using the argum ent of Sec.p J, obtain the bound

D;< 4f 3; 49)

as shown in Figs.[§ and [g.

A sim ilar argum ent can be used to show that for some ensambles D ;
is not symm etric depending on whether it is A lice or Bob who starts the
comm unication. Suppose In the symm etric situation of Fig. that Baob
and Charlie know which pairs are shared w ith A lice and which are garbage.
For this ensemble the symm etry argum ent for A lice ram ains the sam e and
Dai g = 0. Ifthe communication is from Bob to A lice, though, it iseasy to
see he can use half of his particles, the ones he know s are good pairs shared
w ith A lice. T he other half are useless since they have E = 0 and could have
been m anufactured Iocally. ThuswehaveDyg, o = 1=2and D, 5 = 0.

O urno-cloning argum ent show s that A lice and B ob cannot generate good
EPR pairsby applying a 1-EPP to them ixed stateW s_g generated by sharing
singlkts through a 50% depolarizing channel. A s a consequence, there is no
quantum error-correcting code which can tranam it unknown quantum states
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reliably through a 50% depolarizing channel, as will be shown in the next
section.

5 N oisy Channelsand B partite M ixed States

In preceding sections we have considered the preparation and pur cation
of bipartite m ixed states, and we have shown that two-way entanglm ent
puri cation protocols can purify som e m ixed states that cannot be puri-
ed by any oneway protocol. W hen used In conjinction wih telporta—
tion, puri cation protocols, whether oneway or two-way, o er a m eans of
tranam itting quantum nfom ation faithfilly via noisy channels; and one-
way protoools, by producing tin e-ssparated entanglem ent, can addition-—
ally be used to protect quantum states during storage in a noisy environ-—
ment. In this section we discuss the close relation between oneway entan—
glem ent puri cation protocols and the other weltkknown m eans of protect—
Ing quantum Inform ation from noise, nam ely quantum error-correcting codes
QEcc) 8,8, 09, £3,[E3, (3, 4, £3, L41.

A quantum channel , operating on states n an N -din ensional H ibert
space, may be de ned as (cf. fl]) a uniary interaction of the input state
w ith an environm ent, in which the environm ent is supplied in a standard pure
Iniialstate Piand istraced out (ie. discarded) after the nteraction to yield
the channel output, generally a m ixed state. The quantum capacity Q ( ) of
such a channel is the m axinum asym ptotic rate of reliablk tranan ission of
unknow n quantum states j i in H, through the channelthat can be achieved
by using a QECC to encode the states before tranan ission and decode them
afterward.

A'sin quantum tekportation [{]we willalso consider the possbility that
the quantum channel is supplm ented w ith classical com m unication. This
Jleads us to de ne the augm ented quantum capacitiesQ,( ) and Q,( ), ofa
channel supplm ented by unlin ited one-and two-way classical com m unica—
tion. For exam pk, Fig.[[J shows a quantum error-correcting code, consist—
Ing of encoding transform ation U, and decoding transform ation Uy, used to
tranam i unknown quantum states j i rwliably through the noisy quantum
channel ,w ith the help ofa oneway classical side channel (operating in the
sam e direction as the quantum channel). Perhaps surprisingly, this one-way
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classical channel provides no enhancem ent of quantum capacity:

Q1=20Q : (50)
This willbe shown in Sec.[5..
I, Nei)

&) — _ 13
o—Ue  jo— X U,

N S

Figure 13: A generaloneway QECC .A classical sidechannel from A lice to
Bob isallowed in addition to quantum channel

W e consider also the case of a noisy quantum channel supplem ented by a
noiseless quantum channel. W e will show i Sec.[FJ that the capacity ofn
uses of a noisy channel supplem ented by m uses ofa noissless channelofunit
capaciy is no greater than the sum of their individual capacities, ie. their
quantum capacities are no m ore than additive. W e have no sin ilar result for
the case of two di erent im perfect channels.

In contrast to Eq. (50) we will show that or may quantum channels
two way classical com m unication can be used to tranam it quantum states
through the channel at a rate Q, ( ) considerably exceeding the one-way
capacity Q ( ). This is typically done by using the channel to share EPR
pairs between A lice and Bcb, purifying the resulting bipartite m ixed states
by a two-way entanglem ent puri cation protocol, then using the resulting
puri ed pairs to telgport unknown quantum states j i from A lice to Bob.

The analysis of Q and Q, is considerably sinpli ed by the fact that
an in portant class of noisy channels, Including depolarizing channels, can
be m apped In a oneto-one fashion onto a corresponding class of bipartie
m ixed states, with the consequence that the channel’s quantum capacity
Q1 = Q isgiven by the oneway distillable entanglem ent D ; of the m ixed
state, and vice versa. For exam ple, a depolarizing channel of depolarization
probability p= 1 x (cf. Eq. {I§)) corresponds to a W emer state Wy of

deliyF =1 @p=4)andhasQ =D, Wg)andQ,=D,Wg).
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T he correspondence between channels and m ixed states is established by
tw o fnctions, M () de ning thebipartitem ixed state obtained from channel
and * M ) de ning the channelobtained from bipartitem ixed stateM . The
bipartite m ixed state M () is cbtained by preparing a standard m axin ally
entangled state oftwo N -state subsystam s,
p
=N 7 mi i (51)
=1
and tranam itting Bob’s part through the channel . For exampl a W emer
State Wrp; with F = 1 3p=4 results when half a standard EPR pair is
tranam itted through a p-depolarizing channel.

The m apping in the other direction, from m ixed states to channels, is
cbtained by telportation. G iven a bipartite m ixed state M of two subsys-
tam s, each having H ibert space ofdin ension N , the channel “ M ) isde ned
by using m ixed state M , nstead of the standard m axin ally entangled state
j i j I a tekportation BfJchannel (see Fig. 4)]. T can be readily shown
that for Belldiagonal m ixed states the two m appings are m utually inverse
M ("M )) = M ; we shall call the channels corresoonding to such m ixed
states \generalized depolarizing channels".

For m ore general channels and m ixed states, the two m appings are not
generally m utually inverse. Forexam ple, * M ), for the bipartite stateM =
""" 5 is the p = 1 depolarizing channel, and M (M) =G ofEq. {8).

N evertheless, two quite general inequalities w ill be dem onstrated In Sec—
tionsf3 and F 4:

8u D:1M) Q ("M )) (52)

and

8 DM () Q(): (53)

If (as in the case ofa Belldiagonal state and its corresoonding generalized
depolarizing channel) the m apping is reversble, so that M = M () and
= "M ), the two Inequalities are both satis ed, resulting In the equality

m entioned earlier, viz.
DiM)=0Q(): 54)

Equation (57) ollow s from the ability, to be dem onstrated in the Sec.f 3, to
transform aQECC on "M ) nmtoa 1-EPP onM ;Eq. @) follow s, as shown
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in Sec.[F4, from the fact that any 1-EPP on M ( ), llowed by quantum
teleportation, results in a QECC on wih a classical side channel.

A trivialextension ofthese argum ents also show s that the corresponding
results for two-way classical com m unication are true, nam ely:

8u DM ) Q2("M)) (55)
and )
8 DM () Q20); (56)
and ifM ("M )) =M then
D,M)=0Q,(): (57)

51 A forward classical side channel does not increase
quantum capacity

To dem onstrate Eq. (), we note that any one-way protoool for transm it—
ting j ithrough channel can be descrbed as in Fig[13. T he sender A lice
codes J 1 and an ancillary state i using uniary transform ation U.. She
then perform s an incom plete m easurem ent on the coded system giving clas-
sical results r which she sends on to Baob, the receiver. (if r contains any
inform ation about the quantum input j i the strong no<cloning theorem [4]1]
would prevent the origihal state from being recovered perfectly, even if the
channel were noiseless. However, r m ight contain inform ation on how the
Input j iis coded.) She also sends the rem aining quantum state through
as encoded state j,i. The channelm aps j .1 onto j ;i for a noise syndrom e
1i.

