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The material herein will be used in two papers, the first on a hidden-variable model for
continuous-variable teleporation (by K. Wodkiewicz and CMC) and the second on teleportation
fidelity as a probe of sub-Planck structure (by A. Scott and CMC).

1. The general scenario

The scenario in continuous-variable teleportation is the following. Alice has a mode with
annihilation operator a = (x4 + ip4)/v/2, and Bob has a mode with annihilation operator b =
(xp+ipp)/v2. We generally let o = (a1 +ias)/v/2 and 8 = (31 +i82)/v/2 denote corresponding
c-number variables for these modes. These two modes are prepared in a joint quantum state
pap that has Wigner function Wag(«, 3). Victor brings up to Alice a mode with annihilation
operator v = (zy + ipy)/v/2 [c-number variable v = (vy + ivs)/v/2]. Victor’s mode is prepared
in an input state p = [¢)(1| that has Wigner function W,(v). The overall Wigner function is
W,(v)Wag(a, B).

Alice measures 1 ]

v+aT:E(xv+xA)+iﬁ(pv—pA) (1)
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on modes v and a. We denote the c-number variable corresponding to v + af by
. 1 i
fZI/—i-Oé :ﬁ(ul—l—al)—kﬁ(m—ag). (2)
The probability density for getting result & is

p(€) = / d*v d*a d*B5(v + a* — )W, (v)Wag(a, B)
= / v d*BW,(V)Wap (& —v*, B) (3)

- /dzv W,(V)Wa(§" —v"),

where Wy (o) is the marginal Wigner function for mode a, and the state of Bob’s mode after the
measurement, conditioned on result £, has Wigner function

W' (3| €) = ]% /d% d*ad(v+a* — OW,(v)Wag(a, )

1 ) e
=@ /d vW,(v)Wap(€ ,B) -

Alice now sends the measurement result £ to Bob, who displaces his mode by this amount,
i.e., xp is displaced by v2X and pg is displaced by v/2P, giving an output state Pout (§) with
Wigner function

Woue(3€) = W'(5 — €] €) = ]% /d% W, ()Wap(E — "5 —€). (5)
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This state averages to
ﬁout = /dzgp(g)pout(f) ) (6)

which has Wigner function
W (9) = [ EDEWars(5]6)
— /d2VWp(V)/d2£ Wap(€* —v*, B —¢)
- /d% W, (v) /an Wagp(a,B—v—a¥) (7)
— [P - W)
— [ Pew, ),

where

PO = [@aWan(aw - a®) = [ Ead3s(3+a" ~v)Wan(a,9 (®)
is the probability to obtain result v in a measurement of

l

b—i-aT:%(«TB‘f’-TA)‘f‘ ﬁ(pB—pA) (9)

on modes a and b.
Since W, (3 — v) is the Wigner function for the displaced state D(v,v)pD'(v,v), i.e.,

WD(v,u)pDT(U,V) (ﬁ) = Wp(ﬁ - V) ) (10)

we can write the average output state (6) as

o = [ v P)D.1)pD! (00) (11)

where we now regard the initial state p as a state of Bob’s mode. We now have two different
ensemble decompositions for p,.: Eq. (6) gives p,, in terms of an average over the teleported
states pout(£), whereas Eq. (11) gives p,,; in terms an average over displaced input states.
One can see more directly the relation between the two decompositions by defining new
variables 1 .
v=[p+a" = E(ﬁl-l-al)'i'%(ﬁz—az) ;

1 1 i (12)
=-f-a")=—r—a1) + —=(02 + a2) ,
p 2(/8 ) 2\/5(/31 1) 2\/5(52 2)
and defining the normalized conditional quasidistribution
as(a, B)
= ——7 1
Riulv) = =455 (13)



This allows us to rewrite Eq. (5) in the form

W@MMOZ—ij/vaMwPW—WVNW+vV2—Hﬁ—W
p(§) (14)
1 2 — UV 1% — — UV 1%
:Rg/ﬁuwuﬁ VPW)R(G — € —v)2|v) |
giving
p@%=/d%W®AMOMO:i/fﬂvaMﬁ—wP@ﬂﬂﬁ—ﬁ—w%V) (15)
and

1%mm:/fm@mmma
:/@%Wuﬁ—WHW/V%Rw—é—wmw (16)
= /d21/ W,(B—v)P(v) .

The decomposition (11) turns out to be the more useful decomposition even though the states
in the decomposition are not the teleported states. It is easy to see that if the initial state |¢) is
displaced, the average output state p,,; is displaced by the same amount. If P(v) is even under
parity, i.e., P(—v) = P(v), the average output state can be written as

Pout = /d21/ P(v)D(b, —v)pD' (b, —v) = /dQI/ P(v)D'(b,v)pD(b,v) . (17)

If P(v) is a function only of |v|, a rotation of the input state leads to the same rotation of p .
For outcome &, the fidelity of the output state with the input state is

Fe = (Y] pout(§)|9) - (18)

Thus the average fidelity is given by

F = [ Ep(e)F = Wlpoult) = [ v PEIWGIDGIE (19)
The symmetrically ordered characteristic function for p,,, is

3, (1) = tr(Pou D (b, 1)
_ / P P(v)tr(p D' (b, 1) D(b, 1) Db, )
= D(v, 1) D(b, p) (20)
— ,(u) / d* P(v)D(v, )
= mP(1) Py (1) ,
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where P(y) is the Fourier transform of P(r). This result is the Fourier transform of the corre-
sponding Wigner function relations in Eq. (7).
This leaves us with a variety of forms for the average fidelity:

7= [evrwe,or

= [ @95, (W,(8) =7 [ 3w P(5 )W, (B)W,(v)

= [Ty e, = [EnPule P

™

(21)

= ﬁ/d% d*v P(B — v)W,(B)W,(v) .

The first form is just a rewrite of Eq. (19). The second line comes from rewriting F = (1|, |%)
as an overlap of the input and output Wigner functions, W5_ (5) and W,(3), and then using
Eq. (7) for W5_ (). Similarly, the third line comes from rewriting F' = (1D |1) as an overlap
of the input and output characteristic functions, ®; (x) and ®,(u), and then using Eq. (20) for

@5 (u). The second and third lines are related to one another by a Fourier transform of the
quantities in the integrand, as are the first and last lines.

