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WASSERSTEIN DISTANCES AND DIVERGENCES OF ORDER p BY QUANTUM

CHANNELS

GERGELY BUNTH, JÓZSEF PITRIK, TAMÁS TITKOS, AND DÁNIEL VIROSZTEK

Abstract. We introduce a non-quadratic generalization of the quantum mechanical optimal transport
problem introduced in [De Palma and Trevisan, Ann. Henri Poincaré, 22 (2021), 3199-3234] where quantum
channels realize the transport. Relying on this general machinery, we introduce p-Wasserstein distances and
divergences and study their fundamental geometric properties. Finally, we prove triangle inequality for
quadratic Wasserstein divergences under the sole assumption that an arbitrary one of the states involved is
pure, which is a generalization of our previous result in this direction.

1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation and main result. Techniques using the theory of optimal transportation and the nice
properties of Wasserstein metric have led to significant advancements in several areas of mathematics, such
as probability theory [3,5], the study of (stochastic) partial differential equations [32,33], variational analysis
[21, 22], and the geometry of metric spaces [38, 45, 46, 49].

Beyond the theoretical advancements in pure mathematics, the nice geometric features of transport-related
metrics have given new momentum for research in several different disciplines, ranging from economics [24]
and finance to biology [43], not to mention the countless application in applied sciences like biomedical image
analysis [36, 50, 54], data classification [35, 40], and machine learning [34, 37, 41, 42, 44].

It is a general phenomenon that concepts and notions that are well-established in the classical commutative
world do not have a unique “best” extension in the non-commutative world but there are many possible
ways of generalization with pros and cons. This is the case concerning optimal transportation as well. Non-
commutative optimal transport is a flourishing research field these days with several essentially different
promising approaches such as that of Biane and Voiculescu (free probability) [1], Carlen, Maas, Datta,
Rouzé, and Wirth (dynamical theory) [9–13, 51], Caglioti, Golse, Mouhot, and Paul (quantum many-body

problems) [6, 7, 25–27, 30, 31], De Palma and Trevisan (quantum channels) [15, 16], Życzkowski and his
collaborators [2,23,52,53], and Duvenhage [18–20]. Separable quantum Wasserstein distances have also been
introduced recently [47]. For a comprehensive overview of a substantial part of the above mentioned current
approaches to non-commutative optimal transport, the reader is advised to consult the book [39].

It is an interesting phenomenon that, according to many of the approaches including the one we follow in
the present paper [15, 16], the quantum Wasserstein distance of states is not a genuine metric, e.g., states
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may have positive distance from themselves. As a response to this phenomenon, De Palma and Trevisan
introduced quadratic quantum Wasserstein divergences [16], which are appropriately modified versions of
quadratic quantum Wasserstein distances, to eliminate self-distances — see (24) for a precise definition.
They conjectured that the divergences defined this way are genuine metrics on quantum state spaces [16],
and this conjecture has been recently justified under certain additional assumptions [4].

In this paper, we propose a non-quadratic generalization of the quantum optimal transport problem relying
on quantum channels which was introduced in [15]. In particular, we introduce and study p-Wasserstein
distances and divergences that arise as (linear combinations of) optimal transport costs with specific cost
operators mimicking the classical cost c(x, y) = ||x− y||pp . Finally, we prove triangle inequality for quadratic
Wasserstein divergences under the sole assumption that an arbitrary one of the states involved is pure. This
is a generalization of our previous result in this direction [4].

1.2. Basic notions, notation. An influential work of De Palma and Trevisan introduced a quantum me-
chanical counterpart of the classical optimal transport problem with quadratic cost, and also quadratic
Wasserstein distances induced by optimal solutions of these transport problems [15]. A key idea of this
quantum optimal transport concept is that the transport between quantum states is realized by quantum
channels [15, 16].

In the following section, we propose generalizations of the optimal transport problem considered in [15] us-
ing cost operators defined by non-quadratic classical cost functions. Let us recall first the classical transporta-
tion problem on Euclidean spaces. If µ and ν are Borel probability measures on RK and c : RK × RK → R
is a non-negative lower semicontinuous cost function, then the optimal transport problem is to

minimize π 7→
∫∫

RK×RK

c(x, y)dπ(x, y) (1)

where π runs over all possible couplings of µ and ν.We say that π ∈ Prob(RK ×RK) is a coupling of µ and ν
(in notation: π ∈ C(µ, ν)) if the marginals of π are µ and ν, that is,

∫∫
RK×RK f(x)dπ(x, y) =

∫
RK f(x)dµ(x)

and
∫∫

RK×RK g(y)dπ(x, y) =
∫
RK g(y)dν(y) for all f, g ∈ Cb(RK). A consequence of the tightness (that is,

sequential compactness in the weak topology) of C(µ, ν) and the lower-semicontinuity of c is that there is a
coupling (in other words: transport plan) π0 ∈ C(µ, ν) that minimizes (1), see, e.g., [48, Thm. 4.1.].

Let us recall now those elements of the mathematical formalism of quantum mechanics that we will use
throughout this paper. Let H be a separable complex Hilbert space. In the sequel, we denote by L(H)sa the
set of self-adjoint but not necessarily bounded operators on H, and S(H) stands for the set of states, that
is, the set of positive trace-class operators on H with unit trace. The space of all bounded operators on H
is denoted by B(H), and we recall that the collection of trace-class operators on H is denoted by T1(H) and

defined by T1(H) =
{
X ∈ B(H)

∣∣∣ trH[
√
X∗X ] <∞

}
. Similarly, T2(H) stands for the set of Hilbert-Schmidt

operators defined by T2(H) = {X ∈ B(H) | trH[X∗X ] <∞} .
According to the concept introduced in [15], transport is realized by quantum channels, and the set of all

couplings of the quantum states ρ, ω ∈ S (H) — which we denote by C (ρ, ω) — is given by

C (ρ, ω) =
{
Π ∈ S (H⊗H∗)

∣∣ trH∗ [Π] = ω, trH[Π] = ρT
}
, (2)

where the transpose AT of a linear operator A acting on H is a linear operator on the dual space H∗ defined
by the identity (AT η)(ϕ) ≡ η(Aϕ) where η ∈ H∗ and ϕ ∈ dom(A). That is, a coupling of ρ and ω is a state
Π on H⊗H∗ such that

trH⊗H∗ [(A⊗ IH∗)Π] = trH[ωA]

and

trH⊗H∗

[(
IH ⊗BT

)
Π
]
= trH∗ [ρTBT ] = trH[ρB] (3)
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for all bounded A,B ∈ L(H)sa. For further details on the relation between quantum channels sending ρ to
ω and couplings described in (2), the reader is advised to consult [15] and [16]. Note the clear analogy of
the above definition of quantum couplings with the definition of classical couplings that can be phrased as
follows: π ∈ P(X2) is a coupling of µ ∈ P(X) and ν ∈ P(X) if

∫∫
X2 f(x)dπ(x, y) =

∫
X
f(x)dµ(x) and∫∫

X2 g(y)dπ(x, y) =
∫
X
g(y)dν(y) for every continuous and bounded function f, g defined on X. We remark

that C (ρ, ω) is never empty, because the trivial coupling ω ⊗ ρT belongs to C (ρ, ω).
Note that the definition of couplings (2) proposed by De Palma and Trevisan [15] is different from the

definition proposed by Golse, Mouhot, Paul [25] in the sense that it involves the dual Hilbert space H∗ and
hence the transpose operation. For a clarification of this difference, see Remark 1 in [15]. For more detail
on the latter concept of quantum couplings, the interested reader should consult [6, 7, 25, 26, 28, 29, 31].

2. Quantum mechanical analogues of the general non-quadratic optimal transport

problem on Euclidean spaces

We propose quantum mechanical analogues of (1) which are non-quadratic generalizations of the concept
introduced in [15]. The starting point of this proposition was an enlightening discussion with De Palma
and Trevisan in September 2024 [14]. The probabilistic interpretation of the classical transport problem will
prove useful when introducing the quantum counterpart, hence we recall it now: the task is to minimize
E[c(X,Y )] over all pairs of RK-valued random vectors X and Y such that law(X) = µ and law(Y ) = ν.

2.1. A quantum mechanical optimal transport problem generalizing [15]. Let H be a separable
Hilbert space describing the quantum system we are interested in, and let A = {A1, . . . , AK} be a finite
collection of observables (that is, self-adjoint but possibly unbounded operators) on H. Let Ek be the spectral
measure of Ak, that is, Ak =

∫
R
xdEk(x). Let Π be a state of the composite system, that is, Π ∈ S(H⊗H∗)

and suppose that trH∗ [Π] = ω and trH[Π] = ρT . We consider K copies of the state Π ∈ S(H ⊗ H∗), and
for every k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} we measure Ak on the H subsystem and AT

k on the H∗ subsystem of the kth copy.
The measurements on different copies are independent from each other.

