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Markovian master equations (formally known as quantum dynamical semigroups) can be used to
describe the evolution of a quantum state p when in contact with a memoryless thermal bath. This
approach has had much success in describing the dynamics of real-life open quantum systems in
the lab. Such dynamics increase the entropy of the state p and the bath until both systems reach
thermal equilibrium, at which point entropy production stops. Our main result is to show that the
entropy production at time ¢ is bounded by the relative entropy between the original state and the
state at time 2¢. The bound puts strong constraints on how quickly a state can thermalise, and we
conjecture that the factor of 2 is tight. The proof makes use of a key physically relevant property of
these dynamical semigroups — detailed balance, showing that this property is intimately connected
with the field of recovery maps from quantum information theory. We envisage that the connections
made here between the two fields will have further applications. We also use this connection to show
that a similar relation can be derived when the fixed point is not thermal.

I. INTRODUCTION

It is very often observed in nature that physical sys-
tems relax to an equilibrium state. This phenomenon,
which has very evident consequences at the macroscopic
scales of our everyday experience, ultimately relies on
the dynamics of the microscopic components. This fact
was understood in the early days of statistical mechanics,
and since then a large amount of work has been produced
with the aim of trying to understand how exactly physi-
cal systems reach thermal equilibrium.

Any such evolution will be ultimately generated
through some reversible dynamics on a large composite
system, that is effectively irreversible as seen by a smaller
part of that composite system. This irreversibility means
that, in a coarse-grained sense, entropy will be produced
throughout the process. The entropy production can be
linked to the fact that correlations between a big ther-
mal object (a heat bath) and one smaller subsystem S
are increasingly harder to access, which forces the coarse-
graining of the description [I]. Intuitively, the more irre-
versible a process is, the more entropy is produced, and
the closer a particular system will be to equilibrium.

In this work we look at a commonly used family of
quantum evolutions that model the dynamics of a sys-
tem weakly coupled to a thermal bath, and show explic-
itly how the amount of entropy produced along a par-
ticular evolution is related to how much a state changes
along that evolution. These maps were first studied by
Davies [2] and are a quantum generalization of the clas-
sical Glauber dynamics. They are Markovian, and have
the thermal state as a fixed point of the evolution.

In the limit of a large thermal bath, the total entropy
produced by such a process is given by how much the
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free energy of a system decreases with time [3]. The free
energy for a state pg(t) at time ¢ is defined as

Fy(ps(t)) = Te[Hsps ()] + %Tr[Ps(t) logps(®)], (1)

where Hg is the Hamiltonian of the subsystem of inter-
est, and B! is the temperature of the bath. This is
a consequence of the fact that i) the dynamics has the

e~

thermal state of the system 7g = BZHS as a fixed point
and 4i) the quantum relative entropy is contractive un-
der quantum evolutions More explicitly, for an evolution
from time ¢ = 0 to ¢, the total amount of entropy pro-
duced is given by Fg(ps(0)) — Fz(ps(t)), which is always
positive.

Our main result is Theorem [2] which states that un-
der the condition that the interaction between system
and bath is time-independent, we can lower-bound the
entropy production at time ¢ by the state at time 2t¢.

This sharpens some intuitive notions, namely that if
not much entropy is produced during a time interval At,
the state will not change very much during the time in-
terval 2At, but if it does, then a large amount of entropy
must have been produced at an earlier time, namely dur-
ing the time interval At. This relationship between the
entropy production at an earlier time to the state at a
later time is not due to any memory effects, since the
dynamics is purely Markovian. Moreover, as we will ex-
plain, the key ingredient is a general property of these
Davies maps, namely quantum detailed balance.

The bound proves a physically relevant particular case
of an open conjecture about general quantum maps first
formulated in [4]. The strongest possible version of the
conjecture is known to not be true in full generality [5],
although it has been shown for particular sets such as
unital maps [6], classical stochastic matrices[4], catalytic
thermal operations [7] and we here show it for Davies
maps. All these results relate the decrease of relative
entropy with a measure of how well a given pair of states
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can be recovered through a particular recovery map, and
are generalizations of an early result by Petz [§]. For the
best results up to date on general quantum maps, see
[OH12].

This line of research was very much inspired by the
study of quantum conditional mutual information and
quantum Markov chains [13], where recent results put
lower bounds on the quantum conditional mutual infor-
mation with measures of how well the operation of trac-
ing out a subsystem within a tripartite state can be un-
done. See [I4] for an early breakthrough, and [5l, [T5HI7]
for further refinements. Recovery maps have found many
applications in quantum information theory in general,
such as coding theorems [I8], approximate error correc-
tion [I9] or asymmetry [20]. They also appear in the
derivation of quantum fluctuation theorems [21] 22].

Our results, inspired by findings in quantum informa-
tion theory, are a consequence of the observation that
if a dynamical map satisfies quantum detailed balance,
a property of thermodynamical processes, then this im-
plies that the map is its own recovery map. The con-
nection between information theory and thermodynam-
ics goes back a long way, to the seminal work of Landauer
[23] and has furthered our understanding of both signif-
icantly. Within the current surge of information-theory
approaches to quantum thermodynamics (see [24] for a
review), our result provides another example of how ideas
from one may find definite applications in the other.

We shall first introduce Davies maps, outline their
properties, and explain their entropy production. This
is followed by the statement of main result and a dis-
cussion on the bound it self. We finally conclude with
some suggestions for open questions. The technical re-
sults have all been placed in the appendix, where we also
include a discussion on Davies maps and of the bound in
the infinitesimal time limit.

II. DAVIES MAPS AND ENTROPY
PRODUCTION

Davies maps are a particular set of quantum dynam-
ical semigroups that describe the evolution of a system
on a dg dimensional Hilbert space that is weakly inter-
acting with a heat bath. The first rigorous derivation of
their form was given in [2] (see [25] [26] for more modern
treatments). As they are time-continuous quantum semi-
groups, their generator takes the form of a Lindbladian
operator, which we define as

dps(t

0 L(ps(0)) + 0105 (1), @
where L is called the Lindbladian and 6(-) = —[Heg, -] is
called the unitary part, with Heg the effective Hamilto-
nian. The solution is a one-parameter family of CPTP
maps Ma(:), A > 0 which governs the dynamics,
Ma(p(t)) = p(t + A). We will not delve into the full

details here, but instead highlight the important prop-
erties the canonical form of Davies maps, denoted T;(-),
possess:

1) They arise from the weak system-bath coupling
limit

2) They can be written in the form T;(-) = &0+t (.),
with € and £ time independent

3) 6 and £ commute: 0(L(-)) = L(0(-))

4) They have a thermal fixed point: Ti(7s) = 7g,
where 7g is the Gibbs state of the system at tem-
perature Tg.

