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Abstract

A set of classical or quantum states is equivalent to another one if there exists a pair
of classical or quantum channels mapping either set to the other one. For dichotomies
(pairs of states) this is closely connected to (classical or quantum) Rényi divergences
(RD) and the data-processing inequality: If a RD remains unchanged when a channel is
applied to the dichotomy, then there is a recovery channel mapping the image back to
the initial dichotomy. Here, we prove for classical dichotomies that equality of the RDs
alone is already sufficient for the existence of a channel in any of the two directions and
discuss some applications. We conjecture that equality of the minimal quantum RDs is
sufficient in the quantum case and prove it for special cases. We also show that neither
the Petz quantum nor the maximal quantum RDs are sufficient. As a side-result of
our techniques we obtain an infinite list of inequalities fulfilled by the classical, the
Petz quantum, and the maximal quantum RDs. These inequalities are not true for the
minimal quantum RDs.
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1 Introduction
A statistical experiment is generally described by an indexed set of probability measures or
quantum states {ρθ}θ∈Θ (we use the notation for density matrices throughout this introduc-
tion and use the word state in both cases). The parameter θ can be discrete or continuous
and may be thought of as a parameter that controls the experiment and is sought to be
estimated. For example, in the special case of binary experiments with Θ = {0, 1} it may be
thought of as labelling two hypotheses to be distinguished. One experiment {ρ(1)

θ }θ∈Θ can
be considered as at least as informative as another one {ρ(2)

θ }θ∈Θ if there exists a (classical
or quantum) channel T so that T (ρ

(1)
θ ) = ρ

(2)
θ . In this case we write {ρ(1)

θ }θ∈Θ → {ρ(2)
θ }θ∈Θ.

The channel T may be viewed as a randomization or coarse-graining operation. It is a classic
problem in statistics to provide necessary and sufficient conditions that characterize when
one experiment is more informative than another one [1].

In this paper we consider a much simpler problem: When is it the case that two experi-
ments are equivalent, meaning that either experiment is at least as informative as the other?
In other words, we ask when there exist (classical or quantum) channels that T and R such
that

T (ρ
(1)
θ ) = ρ

(2)
θ , R(ρ

(2)
θ ) = ρ

(1)
θ ∀θ ∈ Θ. (1)

If this is the case we will also say that the two sets are interconvertible and write

{ρ(1)
θ }θ∈Θ ←→ {ρ(2)

θ }θ∈Θ. (2)

In the language of statistics, interconvertible sets of states describe experiments that are
sufficient with respect to each other [1–5].

We first consider the case of density matrices ρ(j)
θ (finite or infinite-dimensional) and

discuss the minimal normal-form for two interconvertible sets of density matrices and the
associated quantum channels T,R. The normal form is based on the Koashi-Imoto theorem
[6] and its infinite-dimensional generalizations [4, 7]. As a corollary it shows that non-
commuting sets of density matrices cannot be interconverted with commuting sets of density
matrices, a result closely connected to the “no-teleportation theorem”. As a side-result we
also find that the set of fixed points of any entanglement-breaking channel is commutative.

Having established the normal-form for interconvertible density matrices, we then spe-
cialize to the case of binary experiments. This case simply corresponds to pairs of states
also known as dichotomies (ρ, σ). We also say that a dichotomoy (ρ1, σ1) is convertible
to or that it (quantum) relatively majorizes (ρ2, σ2) if (ρ1, σ1) → (ρ2, σ2) [8–18]. (To ease
notation, we index different dichotomies by subscripts instead of superscripts.) The study of
dichotomies and their convertability is closely related to the study of divergences of states,
which are functions on dichotomies that characterize how distinguishable the two states are.
The central properties of a general divergence D are:

1. Positivity: D(ρ, σ) ≥ 0 with equality if and only if ρ = σ,

2. Data-processing: D
(
T (ρ), T (σ)

)
≤ D(ρ, σ).

Many divergences, in particular the Rényi divergences we will see later, also satisfy the
additional property of being additive over tensor-products:

D(ρ1 ⊗ ρ2, σ1 ⊗ σ2) = D(ρ1, σ1) + D(ρ2, σ2). (3)
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The prototypical example of an additive divergence is the quantum relative entropy

D(ρ, σ) = tr
[
ρ
(

log(ρ)− log(σ)
)]
, (4)

with D(ρ, σ) = ∞ if the support of ρ is not contained in that of σ. However, divergences
come in many flavors and we will see a variety below. One way to give operational meaning
to them is in asymptotic settings, where one asks for the maximum rate R = m/n to convert
(ρ1, σ1)⊗n into (ρ2, σ2)⊗m (possibly up to a small error). It follows immediately from these
properties that if (ρ1, σ1)⊗n can be converted into (ρ2, σ2)⊗n. then R ≤ D(ρ1, σ1)/D(ρ2, σ2)
for any valid additive divergence. In fact asymptotic conversion rates can often be expressed
exactly as ratios of suitable divergences of the dichotomies [9, 10, 19–21].

Here, we study the role of divergences for the interconvertibility of dichotomies without
taking an asymptotic limit. It is clear from the data-processing inequality that any valid
divergence must be invariant among interconvertible dichotomies:

(ρ1, σ1)←→ (ρ2, σ2) ⇒ D(ρ1, σ1) = D(ρ2, σ2). (5)

Moreover, it was shown in [2–4] that if (ρ1, σ1) → (ρ2, σ2) and it is true that D(ρ1, σ1) =
D(ρ2, σ2), then the two dichotomies are automatically also interconvertible. The same
statement holds true for classical probability measures when D is replaced by the Kullback-
Leibler (KL) divergence [22]. It also holds when the relative entropy (or KL divergence) is
replaced by a suitable f -divergence (which we discuss below) [23].

But what happens if we do not know whether one of two divergences is convertible to the
other one? Could it be true that equality of a family of divergences alone already implies
that two dichotomies are interconvertible? Let {Dλ}λ∈Λ be a family of divergences labelled
by a parameter λ. We define such a family to be sufficient if

Dλ(ρ1, σ1) = Dλ(ρ2, σ2) ∀λ ∈ Λ ⇒ (ρ1, σ1)←→ (ρ2, σ2). (6)

Thus equality of a sufficient family of divergence is equivalent to interconvertibility. It is at
first not clear that a sufficient family of divergences in fact exists, neither in the classical
nor in the quantum case. As a first result, we prove that the classical Rényi divergences Dα

constitute a sufficient family of divergences:

Theorem 1 (Sufficiency of Rényi divergences). Let (Xi, µi), i = 1, 2, be measure spaces
and pi � qi probability measures in L1(Xi, µi). If there is an open interval (a, b) ⊂ R such
that

Dα(p1, q1) = Dα(p2, q2) <∞ ∀ ∈ (a, b), (7)

there are stochastic maps between L1(X1, µ1) and L1(X2, µ2) interconverting the dichotomies
(p1, q1) and (p2, q2).

In particular this result holds for all probability distributions over finite sets. Since Rényi
divergences are additive, one immediate consequence of Theorem 1 is that there is no non-
trivial (strict) catalysis for interconversion of dichotomies: If (p1⊗r, q1⊗s)↔ (p2⊗r, q2⊗s)
with r � s and Dα(r, s) < ∞, then also (p1, q1) ↔ (p2, q2). This is noteworthy, because
non-trivial cases of strict catalysis exist for one-sided conversion of dichotomies [24–26]:
(p1 ⊗ r, q1 ⊗ s) → (p2 ⊗ r, q2 ⊗ r) does not imply (p1, q1) → (p2, q2). The existence of
non-trivial examples of catalysis alone implies that no family of additive divergences can
completely characterize whether a given dichotomy is more informative than another one
[27].
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Theorem 1 relies on observations relating Rényi divergences to the theory of Laplace
transforms which we consider to be of independent interest. This connection gives rise to
an infinite set of inequalities between Rényi divergences, which also hold true for the Petz
quantum Rényi divergence DP

α as well as the maximal quantum Rényi divergence Dmax
α in

the quantum case (we refer to [28] for an introduction to the various different quantum
Rényi divergences). As an example for these inequalities we find:

(−1)n
dn

dαn

(
e(α−1)(Dα(ρ,σ)−D∞(ρ,σ))

)
≥ 0 ∀α > 0, n ∈ N, (8)

if Dα = DP
α , D

max
α and in the classical case (always assuming that D∞(ρ, σ) is finite). In

fact we show that (8) is true for a sufficient family of Rényi divergences (should it exist) if
and only if [ρ, σ] = 0. In particular neither the Petz- nor the maximal-Rényi divergence are
sufficient. The reason is that both can be “simulated” by classical distributions.

Second, we conjecture that the minimal quantum Rényi divergences (also called sand-
wiched quantum Rényi divergences) Dmin

α provide a sufficient family of divergences for the
case of finite-dimensional density matrices. To substantiate this conjecture we prove it for
the case that both ρ1 and ρ2 are pure states as well as in the special case where ρ1 is pure
and [ρ2, σ2] = 0. In the latter case it then follows that [ρ1, σ1] = 0 and ρ2 is pure as well. If
our conjecture is true it follows that an abelian dichotomy cannot have the same minimal
quantum Rényi divergences as any non-abelian dichotomy. In particular the latter would
always violate at least one of the inequalities (8). We present some numerical evidence
indicating that (8) indeed does not hold for the minimal quantum Rényi divergence in the
case of non-abelian dichotomies.

Our result for classical states has a direct application in the context of resource theories
[29]: The so-called resource theory of athermality [15, 16, 25, 30–32] deals with dichotomies
where the second state σ is given by a Gibbs state ωH := exp(−βH)/Z of some Hamiltonian
H with fixed inverse temperature β > 0 and all channels (free operations) must map Gibbs
states to Gibbs states. In the case of abelian dichotomies (ρ, ωH), the Rényi divergences
Dα(ρ, ωH) with α ≥ 0 can be interpreted as generalized free energies Fα(ρ,H) of ρ with
respect to H. Our result then immediately implies that if Fα(ρ1, H1) = Fα(ρ2, H2) for
all α ≥ 0, then the two states are thermodynamically completely equivalent because they
can be reversibly interconverted by thermodynamically free operations already in the single
shot. If our conjecture holds true, then the same follows for general quantum states and
the generalized free energies defined via the minimal quantum Rényi divergence if as free
operations all quantum channels that fix the Gibbs state are considered, so-called Gibbs-
preserving maps [33].

