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Abstract—Contraction coefficients give a quantitative
strengthening of the data processing inequality. As such,
they have many natural applications whenever closer
analysis of information processing is required. However,
it is often challenging to calculate these coefficients. As a
remedy we discuss a quantum generalization of Doeblin
coefficients. These give an efficiently computable upper
bound on many contraction coefficients. We prove several
properties and discuss generalizations and applications.
In particular, we give additional stronger bounds. One
especially for PPT channels and one for general channels
based on a constraint relaxation. Additionally, we introduce
reverse Doeblin coefficients that bound certain expansion
coefficients.

I. INTRODUCTION

Classically, Doeblin first introduced what is now
known as the Doeblin minorization condition [8]], which
holds if for a channel Py |x there exists a constant
a € [0,1] and a probability distribution @y, such that

Pyx(ylr) > aQy(y), Vr,y. L1

The Doeblin coefficient of Py |x is simply the largest
such constant «. Its optimal value can be expressed as

o(Pyjx) = Y _min Py|x (ylz), 12)
Yy

which is how it most commonly appears in the lit-
erature. This coefficient has found plenty of applica-
tions, for example in change detection [3]], multi-armed
bandits [20], Markov chain Monte Carlo methods [23]],
Markov decision processes [1] and mixing-models [26].
Quantum generalizations of the above concept have so
far gained little attention, although a quantum version
of Equation (LI) was discussed in [31]. Here we want
to introduce quantum Doeblin coefficients via a slightly
different route. In the classical setting it is known that
a(Py|x) can be equivalently expressed as

a(Py|x) = sup{e : & =deg Py|x}, 1.3)

where £, denotes the erasure channel with erasure prob-
ability € and € =qeg Py|x means that Py |x is degraded

with respect to &. We refer to the next section for
formal definitions. Motivated by the above, we define
the quantum Doeblin coefficient of a quantum channel

N as
a(N) :=sup{e: & =qeg N}, (L4)

where £ is now the quantum erasure channel. In this
work we will discuss properties and applications of
this quantity. In particular, we will see that it gives an
efficiently computable upper bound on a wide class of
contraction coefficients. These bounds take the form of
semidefinite programs (SDP). Contraction coefficients
give strengthenings of the data processing inequality,
which is itself of vital importance to the theory of
quantum information processing. Unfortunately, they are
notoriously hard to evaluate numerically. Still they have
found many applications. This makes good bounds very
valuable.

Motivated by the results, we will also expand the
concept of Doeblin coefficients in several ways. First,
by replacing degradability with transpose degradability
we get an alternative bound for positive partial trans-
pose (PPT) channels. This transpose Doeblin coefficient
sometimes performs better than the original version and
leads to substantially improved bounds. Second, we give
an improved bound by showing that one of the SDP con-
straints can be relaxed while still giving a valid bound.
Third, we define reverse Doeblin coefficients which,
instead of upper bounding contraction coefficients, give
lower bounds on expansion coefficients. This applies
in particular to the expansion coefficient of the trace
distance. The particular feature of these reverse Doeblin
coefficients is that the erasure channel gets replaced by
the depolarizing channel.

In the next section, we will start by giving the
necessary formal definitions. In Section we discuss
Doeblin coefficients, their properties and the transpose
variant. In Section [V] we introduce and discuss the
reverse Doeblin coefficients. Section [V] will discuss some



further general extensions and applications. Finally, we
will conclude in Section

II. BACKGROUND AND DEFINITIONS

We start, by giving the necessary technical definitions.
Here, we consider f-divergences as defined in [17] for

f e F = {f convex, f(1) = 0} as,
D (pllo)

[

where E.,(p|lo) = Tr(p — vo)+ is the quantum hockey
stick divergence. For v = 1, this is the trace distance
E1(pllo) = 3|lp— oll1. We are particularly interested in
the contraction of f-divergences under quantum chan-
nels. Contraction coefficients give a strong version of
data processing inequalities by quantifying the decrease
in distinguishability. We define the contraction coeffi-
cient for the f-divergence for a quantum channel A as

D
aup DeAWA@)
po Dilpllo)
Clearly we have 0 < n¢(.A) < 1. By definition the con-

traction coefficients give us the best channel dependent
constants such that

Dy (A(p)Alo)) < ns(A)Ds(pllo)

An important special case is that of the relative entropy,
D(pllo) = Tr p(log p — log o). We define,

D(A(p)|lA(9))
nD(A) =Tz 1(-’4) = sup .
% po D(pllo)
Besides the relative entropy we are also interested in
the contraction of the trace distance,
Eq(A(p)[|A(9))
e (A) = sup ———= -,
po Eilpllo)
which is also often called the Dobrushin coefficient.
While contraction coefficients can be hard to compute,
71 (A) has a comparably simpler form [24]],

e (A) = sup Ey(A(|W)(¥])[lA(|2)(2])),
) L|®)

Ey(pllo) + 772 f" (v By (ollp) d,

(IL1)

ng(A) := (IL.2)

Vp,o. (IL3)

(IL4)

(IL5)

(IL6)

where the optimization is over two orthogonal pure
states. Nevertheless, even in this case, it is not known
whether the quantity can be efficiently computed. For a
broader overview of the topic of contraction coefficients
we refer to [[15]], [12], [17]. Some results proven in [17]

will be useful later. For example, we have the inequality,

ny(A) < nre(A), 11.7)

and for every two operator convex functions f,g, we
have

15 (A) = 19(A).

This includes in particular the relative entropy.
Furthermore, we call a channel M less noisy than a
channel N, denoted M >, N, if

I(U = B)pp) = LU B ) ()

(IL.8)

Voua, (L9)

where I(A: B),,, = D(pagl|lpa®pp) is the quantum
mutual information and pyp = (idy ® M)(pua),
pup = (idy @ N)(pra) with pya a classical-quantum
state of the form

A= Zp(u)\u)(zd ® p%. (I.10)
For any two operator convex functions f and g, we
have [17],
1,(U : B)
(W) = sup ==,
d pva LU+ A)
where I4(A : B),,, = Dy(papllpa ® pp) and the
supremum is over all classical-quantum states pgr 4.
The quantum erasure channel &£ with erasure prob-
ability €, where Hgp = Ha @ C, is defined for any
X € B(Ha) as,

E(X) =

(L11)

(1— €)X +€le)(e], (IL.12)

where |e) L Hy4. The above concepts are further
connected via the following observation.

