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Abstract

This paper addresses the problem of generating a common random string with
min-entropy k using an unlimited supply of noisy EPR pairs or quantum isotropic
states, with minimal communication between Alice and Bob. The paper considers
two communication models – one-way classical communication and one-way quan-
tum communication, and derives upper bounds on the optimal common randomness
rate for both models. We show that in the case of classical communication, quantum
isotropic states have no advantage over noisy classical correlation [GR16]. In the
case of quantum communication, we demonstrate that the common randomness
rate can be increased by using superdense coding on quantum isotropic states. We
also prove an upper bound on the optimal common randomness rate achievable by
using one-way quantum communication. As an application, our result yields upper
bounds on the classical capacity of the noiseless quantum channel assisted by noisy
entanglement[HHH+01].
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1 Introduction
The problem of generating Common randomness (CR) is a fundamental primitive in
information theory and distributed computing. In the setting of CR generation, multiple
separated parties share correlated resources and their objective is to agree on a common
random variable with high entropy while communicating as little as possible. CR genera-
tion was raised in the seminal works of Maurer [Mau93] and Ahlswede and Csiszár [AC98].
There is a rich history of subsequent work (see, for instance [STW20] and the references
within).

In quantum mechanics, one of the most appealing features is the strong correlation
between two non-interacting particles which we call quantum entanglement. Such correla-
tions could occur when two particles have interacted in the past and have been separated.
A natural question is the advantages and limits of CR generation with quantum entangle-
ment. The study of CR generation with the assistance of quantum entanglement, called
entanglement-assisted CR generation, was introduced by Devetak and Winter [DW04],
who obtained a single-letter formula for the optimal trade-off between the extracted com-
mon randomness and classical communication rate for the special case of classical-quantum
correlations when one-way classical communication from Alice to Bob is allowed.

It is well known that two qubits forming EPR states

|Φ⟩ = 1√
2

(|00⟩ + |11⟩)

have beyond-classical correlations. Using EPR pairs, two spatially separated and thus
non-communicating parties may produce ensembles that are classically impossible [EPR35,
CHSH69]. However, quantum entanglement is fragile due to quantum decoherence. In
the real physical world, EPR pairs may inevitably interact with the noisy environment
and then become “less correlated”. This paper focuses on the scenario where the players
share noisy EPR pairs affected by the depolarizing noise. These noisy EPR pairs are
referred as isotropic states, and are mixtures of EPR pairs and completely mixed states.

CR generation is essentially impossible without communication[AC98]. As a warm-up,
we will get an upper bound on the probability of Alice and Bob agreeing on a random string
of min-entropy k. when Alice and Bob share quantum isotropic states. This is exactly
same as the upper bound for the case that Alice and Bob share classical ρ-correlated
strings [BM11]. This shows that in the communication-free version of CR generation, we
can not hope to get any advantage when the players share quantum isotropic states.

When communication is allowed, relating to the type of communication, we will
consider the following two models:

• (Classical Communication) Alice and Bob share infinitely many copies of quantum
isotropic states, and Alice sends classical messages to Bob. The rate of CR generated
per bit of communication is considered.

• (Quantum Communication) Alice and Bob share infinitely many copies of quan-
tum isotropic states, and Alice sends quantum messages to Bob. The rate of CR
generated per qubit communication is considered.

In the case of classical communication, we give lower bounds on the one-way classical
communication required to produce a CR with min-entropy at least k. Again, this bound
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is exactly the same as in the classical case where Alice and Bob share classical ρ-correlated
strings, which was derived in [GR16]. Since they also gave matching one-way pure classical
protocols, this implies there is no quantum advantage in this case.

Things get different if Alice and Bob both share multiple copies of isotropic states
and one-way quantum communication from Alice to Bob is allowed: For one part, as long
as the noise of the shared entanglement is bounded below by some constant, we can use
super-dense coding like techniques to send qubits that contain classical information at a
rate strictly more than one [Hir01, Bow01]. This can be used to optimize the classical
protocols and easily shows some quantum advantage. For the other part, we also obtain
lower bounds on the qubit transmission needed for Alice and Bob to agree on a CR with
min-entropy at least k. This shows that the quantum advantage is limited.

Our problem share similar nature of entanglement distillation, where Alice and Bob’s
task is to transform their isotropic states into pure EPR pairs [BBP+96]. Since one
EPR pair can be easily converted to one bit of CR, our task is easier than entanglement
distillation. It is well known that the channel capacity of a depolarizing channel is exactly
the one-way distillable entanglement of its Choi state [BDSW96]. Likewise, any bound on
entanglement-assisted CR per qubit rate induces a bound on the entanglement-assisted
classical capacity of a channel [HHH+01, BSST99, BSST02]. The entanglement-assisted
classical capacity of a quantum channel is the highest rate at which classical information
can be sent per use of this channel when the sender and the receiver share quantum
entanglement. This rate is at least one for the noiseless identity channel, and by using
super-dense coding [BW92], can reach two when the two parties share pure EPR states.
In our problem, the two parties share isotropic states, so they can optimize the classical
protocols when the noisy EPR-assisted channel capacity is strictly above one. And since
we have proved that the classical protocols can not be “optimized too much”, in converse,
this gives upper bounds on the noisy EPR-assisted channel capacity of the noiseless
channel.

1.1 Our results
We present our results in this section informally. To begin with, we will warm-up in
Section 3 by revisiting the proof in [BM11], but this time since since Alice and Bob share
quantum isotropic states, we will describe their strategies using POVM measurements
instead of purely classical functions. We write Φρ for a quantum isotropic state with noise
ρ, we get

Theorem 1.1 (informal). For ρ ∈ [0, 1], suppose Alice and Bob share infinitely many
copies of the state Φρ. They are not allowed to communicate, but any other local operations
are allowed. Then to produce a common random string of min-entropy at least k, their
success probability is at most

2−k 1−ρ
1+ρ .