C onsider the unitary transfom ation B ob uses for decoding in the case of
som e value ofthe classicaldata r for forwhich the decoding is sucocessfiil and
w ithout loss of generality nam e this case r= 0. (For a code which corrects
w ith asym totically perfect delity there m ay be som e cases of r for which
the correction doesn’t work.) W e also consider error syndrom e i which is
successfully corrected by Uy. W € have

Ugr=0)J i PD=31i Hwmi: (58)

(Forour choice of ithe nal pii state can w ithout loss of generality be taken
to be i In an appropriately sized H ibert space.) Applying Uy L= 0) gives

Ugle=0F 1 Pi)= jui Pi: (59)

46



T here m ust exist another unitary operation Ug which rotates j ;1 into the
noiseless coded vector joi. Thus,

UUg ' =031 Pi)= Joi Pi: (60)

In other words, U Uy (= 0) takes j i Into joi along with som e ancillary
nputs and outputs always In a standard i state. T herefore U U 4 Le=0) is
a good encoder. Since this encoder always results in the correct code vector
corresoonding to classical data r= 0 this data need not be sent to Bob at
all, as he will have anticipated it. Thus, UU4 L= 0) and Uy form a code
needing no classical side-channel.

Tt m ay happen that for a large blodk code which only error-corrects to
some high delity (h jeij> 1 where jri is the nal output of the
deooder) that no case is corrected perfectly. T hen the coded states produced
by UgUy Y= 0) willbe inperfect. A fler tranam ission through the noisy
channel and correction by Uy the naloutput w ill then be less perfect than
In the original code. Nevertheless, because of unitarity it is clear that as

! 0 the delity ofthis code w ill also approach unity.

T hus any protocool using classical oneway data tranam ission to supple—
m ent a quantum channel can be converted Into a protocolin which the clas—
sical tranan ission is unnecessary and with the same capacity Q = Q;. We
have also now shown that the encoding stage is unitary, in the sense that no
extra classical or quantum results accum ulate In A lice’s lab.

If the error syndrom e i = 0, corresponding to no error, is decoded w ith
high delity by U4 then Uy can be taken to be the identity. T hus, the encoding
and decoding transfom ations can in this case be written In a form where
U= Uy !, a fact independently shown by Knilland La amm e BQ). Ifthei=
0 error syndrom e isnot decoded w ith high delity by U4 3] then the encoder
cannot be the inverse ofthe decoder. Theproofissmple: U (3 1 P = J i
(W here we have dropped the r subscripts since it hasbeen proven the classical
data is never needed) and therefore U_*j i= (3 1 Pi):Thusy ' decodes
the noiseless coded vectors j i which is exactly what Uy has been assum ed
not to do.
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52 A dditivity ofperfect and im perfect quantum chan-
nel capacities

Consider a channel of capacity Q > 0 supplam ented by a perfect channel of
capacity 1. Suppose the im perfect channel is used n tim es and the perfect
channelisusedm times. W ew illcallthem axin um num ber ofbis tranan i—
ted through the channels in this case T . If the capacity of this pint channel
isadditivethen T = T, = Qn+ m .

Suppose the num ber of bits tranan itted is superadditive, ie. T > T,.
From the de nition of noisy channel capacity we know that we can use an
In perfect channel t tin es to sin ulate a perfect channelbeing used m tin es
whereQt= m . W enow use the In perfect channela totaln+ ttinesand we
can tranan it T qubits through this two-part use of the in perfect channel.
ButT > T,=Qn+ m =0

T>Qn+ Qt: (©1)

T he capacity of this channelis Q°= —~ . Using Eq.{6]) we can w rite

, T _Qn+ot
> =

= (62)
n+t n+t

A capacity of Q%> Q has been achieved usihg only the original in perfect
channel whose capacity was Q . This cannot be so.

53 QECC ! 1-EPP proving8y D1™M ) Q ("M ))

To dem onstrate this nequality (cf. F ig.[I4) we use bipartite m ixed statesM

in place ofthe standard m axim ally entangled states ( ¥ ) to teleport n qubits
from A lice to Bob. This teleportation de nes a certain noisy channel ~M ),
5o designated on the center right ofthe gure. A lice prepares n qubits to be
teleported through this channelby applying the encoding transform ation U,
ofa QECC tom halves of EPR pairs which she generates in her Iab (upper
kft) at T and ton m ancillas In the standard Pi state. The resulting
quantum -encoded n qubits are teleported to Bob at lower right through the
noisy channel. There Bob applies the decoding transform ation Uy. If the
code can successfiilly correct the errors introduced by the noisy teleportation,
then the resul isthat A lice and Bob sharem tim essparated EPR pairs (*).
Indeed the whole gure can be regarded as a oneway puri cation protocol
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w hereby A lice and Bob preparem good EPR pairs from n ofthe initialm ixed
statesM ,usihga QECC ofrate Q = m =n able to correct errors in the noisy
quantum channel *M ). ThusD; M ) must be at least as great as the rate

Q ("M )) ofthe best QECC abl to achieve reliable quantum tranam ission
through “"M ).

________ Bob
B :

EPP13

Figure 14: A QECC can be transform ed Into a 1-EPP. Tekporting M 4;Uy)
via a m ixed state M de nes the noisy channel M ). If a quantum error-
correcting code fU.;U4g can correct the errors In this channel, the code and
channel can be used to share pure entanglem ent between A lice and Bob (¥).
T his establishes nequality 64),viz. 8y D ™M) Q ("M )).
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54 1EPP ! QECC proving8 D, ()) 0Q()

In the sam e sty as the last section, we establish the second inequality by
exhlbiting an explicit protocol. The ob gct is to show that, given the exis-
tence of a 1-EPP acting on the m ixed state M () cbtained from quantum

channel , A lice can successfully tranam it arbitrary quantum states j i to
Bob. The capacity Q of this quantum channel is the same as D ; for the
1-EPP; this establishes that the capacity of is at kast asgood asthe D ;
of the coresponding 1-EPP.

|E> N\ EPP14

&)

——

Figure 15: A 1-EPP can be transformed nto a QECC .G ven , A lice cre—
atesm ixed statesM ( ) by passing halves ofentangled states * from source
I through the channel. A lice and Bob perform a 1-EPP resulting in per-
fectly entangled states (*) which are then used to teleport j i safely to Bob,
com pktinga QECC.

In fact, this protoool just mvolves the application of quantum telporta—
tion [§] m entioned in the introduction. In Fig.[I§ we show m ore explicitly
the necessary construction, which has already been touched on in Figs. [
and [. A lice and Bob are connected by channel . A lice arranges to share
the bipartite m ixed state M () wihBob by passing halves (the B particles)
ofm axin ally entangled states ( *) from source I through to Bob. Then
A lice and Bob partake :n the 1-EPP protocol. W e have represented this
procedure som ew hat m ore generally than is necessary for the hashing-type
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procedures shown earlier, or for the niteblock protoools to be derived be—
low . W e sin ply indicate that they m ust preform two operationsU, and Uy,
and that A lice w ill perform som e m easurem ents M and pass the resuls to
Bob. The m easuram ents which Bob would perform in the hashing protocol
are understood to be incorporated in Uy . A Iso, we have acoounted for the
possbility that either A lice or Bob m ight em ploy an ancilla a for som e of
their processing operations.

By hypothesis, thisprotoocol leaves A lice and Bob w ith nD ; m axin ally en—
tangled states (*). T hey then m ay use this resource to teleport nD | unknown
quantum bitsin the state j i. Thus, thenete ect isthatA lice and Bob, using
channel supplam ented by oneway classical com m unication, have a m eans
of reliably transm itting quantum data, w ith capacity D 1 o (). Thisisex—
actly aQECC on with a oneway classical sidechannel. However Eq. Q)
foroven in Sec.[5.) states that the sam e capacity can be obtained w ithout
the use of classical com m unication. T hus, the ultin ate capacity Q of channel

must be at least as great. T his establishes the inequality.