Proposition II.1 (Proposition IL5, [13]). Let N be a
quantum channel and € € [0,1]. Then the following are
equivalent:
(1) ge Zln. N
(i) np(N) < np(&) = (1 —e).
As a consequence we can write for any operator
convex f with f(1) =0,
nf(N) =1-BWN), (L13)
with
BN) == sup{e: & =ia N}

Here, we are interested in efficiently computable upper
bounds on these contraction coefficients. Another partial
order is that of degradability. We call a channel N a
degraded version of M, denoted M =g, N, if there

(I1.14)



exists another channel D, such that N' = Do M. Clearly,
as a consequence of data processing, if a channel is a
degraded version of another, then it also more noisy with
respect to the previous partial order. In the following,
M > N means M—N is CP and whenever we compare
a state o with a channel, we really mean o as the replacer
channel R,(-) = oTr(-). By J(N) we denote the
normalized Choi operator of NV, i.e. J(N) = N ®id(V),
where VU is the maximally entangled state.

III. QUANTUM DOEBLIN COEFFICIENTS

We will now investigate a quantum generalization of
Doeblin coefficients. As mentioned in the introduction,
we define the quantum Doeblin coefficient as

a(N) :=sup{e: & =qeg N'}.

From the previous discussion, we can now easily see that
this coefficient gives an upper bound on a wide class of
contraction coefficients.

(1L 1)

Corollary IIL.1. For a quantum channel N, we have,
BWN) = a(N),
and hence, for any operator convex f with f(1) =0,

niN) < 1—aN). (II1.3)

(II1.2)

Proof. The first inequality follows because degradabil-
ity implies less noisy via data processing. The second
inequality is implied by the results from [15]], [17]
discussed above: We have,

nfN) =npN) =1-BWN) <1-aW),

which proves the claim. O

(IIL.4)

First, we give a strengthening of Equation (IL3). We
will later see that the following result is equivalent to [31}
Theorem 8.17] after giving an alternative expression for
the quantum Doeblin coefficient. For completeness, we
will give a simple alternative proof below.

Lemma IIL.2. We have,

(V) <1 —a(N). (I11.5)

Proof. Let €* be the optimizer in a(N), then

e (N) (111.6)
= sup Ei(N(JW)(P))[N(|2)(2])) (IIL.7)
) L|®)
= sup E1(Do&(|V)(¥|)||Do & (|2)(2]))
) L|®)
(IIL.8)
< sup Ei(Ee (W) (W])[|Ee (|2) (D)) (IIL.9)
) L|®)
= sup (1—€")E(|U)(V|[||D)(D]) (111.10)
) L|®)
=1—¢* (IIL11)
=1—alN), (1IL.12)

where the first two and the last two equalities are by
definition, the inequality is data processing and the
third equality follows from the structure of the erasure
channel. O

Next, we will give alternative expressions for a(N)
providing the bridge to the classical definition via Equa-
tion and the quantum Doeblin minorization intro-
duced in [31]].

Proposition II1.3. We have

a(N)=max{e:ID,05.t. N = (1 —€)D+ €0}
(IL.13)

=max{c € [0,1] : Jo s.t. co <N}. (1IL14)

Proof. We start by proving the first equality. We see
directly that

Do& = (1—¢)D+ eD(|e){e]). (1.15)

Choosing o = D(|e)(e]) we get the < direction of our
statement. Similarly we can construct a D’ such that
D'(p) = D(p) and D'(|e)(e|]) = o which is always
possible because the erasure state is orthogonal to the
input space. This proves the > direction and concludes
the argument. Now, we prove the second equality. We
start with a standard argument,

co <N (111.16)
SN —cocCP (IIL.17)
S IDst N —co=(1—c)D (IIL18)
SIDstN=(1—c)D+co (I11.19)

which essentially follows from the definition of the CP
order on channels. This implies,

max{e:3D,0s.t. N = (1 —€)D + o}
=max{c € [0,1] : Jo s.t. co <N},

(I11.20)
(IIL.21)



and concludes the proof. O

The above expressions might remind the reader of
the measures of robustness typically used in quantum
resource theories. The expression in Equation
should now be compared to the classical Doeblin mi-
norization condition in Equation . Hence, we estab-
lish the coefficient as the maximum value in the quantum
Doeblin minorization introduced in [31]. We also remark
that following the above we can write

a(N) = exp (f inf Dy (0| N )) (IIL.22)

with
Dmax(M”N) = 10gm1n{/\ M < AN}’

as defined in [7, Definition 19], see also [30, Remark
13]. From this formulation it also becomes evident that
the quantum Doeblin coefficient is similar to a quan-
tity defined in [19, Theorem 21]. That quantity found
an application as lower bound on the minimum error
probability of antidistinguishability. Both coincide for
classical quantum channels.

From the preceding discussion it is now easy to see
that we can express a(A) as a semidefinite program
(SDP) which can be efficiently computed [3]].

(II1.23)

Corollary II1.4. Quantum Doeblin coefficients can be
expressed as the following SDP,

aN) = max Tré. (I1.24)
F@E<I(N)
Proof. We start by noting that to confirm complete
positivity it is sufficient to check the Choi operators,
a(N) =max{c € [0,1] : Jos.t.co <N}  (1L25)

=max{c € [0,1] : o s.t. co® % < JWN)}.
(I11.26)

We then introduce 6 = co and note

1
0§c=Tr&=Tra®E <TrJWN)=1. (1[L27)

Therefore we can simplify the expression by eliminating
c. This concludes the proof. O

A. Examples

Knowing that we can compute the quantity, it is time
for some examples. A common standard example is the
depolarizing channel for 0 < p < 1,

Dp(-) = (1 = p)id(:) + p%. (111.28)

Checking the expression in Equation ([II.14) we can

choose o = % and note that

1 1
— < (1 = )id(- _
e < (1—p)id() +p

always holds for ¢ < p, implying a(D,,) > p. It is also
intuitively clear that one cannot do better. We can also
make this more formal, noting that by Lemma [I1[.2] we
have

(I11.29)

a(Dy) <1 —n1:(Dy) = p,

where the final equality follows from a direct calculation.
In summary,

(I11.30)

a(Dy) =1 —n1(Dp) = p. (TIL.31)

We note however, that the depolarizing channel is more
gegerally a valid quantum channel for all values 0 < p <
ﬁ. Forl<p< ﬁ we then have 1, (Dp) =p—1
and find numerically that in this range

a(D,) <1 —nn(Dy) =2 —p. (I11.32)

In the following section we will present an improved
bound that remedies this discrepancy.

