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We develop a simple fixed-point iterative algorithm that computes the matrix projection
with respect to the Bures distance on the set of positive definite matrices that are invariant
under some symmetry. We prove that the fixed-point iteration algorithm converges expo-
nentially fast to the optimal solution in the number of iterations. Moreover, it numerically
shows fast convergence compared to the off-the-shelf semidefinite program solvers. Our algo-
rithm, for the specific case of matrix barycenters, recovers the fixed-point iterative algorithm
originally introduced in (Álvarez-Esteban et al., 2016). Compared to previous works, our
proof is more general and direct as it is based only on simple matrix inequalities. Finally,
we discuss several applications of our algorithm in quantum resource theories and quantum
Shannon theory.

1. INTRODUCTION

Convex optimization problems play a pivotal role in various disciplines due to their mathematical
structure and practical utility. In this work, we focus on a specific problem, namely computing the
matrix projection with respect to the Bures distance of a positive definite matrix onto the set
of positive semidefinite matrices that are invariant under a projective unitary representation of a
group. We propose a simple fixed-point algorithm that recovers as a special case the fixed-point
iterative algorithm for matrix barycenters in Wasserstein space originally introduced in [2]. In that
work, the authors also provided the first proof of convergence for this specific case. Subsequently,
in [6], a simpler proof of convergence is given, and in [9], the exponentially fast convergence in the
number of iterations was proven.

The matrix barycenter problem has been studied as part of the multi-marginal transport problem
or m-coupling problem. Indeed, the 2-Wasserstein distance between two Gaussian measures equals
the Bures distance between their covariance matrices. Moreover, the 2-Wasserstein distance is
an important special case of the optimal transport problem [6]. However, our algorithm is more
general and applies to several problems encountered in quantum information theory. Indeed, in
quantum information theory, we are often concerned with the maximization of the fidelity function
(or minimization of the Bures distance) over some constrained set.

The matrix projection with respect to the Bures distance can be solved using standard projected
gradient descent [5, Section 4]. The projected gradient descent can provably achieve linear conver-
gence as we prove for our fixed-point algorithm in Theorem 1. However, the step size must equal the
inverse of the smoothness parameter of the function. In this way, since Bures distance is involved,
the step size tends to zero as the condition number diverges. This makes this algorithm impractical
when dealing with very ill-conditioned matrices. In the case of matrix barycenters, the authors of [9]
argue that the fixed-point algorithm can be seen as an instance of gradient descent on Riemannian
manifolds with unit step size (see also [39, Lemma 2] for a discussion about the optimality of the
step size). This makes this fixed-point algorithm very fast in practice. However, it is currently not
known which range of problems can be solved with a similar fixed-point approach. In our work,
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we show that interestingly several problems in quantum information theory can be solved using a
similar fast fixed-point algorithm.

Furthermore, in [9] the authors argue that the barycenter functional is not geodesically convex
in the Wasserstein space. Therefore, standard arguments for convergence of gradient descent on
Riemannian manifolds do not apply. To overcome this fact, they employ a Polyak- Lojasiewicz (PL)
inequality and prove convergence in the Riemannian setting. In contrast, in our work, we provide
a very simple proof of convergence. Indeed, we do not introduce the Riemannian formulation, and
the only ingredient we need is a PL inequality which follows from the strong convexity of the Bures
distance in flat (Euclidean) space. Moreover, we do not employ any optimal transport inequality.
Explicitly, one inequality (Hölder’s inequality) is enough to prove convergence, and a PL inequality
derived from strong convexity yields a quantitative statement in the number of iterations. Notably,
the latter inequality can be employed in numerical computations to guarantee proximity to the
optimal solution (see Section 7 for more details).

Semidefinite programs (SDP) are a specific class of convex optimization problems with linear ob-
jective and inequality constraint functions that find several applications in many areas of research.
Semidefinite programs have been widely studied during the past years and many off-the-shelf SDP
solvers are available for commercial use. The matrix projection with respect to the Bures distance
can be formulated as an SDP using the methods in [34]. In Section 7 we provide a numerical com-
parison between our fixed-point iterative algorithm and the SDPT3 solver available in MATLAB’s
CVX package [12]. We numerically observe that the fixed-point algorithm outperforms the SDP
solver by orders of magnitude.

Some interesting recent works apply variations of standard mirror descent algorithms to solve
very general convex problems [20, 38]. However, in their analysis, the authors do not provide
convergence guarantees in the number of iterations. Nonetheless, these algorithms show very fast
convergence in practice. We also mention that in [38, Section 6], inspired by the work [23], the
authors consider a fixed-point algorithm that is similar to the one we develop below and they argue
that it looks competitive for some specific problems and parameter ranges.

Overall, we believe that the strength of our approach is that it combines fast numerical perfor-
mances and a very simple and strong proof of convergence.

We summarize the content of each section.

• In Section 3, we develop a fixed-point iterative algorithm that computes the minimum Bures
distance between a positive definite matrix and a set of matrices that are invariant under a
projective unitary representation of a group.

• In Section 5 we provide theoretical convergence guarantees. In particular, we prove that the
algorithm converges to the optimal value exponentially fast in the number of iterations.

• In Section 6, we discuss several applications of our algorithms for problems in quantum
resource theories and quantum Shannon theory.

• In Section 7 we provide a numerical comparison between our fixed-point iterative algorithm
and the SDPT3 solver available in MATLAB’s CVX package [12].