6 SIn ple quantum error-correcting codes

Form ost ofthe rem ainder of thispaper, we w illexploit the equivalence w hich
we have established between 1-EPP on M ()YandaQECC on

W e note that when the 1-EPP has the property that the unitary trans-
form ations Uy and U, perform ed by Bob can be done \in place" (ie. no
ancilla qubits need to be introduced, see Fig.[J), the 1-EPP can be trans-
form ed Into a particularly simpl style of QECC, exactly lke the schemes
which have been introduced by Shor [J] and have now been extended by
m any others [[Q, [1, 13, 3, [4, 13, [q], which are also alldone \in place."
Aswe have seen 1 Figs.[[4 and [13, som e versions of I EPP and QECC m ay
require ancilla a for their In plem entation.

T he proofofthe correspondence between the nplace 1-EPP and inplace
QECC isinm ediate, ©llow iIng Sec.F4. The I-EPP isused tomakea QECC
as n Fig.[[§. The unitary transfom ations Us and U, perform ed by Bcb
are combined as a Uy and Uy is perform ed In place by assum ption. Thus
U.= UU, " (see Sec.[d) can also be done i place.

A s a sin ple consequence of this result, the oneway hashing protocol of
Sec.[3 2 3 can be reinterpreted as an explicit error correction code, and indeed
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it does the sam e kind of Pb as the recent quantum error correction schem es
based on linear-code theory of Calderbank and Shor {[4] and Steane [1]:
in the lim it of Jarge qubit blodk size n, it protects an arbitrary state In a
2" -dim ensional H ibert space from noise. W e note that the hashing protocol
actually does som ew hat better than the linearcode schem es. D ; (MA ()),and
therefore Q ( ) (== Eq. )), is higher for hashing than for the linearcode
schem e, as shown in Figs.[d and [d.

W e will m ake further contact wih this other work on error-correction
coding In nite blocks by showing how nite blocks ocf EPR pairs can be
puri ed In the presence of noise which only a ects a nite number of the
Bell states. W hen transformm ed into an error correcting code, this becom es
a procedure for recovering from a nite number of qubit errors, as in Shor’s
procedure in which one qubit, coded into nine qubits, is safe from any error
on a single qubit. W e develop e cient num erical strategies based on the
Bellstate approach which ook for new coding schem es of this type, and In
fact we nd a code which does the sam e b as Shor's using only wve EPR
pairs.

6.1 A nother derivation ofa QECC from a restricted
1-EPP

Another way to derive the Inplace QECC from the nplace 1-EPP is to
exploit the symm etry between m easurem ent and preparation In quantum

m echanics. Here we w ill restrict our attention to noise m odels w hich are one—
sided (ie., N, absent in Fig.[§), ore ectively onesided. An in portant case
w here the noise is e ectively one-sided is when the m ixed state M cbtained
in Fi.[f is Belldiagonal, ie., has the form of W Eqg. €9)). W e can say
that, sub ected to this noise, the pure Bell state is taken to an ensamble of
each of the four Bell states, w ith som e probabilities. U sing the notation of

Sec. these are pyo, Po1s P10 and pi; &

I

_ . ,.P—. .P—. ,.P—. . .
j i £ 5003 Ti Prod 4 P i Pnd dg= fRuaj igr (63)

Here Ry, are proportionalto the operators £I; «; ; .gofTablk EI.) It is
easy to show that the sam e m ixed state could be obtained if the B particlks
were sub ected to a generalized depolarizing channel, and N, were absent.
M ore generally, we require that N, 5 be such that the resulting M oould
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be ocbtainable from som e channel ;M = M () orsome . Thisisa fairly
obvious restriction tom ake, shcewe areplanning on de ninga Q ECC on this
e ective quantum channel . Note also that, since the tw irling of Sec. B.J]
(item [l) converts any bipartite m ixed state into a W emer state, for som e
purposes any noise can bem ade e ectively one-sided.

W ewillnow show that under these conditions, the operations perform ed
by A lice in Fig.[1§ can be greatly sin pli ed. C onsider the Pint state of the
A and B particks after A lice has applied the unitary transfom ation U; of
Fig. [} as part of the puri cation protocol, but before the one-sided noise
Ny has acted on the B particles. The pint state is still a pure, m axin ally
entangled state. For convenience, we assum e that the source I produces *
Bellstates. (If it produced another type ofB ell state, som e additional sin ple
rotations can be nserted In the derivation we are about to give.) The Iniial
product ofn Bell statesm ay be w ritten

. I S
Jii= 19—§ Ky Kig @ (64)
x=0

A fter the application of the unitary transfom ation U, to A lice’s particks,
the new state of the system is

. 1R R e
Jis=pP= U1)xy ¥ia Xip ¢ (65)
2 x=0 y=0
But notice that by a sim ple change of the dum m y Indices, this state can be
rew ritten
. 1 RAR L
Jis= P= Kin Uy )xy¥is ¢ (66)
2 x=0 y=0
T hat is, the unitary transfom ation applied to the A particles is com pletely
equivalent to the sam e operation (transposed) applied to the B particlks.

A lice’s tasks In the 1-EPP protocol are thus reduced to m aking one-—
particlemeasurementsM onn m oftheA particles, m aking Bellm easure-
mentsM 4 between them qubits j i to be protected and her rem aining m
particles (as n quantum teleportation [{1), and applying U] to the B par-
ticles before sending them , along w ith her classical m easuram ent resuls, to
Bob. Recall from the Introduction thatm isthe yield ofgood singlets from
the puri cation protoool.)

53



However, then m oneparticlke measuramentsM can be elin nated en-
tirely. W euse theproperty of * statesthat ifone ofthe particles ism easured
to be Pior Jli in the z basis, then the other partick is \collapsed" into the
sam e state [, 1. So, rather than creatingn m entangld states at I, A lice
sin ply preparesn m qubits in a de nite state and sends them directly into
the U] operation. To m in ic the random ness of the m easurament M , A lice
mightdon m coin Jpsto decide what the prepared state ofthese B parti-
cles willbe, and send this classical data on to Bob. But this is unnecessary,
since by hypothesis, the 1-EPP always yields perfect entangled pairs (*), no
m atter what the values of the M m easuram ents were. So, A lice and Bob
m ay as well preagree on som e particular de nite set of values (eg., all0’s),
and A lice w illalways pre-set those B particks to that state.[d3]

The only A partickes rem aining in the protoool at this point are the m
particles form ing the halves of perfect EPR pairs w ith Bob, and which are
Inm ediately used for teleportation to Bob. But we note that, follow ing the
usual rules of teleportation, the m easurem ent M, causes the corresponding
B particles, in m ediately after their creation at source I, tobe In thestate § 1

(if the m easurem ent outcom e were 00), or a rotated version, ;] i (forthe
otherm easurem ent outcom es) . A gain, the protocolshould succeed nom atter
what the value of this m easuram ent; therefore, if A lice and Bob preagree
that this classical data should be taken to have the value 00, then A lice can
elim Inate the A particles entirely, elin inate the preparation I of entanglkd
states, and sin ply feed In the j i states directly as B particlkes into the U/
transfom ation. B ob also doesthe U, operation ofF ig.[§ appropriate for 00,
nam ely, a no-op.)