Structure of the paper: We first discuss the general structure of intercovertible sets
of quantum states in Sec. 2 and then specialize to dichotomies and the associated Rényi
divergences in Sec. 3. In Sec. 3.1 we prove the solution to the classical case. Starting from
Sec. 3.2 we discuss the quantum case, which includes a discussion of the role of “complete
monotonicity” leading to the inequalities (8) in Sec. 3.3 and a discussion of f -divergences in
Sec. 3.4. In the Appendix, we discuss in detail the case of probability vectors. In particular,
we also show that the question of convertibility of two dichotomies can be decided from the
knowledge of the Rényi divergences for α in an open subset of [0,∞) alone.
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2 Structure of interconvertible states
We will allow for possibly continuous classical systems and infinite-dimensional quantum
systems. For a quantum system S we denote the Hilbert space by HS and the set of
density operators on HS by S(S). A classical system S is described by a σ-finite measure
space (X,µ). The state space is the set of probability distributions on a set XS which are
absolutely continuous with respect to the reference measure µ, i.e., S(S) is the space of
positive normalized elements of L1(X,µ). We will usually identify an absolutely continuous
measure with its corresponding µ-density and write L1(X,µ) for both sets.

A channel between two systems Si, i = 1, 2, is a linear1 completely positive map T :
S(S1) → S(S2). For quantum systems this means that T is a completely positive trace-
preserving map T (HS1) → T (HS2) between the Banach spaces of trace class operators.
For classical systems the definition is equivalent to that of a stochastic map. If one of the
systems is quantum and the other one is classical, channels describe either measurements
or preparations depending on which system is classical or quantum.

Definition 2. Consider two systems S1 and S2 and two families of states {ρ(i)
θ }θ∈Θ ⊂

S(Si), i = 1, 2, indexed by a set Θ. We say that {ρ(1)
θ }θ∈Θ and {ρ(2)

θ }θ∈Θ are interconvertible
and write

{ρ(1)
θ }θ∈Θ ←→ {ρ(2)

θ }θ∈Θ, (9)

if there are channels T : S(S1) → S(S2) and R : S(S2) → S(S1) so that T (ρ
(1)
θ ) = ρ

(2)
θ ,

R(ρ
(2)
θ ) = ρ

(1)
θ for all θ ∈ Θ.

Note that the systems in Definition 2 can be classical or quantum systems. The main
result of this section is a structure theorem for interconvertibility. To state it we need the
following result known as the Koashi-Imoto Theorem (see [6]):

Theorem 3 (Koashi-Imoto). Let {ρθ}θ∈Θ be a collection of states on a separable Hilbert
space H such that the union of the supports is (dense in) H. Then H decomposes as H =⊕N

j=1 Jj ⊗Kj, N ∈ N ∪ {∞}, such that:

• The states ρθ decompose as

ρθ = ⊕jpj|θ ρj|θ ⊗ ωj , (10)

where {pj|θ}j is a probability distribution, and ρj|θ is a density matrix for all θ ∈ Θ.
Furthermore, ωj are density matrices independent of θ.

• For every channel T on H that leaves the ρθ invariant we have

T |L(Jj⊗Kj) = id⊗Tj , (11)

with id on Jj and Tj on Kj and such that Tj(ωj) = ωj.

The original theorem was proved in the finite-dimensional case in [6]. An elegant al-
gebraic proof is given in [34]. A proof of the infinite-dimensional case can be found in [7,

1To be precise, we should say that T is affine, i.e., T (pρ + (1 − p)σ) = pT (ρ) + (1 − p)T (σ), 0 < p < 1,
ρ, σ ∈ S(S1). This, however, ensures that T can be extended to a linear map T : A∗

S1
→ A∗

S2
between the

dual spaces.
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Sec. 3.3.] (in that reference Eq. (11) is not proved but it follows by the same argument as
in the finite-dimensional case).

The family of states {ρθ} is interconvertible with the family of states {ρ̂θ} which is
obtained from the Koashi-Imoto decomposition by ρ̂θ = ⊕jpj|θρj|θ on Ĥ =

⊕
j Jj . We

will call the family of states {ρ̂θ} the Koashi-Imoto minimal form. Explicit channels
interconverting {ρθ} with its Koashi-Imoto minimal form are

ι(σ̂) = ⊕j(PJj σ̂PJj )⊗ ωj , and π(σ) = ⊕jtrKj [PKj⊗JjσPKj⊗Jj ]. (12)

Here, PV denotes the orthogonal projection onto the subspace V . To be specific we have
ι(ρ̂θ) = ρθ and π(ρθ) = ρ̂θ.

The following structure theorem says that two families of states are interconvertible if
and only if they have unitarily equivalent Koashi-Imoto minimal forms.

Theorem 4. Let {ρ(i)
θ }θ∈Θ be families of quantum states on quantum systems Si, such that

the union of the supports is all of Hi, i = 1, 2. Consider the Koashi-Imoto decompositions

HSi =

Ni⊕
j=1

J (i)
j ⊗K

(i)
j , ρ

(i)
θ = ⊕Nij=1 p

(i)
j|θ ρ

(i)
j|θ ⊗ ω

(i)
j , θ ∈ Θ, i = 1, 2. (13)

The following are equivalent

(A) {ρ(1)
θ } and {ρ

(2)
θ } are interconvertible.

(B) There is a reordering of j-indices (and N1 = N2) such that p(1)
j|θ = p

(2)
j|θ and there are

unitaries Uj : J (1)
j → J (2)

j so that ρ(1)
j|θ = Ujρ

(2)
j|θU

∗
j .

If the equivalent conditions hold and if T , R are channels that interconvert the sets of states,
then it follows that

T |T (J (1)
j ⊗K

(1)
j )

= (Uj · U∗j )⊗ Tj , R|T (J (2)
j ⊗K

(2)
j )

= (U∗j · Uj)⊗Rj , (14)

where the Uj are the unitaries from (B) and Tj and Rj are quantum channels with Tj(ω
(1)
j ) =

ω
(2)
j and Rj(ω

(2)
j ) = ω

(1)
j .

For finite-dimensional systems, this theorem is essentially a consequence of [4, Thm. 6].
We include a detailed proof which also covers infinite-dimensional systems in Appendix C.
As an illustration we consider the question of interconvertibility of two families of qubit
states:

Example 5. Consider two collections of qubit states ρ(i)
θ ∈M2(C), i = 1, 2. Then either the

Koashi-Imoto decomposition of ρ(i)
θ has a single direct summand or all states commute. In

particular, the two families are interconvertible if and only if they are unitarily equivalent
or if all states in each family are identical. The second case occurs if and only if for each
family the (necessarily single) space K is two-dimensional so that the J space is trivial.

One can see from Theorem 4 that a set of states {ρθ} is interconvertible with a set of
commuting quantum states if and only if the ρθ are jointly diagonalizable. In fact, we can
even rule out continuous classical systems:

6



Proposition 6. Let {ρθ} be a collection of states on a quantum system S (resp. finite-
dimensional quantum system S). The following are equivalent

(1) The states ρθ are pairwise commutative.

(2) The Koashi-Imoto decomposition of HS has one-dimensional Jj spaces (see Theorem
3).

(3) {ρθ} is interconvertible with a set of commuting states on a quantum system (resp.
finite-dimensional quantum system) S.

(4) {ρθ} is interconvertible with a set of states on a (not necessarily discrete) classical
system.

(5) There is an entanglement-breaking channel T : S(S) → S(S) that has every ρθ as a
fixpoint.

Remark 7. Point (2) implies that for commuting states {ρθ}θ∈Θ the Koashi-Imoto minimal
form ρ̂θ of ρθ is simply given by the probability distribution {pj|θ}Nj=1. See also Appendix B
for an explicit discussion of the Koashi-Iomoto minimal form for finite-dimensional commut-
ing states.

Proof. (2) ⇒ (1) is clear. The converse direction follows because any quantum channel on
Jj that fixes all states ρj|θ (for fixed j) must be the identity channel per definition of the
spaces Jj . Since we assume that all the ρj|θ commute, this requires dimJj = 1. This and
Theorem 4 also implies the equivalence of (1) and (2) with (3). The implication (3) ⇒ (4)
is clear.

(4) ⇔ (5): The assumption of (4) guarantees that there is a channel T : S(S) → S(S)
which has every ρθ as a fixed point and factorizes through a classical system. The result now
follows from the fact channels factorize through a classical systems if and only if they are
entanglement breaking. A proof for this which allows for continuous classical systems and
infinite-dimensional quantum systems is given in [35, Thm. 2] (their assumption that the
classical system is a complete separable metric space is not used in the part of the argument
proving this claim).

(4) ⇒ (2): Let {pθ}θ∈Θ be a collection of states on a classical system described by
L1(X,µ) which are interconvertible with {ρθ}. This means that the two von Neumann
algebras with indexed families of states defined as (M1, {σ(1)

θ }) := (L∞(X,µ), {pθ}) and
(M2, {σ(2)

θ }) := (B(HS), {ρθ}) are equivalent in the sense that there are normal unital com-
pletely positive maps in both direction which interconvert these states. It follows from a
recent result in the theory of sufficient subalgebras [36] that the minimal sufficient subalge-
bras ofM1 andM2 are isomorphic. These subalgebras are

Ni =
⋂

Φ∈Ch(Mi)

{
x ∈M

∣∣Φ∗(x) = x holds, if Φ(σ
(i)
θ ) = σ

(i)
θ ∀θ ∈ Θ

}
,

where Ch(Mi) is the set channels on Mi, i.e., of normal completely positive maps on the
pre-dual (Mi)∗ which take states to states. The restrictions of the σ(2)

θ = ρθ to N2 are
just the minimal form obtained from the Koashi-Imoto decomposition of ρθ, meaning that
N2 = ⊕jB(Jj). On the other hand, N1 is commutative since it is a subalgebra of L∞(X,µ).
Since N1

∼= N2 all the Jj spaces must hence be one-dimensional.
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Proposition 6 can be interpreted as a generalization of the no-teleportation theorem as
the latter is recovered if {ρθ} is the set of all states.