2. NOTATION

A Hermitian matrix R is positive semidefinite if all its eigenvalues are nonnegative. We denote
with P(A) the set of positive semidefinite matrices on a Hilbert space A and we often use the
notation R ≥ 0. A Hermitian matrix R is positive definite if all its eigenvalues are positive. In this
case, we write R > 0. Moreover, we denote with S(A) the set of quantum states, i.e., the subset of
P(A) with unit trace. The fidelity between two positive semidefinite matrices R,S ∈ P(A) is [33]

F (R,S) =
(

Tr[(R
1
2SR

1
2 )

1
2 ]
)2

. (1)
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The Bures distance is [7]

B(R,S) = (Tr[R] + Tr[S] − 2F (R,S)
1
2 )

1
2 . (2)

Throughout this work, we fix the first argument and we optimize the second argument over the set of
positive matrices that is invariant under some symmetry. Hence, below we often use the shorthand
BR(S) := B(R,S). We denote with ⟨R,S⟩ the Hilbert-Schmidt product between two matrices
⟨R,S⟩ = Tr

[
R†S

]
. The Frobenius norm is ∥R∥ =

√
⟨R,R⟩ and one-norm is ∥R∥1 = Tr

[√
R†R

]
.

The fully mixed state is πd = I/d where d is the dimension of the space. We call λmin(R) and λmax(R)
the maximum and minimum eigenvalue of a positive semidefinite matrix R, respectively. Given a
group G with projective unitary representation {Ug}g∈G, we say that a matrix S is symmetric if it

is invariant under a projective unitary representation of a group, i.e., S = UgSU
†
g for any g ∈ G. We

denote the set of symmetric positive matrices and symmetric quantum states as PG(A) and SG(A),
respectively.

3. FIXED-POINT ALGORITHM FOR MATRIX PROJECTIONS WITH RESPECT TO
THE BURES DISTANCE

In this section, we introduce the matrix projection problem and the fixed-point algorithm. We
also state our main theorem.

Let G be a group with projective unitary representation {Ug}g∈G and R be a positive semidefinite
matrix. Throughout this work, we want to find the positive symmetric matrix that minimizes the
Bures distance to R, i.e, we want to find

arg min
S∈PG(A)

B(R,S)2 . (3)

The positive symmetric matrix that solves the above optimization problem gives the projection
with respect to the Bures distance of R onto the set of positive symmetric matrices. We denote the
group twirling

E(S) =
1

|G|
∑
g∈G

UgSU
†
g . (4)

The fixed-point algorithm is given as follows:

Algorithm 1 Fixed-point iterative algorithm

Input: Positive definite matrix R, number of iterations N
1: Initialize: Initial point S0 = E(R

1
2 )2

2: for n = 1, ..., N do

3: Sn = S
− 1

2
n−1

(
E((S

1
2
n−1RS

1
2
n−1)

1
2 )

)2

S
− 1

2
n−1

4: end for
Output: Approximate solution SN

In Appendix A we show that the initial point S0 = E(R
1
2 )2 is the solution of (3) when

[R, E(R
1
2 )] = 0. Moreover, we observe numerically that it generally gives a close approxima-

tion of the true solution. The main contribution of our work is to provide a theoretical convergence
guarantee of Algorithm 1.
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Theorem 1. Consider Algorithm 1 to solve the convex optimization problem (3). Let R be a positive
definite matrix and T represent the optimal solution to this problem. Then the sequence {B(R,Sn)}
decreases monotonically, and satisfies

B(R,Sn)2 −B(R, T )2 ≤
(

1 − 1

ξ

)n

(B(R,S0)
2 −B(R, T )2) , ∀n ∈ N . (5)

Here, ξ = k
d
2
+1 where k = λmax(R)/λmin(R) is the condition number of R. Moreover, when the

symmetric matrices commute, we have ξ = k
3
2 .

It then follows from standard strong convexity arguments that the sequence {Sn} converges to
the optimal solution T . We refer to Section 5.3 and in particular to Theorem 3 for a discussion
about the strong convexity of the Bures distance. Indeed, if we note that the gradient is zero at the
minimum, µ-strong convexity of the Bures distance together with Theorem 1 gives

∥Sn − T∥2 ≤ 2

µ

(
B(R,Sn)2 −B(R, T )2

)
≤ 2

µ

(
1 − 1

ξ

)n

(B(R,S0)
2 −B(R, T )2) . (6)

Here, µ = (2λmin(R)ξ)−1 is the strong convexity parameter of the Bures distance introduced in
Section 5.3 and ξ is the parameter defined in Theorem 1.

In Theorem 1, we assume that the input positive matrix is positive, i.e., it is full-rank. If
R is rank-one, it is straightforward to see that the solution of (3) is given by the eigenvector
corresponding to the maximum eigenvalue of E(R) multiplied by λmax(E(R)) which yields the value
Tr(R)−λmax(E(R)). For non-full-rank positive semidefinite definite matrices that are not rank-one,
the solution can be approximated arbitrarily well by choosing a close positive definite matrix for
which our result applies. We refer to Appendix B for more details.

Remark 1. Given a set of positive semidefinite matrices A1, ..., Am and a weight vector ω =
(ω1, ..., ωm); i.e., ωj ≥ 0 and

∑m
j=1 ωj = 1, the matrix barycenter problem is (see [6])

Ω(ω;A1, ..., Am) = arg min
X≥0

m∑
j=1

ωjB(X,Aj)
2 . (7)

Let RAB =
∑m

j=1 dω
2
jE

j,j
A ⊗Aj,B ∈ P(A⊗B), where Ej,j

A (a, b) = 1 if a = b = j and zero otherwise.
Moreover, let {Ug,A⊗IB}g∈G where the Ug,A form a one-design (e.g., the Heisenberg-Weyl operators)
be the unitary representation. Recall that in this case, any symmetric state is of the form πm,A⊗SB,
and the group twirling acts as E(SAB) = πm,A ⊗ SB. Then, for this specific case, the optimizer of
the problem (3) coincides with the matrix barycenter (7). Indeed, we have

arg min
X≥0

B

( m∑
j=1

dω2
jE

j,j
A ⊗Aj,B, πd ⊗X

)2

= arg min
X≥0

Tr(X) − 2
m∑

J=1

ωjF (Aj , X)
1
2 (8)

= arg min
X≥0

m∑
j=1

ωjB(X,Aj)
2 , (9)

where in the last equality we used that constant factors do not affect the solution of the problem.
Moreover, Algorithm 1 recovers the fixed-point iterative algorithm originally introduced in [2].