Next, consider the generalized amplitude damping
channel, A, ,, given by the Kraus operators [21]],

R
] e ]

(II1.33)

where p € [0, 1] represents the dissipation to the en-
vironment and 7 € [0,1] is related to how much the
input mixes with the environment. This is a somewhat
more interesting example as it is less clear how to
compute 71y (Ap ;). The coefficient a(Ap, ;) is depicted
in Figure|l| By virtue of the SDP formulation, generating
numerical values is a matter of seconds on a standard
laptop. We will revisit these and other examples later
on.

B. Transpose quantum Doeblin coefficients

Our definition of the quantum Doeblin coefficient is
obviously linked to degradability. To get better bounds
on contraction coefficients it will be useful to vary this
approach a bit. The concept of transpose degradabil-
ity was defined in [25]. We refer also to [4]] for the
related idea of conjugate degradability. Let 7" be the
transpose map, which is well known to be positive but
not completely positive. We call a channel A/ a transpose
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Fig. 1: Plot of the Doeblin coefficient (A, ,) for p €
[0,1] and 7 € [0, 1].

degraded version of M, denoted M > gez N, if there
exists another channel D, such that

ToN =DoM. (IIL.34)

With this we can define the transpose quantum Doeblin
coefficient,

aT(N) := sup{e : & t-deg N}
= sup{e: & =qeg T o N'}.

(IIL.35)
(I11.36)

From the definition of transpose degradability in Equa-
tion (I[.34), we see that existence of a degrading quan-
tum channel D places an immediate restriction on the
applicability of this coefficient. That is, N has to be a
PPT channel, i.e. a channel for which To N is completely
positive. For convenience, we can set o’ (N) =
whenever A\ is not PPT.

—0Q

The above definition is motivated by the following
lemma.

Lemma IIL5. We have,

ne(N) <1 —aT (V). (IIL.37)

Proof. The proof is essentially identical to that of
Lemma [[TT.2] It differs only in adding the invariance of
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Fig. 2: Plot of the Doeblin coefficients (D)) (blue)
and o (D,) (red) for p € [0, 3]. Recall that the qubit
depolarizing channel is PPT for p > %

the trace distance under transpose, leading to

e (N) (I11.38)
= sup Ei(N(JW) (PN (|2)(®])) (II1.39)
|w) L|®)
= sup Ei(ToN(W)(V))|T o N(|2)(®]))
vy L] @)
(IIL.40)
= sup E1(Do&(|V)(P)|D o (|2)(D])),
|w)L|@)
(IIL41)

where €* is the optimizer of a'(\). The proof is then
continued as in Lemma [[I.2 O

For a PPT channel NV this hence gives an improved
bound,

ne(N) <1 —max{a(N), o (N)}.

It is also easy to see that o (A) has an SDP formulation
very similar to that of a/(N),

a’'(N) =

(IIL.42)

Tré. (I11.43)

max
>0
6®L<J(ToN)

With this, we return to the previous example of the
depolarizing channel. We plot a(D,,) and o™ (D,,) for the
qubit depolarizing channel in Figure [2| This channel is
completely positive for p € [0, 3] and PPT for p € [2, 3].
Evidently, for p > 1 we get a better result from
aT(D,) and we recover a tight bound on the contraction



coefficient nr.(D,) via Equation (I.42). Finally, we
remark that a similar observation holds for the transpose-
depolarizing channel,

1
Dy () =01-a)T()+q, (IIL44)
which is completely positive for ¢ € [d;il, ﬁ] and

PPT for q € [#‘il, df—il]. Here the roles of a and o

are essentially interchanged. Note that DT, is the often
1

considered Werner-Holevo channel [29].d_

C. Tighter bound from a relaxed constraint

Revisiting [31, Theorem 8.17], we notice that the
result there is actually formulated for a slightly more
general setting in which all channels are only required
to be hermiticity-preserving. While we are usually inter-
ested in completely positive maps, this interestingly still
leads to a tighter bound. Building on Proposition
we define

o (N) :==max{c€[0,1]: IX s.t. c X < N}
(I1L.45)
=max{e: ID, X st. N =(1—¢)D+eX}.
(I11.46)

where X is now any hermitian operator with trace one.
In particular, we do not require it to be positive. A similar
relaxiation has also proven useful in [19]. The following
is then a consequence of [31, Theorem 8.17], but we
also give a shorter proof.

Lemma III.6. We have,

ne(N) <1 — o (N). (11L.47)
Proof. Let €* be the optimizer in o (\), then
e (N) (I11.48)
= sup Ei(N([T)(¥))[N(|2)(2]) (I11.49)
@) L|®)
= sup Ei((1—e)D(W)(T)[(1 - €e)D(|2)(P]))
@) L|®)
(I11.50)
=(1—¢) sup Ei(D(|¥){T)[D(|P){(2]))
W) L|@)
(IIL51)
<(1—¢) sup Ei(JU)(T]][|@) (D)) (I11.52)
W) L|@)
—1—¢ (111.53)
=1—aN), (I11.54)

where equalities are by definition or properties of the
trace distance. The inequality is from data processing.
O
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Fig. 3: Plot of 1 — (A, ;) (dashed) and 1 — a* (A, )
(solid) over p for n = 0.5 (black), 0.6 (red), 0.7 (blue)
and 0.8 (green).

Clearly, we have,
(V) <1—a(N) <1 —a(N).

The relaxation does not change the SDP property. To be
precise, we have the following.