2. Squeezed-state teleportation

We do a good job of teleporting when the distribution P(v) is narrow, i.e., when x4 and xp
are tightly anti-correlated, and p4 and pp are tightly correlated. Introducing modes

To = %(xA +xB)
1 1 . 1
c= E(ajt b) = ﬁ(xc + ipc) pc = ﬁ(pA +1B) )
d:i(a—b)zi(xDJripD) SUD:L(“_%B) |
V2 V2 V2
PD = L(I)A —DB)

N

with c-number variables v = (a+6)/v2 = (71 4+72)/v2 and § = (a—3)/V2 = (6, +i62)/V/2, we
see that we want the variances of x¢~ and pp to be small. Thus a natural choice is to use squeezed
vacuum states for modes ¢ and d, with the variances of the quadrature components given by

1
(Al‘c)2 — 6—27" (APC’)2 — 5 627“

1

. (23)
627" (ApD)Q — 5 6—27"

(ACL’D)Q =

This state is a two-mode squeezed vacuum state for modes a and b. The Wigner function is given
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6—27" 627" 621" 6—27"

4 2 2 52 52
WCD(’Y,5):7T—exp(_’y—1_7_2__1_ 2 )
4 2 2 2 k2 2 w2y 24
:—QGXp<—2(|’)/| +10]%) cosh 2r — [y* + 4™ —6° — ¢ ]smh2r> (24)
T
4
== exp(—2(|0¢|2 +|8]?) cosh 2r — 2(af + a*3*) sinh 27‘) = Wap(a, ) .

Since P(v) is the probability to obtain result v in a measurement of

1 l .
b+aT:E(afBerA)ﬂLﬁ(pB—pA):xC—lpD> (25)

the Wigner function immediately implies that

2
Py = el 2 2 2l Py = Leme el 2 Lotz (9
us 7t T us
where s = —2e72". We define t = —s = 2e~2" for convenience since the only interesting values of
s are negative. Using the previous definitions (12), we have
* : 1 o L :
v=pF+a" =7 —idy ,u:§(ﬁ—04):§(—51—|-7/’)/2), (27)
and we can immediately write
4 2r).,12 —2r 2 62T 82T|l/|2 46_2T —4672T|u|2
Wap(a, B) = ;exp(e v —de™ " |uf?) = —e — ¢ : (28)

N J/

= P(v) = R(u|v) = R(p)

We can now specialize the important results of the preceding section to the case of squeezed-
state teleportation. The average output state (11) at Bob’s end becomes

d2 2r 2 2 d2 2
Pon = [ LTI DD ) = T [ Db D ). (20)

s s

Recall that if the input state is displaced, p,,; is displaced by the same amount. Because the
Gaussian is a function only of |v|, we have that a rotation of the input state leads to the same
rotation of p,,, and that

_ 2 d21/ —2|V|2/t _'_

Pour =5 | € DY (b,v)pD(b,v) . (30)

The symmetrically ordered characteristic function for p,,, is the s-ordered characteristic function
for p,

O (1) = 7P ()@, () = e 20 (1) = 1) (1) (31)
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and the Wigner function for p,, is the s-ordered quasidistribution for p,

W (8= W0) = [P -0Wy0) =2 [ T, me2o-rtie . (o
The various forms (21) for the average fidelity become
Fot) =2 [ T2l pio, )
=2 [ i
—n [ EBWE W, 0) =5 [ @ W (W, (33)
= / Ci—u O (1)@ (1) = / d%“ e 21D, ()

— /d%’d% e PRy (BYW,(v) .
The second and fourth forms (and the third and fifth) show us that
— 2
Folt) = S Fp(4/1) . (34)

We can relate these forms to Zurek’s work on sub-Planck structures [W. H. Zurek, Nature
412, 712 (2001)]. For a given input state p, the characteristic function ®,(r) has two important
scales: (i) a small scale ¢ over which, in some phase-space direction(s), it plunges from 1 at v =0
to close to zero and (ii) a large scale L over which it remains nonnegligible. These scales satisfy
(L ~ 1. The Wigner function being the Fourier transform of the characteristic function, these
scales appear inversely in the Wigner function: (i) 1/L ~ ¢ is the scale of the finest structure in
the Wigner function, and (ii) 1/¢ ~ L is the scale over which the Wigner function is nonnegligible.

One way to display these scales is to consider the fidelity between the input state and the
output state (30), which is obtained from the input state by Gaussian phase-space displacements
of characteristic size \/75/_2 = e~ ". The second form in Eq. (33) shows that to get high fidelity
between input and output, the scale of the displacements should satisfy \/15/_2 = e " < /; when this
is true, the fourth form in Eq. (33) re-assures us that the fidelity is near one, since \/2_/15 =e" 2 L.
Thus the second and fourth forms express the reciprocal relation between ¢ and L. These same
conclusions can also be read off the Wigner-function forms of the fidelity. The third form in
Eq. (33) tells us that the fidelity is close to one as long as the scale of the phase-displacements
satisfies \/t/_2 = e " < ¢, whereas the last form in Eq. (33) assures us of high fidelity as long as

2/t=e" 2 L.

These conclusions have an immediate interpretation in terms of high-fidelity teleportation.
To get good fidelity in the teleportation process, the two-mode squeezed state used as the en-
tanglement resource must have a small scale e™" = \/15/_2 somewhat smaller than the scale ¢ of
the finest phase-space structure in the state to be teleported, which also means that e” = /2/t
is somewhat larger than the scale L over which the Wigner function is nonnegligible. To put it
succintly, good fidelity requires the squeezing to be large enough that the smallest sub-Planck
structures are teleported faithfully.



3. A closer look at the teleported state in the high-fidelity limit

For the case of squeezed-state teleportation, we can get a better idea of what is going on by
taking a closer look at the probability (15) that Alice gets result £ in her measurement,

p&) = [ EBPVW,(3— )PWIRE €~ v/2 (35)
and at the Wigner function (14) of the teleported state,
_ L[ - -
Wouc(916) = 5 [ Wy (3= )PWIR(B =6 = v/2). (36)

As discussed above, high-fidelity teleportation is achieved when P(v) is narrow enough that e™"

is small compared to the smallest-scale structure in the Wigner function, which also means that
e” is large compared to the size of the region over which the Wigner function is nonnegligible.
In the limit of high-fidelity teleportation, where P(v) is narrow and R(u) is broad, we can get a
good approximation by setting v = 0 and § = (v) in the broad Gaussian, which leaves us with

4™ semmie—()?

p(§) = R((v) = &) = e : (37)

™

Wt (5] €) = / v POAW, (8 - v) . (38)