5) Their Lindbladians and unitary part satisfy Quan-
tum detailed balance (QDB):

(A, L1(B))a = (£(A), B, (3)
[Hefva] =0, (4)

for all A, B € €% *4s where L is the adjoint Lind-
bladian and in the case of Davies maps, ) = 75.
The scalar product in Eq. is defined as

(A, B)q := Tr[QY/2ATQY2 ). (5)

This is sometimes referred to as reversibility or
KMS condition. It is stronger than 4), since it
has as a consequence that 2 is the fixed point, as
L(Q) =0.

In Appendix [A] we give a more detailed account of the
microscopic origin of these maps, and of the form of the
weak coupling limit, property 1). In the literature, there
are various different definitions of QDB which are in
general not equivalent. We show in Appendix [C} that
for maps satisfying time translation symmetry, such as
Davies maps, definition 5) is equivalent to the definition
of QDB in [25] 27].

In addition to the properties above, it is sometimes
assumed that:

6) The dynamics associated with Davies maps con-
verge to the fixed point, lim; o T3(ps(0)) = 7s.

Such convergence is guaranteed if more stringent condi-
tions are imposed on the Davies map [28431]. We will
not need to assume 6) here.

Since we wish to bound the distance from the state
at time ¢ to the fixed point, we need a distance mea-
sure. For this we use the relative entropy D(p|lo) =
Tr[p(log p — logo)]. This measure is meaningful since
it is non-negative, zero iff p = o, and is contractive un-
der CPTP maps. For the special case that o is a Gibbs
state, it has an interpretation in terms of a free energy,

D(p(t)|I7s) = BFs(ps(t)) — log Zs, (6)



where Zg = Trle #H5] is the partition function of the
system, which we assume is constant. We can thus write

D(p(0)||rs) — D(p(t)||7s) = B (Fs(ps(0)) — Fa(ps(t)))
— BAE — AS, (7)

with AE, AS the changes in mean energy and entropy
of the system. Due to the contractivity property of D,
Eq. is non-negative and non-decreasing with ¢ > 0.
The Lh.s. of Eq. is referred to in the literature as
the entropy production. The reason for this name is as
follows. For a large thermal reservoir, small changes of
energy (that is, heat transferred to the system) are pro-
portional to changes of entropy in it, with proportionality
constant . Hence, we can identify the change in energy
in the system with a change of entropy in the reservoir
BAE ~ —ASpatn, so that the difference in free energy
of the system for a time interval At is equal to the to-
tal entropy generated during the interval At in system
and bath. Therefore, Eq. constitutes a natural mea-
sure of the irreversibility of the process. Furthermore,
as one intuitively might expect, the entropy production
only depends on the dissipative part of the dynamics, as
we explain in the Section of the appendix. There-
fore, we will assume for simplicity that § = 0 in the next
Section unless stated otherwise.

If one were to change the initial state of the environ-
ment for the maximally mixed state, then the system
can only exchange entropy, but not heat/energy with it.
These correspond to unital maps, in which case the free
energy is replaced with the entropy gain of the system
alone. In that case, a lower bound on the entropy they
produce in terms of the adjoint of the unital map can be
found in [6].

III. MAIN RESULTS

Our main result is a tight lower bound on the change
of free energy, or entropy produced, for a finite time. For
Davies maps, the following lemma holds:

Lemma 1. All Davies maps T3(-), satisfy the inequality
1 ~
Folps(0)) = Falos(0) 2 5D (ps0)[Tilps(t))) . (8

where Tj(-) is the time-reversed map or Petz recovery
map, defined as

1) =71 (52 Ors ) o)

with TtJr denoting the adjoint of T;.
Proof. See Appendix O

For Lemma 1] to hold, only properties 1) and 4) are re-
quired. In addition, we find that there is a striking con-
nection between property 4) and the Petz recovery map

which we will now explain. A quantum dynamical semi-
group M; which obeys QDB has a Petz recovery map M;
which is equal to the map itself M; = M; (See Theorem
in Appendix). Petz derived his famous recovery map in
1986 [8] while the first appearance of the detailed balance
condition goes back at least to the work of Boltzmann in
1872 [32] and quantum detailed balance to Alicki in 1976
[33]. To the best of the authors knowledge, this connec-
tion between results from the communities of quantum
information theory and quantum dynamical semi-groups
was previously unknown.

The classical definition of detailed balance, in terms
of the transition probabilities p(j|i) of a classical Mas-
ter equation, implies that, at equilibrium, a particular
jump between energy levels F; — E; has the same to-
tal probability as the opposite jump E; — E;, such that

p(jl) s = plilj)e5=2. The condition in Eq.
is the most natural quantum generalization of that (al-
though as shown in [34] different ones are also possible).
In that sense, QDB can be understood as the fact that a
particular thermalization process coincides with its own
time-reversed map, which is defined as in Eq. @ (for
more details, see e.g. [35]).

On the other hand, the Petz recovery map f(), given
a state 0 and a CPTP map I'(+), is formally defined as
I8, 136, [37]

0() =021t (T(0) 2 ()0(0) ) o¥/2 (10)

This map is such that we have that iff D(p|lo) =
D(T(p)||T(0)) then T(I'(p)) = p and T(T'(0)) = 0. It
appears in quantum information theory when one tries
to find the best possible way to recover data after it is
processed [38], 39].

We can hence rewrite Lemma [I] as

Theorem 2. All Davies maps T;(-), satisfy the inequal-

1ty
Falps(0) = Folps(®) = 5D (ps(0)lps20)) . (11
Proof. See Appendx O

In addition to assuming detailed balance, condition 5),
we have also used condition 2). If the Lindbladian £ is
time dependent, i.e. 2) is not satisfied, Eq. holds
but with pg(2t) replaced with T;(p(t)).