(IIL.55)

Corollary IIL.7. The relaxed quantum Doeblin coeffi-
cients can be expressed as the following SDP,

T (V)= max TrX.

AX hermitian

X©g<IW)
Proof. The proof is almost identical to Corollary
The only difference is that we don’t automatically have
Tr X > 0 in the claimed expression. However, we don’t
need to require that explicitly, because there always
exists a feasible solution with Tr X = 0. Hence, the
optimal solution will not be smaller. O

(II1.56)

Revisiting our previous examples, we can also confirm
that we get indeed a tangible improvement. In Figure [3]
we plot 1 — a(A,,) and 1 — af(A,,) for the gen-
eralized amplitude damping channel over p for fixed
values 7). The difference is remarkable, in particular for
values where 1 — a(A, ;) gives a trivial bound on the
contraction coefficient. We find that 1 — o (A4, ,,) does
never become trivial and hence detects correctly that
nre(Ap,,) < 1 for n < 1. This can be crucial for many
applications where we are primarily interested in whether
the contraction coefficient is non-trivial.

Finally, we remark that in some cases, e.g. the de-
polarizing channel, one still gets a better bound using



aT'(N'). Hence, the best upper bound presented in this
work is

(V) < 1= max{a” (V), o (N)}.

One could also combine the transpose idea with the
hermiticity relaxation. However, we do not know of
any concrete examples where this gives a better bound.
The most interesting remaining question is whether the
bound in Equation can reliably detect all cases
of Ny (N ) < 1.

(IIL.57)

D. Further properties

In this section, we give a couple of properties of the
quantum Doeblin coefficient that generalize those of its
classical counterpart.

Lemma IIL8. For quantum channels N', M, the quan-
tum Doeblin coefficient o has the following properties:

1) (Concavity) a(N) is concave in N, i.e. for 0 <

A<,
a(AN + (1 = M) > AaNV) + (1 = Na(M).
(II1.58)
2) (Super-multiplicative) We have,
a(N @ M) > a(N)a(M). (I11.59)

3) (Concatenation) We have,
1—aNoM)<(1—aWN)(1—-aM)).
(I11.60)
Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix [A] O

We note that the second property above was previously
shown for classical-quantum channels in [19].

The above can be used to give bounds on contraction
coefficients, e.g.

Ne(NVE) < 1 — a(N)™ (IIL61)

or
meN oo N) < (1 —a(N))"

That implies that even for combinations of many chan-
nels, it is numerically easy to give a bound using a/(N)
of the individual channels.

(111.62)

IV. REVERSE DOEBLIN COEFFICIENTS

Contraction coefficients bound how much contraction
we will get at least from the application of a channel.
Sometimes we might also be interested in a bound telling
us that there won’t be more contraction than a certain

multiplicative constant. For that case, we can define
expansion coefficients,

51 () i ing DHADIA@)

1 )
po Di(pllo)

where we optimize over p, o such that D(p|o) < oo.
Similarly, we define 777(A, o) without the infimum over
o. For the quantum relative entropy such expansion
coefficients were previously considered in [22]]. Here,
we will mainly look at the expansion coefficient for the
trace distance,

IV.1)

. e E1(Alp)[|A(0))

) =Bl
Naturally, we would like to apply our tools also to these
coefficients. By virtue of data processing, the first idea
would be to simply exchange the order of degradation
in the Doeblin coefficient. However, in general it is not
promising to find a channel D such that D o N' = &..
Later, we will argue that in the classical setting it is
sometimes reasonable to replace the erasure channel by
a binary symmetric channel. Here, we propose for the
quantum setting to use the depolarizing channel. Hence,
we define the reverse Doeblin coefficient as

aWN) :==inf{p : N =geg Dp}.

Clearly we have &(N) € [0,1] as p > 0 is necessary for
D, to be completely positive and every channel can be
degraded into the fully depolarizing channel D;. Most
importantly, this coefficient lower bounds the expansion
coefficient.

IV.2)

(IV.3)

Lemma IV.1. We have,
me(N) > 1 —a(N).

Proof. Let p* be the optimizer in &(N) and D the
corresponding degrading map, then we have

Ev(N(p)IN(0)) 2 Ex(DoN(p)[|D o N(o)) (AV.5)

(IV.4)

= E1(Dyp+ (p)||Dp+ () (Iv.6)
= (1 =p") Ex(pllo) (IV.7)
=1 —aW)) Eipllo).  av.8)

Hence the result follows from the definition of the
expansion coefficient. O

Next, we will see that also this quantity can be
efficiently computed in the form of an SDP. Since, the
degrading map is now applied to an arbitrary channel
we do not have the same simple connection to the Dy ax
relative entropy as before. We will instead use a different



observation and introduce the link product from [6],
Map * Npc = Trp |(M3% @ 1g)(1a ® NBC)} :
Iv.9)
With that, we have,
J(DoN)=J(D)xJN),

which allows us to optimize over J(D). This leads to
the following SDP.

Iv.10)

Corollary IV.2. Reverse quantum Doeblin coefficients
can be expressed as the following SDP,

a(WN) = min 2

—_1
Tre D= a5
J(N)*D=(1-p)®}

aV.11)

ctTiig
where @jc is the maximally entangled state.
Proof. We have,

EWN) = inf{p : N =aeg Dy} (IvV.12)
=inf{p:3IDst. J(DoN)=J(D,)} (IV.13)
=inf{p: ID st. J(D) x J(N) = J(D,)}.

(IV.14)

Casting J(D) = D as a variable in the optimization with
the usual constraints on Choi states gives the desired
SDP. O

Motivated by our earlier discussion, we also define the
reverse transpose quantum Doeblin coefficient,

a&"(N) :=inf{p: N =aeg D} }. (IV.15)

Interestingly, in this case we are not restricted to PPT
channels A. Instead, p needs to take values such that
Dg is completely positive. In particular, this implies that
al' (W) > ﬁ. While this seems like a major restriction,
we will soon see examples for which &’ gives better
bounds then ¢&. Before moving on, we briefly mention
that, of course, &7 can be formulated as an SDP, similar
to Corollary and that it improves the bound on the

expansion coefficient to
Hre(N) > 1 —min{a(N),a” (M)}

Both statements can be proven similarly to their respec-
tive analog results discussed previously. Next, we will
discuss some examples in the following section.