Thus, in the limit of high-fidelity teleportation, the output state pout(€) is independent of the
measurement result £ and is the same as pg,,;-

The high-fidelity limit can be described by a very simple model. The mean values of the
measurement results, X and P, are given by (X) = (zy)/v2 and (P) = (py)/V?2, i.e, (£) = (v);

the corresponding variances are
1 2 2

5 ((B2v)?) + (Aza)?) ~
1

(AP)) = 5 (((Apv)?) + ((Apa)h) =

(X)) = (Bza)?) = (e + ) = e

(39)

D= o

8
1 1
<(ApA)2> — g(627" 4 8—27") ~ §€2r )

These means and variances are described by the probability distribution p(§) = R(§ — (v)). With
the measurement results X and P in hand, we have that

xB:—mA+\/§xC:xV—\/§X+\/§xC,

(40)
pB =pa—\2pp =pv — V2P —V2pp .
Displacing 5 by v2X and pg by V2P gives
rgp =y + \/5:1; ,
B 1% c (41)

P =pv — V2D .
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Since the variances of v/2z¢ and v/2pp are both equal to e 2", the convolution (38) describes the
output probability corresponding to the transformation (41).

We can estimate how much information must be transmitted to make continuous-variable
teleportation work with high fidelity. The possible values of X and P are distributed over a range
given roughly by the uncertainties in Eq. (39): AX = AP = ¢"/2y/2. The values of X and P
transmitted to Bob must allow him to perform displacements with accuracy somewhat better than
the uncertainties in ¢ and pp: Azec = App = 6*7’/\/5. Thus the required number of bits in the
transmission of X or P must be roughly log(AX/Ax¢), giving a total amount of information of
order 2log(AX/Axc) = 2log(e?"/2) ~ 4r/In2. The squeeze parameter must be large enough to
teleport the smallest phase-space structures faithfully; i.e., e™" must be smaller than the smallest-
scale structure in the Wigner function of p. Calling this smallest scale L=! = ¢ ~ e~", we have
that Alice must transmit roughly 2log(1/2¢?) ~ 4log(1/¢) = 4log L bits in order to transmit X
and P with sufficient accuracy for high-fidelity teleportation.

Since L? is approximately the Hilbert-space dimension needed to represent p, the number
of bits needed has the standard form 2log L?. Indeed, this gives us an independent, phase-space
way to interpret why we need 2 bits of classical information per qubit of quantum information.
The teleportation process must be able to distinguish (L/¢)? phase-space regions to transmit all
of the sub-Planck structure, and this means transmitting log(L/¢)? = log(L?)? = 2log L? bits of
classical information.

4. Examples

All coherent states give the same average fidelity as the vacuum state, for which ®|gyo| (1) =
(0|D(b, 12)|0) = e 11*/2 50 the coherent-state fidelity is

— d2/~L _ 2 1
Fcoh(t) = /Te (1+t/2)|ul = 1+t/2 . (42)

All squeezed states with the same squeeze parameter u give the same average fidelity, so we

can calculate the fidelity for the squeezed vacuum state S(u,0)|0), for which the characteristic
function is ®g(,,0)j0) (0|51 (u,0) (1) = e_(em“?“_w“g)/‘l, so the squeezed-state fidelity is

_ d2 u —2u
Fag(t) = %eftmﬁmef(& pite " p3)/2

_ / dpndpz _(c2uie/2ul /2~ (e 24t/ 2)ud) 2
2w
. (43)

V(e +t/2)(e72 +/2)
1

B 1+ tcosh2u +t2/4

The average fidelity for an input number state, calculated in Section 6, is given by

— — n 2
Finyni(t) = (1(1+ tféfiﬂ Pn(i - ;ﬁ) ) (44)

where P,(x) is a Legendre polynomial.



5. Hidden-variable model

Gaussian states are the only states that have nonnegative Wigner functions. For Gaussian
input states and for the two-mode squeezed vacuum state shared by Alice and Bob, the Wigner-
function description provides a hidden-variable model for teleportation: the hidden variables are
the quadrature components of all the modes, and the Wigner function is a probability distribution
for the hidden variables.

Non-Gaussian input states have Wigner functions that take on negative values. To get the
hidden-variable model to work, one imagines that Alice takes Victor’s input state p and kicks it
randomly in phase space, the probability distribution of the random kicks being described by a
Gaussian. The resulting state is

;2 d*v
p_t T

6_2‘V|2/tD(v,y)pDT(v,1/) . (45)
The Wigner function of p’ is the s-ordered quasidistribution for p, i.e., W, (v) = Wp(s)(u). The
strength of the kicks, ¢, is chosen to be the minimum value that yields a nonnegative Wigner
function W,/ (v). For all non-Gaussian states, this minimum kicking strength is s = —1, meaning
that the new Wigner function is the Husimi @ function of the original state: W, (v) = W,§_1) (v) =
Q(v) = (v|plv)/m. The primed state having a nonnegative Wigner function, it, along with the
two-mode squeezed state used for teleportation, can be accommodated within the hidden-variable
model. To get a limit on the fidelity within the hidden-variable model, imagine that p’ is teleported
with perfect fidelity. Then the overall fidelity of the average output state with the input state p is
given by the overlap of the Wigner and Husimi @ functions of p, i.e., by the s = —1 fidelity (33)
(notice that higher kicking strengths would lead to higher values of ¢ and thus to smaller fidelities,
so we want to use the minimum kicking strengths that yields a positive Wigner function).

These considerations, together with wanting to know the maximum teleportation fidelity for
a given amount of squeezing, motivate the following problem: Find the maximum value of the
average fidelity F,(t) over input pure states p = 1) (1], especially for s = —1. Since the average
fidelity is the overlap of the Wigner function and the s-ordered quasidistribution for p, the task
can be restated as finding the pure state that maximizes this overlap. Within the hidden-variable
model, the maximum fidelity for s = —1 becomes a gold standard for quantum teleportation: If a
non-Gaussian input state is teleported with fidelity exceeding this maximum, it is guaranteed that
the teleportation cannot be described within a hidden-variable model based on the quadrature
components.

A direct approach to finding the maximum is to vary F — 2\({(¢)[¢)) — 1), giving

0 = 2009 [Pous|t)) — 2A(0¢|¢) + h.c. , (46)

which implies that B
pout‘w> = )‘W> = F|¢> . (47)

Thus the condition for a fidelity extremum is that the input state be an eigenstate of the average
output state.