Remark 8. In the finite-dimensional case, there is a nice explicit proof of (5)⇒ (3): That T
is entanglement breaking implies that its Choi-Jamiolkoswki matrix ρT := (id⊗T )(|Ω〉〈Ω|)
is separable so that we can write ρT =

∑r
i=1 pi ωi ⊗ τi. Since T is trace-preserving we

have
∑r
i=1 piωi = 1/dS . Defining the effect operators Ei = pidSω

>
i , where > denotes the

transposition induced by the choice of maximally entangled state |Ω〉, we find that

T (σ) = dS tr1[(σ>⊗ 1)ρT ] =

r∑
i=1

tr[Eiσ] τi. (15)

Hence T is a measure-and-prepare channel with respect to the POVM {Ei} and thus fac-
torizes over the classical system X = {1, . . . , r}.

Corollary 9. Let {ρ(i)
θ } be interconvertible collections of states on systems Si, i = 1, 2. If

the ρ(1)
θ commute (e.g., if S1 is a classical system), the states ρ(2)

θ commute.

Proof. Assume that S1 is a quantum system By Proposition 6, commutativity if ρ(1)
θ implies

that the spaces J (i)
j in Theorem 4 are of dimension 1. But said Theorem then implies that

the same is true for ρ(2)
θ . Applying Proposition 6 a second time shows the assertion.

Now let S1 be a classical system and let T,R be interconverting channels. Then S =
T ◦R : S(S2)→ S(S2) is a channel that factorizes over a classical system which has every
ρ

(2)
θ as a fixpoint. The result follows from Proposition 6.

Remark 10. For pairs (ρ, σ) of finite-dimensional density matrices Corollary 9 can also be
deduced from [37, Thm. 6].

3 Dichotomies: Sufficient families of Rényi divergences
For this section we restrict to interconvertibility in the case of |Θ| = 2. That is we consider
two dichotomies (ρi, σi), i = 1, 2, of states and ask whether there exist channels T and R
mapping between the two systems such that

T (ρ1) = ρ2, R(ρ2) = ρ1,

T (σ1) = σ2, R(σ2) = σ1.

We are interested in examining the connection of this problem to suitable families of (quan-
tum) Rényi divergences. For this reason we will always make the following assumption when
talking about dichotomies:

Assumption. In the main text we only consider dichotomies (ρ, σ) with ρ� σ. For quan-
tum states this means that supp(ρ) ⊆ supp(σ) while it means that ρ is absolutely continuous
with respect to σ (in the sense of measures) for classical systems. The classical case is
treated without the assumption on absolute continuity in Appendix A.

Here, a family of Rényi divergences means functions Dα(ρ, σ) defined for pairs of states
with supp(ρ) ⊆ supp(σ) and certain values of α and which satisfies certain axioms [28,
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Sec. 4.2]. For us, the most important properties a family of Rényi divergences has to satisfy
are the data processing inequality,

Dα(T (ρ), T (σ)) ≤ Dα(ρ, σ), (16)

which should hold on a subset Λ ⊂ R (independent of (ρ, σ)), and the property that for
commuting states one recovers the classical Rényi divergences, i.e., if ρ =

∑
pi|i〉〈i|, σi =∑

qi|i〉〈i| then Dα(ρ, σ) = Dα(p, q), where

Dα(p, q) =
1

α− 1
log
∑

pαi q
1−α
i . (17)

The most important families are:

1. The Petz quantum Rényi divergence, defined as

DP
α (ρ, σ) =

1

α− 1
log tr[ρασ1−α], (18)

where σ1−α denotes the pseudo-inverse of σ. DP
α satisfies the DPI on Λ = [0, 2] [28,

Sec. 4.4], see also Section 3.4.

2. The minimal quantum Rényi divergence (or sandwiched Rényi divergence) given by

Dmin
α (ρ, σ) =

1

α− 1
log tr

[(
σ

1−α
2α ρσ

1−α
2α

)α]
=:

1

α− 1
logQmin

α (ρ, σ), (19)

which satisfies the DPI on Λ = [ 1
2 ,∞) [28, Sec. 4.3][37]. The name is referring to

the fact that among all families of Rényi divergences, the minimal quantum Rényi
divergence is the smallest [28, Sec. 4.2].

3. The maximal quantum Rényi divergence

Dmax
α (ρ, σ) =

1

α− 1
log tr

[
σ
(
σ−

1
2 ρσ−

1
2

)α]
. (20)

It satisfies the DPI on Λ = [0, 2] (and is also only maximal on this region) [23,
Thm. 4.4], [28, Sec. 4.2.3], see also Section 3.4.

All three divergences are additive and coincide in the limits α → 1,∞ (if the limits exist)
[28]:

lim
α→∞

Dmin
α (ρ, σ) = lim

α→∞
DP
α (ρ, σ) = lim

α→∞
Dmax
α (ρ, σ) =: D∞(ρ, σ) (21)

and

lim
α→1

Dmin
α (ρ, σ) = lim

α→1
DP
α (ρ, σ) = lim

α→1
Dmax
α (ρ, σ) = D(ρ, σ). (22)

The quantum max-divergence D∞(ρ, σ) can be defined asD∞(ρ, σ) = inf{λ : ρ ≤ exp(λ)σ}.
A class of Rényi divergences that generalizes both the minimal quantum Rényi divergence
as well as the Petz quantum Rényi divergence is the two-parameter α-z quantum Rényi
divergence [38], defined as

Dα,z(ρ, σ) = log tr
[(
σ

1−α
2z ρ

α
z σ

1−α
2z

)z]
. (23)

For z = α it coincides with the minimal quantum Rényi divergence while for z = 1 it
coincides with the Petz quantum Rényi divergence.
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Definition 11. Let Dα be a family of Rényi divergences that fulfills data-processing for
a subset Λ ⊆ [0,∞). We say that the family Dα is sufficient if the following holds: Let
(ρ1, σ1) and (ρ2, σ2) be dichotomies on systems S1 and S2 such that Dα(ρi, σi) is finite for
all α in an open subset interval (a, b) ⊂ Λ. Then the dichotomies are interconvertible if and
only if all their Rényi divergences are equal:

(ρ1, σ1)↔ (ρ2, σ2) ⇐⇒ Dα(ρ1, σ1) = Dα(ρ2, σ2) ∀α ∈ (a, b) ⊂ Λ.

As an illustration of the problem and to see that it does not admit a trivial positive
answer, we will apply Corollary 9 to the Petz quantum Rényi divergences.

Proposition 12. Neither the Petz quantum Rényi divergences nor the maximal Rényi di-
vergence are sufficient.

For the Petz quantum Rényi divergence this follows from Corollary 9 since for every
pair of quantum states there exist probability distributions, i.e. classical states, with the
same Rényi divergences. They are known as the Nussbaum-Szkoła distributions [39]. The
same argument (with different classical states) works for the maximal Rényi divergence.
In fact, both families arise in the context of quantum f -divergences [23] and we will show
corresponding no-go results in Section 3.2.

However, for α ∈ [1/2, 1) ∪ (1,∞) we have Dmin
α (ρ, σ) ≤ DP

α (ρ, σ) with equality if and
only if [ρ, σ] = 0 (as seen above, the two quantities coincide for arbitrary dichotomies in
the limits α → 1,∞). This follows from the Araki-Lieb-Thirring inequality [40, 41] and
its equality conditions [42], see also [43, 44]. Since we cannot use the Nussbaum-Szkoła
distributions to show an analogous statement for Dmin

α , this family might therefore still
be sufficient. In fact, we show in Sec. 3.2 for a restricted class of non-commuting states
that there cannot exist any (sufficiently regular) probability measure with matching Rényi
divergences. This leads us to our conjecture:

Conjecture 13. The minimal quantum Rényi divergence is a sufficient family of Rényi
divergences.

In the remaining sections we will be concerned with further examining this conjecture.
More precisely, we will prove it for classical systems and in certain special cases for quantum
systems.

3.1 Solution for the classical case
For classical systems there is a unique family of Rényi divergences, given by

Dα(p, q) =
1

α− 1
log

∫
X

(dp
dq

)α
dq if p� q. (24)

where p, q are both probability measures on a space X. As already stated the conjecture is
true for dichotomies on (possibly continuous) classical systems. Recall that by L1(X,µ) we
denote the µ-absolutely continuous measures as well as their µ-densities at the same time.
For convenience we state the theorem again:

Theorem 1 (Sufficiency of Rényi divergences). Let (Xi, µi), i = 1, 2, be σ-finite measure
spaces and pi � qi probability measures in L1(Xi, µi). If there is an open interval (a, b) ⊂ R
such that

Dα(p1, q1) = Dα(p2, q2) <∞ ∀α ∈ (a, b), (25)

10



there are stochastic maps between L1(X1, µ1) and L1(X2, µ2) interconverting the dichotomies
(p1, q1) and (p2, q2).

Corollary 14. Let pi,qi ∈ Rni , i = 1, 2, be probability vectors (with pi � qi). Then
there are stochastic matrices T ∈ Rn1×n2 and R ∈ Rn2×n1 so that Tp1 = p2, Tq1 = q2,
Rp2 = p1 and Rq2 = q1 if and only if Dα(p1,q1) = Dα(p2,q2) for an open set of α.

In Appendix B we discuss the setting of probability vectors in more detail and show how
to construct the matrices T and R explicitly.

We briefly comment on the existence of the Rényi divergences for continuous distribu-
tions. As the integrand in Eq. (24) is positive, the Rényi divergences Dα(p, q) make sense
in [0,∞] for all α ∈ [0,∞) if p� q. At α = 1 the Rényi divergence agrees with the relative
entropy (or Kullback-Leibler divergence)

∫
log(dpdq )dp. In the following we use the notation

Qα(p, q) = e(α−1)Dα(p,q) =

∫ (dp
dq

)α
dq. (26)

These quantities also make sense for all α < 0 (but may be infinite) if we define (dpdq )α as
the pseudo-inverse. If one has p� q and q � p then it follows that (dpdq )−α = ( dqdp )α for all
α ∈ R. In this case it holds that Qα(p, q) = Q1−α(q, p) and Dα(p, q) = α

1−αD1−α(q, p).
Before we give the proof of Theorem 1 we need the concept of the push-forward measure

from measure theory [45]. Let (Xi,Ai) be measurable spaces and let f : X1 → X2 be a
measurable function. If q is a measure of X1, then the push-forward measure f∗(q) is defined
by f∗(q)(A) = q(f−1(A)). One has g ∈ L1(X2, f∗(q)) if and only if g ◦ f ∈ L1(X1, q). In
this case it holds that ∫

X2

g df∗(q) =

∫
X1

g ◦ f dq. (27)

For the proof of Theorem 1, we need the following Lemma

Lemma 15. Let µ1, µ2 be finite Borel measures on R. If there are a < b ∈ R so that∫ ∞
−∞

e−αt dµ1(t) =

∫ ∞
−∞

e−αt dµ2(t) <∞ ∀α ∈ (a, b), (28)

then µ1 = µ2.