4. THE FIXED-POINT EQUATION

In this section, we show that the solution of (3) for full-rank states satisfies a fixed-point equation.
We note that, since the Bures distance is strongly convex in this case, the solution is unique (see
Section 5.3 for more details). The fixed-point equation satisfied by the optimizer motivates the
fixed-point Algorithm 1. Indeed, the optimizer is the fixed-point of the algorithm’s update.
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Lemma 2. Let R be a positive definite matrix. Then T is the solution of the problem (3) if and
only if T is positive definite and

T = T− 1
2

(
E((T

1
2RT

1
2 )

1
2 )

)2

T− 1
2 . (10)

Proof. The result follows from the necessary and sufficient conditions satisfied by the optimal so-
lution of the problem (3). We apply [26, Theorem 4] for α = z = 1/2 since it is straightforward to
check that the optimizer of the Bures distance problem (3) is proportional to the solution of the
maximum fidelity of asymmetry of quantum states (see Section 6 for more details). Below, for com-
pleteness, we derive again the second part of the necessary and sufficient conditions of [26, Theorem
4] and show how these conditions lead to the fixed-point equation (we will not prove the support
conditions). The optimizer of (3) must satisfy the support condition supp(ΠRTΠR) = supp(R),
where ΠR is the projection onto the support of R. Since we assume that R is full-rank, the support
implies that the optimum T is also full-rank. Hence, the optimum is achieved in the interior of the
set. Since the optimizer is achieved in the set’s interior, the Frechét derivative along any symmetric
Hermitian direction at the optimum is equal to zero. The Frechét derivative along a symmetric
Hermitian direction Z in the symmetric point S is

DBR(S)2(Z) = Tr[Z] − Tr
[
R

1
2 (R

1
2SR

1
2 )−

1
2R

1
2Z

]
(11)

= Tr
[(

I −R
1
2 (R

1
2SR

1
2 )−

1
2R

1
2

)
Z
]
. (12)

We use that f(Y †Y )Y † = Y †f(Y Y †) for any function f and set Y = S
1
2R

1
2 to rewrite

R
1
2 (R

1
2SR

1
2 )−

1
2R

1
2 = S− 1

2 (S
1
2RS

1
2 )

1
2S− 1

2 . (13)

Hence, we obtain

DBR(S)2(Z) = Tr
[(

I − S− 1
2 (S

1
2RS

1
2 )

1
2S− 1

2

)
Z
]
. (14)

Since DBR(S)2(Z) = ⟨∇BR(S)2, Z⟩, we have that ∇BR(S)2 = I −S− 1
2 (S

1
2RS

1
2 )

1
2S− 1

2 . To find the
fixed point equation, we set the derivative at the optimal point T equal to zero. Since Z = E(X)
for some Hermitian matrix X, using the cyclicity of the trace, we can rewrite the condition as

Tr
[(

I − E(T− 1
2 (T

1
2RT

1
2 )

1
2T− 1

2 )
)
X
]

= 0 , (15)

for all Hermitain X. Since this must hold for all Hermitian X, we obtain the fixed-point relation

E(T− 1
2 (T

1
2RT

1
2 )

1
2T− 1

2 ) = T− 1
2E((T

1
2RT

1
2 )

1
2 )T− 1

2 = I , (16)

where we used that a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix commutes with each of the unitaries of
the twirling. We then multiply both terms by T

1
2 on both sides, square the expression, and multiply

both sides by T− 1
2 . This gives us the fixed-point equation for the optimum T

T = T− 1
2

(
E((T

1
2RT

1
2 )

1
2 )

)2

T− 1
2 . (17)

We now show a remarkably simple proof of convergence. In particular, we show that starting
from any symmetric point, the fixed-point iteration Algorithm 1 converges to the fixed point.
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5. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

We first separately derive two inequalities. The first inequality is based on Hölder’s inequality
and proves a quantitative monotonicity statement of the Bures distance to the input matrix of each
iterate under the action of the fixed-point iteration. This provides a more general and simpler proof
for this inequality than the one provided in [2] and [6] for the specific case of matrix barycenters
which involve optimal transport inequalities. We remark that this inequality alone is sufficient to
show asymptotic convergence as shown in [2] and [6]. The second one is a Polyak- Lojasiewicz-type
inequality which holds for strongly convex functions. We then combine these two inequalities to
prove Theorem 1 which provides a quantitative statement in the number of iterations. Finally, we
note that we actually prove a slightly stronger statement; namely, the algorithm converges to the
optimum starting from any initial positive symmetric matrix.