It is easy to see that if [¢)) satisfies the condition (47), then D(b, 5)|v) and e_iebTbW) also
satisfy it. In particular, the vacuum state satisfies Eq. (47), since p,,,; is diagonal in the number
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basis, so all coherent states also satisfy it. I have long thought that the coherent states give the
maximum average fidelity, Feon(t) = (1 +1¢/2)71, but I hadn’t made much progress in showing
this till 2003 March 7, when I constructed the (trivial) proof given at the end of this section.
The reason the eigenvalue equation (47) doesn’t provide a solution to the problem is that it
is nonlinear in [¢), having come from minimizing a quantity that is quartic, instead of quadratic,
in the input state |¢)). As a consequence, the eigenvalue equation has many more solutions than
just an orthonormal set of states. In particular, we can easily see that all the number states
satisfy Eq. (47), because in this case, g, is invariant under rotations and thus has number states

as eigenstates.
Trivial bounds on the average fidelity, coming from using

2 2 d*pu 2
P <1 and 1=u(?) = [ L,
are
2
P Eh iy _ 2
)= [ Hetre,wr < E !
T
/7 o (1)|* =1
We get more useful information from the first two derivatives,

dF 1 d2u _ 2
i —5/7 u|2e 1@, ()2 < 0,

d2F 1 d2u _ 2
2 1/7 || et /Q\q’p(M)F >0,

which together imply that F(t) is a strictly decreasing, strictly concave function of ¢.

Defining

2 e
Ia)= [T e jo, P

we have
F(t) = I(t/2) = (2/1)1(2/t) ,
which leads us to Eq. (34). We can also write
F(t)
Fcoh(t)

=(1+t/2)F(t)=F(t)+ F(4/t) .
In addition, we have

10

(52)

(53)



which implies

dF’ 1
dt t=0 T2 /dgﬁdzlj 18— V|2Wp(ﬁ)wp(y)
_ —% / A3 d% (|82 + |v]? = Bv* — Bv) W, (B)W,(v)
_ _% ({110 + bbF) o) — 2] (ap[b])]?)
56
= —%(<¢|<Ax3>2|w> + (¥](App)2 ) 0
= —%(mxB — App)® +2A8zpApp)
< —AzpApp
1
< —= 9
- 2

with equality if and only if [¢)) is a coherent state. Thus coherent states have the smallest initial
rate of decrease of average fidelity as ¢ increases from zero. Of course, the same information is
contained in Eq. (50) specialized to ¢t = 0,

dF

1 [ d*u
L =5 [ e 67)

2/

t=0

except that here this information is encoded in the large-scale structure of the characteristic
function and, hence, in the small-scale structure of the Wigner function. Fourier transform yields
an expression in terms of the Wigner function:

dF
dt

2

81/1 81/2
2 2
_ T e oW, oW,
B 4/dy [<8V1) +<8V2
o7 ow,\>  [oW,\?
- o (2" (2

7

= 3 /dyl dl/2|VWp|2

__%/d% ‘@WP_H.@W,)

(58)

This derivative provides a sensible measure of the small-scale structure in the Wigner function.
If we approximate F'(t) ~ 1+ ¢(dF/dt);—o and ask when this approximation goes to zero, we get
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a critical value of t given by
1 1

o= ~ (dF/dt)i— - |(dF/dt);o| ; (59)

the appropriate measure of the size of the small-scale structure is

0= /to)2 !
\/2\ (dF /dt)—o)|
1

= B T W0](Bpn )10

- -1/2
— (Z/dyl dvs |VW,,|2) :

which is exactly what we might have guessed for a good measure of small-scale structure without
any consideration of teleportation fidelity. For coherent states, we get ¢/ = 1, and for squeezed
states with squeeze parameter u, we get £ = 1/+v/cosh 2u.

We can get improved bounds on average fidelity by returning to the forms

— 2 [ d%u o, d’u 02
) =7 [ SR, pp = [ et e, (61)

™

(60)

Given the constraints (48) on |®,(u)|?, the average fidelity is bounded above by the case where
|®,(1)]? is as tightly confined about 1 = 0 as possible, i.e., |®,(u)|? vanishes outside a circle of
radius |v| =1 and is equal to 1 inside the circle. This will not give a tight upper bound because
no pure state has this characteristic function. Thus we get

2 1
t <t ™ t Jo

2 1
F(t) < / < e tnl/2 = / dre™t®/? = g(1 —e U2y,
ul<1 0 t

™

We can also use the Schwarz inequality in the following way:

o= (3 et ([ Seemr)
\/’/du IR/ 4/4) | (11)]2 )
:“V;i<z*‘§)’

ol

()= \/gz/tit/zﬁ(%it/?) '
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The most useful results of all these manipulations are the various forms for dF/dt|;—y and
the relation of this derivative to the scale of sub-Planck structure. All the bounds turn out to
be irrelevant now, because I am able to show that the maximum average fidelity is given by the
coherent-state fidelity for all values of t. To do so, return to the last expression for the average

fidelity in Eq. (33),
Fylt) = [ @8aue PR, (00, 0) (64)

Notice that this fidelity can be thought of as the average value of e~t1A—vI*/2 with respect to
a product state p ® p of two modes, b and v, the joint Wigner function for the two modes
being Wpy (8,v) = W,(8)W,(v). Introducing modes ¢ = (b+v)/v/2 and d = (b — v)/V/2, with
corresponding c-number variables v = (8 4 v)/v2 and § = (8 — v)/V/2, we can re-write the
average fidelity (64) as

F(t) = / Py d*5 e~ Wep (v,9) | (65)
where Wep(v,0) = Wey (6, v).
What we see is that the average fidelity is the expectation value of the mode-d operator A;

whose symmetrically ordered associated function is e =", Letting ¢t = 1/(7 + 1/2), we see that
A is given by n 4+ 1/2 times the density operator for a thermal state of mode d whose mean

number of photons is
1 t 1 t
n — — ]_ —_ - ]_ n — — ]_ —
i t( 2> — 1+n t(+2), (66)

at1/2 /@ \“¢
At: — —
1+n \1+n

_ 1 (1—15/2)“ (67)

ie.,

1+¢/2 \1+1¢/2
1 1— t/2 (b*U)T(b*U)/Q
T 1+1/2 (1+t/2) '

Thus we can write the average fidelity as
F,t) =tr(p® pA) (68)