Proof. Set µ = µ1 − µ2. For α ∈ (a, b) the function t 7→ e−αt is in L1(R, |µ|) (because
|µ| ≤ µ1 + µ2). The same holds for complex α if a < Re(α) < b. The Laplace transform∫∞
−∞ e−αtdµ(t) is analytic in the strip with real part in (a, b) and, by assumption, equal to
zero on this strip. Pick c ∈ (a, b) and consider the finite Borel measure ν = e−ctdµ(t) whose
Fourier transform is ν̂(ξ) =

∫∞
−∞ e−(c+iξ)tdµ(t) and hence vanishes for all ξ. Injectivity of

the Fourier transform implies ν = 0 and hence µ1 = µ2.

This Lemma is an injectivity statement for the two-sided Laplace transform. While this
is surely known, we could not find this precise statement in the literature. We will now give
the proof of Theorem 1 in three steps.

1. A dichotomy (p, q) in L1(X,µ) is interconvertible with the same dichotomy viewed as
an element of L1(X, q) and both have the same Rényi divergences.

11



Proof. To see the claim we consider the stochastic map T : L1(X, q) → L1(X,µ)
defined by multiplication with the Radon-Nikodym derivative dq

dµ . This map takes
dp
dq ≡ p ∈ L1(X, q) to dp

dµ ≡ p ∈ L1(X,µ) and 1 ≡ q to dq
dµ ≡ q. A stochastic map in

the other direction is given by multiplication with the pseudo-inverse ( dqdµ )−1. This
shows that the dichotomies (p, q) viewed as element of these two different L1 spaces
are interconvertible. It is also clear that the Rényi divergence is the same for both
L1-spaces.

2. Every dichotomy (p, q) on L1(X, q) is interconvertible with a dichotomy (p̃, q̃) on
L1((−∞,∞], q̃) such that dp̃

dq̃ (t) = e−t.

Proof. Set f = − log(dpdq ) : X → (−∞,∞]. Define q̃ := f∗(q) as the push-forward
measure of q under f . We may consider the push-forward as a stochastic map f∗ :
L1(X, q) → L1((−∞,∞], q̃). This definition makes use of the fact that all elements
in L1(X, q) may be regarded as measures on X (which are absolutely continuous with
respect to q), the proper definition in terms of densities is f∗ : L1(X, q) 3 g 7→ df∗(gq)

dq̃ ∈
L1((−∞,∞], q̃). Set p̃ = f∗(p). By construction it holds that dp̃

dq̃ (t) = e−t:

p̃(A) = p(f−1(A)) =

∫
f−1(A)

dp
dqdq =

∫
f−1(A)

e−fdq =

∫
A

e−tdq̃(t) (29)

for all Borel measurable A ⊂ R. The Rényi divergences of (p̃, q̃) are equal to those of
(p, q) since

Qα(p̃, q̃) =

∫ ∞
−∞

dp̃
dq̃ (t)α dq̃(t)

=

∫ ∞
−∞

e−αt dq̃(t)

=

∫ ∞
−∞

e−αf((dp/dq)(x)) dq(x)

=

∫ ∞
−∞

(dp
dq

)α
dq = Qα(p, q).

We now define a stochastic map R : L1((−∞,∞], q̃)→ L1(X, q) as g 7→ R(g) = g ◦ f .
This definition uses that elements of L1 spaces are essentially functions (in contrast
to the other definitions where we viewed them as measures). From the definition
it is clear that R preserves positivity and that R(g) is always measurable. Since
q̃ = f∗(q), R satisfies

∫
R(g) dq =

∫
g dq̃ and hence maps probability densities to

probability densities (therefore, R is indeed a stochastic map). It remains to be shown
that R maps the dichotomy (p̃, q̃) to (p, q). In terms of densities this means that
R(t 7→e−t) = dp

dq and R1 = 1 q-almost everywhere. The latter is clear and the former
is readily checked:∫

A

R(t 7→e−t)dq =

∫
A

e−f(x)dq(x) =

∫
A

dp

dq
dq = p(A). (30)
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It may be instructive to see the explicit form of p̃, q̃ for the case that p, q are given by
finite probability distributions {pi}ni=1, {qi}ni=1. We then have (dp/dq)i = pi/qi and
hence:

p̃(x) =

n∑
i=1

piδ(x+ log(pi/qi)), q̃(x) =

n∑
i=1

qiδ(x+ log(pi/qi)). (31)

Since exp(−x) = pi/qi for x = − log(pi/qi), p̃(x) = e−xq̃(x) can be seen from∫
h(x)dp̃(x) =

∑
i

pih(− log(pi/qi)) =
∑
i

qi exp(log(pi/qi))h(− log(pi/qi))

=

∫
h(x)e−xdq̃(x) (32)

for all functions h. In Appendix B we discuss the Koashi-Imoto minimal form of pairs
of probability vectors in detail. Comparison shows that the measures p̃, q̃ precisely
correspond to the Koashi-Imoto minimal form.

3. Two pairs of Borel probability measures of the form (pi, qi) on (−∞,∞] that satisfy
dpi
dqi

(t) = e−t are equal if and only if they have the same Rényi divergences, provided
that these are finite on some open interval.

Proof. The Rényi divergence of (pi, qi) is essentially just the two-sided Laplace trans-
form of qi:

Qα(pi, qi) =

∫ ∞
−∞

e−αt dqi(t) = L(qi)(α).

By the injectity of the Laplace transform (see Lemma 15) it follows that q1 = q2. Since
dpi
dqi

(t) = e−t it also follows that p1 = p2.

3.2 Quantum case: Conjecture
Spelling out our conjecture for the quantum case gives:

Conjecture 16. Let (ρ1, σ1) and (ρ2, σ2) be pairs of density operators on quantum system
S1 and S2. Let (a, b), 1

2 ≤ a < b, be any interval on which the minimal quantum Rényi
divergences of both dichotomies are finite. Then the dichotomies are interconvertible if and
only if they have the same minimal quantum Rényi divergences on this interval, i.e.,

(ρ1, σ1)↔ (ρ2, σ2) ⇐⇒ Dmin
α (ρ1, σ1) = Dmin

α (ρ2, σ2) <∞ ∀α ∈ (a, b). (33)

Corollary 17 (No catalysis). If Conjecture 16 is true and Dmin
α (ρ1 ⊗ ω, σ1 ⊗ χ) < ∞ for

α ∈ (a, b),

(ρ1 ⊗ ω, σ1 ⊗ χ)↔ (ρ2 ⊗ ω, σ2 ⊗ χ) ⇒ (ρ1, σ1)↔ (ρ2, σ2). (34)

We believe that this no-catalysis corollary could be proven independently (without first
proving Conjecture 16) using the normal form for interconvertible dichotomies, see Section 2.
On the other hand, we are not aware of a proof for the corresponding classical no-catalysis
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result which does not already also essentially imply the sufficiency of Rényi divergences. We
therefore leave it as an open problem.

In generalDmin
α (ρ, σ) 6= Dmin

α (σ, ρ). We have stated the conjecture with only one ordering
of the states in the Rényi divergences as this is sufficient in the classical case. Indeed, for
commuting states we have

Dmin
α (ρ, σ) =

α

1− α
Dmin

1−α(σ, ρ) (35)

if ρ � σ � ρ. Therefore, as long as the Rényi divergence is finite for α ∈ (0, 1) it is not
neccessary to consider both orderings explicitly. It can be shown that this relation holds if
and only if [ρ, σ] = 0 using the Araki-Lieb-Thirring inequality and its equality condition.
In particular, if one demands Dmin

α (ρ1, σ1) = Dmin
α (ρ2, σ2) and Dmin

α (σ1, ρ1) = Dmin
α (σ2, ρ2),

then [ρ1, σ1] = 0 implies [ρ2, σ2] = 0. We prove a (much) weaker statement of this form,
see Lemma 20 below. This may indicate that the corresponding quantum result requires a
condition about equality of Rényi divergences with respect to both orderings.

We will now present affirmative results to weaker statements supporting the idea that
Conjecture 16 should be true. We say that the conjecture holds for two pairs of states (or
for a certain class of pairs of states) if (33) holds for these states. As a corollary of the
complete solution for the classical case we get:

Lemma 18. The conjecture holds for commuting pairs of states.

Under the additional assumption that one state is pure, the conjecture is true:

Lemma 19. The conjecture is true for pairs (ρ1, σ1) and (ρ2, σ2) of density operators if the
ρi = |ψ(i)〉〈ψ(i)| are pure states.

Lemma 20. Let (ρ1, σ1) and (ρ2, σ2) be pairs of density operators with equal minimal quan-
tum Rényi divergences on finite-dimensional quantum systems. If (ρ1, σ1) commute and ρ2

is pure, the conjecture is true.

Remark 21. We comment on the implications of Lemmas 19 and 20: One should take
Lemma 19 with a grain of salt as it is also true for the Petz quantum Rényi divergences
(with a similar proof). Lemma 20 however is false for the Petz quantum Rényi divergence
(and by the same argument also for Dmax

α ). This is a consequence of the existence of
the Nussbaum-Skoła distributions P and Q as defined in Section 3.4. As noted before (see
Proposition 12 and after), their Petz quantum Rényi divergences coincide with those of (ρ, σ)
but they cannot be interconvertible. Since for non-commuting ρ and σ the distribution P is
never pure and DP

α (ρ, σ) > Dmin
α (ρ, σ) this is not in conflict with the validity of Lemma 19

for DP
α nor with Lemma 20.