In Section 4, we consider the entanglement-assisted CR generation problem with
classical communication, and give lower bounds on the communication needed to agree
on a random string of min-entropy at least k:

Theorem 1.2 (informal). For ρ ∈ [0, 1], suppose Alice and Bob share infinitely many
copies of the state Φρ, and Alice is allowed to send classical information to Bob, then to
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produce a common random string of min-entropy at least k, Alice needs to send at least
(1 − ρ2)k + o(k) bits of classical information.

In Section 5, we turn to the quantum communication model:

Theorem 1.3 (informal). For ρ ∈ [0, 1], suppose Alice and Bob share infinitely many
copies of the state Φρ, and Alice is allowed to send qubits to Bob, then to produce a
common random string of min-entropy at least k, Alice needs to send at least 1−ρ2

1+ρ2 k + o(k)
qubits.

As mentioned, this gives an upper bound on the entanglement-assisted classical ca-
pacity of quantum channels (Definition 5.3):

Corollary 1.4. For ρ ∈ [0, 1], the classical capacity of the noiseless identity channel
assisted with states Φρ is upper bounded by 1 + ρ2.

1.2 Related work
CR generation is a standard problem in classical information theory. It was first studied
with secrecy requirements in the seminal work [Mau93, AC93]. Namely, the randomness
should be independent of the messages exchanged between the players. Non-secure CR
generation first appeared in [AC98], where the authors gave single-letter formulae for the
optimal rates of CR generations in several communication models. Various agreement
distillations have been proposed and investigated since then and it continuous to be a
subject of active investigation. Readers may refer to a recent excellent survey [STW20]
and the references therein.

Devetak and Winter initiated the study of CR generation with quantum resources
in [DW04], where they gave single-letter formulae for both the classical-quantum correla-
tions and the general quantum correlations when the sender’s measurement is restricted
to tensor products. A very recent work by Lami, Regula, Wang and Wilde [LRWW23]
gave an efficiently computable upper bound on the LOCC assisted distillable random-
ness of an arbitrary bipartite quantum state. Nuradha and Wilde [NW23] also used the
fidelity-based smooth min-relative entropy to upper bound the LOCC assisted distillable
randomness. These two results are strongly linked to the ideas in [DKQ+23]. The multi-
party entanglement-assisted CR generation was studied by Salek and Winter in a recent
work [SW21], where they generalized a result in multi-terminal distributed losses source
coding and secret key agreement known as communication for omniscience due to Csiszár
and Narayan [CN04].

Secret key agreement is a variation of CR generation with an additional security
requirement on the generated common randomness. It was introduced by the same set
of pioneers [Mau93, AC93]. The quantum counterpart was also first studied by Devetak
and Winter [DW05]. It has received great attention from both physics community and
computer science community. Readers may refer to a recent survey [MGKB20] and
references therein.

Our work was inspired by a recent work [GR16], where Guruswami and Radhakrishnan
gave exact bounds on the communication needed for Alice and Bob to agree on a common
random string of min-entropy k, when Alice and Bob share classical random strings
X = (x1, x2, . . . ) and Y = (y1, y2, . . . ) where each (xi, yi) are ρ-correlated, and two-way
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communication is allowed (but the random string should only be determined by Alice’s
input X).In contrast to previous work, the shared correlation is considered free. Thus
only the communication to produce the random string is accounted for. They proved that
to agree on a k-bit string, Θ((1 − ρ2)k) bits of communication is sufficient and needed if
they share ρ-correlated boolean strings.

1.3 Techniques
We use similar techniques as in the work in [GR16], in which they relied on hypercon-
tractivity inequalities concerning ρ-correlated random variables or boolean functions. To
apply hypercontractivity inequalities to quantum states, we need the results in [Kin14],
which gives similar hypercontractivity inequalities to operators. See Section 2.2.

The frameworks are similar for the communication lower bounds we get. First, we
give a general description of the possible strategies by the communicating parties. In the
entanglement-assisted classical communication model, these will be POVM measurements
and in the quantum communication model, Alice’s strategy should be quantum channels.
Then we introduce a parameter q to be fixed later and apply Hölder’s inequality with
parameters q and q∗ satisfying 1

q
+ 1

q∗ . This will enable us then to use hypercontractivity
inequalities. In the end, choosing the appropriate values for q yields our lower bounds.

The difference to that in [GR16] is that, in the pure classical setting, both the shared
correlation and the communication are classical, so their values can be enumerated or
“conditioned upon”. This facilitates computation because Alice and Bob’s strategies can
then be characterized by deterministic functions, and the agreement probability can
then be analyzed in a case-by-case manner. In our problem, however, Alice and Bob
share quantum states as correlation. And in the quantum communication case, even the
communication can be quantum. So Alice and Bob’s strategies can only be described
by quantum measurements or even quantum channels. This requires us to treat their
strategies as a whole. As a result, we are only able to prove lower bounds in the one-way
communication model.

Moreover, in the quantum communication model, we will need to upper bound the
norm of operators that are partially affected by the depolarizing channel. So we will need
to prove a slightly more general form of the hypercontractivity inequality in [Kin14].

2 Preliminaries
Let R be a random variable with distribution µ, we define the min-entropy of R to be

Hmin (R) def= min
r∈R

log (1/µ(r)) . (1)

We assume log(1/0) = +∞ in this definition.
Let A, B be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. We use M(A, B) to denote the set

of linear operators mapping from A to B. If the dimensions of A and B are n and m
respectively, we may write M(A, B) = Mn,m. Linear operators acting on the same space
are written as M(A) = M(A, A) and Mn = Mn,n for simplicity. We use 1A to represent
the identity operator acting on A, and 1n to represent the identity operator of dimension
n.
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Linear operators in Mn,m can be represented by matrices of dimension m × n. For a
matrix A, we let |A| def=

√
A†A. The Schatten p-norms are defined as

∥A∥p

def= (Tr [|A|p])1/p

for p ≥ 1. And for p = ∞, we define the spectral norm to be

∥A∥ def= max {∥Au∥ : ∥u∥ ≤ 1} ,

which coincides with limp→∞ ∥A∥p. For the special case, ∥A∥1 is referred to as the trace
norm.