While, as mentioned at the end of Section [[I, entropy
production is invariant under a change in the unitary part
of the dynamics, it is interesting to find the Petz recovery
map when 6 is not set to zero. We show in Lemma ] in
the appendix, that the Petz recovery map M;(-) of a map
M, (-) satisfying QDB and for which £ and  commute
[property 3) of Davies maps]|, reverses the unitary part
of the dynamics, while keeping the same dissipative part,
that is

My () = e *HHE(), (12)
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FIG. 1. An example of the inequality in Theorem [2] for a
Davies map on a qubit given in [40]. The solid (blue) curve is
the amount of entropy produced SF3s(p(0)) — BFs(p(t)) and
the dashed (purple) the lower bound D(ps(0)||ps(2t)). It can
be seen how the lower bound at ¢ = 0 starts at zero, and how
for large times the two curves quickly converge to the total
amount of entropy produced D(ps(0)||7s).

and thus T;(T;(-)) = e***(-). So not only is the Lh.s. of
Eq. invariant under a change in the unitary part of
the dynamics; but so is the r.h.s.

In Fig. (1] we show a simple example of the inequality
for the case of Davies maps applied on a qubit. Eq.
is tight at ¢ = 0 and also in the large time limit, as long
as condition 6) is satisfied. In this limit, the total entropy
that has been produced is equal to 5D(p(0)||7s), which
both sides of the inequality approach as pg — 7g.

On the other hand, for very short times, the lower
bound becomes trivial. In particular, in Appendix
we show what both sides of the inequality tend to in the
limit of infinitesimal time transformations. The entropy
production becomes a rate, and the lower bound to it
approaches 0. The latter can be seen in Fig. [l| by the
fact that the dashed curve has a stationary point at the
origin.

Non-trivial lower bounds on the rate of entropy pro-
duction, in the form of log-Sobolev inequalities [41] can
be used to derive bounds on the time it takes to con-
verge to equilibrium for particular instances of Davies
maps. Hence, given that Theorem [2| is completely gen-
eral, and holds also for Davies maps that do not reach
thermal equilibrium efficiently, the fact that the lower
bound vanishes for infinitesimal times is not surprising.

Recall that the factor of 2 in Eq. is a consequence
of the observation that the Petz recovery map is equal to
the map itself. A natural question is then, is the factor
2 fundamental? The following conjecture suggests it is:

Conjecture 3. [Tightness of entropy production bound]
The largest constant k£ > 0 such that

Falps(0)) — Fa(ps(t)) > %D (ps(0)|lps(kt)  (13)

holds for all Davies maps is k = 2.

Violations of Eq. have been found numerically for
k = 2.0001, so the conjecture is highly likely to be true.
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FIG. 2. Examples plots for Conjecture [3] for the Davies map
for qubits from [40]. The solid (blue) curve is the amount of

entropy produced 8Fp(p(0)) — BFs(p(t)) (Lh.s. of Eq. (I3))
while the dashed lines correspond to D(p(0)|p(kt)) (r.h.s. of

Eq. ) for different k. We see that when the constant k
is greater than 2 the bound does not hold any more, showing
that the £ = 2 case is indeed special. For k < 2 the bound
holds intuitively (given that it holds for £ = 2), but results
in a worse bound. This shows that the constraint set by Eq.
reflects a special feature of how Davies maps thermalize.
Moreover, we see that a k > 2 would predict (incorrectly) a
faster thermalisation rate, thus confirming that Eq. (L1f) is
an implicit universal bound on the rate of thermalisation for
Davies maps.

See Fig. [2| for more details. This means that Eq.
is likely to be the strongest constraint of its kind that
Davies maps obey, and it hence sets a somewhat strong
relation between how much the free energy and the sys-
tems state at a later time change during a thermalization
process.

IV. BEYOND DAVIES MAPS

So far we have addressed the issue of universal bounds
for Davies maps which constrain the speed of convergence
to the thermal fixed point. We now turn our attention
to what recent developments from quantum information
theory can say about convergence of dynamical semi-
groups in general. A recent advancement in quantum
information is the development of universal recoverability
maps [9, 10, 12]. By universal recoverability, it is meant
that given a state o and a CPTP map I', one can use the
recovery map to lower bound the relative entropy differ-
ence D(pllo) — D(T(p)||T'(0)) for all quantum states p.
In general the lower bound takes on a complicated form
(see Appendix . However, for the case of dynamical
semi-groups satisfying QDB and the following property,
the bound is more explicit.

Let us assume that we have a one-parameter dynami-
cal semi-group M;(-) equipped with a fixed point Q that
satisfies a condition we call Time-translation symmetry
w.r.t. fixred point (TTSFP),

L(O)=Q"C(Q")Q")Q " VteR. (14)



This condition is satisfied for example by dynamical semi-
groups which arise naturally in the weak coupling limit or
the low-density limit. Davies maps are one such example,
but there are others [42].

The properties lead to the following result:

Theorem 4. Let the Quantum Dynamical Semigroup
M, (+) satisfy QDB and TTSFP. Then the following holds

D(p(0)[122) = D(p()||2) = —2log F'(p, M(p(t))), (15)

where F(p,0) = Tr[v/+/opy/o] is the quantum fidelity.
Moreover, if the generators are time-independent we may
write M¢(p(t)) = p(2t).

It is well known that D(p|lo) > —2log F(p|lo) with
equality only for special instances. Therefore, for Davies
maps, Eq. is satisfied but with a weaker bound than
Theorem 21

V. CONCLUSION

We have proven a lower bound on the amount of en-
tropy produced for a family of thermalization processes
described by quantum dynamical semigroups. In order
to do this, we have shown that an inequality which is
not true for general CPTP maps holds for these maps.
From that perspective, it would be interesting to in-
vestigate what are the features of these and other par-
ticular maps that make them obey this inequality, and
whether such bounds have more interesting physical con-
sequences. One potential application of this in open
quantum systems, is to use a tightened monotonicity
inequality to find when information backflow occurs in
non-Markovian dynamics [43].