Let Yk and Xk denote the real random variables we obtain by measuring Ak on the H part and AT
k on the

H∗ of the kth copy, respectively. By Born’s rule on quantum measurement, the (infinitesimal) probabilities
describing the possible outcomes of the measurements are given for every k by

dP(A)
(Π)(Xk = xk, Yk = yk) = trH⊗H∗

[
Π
(
dEk(yk)⊗ dET

k (xk)
)]
. (4)

By the independence of the measurements on different copies, the joint law P(A)
(Π) of the RK-valued random

vectors X = (X1, . . . , XK) and Y = (Y1, . . . YK) is given by

dP(A)
(Π)(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK) = dP(A)

(Π)(X1 = x1, . . . , XK = xK , Y1 = y1, . . . , YK = yK)

=

K∏

k=1

trH⊗H∗

[
Π
(
dEk(yk)⊗ dET

k (xk)
)]

= tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[
Π⊗K

(
dE1(y1)⊗ dET

1 (x1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dEK(yK)⊗ dET
K(xK)

)]
. (5)

In analogy with (1), we define the following loss function:

S(H ⊗H∗) ∋ Π 7→ E(A)
(Π) [c(X,Y )] =

∫∫

RK×RK

c(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK)dP(A)
(Π)(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK). (6)

Note that c is a non-negative Borel measurable function on R2K , and P(A)
(Π) is a genuine (non-negative scalar-

valued) probability measure on R2K , and hence the integral on the right-hand-side of (6) is well-defined and
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takes values in [0,+∞]. In view of (5), the loss function E(A)
(Π) [c(X,Y )] is equal to

∫∫

RK×RK

c(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK)tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[
Π⊗K

(
dE1(y1)⊗ dET

1 (x1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dEK(yK)⊗ dET
K(xK)

)]
.

In transport theory, a usual “finite energy condition” ensuring that
∫∫

RK×RK c(x, y)dπ(x, y) is finite for

every coupling of µ and ν is that c(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK) ≤ cX(x1, . . . , xK) + cY (y1, . . . , yK) for some
cX ∈ L1(RK , µ) and cY ∈ L1(RK , ν) — see, e.g., [48, Remark 4.5]. Accordingly, here we impose the
following finite energy condition. Let µk and νk be the laws of Ak in the states ρ and ω respectively, that is,
dµk(xk) = trH[ρ dEk(xk)] and dνk(yk) = trH[ω dEk(yk)] for every k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, and let c(x, y) satisfy 0 ≤
c(x, y) ≤ cX(x1, . . . , xK)+cY (y1, . . . , yK) for some cX ∈ L1(RK , µ1⊗· · ·⊗µK) and cY ∈ L1(RK , ν1⊗· · ·⊗νK).

Under this assumption, E(A)
(Π) [c(X,Y )] is finite for any π ∈ C(ρ, ω). Indeed, in this case

E(A)
(Π) [c(X,Y )] =

∫∫

RK×RK

c(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK)

K∏

k=1

trH⊗H∗

[
Π
(
dEk(yk)⊗ dET

k (xk)
)]

≤
∫∫

RK×RK

(cX(x1, . . . , xK) + cY (y1, . . . , yK))

K∏

k=1

trH⊗H∗

[
Π
(
dEk(yk)⊗ dET

k (xk)
)]

=

∫

RK

cX(x1, . . . , xK)

K∏

k=1

trH[ρ dEk(xk)] +

∫

RK

cY (y1, . . . , yK)

K∏

k=1

trH[ω dEk(yk)]

=

∫

RK

cXd(µ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ µK) +

∫

RK

cY d(ν1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ νK) <∞.

The above computation encourages us to define the positive and possibly unbounded quantum cost operator

C
(A)
c by

C(A)
c :=

∫∫

RK×RK

c(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK)dE1(y1)⊗ dET
1 (x1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dEK(yK)⊗ dET

K(xK) (7)

and propose the following quantum optimal transport problem:

minimize Π 7→ tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[
Π⊗KC(A)

c

]
(8)

where Π runs over the set of all couplings of ρ and ω which are states on H. As the cost operator C(A)
c acting

on its domain contained in (H⊗H∗)⊗K is unbounded if so is c on R2K , we emphasize that by the formal

expression tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[
Π⊗KC

(A)
c

]
we mean limn→∞ tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[
Π⊗Kχn

(
C

(A)
c

)]
, where χn : [0,∞) →

[0, n] is the cut function defined by χn(x) = min {x, n}. Note that this limit exists in [0,+∞] and coincides

with E(A)
(Π) [c(X,Y )] =

∫∫
RK×RK c(x, y)dP

(A)
(Π)(x, y).

Proposition 1 (Existence of optimal plans). Let c : RK × RK → R be a non-negative and lower semi-
continuous function, let A be a finite collection of observables on H, and ρ, ω ∈ S (H) given marginals. Then
there exists an optimal solution Π0 ∈ C(ρ, ω) of the optimization problem (8).

Proof. Let {Πn}n∈N
⊂ C(ρ, ω) be a minimizing sequence for (8), that is,

lim
n→∞

tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[
Π⊗K

n C(A)
c

]
= inf

{
tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[
Π⊗KC(A)

c

] ∣∣∣Π ∈ C(ρ, ω)
}
.
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Then, according to the compactness result concerning quantum transport plans [15, Proposition 8], there

is a subsequence
{
Πnj

}
j∈N

and an element Π̃ ∈ C(ρ, ω) such that Πnj → Π̃ in trace norm. Consequently,

P(A)

(Πnj )
converges to P(A)

(Π̃)
set-wise. Indeed, for any Borel set B ⊂ R2K the convergence

P(A)

(Πnj )
(B) = tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[(
Πnj

)⊗K (
E1 ⊗ ET

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ EK ⊗ ET
K

)
(B)
]
→

→ tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[
Π̃⊗K

(
E1 ⊗ ET

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ EK ⊗ ET
K

)
(B)
]
= P(A)

(Π̃)
(B)

follows from the fact that tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[∣∣∣
(
Πnj

)⊗K − Π̃⊗K
∣∣∣
]
tends to 0 as j tends to infinity. The last step

will be the proof of the lower semi-continuity of the cost functional

γ 7→
∫∫

RK×Rk

c(x, y)dγ(x, y)

on the set of Borel probabilities on RK × RK with respect to the set-wise convergence. This is a standard
argument (see, e.g., [48, Lemma 4.3]) which is based on the lower semi-continuity of (x, y) 7→ c(x, y) itself.
As c is non-negative and lower semi-continuous, it is the pointwise limit of a monotone increasing family of
non-negative, continuous and bounded functions {cr}r∈N

on RK . By Beppo Levi’s monotone convergence
theorem, ∫∫

RK×RK

c(x, y)dP(A)

(Π̃)
(x, y) = lim

r→∞

∫∫

RK×RK

cr(x, y)dP
(A)

(Π̃)
(x, y)

= lim
r→∞

(
lim
j→∞

∫∫

RK×RK

cr(x, y)dP
(A)

(Πnj )
(x, y)

)
≤ lim inf

j→∞

∫∫

RK×RK

c(x, y)dP(A)

(Πnj)
(x, y).

Here we used that the set-wise convergence of probability measures implies the convergence with respect to
continuous and bounded test functions. �

A particular emphasis should be given to the case when c is the power of order p of the lq norm distance
on RK , that is,

c(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK) =

(
K∑

k=1

|xk − yk|q
) p

q

, (9)

where p > 0 and q ≥ 1. In this special case we denote the corresponding cost operator by C
(A)
p,q , moreover,

as the following calculation shows, the cost operator admits a picturesque closed form that does not involve
the spectral resolution in an explicit way:

C(A)
p,q =

∫∫

RK×RK

(
K∑

k=1

|xk − yk|q
) p

q

dE1(y1)⊗ dET
1 (x1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dEK(yK)⊗ dET

K(xK)

=

(
K∑

k=1

∫∫

RK×RK

|xk − yk|q dE1(y1)⊗ dET
1 (x1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dEK(yK)⊗ dET

K(xK)

) p
q

=

(
K∑

k=1

∣∣∣∣
∫∫

RK×RK

(xk − yk) dE1(y1)⊗ dET
1 (x1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dEK(yK)⊗ dET

K(xK)

∣∣∣∣
q
) p

q

=

(
K∑

k=1

(∣∣Ak ⊗ ITH − IH ⊗AT
k

∣∣q
)(k)

) p
q

(10)
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where
(∣∣Ak ⊗ ITH − IH ⊗AT

k

∣∣q)(k) is the shorthand for

IH⊗H∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ IH⊗H∗ ⊗
∣∣Ak ⊗ ITH − IH ⊗AT

k

∣∣q ⊗ IH⊗H∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ IH⊗H∗

where the nontrivial component is at position k.
Now we are in the position to define quantum (p, q)-Wasserstein distances.

Definition 1. Let H be a separable Hilbert space, p > 0, q ≤ 1, let A = {A1, . . . , AK} be a finite collection of

observables on H, and let C
(A)
p,q be given as in (10). We denote the corresponding quantum (p, q)-Wasserstein

distance by D
(A)
p,q and define it the following way:

D(A)
p,q (ρ, ω) =

(
inf
{
tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[
Π⊗KC(A)

p,q

] ∣∣∣Π ∈ S(H⊗H∗), trH∗ [Π] = ω, trH[Π] = ρT
})min{1,1/p}

. (11)

Important special cases. In the sequel, we will mainly focus on the q = p case. Under this assumption
the cost of a coupling Π ∈ C(ρ, ω) greatly simplifies. Indeed, if q = p then

tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[
Π⊗KC(A)

p,p

]
= tr(H⊗H∗)⊗K

[
Π⊗K

(
K∑

k=1

(∣∣Ak ⊗ ITH − IH ⊗AT
k

∣∣p
)(k)

)]

=

K∑

k=1

tr(H⊗H∗)

[
Π
∣∣Ak ⊗ ITH − IH ⊗AT

k

∣∣p
]
. (12)

We will study the induced Wasserstein distance D
(A)
p,p and its derived quantities (divergences) thoroughly

in the subsequent sections. We close this subsection by noting an easy but potentially relevant fact that
confirms the compatibility of the above definition of (p, q)-Wasserstein distances with the quadratic distances.