Finally we step back to see the e ect that this serdes of transform ations
has produced, as summ arized in Fig.[[§. A 1l use of bipartite states I, and
the corresponding A particks, has been elin inated, along w ith all the m ea—
surem ent results tranam itted to Bob. The net e ect is that A lice has taken
the m qubit unknown quantum state j i alongwih n m \blank" qubits,
processed them with UlT, and sent them on channel to Bob. He is ablk
to use his half of the protooo], w ithout any additional classical m essages, to
reconstruct j i. This, of course, isprecisely the nplce QECC thatwewant.
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EPP8

Figure 16: The oneway purl cation protocol of Fig. Y m ay be transform ed
Into the quantum -error-correcting-code protocolshown here. h aQECC, an
arbitrary quantum state j i, along w ith som e qubits which are originally sst
to Pi, are encoded In such away by U] that, affer being sub jcted to errors
N3 , decoding U, ollowed by m easurament M , followed by nalrotation Us,
pem its an exact reconstruction of the origihal state j i.

6.2 Finite block-size puri cation and error correcting
codes

W e have now shown that Bellstate puri cation procedures can be m apped
directly Into quantum error correcting codes. T his gives an altemative way
to ook for quantum error correction procedures w thin the pur cation ap—
proach. This can be both analytically and com putationally ussful. In fact,
we can take over everything which we obtained via the hashing protocol of
Sec.B2 3, in which A lice and Bob perform a sequence ofunilateraland bilat—
eralunitary operations to transform their bipartite state from one collection
of Bell states to another, in order to gain infom ation about the errors to
w hich their particles have been sub fected.

In this section we will show that this approach can also be used to do
puri cation, and thus error correction, In smn all, niteblocksofqubits, in the
s irit ofm uch ofthe other recent work on QECC §,[4,[13, 3, L3, 4,13, L4].
In these procedures the ob ect is slightly di erent than in the protocolsw hich
am ploy asym ptotically Jargeblock sizes: Here, we w ish purify a niteblodk of
n EPR pairs, ofwhich no m ore than t have interacted w ith the environm ent
(ie., been subpcted to noise). The end result isto bem < n maximally
entangld pairs, for which F = 1 exactly. The explicit result we present
below willbe forn = 5,m = 1, and t= 1. This protocol thus has the sam e
capability as the one recently reported by La amm e et al [@], although the
quantum network which we derive below is sim pler In som e respects. W e are
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still Investigating the extent to which our two protocols are equivalent.

T he general approach w illbe the sam e as in Sec.[, however, our earlier
em phasis was on error correction In asym ptotically large blocks of states.
To dealw ith the nieblok case, we willneed a few an all but In portant
m odi cations:

Therew illagain be a set L ofpossible collections of B ell states after the
action ofthe noise N ; but rather than being a \lkely set" de ned by
the delity of the channel, we w ill characterize the noise by a prom ise
that the number of errors cannot exceed a certain number t. Cases
with t+ 1 errors are not just deem ed to have low probability; they are
declared to be disallowed, ©llow ing Shor Q1.

The s=st L willhave a de nite, nite size; if the size of the Bell state
block isn and the num ber of erroneous B ell states to be corrected is t,
then the size of the set is [L3]

Xt n !
S = 3 - (67)
p=0 P

B orrow ing the traditional language of error correction, each m em ber
of the s=t, Indexed by i, 1 i S, de nes an error syndrome. The
\3" in Eq. {6]) corresponds to the number of possbl incorrect Bell
states occurring In the evolution of Eq. (63): there is either a phase
error ( * ! ), an amplitude error ( * ! *Yorboth (% !

) (1, [13]. Tt hasbeen noted [1{,[13] that correcting these three types
oferror issu cient to correct any arbitrary noise to which the quantum
state is sub fcted which we prove in Appendix [B.

The ob ct of the error correction is slightly di erent than in Sec.[3;
iIn the earlier case it was to nd a protocol where the delity of the
rem aining EPR pairs approached unity asym ptotically asn ! 1 . In
the niteblock case, the cbgct is to nd a protoool such that the
delity attainsexactly 100% , that is,m good EPR pairs are guaranteed
to be recoverable from the original set of n Bell states for every singlke
one ofthe S error syndrom es.

Let us em phasize again that, n the pur cation lJanguage which we have
developed, the quantum error correction problem has been tumed Into an
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entirely classical exercise: given a set of n Bell states, we use the operations
of tem P in Sec.B] to create a classical Boolan fiinction which m aps these
Bell states onto others such that, for all S of the error syndrom es, the zrst
m Bell states are always the sam e when the m easurem ent resuls on the
remalningn m Bell states are the sam e.

W e w ill develop this nfom al statem ent of the problem in a m ore form al
m athem atical Janguage. F irst, recall the code which we introduced for the
Bell states in item [§ of Sec.BJ in which, for exam ple, the collection of Bell
states * iscoded asthe 6-bitword 001000. A s in curhashing-protocol
discussion (Sec.[B23), we denote such words by x ¥, where the superscript i
denotes the word appropriate for the i error syndrom e. T hese words have

2n bits, and we w ill som etin es denote by x}ii) the k™ bit of the word.

|
[
[
- u - ! -
X w) wi)
Figure17: The 1-EPP ofF ig.} m arked w ith the notation used in this section.

A lice and Bob subfct x9 to the unitary transfom ations U; and U,.
They are con ned to perfom ing sequences of the unilateral and bilateral
operations introduced in Tabkfl]. In particular, they can do either:

1. abilateralXOR,whith Jpsthe low (right) bit ofthe target i the low
bit of the source is 1, and ipos the high (eft) bit of the source 1 the
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high bit ofthe target is 1;

2. a bilateral =2 rotation B, of both spins in a pair about the y-axis,
which interchanges the high and low bits;

3. a unilateral (py either A lice or Bob) rotation , of one spin about
the z-axis, which com plem ents the low bit; or

4. a ocom posite operation By, where the , operation is unilateral and
the B, is bilateral; the sin ple net e ect of this sequence of operations
isto i the low bit i the high bit is one.

Tt is easy to show that with these four operations, A lice and Bob can do
anything which they can do with the fiill set of operations in Tabk [l. In
our classical representation, the e ect of such a sequence of operations is to
apply a classical Boolean function L, to x%, yielding a string w @ :

w®=1.,x%Y): (68)

W e use the symbol L, for this function because, w ith the operations that
A lice and Bob have at their disgposal, L, is constrained to be a lnear, re
versible Boolkan function. This is easy to show for the sequences of the four
operations given above. N ote, how ever, that not all linear reversible B ookan
finctions are obtainable w ith this repertoire. A linear Boolan function @]
can be w ritten as a m atrix equation

w®=M,x%+ b: (69)

Here the matrix M and the vector b are bookan-valuied 2 £0;1g), and
addition is de ned m odulo 2. Reversbility adds an additional constraint:
detM ) = 1 modulo 2). Th a moment we will write down the condition
which the set of w @ must satisfy in order ©or puri cation to sucoeed.

The next step of puri cation isa measurament M ofn m of the Bell
states. A s discussed In item [§ of Sec.[3]], after laming A lice’sm easurem ent
result, Bob can deduce the low bit of each of the m easured Bell states. If
we w rite these m easurem ent results for error syndrom e i as another boolean
word v® (of length n m ), the m easurem ent can be expressed as another
linear boolean function:

v =M oW @, (70)
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Them atrix elem ents ofM ,, are

Mp k1= k2@m+k) s (71)

T he state of the ram aining unm easured Bell states is coded In a truncated
word w? of length 2m :
wo = ww,nwg, )Y (72)

W e now have all the m achinery to state the condition for a successfiil
puri cation. The obct is to perform a nal rotation U3 on the state coded
by w ° and restore it, or every error syndrom e i, to the state 00:::0. W hatever
w? is, such a restoring U; is always available to Bob; for each Bell state, he
does the P auli rotations:

Bell state Uj transfom ation
00 I (do nothing)

01 . (73)
10 .
11

v:
But Bob must know which of these four rotations to apply to each of the
rem alning m Bell states. The only lnform ation he has on which of them to
perform are the bits of the m easurem ent vector v?¥ . This fom ation will
be su cient, if for every error syndrom e which produces a distinct w %, v is
distinct; in this case, Bob w illknow exactly which nalrotation Uj; to apply.

