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Abstract

One of the fundamental tasks in quantum information processing is

to measure the quantum channels. Similar to measurements of quan-

tum states, measurements of quantum channels are inherently stochastic,

that is, quantum theory provides a formula to calculate the probability of

obtaining an outcome. The upper bound on each probability associated

with the measurement outcome of the quantum channels is a fundamental

and important quantity. In this study, we derived the upper bounds of

the probability in a channel measurement for specific classes of quantum

channels. We also present two applications for the upper bounds. The

first is the notion of convertibility considered by Alberti and Uhlmann

and the second is the detection problem of a quantum channel. These

applications demonstrate the significance of the obtained upper bounds.

1 Introduction

A characteristic property of quantum theory is that it provides a formula for
the probabilities in measurements. In other words, the probability of obtain-
ing an outcome can be calculated using the Born rule. While quantum states
are often regarded as the basic targets to be measured, quantum channels can
also be measured. Measurement of quantum channels is a fundamental task
because channels are the key components of important protocols or algorithms
in quantum information processing [1]. In Ref. 2, a framework for measuring
quantum channels is formulated, and a formula for calculating the probabilities
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associated with such measurements is derived. Obviously, an upper bound on
probability is a fundamental and important quantity, as it limits the certainty
of an outcome occurring.

Let us consider a game between Alice and Bob to illustrate the significance
of an upper bound on a probability in a channel measurement. Alice has a
device for measuring channels and acts as a referee, while Bob has ability to
prepare a channel and acts as a challenger. The game proceeds as follows:

1. Alice chooses a measurement outcome and communicates to Bob the de-
vice that she has and the selected outcome.

2. Based on the information from Alice, Bob sends a channel to Alice.

3. Alice measures the received channel using the device.

Bob wins the game if the measurement outcome matches the one specified by
Alice in the first step. Clearly, Bob’s probability of winning is determined by
the probability of obtaining the correct outcome, and the upper bound on this
probability is the limit of his winning probability. Furthermore, various classes
of quantum channels exist [3]. Because Bob may be able to prepare channels in
a certain class, it is logical to consider such an upper bound for each class. This
study aims to derive an upper bound on the probability of channel measurement
for a typical subset of quantum channels. One of the related quantities is already
known as the fully entangled fraction (FEF) [4]. Although the FEF is often used
in the context of bipartite systems, through the so-called Choi–Jamio lkowski
isomorphism [5, 6], it can be utilized in situations where quantum channels are
discussed. In Ref. 7, we derived an uncertainty relation for measurements of
random unitary channels using the FEF.

As an application, we relate the derived upper bounds to the notion of con-
vertibility discussed by Alberti and Uhlmann [8], examining this in the context
of various classes of quantum channels. Additionally, we address the problem
of detecting the properties of quantum channels. More specifically, we provide
criteria verifying a given unital channel is not entanglement breaking. Conse-
quently, the upper bounds on the probabilities of channel measurements are not
only fundamental quantities but also practical tools.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2, summarizes the preliminaries.
Section 3, the main section, derives upper bounds for several classes of quan-
tum channels. Section 4 and Section 5 present the applications of these upper
bounds, indicating their significance. Section 6 provides the conclusions drawn
from the study. Appendix provides the proof of the lemma used in the main
text.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we summarize the preliminary knowledge used in this study.
A quantum system is represented by a Hilbert space H. In this study, all

quantum systems are qubits unless otherwise specified. The set of all linear
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operators on H is denoted by L(H). A quantum state is expressed using a
density operator, ρ which is a linear operator that satisfies the conditions ρ ≥ 0
and tr ρ = 1. Here, the first condition indicates that ρ is a positive operator, and
tr in the second condition denotes the trace. An effect E is a positive operator
that satisfies the condition E ≤ I, where I denotes the identity operator. Let
us consider a measurement of quantum states with a finite outcome set Ω.
This measurement is expressed by a positive-operator-valued measure (POVM),
which is a family of effects {Em}m∈Ω normalized such that

∑

m∈Ω
Em = I. For

a quantum state ρ, the probability of obtaining an outcome m is given by the
Born rule

pm(ρ) = tr[Emρ]. (1)

A quantum channel is described as a linear, completely positive, and trace pre-
serving map Ψ : L(H) → L(H). Owing to the Choi–Jamio lkowski isomorphism,
the completely positive condition of Ψ is equivalent to

JΨ ≥ 0. (2)

Here, the left-hand side is given by

JΨ = (I ⊗ Ψ)P ′
+, (3)

where I represents the identity map, and P ′
+ denotes the unnormalized maxi-

mally entangled state defined as

P ′
+ = |ψ′

+〉 〈ψ′
+| =

1
∑

i,j=0

|i〉 〈j| ⊗ |i〉 〈j| . (4)

Next, we present a method for measuring quantum channels, and therefore,
we employ the framework formulated in Ref. 2. Let us consider a quantum
channel Ψ on L(H). We can observe how Ψ transforms a quantum state. Hence,
a simple approach to measure Ψ is inputting a known state ρ and conducting a
known POVM measurement {Em}m∈Ω on the output state. In general, ρ can be
chosen as a state correlated with an additional system Hanc, termed an ancilla.
In this case, {Em}m∈Ω is applied to the system composed of the output and the
ancilla. While H represents a qubit, we assume the ancilla to be an arbitrary
finite dimensional system. Thus, a measurement of quantum channels is defined
by the input state ρ on Hanc ⊗H and the POVM {Em}m∈Ω on Hanc ⊗H. For
simplicity, we denote this measurement as the couple T = (ρ, {Em}m∈Ω). From
(1), the probability of obtaining an outcome m is given by

pm(Ψ) = tr [Em(I ⊗ Ψ)ρ] . (5)