One of the important questions regarding Davies maps
is how fast they converge to equilibrium. There have
been several approaches to this question, mostly inspired

by their classical analogues, which include the computa-
tion of the spectral gaps [26] 34, [44] or the logarithmic-
Sobolev inequalities [41, 45]. In particular we note that
the latter take the form of lower bounds to the rate of en-
tropy production of particular Davies maps, from which
thermalization times can be derived. It would be inter-
esting to know if the bound of Eq. , albeit true for all
Davies maps no matter their thermalization times, may
contain information about their asymptotic convergence.
For instance, one could look at how fast is the inequality
saturated in particular cases. We however leave this for
future work.

One of the main features in the study of dynamical
thermalisation processes, such as Davies maps, is quan-
tum detailed balance; and we have shown that this con-
dition can be written in terms of the Petz recovery map
that appears in information theory. It is not completely
clear what the physical origin of this coincidence is, and
begs for a deeper understanding. The condition of de-
tailed balance is ubiquitous in thermalization processes,
and in particular, current algorithms for simulating ther-
mal states on a quantum computer, such as the quantum
Metropolis algorithm [46], obey it, which makes it all the
more interesting. As such, the useful connection we es-
tablish here between the Petz recovery map and quantum
detailed balance, is likely to have further implications for
both thermodynamics and information theory.
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Appendix A: Technical results
1. Davies maps and conditions for Lemma

Davies maps are derived from considering the dynamics of a state pg € S(Hs), where Hg is of finite dimension
dg, in contact with a thermal bath on an infinite dimensional Hilbert space Hg. We will here specify the minimal
assumptions about the bath and its interaction with the system necessary for the derivation of Lemma [5| and Lemma
In order to guarantee other properties, such as the existence of a fixed point or detailed balance, more subtle
constraints are also necessary.

Let Hg be a self-adjoint Hamiltonian on Hp. Since we want states on Hg to be thermodynamically stable, we
assume that Zp = Trlexp(—FHp)] < oo for all 8 > 0. Hp must therefore have a purely discrete spectrum, which
is bounded below and has no finite limit points; that is, there are only a finite number of energy levels in any finite
interval AE. The quantum state ps € S(Hs) with its free self-adjoint Hamiltonian Hg of finite dimension interacts
with the system via a bounded interaction term IeB (Hs ®Hp), with a parameter A > 0 determining the interaction
strength as follows

ﬁ532ﬁ5®13+15®ﬁ3+)\f. (A1)

The initial state on S(Hg ® Hp) is assumed to be product, ps ® 7, with 75 the Gibbs state at inverse temperature
5. The dynamics of the system at time ¢ is given by the unitary operator

U(t) := e tHss (A2)
after tracing out the environment. More precisely, by
Trp [U(t)ps @ T3 UT(D)] € S(Hs), (A3)

where UT denotes the adjoint of U.
The Davies map Tj(-) is defined by taking the limit that the interaction strength \ goes to zero, while the time ¢
goes to infinity while maintaining tA\? := ¢ fixed. More concisely,

Ti() = lim Trp [U(f)(") ® 18 UT(E)] € S(Hs) subject to t\? =t fixed. (A4)

A—0t

It is assumed that in this limit U(f) and its inverse UT(Z) are still unitary operators mapping states on S(Hs @ Hp)
to states on S(Hg ® Hp). To gain more physical insight into this construction, we refer to [2], 28] [47]. We remind the
reader that the conditions described in Section are not sufficient for the map T3 (+) to satisfy other properties, such
as the convergence to a fixed point or detailed balance, more subtle constraints are also necessary. We will not go
into the details of these additional conditions, since only sufficient (but perhaps not necessary) conditions are known,
e.g. [2]. In other Sections, we will additionally take advantage of the known fact that Davies maps satisfy quantum
detailed balance.

2. Proof and statement of Lemma [1]

In order to prove the main theorem we need a lemma about Davies maps first. We show that in the weak coupling
limit, correlations between the system and the environment (the bath) are not created if both start as initially
uncorrelated thermal states. In order to do this, we will need to introduce a finite dimensional cut-off on Hp
and prove the results for the truncated space, and finally proving uniform convergence in the bath system size by
removing the cut-off by taking the infinite dimensional limit. Let P, denote the projection onto a finite dimensional
Hilbert Space Hp,, C Hp. Furthermore, assume that Hp1 C Hp2 C Hp,3... and that lim, ,oc Hp.n = Hp. For
concreteness (although not strictly necessary), one could let P, = Y oieo |Ek)(Er| where |Eo),|E1),|Es), ... are the
eigenvectors of Hp ordered in increasing eigenvalue order.

We define the truncated self-adjoint Hamiltonians on Hp as ﬁgb) = Pnﬁ Bﬁn with a corresponding Gibbs state
denoted by 75, € S(Hp,,). Similarly, we construct unitaries on Hp , by

U, = exp (_imgg) . A = (1s® B,) Hsp (15 ® P,) (A5)
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and define I,, := (Is® Pn) I (Is® Pn) We recall the definition of the thermal state of the system 7¢ € S(Hg), which
is given by

eﬁﬁs

Zs

TS = ZS > 0 (AG)

for some inverse temperature g > 0
The lemma is the following:

Lemma 5 (Correlations at the fixed point). Let a >0, A € R and the constant Z%5 = Tr[(Ts ® T5.,)*]. Then, for
all n € N*, we have the bound

1 o (03
S 1Un(7s @ 75.0) UL = (s @ 75,0)" 1 < Zgg By A all, (A7)

where 7g, 7p,, are thermal states at inverse temperatures Sg, 8p,, respectively, and | - |1, || - || is the one-norm and
operator norm respectively.