This, then, is our nal condition for successfill puri cation. In m ore
m athem atical Janguage, we require an operation L, for which

85w 6w =) vPe D (74)

W e will shortly show the results of a search for L, which satisfy Eq. ({74).
But rst, wetouch a pointwhich hasbeen raised in the recent literature: [,
[1d, i3, [[J1 B b will cbviously know which rotation Us to apply if from the
m easuram ent he leams the precise error syndrom e, that is if for each error
syndrom e the m easurem ent outcom e is distinct. T his \condition for lkaming
all the errors" m ay be stated m athem atically in a way paralelto Eq. (74):

8,516 3 =) v@P s vO: (75)

T his condition is cbviously su cient for successfiil error correction; how ever,
it is m ore restrictive than Eq. (74), and i is not a necessary condition. If
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Eqg. (79) were a necessary condition for error correction, then a com parison
ofthe num ber of possible distinct m easurem ents v w ith the num ber oferror
syndrom es S Jeads[L3,[13] to a restriction on theblock size in which a certain

num ber of errors can be corrected:
|
Xt n.
S = 3P 2n . (76)
p=0 p

Tt isthisbound which is attained, asym ptotically, by the hashing and breed—
ing protocols above. However, Eq. (74) puts no cbvious restriction on the
blodk size In which error correction can sucoeed, suggesting that the bound
Eq. (79) can actually be exceeded. For exam ple, if the transfom ation L,
were pem ited to be any arbitrary boolkan function, then i would be ca-
pabl of setting w® = 00:::0 Hr every syndrome i, in which case no error
correction m easurem ents v would be needed.

However, L, is very strongly constrained in addition to being a linear,
reversbl boolan function, and we are left uncertain to what degree the
bound Eq. (7§) m ay be violated. Forthe sn all cases which we have explored
below , In which one Bell state is restored from shglequbi errors m = 1,
t= 1),we ndthatthebound ofEq. (76) isnotexceeded. A llsolutionswhich
we nd which satisfy Eq. (74) also happen to identify every error syndrom e
uniquely Eq. {79)). The present work, therefore, does not dem onstrate that
Eq. (74 actually leads to more power error-correction schemes than Eg.
(79) . H owever, Shor and Sm olin B3] have recently exhibited a fam ily of new
protoools whidch, at least asym ptotically for large n, exceed the bound Eqg.
(79) by a sm allbut nite am ount.

6.3 M onte Carlo results for niteblock puri cation
protocols

For the singleerror (t= 1), shglkpur ed-state (m = 1) cass, we have per-
form ed a M onte€ arlo com puter ssarch for unitary transfomm ations U; and
U,. The program rst tabulates the x ¥ for all the allowed error syndrom es
i, as shown in Tabke[J. Forthe cassoft= 1l thereare S = 3n+ 1 ermor
syndrom es, since either of the n Bell states could su er three types of error,
plusone forthe noerrorcase.) Theprogram then random ly selects one ofthe
four basic operations enum erated above, and random ly selects a Bell state
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or pair of Bell states to which to apply the operation. The program then
checks whether the resulting set of states w ¥ satis es the error-correction
condition of Eq. (74). If the answer is no, then the program repeats the
procedure, adding another random operation. If the answer is yes, the pro—
gram s saves the list of operations, and starts over, seeking a shorter solution.
Two \shortness" criteria were explored: fewest total operations, and fewest
total BXOR’s (since twobit operations could be the m ore di cult ones to
inplem ent In a physical apparatus 7)) .

A simple argum ent akin to the one of Sec.[d show s that error correction
nablbkof2 t= 1, m = 1,n = 2) is mpossbl. W e perform ed an
extensive search forn = 3 and n = 4 oodes; it would not be possbl to
detect the com plete error syndrom e for these cases EJ. @)), but it would
appear a priori possble to satisfy Eq. (74) . N evertheless, no solutions were
found, strongly suggesting that, for this case, n = 5 is the best blodk code
possbkfl3]. Knilland La amm e have recently proved this [{].

Our ssarch ound many solutions forn = 5 with sim ilar numbers of
quantum gate operations. Them inin alnetwork which was eventually found
was one wih 11 operations, 6 of which were BXORSs. Here we present a
com plte analysisofa slightly di erent solution, which Involves 12 operations,
7 of which are BXOR s. The gate array for this solution is shown i Fig. [1§.
T he com plete action 0fU; and U, produced by thisquantum netw ork is given
in Tabk[3.

N ote that, as Indicated above, this code not only satis esthe actualerror-
correction criterion Eq. (74), but it also satis es the stronger condition Eq.
(79); all the error syndrom es are distinguished by the m easurem ent resuls
v,

Tt is Interesting to note, as a chedk, that the tabulated transfom ation is
Indeed a reversible, lnearboolean operation. T he readerm ay readily con m
that the results of Tablk [§ are obtained from the linear transfom ation Eq.
€9, wih
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00 01 00 00 00|00 01 00 00 OO0
00 10 00 00 00|01 10 01 00 01
00 11 00 00 00|01 11 01 OO 00
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Tabl 3: Possbl nitialBell states and the resulting nalstate after the gate
array of F ig.[I§ has been applied.
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Figure 18: The quantum gate array, determm ined by our com puter search,
w hich protects one qubit from snglebit errors in a block of ve. \B ilateral"
and \unilateral" refer to whether both A lice and Bob, or only A lice (or
Bob), perform the indicated steps in the 2-EPP; in the QECC version, it
corresoonds to whether the operation is done in both coding and decoding,
or In jast the coding (or decoding) operations.
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6.4 A lfternative conditions for successful quantum er—
ror correction code

W hile all of our work has involed deriving Q ECC s using the 1-EPP con-
struction, it is possble, and instructive, to form ulate the conditions for a
good error correcting code directly In the QECC language. As Shor rst
showed [§], in this language the requirem ents becom e a set of constraints
which the subspace Into which the quantum bits are encoded m ust satisfy.
In the course of our work we derived a set of general conditions for the case
of error-correcting a singke bit m = 1). They are quite sin ilar to conditions
which other workers have formulated recently I3, B5]. Knilland La amme
have recently obtained the sam e condition [EQ].

W e will assum e that only one qubit is to be protected, but the general-
ization to m ultiple qubits is straightforward. Suppose a qubit isencoded oy
U] I Fig.[[§) asa state

Jji= Jit+ L (79)
where and are arbirary except for the nom alization condition
J¥+33=1 (80)

and jniand j i are two basis vectors in the high-din ensional H ibert soace
of the quantum m em ory block. Can jii and jibe chosen such that, after
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the quantum state is sub fcted to W emertype errors, the original quantum
state can stillbe perfectly reconstituted as the state of a singke qubit,

Jei=  Pit+  i? (81)

W e shall derive the conditions which i and jnimust satisfy n order for
this to be tre.

W e specify the action of the noise as a m apping of the original quantum
state into an ensemble of unnom alized state vectors given by applying the
linear operators R ; to the original state vector:

! fR;7 ig: 82)

For each error syndrom e i there is an (unnom alized) operator R; specify—
ing the e ect of the noise, as in Eq. (3). For singke-bit errors, the R ;s are
jast proportionaltoa 4, ,0r , operator applied to one ofthe quantum —
m am ory qubits, as discussed below . Two-bi errors would involre operators
ke Ry = ., xy @PPlied to two di erent qubits  and , and so forth.
Equivalently to Eq. 89), the e ect of the noise Ny in Fig.[ld can be ex-
pressed as a ensam ble of nom alized state vectors j ;i with their associated
probabilities p; :

.. . .. R;j i

ji ! fpijidg= fh RR,J e——q: (83)

h RR;j 1

The W emer noise can be st up so that the p;’s are the probabilities that
the environm ent \m easures" the i outcom e ofa pointer or ancilla space. W e
can evaluate the probability p; (for the i* outcom e of these m easurem ents)
for the state Eq. {79) using the expression n Eq. {83):

! !
o RiR il Mo RIR i

Vo oo Voo oo (84)
v RiR3ijpi v RiRijni

pi= ( ;)

W e have used the linearity ofthe operatorsR ;. The m atrix notation used in
Eq. {84) willprove usefil .n a m om ent.