For t =0, A; = 1, and we recover the result that the average fidelity is 1 regardless of the input
state. Using

a4,
dt

t=0

we can re-derive Eq. (56), i.e.,
dF
dt

. = tr (p@ p % ) = —%((bTb—i— bbty — 2|(b)?) , (70)

t=0
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since b and v are in the same state p.
Generally, we can use Eq. (67) to bound the average fidelity by the largest eigenvalue of A;:

largest 1
F,(t) < | eigenvalue | = ——— . (71)
of A, 1+1t/2

The reason this is the largest eigenvalue is that the factor in large parentheses in the expres-
sion (67) for A; has magnitude < 1, which means that the largest eigenvalue, corresponding to
the vacuum state for mode d, is (1 +¢/2)~!. Since coherent states saturate the upper bound, we

can write 1

1+t/2°
Notice that the bound on the expectation value of A; holds for all joint states of modes b
and v, with arbitrary Wigner functions Wgy (3, ), not just the pure product copy states that
are relevant to the average fidelity. In general, we can say that the bound is saturated if and only
if mode d is in vacuum. Considering just pure product states |¥) = |[¢p) ® |¢p), however, we
can immediately show that only copy coherent states achieve the fidelity bound. Saturating the
fidelity bound requires that mode d be in vacuum, i.e., that

1
0=d|¥) \/§(b v)|[P) . (73)
This condition becomes b|Yg) ® |1y ) = |¢p) @v|y ), which requires that bl g) = [vE) (Vv |[v]y)
and v|y) = [Py ) (Y |blYe), ie., that |¢g) = |1by) be a coherent state. Thus the fidelity bound,
which requires that the state of B and V' be a product copy state, is saturated only by coherent
states.

Our conclusion is that the gold standard for quantum teleportation is teleporting a non-
Gaussian state with fidelity exceeding Fax(1) = 2/3.

Another way of thinking is to adopt the point of view advanced for qubit teleportation
by Toner and Bacon. We can make an exact hidden-variable model for any continuous-variable
teleportation if Alice is allowed to transmit the vacuum-strength (¢ = 1) kick to Bob, who removes
it from his mode along with the measured values X and P. The typical phase-space size of the
kick is 1/ V2, and it must be removed to the same accuracy, i.e., e~" / V2, as for the measured
values. Thus the number of bits required to transmit the two quadrature components of the kick
is roughly 2log(e”) ~ 2log(1/¢) = log L?, i.e., half the number of bits required for sufficiently
accurate transmission of X and P.

Another application of the technique used to show the fidelity bound (71) is to show that the
largest fidelity for teleporting coherent states using a separable state for A and B is 1/2. To see
this, first assume that the state of modes A and B is a pure separable state, i.e., a pure product
state. Then use |®con(v)]? = e~I"* to write the average fidelity for teleporting a coherent state
as

Fmax“) = Fcoh (t) (72)

F = /d21/ P(v) e~
_ /d%dzae_l”QWA(a)WB(V—04*) (74)
N / o d*B eI PPW A (—a")Wp(8B) .
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The quasidistribution W (—a*) is the Wigner function for the time-reversed, parity-inverted
state of mode A. We can now use the general bound to obtain F' < 1/2 (t = 2), with equality
holding if and only if mode A is in a coherent state |«) and mode B is in the time-reversed,
parity-inverted coherent state |—a*). Now suppose the state of modes A and B is a separable
state, thus having a product-pure-state ensemble decomposition. The fidelity is now the average
over the product-pure-state ensemble, which shows that the fidelity is bounded above by 1/2; with
equality if and only if the state is a mixture of product states of the form |a) ® |—a*).* Notice
that the correlations in this kind of state are a classical version of the quantum correlations in
the squeezed state (24).

6. Number-state analysis

The diffusion superoperator that takes the input to the average output is given by

2
D= g/ﬂ e—2‘y|2/tD(b’ V) o DT(b, I/) , (75)

t s

i.e., Pout = D(p). Tt is useful to find the number-state representation of D:

Dijmi = (U D(|5)(k])|m)

2 v UI2 .
-2 / — MU D(b,v)1) (KDY (b, ) |m) (76)
2 [(dv 52 . *
B %/76 2D (0, v)]7) (m[ D (b, v) k)" .
Using
|
l-' e~ WP /2y m=n g (m=n) (1,2 | m>n
(m|D(b,v)|n) = § ¥ 7

m! —U2 *\N—m n—m ,
\/Ee VIP/2(—p¥) L )(|1/|2), m<n

we see that the phase integral in d?u makes Dy x vanish unless [ — j = m — k. This allows us

* A mixed state that has F' = 1/2 has other other ensemble decompositions, of course. In such
a decomposition, the entangled states can give fidelity > 1/2, and product states give fidelities
< 1/2. In any separable decomposition, which has only product states, all of these product states
must be of the form |a) ® |—a*).
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to write

2 [(d*v _,
Dljvmk:(sl—j,m_kg/7e ‘ |2(1+2/t)
Tt/ TP L (), m>
X
_l'm' —-m k—m —m
K] WP L (W) LE (]?), m<k
AE o e k) (i)
Tt L L >
2 —w(142/t) mx J (@) Ly “(x), m=
= Omamoky | dee Il'm) .

—m 7y (k—m —-m
ﬁxk L™ (@) LE=™) () | m < k

Now we use G&R 7.414.4 to evaluate the integral in terms of a hypergeometric function:

Do gy M
o IR T TEL
(Q/t)j-f—k—H
(14 2/t)i+m+1
(2/t)l+m—|—1
(14 2/t)itm+1
s Amt
am R Tl TR
(t/2)m "
(1 + t/z)j+m+1
(t/2)Fm
(14 t/2)i+m+1

F(—k,—j;—j—m;l—t2/4), m >k

F(—m,—l;—j—m;1—t*/4), m<k

F(—k,—j;—j—m;1—t*/4), m>k
X

F(—m,—l;—j—m;l—t2/4), m <k

(78)

(79)

As Andrew Scott pointed out to me, the property F(a,b;c;2) = (1 —2)"*°F(c—a,c—b;c;2) =
(1 — 2)"*°F(c — b,c — a;c;z) shows that the two expressions involving the hypergeometric

function are the same when [ — j = m — k, so we can use either one, i.e.,

Do GEm(2)mE
ot = I Tl TRL (14 1/2)i T

F(—k,—j;—j—m;1—t2/4) .