Proof. The result is a consequence of mean energy conservation under the unitary transformation U,, and Pinsker’s
inequality. . -

Define the shorthand notation 7455 = U, (s ® 75.,)°U}/Ze € S(Hs @ Hp,n) and Z&y = 28725, 2§ = Tr[rg],
= Tr[r3 ,]. By direct evaluation of the relative entropy,

D5 (7s @ 75.0)* ) Z55)/ 5 = Te[Hs75 ] + Te[HE 75 ] — (a8) 7' S(r§ © 75,/ Z555) + n(Z55),  (A8)

where we have used unitary in-variance of the von Neumann entropy S(-). Thus since

0=D((rs @ 7p.2)*/ 285 I(7s © T5.2)* [ Z55)/ B (A9)
—Tr[Hs7g /28] + Te[HG 75 ./ 2] — (aB) " S(8 ®@ T8 0/ Z8:5) + n(Z2), (A10)

we conclude
D755 (s @ T,0)* ) Z25) /B = Te[Hs70 ] + Ta[H R 7% — Te[Hsrg /25 - TlHY 78,/ 25", (AlL)

Energy conservation implies

Te[Hy (7s @ 75.0)"/ Z55) = THlHIR7EE . (A12)
Combining Eqgs. (A12), (A11l) we achieve
D(755 (1s @ 5,0)*/ Z55) = TeM(755 — (15 © T8.0)*/ Z55)]B. (A13)

Pinsker inequality states that for any two density matrices p, o,

Dlpllo) > 3o~ o} (A14)
It follows from it, and from Eq. ,
[Un(7s ® T.0) U = (75 @ T.0)* Il < Zg; QB\/2T1" Mo (755 — (s @ 78.0)*/ Z635)] (A15)
< 2Zg§ \/ sup Tv[I, p}‘ A (A16)
pES(Hs®@HB,n)
< 2255 B\ A (A17)
O

This lemma may be of independent interest, as it makes explicit the idea mentioned in previous work such as [48] [49]
of how Davies maps, in the weak coupling limit, can be taken as free operations in the resource theory of athermality
[50].

With it at hand, we can prove the central lemma.
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Lemma 6 (Lemmal]of main text). Assume conditions in Section[A ] hold. Then all maps T;(-) satisfy the inequality
D)) ~ D)) > D (O|TuT() . V>0 (A18)

where T}(-) is the Petz recovery map corresponding to Tj(-),
Ti() = 71 (s 202 7%, (A19)

with TtT denoting the adjoint of T;.

Proof. Had there been no interaction term (i.e. A = 0) and the bath been finite dimensional, the proof of this
Lemma would have been straightforward, using the techniques developed in [7] involving simple manipulations of the
relative entropy, and the data processing inequality for finite dimensional baths. The added difficulty here will be in
proving monotone convergence as the bath Hilbert space tends to infinity. To achieve this, we will use Lemma [5| and

continuity arguments. We will perform the calculations for the map Trp [e_imSB(-) ® pB eitAss | rather than T:(+)
itself. We will finally take the limit described in Eq. (A4) to conclude the proof.

Noting that the relative entropy between two copies is zero, followed by using its additivity and unitarity invariance
properties, we find for ps € S(Hs),

D(ps|iTs) = D(ps @ TB.nlTs @ TB.n) = D(Unps @ 81U} |UnTs @ 75.,U) (A20)
= D(Unps @ 782U ||ITs © 7.0 + VABL(N)) (A21)

where Bn()‘) = (UnTS ® TB,nU;{ —Ts ® TB,n) /\/X
With the identity D(ycpliCen) — D(vnllCp) = D (ven||exp(inCep + Inle ® ¢p — Inle ® Cp)) for bipartite states
vep, Ccp, we have that

D(Upnps @ T8nUs |75 @ 7. + VABL(N)) — D(0s|ITs + VAT 1 [Bna(A)]) (A22)

=D (UnPS oy TB,nU;qr,

2D<ps‘

where g, 1= Trp n[Unps ® TB’nU,l] and in the last line we have used the unitarity invariance of the relative entropy
followed by the data processing inequality. Plugging Eq. (A21]) into Eq. (A24) followed by taking the n — oo limit,

we obtain

D(ps||7s) — D(os]|ms + VATrp[B(A)]) (A25)

exp (m(m @ 50 + VABL(N) + Inos ® Lp,, — In(rs + VATrp o [Ba(N)]) @ 1B,n)> (A23)

Trg ., [Ul exp (111(7'5 ® TB.n + ﬁén(/\)) +Inos® 1p, —In(rg + ﬁTer[Bn(/\)D ® ]lB,n> U,i)

(A24)

>D <,03HTIB [UT exp (ln(Ts @75+ VAB\) +Inosg ® 15 — In(rs + VATrg[B(\)]) ® ]IB) U} ) , (A26)

where we have defined B()\) = limy, oo Bn()\), og = lim,_, 0g,,. Before continuing, we will first note the validity
of Eq. (A26). We start by showing that B()\) is trace class for A € [0,1]. From Lemma it follows

1BVl < 228584/ 1|

, (A27)

for all A € [0,1] with the r.h.s. X independent. By definition of Zg)5 , it follows that it is the partition function
of a tensor product of thermal states on S(Hs ® Hp,,) at inverse temperatures afg,aff. Since the Hamiltonians

H 371,1:1 372,1:1 B3y - ,ﬁ p by definition have well defined thermal states (finite partition functions) for all positive
temperatures, it follows that lim,_,. Zg)5 < oo for all & > 0. Thus noting that by definition, lim,_« ||I,|| = |||
and that I, is a bounded operator, it follows that

1B = lim BNl = 22358y < oo, (A28)
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Thus since 75 4+vATrp [B (N)]) is finite dimensional and Hermitian, and the eigenvalues of finite dimensional Hermitian
matrices are continuous in their entries [511, [52], it follows, since 75 has full support, that there exists 0 < A* <1 such

that for all A € [0, \*], 75 + VATrp [B()\)] has full support. Thus for all A € [0, A*], the r.h.s. of Eq. (A26) is upper
bounded by a finite quantity uniformly in n — oo and thus since relative entropies are non-negative by definition, Eq.