Remark 2. In the even more special case p = q = 2 we get back the definition of the quadratic quantum
Wasserstein distance introduced by De Palma and Trevisan in [15, Definition 8].

2.2. A quantum mechanical optimal transport problem without imposing independence. Note
that the law PΠ ∈ Prob(R2K) defined in (5) always admits a product structure. Indeed,

PΠ = π1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ πK

where πk ∈ Prob(R2) is a coupling of the laws of the observable Ak in ρ ∈ S(H) and ω ∈ S(H) given by

dπk(x, y) = trH⊗H∗

[
Π
(
dEk(y)⊗ dET

k (x)
)]
.

In this subsection, we propose a quantum mechanical analogue of (1) relying on the position operator where
this product structure is not present. In contrast to the quantum optimal transport problem proposed in
the previous subsection where we considered K independent copies of the state of the composite system
Π ∈ S(H ⊗H∗), now we allow correlations. In this regard, the optimal transport problem proposed in this
subsection is more general than the previous one. On the other hand, we will restrict our attention to the
position operator as observable. The reason is that the spectrum of the position is the whole real line, and
hence we will be able to pose a quantum optimal transport problem which reduces to the classical optimal
transport problem on RK when restricted to states and observables commuting with the position operator.
Also, some of the computations presented here are parallel to the ones presented in the previous subsection,
still, we keep them for completeness.

In quantum mechanics, the Hilbert space describing a particle moving in RK is L2(RK) ≃ L2(R)⊗K . Let
Qk : L2(RK) ⊃ dom(Qk) → L2(RK) denote the position operator corresponding to the kth coordinate, that
is,

(Qkψ)(x1, . . . , xK) = xkψ(x1, . . . , xK)
(
ψ ∈ dom(Qk) ⊂ L2(RK)

)
(13)
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for all k ∈ [K]. Let us introduce the convention that if A is a linear operator on (its domain contained in)
L2(R), then A(k) denotes a linear operator on L2(RK) ≃ L2(R)⊗K given by

A(k) = IL2(R) ⊗ · · · ⊗ IL2(R) ⊗A⊗ IL2(R) ⊗ · · · ⊗ IL2(R) (14)

where A is the kth component of the tensor product on the right-hand-side. Note that with this convention,
the kth coordinate position operator Qk defined in (13) is exactly Q(k), where Q is the position operator on
L2(R) defined by (Qψ)(x) = xψ(x).

Let E : B(R) → P(L2(R)) be the spectral measure of the position operator Q, that is, E(S) = MχS ,
where χS is the characteristic function of the Borel set S ∈ B(R), and Mf is the multiplication with f given
by (Mfψ)(x) = f(x)ψ(x). Then Q =

∫
R
λdE(λ), and

Qk = Q(k) = IL2(R) ⊗ · · · ⊗ IL2(R) ⊗Q⊗ IL2(R) ⊗ · · · ⊗ IL2(R)

= IL2(R) ⊗ · · · ⊗ IL2(R) ⊗
∫

R

λdE(λ) ⊗ IL2(R) ⊗ · · · ⊗ IL2(R)

=

∫

R

λIL2(R) ⊗ · · · ⊗ IL2(R) ⊗ dE(λ) ⊗ IL2(R) ⊗ · · · ⊗ IL2(R) =

∫

R

λdE(λ)(k).

Let ω be a state on L2(RK), and Y1, Y2 . . . , YK denote the random variables we obtain by measuring
Q1, Q2, . . . , QK simultaneously on the system being in the state ω. By Born’s rule, the (infinitesimal) prob-
abilities describing the possible outcomes of our measurement read as follows:

dP(Y1 = y1, Y2 = y2, . . . , YK = yK) = trL2(RK) [ω (dE(y1)⊗ dE(y2)⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(yK))] . (15)

Similarly, if X1, X2 . . . , XK denote the random variables obtained by measuring Q1, Q2, . . . , QK in the state
ρ simultaneously, then

dP(X1 = x1, X2 = x2, . . . , XK = xK) = tr(L2(RK))∗
[
ρT
(
dE(x1)

T ⊗ dE(x2)
T ⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(xK)T

)]
. (16)

Here we used that trH[τH ] = trH∗ [(τH)T ] = trH∗ [HT τT ] = trH∗ [τTHT ] whenever τ is a trace-class and
H is a bounded operator on a Hilbert space H. Moreover, if we have a two-particle (both moving in RK)

composite system described by the Hilbert space L2(RK) ⊗
(
L2(RK)

)∗
, and the state of the system is

Π ∈ S
(
L2(RK)⊗

(
L2(RK)

)∗)
, and the random vector (X1, X2, . . . , XK , Y1, Y2, . . . , YK) ∈ R2K denotes the

outcome of measuring Q1, Q2, . . . , QK simultaneously on both particles, then by Born’s rule

dP(Y1 = y1, Y2 = y2, . . . , Yn = yn, X1 = x1, X2 = x2, . . . , XK = xK)

= trL2(RK)⊗(L2(RK))∗
[
Π
(
dE(y1)⊗ dE(y2)⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(yK)⊗ dE(x1)

T ⊗ dE(x2)
T ⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(xK)T

)]
.
(17)

In analogy with (1), we define the quantum optimal transport problem the following way. Let ρ, ω ∈ S(H)
be states, and let c : RK × RK be nonnegative and lower semicontinuous. As discussed in general in the
introduction (see (2)), in the particular case H = L2(RK) the couplings of (or transport plans between) ρ
and ω are given by

C (ρ, ω) =
{
Π ∈ S

(
L2(RK)⊗

(
L2(RK)

)∗) ∣∣∣ tr(L2(RK))∗ [Π] = ω, trL2(RK) [Π] = ρT
}
. (18)

The optimization problem is to

minimize Π 7→ E(Π) [c(X1, . . . , XK , Y1, . . . , YK)] ,

where E(Π) denotes the expectation with respect to the randomness driven by the state of the composite
system Π described by (17). The quantity to be optimized can be rewritten as

E(Π) [c(X1, . . . , XK , Y1, . . . , YK)]
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=

∫∫

RK×RK

c(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK)dP(Y1 = y1, Y2 = y2, . . . , YK = yK , X1 = x1, X2 = x2, . . . , XK = xK)

=

∫∫

RK×RK

c(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK)trL2(RK)⊗(L2(RK))∗
[
Π
(
dE(y1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(yK)⊗ dE(x1)

T ⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(xK)T
)]

= trL2(RK)⊗(L2(RK))∗

[
Π

(∫∫

RK×RK

c(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK)dE(y1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(yK)⊗ dE(x1)
T ⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(xK)T

)]
.

The above computation suggests that the positive semidefinite (and possibly unbounded) cost operator Cc

corresponding to the classical cost c should be defined by Borel functional calculus as follows:

Cc :=

∫∫

RK×RK

c(x1, . . . , xK , y1, . . . , yK)dE(y1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(yK)⊗ dE(x1)
T ⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(xK)T (19)

With this definition, we propose the following quantum optimal transport problem:

minimize trL2(RK)⊗(L2(RK))∗ [ΠCc] over all Π ∈ C(ρ, ω). (20)

The above optimization problem (20) admits an optimal solution, that is, there is a coupling Π∗ ∈ C(ρ, ω) that
realizes the minimum of (20). Here we omit the details of the proof of this statement as the argument relies on
the compactness of C(ρ, ω) and the lower semi-continuity of the cost functional Π 7→ trL2(RK)⊗(L2(RK))∗ [ΠCc] ,
which means that it essentially coincides with proof of Proposition 1.

Just like in the i.i.d. case, whereK independent copies of the quantum state Π ∈ S(H⊗H∗) were prepared
(see Subsection 2.1), if the classical cost function c is chosen to be the pth power of the lq norm (see (9)),
then the cost operator Cc given by (19) greatly simplifies. In this case,

Cc =

∫∫

RK×RK

(
K∑

k=1

|xk − yk|q
) p

q

dE(y1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(yK)⊗ dE(x1)
T ⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(xK)T

=

(
K∑

k=1

∫∫

RK×RK

|xk − yk|q dE(y1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(yK)⊗ dE(x1)
T ⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(xK)T

) p
q

=

(
K∑

k=1

∣∣∣∣
∫∫

RK×RK

(xk − yk) dE(y1)⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(yK)⊗ dE(x1)
T ⊗ · · · ⊗ dE(xK)T

∣∣∣∣
q
) p

q

=

(
K∑

k=1

∣∣∣∣Q
(k) ⊗ ITL2(RK) − IL2(RK) ⊗

(
Q(k)

)T ∣∣∣∣
q
) p

q

.

3. p-Wasserstein distances and divergences

This section is devoted to the study of (p, p)-Wasserstein distances which are defined as optimal values of
transport costs of the form (12). Recall that for ρ, ω ∈ S(H), their couplings are given by (2).