(80)

We retain the two expressions in what follows, however, because it makes the subsequent conver-

sion to Jacobi polynomials easier.
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An important special case is
Dln,mn = <Z‘D |7’L n|)‘m>

_? / LY =20/ Db, ) ) m| D (b, )

t s
(t/2m 2
_ 5, (n+m)! (1+t/2)”+m+1F(_”’ —mien—mil—£8/4) m=n, gy
O il (t/2)n—m

: . 2
(1+t/2)n+m+lF(—m,—m,—n—m,1—t /4), m < n,

(n+m)!  (t/2)lm—nl
n!m! (14 ¢/2)ntm+l

= Oim F(=N,—N;—n—m;1—t*/4),

where N = min(n, m). We can write this in terms of the Jacobi polynomials, P,EO"B )(x), by using
A&S 22543 withn — N, a« — 0, § — |m — n|,

1+t2/4 _ 2 5
:c—>—1_—152/4, ie., g(a:):mel—t/él,
which gives the other parameters in A&S 22543 asa = —n — —N, b = —n — —N, ¢ =

—-2n—a—fF — —n—m, and
2n+a+ B\ [z—-1\" (n+m)! 1 N
d= — ) - — :
n 2 n!m! 1—1t2/4

(n+m)! _ , 24\ _ N 2\ N po,m—n( _1+t*/4
T F(=N,-N;—n—-m;1—t°/4) = (-1)N (1 - ¢*/4)" Py e/

= (-4 pgmrt O)Gj:i@ :

The result is

(82)

where we use (—1)”P7(La’ﬁ) (—x) = piPe) () (A&S 22.4.1) in the last line. This allows us to rewrite

Eq. (81) as
t/2 [m—n| 2 m—n 1 t2 4
Dl"’m":(SWQEré/)z)me (1—2/4)" Py I’O)(1j—t2§4)
o @2 2N g0y 142 /4
= Oim, (1+t/2)M+1 P 0(1_t2/4) )

(83)

where M = max(n,m).
This particular case allows us to find an explicit expression for the average output state when
the input is a number state |n),

Pout = |n n| ZDlnmn” (m| = menmn|m m| . (84)
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This confirms the earlier assertion that for an input number state, p, . is diagonal in the number-
state representation, and it gives us an explicit formula for the average fidelity for input number

states: ( / ) 2/
— 1—-¢t/2)" 1+1t°/4
Fied o1 (&) =P = s P (1 - t2/4) | )

where we use PS)’O)(:IJ) = P,(z) (A&S 22.5.35) to reduce the Jacobi polynomial to a Legendre
polynomial. It is easy to check that this expression satisfies the general relation (34).
For s = —1, the average fidelity is

— 2
Floym (1) = ﬁpn(f)/g) : (86)
The case s = —2 is the only one for which we have to think a bit, since the argument of the

Legendre polynomial blows up. Since P, is a polynomial of rank n, the singularity in the argument
is compensated by the factor in front, and the only term in P, (z) that survives is the term of

highest rank, a,z"™, where
1 (2n 1 (2n)!
Cln:dnc():z_n<n):_( )

(A&S 22.3.8). The average fidelity for s = —2 becomes

— 2n 1 (2n)!
Finyn|(2) = 92nt+1 % = Sant1 (nh2 "

(87)

This being enough rummaging around in the A&S chapter on orthogonal polynomials, I close
this section.

7. Mixed-state teleportation and entanglement fidelity

An appropriate measure for assessing the fidelity with which a mixed state p is teleported is
the entanglement fidelity, which is the fidelity for teleporting Victor’s half of a purification of p,
thus transferring the entanglement to Bob (entanglement swapping). It is quite easy to see how
to generalize all of our results to entanglement fidelity. Victor’s mode is now entangled with a
mode U that has annihilation operator u (c-number variable p); the joint state of U and V is
a pure state pyy = |Yuv){(Yuy|, which purifies Victor’s state p, i.e., try(pyyv) = p. Any such
purification can be written as

[Yuv) = 1@ Vpleuv) =Y In) ® /pln) , (88)

where |pyy) = >07 |n) ® |n) and |n) denotes arbitrary orthonormal bases in U and V.
The results of Section 1 generalize to the following:

p(€) = / P d?0 Wy (1) Wa(E" — 7). (29)
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1 2
Wons1.81) = [ W W€ = v,6-6). (90)

ﬁout:/d2yP(V)1®D(b7y)pUV1®DT(va) ) (91)
W 1:8) = [ &0 POWo, (15— 0) (92)
Q5. (v,a) = TP()®,,., (v,a) . (93)

The average entanglement fidelity is

P = [ &) 0ovlpon(©) i)
= (Yuv| Pout|VUv)
= /dQVP(V)|<¢UV|1 ® D(b,v)|[vuv)|?

/dzyP |tr(pD (b, 1/))‘
= / i P(0)|@,(v)]?
. / 2B d% P(B — )W, ()W, (v) ;

(94)

i.e., the average entanglement fidelity is given by the first and last forms of the average fidelity (21).
In contrast, the analogue of the second form in Eq. (21) is

Fent = (Vuv]| Pows|Vuv)

= [ @B, (0. 9)Wo (1.5) (95)
— [ (W [ #80PB = Wy 1) Wi (1 >) |

and the analogue of the third form is

d’vd’a _,
o> (v,a)P,,, (v, @) /—d2aP NPy (v, )2

T2 Pout

(96)
The meaning of these differences is the following. The characteristic function ®,(v) has fine
structure on a small scale ¢ and coarse structure on a large scale L. These are inverted in the
Wigner function: W,(8) has coarse structure on the scale 1/¢ and small-scale structure on the
scale 1/L. The difference with mixed states is that there is no necessary connection between the
small and large scales; ¢ and L, instead of being related by ¢L ~ 1 as for pure states, satisfy
(? <UL < 1. Thus the small-scale structure 1/L in the Wigner function can be at any scale from

¢ all the way up to 1/¢, where there is no fine structure at all.

Fent - </¢UV|poutWJUV> - /

19



What the bottom two expressions for the entanglement fidelity in Eq. (94) mean is that to
get high entanglement fidelity, P(r) must be narrower than the fine scale ¢ in the characteristic
function, meaning that P(«) is broader than the coarse scale 1/¢ in the Wigner function. This
is just as it is for pure states, and it is sufficient for high-fidelity teleportation of entanglement.
That the expressions for the entanglement fidelity in Eqs. (95) and (96) are different than for
pure states means that the appropriate coarse structure in the characteristic function and the
corresponding fine structure in the Wigner function are only captured in the functions for a joint
purified state. In other words, the potential Wigner-function fine structure associated with a
purification of p—structure that must be teleported to achieve high entanglement fidelity—is
expressed in the quantity

7T/dQ/“LVVPUV (1 BY Wy (1, v) = W/dQMWPUV (W BYWoyy (1", v) (97)

or, equivalently, as course structure, in the quantity

d*v

[ sl = [y o (98)

s s

The reason for the second forms in these expressions becomes clear as we manipulate them below.