Schatten p-norms are non-increasing over p. That is, let 1 ≤ p ≤ q, we have the
following relation for a matrix A ∈ M2n

∥A∥q ≤ ∥A∥p . (2)

Schatten p-norms admit Hölder’s inequality1: Let A, B be matrices and p, q be positive
real numbers satisfying 1/p + 1/q = 1, we have

Tr [AB] ≤ ∥A∥p ∥B∥q . (3)

The above inequality can be easily extended to two sequences of matrices:

Lemma 2.1 (Matrix Hölder’s inequality, [SA13], Theorem 2.6). Let Ai, Bi(i = 1, 2, . . . , m)
be two sequences of matrices and p, q be positive real numbers satisfying 1/p + 1/q = 1.
We have

Tr
[

m∑
i=1

AiBi

]
≤
(

Tr
[

m∑
i=1

|Ai|p
])1/p (

Tr
[

m∑
i=1

|Bi|q
])1/q

.

Specifically, if Ai and Bi are positive semidefinite for all i, then

Tr
[

m∑
i=1

AiBi

]
≤
(

Tr
[

m∑
i=1

Ap
i

])1/p (
Tr
[

m∑
i=1

Bq
i

])1/q

.

Proof. Let A = ⊕m
i=1 Ai and B = ⊕m

i=1 Bi. By the Hölder’s inequality for Schatten p-norm

Tr
[

m∑
i=1

AiBi

]
= Tr [AB] ≤ ∥A∥p ∥B∥q =

(
Tr
[

m∑
i=1

|Ai|p
])1/p (

Tr
[

m∑
i=1

|Bi|q
])1/q

.

We have the following inequality for Schatten p-norms undergoing partial trace:

Lemma 2.2 ([Ras12], Proposition 1). Let M ∈ M(A × B) be a matrix and p ≥ 1, we
have

∥TrB (M)∥p ≤ dim (B)(p−1)/p · ∥M∥p . (4)
1See e.g. [Wat18] equation 1.174.
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Specifically, for p = 1, we have

∥TrB (M)∥1 ≤ ∥M∥1 . (5)

Thus, the trace norm does not increase under partial trace:
Let q ≥ 1 be a real number and M a matrix, if ∥M∥ ≤ 1, then we have the inequality

∥M∥q
q ≤ ∥M∥1 . (6)

This inequality can be generalized to matrices that have larger spectral norms:

Lemma 2.3. Let q ≥ 1 be a real number, M be a matrix of dimension m, then

∥M∥q
q ≤ ∥M∥q−1 · ∥M∥1 . (7)

Proof. We have
∥∥∥ M

∥M∥

∥∥∥ = ∥M∥
∥M∥ = 1, so by Eq. (6), we have∥∥∥∥∥ M

∥M∥

∥∥∥∥∥
q

q

≤
∥∥∥∥∥ M

∥M∥

∥∥∥∥∥
1

.

2.1 Quantum Mechanics
In quantum mechanics, a quantum system A is associated with a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space, which can also be denoted by A. We use H(A) or Hm to denote the set of
Hermitian operators. We use Pos(A) or Posm to denote the set of positive semidefinite
operators.

Quantum registers in a quantum system A are described by density operators, which
are the operators in Pos(A) that have unit trace. We use D(A) or Dm to denote the
density operators in Pos(A) or Posm. Let φ ∈ D(A) be a quantum register. If φ = |u⟩⟨u|,
then φ is a pure quantum state, and can also be written as |u⟩ for simplicity. Let σ ∈ D(B)
be a quantum register in another quantum system B, then the composite system of φ and
σ can be written as φ ⊗ σ, where ⊗ is the Kronecker product. We use φ⊗n to represent
n copies of φ in product state.

The operations that can be applied to quantum states are quantum channels, which
are completely positive, trace-preserving maps (CPTP maps). We will be considering a
very specific type of quantum channels here: the quantum depolarizing channels. For
ρ ∈ [0, 1], we define the qubit channel ∆ρ : M2 → M2 to be

∆ρ (φ) def= ρφ + (1 − ρ)Tr [φ] 12 . (8)

It is clear that ∆ρ is a CPTP map.
We use |Φ⟩ to represent the 2-qubit EPR states. That is, |Φ⟩ def= |00⟩+|11⟩√

2 . The ρ-
isotropic states are EPR states affected by the depolarizing channels. That is, for any
ρ ∈ [0, 1], the ρ-isotropic state is

Φρ
def= (∆ρ ⊗ 1) (Φ) . (9)
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Since the depolarizing channels can be considered as noise in the environment, quantum
isotropic states can also be viewed as noisy EPR pairs.

Let C : M(A) → M(B) be a quantum channel. The Kraus representation of C is
given as

C(φ) =
∑

a

MaφM †
a ,

where {Ma}’s satisfy ∑a M †
aMa = 1A. The conjugate map C† : M(B) → M(A) is defined

as
C†(σ) =

∑
a

M †
aσMa.

C† is not necessary a quantum channel, as it need not be trace-preserving. But C† is
completely positive by definition and unital. Namely,

C†(1B) =
∑

a

M †
a1BMa =

∑
a

M †
aMa = 1A. (10)

Also, for any matrix A, B, we have

Tr [A · C(B)] =
∑

a

Tr
[
AMaBM †

a

]
=
∑

a

Tr
[
M †

aAMaB
]

= Tr
[
C†(A) · B

]
. (11)

It is not hard to verify that

∆ρ = (φ) = (1 − 3ρ

4 )φ + ρ

4(XφX + Y φY + ZφZ),

Where X, Y, Z are Pauli matrices. Thus, ∆ρ is self adjoint: ∆ρ = ∆†
ρ.