Let FCO(H) denote the set of all finite collections of observables on the separable complex Hilbert space
H. That is,

FCO(H) = {A |A ⊂ L(H)sa, #{A} <∞} . (21)

In view of (12), we define the cost operatorCA,p corresponding to a collection of observablesA = {A1, . . . , AK} ∈
FCO(H) and a finite parameter p > 0 by

CA,p :=
K∑

k=1

∫∫

R2

|x− y|p dEk(x)⊗ dET
k (y) =

K∑

k=1

∣∣Ak ⊗ IT − I ⊗AT
k

∣∣p , (22)
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where Ek is the spectral resolution of Ak, that is, Ak =
∫
R
λdEk(λ). Note that the cost operators CA,p

and C
(A)
p,p are intimately related but not identical. For instance, CA

p,p acts on (H ⊗H∗)⊗K while CA,p acts
on H ⊗ H∗. We recall (see (11) in Definition 1 and also (12)) that for a finite p > 0, the corresponding
(p, p)-Wasserstein distance of ρ and ω is

DA,p (ρ, ω) := D(A)
p,p (ρ, ω) =

(
inf

Π∈C(ρ,ω)
{trH⊗H∗ [ΠCA,p]}

)min{ 1

p ,1}
. (23)

The quadratic quantum Wasserstein divergences suggested in [16] and further studied in [4] are given in
terms of the quadratic quantum Wasserstein distance the following way:

dA,2(ρ, ω) :=

√
D2

A,2(ρ, ω)−
1

2

(
D2

A,2(ρ, ρ) +D2
A,2(ω, ω)

)
. (24)

Therefore, a natural candidate for being the non-quadratic counterpart of (24) is the following: we define
the (A, p)-Wasserstein divergence of ρ and ω by

dA,p (ρ, ω) =

(
D

max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, ω)− 1

2

(
D

max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, ρ) +D

max{p,1}
A,p (ω, ω)

))min{ 1

p ,1}
. (25)

We note that by the above definition (25) we have

d
max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, ω) = trH⊗H∗

[(
Π

(ρ,ω)
∗ − 1

2

(
Π

(ρ,ρ)
∗ +Π

(ω,ω)
∗

))
CA,p

]
(26)

where Π
(α,β)
∗ stands for a CA,p-optimal coupling of the states α and β. Although the definition (25) is highly

natural in view of the definition of the quadratic Wasserstein divergence [16], numerical tests indicate that

Dp
A,p(ρ, ω)−

1

2

(
Dp

A,p(ρ, ρ) +Dp
A,p(ω, ω)

)
< 0

may happen for p > 2 and hence the right-hand side of (25) is ill-defined in this case. Indeed, if H = C3,
and the states ρ0, ω0 ∈ S(C3) are given in the computational basis by

ρ0 =




0.317 −0.219− 0.299i 0.177− 0.028i
−0.219 + 0.299i 0.507 −0.049 + 0.241i
0.177 + 0.028i −0.049− 0.241i 0.176


 (27)

and

ω0 =




0.415 0.112 + 0.081i 0.365 + 0.105i

0.112− 0.081i 0.153 0.164− 0.102i
0.365− 0.105i 0.164 + 0.102i 0.432



 , (28)

and

A0 =









−2.991 −0.119 + 1.802i 1.033− 3.505i
−0.119− 1.802i −2.806 1.300 + 3.082i
1.033 + 3.505i 1.300− 3.082i −0.370







 , (29)

that is, the transport cost is generated by a single observable given above, then for p0 = 2.35 we get

Dp
A0,p0

(ρ0, ω0)−
1

2

(
Dp

A0,p0
(ρ0, ρ0) +Dp

A0,p0
(ω0, ω0)

)
= −0.572 < 0. (30)
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4. Relations between the sets of all possible cost operators for different values of p

It is one of the key results of [15] (see Theorem 1 there) that in the quadratic case,

trH⊗H∗

[(
Π

(ρ,ω)
∗ − 1

2

(
Π

(ρ,ρ)
∗ +Π

(ω,ω)
∗

))
CA,2

]
≥ 0

for every ρ, ω ∈ S(H) and for every A ∈ FCO(H). Therefore, if for some p > 0 and A ∈ FCO(H) the
cost operator CA,p coincides with the quadratic cost operator CA′,2 for some other A′ ∈ FCO(H), then the
definition (25) makes sense. This phenomenon serves as a motivation to study relations between the sets of
all possible cost operators for different values of p. In this section we study how the choice of the parameter
p affects the set of all possible p-cost operators. Throughout this section we assume that the spectra of all
observables involved are finite. For a finite p > 0, let us introduce

Cp(H) := {CA,p | A ∈ FCO(H), #{spec(A)} <∞ for every A ∈ A} . (31)

For p = ∞ we define

C∞(H) = {C ≥ 0 | ∀ǫ > 0, ∃p′ : ∀p ≥ p′, ∃C′ ∈ Cp(H) : ||C − C′||op ≤ ǫ} (32)

where ||·||op denotes the operator norm on B(H).
Cost operators generated by observables of small spectrum will play an important role in the sequel, so

we introduce also the notation

C(k)
p (H) := {CA,p |A ∈ FCO(H) and # {spec(A)} ≤ k for all A ∈ A} (k ∈ N) . (33)

The first result says that the parameter value p = 1 leads to the smallest set of possible cost operators,
no matter what the Hilbert space H is. The proof heavily relies on the characterization of a notion from
graph theory, the cut cone, by l1-embeddability.

Proposition 3. We have

C1(H) ⊆ Cp(H) (34)

for all finite p > 0 and for every separable Hilbert space H.
Proof. It suffices to see that for every finite p > 0 and for every A ∈ L(H)sa with finite spectrum there are
B1, . . . , BK ∈ L(H)sa, all of them having finite spectrum, such that

∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT
∣∣ =

K∑

k=1

∣∣Bk ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT
k

∣∣p . (35)

So let 0 < p < ∞ and A ∈ L(H)sa, #{spec(A)} < ∞ be fixed, and assume that A admits the spectral
decomposition A =

∑n
r=1 λrQr. Let J ⊆ [n] where the shorthand [n] := {1, . . . , n} is used. Let us define

BJ := αJ

∑

r∈J

Qr (36)

for every J ⊆ [n]. That is, BJ is the spectral projection of A corresponding to the set {λr | r ∈ J} , multiplied
by a non-negative coefficient αJ to be determined later. With this definition,

∣∣BJ ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT
J

∣∣p =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
αJ

(
∑

r∈J

Qr

)
⊗




∑

s∈[n]

QT
s



− αJ




∑

r∈[n]

Qr



⊗
(
∑

s∈J

QT
s

)∣∣∣∣∣∣

p

= |αJ |p
∑

r∈[n]

∑

s∈[n]

∣∣1{r∈J} − 1{s∈J}
∣∣Qr ⊗QT

s . (37)
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On the other hand, a very similar computation yields that
∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT

∣∣ =
∑

r∈[n]

∑

s∈[n]

|λr − λs|Qr ⊗QT
s . (38)

Therefore, ∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT
∣∣ =

∑

J⊆[n]

∣∣BJ ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT
J

∣∣p (39)

if and only if
∑

r∈[n]

∑

s∈[n]

|λr − λs|Qr ⊗QT
s =

∑

J⊆[n]

∑

r∈[n]

∑

s∈[n]

|αJ |p
∣∣1{r∈J} − 1{s∈J}

∣∣Qr ⊗QT
s (40)

if and only if

|λr − λs| =
∑

J⊆[n]

|αJ |p
∣∣1{r∈J} − 1{s∈J}

∣∣ (41)

holds for every r, s ∈ [n]. The function [n]× [n] ∋ (r, s) 7→ |λr − λs| appearing on the left-hand side of (41) is
clearly an l1-embeddable semi-metric, that is, there is a positive integer m and points u1, . . . , un ∈ Rm such
that |λr − λs| = ||ur − us||l1(Rm) . The trivial choice m = 1 and ur := λr for r ∈ {1, . . . , n} does the job.

Therefore, by Proposition 4.2.2. of [17], the function (r, s) 7→ |λr − λs| belongs to the cut cone CUTn. By
the definition of the cut cone, see Eq. (4.1.2.) of [17], this means that there is an element-wise non-negative
vector {βJ}J⊆[n] such that

|λr − λs| =
∑

J⊆[n]

βJ
∣∣1{r∈J} − 1{s∈J}

∣∣ . (42)

The choice αJ := β
1/p
J completes the proof. �

The next proposition tells us that observables having at most two different eigenvalues generate the same
set of cost operators for any positive parameter value.

Proposition 4. For any p, p′ > 0, and for any separable Hilbert space H, we have

C(2)
p (H) = C

(2)
p′ (H). (43)

That is, the set of all possible cost operators generated by two-level observables is the same for p and p′.

In other words, for any p, p′ > 0 and any finite collection A of observables on H having at most two
different eigenvalues there is a collection A′ with the same property such that

CA′,p′ = CA,p and hence D
max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (·, ·) ≡ D

max{p,1}
A,p (·, ·) . (44)

Proof. If A ∈ L(H)sa and #{spec(A)} ≤ 2, then A = λQ + λ′(I − Q) for some Q ∈ P(H) and λ, λ′ ∈ R.
Therefore,

∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT
∣∣p =

∣∣λQ ⊗QT + λ′(I −Q)⊗QT + λQ ⊗ (I −Q)T + λ′(I −Q)⊗ (I −Q)T−

−λQ⊗QT − λ(I −Q)⊗QT − λ′Q⊗ (I −Q)T − λ′(I −Q)⊗ (I −Q)T
∣∣p =

= |λ− λ′|p
(
(I −Q)⊗QT +Q⊗ (I −Q)T

)
.