(A26) is well defined for all A € [0, A*].
We now set A appearing in U to A = ¢/\? followed by taking the limit A — 0% while keeping ¢ fixed in Eq. (A26))
thus achieving

Dipsllrs) = D(Tu(ps)l7s) = D(ps|[Tes[U'Tu(ps) @ 75U]), (A29)

where we have used that by definition, T;(-) = limy_,q+ Tra[U(-) ® 78UT].
We now proceed to calculate the Petz’s recovery map for the map T;(-). The adjoint map is TrB[ UT(()
1)U 7']1-;/ 2]. Hence from the definition in Eq.(A50)) it follows that the Petz recovery map for T(-) is

T() =7y Tep [ U (752 ()75 2 @15 ) UTY?] 73, (A30)

Similarly to before, we define a traceless, self adjoint operator B = B(\) := (UT;/2 ® 7']13/2UT — 7'51/ 1/2) /VA. In
analogy with the reasoning which led to Eq. (A28), it follows from Lemma [5| that |[B(A)||; = limy, oo ||[Bn (V)1 =
22;03’1/26 | 1|| < oo, for all A € [0,1]. For general U = exp(—iAHgp), we can now write

T;/QTrB[ 1/2UT( PO e )UTW] o/ (A31)
= Trp |(Utry* @ rf* + VAUTB) (752 ()rs P 0 1) (i 0 7/ *U + VABU) | (A32)
= Trp[UT ((-) ® 78) Ul + VAG(-) + Ada(-) € S(Hp), (A33)
where
() =Tep [UTB(rg 2 () @ U] + Teg [UT ()75 @0 %) BU | (A34)
Ga() = Top [UB (rg 2 ()75 * @ 15) BU, (A35)

which are well defined since they are comprised of products of bounded operators. Similarly to before, in Eq. -
we now set A appearing in U to A = ¢/\? followed by taking the limit A — 0% while keeping ¢ fixed achlevmg

Ty() = Trp[UT ((-) @ ) U] (A36)

where we have used Eq. (A30). Hence substituting Eq. (A34)) in to Eq. (A29)) and noting the equations holds for all
states ps € S(Hp), we conclude the proof. O

Remark 7. In the above proof, we have taken two independent limits, namely 1st the infinite bath volume limit
(n — o0) followed by the Van Hove limit (A — 0 while keeping ¢ fixed). This is the order in which Davies performed
the limits [2, 47] when defining the Davies map. From physical reasoning, one would expect the Davies map to be
equally valid if the order of the limits is reversed. We note that the proof of Theorem [2] follows also if the order of
the these two limits is reversed but now with the new definitions

Ti(-) = lim lim Trg, [U,(£)() @ 7B U):(f)] € S(Hs) subject to tA? =t fixed. (A37)

n—oo0 A\—0+t
T,(-) = lim lim TSIY/QTrB}n [T;/EUT( ) < 1/2( ) 51/2 ® le) U, (5)7';3/2} V2 e S(Hs) subject to tA? =t fixed.

n—o0o0 \—0+t
(A38)

An interesting technical question is whether the above limits commute i.e. whether Eqgs. , (A38) are identical

to Eqs. (54). (&30).
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3. Quantum detailed balance and Petz recovery map

Now we show that all Davies maps have the peculiar property that they are the same as their Petz recovery map.
This is because of a crucial property satisfied by their generators: quantum detailed balance. For Theorem [f] in the
main text to hold, we require both the conditions of Section and the following Lemma to hold. For the sake of
generality, we show the that the results is true for any fixed point Q with full support. We remind the reader, that
a dynamical semigroup M;(-) is a one parametre family of CPTP maps with a generator consisting of a unitary part

0(-) = —[Hes, -], and a dissipative part called a Lindbladian, £(-), such that all together we have
My(-) = e"HHE() (A39)

Theorem 8 (Dissipative Recovery map). A quantum dynamical semigroup M;(-) with no unitary part, 8 = 0, and
Lindbladian £ satisfying quantum detailed balance (Eq. ) for the state 2 with full rank, is equal to its corresponding
Petz recovery map, namely,

My(-) = My(-), (A40)
where
My(-) = QY2 M (M,(Q)~Y2 - My(Q)~V/2)Ql/2. (A41)

Proof. The property of quantum detailed balance (also sometimes referred to as the reversibility, or KMS condition)
reads

(4, L1(B))a = (L1(A), B)a (A42)
for all A, B € ©%*?s where LT is the adjoint Lindbladian, and we define the scalar product
(A, B)g := Tr[QY/2AT0'/2B). (A43)
Because Eq. holds for all A, B € C%*ds Eq. implies that [53]
L) =2t V2. 1/2H0l2, (A44)

Eq. (A42) automatically implies that any power of the generator also obeys the same relation, that is, Vn € Nt

(A, LT(B))gq = (A, Q7V2L(QY2 ... Q7 V2LQY2BQYAH0~ Y2 Ql/?)a~1/2), (A45)
= (A, Q2L (QY2BOY2)07 12 (A46)
= (LT"(A), B)a, (A47)

where in the first line we use Eq. (A44) n times and the 2nd line follows from the definition of the adjoint map. Hence
we can also write

En() _ Ql/2[/1‘ﬂ(Qfl/2 . 971/2)91/2. (A48)

The semigroup can be written as M;(-) = e“*(-). Its adjoint semigroup is given by ¢£"t and hence the Petz recovery

map is (see Eq.(A50))

Mt() — Ql/QeLTt(Qfl/Z . 971/2)91/2. (A49)

Since, My(-) = QY2 (3200, (t£)1(Q~1/2 . Q71/2) /(n!) ) Q1/2, Eq. (A49) together with Eq. (A48), means that M;(-) =
My(+).
We note that the Petz recovery map is defined in terms of a map I'(-) and a state og as the unique solution to

<Aa FT (B)>Js = <1:‘Jf (A)’ B)F(as) (A50)
for all A, B € ©4s*4s and the scalar product is given by Eq. (A43). The solution takes the form [53]

T() = o *TH(T(05)™/?  T(05)"/*)0§/?, (A51)

such that we always have that T(T(c5)) = og. Here this simplifies by choosing o5 = Q a fixed point of M,(-). O
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When the generator is time-independent and 6 = 0, we thus have from Theorem [§] that the combination of a map
for a time ¢ and its recovery map is equivalent to applylng the map for a time 2¢. That is Mt(Mt( )) = Mo (). This
means we can write Eq. (| in a particularly simple form.

The following Lemma builds on Theorem [8] to extend it to the case in which the dynamical semigroup also includes
a unitary part.