In Ref. 2, it was demonstrated that the right-hand side can be rewritten as

pm(Ψ) = tr [SmJΨ] . (6)

Here, Sm represents a positive operator determined by T , and termed the
process-channel effect. More specifically, there exists a completely positive map

3



Υρ such that ρ = (Υρ ⊗ I)(P ′
+), and Sm is defined as Sm = (Υ∗

ρ ⊗ I)(Em),
where Υ∗

ρ denotes the dual map of Υρ with respect to the Hilbert–Schmidt in-
ner product. The family {Sm}m∈Ω is referred to as process POVM (PPOVM).
Unlike POVMs, {Sm}m∈Ω satisfies the normalization condition

∑

m∈Ω

Sm = (tranc ρ)T ⊗ I. (7)

Let us illustrate two typical examples of PPOVMs. The first pertains to
the measurement of quantum channels without involving ancilla systems. This
measurement type is termed ancilla-free and is defined by (ρ, {Em}m∈Ω), where
ρ is a density operator on H and {Em}m∈Ω is a POVM on H. In this case, the
PPOVM is given by

{ρT ⊗ Em}m∈Ω. (8)

The second example corresponds to a measurement utilizing the maximally
entangled state P+ = P ′

+/2 as the input state, specified by (P+, {Em}m∈Ω),
where {Em}m∈Ω is a POVM on Hanc ⊗H. The PPOVM is given by

{

1

2
Em

}

m∈Ω

. (9)

We frequently employ these PPOVMs as examples in this study.

3 Estimation of probabilities in channel mea-

surements

Let us consider a nonzero process-channel effect S such that S ≤ ρT0 ⊗ I where
ρ0 is a density operator. The probability associated with S is expressed as

p(Ψ) = tr [SJΨ] , (10)

where Ψ belongs to a quantum channel class X . As mentioned in the introduc-
tion, the primary objective of this study is to estimate this value. By defining
τS = S/ (trS), we can simplify (10) as

p(Ψ) = (trS) tr [τSJΨ] . (11)

Hence, for an arbitrary density operator τ on H⊗H, let us examine the quantity

tr[τJΨ], (12)

and its maximum
C(τ,X ) = max

Ψ′∈X
tr[τJΨ′ ]. (13)

It is evident that the inequality

p(Ψ) ≤ (trS)C(τS ,X ) (14)

holds for any Ψ ∈ X ; therefore, we need to compute or estimate (13). In the
following subsections, we undertake this task for typical classes of quantum
channels.
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3.1 Depolarizing channels

A depolarizing channel is characterized by a quantum state ρ on H, and it is
defined by

Ψρ(A) = (trA)ρ, (15)

for a linear operator A in L(H). We denote the set of depolarizing channels by

D = { Ψρ | ρ is a quantum state on H. } , (16)

and we derived the following proposition.

Proposition 1. In the case of D, (13) becomes

C(τ,D) =
1

2
(1 + ‖b(τ2)‖) , (17)

where τ2 is defined as τ2 = tr1 τ . The vector b(·) denotes the Bloch vector, an
element of the Euclidean space R

3 whose entry is given by

b(·)i = tr[σi(·)], (18)

where σi is the ith Pauli matrix. The norm ‖ · ‖ represents the Euclidean norm,
defined as

‖x‖ =
√

x21 + x22 + x23 (19)

for all x ∈ R
3.

Proof. For a depolarizing channel Ψρ, it is simple to verify that

JΨρ
= I ⊗ ρ. (20)

Hence, the maximum is computed as

C(τ,D) = max
Ψ∈D

tr[τJΨ] (21)

= max
ρ

tr[τ(I ⊗ ρ)] (22)

= max
ρ

tr[τ2ρ] (23)

= max
ρ

tr

[

τ2
1

2

(

I +
3
∑

i=1

b(ρ)iσi

)]

(24)

=
1

2

(

1 + max
ρ

〈b(ρ), b(τ2)〉
)

(25)

=
1

2
(1 + ‖b(τ2)‖) , (26)

where b(·)i represents the ith element of the Bloch vector and 〈·, ·〉 denotes
the Euclidean inner product. The last expression is obtained by applying the
Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. Thus, the maximum is attained if the state is

ρ =
1

2

(

I +

3
∑

i=1

b(τ2)i
‖b(τ2)‖σi

)

, (27)

which is normalized τ2 in terms of the length of the Bloch vector.
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3.2 Unital channels

Although some parts of this subsection were previously discussed in Ref. 7, we
include them here for completeness. A quantum channel Ψ is termed unital if
it satisfies the condition

Ψ(I) = I. (28)

We denote the set of all unital channels by B, as they are often referred to as
bistochastic. Unitary channels are typical examples of unital channels. Addi-
tionally, it is evident that a mixture of unitary channel is unital. Mixtures of
unitary channels are known as random unitary channels, and we denote the set
of all random unitary channels as

R =

{

∑

x

pxUx(·)U †
x

}

, (29)

where {px} is a probability distribution, and {Ux} is a family of unitary op-
erators. Interestingly, for qubits, the equality B = R holds [9]. Thus, we can
identify unital channels with random unitary channels. Let us consider an ar-
bitrary random unitary channel Ψ expressed as