Now let A′ be given by A′ = µQ. Then
∣∣A′ ⊗ IT − I ⊗ (A′)T

∣∣p′

=
∣∣µQ⊗QT + µQ⊗ (I −Q)T − µQ⊗QT − µ(I −Q)⊗QT

∣∣p′

=

= |µ|p
′ (
(I −Q)⊗QT +Q⊗ (I −Q)T

)
.
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We finish the proof by choosing µ := |λ− λ′|
p

p′ . �

Note that Proposition 4 has the following immediate consequence for the qubit case, that is, for H = C2.

Corollary 5. For every 0 < p, p′ <∞ we have

Cp(C
2) = Cp′(C2) (45)

where Cp(H) is defined by (31). Consequently,

D
max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, ω) ≥ 1

2

(
D

max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, ρ) +D

max{p,1}
A,p (ω, ω)

)
(46)

holds for every 0 < p < ∞ and A ∈ FCO(C2) and ρ, ω ∈ S(C2). Therefore, the definition (25) of the
(A, p)-Wasserstein divergence makes sense for any A ∈ FCO(C2) and finite p > 0.

We continue with a lemma that will be useful several times in the sequel.

Lemma 6. Suppose that for a separable Hilbert space H and observables A and {Bk}Kk=1 and for finite
p, p′ > 0

∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT
∣∣p =

K∑

k=1

∣∣Bk ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT
k

∣∣p′

, (47)

then [A,Bk] = 0 for every k ∈ [K].

Proof. One has
∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT

∣∣p ≥
∣∣Bk ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT

k

∣∣p′

∀k ∈ [K], (48)

and so

ker
∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT

∣∣p ⊆ ker
∣∣Bk ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT

k

∣∣p′

∀k ∈ [K]. (49)

However, for a vector v ∈ H and any selfadjoint operator A we have that

v ⊗ vT ∈ ker
∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT

∣∣p ⇐⇒ v ⊗ vT ∈ ker
∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT

∣∣ ⇐⇒ Av = λv, (50)

for some λ ∈ R. This is clear from the spectral decomposition

∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT
∣∣ =

∫∫

x<y

|x− y|
[
dE (x) ⊗ dET (y) + dE (y)⊗ dET (x)

]
. (51)

Thus we conclude that if (47) holds then any eigenvector of A is also an eigenvector of Bk for every k ∈
[K]. �

Remark 7. There is a physical interpretation to Lemma 6, namely if a Wasserstein cost operator is based
on the expected value of some power of the difference of the measurement of a single observable A between
the subsystems, then any observable Bk used in constructing the cost operator of A can not distinguish more
sensitively between the subsystems than A.

If dimH < ∞, then a stronger claim holds: any eigensubspace of A must be an eigensubspace of Bk,
∀k ∈ [r].

We conjecture that the sets of all possible p-cost operators are ordered in a nice way: the bigger the
parameter, the larger the corresponding set.

Conjecture 8. For any separable Hilbert space H, and for any parameter values 0 < p ≤ p′ ≤ ∞ we have
the relation

Cp(H) ⊆ Cp′(H). (52)



p-WASSERSTEIN DISTANCES AND DIVERGENCES BY QUANTUM CHANNELS 13

Note that (52) holds for H = C2, and that an affirmative solution of Conjecture 8 would imply that

Cp(H) = Cp′(H) for every H and every p, p′ ∈ (0, 1]. (53)

Indeed, Proposition 3 and (52) together would yield that

Cp(H) ⊆ C1(H) ⊆ Cp′(H) and Cp′(H) ⊆ C1(H) ⊆ Cp(H). (54)

An affirmative answer to Conjecture 8 would also imply that the concavity

D
max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, ω) ≥ 1

2

(
D

max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, ρ) +D

max{p,1}
A,p (ω, ω)

)
(ρ, ω ∈ S (H))

holds for all 0 < p ≤ 2 and hence the definition of the quantum p-Wasserstein divergence (25) is meaningful.
We have the following partial result in the direction of Conjecture 8.

Proposition 9. For any separable Hilbert space H and for any p ∈ (0, 1] and p′ ∈ (0,∞) we have

C(3)
p (H) ⊆ Cp′(H). (55)

Proof. It suffices to show that for every A ∈ L(H)sa with at most three eigenvalues we can find B1, . . . , BK ∈
L(H)sa such that

∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT
∣∣p =

K∑

k=1

∣∣Bk ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT
k

∣∣p′

. (56)

Let A =
∑3

r=1 λrPr be the spectral decomposition of A and let us try to find the Bk’s in the form Bk =∑3
r=1 µ

(k)
r Pr. That is, we have to solve the equation

|λr − λs|p =

K∑

k=1

∣∣∣µ(k)
r − µ(k)

s

∣∣∣
p′

(r, s ∈ {1, 2, 3}) . (57)

Let us further impose the following relations to simplify the picture: K := 3 and

µ
(1)
2 = µ

(1)
1 = 0, µ

(2)
3 = µ

(2)
2 = 0, µ

(3)
1 = µ

(3)
3 = 0. (58)

So the equation to be solved reduces to

|λ1 − λ2|p =
∣∣∣µ(2)

1

∣∣∣
p′

+
∣∣∣µ(3)

2

∣∣∣
p′

, |λ2 − λ3|p =
∣∣∣µ(3)

2

∣∣∣
p′

+
∣∣∣µ(1)

3

∣∣∣
p′

, |λ3 − λ1|p =
∣∣∣µ(1)

3

∣∣∣
p′

+
∣∣∣µ(2)

1

∣∣∣
p′

(59)

that admits the solution

µ
(1)
3 =

1

2
(|λ2 − λ3|p + |λ3 − λ1|p − |λ1 − λ2|p)1/p

′

,

µ
(2)
1 =

1

2
(|λ3 − λ1|p + |λ1 − λ2|p − |λ2 − λ3|p)1/p

′

,

µ
(3)
2 =

1

2
(|λ1 − λ2|p + |λ2 − λ3|p − |λ3 − λ1|p)1/p

′

. (60)

Note that the right-hand sides in (60) make sense as (α, β) 7→ |α− β|p is a metric on R for p ≤ 1 and hence
satisfies the triangle inequality. �

The following results also point in the direction of an affirmative solution of Conjecture 8.

Proposition 10. Let H be a separable Hilbert space, then for any finite p, p′ > 0 the following are equivalent:
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(1) For all observable A on H with finite spectrum, there exists a finite collection of observables {Bk}rk=1

on H with finite spectrum such that

∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT
∣∣p =

r∑

k=1

∣∣Bk ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT
k

∣∣p′

; (61)

(2) For all observable A 6= 0 on H with finite spectrum, there exists a finite collection of observables
{Bk}rk=1 on H with finite spectrum, such that

∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT
∣∣p −

r∑

k=1

∣∣Bk ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT
k

∣∣p′

=
∣∣A′ ⊗ IT − I ⊗A′T ∣∣p , (62)

for some observable A′ on H, such that |spec (A′)| < |spec (A)|.
Proof. The direction (1) ⇒ (2) is obvious, while (2) ⇒ (1) follows by iteration and by the fact that
# {spec (A)} <∞. �

Proposition 11. Let H be a separable Hilbert space, then for any p′ ≥ p > 0 and any A =
∑n

i=1 λiPi 6= c · I
observable on H there exists an observable B =

∑n
i=1 µiPi and an observable A′ =

∑n
i=1 λ

′
iPi on H, such

that # {spec (A′)} < # {spec (A)} and
(∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT

∣∣p −
∣∣B ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT

∣∣p′)
Pi ⊗ PT

j =
∣∣A′ ⊗ IT − I ⊗A′T ∣∣p Pi ⊗ PT

j , (63)

whenever i ∈ {1, 2} or j ∈ {1, 2} or i = j. In particular, for H = C3 we get Cp(C3) ⊆ Cp′(C3).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume that λ1 = 0, since
∣∣∣Ã⊗ IT − I ⊗ ÃT

∣∣∣
p

=
∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT

∣∣p , (64)

with Ã =
∑n

i=1 (λi − λ1)Pi. Let µ1 := 0 and µ2 := |λ2|
p

p′ . With

∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT
∣∣p −

∣∣B ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT
∣∣p′

=

n∑

i,j=1

(|λi − λj |p − |µi − µj |p)Pi ⊗ PT
j :=

n∑

i,j=1

M ′
ijPi ⊗ PT

j ,

(65)
we already have M ′

12 = M ′
21 = |λ′1 − λ′2|p, if we choose λ′1 := λ′2 := 0. Suppose now that j > 2, we need to

show that ∃µj , λ
′
j such that

M ′
1j =M ′

2j =M ′
j1 =M ′

j2 =
∣∣λ′j
∣∣p = |λj |p − |µj |p

′

= |λ2 − λj |p −
∣∣∣|λ2|

p

p′ − µj

∣∣∣
p′

. (66)

Thus we need to show that

|λj |p − |λ2 − λj |p = |µj |p
′

−
∣∣∣|λ2|

p

p′ − µj

∣∣∣
p′

=: f (µj) (67)

has a solution in µj with the additional condition, |µj |p
′

≤ |λj |p. Then we can let λ′j :=
(
|λj |p − |µj |p

′
) 1

p

.