Iv.1e6)

A. Examples

First, we revisit the depolarizing channel. For this
channel, the expansion coefficient is easily checked to

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4
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Fig. 4: Plot of the reverse Doeblin coefficients &(D))
(blue) and &7 (D,) (red) for p € [0, 3].

be equal to its contraction coefficient,
7te(Dp) = n1e(Dp) = |1 = pl.-

For p € [0,1] this bound is obviously achieved by the
reverse Doeblin coefficient as it is itself based on the de-
polarizing channel. It is still interesting to look at p > 1,
because here we again get a better (optimal) bound from
the transpose variant &7 (D,,). We plot both coefficients
in Figure i} We remark that similar observations again
also hold for the transpose depolarizing channel.

It is more interesting to see whether the reverse
coefficient also gives a non-trivial, ¢(N') < 1, bound on
other channels. Again, we take the generalized amplitude
damping channel and plot &(A,, ,,) in Figure [5| One can
clearly see that the reverse Doeblin coefficient places
strong restrictions on the expansion coefficient.

We can think of the gap between expansion and
contraction coefficients as the data processing range of
a channel N with respect to a specified divergence.
Doeblin coefficients then place lower and upper bounds
on that range for the trace distance,

1= &) < imV) <nneWV) <1 —a(N), (IV.18)

and analogously for the transpose variants. We visualize
these bounds for the generalized amlpitude damping
channel in Figure[6] Finally, consider the bit-flip channel,

DX() = (1 —p)id() + X()X,

IV.17)

Iv.19)
where X is the Pauli-X operator. It is well known that

ne(Dy) =1 (IV.20)



Fig. 5: Plot of the reverse Doeblin coefficient (A, )
for p € [0,1] and 1 € [0, 1].
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Fig. 6: Plot of the bounds on the data processing range
of A, ,: 1 — &(A,,) (lower bound) and 1 — a(A, )
(upper bound) for p € [0,1] and 7 € [0, 1].

for all p € [0,1]. The expansion coefficient is more
interesting. One can easily give an upper bound

(D) < [1 - 2p (IvV.21)

by trying out the |0) and |1) states. The lower bound
given by the reverse Doeblin coefficient leaves little
room for the expansion coefficient. We show this in

Figure [7]
B. Tighter bounds from generalized depolarizing chan-
nels

In the above, we have defined the reverse Doeblin
coefficient via the depolarizing channel. As mentioned
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Fig. 7: Plot of the bounds on the data processing range
of D)X 1—&(D;X) (yellow), |1 —2p] (blue) and 71 (D;")
(red) for p € [0, 1].

before, this trivially gives an optimal contraction bound
for the depolarizing channel itself. However, perhaps
surprisingly, if we slightly change the channel that is
no longer the case. Define,

Dy.o(p) = (1 —p)p + po.

Numerics suggests that «(D,,) does not reach the
value p necessary to optimally bound the trace distance
contraction coefficient. This motivates us to give an
improved bound where we allow for degradation into any
channel of the form D, ,. In fact, we don’t even need
o to be a state and, similar to the hermitian relaxation
above, allow for any D,, x. Here, X can be any hermitian
operator with trace one. Define,

(W) == inf{p:3IX s.t. N =qgeg Dp.x }-

(IV.22)

Iv.23)
Alternatively, we can write this again as an SDP.

Corollary IV.3. The generalized reverse Doeblin coef-
ficient can be expressed as the following SDP,

dH(N) = min Tr X, (IV.24)
X hermitian
Trc D=%

J(N)*D:(l—TrX’)@XC+ﬁ®X’
Proof. By following the proof of Corollary [[V.2] we
already get something very close to the claim. The final
form follows by introducing X = pX to make the
constraint SDP compatible. O

Following the ideas of the previous results, it is easy



to see that
(V) > 1 —a"(W).

This is also clearly optimal for bounding %1, (D, ) for
any o and hence gives a stronger bound. Possibly even
more remarkable is that we also get a much stronger
bound for the generalized amplitude damping channel.
For illustrating purposes, we consider the standard am-
plitude damping channel. That is the GAD for p = 1.
In Figure |8} the Doeblin coefficients are plotted each
in their standard and tightened H variants. Additionally
we plot an inner bound for the data processing range of
the trace distance. This region is achieved by choosing
example states to bound contraction and expansion coef-
ficients. To be precise, the states |+),|—) give the upper
border and the states |1),|0) give the lower border. We
had already seen before, compare Figure [3| that, while
oAy ) is trivial, o (A; ;) gives a much more useful
upper bound. Also the lower bound from &(A; ;) gets
much improved by switching to & (A;,). In fact, it
appears that the resulting lower bound is optimal. Indeed,
we confirm analytically in Appendix |C} that

77(“4%71) =1- aH(-Ap,n) =1

We make one final remark. In the definition of
aH (A ), we chose to optimize over hermitian opera-
tors X, because it allows to optimize over a larger class
than just positive operators. However, we note that for
all examples presented, optimizing under the additional
constraint that X > 0 did not lead to any difference in
the resulting values.

(IV.25)

(IV.26)

C. Expansion for other divergences

The Doeblin coefficient is by the previous discussion
an upper bound on the contraction coefficient of every
f-divergence. Naturally, we also wonder how different
expansion coefficients are related to each other. We can
easily find that the reverse Doeblin coefficient does not
lower bound all expansion coefficients. For example, for
the qubit depolarizing channel with p € [0, 1] [12]],

(D) = (1 - p)*.