5.1. First inequality

We have that for two Hermitian matrices A and C it holds

F (AA†, CC†)
1
2 = ∥A†C∥1 ≥ |Tr [A†C]| . (18)

The equality is proved in [35, Lemma 3.21]. The inequality is a consequence of Holder’s inequality
when one of the matrices is the identity (see [35, Equation 1.173]). We then set

A = S− 1
2 (S

1
2RS

1
2 )

1
2 , C = S− 1

2E((S
1
2RS

1
2 )

1
2 ) . (19)

so that AA† = R, and CC† = K(S). For compactness, we denote the action of the algorithm’s

update as K(S) := S− 1
2

(
E((S

1
2RS

1
2 )

1
2 )
)2
S− 1

2 . The inequality (18) gives

F (R,K(S))
1
2 ≥ Tr[K(S)] (20)

⇐⇒ B(S,K(S))2 ≤ BR(S)2 −BR(K(S))2 . (21)

In the first inequality, we used that S−1 is symmetric and hence it commutes with any of the unitaries
of the group twirling. Therefore, an additional twirling could be attached to (S

1
2RS

1
2 )

1
2 . In the

second inequality, we used that F (S,K(S)) = F (R,S). Since the Bures distance on the left-hand
side is always positive, inequality (21) also shows that the sequence produced by the fixed-point
iteration has a monotonically decreasing Bures distance to R.

In the following, we show that by combining inequality (21) with strong convexity arguments it
is possible to derive a quantitative statement about the convergence in the number of iterations.

5.2. Uniform lower bounds for strong convexity

The Bures distance is strongly convex in the space of positive definite matrices (see the discussion
in [5, Section 1]). Indeed, we have

Theorem 3 ([5, Theorem 1]). Let R,S, Y be positive matrices such that R,S, Y ∈ [αI, βI]. Then,
we have

BR(Y )2 ≥ BR(S)2 + ⟨∇BR(S)2, (Y − S)⟩ +
µ

2
∥Y − S∥2 . (22)

Here, µ := α
1
2 /(2β

3
2 ). Hence, the Bures distance is µ-strongly convex.
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The optimal solution satisfies T ∈ [λmin(R)I, λmax(R)I]. Indeed, from the proof of Proposition 2
we know that the solution satisfies the equivalent fixed-point equation

T = E((T
1
2RT

1
2 )

1
2 ) . (23)

We can then use the bound R ≥ λmin(R)I and the operator monotonicity of the square root to

obtain T ≥ λmin(R)
1
2T

1
2 or, equivalently, T ≥ λmin(R)I. The other direction is similar.

We now show that at any iterations it holds Sn = K(Sn−1) ∈ [αI, βI] for any value of n. Here,
α > 0 and β < ∞ are two constants that depend only on the input of the problem R. Therefore, in
our subsequent analysis, we can apply the strong convexity result stated in Theorem 3.

The upper bound follows from Jensen’s inequality for operator convex functions and unital
maps [14] (see also [31]). Indeed, the group twirling is an unital map. We have(

E((S
1
2
n−1RS

1
2
n−1)

1
2 )

)2

≤ E((S
1
2
n−1RS

1
2
n−1)) . (24)

Moreover, since R ≤ λmax(R)I and the twirling preserves the operator inequality, we have that

E((S
1
2
n−1RS

1
2
n−1)) ≤ λmax(R)Sn−1 . (25)

The latter two inequalities together give

Sn = S
− 1

2
n−1

(
E((S

1
2
n−1RS

1
2
n−1)

1
2 )

)2

S
− 1

2
n−1 ≤ λmax(R)I . (26)

We then set β = λmax(R). We can further exploit the upper bound (26) to derive a lower bound
that depends only on R. We first note that

R ≥ λmin(R)I (27)

=⇒ S
1
2
n−1RS

1
2
n−1 ≥ λmin(R)Sn−1 (28)

=⇒ (S
1
2
n−1RS

1
2
n−1)

1
2 ≥ λmin(R)

1
2S

1
2
n−1 (29)

=⇒ E((S
1
2
n−1RS

1
2
n−1)

1
2 ) ≥ λmin(R)

1
2S

1
2
n−1 , (30)

where in (29) we used that the square root is operator monotone. Moreover, in (30) we used that
if A ≥ B then also E(A) ≥ E(B) and that Sn−1 is invariant under twirling. Moreover, we have

det(K(Sn−1)) = det
(
S
− 1

2
n−1

)2
det

(
E((S

1
2
n−1RS

1
2
n−1)

1
2 )
)2

(31)

≥ det
(
S
− 1

2
n−1

)2
det

(
λmin(R)

1
2S

1
2
n−1

)2
(32)

= det
(
S

1
2
n−1

)−2
λmin(R)d

(
S

1
2
n−1

)2
(33)

= λmin(R)d , (34)

where we used that the determinant of a positive matrix is the product of its positive eigenvalues
and det(AB) = det(A) det(B). Furthermore, in (32) we used that the determinant is an operator
monotone function. We can use the upper bound (26) to obtain det(K(Sn−1)) ≤ αλmax(R)d−1. The
latter observation with inequality (34) yields the uniform lower bound

α ≥ k1−dλmin(R) . (35)

Here, k = λmax(R)/λmin(R) is the condition number of R. This shows that there exists some
constant α > 0 and β < ∞ such that Sn ∈ [αI, βI] for any n ≥ 1 and therefore the problem does
not get arbitrarily ill-conditioned. This also shows that the inverses are always well-defined at each
step of the iteration since all the matrices are full-rank. Next, we show that when the symmetric
matrices commute, we can strengthen the bound (35) and prove that Sn ∈ [λmin(R)I, λmax(R)I].
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5.2.1. Stronger bounds for commuting symmetric states

In the case where we consider a projective unitary representation where all the irreducible com-
ponents have multiplicity one, all the symmetric states commute among themselves. For example,
this is the case of the fidelity of coherence (see Section 6). In this case, we can strengthen the
lower bound for the minimum eigenvalue of K(Sn−1). Indeed, for commuting positive matrices, the
square is operator monotone, and hence

(E((S
1
2
n−1RS

1
2
n−1)

1
2 ))2 ≥ λmin(R)Sn−1 . (36)

This implies that

Sn = S
− 1

2
n−1

(
E((S

1
2
n−1RS

1
2
n−1)

1
2 )

)2

S
− 1

2
n−1 ≥ λmin(R)I , (37)

and hence α ≥ λmin(R).