f (µj) is continuous and so it is sufficient to show that

f
(
|λj |

p

p′

)
≤ |λj |p − |λ2 − λj |p ≤ f

(
− |λj |

p

p′

)
, (68)

which is equivalent to
∣∣∣|λ2|

p
p′ − |λj |

p
p′

∣∣∣
p′

≤ |λ2 − λj |p ≤
∣∣∣|λ2|

p
p′ + |λj |

p
p′

∣∣∣
p′

, (69)
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which follows from the concavity of id
p

p′ on real numbers. Indeed, if f is a concave function, then

d

dx
(f (x0 + x) + f (x0 − x)) = f ′ (x0 + x)− f ′ (x0 − x) ≤ 0, (70)

if x ≥ 0 and so by x0 :=
|λ2|+|λj |

2 ,
∣∣∣|λ2|

p
p′ + |λj |

p
p′

∣∣∣
p′

≥
∣∣∣0

p
p′ + (|λ2|+ |λj |)

p
p′

∣∣∣
p′

= (|λ2|+ |λj |)p ≥ |λ2 − λj |p . (71)

Whereas, if f is a concave function, then

d

dx
(f (x1 − x)− f (x0 − x)) = f ′ (x0 − x)− f ′ (x1 − x) ≥ 0, (72)

if x1 ≥ x0 and so by x0 := min {|λ2| , |λj |} and x1 := max {|λ2| , |λj |},
∣∣∣|λ2|

p

p′ − |λj |
p

p′

∣∣∣
p′

≤
∣∣∣||λ2| − |λj ||

p

p′ − 0
p

p′

∣∣∣
p′

= ||λ2| − |λj ||p ≤ |λ2 − λj |p . (73)

�

The following proposition complements Conjecture 8 and asserts that the map p 7→ Cp(H) is not only
monotone increasing but strictly monotone increasing on [1,∞).

Proposition 12. If dim(H) ≥ 3 and 0 < p < p′ <∞ such that also 1 < p′ then Cp(H) + Cp′(H).

Proof. Assume indirectly that Cp(H) ⊇ Cp′(H) for some p′ ∈ (1,∞) and p ∈ (0, p′). Let A =
∑3

r=1 λrPr

where λ1 < λ2 < λ3 and {Pr}3r=1 is a resolution of the identity. Consider the p′-cost operator
∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT

∣∣p′

and note that by the indirect assumption it can be written as

∣∣A⊗ IT − I ⊗AT
∣∣p′

=

K∑

k=1

∣∣Bk ⊗ IT − I ⊗BT
k

∣∣p . (74)

By Lemma 6 and Remark 7, the above (74) implies that Bk =
∑3

r=1 µ
(k)
r Pr with some real numbers

µ
(k)
1 , µ

(k)
2 , µ

(k)
3 ∈ R for every k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} , and hence (74) yields that

|λr − λs|p
′

=

K∑

k=1

∣∣∣µ(k)
r − µ(k)

s

∣∣∣
p

(r, s ∈ {1, 2, 3}) . (75)

In particular, for every real parameter p̃ we have

|λ1 − λ2|p
′

+|λ2 − λ3|p
′

−21−p̃ |λ1 − λ3|p
′

=

K∑

k=1

(∣∣∣µ(k)
1 − µ

(k)
2

∣∣∣
p

+
∣∣∣µ(k)

2 − µ
(k)
3

∣∣∣
p

− 21−p̃
∣∣∣µ(k)

1 − µ
(k)
3

∣∣∣
p)
. (76)

Now let us choose the parameter p̃ ∈ R such that p̃ ≥ max {p, 1} and p̃ < p′. Such a choice is possible by
the assumptions on p and p′. Note furthermore that for p ≥ 1 the monotonicity and the convexity of the
function t 7→ tp implies that

∣∣∣µ(k)
1 − µ

(k)
3

∣∣∣
p

≤
(∣∣∣µ(k)

1 − µ
(k)
2

∣∣∣ +
∣∣∣µ(k)

2 − µ
(k)
3

∣∣∣
)p

= 2p
(
1

2

(∣∣∣µ(k)
1 − µ

(k)
2

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣µ(k)

2 − µ
(k)
3

∣∣∣
))p

≤

≤ 2p−1
(∣∣∣µ(k)

1 − µ
(k)
2

∣∣∣
p

+
∣∣∣µ(k)

2 − µ
(k)
3

∣∣∣
p)

≤ 2p̃−1
(∣∣∣µ(k)

1 − µ
(k)
2

∣∣∣
p

+
∣∣∣µ(k)

2 − µ
(k)
3

∣∣∣
p)

for every k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} . Therefore, the right-hand side of (76) is non-negative for every choice of the

eigenvalues
{
µ
(k)
r

}

r,k
. And this is the case in the p < 1 regime as well: it is a simple consequence of the
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triangle inequality — note that (α, β) 7→ |α− β|p is a metric on R for p ≤ 1 — and the fact that 1 − p̃ ≤ 0
that

21−p̃
∣∣∣µ(k)

1 − µ
(k)
3

∣∣∣
p

≤
∣∣∣µ(k)

1 − µ
(k)
3

∣∣∣
p

≤
∣∣∣µ(k)

1 − µ
(k)
2

∣∣∣
p

+
∣∣∣µ(k)

2 − µ
(k)
3

∣∣∣
p

no matter how we choose the eigenvalues
{
µ
(k)
r

}

r,k
.

However, the left-hand side of (76) may be negative as the following example shows. Let λ1 = −1, λ2 =
0, λ3 = 1. Then

|λ1 − λ2|p
′

+ |λ2 − λ3|p
′

− 21−p̃ |λ1 − λ3|p
′

= 1 + 1− 21−p̃ · 2p′

= 2− 2 · 2(p′−p̃) = 2(1− 2(p
′−p̃))

which is negative as p′ > p̃. A contradiction, as desired. �

Proposition 9, Proposition 11, and Proposition 12 have the following consequence on H = C3.

Corollary 13. For every p, p′ ∈ (0, 1] one has

Cp(C
3) = Cp′(C3)

and for every p′ ∈ (1,∞) and p ∈ (0, p′) one has

Cp(C
3) ⊆ Cp′(C3) and Cp(C

3) + Cp′(C3).

That is, we have complete understanding of the relations between the sets Cp(H) for different values of
p if H = C2 or H = C3.

We close this section with an argument demonstrating that for any separable Hilbert space H, the set of
cost operators corresponding to p′ = ∞ contains the set of cost operators corresponding to p for any finite
p.

Proposition 14. For all p ∈ (0,∞)

Cp(H) ⊆ C∞(H). (77)

Proof. Let Q1 and Q2 be orthogonal projections over H such that Q1 + Q2 ≤ I. Then if 0 ≤ λ ∈ R, then
λ(Q1 ⊗QT

2 +Q2 ⊗QT
1 ) ∈ C∞(H). To see this consider A(p) := − p√λ

2 Q1 +
p√λ
2 Q2. Then

C{A(p)},p = λ(Q1 ⊗QT
2 +Q2 ⊗QT

1 )+

+
λ

2p
(Q1 ⊗ (I −Q1 −Q2)

T + (I −Q1 −Q2)⊗QT
1 +Q2 ⊗ (I −Q1 −Q2)

T + (I −Q1 −Q2)⊗QT
2 ) (78)

and

lim
p→∞

∣∣∣∣C{A(p)},p − λ(Q1 ⊗QT
2 +Q2 ⊗QT

1 )
∣∣∣∣
op

= 0. (79)

All Cp(H) and C∞(H) have a positive linear structure, or in other words, they form a positive cone as is
clear from the definition of the costs in (22). From this and from the breakdown formula for the costs given
in (37) and (38) it follows that the costs of λ(Q1⊗QT

2 +Q2⊗QT
1 ) generate all possible costs for all p > 0. �

Note that Proposition 3 and Proposition 14 may be summarized as follows: for any separable Hilbert
space H and for any p ∈ (0,∞), the relation C1(H) ⊆ Cp(H) ⊆ C∞(H) holds true.
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5. Triangle inequality is inherited by larger parameter values

In this section we present another phenomenon that motivates us to study the relation between sets of
cost operators, and which can be summarized by saying that the triangle inequality is inherited by larger
parameter values as long as the set of all possible cost operators does not increase. The precise statement is
formalized in the following Proposition.

Proposition 15. Let 0 < p ≤ p′ <∞, and let O,O′ ⊆ FCO(H) with the property that

{CA′,p′ | A′ ∈ O′} ⊆ {CA,p | A ∈ O} . (80)

Assume that the triangle inequality

dA,p(ρ, ω) ≤ dA,p(ρ, τ) + dA,p(τ, ω) (ρ, τ, ω ∈ S(H)) (81)

holds whenever A ∈ O. Then we have the triangle inequality

dA′,p′(ρ, ω) ≤ dA′,p′(ρ, τ) + dA′,p′(τ, ω) (ρ, τ, ω ∈ S(H)) (82)

for all A′ ∈ O′.