Lemma 9 (Dissipative and unitary Recovery map). Let M;(-) be a quantum dynamical semigroup with unitary part
¢ and Lindbladian £ which: 1) satisfying quantum detailed balance (Eq. ([@3)) for the state Q with full rank and 2)
commute, (L(-)) = L(6(-)). Then, M;(-) has a Petz recovery map M () which is a dynamical semigroup with unitary
part —0 and Lindbladian £. Namely, if

My(-) = e"0HE(), (A52)
satysfying 1) and 2), then
Mt() _ efti0+t£(.). (A53)
Proof. We just need to note two facts:

e The Petz recovery map of a unitary map U(-)UT that had fixed point Q is UT(-)U.

e The Petz recovery map of a composition of two maps with the same fixed point, is equal to the composition of

P

the Petz recovery maps of the individual maps, i.e. I'y o'y = [yoly (this is one of the key properties listed in

Z)
We hence can write the recovery map of M,(-) as
Mt (PS) — etﬁ(eiHefftpSe—iHefft) — eiHefftetL(pS)e_iHe“t. (A54)

The only difference between M; and M, is the change of sign in the time of the unitary evolution. The recovery map
is then made up of the dissipative part evolving forwards, and the unitary part evolving backwards in time. O

Theorem 10. (Theorem [2] of main text) Assume conditions in Section [A 1 hold and T;(-) satisfies quantum detailed
balance (Eq. . and has zero unitary part, § = 0. Then T;(-) satisfies the inequality

D(()lIrs) = D(Ti()lIrs) = D (()]|T2(-))) , ¢ =0. (A55)

Proof. Direct consequence of Theorems [8] [6] O

Remark 11 (When 6 # 0). Due to properties 3), 5) of the main text satisfied by Davies maps, and the unitary
invariance of the Relative entropy (i.e. D(U - UT||U - UT) = D(:||-)), it follows

D(()lIms) = D(T(-)lIrs) = D(()ll7s) — D(e"“ () |I7s), (A56)
and thus the Lh.s. of Eq. is the same even when a non zero unitary part is included. Furthermore, we note

that the canonical form of Dalves maps have 0(L(-)) = L(6(+)) by definition [see property 3) in main text] and thus,
due to Lemma [0} even when 6 # 0, we have that

D(OITATi(-)) = D(()[|e*“ (), (A57)
which is the r.h.s. of Eq. . Thus applying Theorem [2, we have
D(()lIrs) = D(Ty(-)lIrs) = D(()ll7s) = D(e“()|Ims) = D((-)[|e*“()), (A58)

for any 6.
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4. Spohn’s inequality: rate of entropy production

We give an alternative proof of a well-known result which was first shown in [3] that gives the expression for the
infinitesimal rate of entropy production of a Davies map. This is stated without a proof in many standard references
such as [25], [54]. Then we show in a similar way how in the infinitesimal time limit our lower bound becomes trivial.

First we need the following lemma, which proof can be found in, for instance, [55].

Lemma 12. Let 1 € C™*" be the identity matrix, and A, B € C"*" be matrices such that both A and A + tB are
positive with ¢ € R, we have that

! B
JA+21 (1—z)A+z21

1
log (A +tB) —log A = t/ @ dz + O(t?) (A59)
0 — X

With this, we can show the following;:

Theorem 13. Let L(ps(t)) be the generator of a dynamical semigroup, with a fixed point 7g such that L(rs) = 0.
We have that the entropy production rate o(pg(t)) is given by

dD(ps(t)||7s)

a(ps(t)) == — a

= Tr[L(ps(t))(log s — log ps(t))] + Tr[L(ps () g(1)] > 0, (A60)

where I1,; ;) is the projector onto the support of ps(t). The second term of the sum vanishes at all times for which
the rate is finite.

Proof. The last inequality (positivity) follows from the data processing inequality for the relative entropy, so we only
need to prove the equality. The proof only requires Lemma [T2] and some algebraic manipulations. We have that

dD(ps(t)|l7s) .. D(pesnllts) — D(ps(t)||7s)

a e i (A61)
_ i Drl(es(t) + L(ps(t))h) (log {ps(t) + L(ps(t))h} —log7s)] — Tr[ps(t)(log ps(t) — log 7s)]
= Jm, h (A62)
= li L T L h){1 h 1 1 L ! d 1
~ Trlps (1) (log s (1) ~log7s)] (463)
= THL(ps(0)) (o s (1) — oz )] + Telps (1) | oot 050 0 (A64)
= TL{ps () 108 ps(t) ~ log )] + Tlos(0Lps) | (=527 (A65)

Where to go from the 2nd to the third line we used Lemma and from the 4th to the 5th we use the ciclicity and
linearity of the trace. Now note the following integral

/o1 (m)de - % vp 70 (AG6)

This means that, on the support of pg(t),

1 1 9 1
/o ((1 —z)ps(t) +x11) = sy (AG7)

Note that outside the support of pg(t) this integral is not well defined. Given this, we can write

dD(ps(t)]|Ts)
dt

= Tr[L(ps(t))(log ps(t) —log 7s)] + Tr[L(ps (1)), 1)), (A68)

where II, ;) is the projector onto the support of ps(t). The Lindbladian is traceless Tr[L(ps(t))] = 0 and hence
second term of this Equation vanishes as long as supp(L(ps(t))) C supp(ps(t)), which we can expect for most times.
At instants in time when this is not the case and this term may give a finite contribution (that is, when the rank
increases), the first term in Eq. diverges logarithmically [3], and hence that finite contribution is negligible. [
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A similar reasoning can be used to show that the instantaneous lower bound on entropy production rate that we
can get from our main result in Eq. (11) is trivial for most times. In particular, we can show

Lemma 14. The lower bound of Eq. vanishes in the limit of infinitesimal time transformations. More precisely,
we have that

lim D(ps(t)||ps(t +2h))
h—0 h

= —2Tx[L(ps (£)Mper); (A69)

where II,,_ () is the projector onto the support of pg(t). This vanishes as long as supp(L(ps(t))) € supp(ps(t)).
Proof. The proof is similar to the one for Theorem [13| above.

tim DPSENACEZ) _ i, Lyt 1) t0g s (1) — o (s (1) + 2005 (1) (A70)
1 1 1

— To[~2p5(1) / o Tt O e T (AT

= YL (s ()T (AT2

where in the second line we applied Lemma and in the third we used Eq. (A67). O

Hence for infinitesimal times, the lower bound gives the same condition as the positivity condition in Eq. (A60)).
It will be nonzero only when supp(L(ps(t))) € supp(ps(t)), in which case the rate of entropy production diverges (at
points in time when the rank of the system increases).