5.3. Second inequality

The PL inequality gives the second inequality. The PL inequality for strongly convex functions
bounds the difference between the function in a point with its optimal value in terms of the norm of
the gradient evaluated at that point. We follow a similar approach to [16, Appendix B]. However, in
our case, the optimization is performed over all symmetric matrices and it is not an unconstrained
problem over Rd. Nevertheless, we show below that a similar inequality can be derived also in this
context.

From Theorem 3, we know that for positive definite matrices R,S, Y in the compact interval
[λmin(R)I, λmax(R)I], the Bures distance is strongly convex

BR(Y )2 ≥ BR(S)2 + Tr
[
∇BR(S)2(Y − S)

]
+

µ

2
Tr

[
(Y − S)†(Y − S)

]
:= G(Y ) . (38)

We then minimize both sides of the equation with respect to Y in the set of positive symmetric
semidefinite matrices. Note that the minimization does not change the direction of the inequality.
We lower bound the minimization on the r.h.s with a minimization over the symmetric Hermitian
matrices Y . The derivative of the r.h.s. of (38) along a Hermitian symmetric Z gives

DG(Y )(Z) = Tr
[
∇BR(S)2Z

]
+

µ

2
(2 Tr[Y Z] − 2 Tr[SZ]) . (39)

We have that D2G(Y )(Z,Z) = µTr[ZZ] > 0 if µ > 0. Therefore, the function G(Y ) will have
only one minimum. To find the minimum, since the set of Hermitian matrices is open, we can set
the derivative equal to zero. It is easy to see that the minimum in the set of Hermitian symmetric
matrices is achieved by Y ∗ = S − 1

µE(∇BR(S)2). The twirling is to ensure that Y ∗ is symmetric.
Upon substitution, the r.h.s. becomes

G(Y ∗) = BR(S)2 − 1

2µ
∥E(∇BR(S)2)∥2 . (40)

The l.h.s just yields BR(T )2. We then obtain

BR(S)2 −BR(T )2 ≤ 1

2µ
∥E(∇BR(S)2)∥2 , (41)

where we denoted with T is the optimal point and E(∇BR(S)2) = I − S− 1
2E((S

1
2RS

1
2 )

1
2 )S− 1

2 .
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5.4. Combining the inequalities

Here, we show that the inequalities (21) and (41) imply that the algorithm converges exponen-
tially fast in the number of iterations. We first note that S ≥ λmin(R)I implies that

∥E(∇BR(S)2)∥2 ≤ λmin(R)−1 Tr
[
E(∇BR(S)2)SE(∇BR(S)2)

]
= λmin(R)−1B(S,K(S))2 . (42)

We then obtain

BR(S)2 −BR(T )2 ≤ 1

2µ
∥E(∇BR(S)2)∥2 (43)

≤ 1

2µλmin(R)
B(S,K(S))2 (44)

≤ 1

2µλmin(R)
(BR(S)2 −BR(K(S))2) , (45)

The first inequality follows from (41), the second inequality from (42), and in the last inequality we
used (21). If we denote an = BR(Sn)2 − BR(T )2 and ξ = (2µλmin(R))−1 we can rewrite the above
inequality as an ≤ ξ(an − an+1). The latter recursive relation gives

BR(Sn)2 −BR(T )2 ≤
(

1 − 1

ξ

)n

(BR(S0)
2 −BR(T )2) , (46)

which proves an exponentially fast convergence of the value of the Bures distance in the number of

iterations. From the results of Section 5.2 we obtain ξ = k
d
2
+1. Moreover, when all the symmetric

matrices commute, the tighter analysis yields ξ = k
3
2 . The constants appearing on the r.h.s. of

equation (46) result from a worst-case argument. We observe that the actual constants are much
smaller in practice. Whether or not a tighter analysis, at least in some regimes, could lead to
better constant is still an important open problem. In particular, we note numerically that the
convergence is still very fast even for very small minimum eigenvalues (and even in the limit of
vanishing minimum eigenvalue).

Remark 2. The initial point S0 = E(R
1
2 )2 satisfies S0 ∈ [λmin(R)I, λmax(R)I]. We numerically

observe that Sn ∈ [λmin(R)I, λmax(R)I] for any n which suggests that the lower bound (35) is too
strong. In practice, we can overcome this problem by evaluating the eigenvalues at each iteration
and verifying that Sn ∈ [λmin(R)I, λmax(R)I]. This allows us to use the PL inequality that follows
from the latter stronger condition to certify closeness to the solution. In Section 7 we follow this
method.

6. APPLICATION TO QUANTUM INFORMATION THEORY

In quantum information theory, we are often concerned with the maximization of the fidelity
function over some constrained convex set. Since the fidelity function is connected to the Bures
distance, our algorithm finds several applications in quantum information theory. Explicitly, in the
latter setting, we are often interested in the problem

arg max
σ∈SG(A)

F (R, σ) . (47)

Tthe solutions of the problem (3) and (47) are the same up to a normalization factor. Let us set
S = kσ where k ≥ 0 is a positive constant and σ is a quantum state, i.e., Tr[σ] = 1. The Bures
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distance between R and the set of positive symmetric matrices can be written as

min
S∈PG(A)

B(R,S)2 = min
σ∈SG(A), k≥0

B(R, σ)2 (48)

= min
σ∈SG(A), k≥0

Tr(R) + k − 2k
1
2F (R, σ)

1
2 (49)

= min
σ∈SG(A)

Tr(R) − F (R, σ) , (50)

where for the second equality we used that, for any σ, the optimal k is given by k = F (R, σ).
Therefore, the solution T of the Bures minimization (3) and the solution τ of the fidelity maximiza-
tion (47), are connected through the relationship T = k∗τ where k∗ = F (R, τ).