Since the entanglement fidelity is independent of which purification is used, we can put these
two quantities solely in terms of p. To do so, assume that the states |n) denote number states for
U and V. The characteristic-function expression is preferable because it is a function of only one
complex variable, so we deal with it first:

P, (—v*, @) = tr(pyv D(u, —v*)D(b, @)
= (Yuv|D(u, —v*)D(b, a)[¢brv)
= (puv|(1 @ p)(D(u,—v*) ® D(b,a)) (1 @ Vp)|puv)

= n|D(u, —v*)|m){(n|/pD(b, « m
;(! ( )Im)(n|/pD (b, a)\/pm) 99)

= >~ (mID" (u, =)} (nl 5D (b, ) plm)
= tr(DT (b, —v")/pD(b, ) /p)
= tI‘(D(b, V)\/ED(b7 a)\/ﬁ) :

The transposition and complex conjugation are taken with respect to the number basis; in the
final step, we use
DT (b, —v*) = ([D(b, —y*)]T)°k = D*(b,v*) = D(b,v) , (100)

remembering that the creation and annihilation operators are real in the number representation.
The coarse structure in the characteristic function

D, (—v*, a) = tr(D(b,v)\/pD(b, a)\/p) (101)
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captures the fine structure in the joint Wigner function for the particular purification based on
the number representation. In its coarse structure, the corresponding integral (98),

d*v 2

[ v = [ (D) VD015 (102)

s s

captures directly the potential fine-scale Wigner-function structure in any purification. It is this
potential fine structure that must be teleported to achieve high fidelity.
Turning to the Wigner-function expression, we start with

Wy (11, 8) = tr(pry- DO (u, 1)) DO (b, B)) (103)
where
~ d*a
DO (b, 8) = / — D(b,a)D(a, ) = 2D (b, B)PDT(b, ) = 2PD(b, —23) (104)

is the Fourier transform of the displacement operator (P is the parity operator). Now proceeding
just as for the characteristic function, we have

WPUV (M*a 5) = tr(pUVD(O) <u7 M*)D(O) (ba 5))
= Wuv| DO (u, ) DO (b, B) |y

= (puv|(1® yp) (D (u, i) DO (b, 5)) (1 ® Vp) buv)

= n| DO (u, w*)|m)(n DO (p, m
mzm< | D™ (u, pi7)[m) (n|/pD (b, 3)/p|m) (105)

= > (mIDO (w, 5*)n) {nl/pD ) (b, 5) /)

n,m

= tr(DOT (b, u*)/pD (b, B)\/p)
= tr(D (b, 1) /oD (b, 5)\/p)

where in the last step, we use
DOT (b, ) = ([DO (b, w)]')" = DO (b, ) = DO (b, ) - (106)

The fine structure in the two-variable function

m / PuWopy (15 D)Wy (0v) = / dptr(D (b, 1) /pD (b, 8)/p)

X tr (B(O) (b, 11)/pDO (b, V)VP)

(107)

captures directly the potential fine-scale Wigner-function structure in any purification of p.
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8. Required classical communication and sub-Planck structure

We can get a more quantitative idea of the classical communication required for continuous-
variable teleportation—and its relation to the scale of sub-Planck structure—by considering the
effect of having Alice send her information through a noisy Gaussian channel. Formally, we mean
that the probability that Bob receives complex variable 7, given that Alice sends &, is a Gaussian

(] &) = L e/ (108)
p\n - .

The state of Bob’s mode, given that he receives 7, becomes

W (8] n) = / 22 W (8] ©)p(€] n)

— 2 ! ]M

- [eewip oML

= gﬁ /dQV W,(v) /d2€p(77| OWap(e* — v*, 5) (109)
= — v v d_2€ o l€? /0% £ % e

~ p(n) /d Wil )/WU% Wap(n +¢& ,ﬁz .

~~

= Wap(n* —v*,5)

The effect of the noisy channel is thus just the same as changing the initial state of modes A and
B to a state with Wigner function

d%¢
2

TO]

d*¢
2

Wa(a,8) = [ 25 e KM Wantocre 5 = [ 25 T P Ru-g/2 ) (110

01

i.e., a convolution of the original Wigner function with a Gaussian. In the last expression in
Eq. (110), we use the previous definitions (12) for v and u. The probability for Bob to receive n
becomes

p(n) = / PBW (8| m)p(n) = / oW, (WAl — 1) | (111)

The entire effect of the new Wigner function (110) can be described by saying that in calculat-
ing expectation values involving « and (3, « is replaced by a — &*, where a and ¢ are independent
complex random variables distributed according to Wag(a, ) and eIl /o1 /mo?, respectively.
Translated to the variables v = (a + 3)/v/2 and 6 = (a — 3)V/2, this becomes

71—>71—§1/\/§,
Y2 — 2+ &/V2,
5 — 61— &1/V2,
8y — 0y + Eo/V2,

(112)

where &; and & are uncorrelated, zero-mean Gaussian random variables, both having variance o2,
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Now specialize to squeezed-state teleportation. We get the following correlation matrix:

(0R) = (03) = (e + 03,

() = (62) = 5( + o). )

(1) = {126) = 507
(M172) = (1102) = (1201) = (6102) = 0.