Lemma 2.4. Let A, B ∈ M2n, ρ ∈ [0, 1], we have

Tr
[
(A ⊗ B) · Φ⊗n

ρ

]
= 2−nTr

[
∆⊗n

ρ (A) · BT
]

, (12)

where ∆⊗n
ρ denotes n channels in product ∆ρ ⊗ · · · ⊗ ∆ρ.

Proof.

Tr
[
(A ⊗ B) · Φ⊗n

ρ

]
= Tr

[
(A ⊗ B) · (∆⊗n

ρ ⊗ 1)(Φ⊗n)
]

= Tr
[
(∆⊗n

ρ ⊗ 1)(A ⊗ B) · Φ⊗n
]

= Tr
[(

∆⊗n
ρ (A) ⊗ B

)
· Φ⊗n

]
= 2−nTr

[
∆⊗n

ρ (A) · BT
]

.

The first equality is the definition of quantum isotropic states. The second equality follows
since the depolarizing channels are self-adjoint. The last equality follows from the equality

Tr
[
(X ⊗ Y ) · Φ⊗n

]
= 2−nTr

[
X · Y T

]
for any operators X, Y ∈ M2n .
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2.2 Hypercontractivity
Our results rely heavily on the hypercontractive property of quantum depolarizing channels
on Schatten p-norms. We have the following hypercontractivity bound from [Kin14]:

Theorem 2.5 ([Kin14], Theorem 1). Let A ∈ M2n be a matrix, ρ ∈ [0, 1], and p, q be
positive real numbers satisfying 1 ≤ p < q ≤ ∞ and ρ ≤

√
p−1
q−1 , then

2−n/q
∥∥∥∆⊗n

ρ (A)
∥∥∥

q
≤ 2−n/p ∥A∥p . (13)

We adapt the proof in [Kin14], to prove a more general hypercontractivity bound that
combines Eq. (13) and Eq. (2). The following lemmas are used:

Lemma 2.6 ([Kin14], Lemma 5). Let H ∈ M2 be a matrix such that for all t ≥ 0, the
quantum channel e−tH defined as

e−tH(ρ) =
∞∑

n=0

(−t)n

n! Hn(ρ)

is completely positive. For n ≥ 1, let H(n) = 12n−1 ⊗ H. Then for any A ∈ Pos2n and
p ≥ 1, 〈

Ap/2, H(n)(Ap/2)
〉

≤ (p/2)2

p − 1
〈
A, H(n)(Ap−1)

〉
.

Lemma 2.7 ([Kin14], Theorem 3). Let Φ : M2 → M2 be a unital qubit channel2 and
Ω : Md → Md be a completely positive map. Let 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 ≤ q, and suppose for all
M1 ∈ Md and M2 ∈ M2 we have

∥Ω(M1)∥q ≤ λ1 ∥M1∥p ,

∥Φ(M2)∥q ≤ λ2 ∥M2∥p .

Then for all M ∈ M2d,
∥(Ω ⊗ Φ) (M)∥q ≤ λ1λ2 ∥M∥p .

We are now ready to prove our generalized hypercontractivity inequality.

Theorem 2.8 (Hypercontractivity, generalized). Let n, m be positive integers, A ∈ M2n+m

be a matrix, ρ ∈ [0, 1] and p, q be positive real numbers satisfying 1 ≤ p ≤ q < ∞ and
ρ ≤

√
p−1
q−1 , then we have

2−n/q
∥∥∥(∆⊗n

ρ ⊗ 12m

)
(A)

∥∥∥
q

≤ 2−n/p ∥A∥p . (14)

Remark 2.9. The above theorem combines Eq. (13) and Eq. (2) in the following way:
When A is of the form A = B ⊗ C where B ∈ M2n and C ∈ M2m , then

2−n/q
∥∥∥(∆⊗n

ρ ⊗ 12m

)
(B ⊗ C)

∥∥∥
q

= 2−n/q
∥∥∥∆⊗n

ρ (B)
∥∥∥

q
· ∥C∥q

and
2−n/p ∥B ⊗ C∥p = 2−n/p ∥B∥p · ∥C∥p .

Then Eq. (14) holds from Eq. (13) and Eq. (2).
2The quantum qubit depolarizing channel is a unital qubit channel.
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Proof. The proof follows closely to that for Theorem 2.5 in [Kin14].
Since the map ∆⊗n

ρ ⊗12m is completely positive it follows from [Aud09, Wat05] 3 that
the supremum of

∥∥∥(∆⊗n
ρ ⊗ 12m

)
(A)

∥∥∥
q
/ ∥A∥p is always achieved on positive semidefinite

matrices. So we can assume here A ≥ 0. Also, we can assume ρ =
√

p−1
q−1 , because the left

hand side of Eq. (14) is increasing over q.
Let ρ = e−t and thus q(t) = 1 + e2t(p − 1), we only need to prove for all t ≥ 0,

2−n/q(t)
∥∥∥(∆⊗n

e−t ⊗ 1
)

(A)
∥∥∥

q(t)
≤ 2−n/p ∥A∥p . (15)

Since equality holds at t = 0, it is sufficient to prove that for t ≥ 0 the left hand side is a
non-increasing function of t. Let

B
def=
(
∆⊗n

e−t ⊗ 1
)

(A), g(t) = ln
(
2−n/q(t) ∥B∥q(t)

)
then we find

g′(t) = 2
TrBq

q − 1
q2

[
n ln 2TrBq − TrBq ln TrBq + Tr (Bq ln Bq) − q2

2(q − 1)

n∑
k=1

TrBq−1H(k)
u (B)

]
(16)

where Hu(A) = A − 1
2Tr [A]1 and

H(k)
u = 12k−1 ⊗ Hu ⊗ 12n+m−k , k = 1, . . . , n.