Remark 22 (α-z Rényi divergences). As discussed above, the α-z quantum Rényi diver-
gence generalizes the minimal and Petz quantum Rényi divergences. If we formulate the con-
jecture in terms of the α-z Rényi divergence instead of Dmin

α we obtain a stronger statement
than Lemma 20: Suppose that Dα,z(ρ1, σ1) = Dα,z(ρ2, σ2) for the values (α, z) = (α∗, α∗)
and (α, z) = (α∗, 1) with α∗ ∈ [1/2, 1) and moreover [ρ1, σ1] = 0. Then we can deduce
already that [ρ2, σ2] = 0 even if ρ2 is not pure. To see this, note that (since [ρ1, σ1] = 0)

Dα,z(ρ1, σ1) = DP
α (ρ1, σ1) = Dmin

α (ρ1, σ1) (36)
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and Dα,α(ρ2, σ2) = Dmin
α (ρ2, σ2), Dα,1(ρ2, σ2) = DP

α (ρ2, σ2). Therefore

DP
α∗(ρ2, σ2) = DP

α∗(ρ1, σ1) = Dmin
α∗ (ρ1, σ1) = Dmin

α∗ (ρ2, σ2), (37)

which is only possible if [ρ2, σ2] = 0. It is therefore conceivable that Conjecture 16 is true
for the α-z quantum Rényi divergence but not for the minimal quantum Rényi divergence.

Lemmas 19 and 20 both deal with a dichotomy (ρ, σ) where ρ is pure. Let us therefore
first evaluate the minimal quantum Rényi divergence for this special case. It is useful to
define the quantity

Qmin
α (ρ, σ) = tr

[(
σ

1−α
2α ρσ

1−α
2α

)α]
= tr

[(
ρ

1
2σ

1−α
α ρ

1
2

)α]
, (38)

so that Dmin
α (ρ, σ) = (α − 1)−1 logQmin

α (ρ, σ). The second equality is seen as follows: Set
A = σ

1−α
2α ρ

1
2 and use that the singular value decomposition implies tr[(A∗A)α] = tr[(AA∗)α].

If ρ = |ψ〉〈ψ| is pure and σ =
∑
qiPi, then

Qmin
α (ρ, σ) = 〈ψ, σ

1−α
α ψ〉α =

(∑
piq

1−α
α

i

)α
=
(∑ pi

qi
q

1/α
i

)α
, (39)

where we used the shorthand pi = 〈ψ, Piψ〉.

Proof of Lemma 19. For j = 1, 2 let ρj = |ψ(j)〉〈ψ(j)| with |ψ(j)〉 ∈ Hj and σj =
∑nj
i=1 q

(j)
i P

(j)
i

with P (j)
i being the spectral projectors of σj and {q(j)

i }
nj
i=1 the spectrum of σj . Note that

nj counts the number of distinct eigenvalues of the state σj and not the dimension of Hj .
We further define the sub-normalized vectors |ψ(j)

i 〉 = P
(j)
i |ψ(j)〉 with associated norms

p
(j)
i =

∥∥|ψ(j)
i 〉
∥∥2

= 〈ψ(j)|P (j)
i |ψ

(j)〉. (40)

Finally, denote by R(j) the othonormal projectors onto span{|ψ(j)
i 〉}

nj
i=1. By construction we

have [R(j), σ(j)] = 0 and R(j)|ψ(j)〉 = |ψ(j)〉. Now let Dmin
α (ρ1, σ1) = Dmin

α (ρ2, σ2) for all α
in some open subset of (1,∞). Using (39) we obtain

∑
i

(
p

(1)
i

q
(1)
i

)
q

(1)
i

1
α

=
∑
i

(
p

(2)
i

q
(2)
i

)
q

(2)
i

1
α (41)

on some open subset of (1,∞). Both sides are analytic in α and can be analytically continued
to all α > 0. The equality then extends to all α > 0. Substituting 1/α 7→ α, we get for all
α > 0

n1∑
i=1

(
p

(1)
i

q
(1)
i

)
q

(1)
i

α
=

n2∑
i=1

(
p

(2)
i

q
(2)
i

)
q

(2)
i

α
. (42)

Since exponential functions x 7→ exp(ax) with distinct a are linearly independent and the
q

(j)
i are distinct for fixed j, we find that n1 = n2 and that there exists a permutation π such
that:

q
(2)
j = q

(1)
π(j), p

(2)
j = p

(1)
π(j). (43)
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From now on we relabel the indices so that π = Id. By construction we have

R(1)σ1 =
∑
j

q
(1)
j

p
(1)
j

|ψj〉〈ψj |, R(2)σ2 =
∑
j

q
(2)
j

p
(2)
j

|φj〉〈φj |. (44)

Eqs. (40) and (43) imply that there exists a unitary operator U : R(1)H1 → R(2)H2 such
that

U |ψ(1)〉 = |ψ(2)〉, UR(1)σ1R
(1)U∗ = R(2)σ2R

(2). (45)

Furthermore

tr[(1−R(1))σ1] = 1−
∑
j

q
(1)
j = 1−

∑
j

q
(2)
j = tr[(1−R(2))σ2]. (46)

Hence there exist trace-preserving completely positive maps T̃ : L((1−R(1))H1)→ L((1−
R(2))H2) and S̃ : L((1−R(2))H2)→ L((1−R(1))H1) such that

T̃ ((1−R(1))σ1) = (1−R(2))σ2 (47)

S̃((1−R(2))σ2) = (1−R(1))σ1. (48)

We can hence define the quantum channels T : L(H1)→ L(H2) and S : L(H2)→ L(H1) by

T (a) := UR(1)aR(1)U∗ + T̃ ((1−R(1))a(1−R(1))) (49)

S(b) := U∗R(2)bR(2)U + S̃((1−R(2))b(1−R(2))), (50)

which fulfill

T (ρ1) = ρ2, S(ρ2) = ρ1, T (σ1) = σ2, S(σ2) = σ1. (51)

Remark 23. The above proof of Lemma 19 can also be carried out if Hj are infinite-
dimensional provided that Dα(ρj , σj) are finite for all α > 1. This is not always the case.
To see this, first note that any two discrete probability distributions p, q ∈ `1 with p � q
may arise from a suitable pure state |ψ〉 and mixed state σ. For example, consider

pi =
6

π2

1

i2
, qi =

1

ζ(2 + s)

1

i2+s
, (52)

where ζ is the Riemann-Zeta function. Then

Dmin
α (ρ, σ) = log

(
ζ(2 + s)

)
+

α

α− 1
log
( 6

π2

∞∑
i=1

i−
2+s−αs

α

)
, (53)

which diverges for α ≥ 2+s
1+s . Incidentally, the Petz quantum Rényi divergence in this case is

given by

DP
α (ρ, σ) = log

(
ζ(2 + s)

)
+

1

α− 1
log
( 6

π2

∞∑
i=1

i−(2+(1−α)(2+s))
)
, (54)

which converges if and only if α < 3+s
2+s . Thus, for α ∈ ( 3+s

2+s ,
2+s
1+s ) the Petz quantum Rényi

divergence is infinite while the minimal quantum Rényi divergence is finite, showing that
their difference is in general unbounded.
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Lemma 20 will follow from the following more general statement:

Lemma 24. Let ρ� σ be finite-dimensional quantum states with ρ being pure and [ρ, σ] 6=
0. Then there is no classical system with probability distributions p� q and (dpdq )±1 ∈ L∞(q)

(pseudo-inverse!) with Dα(p, q) = Dmin
α (ρ, σ).

For the proof of Lemma 24 we use the following argument: The function Qmin
α (ρ, σ) can

be extended to a meromorphic function on C which has an essential singularity at the origin
if and only if ρ and σ commute. The assumptions that the Radon-Nikodym derivative is
essentially bounded from above and below will however imply that Qα(p, q) is holomorphic
in the origin. This shows that ρ and σ commute so that interconvertibility follows from
Lemma 18.

Proof. That Qα(ρ, σ) indeed extends to a meromorphic function is seen from Eq. (39). Also
note that ρ and σ commute if and only if qi = δij for some j which is equivalent to Qα(ρ, σ)
being proportional to an exponential function. The limits of Qα(ρ, σ) as α→ 0± are

lim
α→0±

(∑ pi
qi
q

1/α
i

)α
= q± lim

α→0±

(∑ pi
qi

( qi
q±

)1/α)α
= q±, (55)

where q+ is the largest and q− is the smallest number among the qi. Therefore, Qα(ρ, σ) has
an essential singularity at the origin if q+ > q− which is equivalent to non-commutativity of
ρ and σ. In the commuting case Qα(ρ, σ) is an entire function and has no singularity. There-
fore, not having the essential singularity at the origin is indeed equivalent to commutativity
of ρ and σ.

Now let p� q be probability distributions on a σ-finite measure space such that (dpdq )±1 ∈
L∞(q). We will show that Qα(p, q) has an analytic extension to all of C. This holomorphic
extension is defined by allowing complex α in the definition Qα(p, q) =

∫
(dpdq )αdq. These

integrals exist in L1 for all complex α = ±a + ib, a > 0, b ∈ R, because
∫
|(dpdq )α|dq =∫

|dpdq |
±adq ≤

∥∥(dpdq )±1
∥∥a
L∞(q)

<∞.

3.3 Complete monotonicity
A non-constant smooth function f : (0,∞)→ R is called completely monotone, if

(−1)α
dn

dαn
f(α) > 0, ∀n ∈ N, α ∈ R. (56)

Bernsteins theorem [46] states that completely monotone functions are precisely the Laplace
transforms of positive Borel measures µ on [0,∞), i.e.,

f(α) =

∫ ∞
0

e−tα dµ(t), α > 0. (57)

One has limα→0+ f(α) = µ(0) and this limit exists in (0,∞]. Note that multiplying f by
an exponential corresponds to a shift of the measure µ: f(α)esα =

∫∞
0
e−(t−s)α dµ(t) =∫∞

0
e−tα dµ(t+ s).
For probability distributions p � q on a σ-finite measure space (X,µ) the argument

used to proof the classical case constructs a probability measure q̃ on (−∞,∞] so that the
two-sided Laplace transform of q̃ is Qα(p, q). The support of this measure q̃ is contained in
[−D∞(p, q),∞]. If now D∞(p, q) = log ‖dpdq ‖L∞(q) is finite, then we can multiply Qα(p, q)

by eαD∞(p,q) to obtain a completely monotone function. With this idea we obtain:
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Proposition 25. Let ρ � σ be quantum states and let Dα be a family of quantum Rényi
divergences with limα→∞Dα(ρ, σ) = D∞(ρ, σ) < ∞. Then there are classical probability
distributions p� q on a σ-finite measure space such that Dα(ρ, σ) = Dα(p, q) if and only if
the function

f(α) = e(α−1)(Dα(ρ,σ)−D∞(ρ,σ)) (58)

is completely monotone.