We now list some applications in quantum information theory

• Fidelity of asymmetry. In resource theories, the above quantity is known as the fidelity of
asymmetry. The fidelity of asymmetry quantifies the asymmetry resource of a quantum state
with respect to the fidelity distance between the state and the set of symmetric states. In [18]
the authors propose a quantum algorithm to test the symmetry of a quantum state whose
acceptance probability is given by the fidelity of asymmetry. This endows the latter quantity
with an operational meaning. The fidelity of asymmetry is

max
σ∈SG(A)

F (ρ, σ) . (51)

A particular instance is given by the resource theory of coherence [37] which plays a prominent
role in quantum resource theories. The fidelity of coherence is an important resource measure
in this resource theory [21, 27]. Explicitly, if we choose G to be the cyclic group over d
elements with unitary representation {Z(z)}d−1

z=0, where Z(z) is the generalized Pauli phase-

shift unitary defined as Z(z) :=
∑d−1

j=0 e
2πijz

d |j⟩⟨j|, we obtain the fidelity of coherence.

• Max-conditional entropy. The max-conditional entropy is a common occurrence in quantum
Shannon theory [17, 31]. If we choose a one-design (e.g., the Heisenberg-Weyl operators) on
the first party of a bipartite system, the fidelity of asymmetry becomes the max-conditional
entropy [17, 31]

Hmax(A|B)ρ := max
σB∈S(B)

logF (ρAB, IA ⊗ σB) . (52)

Indeed, the group twirling acts as E(SAB) = πd,A ⊗ SB. Moreover, the max-conditional
entropy is closely related to the order-1/2 sandwiched Rényi mutual information [3, 13]

Imax(A : B)ρ := max
σB∈S(B)

logF (ρAB, ρA ⊗ σB) . (53)

Indeed, we can write

F (ρAB, ρA ⊗ σB) = Tr

((
(ρA ⊗ σB)

1
2 ρAB(ρA ⊗ σB)

1
2

) 1
2

)
(54)

= Tr

((
(IA ⊗ σB)

1
2 (ρA ⊗ IB)

1
2 ρAB(ρA ⊗ IB)

1
2 (IA ⊗ σB)

1
2

) 1
2

)
(55)

= F ((ρA ⊗ IB)
1
2 ρAB(ρA ⊗ IB)

1
2 , IA ⊗ σB) . (56)

Therefore the solution of the max-conditional entropy for the state (ρA⊗ IB)
1
2 ρAB(ρA⊗ IB)

1
2

solves the order-1/2 sandwiched Rényi mutual information of the state ρAB.

As discussed at the end of Section 3, the matrix barycenter problem corresponds to the max-
conditional entropy one for classical-quantum states. Hence, the latter could be seen as a
‘fully quantum’ version of the former.
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• Geometric measure of entanglement of maximally correlated states. The maximally correlated
states generalize the notation of pure bipartite states and are often considered in the liter-
ature due to their properties. For example, the distillable entanglement has a closed-form
expression [15] and several resource monotones become additive if at least one of the two
states is of this form [26]. A maximally correlated state is a bipartite state of the form [24]

ρAB =
∑
jk

ρjk|j, j⟩⟨k, k|AB . (57)

The geometric measure of entanglement is EG(ρ) := 1−Fs(ρ), where Fs(ρ) = maxσ∈SEP F (ρ, σ)
is the fidelity of separability [36] (see also [29] for its connection with the convex-roof formu-
lation). Here, we denoted with SEP the set of separable states.

The max-conditional entropy and the geometric measure of entanglement of maximally cor-
related states are connected through the relation EG(ρAB) = 1 − maxσB∈S(B) F (ρAB, IA ⊗
σB) [41, Theorem 1]. The problem is then equivalent to the computation of the max-
conditional entropy discussed above.

• Quantum mean state problem. We first define the quantum mean state problem introduced
in [1]. Given a collection of quantum states {ρ1, ..., ρn} ⊂ S(A) and a probability vector
p = (p1, ..., pn), the quantum mean state problem is

arg max
σ∈S(A)

n∑
i=1

piF (ρi, σ)
1
2 . (58)

The quantum mean state is therefore the closest state (with respect to the square-root fi-
delity) to an ensemble of quantum states. In [1], the authors discuss some applications in
Bayesian quantum tomography. Moreover, in [1, Section 4.2] they show that the matrix
barycenter problem is equivalent to the quantum mean state problem. As already discussed
in the introduction and the remark at the end of Section 3, our analysis recovers and greatly
simplifies previous proofs given for matrix barycenters and hence also applies to the quantum
mean state problem.

• Quantum error precompensation for group twirling channels. We first define the quantum
error precompensation problem introduced in [40]. Given a quantum channel E and a target
state ρt, the quantum error precompensation problem is

arg max
ρin∈S(A)

F (E(ρin), ρt) . (59)

This is the task of finding the best state to input into a quantum channel such that the
corresponding output state is the closest in fidelity to a fixed target state [40]. This is the
same problem as finding the optimal state of the fidelity of asymmetry. We can use the
fixed-point algorithm to find the optimal input state for the quantum error precompensation
problem in the case of group twirling channels (e.g.,, the dephasing channel).

• Maximum guessing probability. Let us consider a state ρA and its purification ρAE . Moreover,
let us assume that Alice holds the system A and Eve holds E. The fidelity of coherence of
ρA in a fixed basis gives Eve’s maximum guessing probability about Alice’s outcome after she
measures it in the same fixed basis [11, Section B].