Hence, the reverse Doeblin coefficient doesn’t even
lower bound the larger contraction coefficient. We can
in fact say a bit more about the expansion coefficients
for f-divergences. First, we state the following lemma
that is based on tools from [17].

av.zmn

Lemma IVA4. For any four times differentiable f € F
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Fig. 8: Plot of the bounds on the data processing range
of Ay, 1—a(A;,) (blue, solid), 1 —af(A;,) (blue,
dashed), 1 —&# (A, ;) (black, dashed) and 1 — &(Aj,,)
(black, solid) for n € [0,1]. The green area gives the
inner bound on the data processing range described in
the main text.

with 0 < f"(1) < oo, we have

M7 (A, 0) <2 (A, 0), (IV.28)
777 (A) < 17,2 (A), (IV.29)

where mn,2 is the contraction coefficient for the Ho

divergence, also known as x> divergence, given by
flx) =22 -1

Proof. By definition we have,

D (A + (1 = A)a) | A())

= 0f(A,0)Ds(Ap+ (1= Nolo).  AV.30)

Now, [17, Theorem 2.8] essentially states that.

DA+ (1= Nollo) = £/(1) *(pllo).
(Iv.31)

Multiplying Equation by % and taking the limit
A — 0 gives then the first claim up to a factor f”(1).
Since we need to remove that factor, we get the condition
0 < f"(1) < oo. The second claim follows by taking
the infimum over all o. O

li 2
m —
A0 A2

Returning once more to the qubit depolarizing chan-



nel, we can show that
Nz2(Dp) = 0.

We give the details in Appendix That implies that
all expansion coefficients that fulfill the condition of
Lemma [IV.4] are zero as well. This is, of course, not in
contradiction to our previous results concerning the trace
distance. Note that the trace distance is an f-divergence
for (t — 1)y, which is not differentiable in 1 where it
hence also has a diverging second derivative. Given that
the trace distance is a special case of the Hockey-Stick
divergence, it seems natural to consider the latter next.
The corresponding contraction coefficients have recently
found an application in quantum differential privacy [16].
However, it turns out that also these expansion coeffi-
cients are always zero for v > 1. Details can again be
found in Appendix In summary, the trace distance
expansion coefficient is so far the only one we found
to be non-trivial for the qubit depolarizing channel. We
also refer to [18] for related work.

We leave it for future work to further explore ex-
pansion coefficients for general f-divergences and other
channels. In particular, determining when they are non-
zero seems like an interesting problem.

(IV.32)

V. APPLICATIONS AND EXTENSIONS
A. Resource Theories

Let us recall one of the expressions for a(N') and
slightly rewrite it,

a(N) (V.1)
=max{c € [0,1]: Jo s.t. co <N} (V.2)
=max{c € [0,1] : TR, s.t. cR, <N,

R is a replacer channel}. (V.3)

Intuitively, we are hence comparing a given channel N/
to the set of channels that delete all knowledge of the
input state. Given that we are aiming to apply this to
contraction coefficients, this is a natural choice as we
always have 1¢(R,) = 0 since D¢(R4(p)||Ro(7)) = 0.
While a simple observation, it gives us a path to think
of applications with respect to more limited resources.
The following quantity appeared in [9]] in the context of
bounding the space overhead of fault-tolerant quantum
computation,

pr(N) =max{c € [0,1]: AAs.t. cA < N,

Ais entanglement breaking}. (V.4)

Here, our channel is compared to a set of channels that
all completely destroy entanglement. Clearly, replacer
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channels are a special case of entanglement breaking
channels and hence,

p1(N) > a(N).

In general, if we have a given resource theory with a set
of free states J, then we can define resource breaking
channels, denoted Br, as all those channels N for which

N(p) € F Vp. (V.6)

(V.5)

Naturally, a resource theory also comes with free opera-

tions, denoted O, which are all channels M for which
M(p)eF VpeF. V.7

Denote by N <z M the partial order equivalent to
M — N € Og. Define for a free operation N,

a” (N) (V.8)
=max{c € [0,1]: TR € Brst. cR <z N}. (V.9)
=max{e: 3D € Or,R € Br

SLN = (1—e)D+eR}, (V.10)

where the second equality follows along the lines of
Equations (ILT6)-(III.19). Similar to the previous con-
siderations we can use this quantity to bound data
processing. Let R be a convex resource measure that
obeys data processing. Meaning, for all N' € OF, we
have,

R(N(p)) < R(p).

For such measures it makes sense to define a contraction
coefficient as

(V.11)

R(N(p))
R(p)

We have the following observation.

nr(N) = sup (V.12)

p

Corollary V.1. Let R be a convex resource measure and
N € Ox. Then,

nrRN) < 1—a” (N). (V.13)
Proof. Let € be the optimizer in o (A), then
R(N(p)) = R((1 — €)D(p) + €R(p)) (V.14)
< (1 —€eR(D(p)) +eR(R(p)) (V.15)
< (1 -¢€R(p) (V.16)
= (1—a” (N))R(p), (V.17)

where the first and last equalities are by definition, the
first inequality by convexity and the second by data
processing. Dividing both sides by R(p) leads to the
claim. O



Also this quantity can be expressed as a particular
max-relative entropy,

F

o (N) = exp (Rieng Dmmnm), V.18)

where

DI (R|N) =logmin{c: R <z cN}.  (V.19)

This restricted max-relative entropy extends the defini-
tion of the cone restricted max-relative entropy in [[11]
to quantum channels.

B. Beyond degradability and erasure channels

As we have seen in the previous sections, compar-
ing to the erasure channel with respect to either the
less noisy or degradable partial order has interesting
implications. We also swapped that concept around by
introducing reverse Doeblin coefficients that compare to
the depolarizing channel. Naturally, one wonders what
other combinations of partial orders and channels could
lead to interesting quantities.

Probably the most prominent remaining example of a
channel partial order is the more capable partial order.
We say that N is more capable than M, denoted
N trn.c. Ma if

I(X : By) > I(X : Bpj) (V.20)

for all

pxa =Y pla)z)(z|® ¥, (V.21)
Note that the only difference with the less noisy order
is that now the classical quantum states are restricted to
ensembles of pure states. We define the coefficient

YN) :=sup{e: & =me N} (V.22)
Naturally,
YN) > BN) =1 =n(N) > a(N),

for operator convex f. This quantity also has a formu-
lation as contraction coefficient,

I(X:B)

I(X : A)’
where the supremum is over all states of the form given
by Equation (V.2I). Whether this can also be expressed
in terms of relative entropies, similar to Equation (ILTT),
remains an interesting open problem.