Proof. Let ρ, ω, τ ∈ S (H) and A′ ∈ O′. By the definition of quantum Wasserstein divergences (25), the
left-hand side of (82) reads as

dA′,p′(ρ, ω) =

(
D

max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (ρ, ω)− 1

2

(
D

max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (ρ, ρ) +D

max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (ω, ω)

))min{1/p′,1}
. (83)

By the assumption (80), there is an A ∈ O such that

CA,p = CA′,p′ (84)

and hence by the definition of the quantum p-Wasserstein distance (23),

D
max{p,1}
A,p (·, ·) ≡ D

max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (·, ·) (85)

on S (H)× S (H) , and consequently, by the definition of the quantum p-Wasserstein divergence (25),

d
max{p,1}
A,p (·, ·) ≡ d

max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (·, ·) (86)

on S (H)× S (H) . Therefore, with this A in hand, we can write the right-hand side of (83) as

((
D

max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, ω)− 1

2

(
D

max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, ρ) +D

max{p,1}
A,p (ω, ω)

))min{1/p,1})
min{1/p′,1}
min{1/p,1}

(87)

which is equal to

(dA,p(ρ, ω))
min{1/p′,1}
min{1/p,1}

by (25). We have min {1/p′, 1} ≤ min {1/p, 1} as p ≤ p′ by assumption, and hence the function

[0,∞) ∋ t 7→ t
min{1/p′,1}
min{1/p,1} (88)

is subadditive. Subadditivity follows from concavity and from the fact that it maps 0 to itself. By the
triangle inequality (81), the obvious monotonicity of (88) and the subadditivity of (88) we get

(dA,p(ρ, ω))
min{1/p′,1}
min{1/p,1} ≤ (dA,p(ρ, τ) + dA,p(τ, ω))

min{1/p′,1}
min{1/p,1} ≤

≤ (dA,p(ρ, τ))
min{1/p′,1}
min{1/p,1} + (dA,p(τ, ω))

min{1/p′,1}
min{1/p,1} (89)
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Referring to the definition (25) of quantum p-Wasserstein divergences again, we can write the right-hand
side of (89) as

(
D

max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, τ) − 1

2

(
D

max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, ρ) +D

max{p,1}
A,p (τ, τ)

))min
{

1

p′
,1
}

+

+

(
D

max{p,1}
A,p (τ, ω)− 1

2

(
D

max{p,1}
A,p (τ, τ) +D

max{p,1}
A,p (ω, ω)

))min
{

1

p′
,1
}

which is equal by (85) to

(
D

max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (ρ, τ)− 1

2

(
D

max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (ρ, ρ) +D

max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (τ, τ)

))min
{

1

p′
,1
}

+

+

(
D

max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (τ, ω)− 1

2

(
D

max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (τ, τ) +D

max{p′,1}
A′,p′ (ω, ω)

))min
{

1

p′
,1
}

= dA′,p′(ρ, τ) + dA′,p′(τ, ω). (90)

So we started from the left-hand side of (82) and we arrived at the right-hand side of (82) by a chain of
estimations from above, hence the proof is complete. �

6. p = 2 as a possible threshold for the triangle inequality

The following observation concerning quadratic Wasserstein divergences formalized in Proposition 16
will play an important role in the argument showing that there is no triangle inequality in general for
p-Wasserstein divergences for parameter values p < 2.

The quadratic quantum Wasserstein distance can be written as

D2
A,2 (ρ, ω) = inf

Π∈C(ρ,ω)

{
trH⊗H∗

[
Π

(
K∑

k=1

(
Ak ⊗ IT − I ⊗AT

k

)2
)]}

=

= inf
Π∈C(ρ,ω)

{
K∑

k=1

(
trH

[
ρA2

k + ωA2
k

]
− 2trH⊗H∗

[
Π · Ak ⊗AT

k

])
}
. (91)

There is an explicit one-to-one correspondence between the couplings of ρ, ω ∈ S (H) and quantum channels
sending ρ to ω [15, 16]. An important consequence of this correspondence is that (91) has an alternative
form that refers to channels instead of couplings:

D2
A,2 (ρ, ω) = inf

Φ∈CPTP(ρ,ω)

{
K∑

k=1

trH
[
ρA2

k + ωA2
k − 2ρ

1

2Akρ
1

2Φ† (Ak)
]}

. (92)

An important feature of the quadratic Wasserstein distances is that the distance of a state ρ from itself
(which may be positive) is always realized by the identity channel — see [15, Corollary 1]. Therefore, the
quadratic Wasserstein distance of a state ρ ∈ S (H) from itself admits the explicit form

D2
A,2 (ρ, ρ) = 2

K∑

k=1

trH

[
ρA2

k −
(
ρ

1

2Ak

)2]
. (93)

By definition, see (25), we have

d2A,2(ρ, ω) = D2
A,2(ρ, ω)−

1

2

(
D2

A,2(ρ, ρ) +D2
A,2(ω, ω)

)
(ρ, ω ∈ S (H)) (94)
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and taking both (92) and (93) into account we get that

d2A,2 (ρ, ω) = inf
Φ∈CPTP(ρ,ω)

{
K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ

1

2Ak

)2
+
(
ω

1

2Ak

)2
− 2ρ

1

2Akρ
1

2Φ† (Ak)

]}
. (95)

We note that if either ρ or ω is pure then the only coupling is the tensor product ω ⊗ ρT and the only
corresponding channel is Φ (·) = ωtr (·), with Φ† (·) = Itrω (·) . Consequently, in this case

d2A,2(ρ, ω) =

K∑

k=1

(
trH

[(
ρ

1

2Ak

)2]
+ trH

[(
ω

1

2Ak

)2]
− 2trH [ρAk] trH [ωAk]

)
. (96)

Let us denote by P1(H) the set of rank-one ortho-projections on H, that is, the set of pure states, and let

us turn to the case when both ρ and ω are pure states. A direct computation shows that trH

[(
X

1

2Y
)2]

=

(trH [XY ])
2
whenever X ∈ P1(H) and Y ∈ L(H)sa. Therefore, (96) leads to the following useful computa-

tional rule.

Proposition 16. For any A = {A1, . . . , AK} ∈ FCO(H) and for all pure states ρ, ω ∈ P1(H), the quadratic
quantum Wasserstein divergence has the following simple form:

d2A,2(ρ, ω) =

K∑

k=1

(trH [ρAk]− trH [ωAk])
2
. (97)

Note that Proposition 16 has the following interesting interpretation: the 2-Wasserstein divergence
dA,2(·, ·) on P1(H)× P1(H) is precisely the pull-back of the Euclidean metric on RK by the map

P1(H) ∋ ρ 7→ (trH [ρAk])
K
k=1 ∈ RK . (98)

Note furthermore that in the special case H = C2 and A = {σ1, σ2, σ3} the vector (trC2 [ρσj ])
3
k=1 is the

Bloch vector of ρ (see (103)), so we may consider the vector (trH [ρAk])
K
k=1 ∈ RK as a generalized Bloch

vector of ρ ∈ S (H) determined by A = {A1, . . . , AK} .
An interesting consequence of the statements proved in the previous sections and our earlier work [4] is

that on quantum bits, the triangle inequality holds for all parameters p ≥ 2.

Theorem 17. Let H = C2, let A′ ∈ FCO(C2) be an arbitrary finite collection of observables on C2, and let
p′ ≥ 2. Then the triangle inequality

dA′,p′(ρ, ω) ≤ dA′,p′(ρ, τ) + dA′,p′(τ, ω) (99)

holds for every ρ, τ, ω ∈ S(C2).

Proof. We know by analytical arguments and numerical tests [4] that

dA,2(ρ, ω) ≤ dA,2(ρ, τ) + dA,2(τ, ω) (ρ, τ, ω ∈ S(H)) (100)

for every H and A ∈ FCO(H). In particular, (100) holds in the special case H = C2 for all A ∈ FCO(C2).
We know from Corollary 5 that Cp′(C2) ⊆ C2(C2) for every p′ ≥ 2. Therefore, if we choose both O and O′

to be FCO(C2) and p = 2 then the assumption (80) in Proposition 15 is satisfied. Consequently, the desired
inequality (99) follows from (100) and Proposition 15. �

On the other hand, we have counterexamples showing that the triangle inequality does not hold in general
for (A, p)-Wasserstein divergences.
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Proposition 18. For every 0 < p < 2 there is H and A ∈ FCO(H) and ρ, τ, ω ∈ S (H) such that

dA,p(ρ, ω) > dA,p(ρ, τ) + dA,p(τ, ω). (101)

Proof. Let H = C2, p′ = 2, and A′ = {σ1, σ2, σ3} , where the σj ’s are the Pauli operators

σ1 =

[
0 1
1 0

]
σ2 =

[
0 −i
i 0

]
σ3 =

[
1 0
0 −1

]
. (102)

We recall that the Bloch vector bρ of a state ρ ∈ S(H) is defined by

R3 ∋ bρ := (trC2 [ρσj ])
3
j=1 (103)

and the positivity condition ρ ≥ 0 is equivalent to the Euclidean length of bρ being at most 1. Now observe
that Proposition 16 tells us that

dA′,2(ρ, ω) = |bρ − bω|2 (104)

whenever ρ, ω ∈ P1(C2), that is, when both ρ and ω are pure — the right-hand side of (104) is the Euclidean
distance of the Bloch vectors of ρ and ω. As it can be seen directly from the geometry of the sphere, for
every ε > 0 there exist ρ, τ, ω ∈ P1(C2) such that

dA′,2(ρ, τ) = dA′,2(τ, ω) and dA′,2(ρ, ω) > (2− ε)dA′,2(ρ, τ). (105)