Proof. The only if part of the proof was explained in the text before the proposition. The
assumption implies that the function g(α) = e−D∞(ρ,σ)f(α) is also completely monotone.
Let µ be the measure defined by the function g through Eq. (57). Define a probability
measures q and p on [−D∞(ρ, σ),∞] by q(t) = µ(t + D∞(p, q)) + (1 − µ((−∞,∞)))δ∞(t)
and dp(t) = e−tdq(t). The latter is normalized since

p
(
[−D∞(ρ, σ),∞]

)
= (1− µ((−∞,∞))) +

∫ ∞
−D∞(ρ,σ)

e−tdq(t) = 1.

We set Qα(ρ, σ) = e(α−1)Dα(ρ,σ). Then

Qα(p, q) =

∫ ∞
−D∞(ρ,σ)

e−αt dq(t) = eαD∞(ρ,σ)

∫ ∞
0

e−αt dµ(t)

= eαD∞(ρ,σ)g(α) = e(1−α)Dα(ρ,σ) = Qα(ρ, σ).

We apply Proposition 25 to show that if our conjecture is true, there are infinitely many
inequalities on the minimal quantum Rényi divergence which separate the quantum and
classical case. Furthermore, we give an alternative prove of our claim that the maximal
quantum Rényi divergence is not complete. We start with the latter:

If ρ = |ψ〉〈ψ| is pure and σ be arbitrary with ψ ∈ supp(σ). Then

e(α−1)Dmax
α (ρ,σ) = tr

[
σ
(
σ−1/2ρσ−1/2

)α]
= ‖σ−1/2ψ‖2(α−1).

That this is exponential in α implies that the appropriately translated version of Qα is
completely monotone so that classical distributions with the same Rényi divergences exist.
Just as in the other proof, this contradicts interconvertibility Proposition 6 whenever ρ and
σ do not commute.

We now turn to the inequalities separating commutativity and non-commutativity. If a
family Dα of Rényi divergences is sufficient, it holds for a dichotomy (ρ, σ) with ρ� σ and
D∞(ρ, σ) <∞ that

[ρ, σ] = 0 ⇐⇒ (−1)n
dn

dαn

(
e(α−1)(Dα(α)−D∞(ρ,σ))

)
≥ 0 ∀α > 0, n ∈ N. (59)

Notice also that each of the functions (−1)n dn

dαn (. . .) is completely monotone in α. Evalu-
ating (59) for n = 1, we find

(α− 1)∂αDα(ρ, σ) < D∞(ρ, σ)− Dα(ρ, σ). (60)

Many more point-wise inequalities are known for completely monotone functions [46–48]. For
example, suppose that n,m ∈ NL are two non-increasingly ordered vectors (n1 ≥ n2 ≥ · · · )
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Figure 1: The derivatives (−1)k∂kα g(α|ρs, σ) for Dα = Dmin
α in the case ρs =

esσx/2 cosh(s), σ = eσz/ cosh(1) and for various values of s (see Eq. (63) for the definition
of g(α|ρ, σ)). If g(α|ρs, σ) was completely monotone, all curves would have to be mono-
tonically decreasing and convex. Note that [ρs, σ] = 0 if and only if s = 0. For s = 0 the
function is completely monotone. As s increases, the commutator-norm ‖[ρs, σ]‖ increases
monotonically while lower and lower derivatives signal that the function is not completely
monotone. Already for s = 0.3 one can see that the second derivative is not completely
monotone.

such that n �m, i.e.,
∑k
j=1 nj ≥

∑k
j=1mj for all k = 1, . . . , L−1 and

∑L
j=1 nj =

∑L
j=1mj .

Then [47]

L∏
j=1

(−1)njf (nj)(x) ≥
L∏
j=1

(−1)mjf (mj)(x) (61)

for any completely monotone function f . In other words, the function

n 7→
L∏
j=1

(−1)njf (nj)(x) (62)

is Schur-convex. For L = 2 this yields log-convexity of completely monotone functions.
Exploring the resulting inequalities for Rényi divergences seems like an interesting open
problem.

As discussed above, if Conjecture 16 is true, then the function

g(α|ρ, σ) := e−αD∞(ρ,σ)e(α−1)Dmin
α (ρ,σ) = e−αD∞(ρ,σ)Qmin

α (ρ, σ) (63)

is completely monotone if and only if [ρ, σ] = 0. This allows us to obtain additional evidence
in favor of the conjecture by numerical means. Specifically, we can compute g(α|ρ, σ) and
its derivatives for a choice of (ρ, σ) numerically and see whether (59) holds true. We have
checked this for numerous examples, without finding a counter-example to our conjecture.
A numerical example for qubits is presented in Fig. 1.

3.4 Quantum f-divergences
Following [23] this section is concerned with the notions of standard and maximal quantum
f -divergences. [23] treats the topic in the setting of general von Neumann algebras. For an
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account of the development of the notions see there and the references therein. Here, we are
only concerned with classical and quantum states in the sense of the previous sections and
will summarize the theory only for these cases. The Petz quantum Rényi divergences are
examples for standard quantum f -divergences, while the maximal Rényi divergences can be
obtained through maximal quantum f -divergences (see below). We will show that neither
of the two families of quantum divergences is sufficient in the sense introduced above by
demonstrating (well-known) constructions of classical dichotomies with equal divergences
as an arbitrary but fixed (quantum) dichotomy. By Corollary 9 interconvertibility cannot
hold in general and the claimed result follows. We thus see, in particular, that neither Petz
nor maximal Rényi divergences are sufficient.

Let f : (0,∞)→ R be a convex function. The (classical) f -divergence of two probability
distributions p� q is

Qf (p, q) =

∫
X

f
(
dp
dq

)
dq ∈ (−∞,∞].

We assume f to be convex to ensure that the DPI holds for classical channels as well
as to guarantee good behaviour towards 0 and ∞, see [23], but the definition in principle
makes sense also for non-convex functions. To define the quantum generalizations mentioned
above, let ρ =

∑
i pi|ψi〉〈ψi| be a density operator. We denote its purification by |ρ〉 =∑

i

√
piψi ⊗ψi in the Hilbert space H⊗H. Here, H denotes the conjugate Hilbert space of

H. We can identify linear operators A on H with linear operators A on H. Alternatively,
we can identify |ρ〉 ≡ √ρ in the Hilbert space of Hilbert-Schmidt operators on H (and we
will mainly employ this picture).

We start with the notion of standard quantum f -divergences, see [23, Sec. 2]. Let σ be
another density operator with supp(ρ) ⊆ supp(σ). The relative modular operator ∆ρ,σ acts
on a Hilbert-Schmidt operator A by

∆ρ,σA = ρAσ−1

where σ−1 again denotes the pseudo-inverse of σ. OnH⊗H we identify ∆ρ,σ ≡ ρ⊗σ−1. ∆ρ,σ

is a self-adjoint operator which is unbounded if H is infinite dimensional. For f : (0,∞)→ R
convex, we define the standard quantum f -divergence of ρ and σ to be

Qstd
f (ρ, σ) = 〈σ|f(∆ρ,σ)|σ〉 = tr[

√
σf(∆ρ,σ)(

√
σ)] ∈ (−∞,∞].

It is unitarily invariant and if f is operator convex then Qstd
f satisfies the DPI. For g(t) =

t log(t) we obtain the Umegaki relative entropy

Qstd
g (ρ, σ) = D(ρ, σ) = tr[ρ log(ρ)− ρ log(σ)].

Considering the family fα : x 7→ xα we recover [23, Sec. 3.1] the Petz quantum Rényi
divergence as

DP
α (ρ, σ) = 1

α−1 logQstd
fα (ρ, σ).

fα is operator convex for α ∈ [1, 2] and operator concave for α ∈ [0, 1] [49]. Therefore, Qstd
fα

satisfies the DPI on [1, 2] while −Qstd
fα

satisfies it on [0, 1]. By monotonicity of log and due
to α− 1 being positive on (1, 2] and negative on [0, 1) we find that DP

α satisfies the DPI on
[0, 2].
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To construct the classical dichotomies let ρ =
∑
i piRi and σ =

∑
j qjSj be the spectral

decompositions of ρ and σ. Then f(∆ρ,σ)(A) =
∑
i,j f(piq

−1
j )RiASj , so

Qstd
f (ρ, σ) =

∑
i,j

qjf(piq
−1
j )tr[RiSj ].

Setting Pij = pitr[RiSj ] and Qij = qjtr[RiSj ] yields classical states with the same f -
divergences as ρ and σ (for all f). P and Q are known as the Nussbaum-Skoła distributions
[39].

We now turn towards the maximal quantum f -divergences, see [23, Sec. 4]. With ρ and

σ as above and Tρ,σ = σ−
1
2 ρσ−

1
2 ≥ 0 (possibly unbounded) they are given by the formula

Qmax
f (ρ, σ) = tr[σf(Tρ,σ)] ∈ (−∞,∞].

It is again unitarily invariant and satisfies the data processing inequality provided that f is
operator convex. The maximal quantum Rényi divergence is obtained from this as

Dmax
α (ρ, σ) = 1

α−1 logQmax
fα (ρ, σ).

As above for DP
α we find that Dmax

α satisfies the DPI on [0, 2]. It can be computed as

Qmax
f (ρ, σ) = min

C,(p,q),T
Qf (p, q)

where the minimum ranges over all (possibly continuous) classical systems C, dichotomies
with p, q ∈ S(C) and channels T : S(C)→ S(S) that map (p, q) into (ρ, σ). To show that
the minimum is indeed attained, set ω = ρ + σ and let Tρ,ω =

∫
[0,1]

t dPρ,ω(t). Note that
although Tρ,σ can be unbounded in general, Tρ,ω is always bounded with 0 ≤ Tρ,ω ≤ 1. This
follows since Sω−Tρ,ω = Tσ,ω ≥ 0 with Sω denoting the projection onto supp(ω) = supp(σ).
In particular, the spectral measure of Tρ,ω is indeed supported on [0, 1]. We can now define
a finite Borel measure ν on [0, 1] by setting

µ(A) = tr[ωPρ,ω(A)] = tr[Eρ,ω(A)]

where Eρ,ω(A) :=
√
ωPρ,ω(A)

√
ω. We then define a channel T : L1(X,µ) → T (H) by

setting

T (g) =

∫
g dEρ,ω.