Appendix B: Maps Beyond Davies

Given that the inequality in Eq. is saturated in some limits, such as when the evolution approaches the fixed
point, it is unlikely that a stronger inequality of a similar kind can be derived even in particular cases. However,
general results are known for CPTP maps, leading to weaker forms of such bound. In this Section we state the best
known general result from [I0] and show how they simplify in particular cases of maps with properties similar to
Davies maps. This means that we can also bound the entropy production of maps that may not be Davies maps.

The result, which proof involves techniques from complex interpolation theory, is the following:

Theorem 15. (Main result of [10]) Let I'(-) be a CPTP map, and p, o any two quantum states. We have that
D(pllo) = D(I'(p)[[l'(0)) = —2/Rdt p(t)1og F(p, T+ (T(p)))), (B1)

where F(p,0) = Tr[\/\/opy/0] is the quantum fidelity, the map T, is the rotated recovery map
[i(:) = o' T(D(0) ™% - T(0)*)o (B2)
and p(t) is the probability density function p(t) = Z(cosh(rt) +1)~*.
Proof. See [10]. O
We now observe that the rotated map can be simplified given the following conditions:
e If the map has a fixed point I'(Q?) = Q, the Petz recovery map simplifies to become
L) = QT - QH0 " vt e R (B3)
This by itself implies that T';(Q) = Q.
e The map may also obey the property of time-translation symmetry, where this is given by
() =Q'TQ . QHa—, (B4)
If a map obeys this symmetry, the adjoint map I'f(-) also will. This can be seen through the definition of the

adjoint, which is that for any two matrices A, B,

Te[AT(B)] = Te[I"(4) B], (B5)
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and in particular, it holds for the matrices A’ = Q*AQ~# B’ = Q~#BQO"*. This, together with Eq. (B4),
means that

T[T (A)B] = Tr[QTT(Q~% . Q) Q~(A)B] (B6)

Hence this property, together with the fixed-point property, means that the rotated recovery map becomes equal
to the Petz map, and the integral in Eq. (B1) gets averaged out.

It may be the case, however, that the symmetry exists, but that the fixed point is not the thermal state, and
hence the simplification does not occur. This may be the case for instance when there is weak coupling to a
non-thermal environment.

e If on top of these two conditions the map has the property of quantum detailed balance, namely
(A, TT(B))q = (T'T(A), B)q, for all A, B € C¥s*%s, (B7)

the Petz recovery map and the original one are the same I'(-) = I'(-). Examples of maps which satisfy detailed
balance which are not Davies maps do exist. See [42] for general characterization of quantum dynamical
semigroups.

When all these hold we have that Eq. becomes
D(p||€2) = D(I'(p)2) = —2log F(p,I'(T'(p)))- (B8)

This bound could be tightened by replacing the —2log F(p,T'(T'(p))) with the measured relative entropy,
Dyi(p|IT(T(p)))) [12). This would achieve a tighter bound, although at the expense of it being less explicit, un-
less one could solve the maximization problem in the definition of the measured relative entropy. If the map is a
dynamical semigroup with a time-independent generator I' = My, we may also write My (M(+)) = Ma:(+).

Davies maps have all these properties. Further examples where all these properties appear are semigroups derived
from the low-density limit (which models a system immersed in an ideal gas at low density, see [25] for details), or
the so-called heat bath generators [50].

We note however that D(p||lo) > —2log F(p,0), and hence Eq. is a weaker bound than Eq. (§), and in
particular is not tight as the fixed point is approached.

Appendix C: Equivalence of definitions of quantum detailed balance

In the literature, different nonequivalent definitions of the property of quantum detailed balance have been given.
While in many places the one given is that of Eq. , an alternative definition, which can be found for instance in
[25] 27] is that the Lindbladian is self-adjoint with respect to the inner product

(A, LT(B))q = (£7(A), B)g, (C1)
for all A, B € €% s where the inner product is defined as
(A, B) = Tr[QATB]. (C2)

Eq. is different from that of Eq. (A43]) due to the noncommutativity of the operators. The solution to Eq (C1J) is
[57]

L() =0Lh@ ), (C3)
while the solution to Eq. is [53]
L) =L 12 . /2)al 2. (C4)

We now give a simple proof of the fact that, under the condition that the map is time-translation invariant w.r.t.
fixed point, the two conditions are the same.

Theorem 16. For a Lindbladian operator £(-) which obeys the property of time-translation symmetry w.r.t. fixed
point Q of full Rank (Eq. (14)), the quantum detailed balance conditions of Eq. (C3) and Eq. (C4)) are equivalent.
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Proof. We rewrite both Eq. (C3) and Eq. (C4)) in terms of their individual matrix elements in the orthonormal basis
{l#)} in which =", p;|i)(i| is diagonal. Eq. (C3|) can be written in the form

GIL(n) (m]) ) = ]%Wum (m|)]) (C5)

n

and Eq. (C4)) is

(1L (|n) (ml])]) = ,/%W(mxm\)u» (C6)

We can see that for each matrix element the conditions only change by the factors multiplying in front, which are

different unless 2= = B¢,
Pm pj

Let us now introduce the following decomposition of operators in €%s*9s in terms of their modes of rotation
A=A, (C7)
w

where A, is defined as

Av= Y WAL (8)
k,l
s.t. w:log%’;

The name of modes of rotation is due to the fact that under the action of the unitary Q=% - Qi they rotate with a
different Bohr frequency, that is

QAL QI = A et (C9)

If the Lindbladian has the property of time-translational invariance w.r.t. the fixed point (Eq. ), it can be
shown [58, [59] that each input mode is mapped to its corresponding output mode of the same Bohr frequency w. We
can write this fact as

L(Ay) = L(A)w- (C10)

This means that in Eq. (C5) and (C6)), (i|£(|n){m]|)|j) = 0 unless the Bohr frequencies coincide at the input and
the output, that is, when log 5—“ = log %. That is, the two conditions are nontrivial only in those particular matrix
m j

elements in which both are equivalent. O
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