The 1rst, necessary condition which must be satis ed in order that the

state m ay be reconstituted as in Eq. 1) is that the environm ent producing

the W emer noise can acquire no lnform ation about the niialquantum state
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by doing this ancilla m easurem ent. This will be true so long as p; in Eqg.
@) is not a function of the state vector coe cients and . I may be
noted that the right hand side of Eq. @4) has the form of the expectation
value ofa 2 2 Hem itian operator in the state ( ; )'. &t is a welkknown
theoram of lnear algebra that such an operator can only have an expectation
value independent of the state vector ( ; ) i the Hem iian operator is
proportional to the identity operator. This gives us the st two conditions
that the state vector m ay be recovered exactly: 8;,

o RIR:Jpi= vy RIR:Jni= py;
h\flyleyolz O: (85)

Ifthis condition is satis ed, then the ensam ble of state vectors in Eq. @)
can be written In the sin pli ed fom :
. . Rijpi+ Rijni
Jpi+ i ! fpy Oyﬁ g 86)

N ow , given that the environm ent lramsnothing from them easuram ent, a
further, su cient condition is that there exist a unitary transform ation U ;)
which takes each of the state vectors of Eq. (§) to a vector of the form :

1
g=———( Rijpit+ R;jni) ! ( Pi+  Jli)@d: 87)
vy RiR 13701

Here p;i is a nom alized state vector of all the qubits excluding the one
which will contain the nalstate Eq. @l)). Because of unitarity, the angk
between any two state vectorsm ust be pressrved. Taking the dot product of
the state vectors resulting from two di erent syndrom es iand j, and equating
the result before and after the unitary operation gives:

1

= S
o RIR 0ol hVoZR?Rjj’oi ' |
() v RiR 3501 o RiR i _
l’leRii/Rijoi hvl:Rj_ijlei

j fraspyi+ J Frespsi= haipyic (88)

In the last part we have used the nom alization condition to elimn lnate and
. Now, since the right hand side ofEq. {83), and the prefactor of the keft
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hand side, are independent of and , so must be the expectation value of
the 2 2 Hem idan operator. W e again conclude that this H em iian oper-
ator m ust be proportional to the identity operator, and this gives the nal
necessary and su cient conditionsf6] for successfiil storage of the quantum
data: 8;;,

o RIR jFpi= Iwvy RIR 531 1; (89)

Forthe speci ¢ 5qubit code described above, we found (oy another, sim -
ple com puter calculation) that the two basis vectors of Eq. (79) are:

i/ ( P0000i $511000i P1100i 0110i PO01li (91)
SL0001i + §10010i+ JL0100i+ 1001i+ P1010i+
P0101i+ 411101 + §1101i+ §1011i+ L0111i+ P1111i)

ie. a superposition of all even-parity kets, w ith particular signs, and
F1i= the corresponding vector with 0 and 1 interchanged. (92)

Tt is easy to con mn that this pair of vectors satis es the conditions Egs.
B9) and (90). I is interesting to note that these tw o vectors do not span the
sam e two-din ensional subspace as the ones recently reported by La amm e
etal @]; but it has recently been shown that they are related to one another
by one bit rotations @].

6.5 Im plications oferror—correction conditionson chan-
nel capacity

Knilland La amm ef4(] have used the error correction conditions Egs. B9)
and @)) to provide a stronger upper bound for Q and D ; than the one of
Sec.l by showing that D, = 0 when F = 0:75. W e indicate this on Figs.[d
and [§ using our channeladditivity result of Sec.[5J to extend this to the
linear bound shown. Their proof is as follow s: w rite the coded qubit basis

states (cf. Egs. (9) and [93)) as
X X
rii= L kKi= v tzi: (93)

be vz
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Here x stands for an n bit binhary number, and y : z stands for a parti-
tioning of x Into a 2tbit substring y and an (h  2t)-bit substring z. (The
partitioning m ay be arbitrary, and need not be into the least signi cant and
m ost signi cant bits.) Knilland La amm e then consider the reduced density
m atrices on the y and the z spaces:
n o2t vz vz Fainzed (94)
Y2122
e = S A 10 ' (95)

Yii¥2iz

Knilland La amm e then prove two operator equations. F irst:
0 1
n o2t n 2t= O %e)

This is proved by using the condition for a sucoessfiil error-correction code
Eqg. (0)), where the linear operator R ; operates on a set of t bits, and R
operateson a di erent set oftbits. (These R ’s should be taken aspro gction
operators in this proof) Likewise, by applying Eq. {89) with the same
operators R ; and R 4, they prove

2= 2t 97)

T hese two equations give a contradiction when the two substrings are of the
sam e size, because it says that reduced m atrices are sim ultaneously orthog—
onal and identical. This says that no code can exist if2t= n  2t, which
cormrespondsto F = 1 t=n = 0:5. As a bonus, these resuls give an in—
teresting insight into the behavior of coded states: no m easurem ent on 2t
qubits can reveal anything about whether a 0 ora 1 is encoded, whilke there
existsameasurament on n 2t qubits which will distinguish w ith certainty
a coded 0 from a coded 1.
This result show s that the lowest delity W emer channelw ith nie ca—
pacity must have F > 0:7/5. Callthat delity Fy. Consider a channel w ith
delity F' between Fy and 1. T he capaciy ofthis channel is no greater than
that of a com posite channel consisting of a perfect channel used a fraction
T2 ofthe tine and a channelwith delity Fo used 2 & of the tine be-
cause the st channel is the sam e as the com posite channel provided one is
unaw are of whether the delity is1 orF( on any particular use of the chan—
nel. (This construction is akin to that of Sec.[d.) By the channel additivity
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argum ent of Sec. pJ the capacity of the com posite channel, which bounds
the capacity of the delity F channel, cannot exceed Fl—FFOO : Since Fy cannot
be below 0.75 we obtain the straight-lne bound

Q=D; 4F 3; (98)

as shown i Figs. § and [g.

7 D iscussion and C onclisions

There has been an Inm ense am ount of recent activity and progress In the
theory of quantum error-correcting codes, lncluding block codes w ith som e
error-correction capacities in blocks of two[ld] three[l3, [[4], and furfld].
Codes which ocompltely correct singlkebit errors have now been reported
for block sizes of wve as In the present work @], seven @], ejghtE], and
nine[§]; this is in addition to the work using linearcode theory of fam ilies
of codes which work up to arbitrarily large block sizesfi(, [[1]. A variety
of subsidiary criteria have been introduced, such as correcting only phase
errors, m alntaining constant energy in the coded state, and correction by a
generalized watchdogging process. M uch of this work can be expressed in
entanglem ent puri cation language, In som e casesm ore sin ply.

O ur resuls highlight the di erent uses to which a quantum channelm ay
be put. W hen a noisy quantum channel is used for classical com m unication,
the goal| by optim al choice of preparations at the sending end, m easure-
m ents at the receiving end, and classical error-correction tedquues| is to
m axin ize the throughput of reliable classical infomm ation. W hen used for
this puryoose, a sin ple depolarizing channel from A lice to Bob has a positive
classical capacity C > 0 provided it is kess than 100% depolarizing. A dding
a parallel classical side channel to the depolarizing quantum channel would
Increase the classical capaciy of the com bination by exactly the capaciy of
the classical side channel.