Ψ(A) =
∑

x

pxUxAU
†
x. (30)

It is evident that

JΨ =
∑

x

pxJΨx
, (31)

where JΨx
is defined as JΨx

= (I⊗Ux)P ′
+(I⊗U †

x). Consequently, the maximum
is achieved by a unitary channel because the inequality

tr[τJΨ] =
∑

x

px tr[JΨx
] (32)

≤
∑

x

px max
Φ∈U

tr[JΦ] (33)

= max
Φ∈U

tr[JΦ] (34)

holds. Here, we represent the set of unitary channels by U . The maximum can
be rewritten as

C(τ,R) = max
Ψ∈R

tr[τJΨ] (35)

= max
Φ∈U

tr[τJΦ] (36)

= 2 max
U

〈ψ+| (I ⊗ U †)τ(I ⊗ U) |ψ+〉 , (37)
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where the maximization in the third equality is over all unitary operators, and
|ψ+〉 is the normalized maximally entangled state expressed as |ψ+〉 = |ψ′

+〉 /
√

2.
The last expression is known as the FEF [4] of τ defined by

f(τ) = max
U

〈ψ+| (I ⊗ U †)τ(I ⊗ U) |ψ+〉 . (38)

Fortunately, the analytical solution for the FEF of bipartite qubit states is well-
established in several forms. Especially, the following expression derived in Ref.
10 provides an explicit formula.

Theorem 1. Let σ1, σ2, and σ3 be the Pauli matrices. The FEF of τ is provided
by

f(τ) =
1

4

(

1 +
∥

∥N(τ)TN(P+)
∥

∥

KF

)

, (39)

where N(·) is the so-called correlation matrix expressed as

N(·)ij = tr[(·)(σi ⊗ σj)]. (40)

The symbol T represents the transpose. ‖ · ‖KF is the Ky Fan norm defined by

‖X‖KF = tr
√
XXT (41)

for an arbitrary real matrix X.

While (39) provides us a precise formula, it can be simplified further. To do
this, it is useful to express P ′

+ as

P ′
+ =

1

2
(σ0 ⊗ σ0 + σ1 ⊗ σ1 − σ2 ⊗ σ2 + σ3 ⊗ σ3) . (42)

From this equality, P+ is expanded as

P+ =
1

4
(σ0 ⊗ σ0 + σ1 ⊗ σ1 − σ2 ⊗ σ2 + σ3 ⊗ σ3) , (43)

and its correlation matrix is computed as

N(P+) =





1 0 0
0 −1 0
0 0 1



 . (44)

Consequently, N(P+)N(P+)T = I, and the second term of (39) becomes
∥

∥N(τ)TN(P+)
∥

∥

KF
= ‖N(τ)‖KF . (45)

From this equality, we can rewrite (39) as

f(τ) =
1

4
(1 + ‖N(τ)‖KF ) . (46)

By substituting (46) into (37), we obtain the following proposition.

Proposition 2. In the case of R, (13) becomes

C(τ,R) =
1

2
(1 + ‖N(τ)‖KF ) , (47)

where N(·) is the correlation matrix defined by (40), and ‖·‖KF is the Ky Fan
norm defined by (41).
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3.3 Unital entanglement breaking channels

A quantum channel Ψ is termed entanglement breaking channel if (I ⊗ Ψ)(ρ)
becomes separable for an arbitrary quantum state ρ on H ⊗ H [11]. In this
subsection, we focus on the set of all unital entanglement breaking channels,
which we denote as UE . In Ref. 12, the entanglement breaking channels on a
qubit are analyzed in detail, and a necessary and sufficient condition for unital
entanglement breaking channels is derived. To introduce this condition, suppose
Ψ is unital. The set {I, σ1, σ2, σ3} comprises a base of the vector space L(H).
Thus, Ψ is represented by a matrix T whose entry is given by

Tµν =
1

2
tr[σµΨ(σν)], (48)

where µ, ν ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}, and σ0 = I. In Ref. 13, it was demonstrated that Ψ
can be decomposed as

Ψ = ΨV ◦ Λ ◦ ΨW , (49)

where ΨV and ΨW are unitary channels implemented by unitary operators V
and W , respectively, and Λ is a quantum channel with the following matrix
representation:









1 0 0 0
0 λ1 0 0
0 0 λ2 0
0 0 0 λ3









. (50)

The necessary and sufficient condition that was derived in Ref. 12 is as follows.

Theorem 2. A unital channel Ψ is entanglement breaking if and only if

3
∑

i=1

|λi| ≤ 1. (51)

We use this condition to derive the following proposition:

Proposition 3. In the case of UE, (13) is bounded from above as

C(τ,UE) ≤ 1

2
(1 + ‖N(τ)‖) . (52)

The norm ‖ · ‖ signifies the matrix norm induced by the Euclidean norm on R
3;

i.e., it is defined by
‖A‖ = max

x,‖x‖=1
‖Ax‖ (53)

for all matrices A on R
3.