This means that we can update all our expressions involving the average fidelity by replacing
P(v) by

A d2€ 2 2 1 2 —2r 2 2 2/7
P = | 25 & /eip —————— A C S SV s LA 114

2 / o2 © v+ m(e=2" + o7) ° e ’ (114)
i.e., by replacing t everywhere by ¢ = 2(e™%" + 0?) =t + 207. Squeezed-state teleportation also
allows us to simplify Eq. (110) to

N d?
Wan(a,) = [ 25 €907+ R - ¢/2). (115
1
Nothing up till now has required any assumptions about the amount of squeezing. We’re
now going to work in the high-fidelity limit. In this limit we can write the average fidelity as

1 e 2 4 0% 1 e 2 4 0%

F(f) = F(O) +t{ — - — W = 72

(116)

The high-fidelity limit requires that e=2" and o7 both be small compared to the small-scale
structure in the Wigner function; i.e., both are small compared to ty/2 = £2, as one can see from
Eq. (116). In this limit, we can set £ = 0 in the broad Gaussian in Eq. (115), obtaining

A 2 2 2
Waplod) = Blp) [ S50 rg) (117)
= R(n) " iy ’

In the high-fidelity limit, the probability for Bob to receive n becomes

46—27"

p(n) = / &6 d% W, (8 — v)PW)R(B —n —v/2) = R((v) —n) = e~ 1= 1 (118)

™

where in the latter two expressions we make the same approximations as in Eq. (37).
The information Alice sends to Bob can be quantified by the mutual information between
the complex variables n and &,

n=— [ eadeptlopeos( L) 10g( 1Y) (119)
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which relates the variance of the noisy channel to the transmitted information,

1 1
2 2ro—1I17 __ 2r/In2—1
=-e271 =-2 . 120
01 4 € 4 (120)
Putting all this together, we get a final expression for the average fidelity:

_ e—2r + 227"/1](12—[1 /4 e—2r 1 5
Ft)=1— —1_ 2 —92r/In24log(1/¢7)—11 121
(*) 2 i (121)

This expression tells us that to achieve good fidelity, we need to have sufficient squeezing that
e~ " is somewhat smaller than ¢ and that I; is somewhat larger than 2r/In2 + log(1/¢?), which
is somewhat larger than log(1/¢4).

Now let’s consider another scenario, this time of the Bacon-Toner type. Suppose Alice gives
Victor’s state a phase-space kick 7, distributed according to

p(r) = ;62“'2 . (122)

This kicking strength, averaged over 7, turns the original Wigner function into the (positive)
Husimi @ function. The state that Alice teleports is D(v,7)pD(v,7), with Wigner function
Wpw,m)pDt (w,7) (V) = Wy(v — 7). Alice communicates her measurement result £ to Bob, after
which the state of mode B is

W' (B, T) = Z% /dQV W,(v —1)Wap(&* —v",B) . (123)

Now suppose Alice also communicates the kick strength 7 over a noisy Gaussian channel where
the probability that Bob receives kick strength s, given that Alice sends 7, is

1 _kl2 /o2
p(k|T) = —e |Kl%/o3 (124)
2

Bob displaces mode B by —k, leaving a Wigner function for mode B, after averaging over 7 and
K, given by

W(6]€) = / dr &k p(s|r)p(r) W (B + k| €, 7)

1 2 2 2 W — W *—V* K
_ L VW, (v 27 d?k p(k|T)p(T)W vt -1t K
_p(f)/d ,,()/d &’k p(k|T)p(T)Wap(€ 7ﬁ+1-

= WAB(S* - V*7ﬁ)
The effect of the kicks is thus just the same as changing the initial state of modes A and B to a
state with Wigner function

Wan(a, 3) = / &7 s p(r| P )p(r)Wag (o — 7, B+ K)

2 X~ xl?/02 :
= [ d°tp(r) | —SHe X/ 2Wyp(la—7", 84T+ X) (126)

TOS

d2
_ /dzrp(r) S WP £ ) R(u+ T+ X2+ X)
2
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By integrating over u, we get

2 2
PO) = [ @ulWan(a,8) = [ @rpr) [Py = [ 4 ey
ToS Tos
(127)
which replaces P(v) in all calculations involving the average fidelity.

We could go on to analyze this scenario in the case of high-fidelity squeezed-state teleporta-
tion, but what we really want to do is to combine the two scenarios. We see that the effect of the
two scenarios is the same as replacing the initial state of modes A and B by a state with Wigner
function

2
Wag(a,B) = / d—i e 7N g (o + €7, 8)

TOY]

d2§ d2X 2/ 2 2/ 2
:/dQTp(T)/—2—26|5| for e~ X2y pla 4 — 175,84+ 7+ X)
To] TOS
Z/dQTp(T)

&E EX —je2/o? ~Ixl?/o7
X | — —5e Le X/ Pu+E+x)R(u+7—&/24+ x/2lv+§+X) .

no? To3
(128)
By integrating over u, we get
R R d2 d2
P() = / PuWap(a,§) = / L IX P NP e ), (129)
To] TO5
which replaces P(v) in all calculations involving the average fidelity.
Specializing to squeezed-state teleportation, we get
Plv) = ! W/ ot el _ 2 ot (130)
m(e=2" + 0% + 03) i ’

i.e., we can update all our results on average fidelity to this scenario by replacing t everywhere
by t = 2(e72" + 0} + 03) = t + 207 + 203. Squeezed-state teleportation also allows us to simplify
Eq. (128) to

~ d2 d2 2 2 2 2
W(a, ) = /dQTp(T)/Fé Féem fov e /oap(y 4 e 4 \)R(u+ 71— €/2+ x/2) . (131)

In the high-fidelity limit, we can write the average fidelity as

~dF

—2r 2 2
F(b) =F(0) +1 — ¢~ toitos

=1 :1_672T+0%+O_%.
o to/2 IZ

In the high-fidelity limit, we can also make the same approximations as before [these approxima-
tions are not so good for p(7)], obtaining

(132)

Wag(a, ) = R(p) /d_2§ X e lEF ot o= IXIP/ Py 4 €+ x) (133)
’ —~ no? mo3 5
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This allows us to conclude that in the high-fidelity limit the probability for Bob to receive 7 is
given by Eq. (118), implying that the mutual information between n and ¢ is given by Eq. (119).

We also need the mutual information between 7 and x. The unconditioned probability for
is given by .

__  _—lk?/(1/2+0)) 134
(121 03)" | (134)

p(x) = / 27 p(k|7)p(7)

The mutual information between 7 and & is

I, = —/d2/<ad27'p(/£‘7')p(7') log(m) = 1og(1/20—t”§) : (135)

p(k|T) 2
which in the high-fidelity limit, we approximate as I = log(1/203), giving
o2 =271, (136)

This allows us to put the fidelity in the final form

i) =1- e ?r 4 2%/ im0 g 4 9=l 1 e 1 92r/In2+log(1/£) Iy _ olog(1/¢*)~Ir—1
2 2 4

(137)

To achieve high-fidelity in the Bacon-Toner scenario, I> must be somewhat larger than log(1/¢?),

whereas I; must be somewhat larger than log(1/¢%), meaning that this scenario, which operates

on the shared randomness of the hidden variables and the additional communication regarding

the phase-space kicks, requires roughly 50% more classical communication than quantum telepor-

tation, as already explained heuristically in Section 5.
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