By Corollary 5, for every p ∈ (0, 2) there is an A ∈ FCO(C2) such that CA,p = CA′,2 and hence

d
max{p,1}
A,p (·, ·) ≡ d2A′,2(·, ·) on S(C2)× S(C2). Therefore,

d
max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, τ) = d

max{p,1}
A,p (τ, ω) and d

max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, ω) > (2− ε)2d

max{p,1}
A,p (ρ, τ). (106)

Consequently,

dA,p(ρ, ω) > (2− ε)2min{ 1

p ,1} 1
2
(dA,p(ρ, τ) + dA,p(τ, ω)) . (107)

So the triangle inequality fails for every p such that

(2− ε)2min{ 1

p ,1} · 1
2
≥ 1. (108)

Taking the logarithm of base 2 shows that (108) is equivalent to

2min

{
1

p
, 1

}
· log2(2− ε)− 1 ≥ 0, (109)

that is,

min

{
1

p
, 1

}
≥ 1

2 log2(2− ε)
. (110)

This latter (110) holds whenever p ≤ 2 log2(2− ε). The factor log2(2− ε) approaches 1 from below as ε goes
to 0, hence we have examples for the failure of the triangle inequality for every p < 2. �

7. Triangle inequality for quantum Wasserstein divergences — the proof of Theorem 19

This section is dedicated to the study of the triangle inequality for quadratic quantum Wasserstein diver-
gences. The main result here is a proof of the triangle inequality using the sole assumption that an arbitrary
one of the three states involved is pure. This is a generalization of the main result of [4], where we proved
the triangle inequality in the case when the intermediate state is pure.



p-WASSERSTEIN DISTANCES AND DIVERGENCES BY QUANTUM CHANNELS 21

The next statement will be useful in our proof: if Uk, Vk ∈ T2(H) are Hilbert-Schmidt operators for
k = 1, 2, . . . ,K, then

(
K∑

k=1

trH
[
|Uk|2

]
)1/2

+

(
K∑

k=1

trH
[
|Vk|2

]
)1/2

≥
(

K∑

k=1

trH
[
|Uk + Vk|2

]
)1/2

. (111)

holds. Indeed, for the operators U = U1 ⊕ U2 ⊕ · · · ⊕ UK and V = V1 ⊕ V2 ⊕ · · · ⊕ VK ∈ T2
(
CK ⊗H

)
the

triangle inequality
(
trCK⊗H

[
|U|2

])1/2
+
(
trCK⊗H

[
|V|2

])1/2 ≥
(
trCK⊗H

[
|U+V|2

])1/2

with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt norm holds, which is exactly the same equation as (111).

Theorem 19. Let A = {Ak}Kk=1 be an arbitrary finite collection of observable quantities, and let dA,2 be the
corresponding quadratic quantum Wasserstein divergence given by (24). Let ρ, ω, τ ∈ S(H) and assume that
ρ or τ or ω is a pure state. Then the triangle inequality

dA,2(ρ, ω) ≤ dA,2(ρ, τ) + dA,2(τ, ω) (112)

holds true.

Proof. The case when the intermediate state τ is pure is covered by [4]. Therefore, we consider the case
when the state ρ on the left-hand side or the state ω on the right-hand side is pure. As the inequality (112)
is symmetric, we assume without loss of generality that ω ∈ P1(H). The quadratic quantum Wasserstein
divergences can be written in the forms

d2A,2 (ρ, ω) =

K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ1/2Ak

)2
+
(
ω1/2Ak

)2
− 2ρ1/2Akρ

1/2Θ†
opt (Ak)

]
, (113)

d2A,2 (ρ, τ) =
K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ1/2Ak

)2
+
(
τ1/2Ak

)2
− 2ρ1/2Akρ

1/2Φ†
opt (Ak)

]
, (114)

and

d2A,2 (τ, ω) =

K∑

k=1

trH

[(
τ1/2Ak

)2
+
(
ω1/2Ak

)2
− 2τ1/2Akτ

1/2Ψ†
opt (Ak)

]
, (115)

where Θopt ∈ CPTP(ρ, ω), Φopt ∈ CPTP(ρ, τ) and Ψopt ∈ CPTP(τ, ω) are optimal channels corresponding
the divergences. Then we have

dA,2 (ρ, τ) + dA,2 (τ, ω) =
(

K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ1/2Ak

)2
+
(
τ1/2Ak

)2
− 2ρ1/2Akρ

1/2Φ†
opt (Ak)

])1/2

+

+

(
K∑

k=1

trH

[(
τ1/2Ak

)2
+
(
ω1/2Ak

)2
− 2τ1/2Akτ

1/2Ψ†
opt (Ak)

])1/2

≥

≥
(

K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ1/2Ak

)2
+
(
ρ1/2Φ†

opt (Ak)
)2

− 2ρ1/2Akρ
1/2Φ†

opt (Ak)

])1/2

+

+

(
K∑

k=1

trH

[(
τ1/2Ak

)2
+
(
τ1/2Ψ†

opt (Ak)
)2

− 2τ1/2Akτ
1/2Ψ†

opt (Ak)

])1/2

=
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(
K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ1/2

(
Ak − Φ†

opt (Ak)
))2]

)1/2

+

(
K∑

k=1

trH

[(
τ1/2

(
Aj −Ψ†

opt (Aj)
))2]

)1/2

, (116)

where we have used the inequalities

trH

[(
τ1/2Ak

)2]
= trH

(
(Φopt (ρ))

1/2Ak

)2
≥ trH

[(
ρ1/2Φ†

opt (Ak)
)2]

and

trH

[(
ω1/2Ak

)2]
= trH

(
(Ψopt (τ))

1/2
Ak

)2
≥ trH

[(
τ1/2Ψ†

opt (Ak)
)2]

.

Indeed, for any CPTP map Φ, state ρ and selfadjoint operator A, the inequality

trH
[
(Φ (ρ))

1/2
A
]2

≥ trH

[(
ρ1/2Φ† (A)

)2]
(117)

is a special case of the monotonicity version of Lieb’s concavity — see, e.g., [8, Theorem 1]. We can use
(117) for a further estimation in the following way:

trH

[(
τ1/2

(
Ak −Ψ†

opt (Ak)
))2]

=

trH

[(
(Φopt (ρ))

1/2
(
Ak −Ψ†

opt (Ak)
))2]

≥

≥ trH

[(
ρ1/2

(
Φ†

opt (Ak)− Φ†
opt

(
Ψ†

opt (Ak)
)))2]

. (118)

Substituting (118) into the right-hand side (RHS) of (116) we get

RHS ≥
(

K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ1/2

(
Ak − Φ†

opt (Ak)
))2]

)1/2

+

+

(
K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ1/2

(
Φ†

opt (Ak)− Φ†
opt

(
Ψ†

opt (Ak)
)))2]

)1/2

≥

≥
(

K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ1/2

(
Ak − Φ†

opt

(
Ψ†

opt (Ak)
)))2]

)1/2

, (119)

where we have used the triangle inequality (111) in the last step. Indeed, with the choice

Uk = ρ1/4
(
Ak − Φ†

opt (Ak)
)
ρ1/4,

Vk = ρ1/4
(
Φ†

opt (Ak)− Φ†
opt

(
Ψ†

opt (Ak)
))

ρ1/4

for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K the inequality (111) gives the statement. The optimality of Θopt in (24) also means that

sup
Θ∈CPTP(ρ,ω)

{
K∑

k=1

trH
[
2ρ1/2Akρ

1/2Θ† (Ak)
]}

=

K∑

k=1

trH
[
2ρ1/2Akρ

1/2Θ†
opt (Ak)

]
. (120)

Since Ψopt (Φopt (ρ)) = ω, i.e. Ψopt ◦ Φopt ∈ CPTP(ρ, ω) this means that

K∑

k=1

trH
[
2ρ1/2Akρ

1/2Θ†
opt (Ak)

]
≥

K∑

k=1

trH
[
2ρ1/2Akρ

1/2Φ†
opt

(
Ψ†

opt (Ak)
)]
. (121)
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Hence we get the following lower bound for the right-hand side of (119):
(

K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ1/2

(
Ak − Φ†

opt

(
Ψ†

opt (Ak)
)))2]

)1/2

=

=

(
K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ1/2Ak

)2
+
(
ρ1/2Φ†

opt

(
Ψ†

opt (Ak)
))2

− 2ρ1/2Akρ
1/2Φ†

opt

(
Ψ†

opt (Ak)
)])1/2

≥

≥
(

K∑

k=1

trH

[(
ρ1/2Ak

)2
+
(
ρ1/2Φ†

opt

(
Ψ†

opt (Ak)
))2

− 2ρ1/2Akρ
1/2Θ†

opt (Ak)

])1/2

(122)

If X and Y are self-adjoint operators on H, and X ≥ 0, and trX = 1, then the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

for the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product of the operators X1/2 and X1/4Y X1/4 implies that trH
[(
X1/2Y

)2] ≥
(trH [XY ])

2
, and hence we get the following lower bound for the second term of (122):

trH

[(
ρ1/2Φ†

opt

(
Ψ†

opt (Ak)
))2]

≥
(
trH

[
ρΦ†

opt

(
Ψ†

opt (Ak)
)])2

=

(trH [Ψopt (Φopt (ρ))Ak])
2 = (trH [ωAk])

2 . (123)

If ω is pure, then

(trH [ωAk])
2
= trH

[(
ω1/2Ak

)2]
,

and the right-hand side of (122) is exactly dA,2(ρ, ω). �
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