Proof. Let Ψ be an arbitrary unital entanglement breaking channel. Based on
(49), it follows that

JΨ = (WT ⊗ V )JΛ(WT ⊗ V )†. (54)
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Thus, the function to be maximized becomes

tr [τJΨ] = tr [τ ′JΛ] , (55)

where τ ′ = (WT ⊗ V )†τ(WT ⊗ V ). From (42), it holds that

JΛ =
1

2

(

σ0 ⊗ σ0 +
3
∑

i=1

(−1)i+1λiσi ⊗ σi

)

. (56)

Using this expression, we can estimate the function as

tr[τ ′JΛ] =
1

2

(

1 +

3
∑

i=1

(−1)i+1λi tr[τ ′(σi ⊗ σi)]

)

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2

(

1 +

3
∑

i=1

(−1)i+1λi tr[τ ′(σi ⊗ σi)]

)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1

2

(

1 +

3
∑

i=1

|λi| |tr[τ ′(σi ⊗ σi)]|
)

≤ 1

2

(

1 +

3
∑

i=1

|λi|max
i

|tr[τ ′(σi ⊗ σi)]|
)

≤ 1

2

(

1 +

(

3
∑

i=1

|λi|
)

(

max
i

|tr[τ ′(σi ⊗ σi)]|
)

)

≤ 1

2

(

1 + max
i

|tr[τ ′(σi ⊗ σi)]|
)

, (57)

where the final inequality follows from the necessary and sufficient condition.
Based on the definition of τ ′, we can compute the second term of the last
expression as

max
i

|tr[τ ′(σi ⊗ σi)]| = max
i

∣

∣tr[τ(WTσi(W
T )† ⊗ V σiV

†)]
∣

∣ . (58)

For further analysis, we focus onWTσi(W
T )† and V σiV

†. From tr[V σiV
†)] = 0,

we can expand V σiV
† as

V σiV
† =

3
∑

l=1

O(V )liσl, (59)

where O(V )li = (1/2) tr[σlV σiV
†]. From

(O(V )TO(V ))ij = δij , (60)

it is evident that O(V ) is an orthonormal matrix. Likewise, WTσi(W
T )† is

expanded as

WTσi(W
T )† =

3
∑

k=1

O(WT )kiσk (61)

9



where O(WT )ki = (1/2) tr[σkW
Tσi(W

T )†] , and O(WT )ki is also an orthonor-
mal matrix. By substituting (59) and (61) into the right-hand side of (58), we
derive the equality

max
i

|tr[τ ′(σi ⊗ σi)]| = max
i

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

3
∑

k,l=1

O(WT )Tik tr[τ(σk ⊗ σl)]O(V )li

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (62)

Note that (O(WT )Tik)3k=1 is the transposed ith column vector of O(WT ), and
(O(V )li)

3
l=1 is the ith column vector of O(V ). Thus, by rewriting the last

expression of (62), we obtain the equality

max
i

|tr[τ ′(σi ⊗ σi)]| = max
i

∣

∣

〈

o(WT )i, N(τ)o(V )i
〉∣

∣ , (63)

where o(·)i denotes the ith column vector of O(·), and 〈·, ·〉 represents the Eu-

clidean inner product defined as 〈a,b〉 =
∑3

k=1
akbk for arbitrary vectors a and

b in R
3. From the last expression of (63), we obtain the estimation

max
i

|tr[τ ′(σi ⊗ σi)]| = max
i

∣

∣

〈

o(WT )i, N(τ)o(V )i
〉∣

∣

≤ max
i

‖N(τ)o(V )i‖

≤ ‖N(τ)‖ , (64)

where we applied the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality to derive the first inequality,
used the definition of the matrix norm ‖N(τ)‖ = max

x,‖x‖=1 ‖N(τ)x‖ to derive
the second inequality, and utilized the fact that the Euclidean norm of the
column vectors of an orthonormal matrix is unity. By evaluating (57) with
(64), we obtain the inequality

tr[τ ′JΛ] ≤ 1

2
(1 + ‖N(τ)‖) . (65)

As Ψ is arbitrary, it holds that

C(τ,UE) = tr[τJΦ0
] (66)

≤ 1

2
(1 + ‖N(τ)‖) , (67)

where Φ0 is defined as the unital entanglement breaking channel which achieves
the maximum.

3.4 General entanglement breaking channels

In this subsection, we address general entanglement breaking channels. We
denote the set of these channels as GE . To estimate C(τ,GE), it is sufficient
to consider the extreme points of GE as the function to be maximized is affine
regarding quantum channels. For quantum channels on a qubit, the extreme
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points of GE are extreme classical-quantum (CQ) channels [11,12]. For a linear
operator A on H, an arbitrary extreme CQ channel Ψ can be expressed as

Ψ(A) = |ψ〉 〈x0|A |x0〉 〈ψ| + |φ〉 〈x1|A |x1〉 〈φ| , (68)

where |ψ〉 and |φ〉 are quantum states, and {|x0〉 , |x1〉} is an orthonormal base.
Based on these facts, we present the following proposition:

Proposition 4. In the case of GE, (13) is bounded from above as

C(τ,GE) ≤ 1

2

(

1 +
√

‖b(τ2)‖2 + ‖N(τ)‖2
)

, (69)

where b(·) is the Bloch vector defined in (18), and ‖b(·)‖ is the Euclidean norm
defined in (19). The matrix N(·) is the correlation matrix defined in (40), and
‖N(·)‖ is the matrix norm defined in (53).