We first derive a log-Sobolev inequality which will be used later. By repeatedly using
Lemma 2.7, we can prove Eq. (15) for the parameters p and q in the range 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 ≤ q.
Specifically, when p = 2 and q = 1 + e2t. Using the fact the Eq. (15) becomes an equality
at t = 0, the derivative must be non-positive. Hence,

g′(0)|q=p=2 = 1
2TrA2

[
n ln 2TrA2 − TrA2 ln TrA2 + TrA2 ln A2 − 2

n∑
k=1

TrAH(k)
u (A)

]
≤ 0.

(17)
Note that A can be an arbitrary matrix here and for the sake of clearness we use another
symbol X and obtain our log-Sobolev inequality: For all X ∈ M2n+m

n ln 2TrX2 − TrX2 ln TrX2 + TrX2 ln X2 − 2
n∑

k=1
TrXH(k)

u (X) ≤ 0. (18)

We apply Lemma 2.6 to the last term in Eq. (16), to deduce that for each k = 1, . . . , n,

TrBq−1H(k)(B) ≥ q − 1
(q/2)2 TrBq/2H(k)(Bq/2). (19)

Applying Eq. (19) in Eq. (16) gives the inequality

g′(t) ≤ 2
TrBq

q − 1
q2

[
n ln 2TrBq − TrBq ln TrBq + Tr (Bq ln Bq) − 2

n∑
k=1

TrBq/2H(k)
u (Bq/2)

]
(20)

and then the log-Sobolev inequality Eq. (18) with X = Bq/2 implies
g′(t) ≤ 0.

3See Theorem 1 from [Aud09] and Theorem 1 from [Wat05]
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3 Communication Free CR Generation
In [BM11] it is shown that if Alice and Bob share classical ρ-correlated strings but can not
communicate, then their best strategy achieves a probability not exceeding 2−k(1−ρ)/(1+ρ)

to agree on a common random string of min-entropy k. Moreover, there exists a classical
protocol that achieves 2−k(1−ρ)/(1+ρ)−Θ(log k) probability. In this section, we study the case
when Alice and Bob share unbounded copies of quantum isotropic states and prove that
the same upper bound also applies. Thus there is no quantum advantage in this setting.

Theorem 3.1. For any ρ ∈ [0, 1], if Alice and Bob share infinitely many copies of ρ-
isotropic states, then their probability of agreeing on a random string of min-entropy k is
upper bounded by

2−k 1−ρ
1+ρ .

Proof. Let n ∈ N, and suppose Alice and Bob use n isotropic states denoted by Φ⊗n
ρ . Their

strategies can be described by two POVM measurements, {Pa}a and {Qa}a respectively,
where a ranges over {0, 1}k. Then their agreement probability can be written as

Pr[Success] =
∑

a

Tr
[
Φ⊗n

ρ (Pa ⊗ Qa)
]

. (21)

Note that Φρ = (∆ρ ⊗ 1)(Φ) = (∆√
ρ ⊗ ∆√

ρ)(Φ), this yields

Pr[Success] =
∑

a

Tr
[
(∆√

ρ ⊗ ∆√
ρ)(Φ)⊗n (Pa ⊗ Qa)

]
=
∑

a

Tr
[
Φ⊗n ·

(
∆√

ρ (Pa) ⊗ ∆√
ρ (Qa)

)]
= 2−n

∑
a

Tr
[
∆√

ρ (Pa) · ∆√
ρ (Qa)

]
.

The second equality follows from the self-adjointness of the quantum depolarizing channels.
Applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get

Pr[Success] ≤
(

2−n
∑

a

Tr
[
∆√

ρ (Pa)2
]) 1

2
(

2−n
∑

a

Tr
[
∆√

ρ (Qa)2
]) 1

2

. (22)

Using the hypercontractivity inequality Theorem 2.5 with q = 1 + ρ, we have∑
a

2−nTr
[
∆√

ρ (Pa)2
]

≤
∑

a

(
2−nTr [P q

a ]
) 2

q

≤
∑

a

(
2−nTr [Pa]

) 2
q

=
∑

a

(
2−nTr [Pa]

) (
2−nTr [Pa]

) 2−q
q

≤
∑

a

(
2−nTr [Pa]

)
2−k 2−q

q

= 2−k 2−q
q = 2−k 1−ρ

1+ρ .

The second term in Eq. (22) is upper bounded by the same quantity. Thus, we conclude
the result.

10



Φ⊗n
ρ

Alice

Bob rB

rA

π

Figure 1: Given the shared quantum state Φ⊗n
ρ , Alice first measures her part of the

quantum state, which produces rA – Alice’s output, and π – the message sent to Bob.
Bob then performs his measurement on his part of the shared quantum state based on π,
which produces his output rB. They succeed if rA = rB.

4 Quantum Entanglement and Classical Communica-
tion

In this section, we consider the scenario in which Alice and Bob share infinitely many
quantum isotropic states Φρ, and Alice sends classical messages to Bob. Their task is
again to produce a common random string R ∈ {0, 1}∗ that is uniformly distributed.

In such a communication protocol, Alice first measures her part of the shared quantum
state with the outcome (rA, π), where rA is the randomness she outputs and π is the
message to be sent to Bob. After receiving π, Bob does his measurement and the result
rB is his output. rA and rB should be uniformly distributed. Alice and Bob succeed if
their outputs are the same. The whole protocol is depicted in Fig. 1.

We are interested in the minimum communication cost required for Alice and Bob
to produce a common random string with a given length. We show that there is no
communication saving compared with the classical counterpart in which Alice and Bob
share classical correlation considered in [GR16].