Let p(t) = t and q(t) = 1 − t which are indeed probability densities relative to µ. It then
holds that T (1) = ω, T (p) = ρ and T (q) = ω − ρ = σ. Furthermore, for every operator
convex function f it holds that Qmax

f (ρ, σ) = Qf (p, q) [23]. Apart from operator convexity,
nothing in this construction depends on the f used to define the quantum f -divergence.
This proves existence of a single pair of classical distributions with the same (maximal)
f -divergences as ρ and σ.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Milan Mosonyi, Robert Salzmann, Alexander Stottmeister, Reinhard
F. Werner and Andreas Winter for interesting and helpful discussions. N.G. acknowledges fi-
nancial support by the MICIIN with funding from European Union NextGenerationEU(PRTR-
C17.I1) and by the Generalitat de Catalunya. H.W. acknowledges support by the DFG

21



through SFB 1227 (DQ-mat), Quantum Valley Lower Saxony, and funding by the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) under Germanys Excellence
Strategy EXC-2123 QuantumFrontiers 390837967.

A Interconvertibility from Renyi Divergences without ab-
solute continuity

In the main text we only considered classical dichotomies with p� q. In this appendix, we
generalize Theorem 1 to arbitrary pairs of probability measures. To do this, we first have
to find a way to define Rényi divergences for such measures. We appeal to the Lebesgue
decomposition theorem stating that if p and q are probability measures on a measure space,
then there is a unique decomposition

p = λp‖ + (1− λ)p⊥, p‖ � q, p⊥ ⊥ q, λ ∈ [0, 1] (64)

with p‖ and p⊥ probability measures as well. Now, for α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1,∞) define [23]

Dα(p, q) :=


α
α−1 log(λ) +Dα(p‖, q), if α ∈ (0, 1)

Dα(p, q), if p� q, α > 1,

∞ otherwise.
(65)

This reduces to the usual definition for p = p‖ � q. Moreover, note that for α ∈ (0, 1) we
have Dα(p, q) = 0 precisely if λ = 1 and hence p = p‖. It thus follows that p = q. Our main
result now generalizes as follows:

Theorem 26. Let (Xi, µi), i = 1, 2, be measured spaces and pi, qi probability measures in
L1(Xi, µi) such that pi is not orthogonal to qi. If there is an open interval (a, b) ⊂ R such
that

Dα(p1, q1) = Dα(p2, q2) <∞ ∀α ∈ (a, b), (66)

there are stochastic maps between L1(X1, µ1) and L1(X2, µ2) interconverting the dichotomies
(p1, q1) and (p2, q2).

Some remarks are in order: First, if p1 ⊥ q1 and p2 ⊥ q2 the two dichotomies are
trivially interconvertible. Therefore we don’t loose much by excluding this case (one could
incorporate it by considering Qα instead of Dα).

Second, let us comment on the role of the interval (a, b): Suppose that pi is not absolutely
continuous with respect to qi. Then the conditions of the Theorem require 0 ≤ a < b ≤ 1,
because otherwise the Rényi divergence is infinite by definition. Conversely, if pi � qi and
b > 1, then we already know from Theorem 1 that the Rényi divergences must match for
all 0 < α < b, since the two dichotomies are interconvertible and the Rényi-divergences are
non-decreasing in α. Thus we can in fact always assume (a, b) ⊆ (0, 1).

Proof sketch. We only need to discuss the case λ < 1. We thus get as input Dα(λ1p
‖
1, q1) =

Dα(λ2p
‖
2, q2). One can now check that the proof of Theorem 1 also applies to subnormalized

measures pi, which then implies (λ1p
‖
1, q1) ↔ (λ2p

‖
2, q2) (in particular λ1 = λ2 =: λ). The

result then follows from Lemma 27 below.
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Lemma 27. Let (Xi, µi), i = 1, 2, be σ-finite measure spaces and let p‖i , p
⊥
i , qi ∈ L1(Xi, µi)

be probability measures such that p‖i � qi and p⊥i ⊥ qi. Suppose (p
‖
1, q1) ↔ (p

‖
2, q2). Then

for any λ ∈ [0, 1] we also have

(λp
‖
1 + (1− λ)p⊥1 , q1)↔ (λp

‖
2 + (1− λ)p⊥2 , q2) (67)

Proof. If r ∈ L1(X1, µ1), we define rs and rc to be the singular and absolutely continuous
parts of r with respect to q1. Note that r 7→ rs and r 7→ rc are linear substochastic maps
and that r = rs + rc. We have (p1)c = λp

‖
1, (p1)s = (1−λ)p⊥1 , (q1)s = 0 and (q1)c = q1. Set

pi = λp
‖
i + (1− λ)p⊥i . Let T1 be a stochastic map taking (p

‖
1, q1) to (p

‖
2, q2). Define

S1(r) = rs(X1)p⊥2 + T1(rc).

Indeed, S1(p1) = (1 − λ)p⊥2 + T1(λp
‖
1) = (1 − λ)p⊥2 + λp

‖
2 = p2 and S1(q1) = T1(q1) = q2.

Constructing S2 mapping in the other direction analogously proves the claim.

We proved Theorem 26 by reducing it to Theorem 1. Alternatively we can adapt the
proof of Theorem 1 so that it does not require absolute continuity to begin with. We sketch
this here:

Direct proof of Theorem 26. Let (p, q) be a dichotomy on a σ-finite measure space (X,µ).
Let p = pc + ps be the Lebesgue decomposition with respect to q. First, note that we may
choose µ = ps + q without loss of generality. Set R = R ∪ {+∞,−∞}. We start with an
arbitrary dichotomy of probability measures on L1(X,µ) and define a measurable function

f(x) =∞ · χsupp(q)\supp(p)(x)− log
(
dpc
dq (x)

)
χsupp(q)(x)−∞ · χsupp(ps)(x). (68)

This is just f = − log(dpdq ) if we interpret dp
dq as infinite on supp(p) \ supp(q) (and as zero

on supp(q) \ supp(p) as usual). We again consider the push-forward measure µ̃ := f∗(µ)
and (p̃, q̃) = (f∗(p), f∗(q)) which is a dichotomy in L1(R, µ̃). For measures r � µ̃ we denote
by rs (resp. rc) the singular (resp. absolutely) part with respect to q̃. With this we have
µ̃ = p̃s + q̃ and it holds that

p̃({∞}) = q̃({−∞}) = 0, p̃({−∞}) = ps(X), q̃({∞}) = q(X \ supp(p)). (69)

Just as in Eq. (29), one sees that

dp̃c
dq̃

(t) = e−tχ(−∞,∞](t). (70)

We now define stochastic maps f∗ : L1(X,µ)→ L1(R, µ̃) and R : L1(R, µ̃)→ L1(X,µ). The
map f∗ is the push-forward with f and R is given by

R(g · µ̃) = (g ◦ f)µ = g(−∞)ps + (g ◦ f) · q. (71)

This map is positive, preserves normalization and indeed satisfies R(q̃) = R(χ(−∞,∞] · µ̃) =

(χ(−∞,∞] ◦ f) · q = q and R(p̃) = R
(
(χ{−∞} + dp̃c

dq̃ )µ̃
)

= ps + e−f · q = ps + pc = p. With
the definition Eq. (65) we have

Dα(p, q) = Dα(p̃, q̃) =

∫ ∞
−∞

e−tαdq̃(t), α ∈ (0, 1). (72)
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If we had two dichotomies (pi, qi) with equal Renyi divergences then this implies that the
two-sided Laplace transforms of q̃1 and q̃2 are equal. By injectivity of the Laplace transform
(see Lemma 15), it follows that q̃1 = q̃2 and hence that (p̃1)c = e−tq̃1 = e−tq̃2 = (p̃2)c.
Furthermore, (p1)s(X1) = 1− (p̃1)c(R) = 1− (p̃2)c(R) = (p2)s(X2). Therefore, we also have
p̃1 = (p̃1)c + (p̃1)s = (p̃1)c + (p1)s(X1)δ−∞ = (p̃2)c + (p2)s(X2)δ−∞ = p̃2. With this we also
get µ̃1 = µ̃2 which proves interconvertibility because

(p1, q1)↔ (p̃1, q̃1) = (p̃2, q̃2)↔ (p2, q2).

B Convertibility and interconvertibility for probability
vectors

Here we discuss the Koashi-Imoto minimal form and solution to the classical case (see
Theorem 1) for pairs of probability vectors, where everything can be constructed explicitly.

Minimal form. Let p,q ∈ Rn be probability vectors. Without loss of generality we
assume that p + q has no zero entry and let l be the number of zero entries of q. If
necessary, apply a permutation to p and q, so that

r =
(p1

q1
,
p2

q2
, . . . ,

pn
qn

)
(73)

is ordered such that r1 ≥ r2 ≥ . . . ≥ rn. If l > 0, r1 = . . . = rl = ∞. Denote by m
the number of distinct entries of the vector r. For example, if p = ( 1

12 ,
1
2 ,

1
4 ,

1
12 ,

1
12 , 0) and

q = (0, 1
12 ,

1
12 ,

1
6 ,

1
6 ,

1
2 ), then r = (∞, 6, 3, 1

2 ,
1
2 , 0) and m = 5. Each entry of r appears with a

certain multiplicity which we denote by d1, . . . , dm and we collect the corresponding indices
in a set Ij with size dj = |Ij | (in the above example this means d1 = d2 = d3 = 1, d4 =
2, d5 = 1 and I1 = {1}, I2 = {2}, I3 = {3}, I4 = {4, 5}, I5 = {6}). The minimal form is given
by the probability vectors p̃ and q̃ on Rm with entries

p̃j =
∑
k∈Ij

pk, q̃j =
∑
k∈Ij

qk. (74)

Let us define s(j) :=
∑j−1
k=1 dk and the vectors w(j) ∈ Rdj with

w
(1)
k =

pk
p̃1
, w

(j)
k =

qs(j)+k

q̃j
, j = 2, . . . ,m. (75)

Note that pj
qj

= p̃k
q̃k

for all k and j ∈ Ik as long as 0 6= q̃k, p̃k. The dichotomy (p,q) can
be interconverted with its minimal form (p̃, q̃) using the stochastic matrices T ∈Mm×n(R)
and R ∈Mn×m(R) given by

T =


1 · · · 1

1 · · · 1
. . .