Proof. An entanglement breaking channel is expressed as

Ψ(A) = |ψ〉 〈x0|A |x0〉 〈ψ| + |φ〉 〈x1|A |x1〉 〈φ| (70)

for a linear operatorA. Here, we assume 0 < |〈ψ|φ〉| < 1 because if |〈ψ|φ〉| equals
zero Ψ becomes unital, and if |〈ψ|φ〉| = 1, Ψ is a depolarizing channel. Both
cases have been already considered in the previous subsections. To represent Ψ
as a matrix, we define the unitary operator

V = |ψ+〉 〈0| + |ψ−〉 〈1| , (71)

where |ψ±〉 is defined by

|ψ±〉 =
1

√

2 (1 ± |〈ψ|φ〉|)

(

|ψ〉 ± 〈φ|ψ〉
|〈ψ|φ〉| |φ〉

)

. (72)

From the equalities

〈ψ|ψ±〉 =

√

1 ± |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

(73)

and

〈φ|ψ±〉 = ± 〈φ|ψ〉
|〈ψ|φ〉|

√

1 ± |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

, (74)

it holds that

V † |ψ〉 =

√

1 + |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

|0〉 +

√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

|1〉 (75)

and

V † |φ〉 =
〈ψ|φ〉
|〈ψ|φ〉|

(
√

1 + |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

|0〉 −
√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

|1〉
)

. (76)
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By defining |ψ′〉 = V † |ψ〉 and |φ′〉 = V † |φ〉, we obtain |ψ〉 = V |ψ′〉 and |φ〉 =
V |φ′〉. Moreover, we define the unitary operator

W = |0〉 〈x+| + |1〉 〈x−| , (77)

where |x±〉 is defined by

|x±〉 =
1√
2

(|x0〉 ± |x1〉) . (78)

It is evident that

W |x0〉 = |+〉 (79)

and

W |x1〉 = |−〉 (80)

hold, where |±〉 = 1/
√

2(|0〉 ± |1〉). Hence, |x0〉 = W † |+〉 and |x1〉 = W † |−〉
follow. By employing V and W , Ψ can be rewritten as

Ψ(A) = V Λ(WAW †)V †, (81)

where Λ is defined by

Λ(A) = |ψ′〉 〈+|A |+〉 〈ψ′| + |φ′〉 〈−|A |−〉 〈φ′| . (82)

From this expression, it holds that

JΨ = (WT ⊗ V )JΛ((WT )† ⊗ V †). (83)

To calculate JΛ, we need to derive the matrix representation of Λ. The Pauli
matrices are mapped by Λ as follows:

Λ(σ0) = |ψ′〉 〈ψ′| + |φ′〉 〈φ′| , (84)

Λ(σ1) = |ψ′〉 〈ψ′| − |φ′〉 〈φ′| , (85)

Λ(σ2) = Λ(σ3) = 0. (86)

From the definition of |ψ′〉 and |φ′〉, we derive the equalities

|ψ′〉 〈ψ′| + |φ′〉 〈φ′| = I + |〈ψ|φ〉|σ3 (87)

and

|ψ′〉 〈ψ′| − |φ′〉 〈φ′| =

√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2σ1. (88)

Thus, the matrix representation of Λ is given by










1 0 0 0

0

√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2 0 0

0 0 0 0
|〈ψ|φ〉| 0 0 0











. (89)
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From (42), it holds that

JΛ =
1

2

(

σ0 ⊗ σ0 + |〈ψ|φ〉|σ0 ⊗ σ3 +

√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2σ1 ⊗ σ1

)

. (90)

Therefore, JΨ is computed as

JΨ =
1

2

(

σ0 ⊗ σ0 + |〈ψ|φ〉|
3
∑

j=1

O(V )j3σ0 ⊗ σj (91)

+

√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
3
∑

i,j=1

O(WT )i1O(V )j1σi ⊗ σj

)

, (92)

where O(WT ) and O(V ) are defined by O(WT )ik = (1/2) tr[σiW
Tσk(WT )†]

and O(V )jl = (1/2) tr[σjW
Tσl(W

T )†], respectively. It is evident that O(WT )
and O(V ) are orthonormal matrices. Using this expression, we can calculate
the function to be maximized as

tr[τJΨ] =
1

2

(

1 + sinu 〈o(V )3, b(τ2)〉 + cosu
〈

o(WT )1, N(τ)o(V )1
〉

)

, (93)

where o(·)i denotes the ith column vector of O(·) and sinu is defined by sinu =
|〈ψ|φ〉| with 0 ≤ u ≤ π/2. Consequently, tr[τJΨ] can be estimated from above
as

tr[τJΨ] =
1

2

(

1 + sinu 〈o(V )3, b(τ2)〉 + cosu
〈

o(WT )1, N(τ)o(V )1
〉

)

(94)

≤ 1

2

(

1 + sinu |〈o(V )3, b(τ2)〉| + cosu
∣

∣

〈

o(WT )1, N(τ)o(V )1
〉∣

∣

)

(95)

≤ 1

2

(

1 + sinu ‖b(τ2)‖ + cosu ‖N(τ)‖
)

(96)

≤ 1

2

(

1 +

√

‖b(τ2)‖2 + ‖N(τ)‖2
)

(97)

where we applied the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality to estimate the second term
of (95) and we utilized the fact that the Euclidean norm of the column vectors
of an orthonormal matrix is unity. The estimation of the third term of (95)
employs a method that is similar to the one used in (64).