Theorem 4.1. Let ρ ∈ [0, 1], suppose Alice and Bob share infinitely many pairs of
quantum isotropic states Φρ, and Alice is allowed to send classical messages to Bob,
then for any k ≥ 1, γ ∈ (0, 1), to produce a common random string R ∈ {0, 1}∗ with
Hmin (R) ≥ k, with a success probability at least 2−γk, Alice needs to send at least(

C(1 − γ) − 2
√

C(1 − C)γ
)

· k

bits, where C = 1 − ρ2.

Remark 4.2. We see that the lower bound derived in the previous section matches
exactly that in the classical case, where Alice and Bob share classical states, as considered
in [GR16]. Since they also gave a classical strategy that matches their lower bound, that
strategy also achieves the optimal rate in our case, thus our bound in Theorem 4.1 is
tight.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Suppose Alice and Bob share n copies of Φρ and their task is to
produce the random string R ∈ {0, 1}∗, using t bits of classical communication. We
use {Pa,π} to denote Alice’s measurement and use {Qπ

a} to denote Bob’s measurements,

11



where a ranges over Alice’s possible outputs and π ranges over {0, 1}t – Alice’s possible
messages. Here, Alice and Bob both make their quantum measurements on their shared
quantum states, so Pa,π ∈ Pos2n , and Qπ

a ∈ Pos2n for all a and π. It also holds that∑
a,π

Pa,π = 1 and ∀π.
∑

a

Qπ
a = 1.

Then we can write their success probability as

Pr[Success] =
∑
a,π

Tr
[
(Pa,π ⊗ Qπ

a) · Φ⊗n
ρ

]
(23)

= 2−n
∑
a,π

Tr [∆ρ (Pa,π) · Qπ
a ] , (24)

where the equality is Eq. (12).
Let q and q∗ be positive reals satisfying 1

q
+ 1

q∗ = 1. For each π ∈ {0, 1}t, we
apply Lemma 2.1 the Hölder’s inequality to the sequences {∆ρ (Pa,π)}a and {Qπ

a}a with
parameters q and q∗, which yields

Pr[Success] ≤ 2−n
∑

π

(
Tr
[∑

a

∆ρ (Pa,π)q

]) 1
q

·
(

Tr
[∑

a

Qπ
a

q∗
]) 1

q∗

. (25)

For any fixed message π ∈ {0, 1}t, Bob’s measurement is {Qπ
a}a. So since q∗ ≥ 1, by

Eq. (6) we have

Tr
[∑

a

Qπ
a

q∗
]

≤ Tr
[∑

a

Qπ
a

]
= Tr [12n ] = 2n.

This reduces to

Pr[Success] ≤ 2n/q∗−n
∑

π∈{0,1}t

(
Tr
[∑

a

∆ρ (Pa,π)q

]) 1
q

.

By concavity of the function x 7→ x1/q, we arrive at the inequality

Pr[Success] ≤ 2n/q∗+t/q∗−n

(
Tr
[∑

a,π

∆ρ (Pa,π)q

]) 1
q

. (26)

We are now ready to use hypercontractivity inequalities. Let p be a positive real number
satisfying p−1

q−1 = ρ2, by Theorem 2.5, we have

Tr [∆ρ (Pa,π)q] = ∥∆ρ (Pa,π)∥q
q ≤ ∥Pa,π∥q

p · 2n−nq/p =
(
2−nTr

[
P p

a,π

]) q
p · 2n.

Plugging this into Eq. (26), and noticing 1/q + 1/q∗ = 1, we get

Pr[Success] ≤ 2t/q∗
(∑

a,π

(
2−nTr

[
P p

a,π

]) q
p

) 1
q

.

Since p ≥ 1 and ∥Pa,π∥ ≤ 1, we further get

Pr[Success] ≤ 2t/q∗
(∑

a,π

(
2−nTr [Pa,π]

) q
p

) 1
q

.

12



Note that a is Alice’s output and has min-entropy at least k. So for each string a ∈ {0, 1}∗

and message π ∈ {0, 1}t, the probability that Alice outputs a and sends to Bob π is at
most 2−k. Thus for all a and π,

2−nTr [Pa,π] ≤ 2−k.

and finally

Pr[Success] ≤ 2t/q∗
(∑

a,π

(
2−nTr [Pa,π]

) q
p

) 1
q

= 2t/q∗
(∑

a,π

(
2−nTr [Pa,π]

) (
2−nTr [Pa,π]

) q−p
p

) 1
q

≤ 2t/q∗−k q−p
qp .

Let δ = q −1, then q = 1+δ and p = 1+ρ2δ. From the assumption that Pr[Success] ≥
2−γk, we get for every δ > 0,

t ≥ −(1 + δ)γk

δ
+ k(1 − ρ2)

1 + ρ2δ
=
(

C

1 + (1 − C)δ − γ

δ
− γ

)
· k

where C = 1 − ρ2. Maximizing over δ, we get

t ≥
(

C(1 − γ) − 2
√

C(1 − C)γ
)

· k.

5 Quantum Entanglement and Quantum Communi-
cation

Now we consider the case where Alice can send qubits to Bob. In this scenario, Alice and
Bob share infinitely many pairs of quantum isotropic states, and Alice can send part of her
qubits to Bob after applying some local operations on her part of the qubits. Their goal
again is to produce a common random string R ∈ {0, 1}∗, using as little communication
as possible. The procedure is depicted in Fig. 2.

We will see that Alice could save the communication by sending quantum messages to
produce common randomness of the same length as in the previous case. This is indeed
reasonable since Alice and Bob can make use of superdense coding protocols to optimize
the classical protocol in [GR16]. The efficiency of such protocols thus relies heavily on
the rate at which we can send classical information using a perfect quantum channel and
shared quantum isotropic states. This rate is the entanglement-assisted classical capacity
considered in [HHH+01].