W hen the sam e depolarizing channel isused In connection wih a QECC
or EPP to transm it unknown quantum states or share entanglem ent, its
quantum capaciy Q ispositive only if the depolarization probability is suf-

ciently am all (< 1=3), and this capacity is not Increased at allby adpining
a parallel classical side channel. O n the other hand, a classicalback channel,
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from Bob to A lice, does enhance the quantum capacity, m aking it positive
for all depolarization probabilities less than 2=3.

Tt is instructive to com pare our resuls to the sin pler theory of noiseless
quantum channels and purem axin ally-entangled states. T here the tranan is-
sion of an intact two-state quantum system or qubit (say from A lice to Bob)
is a very strong prim itive, which can be used to acoom plish other weaker ac—
tions, in particular the undirected sharing ofan ebit ofentanglem ent betw een
A lice and Bob, or the directed transm isson of a bit of classical inform ation
from A lice to Bob. (These two weaker uses to which a qubit can be put are
m utually exclisive, in the sense that k qubits cannot be used sin ultaneously
to share ebisbetween A lice and Bob and to tranam tm classicalbits from
Alice to Bob if “+ m > k. ()

A noisy quantum channel , ifit isnottoo noisy, can sin ilarly be used, in
conjinction w ith Q ECC s, for the reliable tranan ission of unknow n quantum
states, the reliable sharing of entanglem ent, or the reliable trananm ission of
classical inform ation. Tts capacity for the st two tasks, which we call the
quantum capacity Q ( ), isa lowerbound on its capaciy C ( ) for the third
task, which is the channel’s conventional classical capacity.

M ost error-correction protocols are designed to dealw ith error processes
that act Independently on each qubit, or a ect only a bounded number of
qubiswihin a blodk. A quite di erent errorm odel arises In quantum cryp—
tography, w here the goal is to tranan it qubits, or share pure ebits, n such a
way as to shield them from entanglem ent w ith a m alicious adversary. Tra—
ditionally one grants this adversary the ability to listen to all classical com -
m unications between the protagonists A lice and Bob, and to interact w ith
the quantum data in a highly correlated way designed to defeat their ervor-
correction orentanglem entpuri cation protocol. It isnot yet known w hether
protocols can be developed to deal successfully with such an adversarial en—
vironm ent.

Even for the sin plk ervor m odels which ntroduce no entanglem ent be-
tween the m essage qubits, there are still a w ide range of open questions. A s
Fig.[d has shown, we still do not know what the attamable yield is for a
given channel delity; but we are hopefiil that the upper and lower bounds
we have presented can be m oved tow ards one another, orboth oneway and
twoway protocols.

Im proving the lower bounds is rlhtively straightforward, as it sinply
Involves construction of protocols with higher yields. An im portant step
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tow ards this has been the realization that it is not necessary to identify the
entire errvor syndrom e to successfully purify. This has pem itted the lower
bound forone-w ay protocols (@nd thus forQ ECC s) to be raised slightly above
theDy curve of Fig.f (sse Ref. BY)).

Im provem ent of the upper bounds is m ore problem atical. For two-way
protocols, we presently have no nsight Into how this bound can be lowered
below E . CharacterizingD ;,D , and E forallm ixed stateswould be a great
achievem ent 9], but even that would not necessarily provide a com plkte the—
ory ofm ixed state entanglm ent. Such a theory ought to describe, for any
two bipartite statesM and M ?, the asym ptotic yield w ith which stateM °can
be prepared from stateM by localoperations, w th orw ithout classical com —
munication. In general, the m ost e cient preparation would probably not
proceed by distilling pure entanglem ent out of M %, then using it to prepare
M ; it is even conceivable that there m ight be incom parablk pairs of states,
M and M °such that neither could be prepared from the other w ith positive
yield.

Surprisingly, basic questions about even the classical capacity ofquantum
channels rem aln open. For exam ple, it is not known whether the classical
capacity of two paralkel quantum channels can be increased by entangling
their nputs.

For us, all of this suggests that, even 70 years after its establishm ent, we
still are only beginning to understand the fiill im plications of the quantum
theory. Its capacity to store, tranam i, and m anipulate Inform ation is clearly
di erent from anything which was envisioned in the classical world. Tt still
rem ains to be seen whether the present surge of Interest n quantum error
correction w ill enable the great potential power of quantum com putation to
be realized, but it is clearly a step in this direction.
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A Appendix: Im plem entation ofR andom B i-
lateralR otation

In this appendix we show how an arbitrary density m atrix of two particles
can be brought into the W emer form by m aking a random selection, w ih
uniform probabilities, from a set 0f12 operations fU ;g which nvolve identical
rotations on each ofthe two particles. (T hus, the rotationsU; arem em bers of
a particular SU (2) subset ofSU 4).) A fter such a set of rotations the density
m atrix is transform ed into an arithm etic average of the rotated m atrices:

M= L UM U (99)
T N i ie

=1

N willbe 12 in the exam ple we are about to give. The 4 4 density m atrix
M , expressed In the Bellbasis, has three partsw hich behave In di erent ways
under rotation: 1) the diagonal sihgkt ( ) matrix elm ent, which trans-
fom s as a scalar; 2) three singlet-triplet m atrix elem ents, which transfom
asa vector under rotation; and 3) the 3 3 trpltblodk, which transform sas
a seoond-rank symm etric tensor. In the desired W emer form the vector part
of the density m atrix is zero, and the sym m etric second-rank tensor part is
proportional to the identity.

Them athem atics of this problem is the sam e as that which describes the
tensor properties of a Jarge collection ofm olecules aswould occur in a liquid,
glass, or solid. In the case ofa liquid, allpossib e ordentations ofthem olcules
occur. Because of the orentational averaging (m athem atically equivalent to
Eqg. @), where the sum runs over all SU (2) operations), vector quantities
becom e zero (eg., the net electric dipole m om ent ofthe liquid is zero), whik
second-rank tensor quantities becom e proportional to the dentity (g., the
liquid’s dielectric response is isotropic) B4].

But follow ing the m olecularphysics analogy further, we know that crys-
tals, In which the m olecular units only assum e a discrete set of ordentations,
can also be optically isotropic and non-polar. It is also wellknown that only
cubic crystals have su ciently high sym m etry to be isotropic. This suggests
that ifthe sum  Eq. (©9) is over the discrete subgroup ofSU (2) correspond—
Ing to the symm etry operations of a tetrahedron (the sin plest cb ct w ith
cubic symm etry), then the desired W emer state w ill resul; and this tums
out to be the case.
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T he bilateral rotations B, ,,;, Introduced in Sec. are the appropriate
starting point for buiding up the desired set of operations. In fact they
corresoond to 4-fold rotations ofa cube about the x— y— and z-axes. This is
not evident from their action on Bell states as shown in Tabk [l| where they
appear to corresoond to 2-fold operations. This is because this table does
not show the e ect ofthe B rotations on the phase ofthe Bell states. Phases
are not required In the puri cation protoools described in the text, because
the density m atrix in all these cases is already assum ed to be diagonal, so
that the phases do not appear. But for the present analysis they do, so we
repeat the table w ith phases n Tabk f.

source
+ +
T T ¥
Bilateral =2 Rotations: B, it it
B + +
Yy
B, it i *

Tabl 4: M odi cation ofpart of Tabk [ll, ncluding the phasechanges of the
Bell states.

W hen presented in thisway, it is evident that these operations are 4-fold
(that is, B f = I) , and Indeed, they are the generators of the 24-elam ent
group of rotations of a cube, known as the group O in crystallography [5Q]1.
(Tt is also isom orphic to S4, the pem utation group of 4 ob gcts.)