Of course, we can also define reverse coefficients
based on the above. This, however, brings more ques-

(V.23)

1 —y(N) = sup

PXA

(V.24)
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tions than answers. In particular concerning the applica-
tions of these coefficients.

To shed light on this question we take a step back
and consider the classical setting. In particular, let Co
be the set of all binary-input symmetric-output (BISO)
channels with capacity C' and let B, be the binary
symmetric channel (BSC). We propose the following
reverse coefficients,

a(N) :=inf{h(p) : N =geg By}, (V.25)
BN) == inf{A(p) : N =10 By}, (V.26)
FN) = it {A(p) : N e, By}, (V.27)

where h(p) is the binary entropy, which we introduce
for normalization. Again, we immediately have,

&(N) = BN) = F(N).

However, it might not seem immediately clear how to
compare e.g. y(N) and J(N). To that end we give the
following result.

(V.28)

Proposition V.2. For N' € Cc, we have,
SN =2 (W) =1-C.

(V.29)

Proof. One direction is easy. The capacity of a classical
channel is given by

CN) = III;I(%?I(X 1Y), (V.30)
with the well known special cases,
C&)=1—¢, (V.31)
C(By,) =1— h(p). (V.32)
Now, by definition of v(A), we have
C:r;l(%(](X:Y) <C&)=1—~N), (V.33)
and hence
yN)<1-C. (V.34)
Similarly, we get
1-C <FWN). (V.35)

For the other direction, we employ results from [10]]. In
particular, combining [10, Corollary 1&2], we have for
N e Cc,

El—C Zm.c. N Zm.c. Bhﬁl(lfc)- (V36)
This implies immediately,
YN) >1—C>FWN), (V.37)



because by Equation (V.36) 1 — C is always a feasible
solution in either optimization. This concludes the proof.
O

Combined with previous observations, this gives for
any BISO channel NV,

N > BN) > F(N)
=1-C
=y(N) = BN) =1 —np(N) > a(N).

Naturally, an interesting question is how to extend the
above observations to quantum channels. In the classical
case the choice of the binary symmetric channel is
natural in the light of the results in [10], which are
themselves connected to the question of information
combining bounds. Previous work on quantum informa-
tion combining bounds suggests that this setting is more
involved [14] even in the simple setting of symmetric
binary classical-quantum channels. At least, the role of
the binary symmetric channel did inform the choice of
the depolarizing channel in the fully quantum setting
which appears to be a natural substitution.

(V.38)

C. Bounds on information theoretic quantities

Partial orders between channels have long been a use-
ful tool to bound different quantities, most importantly
capacities [28]], [27]], [13]]. Also the quantum Doeblin
coefficient can prove useful in this task. That is mostly
because many quantities, while potentially hard to com-
pute in general, often simplify a lot when considering
the erasure channel. For example, the quantum capacity
of the qubit erasure channel is known [2],

Q(E) = max{0,1 — 2¢}. (V.39)

Implying, by a simple use of data processing, that for a
general qubit channel A/, we have

QW) <max{0,1 —2a(N)}.

Similarly, the classical capacity and the two-way quan-
tum capacity can be bounded by,

Q2(N) < 1-aN),
CN) <1—aN).
A similar observation holds for every quantity that obeys

data processing and is easy to compute for the erasure
channel.

(V.40)

(V41)
(V.42)

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we introduced quantum Doeblin coef-
ficients as an optimization over the erasure parameter
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that is needed to degrade the associated erasure channel
into a given target channel. Similar to the classical
case, these turned out to be equivalent to the optimal
constant in the Doeblin criteria, which had received a
quantum generalization in [31]. As a consequence they
are efficiently computable SDP upper bounds on the
contraction coefficients of all f-divergences as defined
in [17]. In particular, they also upper bound the trace
distance contraction coefficient, which itself bounds e.g.
the relative entropy coefficient. Hence, the bound seems
to cover most relevant divergences.

Additionally, we found improved bounds. One, mak-
ing use of the transpose-degradable partial order. An-
other one, by using a relaxation from optimizing over
positive to hermitian operators. Depending on the quan-
tum channel, these can give significantly improved nu-
merical bounds. Additionally, we introduced reverse
Doeblin coefficients that efficiently lower bound the
expansion coefficient for the trace distance.

On the other hand, we are also leaving several open
problems that should be interesting for future research.
We briefly mention two of them here: First, while
efficiently computable bounds on contraction coefficients
are very useful, the most important property is often
to show whether the coefficient is strictly smaller than
1. For now, it is not clear when our bound does reli-
ably detect these cases. The standard quantum Doeblin
coefficient does not have that property. However, our
improved bound in Equation (III.57) might have it. We
do currently not know of any example where this is not
the case. In that vein, there might also be room for
further improvements along the lines of the transpose
degradability variant. Second, it would be interesting to
further investigate the data-processing range of a given
divergence, i.e. the interval between the values of the
expansion and contraction coefficients. In particular, it
might be useful to understand better when expansion
coefficients are trivial. For now, we only know of non-
trivial examples for the trace distance. In that case, at
least, they are easy to find thanks to the efficiently
computable reverse Doeblin coefficients.
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APPENDIX A
PrROOF OF LEMMA [[I1.8!

Proof. We start with proving (1). To show concavity let ey and e be the optimizers of a(N) and «(M),
respectively, and Dar and Dy the corresponding degrading maps. We now show that there exists a degrading map
D such that

MW+ (1-MM=Doé&, (A.1)
with € = Aa(N) + (1 — X\)a(M). Observe,
AN + (1= M (A.2)
=M1 —ex)Dny +exDa(e)] + (1 =N [(1 — epm)Das + eamDaa(e)] (A.3)
=[A1 —enx)Dna + (1 = X)(1 — eam) D] + [AeaDar(e) + (1 — NemDaq(e)] . (A4)
Now, define the map D via
AEN
Dle) Tden + (1 —=XNem Dar(e)
)\e/\/(l—l-_(l)\)—EJ;\A)GM Dale); (A-5)
and for p L e,
B A1 —en)
PO T + N e V)
(1= —em)

+ Da(p). (A.6)