We also get lower bound results in this model. Suppose Alice and Bob share infinitely
many Φρ, then to produce a common randomness of min-entropy k, Alice needs to send
to Bob at least Ω(1−ρ2

1+ρ2 k) qubits. As a result, it also gives a non-trivial upper bound on
the entanglement-assisted classical capacity of the depolarizing channels.

13



Φ⊗n
ρ

Alice

Bob

C

rB

rA

φA

Figure 2: Given the shared quantum state Φ⊗n
ρ , Alice first applies the quantum operation

C to her part of the quantum state, which produces rA – Alice’s output, and φA –
the quantum state sent to Bob. Bob then performs a composite measurement on both
quantum states, which produces his output rB. They succeed if rA = rB.

5.1 The lower bound
We will prove the following theorem.

Theorem 5.1. Let ρ ∈ [0, 1], suppose Alice and Bob share infinitely many quantum
isotropic states Φρ, and Alice is allowed to send quantum states to Bob, then for any
k ≥ 1, γ ∈ (0, 1), to produce a common random string R ∈ {0, 1}∗ with Hmin (R) ≥ k,
with success probability at least 2−γk, Alice needs to send at least(

C − C2γ −
√

C(1 − C2)(2 − Cγ)γ
)

· k.

qubits, where C = 1−ρ2

1+ρ2 .

We will be using the following lemma, which gives an upper bound on the spectral
norm of EPR states applied with some local channels.

Lemma 5.2. Let n, t be positive integers, Φ be an EPR state and C : M2n → M2t be a
quantum channel. Then ∥∥∥(C ⊗ 1)(Φ⊗n)

∥∥∥ ≤ 2−n+t.

Proof. Since (C⊗1)(Φ⊗n) is positive semidefinite, it suffices to prove that Tr [(C ⊗ 1)(Φ⊗n) · φ] ≤
2−n+t for any pure state φ ∈ D2n+t .

It is well known that the Pauli matrices along with the identity matrix form an
orthonormal basis in M2. We write them as B = {Bi}i∈{0,1,2,3} with

B0 = 1, B1 =
(

0 1
1 0

)
, B2 =

(
0 −i
i 0

)
, B3 =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
.

Then {
Bσ =

n⊗
i=1

Bσi

}
σ∈{0,1,2,3}n

form an orthonormal basis in M2n . Then we can decompose the state φ as

φ =
∑

σ∈{0,1,2,3}n+t

cσBσ =
∑

σ1∈{0,1,2,3}t

∑
σ2∈{0,1,2,3}n

cσ1σ2Bσ1 ⊗ Bσ2 .

14



For τ ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}t, if we let

φτ
def=

∑
σ2∈{0,1,2,3}n

cτσ2Bσ2

then
φ =

∑
τ∈{0,1,2,3}t

Bτ ⊗ φτ .

We can see that φτ = 2−tTr1 [(Bτ ⊗ 1) · φ]. Then

Tr [(C ⊗ 1)(Φn) · φ] = Tr
[
Φn · (C† ⊗ 1)(φ)

]
=

∑
τ∈{0,1,2,3}t

Tr
[
Φn · (C†(Bτ ) ⊗ φτ )

]
= 2−n

∑
τ∈{0,1,2,3}t

Tr
[
C†(Bτ ) · φτ

]
≤ 2−n

∑
τ∈{0,1,2,3}t

Tr
[
C†(1t) · |φτ |

]
= 2−n

∑
τ∈{0,1,2,3}t

∥φτ ∥1 .

The inequality follows since Bτ ⪯ 1 for any τ , and C† is a positive map. We have

∥φτ ∥1 = 2−t ∥Tr1 [(Bτ ⊗ 1) · φ]∥1 ≤ 2−t ∥(Bτ ⊗ 1) · φ∥1 = 2−t.

So
Tr [(C ⊗ 1)(Φn) · φ] ≤ 2−n

∑
τ∈{0,1,2,3}t

2−t = 2−n+t.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. In our communication model, Alice first performs a quantum op-
eration on his part of the shared EPR states, which produces a classical register rA and
a quantum register φA. The classical register rA is taken as Alice’s output, while the
quantum part φA is sent to Bob. Bob then performs a quantum measurement and gets
his output rB. They succeed if their output rA and rB are the same.

Suppose Alice and Bob share n copies quantum isotropic states Φ⊗n
ρ . They wish to

produce a common random string R ∈ {0, 1}∗ with min-entropy k by transmitting t
qubits. Alice’s quantum channel is C : M2n → {0, 1}∗ × M2t . Since C always produces
a classical-quantum state, we can write C as the composition of several “sub-channels”
Ca : M2n → M2t . That is

C(φ) =
∑

a

|a⟩⟨a| ⊗ Ca(φ). (27)

Here, each Ca is a completely positive map, and Ca(φ) is the scaled post-measurement
state if the measurement outcome is a. That is, with probability Tr [Ca(φ)], Alice will
output a and send the quantum state Ca(φ)

Tr[Ca(φ)] to Bob.
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Since TrBΦ⊗n
ρ = 12n/2n and Alice’s classical output a has min-entropy k, for each

a ∈ {0, 1}∗, we have
Tr [Ca(12n/2n)] ≤ 2−k. (28)

Bob’s quantum measurement is {Qa}a where Qa ∈ Pos2n+t and ∑a Qa = 12n+t . Then
the success probability can be written as

Pr[Success] =
∑

a

Tr
[
(Ca ⊗ 1) (Φ⊗n

ρ ) · Qa

]

≤
(∑

a

Tr
[
(Ca ⊗ 1)(Φ⊗n

ρ )q
]) 1

q
(∑

a

Tr
[
Qq∗

a

]) 1
q∗

.

where q and q∗ are positive real numbers satisfying 1
q

+ 1
q∗ = 1, and we have applied

Lemma 2.1. Since Qa are measurement operators, and q∗ ≥ 1, we have∑
a

Tr
[
Qq∗

a

]
≤
∑

a

Tr [Qa] = 2n+t.