3.5 General quantum channels

In this subsection, we describe the treatment of general quantum channels.
First, we designate the set of quantum channels as C. In Ref. [14], it is demon-
strated that an arbitrary quantum channel can be represented by a convex
combination of two elements in the so-called generalized extreme points. Here,
an arbitrary quantum channel in the generalized extreme points is expressed as

Ψ = ΨV ◦ Λ ◦ ΨW , (98)
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where ΨV and ΨW represent the unitary channels implemented by unitary op-
erators V and W , respectively. The matrix representation of Λ is

T =









1 0 0 0
0 cosu1 0 0
0 0 cosu2 0

sinu1 sinu2 0 0 cosu1 cosu2









, (99)

with u1 ∈ [0, 2π) and u2 ∈ [0, π). Similar to entanglement breaking channels,
it is adequate to consider the generalized extreme points for evaluating C(τ, C).
Consequently, the following proposition is presented.

Proposition 5. In the case of C, (13) is bounded from above as

C(τ, C) ≤ 1

2

(

1 +
√

‖b(τ2)‖2 + ‖N(τ)‖2KF

)

, (100)

where b(·) is the Bloch vector defined in (18), and ‖b(·)‖ is the Euclidean norm
defined in (19). The matrix N(·) is the correlation matrix defined in (40), and
‖N(·)‖KF is the Ky Fan norm defined in (41).

Proof. Let Ψ be a quantum channel in the generalized extreme points expressed
by (98) and (99). Similar to entanglement breaking channels, it holds that

JΨ = (WT ⊗ V )JΛ((WT )† ⊗ V †). (101)

Here, from (99), JΛ is expressed as

JΛ =
1

2
(σ0 ⊗ σ0 + sinu1 sinu2σ0 ⊗ σ3 + cosu1σ1 ⊗ σ1

− cosu2σ2 ⊗ σ2 + cosu1 cosu2σ3 ⊗ σ3). (102)

Thus, JΨ can be rewritten as

JΨ =
1

2
(σ0 ⊗ σ0 + sinu1 sinu2

3
∑

j=1

O(V )j3σ0 ⊗ σj

+ cosu1

3
∑

i,j=1

O(WT )i1O(V )j1σi ⊗ σj

− cosu2

3
∑

i,j=1

O(WT )i2O(V )j2σi ⊗ σj

+ cosu1 cosu2

3
∑

i,j=1

O(WT )i3O(V )j3σi ⊗ σj , (103)

where O(WT )ik and O(V )jl are defined by O(WT )ik = (1/2) tr[σiW
Tσk(WT )†]

and O(V )jl = (1/2) tr[σjV σlV
†], respectively. It is evident that O(WT )ik and

14



O(V )jl are orthonormal matrices. From this expression, we can obtain the
following equality:

tr [τJΨ] =
1

2
(1 + sinu1 sinu2 〈o(V )3, b(τ2)〉 + tr[AN(τ)]) , (104)

where o(·)i is the ith column vectors of O(·) and A is defined by

A = cosu1o(V )1o(WT )T1

− cosu2o(V )2o(WT )T2

+ cosu1 cosu2o(V )3o(WT )T3 . (105)

As the column vectors of an orthonormal matrix form an orthonormal base, it
is obvious that

AAT

= cos2 u1o(V )1o(V )T1 + cos2 u2o(V )2o(V )T2 + cos2 u1 cos2 u2o(V )3o(V )T3 .
(106)

Hence, the set of singular values of A is {|cosu1| , |cosu2| , |cosu1 cosu2|}. Con-
sequently, the function to be maximized is bounded from above as

tr[τJΨ] =
1

2
(1 + sinu1 sinu2 〈o(V )3, b(τ2)〉 + tr[AN(τ)]) (107)

≤ 1

2
(1 + |sinu1 sinu2| |〈o(V )3, b(τ2)〉| + |tr[AN(τ)]|) (108)

≤ 1

2
(1 + |sinu1 sinu2| ‖b(τ2)‖ + |tr[AN(τ)]|) (109)

≤ 1

2

(

1 + |sinu1 sinu2| ‖b(τ2)‖ +

3
∑

i=1

s(A)is(N(τ))i

)

, (110)

where we employed the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality to derive the second in-
equality and the s(·)i in the last expression represents the ith largest singular
value of its argument. The third inequality is a consequence of von Neumann’s
trace inequality whose elementary proof is available in Ref. 15. For further
estimation, let |cosuj| = max{|cosu1| , |cosu2|}. By employing this value, the
following chain of inequalities holds:

tr[τJΨ] ≤ 1

2
(1 + |sinu1 sinu2| ‖b(τ2)‖ + |cosuj | ‖N(τ)‖KF ) (111)

≤ 1

2
(1 + |sinuj | ‖b(τ2)‖ + |cosuj| ‖N(τ)‖KF ) (112)

≤ 1

2

(

1 +
√

‖b(τ2)‖2 + ‖N(τ)‖2KF

)

, (113)

where we utilized the definition of the Ky Fan norm in the first inequality.
Moreover, an arbitrary quantum channel is also bounded from above by the last
expression, as it can be expressed as a convex combination of two elements in
the generalized extreme points.
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3.6 Comparison of the upper bounds

Let us compare the obtained upper bounds. For simplicity, we denote them as
follows:

C̃(τ,D) = C(τ,D) =
1

2
(1 + ‖b(τ2)‖) , (114)

C̃(τ,R) = C(τ,R) =
1

2
(1 + ‖N(τ)‖KF ) , (115)