7. NUMERICAL COMPARISON BETWEEN THE SDP SOLVER AND THE
FIXED-POINT ALGORITHM

In this section, we provide a numerical comparison between our fixed-point iterative algorithm
and SDPT3, an off-the-shelf commercial solver available in MATLAB’s CVX package [12] that
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FIG. 1. We compare the runtime of the fixed-point iterative algorithm (red) and the SDP solver (blue). We
consider two cases, namely the max-conditional entropy (a) and fidelity of coherence (b). We defined these two
functions in equation (60). We check the performance of 100 randomly generated quantum states for several values
of the dimension. We use a logarithmic scale on the y-axis and we represent the data using a Whisker chart. The
colored areas represent the interquartile regions while the vertical lines extend to the minimum and maximum
values. We considered bipartite quantum systems with subsystem dimensions ranging from 2 to 7 for the
max-conditional entropy case, and quantum states of dimensions ranging from 4 to 36 for the fidelity of coherence.
We run the iterative algorithm for enough iterations so it finds a state whose value is at least 10−5 close to the one
returned by the SDP.

utilizes the dual interior-point method. For the fixed-point algorithm, we use the PL inequality (41)
to certify the solution within an error margin. Namely, at each iteration, we compute the norm of
the gradient after the group twirling which gives us a bound for the distance to the optimal value.

We study and compare the performance of the SDP and the iterative algorithm for the max-
conditional entropy and the fidelity of coherence (see Section 6 for a more detailed discussion).
Explicitly, we compute the values

max
σB∈S(B)

F (ρAB, IA ⊗ σB)
1
2 and max

σ∈S(A)
F (ρ, diag(σ))

1
2 , (60)

respectively. Here, diag(σ) is the diagonal matrix containing the elements of the diagonal of σ on the
main diagonal. We use the SDP formulation of the fidelity given in [34] and simplify the SDP using
representation theory (Schur’s lemma) [18, Section 5]. We considered bipartite quantum systems
with subsystem dimensions ranging from 2 to 7 for the max-conditional entropy, and quantum states
of dimensions ranging from 4 to 36 for the fidelity of coherence. For each value of the dimension, we
test both algorithms on the same 100 randomly generated quantum states. The SDP solver returns
a value with precision 10−8. To match the same precision, we set to 10−9 the accuracy of the
fixed-point algorithm. This follows from the arguments of Section 6 that relate the fidelity and the
Bures distance optimizations and from the fact that the maximum fidelity to the set of symmetric
states is lower bounded by the inverse of the dimension and we consider dimensions smaller than
102. The code is available at this link. We run both algorithms in a personal laptop with 8 GB
RAM and a 2.42 GHz CPU. We compare the runtimes in Fig. 1.

We noticed that the SDPT3 solver sometimes fails to converge within 10−8 and returns an
inaccurate solution. However, the fixed-point algorithm always converges. We decided to discard
these samples. Fig. 1 shows that the fixed-point iterative algorithm outperforms the SDP by several
orders of magnitude. Moreover, we observe that the SDP algorithm requires significantly more
memory than the fixed-point one. As further evidence of the performance of our algorithm, we
consider subsystem dimension d = 12 in the max-conditional entropy. The SDP takes around

https://github.com/GreaterFool25/MaxFidelitySymmetric
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twenty minutes while the fixed-point algorithm takes less than a second. We could not run the SDP
for larger system sizes due to insufficient memory.

We also compared our map with respect to projected gradient descent [30]. According to the
standard theory, we chose the step size equal to the inverse of the smoothness parameter (see
e.g., [30]). We use the lower bound on the parameter in [5, Theorem 1]. We note that even though
the performance is similar to the SDP one for small dimensions, for higher dimensions it performs
worse.

8. FURTHER DIRECTIONS

Our numerical simulations suggest that similar algorithms could be used to solve analogous
problems for different families of quantum Rényi divergences [31], double optimization problems
as the Rényi mutual information in [19], and quantum error precompensation for more general
quantum channels [40] (e.g., depolarizing channel). Finally, one could try to include more general
constraints in the analysis by similarly projecting at each iteration onto the set of feasible solutions.
We have numerical evidence that such fixed-point algorithms perform well in practice; however,
it appears that a theoretical investigation of convergence guarantees for such problems requires
additional techniques and we leave this as an open question.
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APPENDICES

A. Optimal choice of the initial point

In this appendix, we show that the initial point of our fixed-point algorithm is the solution of
a quantity that is closely related to the Bures distance. Our choice is motivated by the fact that,
as we describe below, in some special cases the two problems are equal. Moreover, we numerically
observe that the initial point often provides a good approximation of the optimizer of the original
problem. Let R,S ∈ P(A). We define

B(R,S) =
(

Tr(R) + Tr(S) − 2 Tr
(
R

1
2S

1
2

)) 1
2
. (61)

This quantity is related to the Petz Rényi relative entropy of order 1/2 (see e.g., [31] for a review)
and is equal to the Bures distance if the two matrices commute. In the remaining part of this
appendix, we will be concerned with the minimization problem

arg min
S∈PG(A)

B(R,S)2 . (62)

The problem (62) is similar to the one in (3) where B is replaced byB. However, the above problem

admits a closed-form solution; the optimal positive semidefinite matrix is given by (E(R
1
2 ))2. We

now prove this statement. As usual, we also use the notation B(R,S) :=BR(S). Following a similar
approach to Section 6, it is straightforward to prove that the solution of (62) is proportional to a
similar minimization problem which involves the Petz Rényi relative entropy of order 1/2. We can
then use the results of [26, Theorem 4]. The necessary and sufficient conditions of the optimizer T
are supp(R) ⊆ supp(T ) and