So we get

Pr[Success] ≤ 2(n+t)/q∗
(∑

a

Tr
[
(Ca ⊗ 1)(Φ⊗n

ρ )q
]) 1

q

.

Applying Theorem 2.8, we get

Tr
[
(Ca ⊗ 1)(Φ⊗n

ρ )q
]

= Tr
[
(Ca ⊗ ∆ρ)(Φ⊗n)q

]
≤ 2n

(
2−nTr

[
(Ca ⊗ 1)(Φ⊗n)p

]) q
p . (29)

By Lemma 5.2, we have ∥(Ca ⊗ 1)(Φ⊗n)∥ ≤ 2−n+t, so by Lemma 2.3, we get

Tr
[
(Ca ⊗ 1)(Φ⊗n)p

]
≤ 2(−n+t)(p−1)Tr

[
(Ca ⊗ 1)(Φ⊗n)

]
(30)

and thus

Tr
[
(Ca ⊗ 1)(Φ⊗n

ρ )q
]

≤ 2n
(
2−np+tp−tTr [(Ca ⊗ 1)(Φn)]

) q
p

= 2n−nq+tq−tq/p (Tr [Ca(1/2n)])
q
p

≤ 2n−nq+tq−tq/p−k(q−p)/pTr [Ca(1/2n)] .

The last inequality follows since Tr [Ca(1/2n)] ≤ 2−k(Eq. (28)). Plugging this into the
above, we get

Pr[Success] ≤ 2t/q∗+t/p∗−k(q−p)/pq

(∑
a

Tr [Ca(1/2n)]
) 1

q

= 2t/q∗+t/p∗−k
(q−p)

pq . (31)

If we set q = 1 + δ and p = 1 + ρ2δ, and fixing the success probability to be 2−γk, we get

t ≥ (1 − ρ2)δ − γ(1 + δ + ρ2δ + ρ2δ2)
(1 + ρ2)δ + 2ρ2δ2 · k.

Let C = 1−ρ2

1+ρ2 . Maximizing over δ yields

t ≥
(

C − C2γ −
√

C(1 − C2)(2 − Cγ)γ
)

· k.

This proves Theorem 5.1.
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5.2 The upper bound
[GR16] considered the classical case of our problem: Alice and Bob share ρ-correlated
classical strings, and classical communication is allowed. Their classical strategy can
produce a CR of min-entropy k, with only (1 − ρ2)k bits of classical communication.

Our quantum lower bound in the last subsection is lower: to produce a CR of min-
entropy k, at least only 1−ρ2

1+ρ2 k qubits of communication is needed. And indeed, we can do
better than the classical protocol in the quantum case. This is achieved by improving the
classical protocol in [GR16] by using superdense coding with shared noisy entanglement.

Suppose Alice and Bob share Φρ, then [Hir01, Bow01] gave protocols that transmit up
to 2 − H(Φρ) classical bits per qubit. When 2 − H(Φρ) > 1, instead of sending (1 − ρ2)k
classical bits to Bob, Alice can use superdense coding and send only (1−ρ2)k

2−H(Φρ) qubits. Thus
we achieve a rate of C = 1−ρ2

max{1,2−H(Φρ)} which can be better than classical.
We can also give an upper bound on this channel capacity.

Definition 5.3 (Entanglement assisted classical capacity, [HHH+01]). Let σ be a quantum
state and C be a quantum channel, then the classical capacity of C assisted by σ is defined
as the maximal number of bits that Alice can send to Bob for each qubit transmission,
when Alice and Bob share infinitely many copies of σ.

This channel capacity is at most 1 + ρ2 for quantum isotropic states.

Corollary 5.4. For ρ ∈ [0, 1], the classical capacity of the noiseless identity channel
assisted by states Φρ is upper bounded by 1 + ρ2.

Proof. Suppose, on the contrary, there exists an ϵ > 0 such that the capacity is 1 + ρ2 + ϵ.
We know there exists a purely classical protocol that uses ρ-correlated random strings and
generates a CR of min-entropy k using only k·(1−ρ2) bits of classical communication. Since
Φρ can also be used as ρ-correlated random strings, and we can send up to 1+ρ2 +ϵ bits of
classical information using one qubit transmission, we only need to send k · 1−ρ2

1+ρ2+ϵ
qubits

to agree on a CR of min-entropy k, with vanishing error probability. This contradicts
Theorem 5.1.

6 Discussion
In Section 5, we studied the problem of entanglement-assisted CR generation problem with
quantum communication. To produce a CR with min-entropy k, our communication lower
bound is 1−ρ2

1+ρ2 · k while our upper bound is 1−ρ2

max{1,2−H(Φρ)} · k. The exact communication
cost is something in the middle and remains unknown.

Also, due to technical reasons, we limited our research to one-way communication
from Alice to Bob. Two-way communication may reduce the communication cost, as is
in the entanglement purification problem [BBP+96].

Finally, we are also interested in other noise models, e.g., the erasure channel, which
has been considered in [GR16]. We can define the quantum erasure channel (QEC)
Dϵ : M2 → M3 as

Dϵ(ρ) = (1 − ϵ)ρ + ϵ |E⟩⟨E|
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where |E⟩ is the quantum state that indicates an error. Then we can consider the
scenario in which Alice and Bob share many copies of the state (1 ⊗ Dϵ)(Φ). To get
lower bound results on both the classical and quantum communication cost, we will need
hypercontractivity inequalities regarding the quantum erasure channel, which itself is an
independent problem. Hypercontractivity inequalities for the classical case have been
proved in [NW16].
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