C̃(τ,UE) =
1

2
(1 + ‖N(τ)‖) , (116)

C̃(τ,GE) =
1

2

(

1 +
√

‖b(τ2)‖2 + ‖N(τ)‖2
)

, (117)

C̃(τ, C) =
1

2

(

1 +
√

‖b(τ2)‖2 + ‖N(τ)‖2KF

)

. (118)

It is evident that the relationships between upper bounds are consistent with
the subset inclusions. Namely, the inequalities

C̃(τ,UE) ≤ C̃(τ,R) ≤ C̃(τ, C), (119)

C̃(τ,UE) ≤ C̃(τ, E) ≤ C̃(τ, C), (120)

C̃(τ,D) ≤ C̃(τ, E) ≤ C̃(τ, C) (121)

reflect the inclusions

UE ⊆ R ⊆ C, (122)

UE ⊆ E ⊆ C, (123)

D ⊆ E ⊆ C, (124)

respectively. Therefore, we can consider C̃(τ, C) as a universal upper bound and
the others serve as specialized upper bounds. In general, C̃(τ, C) is an estimate
of C(τ, C); however, in a specific case, it provides the exact value of C(τ, C).

Proposition 6. If τ2 = I/2, the equality

C(τ, C) =
1

2
(1 + ‖N(τ)‖KF ) (125)

holds. The matrix N(·) represents the correlation matrix defined in (40), and
‖N(·)‖KF is the Ky Fan norm defind in (41).

Proof. From the definitions, it holds that

C(τ,R) ≤ C(τ, C) ≤ C̃(τ, C). (126)

If τ2 = I/2, it is evident that

‖b(τ2)‖ = ‖b(I/2)‖ = 0. (127)
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Thus, (126) becomes

1

2
(1 + ‖N(τ)‖KF ) ≤ C(τ, C) ≤ 1

2
(1 + ‖N(τ)‖KF ) , (128)

which indicates that (125) holds.

For example, C(τ, C) is determined by (125), if τ is a quantum state

∑

x

px |Ψx〉 〈Ψx| , (129)

where {px}x represents a probability distribution and all |Ψx〉 are maximally
entangled states.

Any C̃(τ,X ) is defined by ‖b(τ2)‖, ‖N(τ)‖, and ‖N(τ)‖KF , thus making the

calculation of C̃(τ,X ) analytically more feasible than C(τ,X ).

4 Joint convertibility

We can utilize the obtained upper bounds to quantify a notion of convertibility.
Let us consider two pairs of pure states (|ψ〉 , |φ〉) and (|e〉 , |f〉), and a specific
class of quantum channels X . We say that (|ψ〉 , |φ〉) is jointly convertible into
(|e〉 , |f〉) within X if there exists a quantum channel Ψ ∈ X such that

|e〉 〈e| = Ψ(|ψ〉 〈ψ|) (130)

and
|f〉 〈f | = Ψ(|φ〉 〈φ|). (131)

If |〈e|f〉| < |〈ψ|φ〉|, there is no quantum channel that satisfies (130) and (131).
This fact can be readily demonstrated by employing the fidelity, which is defined
for arbitrary density operators ρ and σ as

F (ρ, σ) = tr

√√
σρ

√
σ. (132)

The fidelity has the property

F (|ψ〉 〈ψ| , |φ〉 〈φ|) ≤ F (Ψ(|ψ〉 〈ψ|),Ψ(|φ〉 〈φ|)), (133)

where Ψ denotes an arbitrary quantum channel [1]. Hence, if there exists Ψ0

that satisfies (130) and (131), the property of the fidelity implies that

|〈ψ|φ〉| ≤ F (Ψ0(|ψ〉 〈ψ|),Ψ0(|φ〉 〈φ|)) = |〈e|f〉| , (134)

which contradicts |〈e|f〉| < |〈ψ|φ〉|. Furthermore, we present the following
proposition.

Proposition 7. If |〈ψ|φ〉| ≤ |〈e|f〉|, then there exists a quantum channel Ψ0

that satisfies (130) and (131).
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Indeed, if |〈e|f〉| = 1, the depolarizing channel that outputs |e〉 〈e| serves as
this quantum channel. If |〈ψ|φ〉| = 0, it is implemented by the entanglement
breaking channel defined as

|e〉 〈ψ|A|ψ〉 〈e| + |f〉 〈φ|A|φ〉 〈f | (135)

for an arbitrary linear operator A. In the remaining case where 0 < |〈ψ|φ〉| ≤
|〈e|f〉| < 1, it is provided by the quantum channel in the generalized extreme
points, as defined by

ΨV ◦ Λ ◦ ΨU . (136)

Here, V and U are defined as

V = |e+〉 〈0| + |e−〉 〈1| , (137)

U = |0〉 〈ψ+| + |1〉 〈ψ−| , (138)

where the pure states are defined as

|e±〉 =
1

√

2 (1 ± |〈e|f〉|)

(

|e〉 ± 〈f |e〉
|〈e|f〉| |f〉

)

, (139)

|ψ±〉 =
1

√

2 (1 ± |〈ψ|φ〉|)

(

|ψ〉 ± 〈φ|ψ〉
|〈ψ|φ〉| |φ〉

)

. (140)

The parameters of Λ in (99) are defined as

cosu1 =

√

1 − |〈e|f〉|2

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
, (141)

cosu2 =
|〈ψ|φ〉|
|〈e|f〉|

√

1 − |〈e|f〉|2

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
, (142)

sinu1 sinu2 =
|〈e|f〉|2 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
(

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)

|〈e|f〉|
. (143)

Therefore, we can rephrase the joint convertibility within C using the following
proposition, which represents a special case of the theorem formulated in Ref.
8.