DBR(T )2(Z) = Tr

[(
I − 2

π

∫ ∞

0
(T + t)−1R

1
2 (T + t)−1t

1
2 dt

)
Z

]
≥ 0 , (63)

for any Hermitian and symmetric Z. We then use the ansatz T = (E(R
1
2 ))2. Here, ΠR denotes

the projector onto the support of R. Note that the ansatz always satisfies the support condition
supp(R) ⊆ supp(T ) since the group twirling contains the identity element. Using the ansatz,
inequality (63) becomes Tr[(I − ΠR)X] ≥ 0 for any Hermitian X. The latter inequality is always
satisfied since ΠR ≤ I. This proves that the ansatz is the optimizer. This generalizes the known
result for the Petz conditional entropies of order α [28, 32] and the Petz coherence measures of order

α [10]. In the specific case that the input matrix commutes with its optimizer, i.e., [R, (E(R
1
2 ))2] = 0,

the necessary and sufficient conditions for the optimizer of the problem (62) and the original one
for the Bures distance (3) become the same [26, Corollary 5]. Hence, in this situation, the solution

of the two problems coincide. In other words, whenever [R, E(R
1
2 )] = 0, the positive semidefinite

matrix (E(R
1
2 ))2 is the solution of the original Bures problem (3). As an explicit example, let us

consider the matrix barycenter problem when all the matrices commute among themselves. In this
case, the latter commutation relation is satisfied and hence the solution coincides with the initial
point of our algorithm. The solution is the power means as already pointed out in [6].

B. Continuity bound for non-full-rank input positive semidefinite matrices

If the input matrix is not full-rank, we cannot apply Theorem 1. However, we could consider
full-rank matrices that are arbitrarily close to it for which the theorem still holds. Indeed, for these
matrices, we can give strong convergence guarantees. In the following, we derive a continuity bound
that bounds the error we make using this approximation. Explicitly, we can run the algorithm
on a slightly depolarized matrix R → R̃ = (1 − ε)R + εTr[R]πd and approximate the true value
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arbitrarily well. Here, d is the dimension of R. We note that for a small value of ε the condition
number gets very large. This could make the convergence to the solution very slow. However, in
practice, as discussed at the end of Section 5.4, we find that even for small values of ε the algorithm
converges to the solution very fast. It is easy to check that the trace distance can be bounded as

1

2
∥R̃−R∥1 =

1

2
∥ε(Tr[R]πd −R)∥1 ≤ εTr[R] . (64)

We then have

Proposition 4. Let R ∈ P(A). Then for any R̃ ∈ P(A) such that ∥R̃ − R∥1 ≤ 2εTr[R] and
Tr[R] = Tr[R̃] we have ∣∣∣∣ min

S∈PG(A)
B(R̃, S)2 − min

S∈PG(A)
B(R,S)2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2ε
1
2 Tr[R] . (65)

Proof. We follow a similar proof to the one given in [25, Corollary 4]. We first note that

min
S∈PG(A)

B
R̃

(S)2 − min
S∈PG(A)

BR(S)2 ≤ B
R̃

(TR)2 −BR(TR)2 = 2(F (R, TR)
1
2 − F (R̃, TR)

1
2 ) , (66)

where we denoted with TR the optimizer of BR(S)2. Since the upper bound in Proposition 4 is a
function of ε, we can assume the worst-case scenario ∥R̃−R∥1 = 2εTr[R]. We set R− R̃ = P −Q
where P and Q are the positive and negative parts, respectively. We then have

0 = Tr[R− R̃] = Tr[P −Q] (67)

2εTr[R] = Tr[|R− R̃|] = Tr[P ] + Tr[Q] = 2 Tr[P ] , (68)

where in the last equality of (68) we used (67). It follows that 2 Tr[P ] = 2εTr[R]. We define the
normalized positive semidefinite matrix P̂ := P/Tr[P ]. We then use that R ≤ R + Q = R̃ + P =
R̃ + Tr[P ]P̂ = R̃ + εTr[R]P̂ and we obtain

R ≤ R̃ + εTr[R]P̂ (69)

=⇒ Tr[(T
1
2
RRT

1
2
R )

1
2 ] ≤ Tr[(T

1
2
R (R̃ + εTr[R]P̂ )T

1
2
R )

1
2 ] (70)

=⇒ Tr[(T
1
2
RRT

1
2
R )

1
2 ] ≤ Tr[(T

1
2
R R̃T

1
2
R )

1
2 ] + (εTr[R])

1
2 Tr[(T

1
2
R P̂ T

1
2
R )

1
2 ] (71)

=⇒ Tr[(T
1
2
RRT

1
2
R )

1
2 ] ≤ Tr[(T

1
2
R R̃T

1
2
R )

1
2 ] + ε

1
2 Tr[R] , (72)

where in (70) we used that the trace functional M → Tr[f(M)] inherits the monotonicity from f (see
e.g., [8]) and in (71) we used that for two positive semidefinite matrices P and Q and α ∈ (0, 1) it
holds Tr[(P + Q)α] ≤ Tr[Pα] + Tr[Qα] [4, 22]. The last implication (72) follows from the inequality

Tr[(T
1
2
R P̂ T

1
2
R )

1
2 ] = Tr[TR]

1
2 Tr[(T̂

1
2
R P̂ T̂

1
2
R )

1
2 ] ≤ Tr[R]

1
2 , (73)

where we denoted T̂R = TR/Tr[TR]. In the last inequality we used that the fidelity of two states is
upper-bounded by 1 and that, as we show in Section 6, it holds

Tr[TR] = max
σ∈SG(A)

F (R, σ) = Tr[R] max
σ∈SG(A)

F (R̂, σ) ≤ Tr[R] , (74)

Here, we defined R̂ := R/Tr[R]. Since the above relation also holds if we exchange R and R̃, the
proposition follows.
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