︸ ︷︷ ︸
d1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
d2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
dm

1 · · · 1

 , R =



w
(1)
1
...

w
(1)
d1

. . .
w

(m)
1
...

w
(m)
dm


. (76)
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Both matrices T and R have a block form. In case of T these blocks have dimension 1×di and
for R they have dimension di×1. Note that R could be written as R = diag(w(1), . . . ,w(m))
with some abuse of notation. We will now show that (p̃, q̃) are the Koashi-Imoto minimal
form of (p,q). We may decompose Rn and the probability vectors p and q as

Rn =

m⊕
j=1

Rdj , p = ⊕mj=1p̃j wj, q = ⊕mj=1q̃j wj . (77)

This is precisely classical version of the Koashi-Imoto decomposition for the dichotomy
(p,q). We see that the Jj spaces are all trivial (anything else would imply a form of non-
commutativity) and that the Kj spaces are given by Rdj with the role of the states ωj taken
by the vectors wj . If we “trace out” the wj ’s then we obtain the vectors p̃ and q̃. That
this decomposition is, in fact, the minimal one follows from the proof of Corollary 14. The
stochastic matrix T effectively implements the push-forward map f∗ with f = − log(dpdq )
while R implements the associated recovery map. We will also explicitly see the minimality
below.

Interconvertibility. Let (p1,q1), (p2,q2) be classical dichotomies. Without loss of gen-
erality we again assume the ordering as above. Denote the minimal forms by (p̃i, q̃i) and
the stochastic matrices interconverting them with (pi,qi) by Ti and Ri (as in Eq. (76)). In
this case the interconvertibility, if possible, can always be achieved using the maps R1T2

and R2T1. Collecting our results we get:

Corollary 28. The following are equivalent

(1) (p1,q1) and (p2,q2) are interconvertible,

(2) Dα(p1,q1) = Dα(p2,q2) for all α in an open interval (a, b) ⊂ (0,∞) (with (a, b) ⊆
(0, 1) if pi � qi does not hold.),

(3) (p̃1, q̃1) = (p̃2, q̃2),

(4) R1T2(p2,q2) = (p1,q1) and (p2,q2) = R2T1(p2,q2).

In the case of finite-dimensional probability vectors the equivalence of (2) and (3) can
be seen explicitly as follows. We treat the general case where p� q does not hold. Since rk
is constant for k ∈ Ij we find (assuming q̃1 = 0 and setting λ =

∑m
j=2 p̃j = 1− p̃1, compare

wit Eq. (65))

exp[(α− 1)Dα(p,q)] = λα
m∑
j=2

∑
k∈Ij

qkr
α
k = λα

m∑
j=2

q̃j r̃
α
j = exp[(α− 1)Dα(p̃, q̃)] (78)

with r̃j := p̃j/q̃j = rk for k ∈ Ij . Therefore Dα(p,q) = Dα(p̃, q̃). Since r̃αj = exp(α log(r̃j))
and exponential functions x 7→ exp(ax) are linearly independent for distinct a, we find that
Dα(p1,q1) = Dα(p2,q2) ∀α ∈ (a, b) implies

q̃1,j = q̃2,j , r̃1,j = r̃2,j , λ1 = λ2, j = 2, . . . ,m (79)

where we used λi =
∑m
j=2 p̃i,j =

∑m
j=2 r̃i,j q̃j . Hence, we can reconstruct p̃1,j = p̃2,j for

j = 1, . . . ,m. We thus find

Dα(p1,q1) = Dα(p2,q2) ∀α ∈ (a, b) ⇔ (p̃1, q̃1) = (p̃2, q̃2). (80)
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Figure 2: Koashi-Imoto minimal form from the point of view of Lorenz curves: The blue
curve on the left corresponds to L(p,q). Removing all points from the Lorenz curve that lie
in the interior of straight line segments (the blue points) yields the Lorenz curve L(p̃,q̃) on
the right. This corresponds to the map T . Obviously, no further “anchoring points” can be
removed from the curve without altering it.

Lorenz curves. It is useful to visualize the Koashi-Imoto decomposition for probability
vectors. Given a dichotomy (p,q) of n-dimensional probability vectors (again ordered ac-
cording to the ratios rj), consider the piece-wise linear function x 7→ L(p,q)(x) whose graph
is given by linearly joining the n+ 1 points

(xj , yj) = (

j∑
k=1

qk,

j∑
k=1

pk), j = 1, . . . , n, (x0, y0) = 0. (81)

(The graph of) L(p,q) is called a Lorenz curve. Its slope between xj and xj+1 is given
precisely by rj . Since rj ≥ rj+1 the curve is concave, see Fig. 2 for an example. It is known
that [11, 13, 17, 50]

(p1,q1)→ (p2,q2)⇔ L(p1,q1)(x) ≥ L(p2,q2)(x) ∀x ∈ [0, 1]. (82)

If a Lorenz curve L(p,q) contains several consecutive linear segments with identical slope
(corresponding to identical values of rj), it is clear that the same curve can be obtained
from a lower-dimensional vector, where the corresponding entries in p and q are simply
summed up. Doing this for all consecutive linear segments with identical slopes precisely
corresponds to the map T above and yields (p̃, q̃). From this picture it is also clear that
the resulting dichotomy is minimal, see Fig. 2 for an illustration.

Convertibility from Rényi divergences for α > 0 alone. If (p1,q1)→ (p2,q2) then
Dα(p1,q1) ≥ Dα(p2,q2) due to the data-processing inequality. Interestingly, the converse
it not true: Dα(p1,q1) ≥ Dα(p2,q2) does in general not imply (p1,q1) → (p2,q2) [25].
Still, we will now show that the knowledge of Dα(p1,q1) and Dα(p2,q2) for α ∈ (a, b) is
sufficient to decide whether (p1,q1)→ (p2,q2).
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Proposition 29. There is an algorithm to determine if a given dichotomy (p1,q1) is con-
vertible to a dichotomy (p2,q2), i.e., if (p1,q1)→ (p2,q2), from the knowledge of the Renyi
divergences Dα(p1,q1) and Dα(p2,q2) on any open subset (a, b) ⊂ [0,∞) on which they are
both finite.

This follows from the following Lemma since knowing the Lorenz curves allows one to
decide convertibility (see previous paragraph) and since we can reconstruct the Lorenz curves
from (p̃, q̃) algorithmically.

Lemma 30. There is an algorithm to reconstruct (p̃, q̃) from the knowledge of Dα(p,q)
over any open subset (a, b) ⊂ [0,∞) on which Dα(p,q) <∞.

Proof. We have seen in (78) that (assuming the general case with q̃1 = 0 and λ = 1− p̃1)

exp((α− 1)Dα(p,q)) = λα
m∑
j=2

q̃j r̃
α
j = L[t 7→

m∑
j=2

q̃jδ(t+ log(λr̃j)](α), (83)

where L is the (two-sided) Laplace-transform. Since the Laplace-transform is injective on
any open interval (see Lemma 15), we can perform an inverse Laplace transform and read
off q̃j and λr̃j for j = 2, . . . ,m. Since

∑m
j=2 r̃j q̃j =

∑m
j=2 p̃j = λ, we obtain

λ = 1− p̃1 =

√√√√ m∑
j=2

λr̃j q̃j (84)

and consequently p̃j for all j. Thus we have reconstructed p̃ and q̃ from the knowledge of
the Rényi divergences.

C Proof of Theorem 4 for infinite-dimensional systems
The direction (B) ⇒ (A) is straightforward. For (A) ⇒ (B), consider the Koashi-Iomoto
minimal forms ρ̂(i)

θ acting on Ĥi =
⊕

j J
(i)
j . Define the von Neumann algebra Mi =⊕

j B(J (i)
j ) whose pre-dual (Mi)∗ =

⊕
j T (Jj) contains ρ̂(i)

θ . We have positive trace-
preserving maps πi : T (HSi) → (Mi)∗, ιi : (Mi)∗ → T (HSi) as in Eq. (12). Let T1

and T2 be channels interconverting ρ(1)
θ and ρ(2)

θ . Then T̂1 = π2T1ι1 and T̂2 = π1T2ι2 are
completeley positive trace-preserving maps between (M1)∗ and (M2)∗ which interconvert
ρ̂

(1)
θ and ρ̂(2)

θ . By the Koashi-Imoto theorem, it now holds that T̂2T̂1 = id and T̂1T̂2 = id.
Consider the unital completely positive maps αi : Mi → Mj dual to T̂j , j 6= i. We then
obtain α1α2 = idM2

and α2α1 = idM1
. Since the αi are contractive but their product is

isometric, it follows that the αi are both isometric. From Kadisons theorem on completely
positive isometries [51] we obtain that both αi are ∗-isomorphisms and that α1 = α−1

2 . In
particular,M1

∼=M2. Consequently, the block structures are equivalent, i.e., N1 = N2 and
there is a reordering of indices such that the jth block ofM1 is isomorphic to the jth block
of M2. The adjoints of the unitaries implementing α1 then map ρ

(1)
j|θ to ρ(2)

j|θ and we get

p
(1)
j|θ = p

(2)
j|θ .

It remains to be shown that interconverting channels are of the form Eq. (14). From the
Koashi-Imoto theorem we get that for all interconverting channels R, T there are channels
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Ej : T (K(1)
j )→ T (K(1)

j ) such that (R ◦ T )|T (J (1)
j ⊗K

(1)
j )

= idT (J (1)
j )
⊗Ej for all j. We apply

this to the specific channel S = ⊕j
(
(Uj( · )U∗j )⊗ (ωjtr[ · ])

)
which clearly maps ρ(1)

θ to ρ(2)
θ .

Thus evaluation of R ◦ S on states of the form σ = ⊕j(U∗j σjUj ⊗ ω
(1)
j ) shows

R(⊕j(σj ⊗ ω(2)
j )) = R ◦ S(σ) = ⊕j(U∗j σjUj ⊗ ω

(1)
j ).

As this holds for all states σj the channel acts as U∗j ( · )Uj ⊗ Rj on the jth block. This
then gives Rj(ω

(2)
j ) = ω

(1)
j as claimed. Applying the analogous argument to T finishes the

proof.
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