Now, as m entioned above, only the rotations which lave a tetrahedron
Invariant are necessary to m ake the density m atrix isotropic. This isa 12—
elem ent subgroup ofO know asT Which is isom orphicto A 4, the group ofall
even pem utations of 4 cbgcts). W ritten In tem s of the B ;'s, these twelve
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operations are
B,B
BB
BB
fUi;g= BYBZ M ! We (L00)
B,B
BB

It is easily con m ed by direct calculation, using Tabk [, that this set of 12
fU,;g, when applied to a generaldensity matrix M i Eq. ©9), resukts in a
W emer density m atrix W » ofEq. {7).

There are a couple of special cases n which the set of rotations can be
made simplr. If it is only required that the state M be taken to some
Belldiagonal state W  (Eqg. €9)), then a sm aller subset, corresponding to
the orthorhom bic crystalgroup D , (an abelian fourelem ent group) m ay be

used:
I

BxBx
fUig= M ! W (101)
B,B,
B,B,:
F inally there is another special case, which arises in som e of our puri cation
protocols, n which the density matrix W is already diagonal in the Bell
basis, but is not isotropic (ie., the triplet m atrix elem ents are di erent from
one another). To carry W Into W ¢, the discrete group n Eq. 89) can be
again be reduced, in this case to the threeelem ent group w ith the elem ents
I
fUig= BiBiByBy W ! Wy (102)
B,B,B.B,:
O ne further feature of any set fU,g that takes the density m atrix to the

isotropic form W , which can be used to sin plify the set, is that the m odi-
ed s=t fRU g, for any bilateral rotation R, also results In a W emer density
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matrik Wy n Eq. @3). Since the density m atrix is already isotropic, any
additional rotation R leaves it isotropic. A cubic crystalhasthe sam e dielec—
tric properties nom atterhow it is rotated.) Forexam pl, ifwetakeR = B,
the three operations ofEq. {[03) take the form

B
fU,g= B, W ! Wg (103)
B

B Appendix: G eneralnoise error correction

In this appendix we present an argum ent, based on tw irling, that correcting
am plitude and phase errors corrects every possibl error. W e have derived

niteblodk puri cations under the assum ption that the pairs which are af-
fected by the environm ent are sub ct to errors of the W emer type, In which
the Bell state evolves into a classical m ixture of Bell states (see Eq. @)) .
But them ost generale ect which noise can have on a B ell state appears very
di erent from the W emernoisem odel, and is characterized by the 4 4 den—
sity m atrix M into which a standard Bellstate * evolves (seeFig.[§). M any
additional param eters besides the deliy F = h * M J ' i are required for
the speci cation ofthis general ervorm odel. A general4 4 density m atrix
of course requires 15 real param eters for its soeci cation. H owever, not all
of these param eters de ne distinct errors, since any change ofbasis by A lice
or Bob cannot essentially change the situation (in particular, the ability to
purify EPR pairs cannot be changed). This says that 6 param eters, those
Involved in two di erent SU () changes of basis, are irrelevant. But this
still leaves 9 param eters which are required to fiillly specify the m ost general
independent-error m odel5]]. How then does correction of just am plitude,
phase, and both, dealw ith all of these possibl noise conditions, character—
ized by 9 continuous param eters?

To show thiswew illagain introduce the \tw irl" ofF i.[§, although in the
end i willbe ram oved again. Recall that any density m atrix is transform ed
into one of the W emer type by the random twirl. (See item [ of Sec.B ]
for the method of twirling the * state.) Thus, if twirling is inserted as
shown in Fig.[[3, or in the corresponding places in F ig. [§, then the channel
is converted to the W emer type, and the error correction criteria we will
describe in the next section willwork.
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Figure 19: If the state is subfct to the iniial and nal rotationsR? and
R (the \twirl" T) in the QECC ofF i.[L§, then the action of the noise N 5

is guaranteed to be of a simple form In which only three types of errors,
am plitude, phase, or am plitude-and-phase, can occur on each qubitfl3]; this
corresoonds to the W emer m ixed state W » In the puri cation picture. As
described in the text, for niteblock error correction the Q ECC protocolw ill
succeed even ifthe twirl T is not perform ed.

But ket us consider the action ofthe tw irl in m ore detail. Let us personify
the twirlaction T in Fi. (or in the corresponding puri cation protocol
of Fig.[3, as .n Fig.[§) by saying that an agent (\Tom ") perfomm s the tw irl
for the n bits by random Iy choosing n tin es from am ong one of 12 bilateral
rotations tabulated in Appendix B]. Tom m akes a record of which of these
12" actions he has taken; he does not, how ever, reveal this record to A lice or
Bob.W ihout thisrecord, butw ith a know ledge that Tom hasperformm ed this
action, A lice and B ob conclude that the density m atrix ofthe degraded pairs
hasthe W emer form . T hey proceed to use the protocol they have developed
to purify m EPR pairs perfectly. Now, suppose that after this has been
done, Tom reveals to A lice and B ob the tw irl record which he has herstofore
kept secret. At this point, A lice and Bob now have a revised know ledge of
the state of the particle pairs which entered their puri cation protocol; in
fact, they now know that the density m atrix is Jjust som e particular rotated
version ofthe non-W emerdensity m atrix in which the environm ent leaves the
EPR pairs. N evertheless, this does not change the fact that the puri cation
protooolhas sucoeeded . Indeed, wem ust conclude that it sucoeeds foreach of
the 12" possible values of Tom ’s record, and in particular it sucoeeds even in
the case that each of Tom ‘s n rotationswas the identity operation. T hus, the
puri cation protoocol works on the original non-W emer errors, even if Tom
and his tw irling is com pletely rem oved. This com pletes the desired proof,
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and we will thus develop protoools for correcting W emer type errors, EJ.
(63), kesping .n m ind their applicability to the m ore general case.

A slight extension of the above argum ents show s that asym ptotic Jarge—
block puri cation schem es such as our hashing protocol of Sec. are also
capabl of correcting for non-W emer error. Consider a non Belkdiagonal
product density m atrix of n particles, M = ™M )", whose delity is such
that, after twirling, i can be successfully pur ed, resulting in entangled
states whose nal delity wih respect to perfect singlkts approaches 1 in
the Imitn ! 1 . The hashing protocol produces truly perfect singlets of
unit delity for a lkely sst L of error syndrom es containing nearly all the
probability. Thism eansthat we can writeM = (1 M%+ M ,whereM?
can bepuri ed w ith exactly 100% nal delity. By the above argum ents, M °
can be sucoessfully purd ed even iftw irling isnot perform ed. Since ! 0 as
n! 1 ,theorighalstateM willalso bepur ed to delity approaching 1,
even w ithout tw irling.
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To show that k qubits cannot be used to share ‘ ebits and tranan i m
classical bits if Y+ m > k, suppose the contrary, and kt the " ebits so
shared be used for superdense coding []]. Ifthat were done, the nitialk
qubits, plus ‘ subsequent qubits used to convey the treated EPR spins
to Bob In the second stage of superdense coding, would together su ce
to tranan it from A licetoBob a totalof2'+m > k+ ‘classicalbits.This
is in possible, as it would In ply that the intermm ediate quantum system,
consisting ofthe k qubits initially tranam itted plus the * qubits subsege—
untly sent during superdense coding, had m ore reliably-distinguishable
states than the 25" * din ensions of its H ibert space.
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B0] Ses, eg., M. Tinkham, Gmup Theory and Quantum M echanics
(P renticeH all, 1964).

B1l] In the Bell basis, this restriction to 9 param eters is achieved by m ak—
ing the matrix elements h *¥M 3 4, h *M 3 i, h M J "1, and
h *# j ipurlyreal,andmakingh *# j "iandh M j ipurly
In aghhary. T his corresponds to m aking the reduced density m atrices
and g diagonal, and m aking additional phase adjistm ents (z-axis ro—
tations: see Ref. B3)) to the A and the B particlks.
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