ML —ex) + (1 - V(L - err)
This achieves our goal and hence proves concavity.
Next we proof (2). Following the same notation as before, observe

N oM (A.7)
=[(1—exn)Dn + exDm(e)] @ [(1 — ep)Das + eamDas(e)] (A.8)
=1 —en)(I —em)Dy @ Da + (1 — en)emDy @ Daa(e)

+en (1 —em)Dam(e) @ D + exemDaa(e) @ Daale) (A.9)
=Dolyep (A.10)

where D can be constructed from the above derivation. This implies a(N ® M) > exrerq and hence the claim.
Finally, we prove property (3). Here, we have

NoM (A.11)

= [(1 = ex)Dy + exDa(e)] o [(1 — ex)Damt + exDaa(e)] (A.12)

=(1—en)(1 —erm)DyoDag+ (1 — en)epmDa 0o Dag(e) + enDas(e) (A.13)

=Do&_(1—ex)(1—ern) (A.14)

where we used in the second equality that Das(e) acts as a replacer channel and for the final equality constructed

a D which clearly exists because only the first term depends on the input state. This concludes the proof. [
APPENDIX B

EXAMPLES OF EXPANSION COEFFICIENTS

In this section, we want to expand on the examples given in Section and show how we evaluated them.
We are interested here in showing that certain expansion coefficients are zero, hence a corresponding upper bound
is sufficient.
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A. x3-divergence and relative entropy

To keep things simple we choose classical input states,

p= 100, o= (1 )0)0] + 1)1l B.1)
For these we can easily calculate,
Dstpllo) = (1-f (1= ) +7 (2). ®2)
p 1-5 p 5
DI = (-1 -+ Df (i tag )+t D7 (=2 ) - @)

Dividing the second by the first line then gives an upper bound on the expansion coefficient. Here we make the
example f(x) = 22 — 1 explicit,

Dyz(pllo) = (1 —e)7" 1, (B.4)
p b\— b P\
D2(Dy(p)|Dp(0)) = (1 — 5)2((1 —p)l-€e+7) L+ (5)2((1 —pety) - (B.5)
For ¢ — 0, both of the above are 0, hence we consider their derivatives, leading after some calculation to
0
—D, =1 B.
-Daalpllo)| _ =1, (.6)
0
D (D)D) =0, ®.7)

With this, by the rule of L’Hdpital, we find
Ne2(Dp) <0 for e¢— 0. (B.8)

A similar derivation works for f(x) = xlog(x) as well, implying that the same states achieve the minimum in the
limit. We remark that the relative entropy case, along with the mutual information and other examples of quantum
channels, was also investigated in [18].

B. Hockey-Stick divergence

Given how similar the Hockey-stick divergence is conceptually to the trace distance, one might expect it to have
a similar behaviour when it comes to expansion coefficients. Nevertheless, also here, for the depolarizing channel
the coefficient is zero. The reasoning, however, is different to the previous examples.

An important property of many divergences is faithfulness. However, the Hockey-Stick divergence for v > 1
does not have this property. That means, for v > 1,

E,(pllo) % p=o. (B.9)
We use again the example states p and o from Equation (B.I)). It can be checked that
E(pllo) = (1= ~(1 =€), (B.10)
and hence
v—1
E (pllo) =0 <= €< — (B.11)
Similarly,
p p
E,(Dy(p)IDy(e)) = (1 =5~ [0 =p)1 -9~ F]) . B.12)
and hence
y-11-%
E,(Dp(p)IDp(0)) =0 = €< 1oy (B.13)
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This allows us to choose for any p > 0 an €* such that

-1 -11-£%
T e T2 (B.14)
I-p
for which
E,(Dy(p)||Dp(c)) =0, but E,(p|lo) > 0. (B.15)
The states p and o with the parameter €* are then an example of states that achieve
1v(Dp) = 0. (B.16)

Of course, for v = 1 the Hockey-Stick divergence is the trace distance which is faithful and therefor this strategy
does not apply.

It is intriguing that most expansion coefficients seem to become trivial for the qubit depolarizing channel, but not
the one using the trace distance. Exploring the usefulness of expansion coefficients further seems like an interesting
problem.

APPENDIX C
EXPANSION OF THE GENERALIZED AMPLITUDE DAMPING CHANNEL

In this section, we make precise and prove one statement from the main text. We summarize it in the following
proposition.

Proposition C.1. For the GAD channel A, ,, with p € [0,1] and n € [0,1], we have
(Apn) = 1= & (App) = n. (RY

Proof. We always have (A, ,,) > 1 — &1 (A, ), therefore it suffices to show upper and lower bound of 7 on the
respective quantities.

We start by showing 77(.A, ,) < 7. Here, we consider the test states |0)(0| and |1)(1|. By direct calculation, we
find that

Apn(10)(0]) = Apn([1)(1]) = 7|0} (0] — n[1)(1]. (C2)

Hence, E1(Ap ,(|0)(0[)[|Ap,5(|1)(1])) = n. Since we chose orthogonal test states, we immediately have the desired
upper bound.

For the second inequality, we need to show that there exists a degrading map D and a generalized depolarizing
channel D, ,, that give a feasible solution for & (A, ,) and imply & (A, ,,) < 1 —n. An explicit construction for
these is given below in Lemma [C.2] This concludes the proof. O

We now prove the auxiliary lemma used in previous result.
Lemma C.2. Given the GAD channel Ap,nr there exists a dephasing channel DbZ and a state o, such that
Df o Apy = D10, (C3)
where Dy » = (1 — q)id + go. Explicitly, the state o is given by,

0-(3199, (C.4)

1—
2

=

and b =
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Proof. Given the explicit from of the channel D and the state o, this can be directly calculated on the level of Choi

matrices. For completeness, we state some intermediate steps here. We have the Choi matrices,

p+(1—p)n
A =5 o
Vv
p+(1—p)n
J<len,0) = % 8
n

0
(1-p)(1—n)

0 Vi
0

0
p(1—mn) 0

0 n
0 0
p(1—n) 0
0 pn+(1—p)

(C.5)

(C.6)

They are only different in the two non-zero off-diagonal elements, which are then adjusted by the appropriate

dephasing channel DZ.
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