Proposition 8. (|ψ〉 , |φ〉) is jointly convertible into (|e〉 , |f〉) within the set of
quantum channels C if and only if |〈ψ|φ〉| ≤ |〈e|f〉|.

To quantify the joint convertibility within a subset X ⊆ C, we can employ
the derived upper bounds. Let us consider two PPOVMs

S =
{

|ψ〉 〈ψ|T ⊗ |e〉 〈e| , |ψ〉 〈ψ|T ⊗ (I − |e〉 〈e|)
}

(144)

= {Sm0
, Sm1

} (145)
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and

T =
{

|φ〉 〈φ|T ⊗ |f〉 〈f | , |φ〉 〈φ|T ⊗ (I − |f〉 〈f |)
}

(146)

= {Tn0
, Tn1

} . (147)

The PPOVM S corresponds to the ancilla-free measurement that uses |ψ〉 as
the input state and {|e〉 〈e| , I − |e〉 〈e|} as the POVM measurement. Simi-
larly, T is the ancilla-free measurement that uses |φ〉 as the input state and
{|f〉 〈f | , I − |f〉 〈f |} as the POVM measurement. Let us assume that a quan-
tum channel Ψ ∈ X is measured randomly by S and T . The probability dis-
tributions associated with S and T are represented by {pm0

(Ψ), pm1
(Ψ)} and

{qn0
(Ψ), qn1

(Ψ)}, respectively. The probability of obtaining m0 or n0 is given
by

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ) =
1

2
〈e|Ψ(|ψ〉 〈ψ|)|e〉 +

1

2
〈f |Ψ(|φ〉 〈φ|)|f〉 (148)

=
1

2
F (|e〉 〈e| ,Ψ(|ψ〉 〈ψ|))2 +

1

2
F (|f〉 〈f | ,Ψ(|φ〉 〈φ|))2.

(149)

Evidently, the last equality indicates that this quantity represents the average
(squared) fidelity, meaning that the average closeness between the inputs and
outputs. Thus, its maximum

max
Ψ∈X

{

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ)

}

(150)

indicates, within X , how close Ψ(|ψ〉 〈ψ|) and Ψ(|φ〉 〈φ|) can be to |e〉 〈e| and
|f〉 〈f | at the same time. Indeed, it is simple to verify that (|ψ〉 , |φ〉) is jointly
convertible into (|e〉 , |f〉) within X if and only if (150) equals unity. Therefore,
the problem of the condition for the joint convertibility is translated into the
problem of estimating (150). We can rewrite (150) as

max
Ψ∈X

{

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ)

}

(151)

= max
Ψ∈X

{

tr

[

1

2

(

|ψ〉 〈ψ|T ⊗ |e〉 〈e| + |φ〉 〈φ|T ⊗ |f〉 〈f |
)

JΨ

]}

(152)

= C(τ,X ), (153)

where we defined the density operator τ as

τ =
1

2

(

|ψ〉 〈ψ|T ⊗ |e〉 〈e| + |φ〉 〈φ|T ⊗ |f〉 〈f |
)

. (154)

Consequently, the upper bounds (17), (47), (52), (69), and (100) define the
conditions of the joint convertibility for each subset, and can be considered
measures of the joint convertibility. Note that these bounds are expressed in
terms of the singular values of N(τ) and ‖b(τ2)‖, where τ2 = tr1 τ . Thus, we
only need to calculate these values. To obtain the singular values of N(τ), we
use the following lemma, with the proof provided in Appendix.

19



Lemma 1. Let ρ be an arbitrary quantum state in a two-qubit system. The
singular values of N(ρ) are unchanged under transformations by local unitary
channels. In other words, the set of the singular values of N(ρ) is equal to that

of N((V1 ⊗ V2)ρ(V †
1 ⊗ V †

2 )), where V1 and V2 are unitary operators.

We can now efficiently calculate the singular values ofN(τ) using this lemma.

Proposition 9. The set of the singular values of N(τ) is
{

|〈ψ|φ〉| |〈e|f〉| ,
√

(

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)(

1 − |〈e|f〉|2
)

, 0

}

. (155)

Proof. Based on Lemma 1, we can use local unitary channels to τ to simplify the
calculation of the singular values of N(τ). Let V1 and V2 be arbitrary unitary
operators. By defining

τ ′ = ((V †
1 )T ⊗ V2)τ(V T

1 ⊗ V †
2 ), (156)

it holds that

τ ′ =
1

2

(

(|ψ′〉 〈ψ′|)T ⊗ |e′〉 〈e′| + (|φ′〉 〈φ′|)T ⊗ |f ′〉 〈f ′|
)

, (157)

where |ψ′〉 = V1 |ψ〉, |φ′〉 = V1 |φ〉, |e′〉 = V2 |e〉, and |f ′〉 = V2 |f〉. Addition-
ally, for an arbitrary pure state |x〉 in a qubit system, by defining its complex
conjugate as

|x〉 = 〈x|0〉 |0〉 + 〈x|1〉 |1〉 , (158)

we obtain

τ ′ =
1

2

(

|ψ′〉 〈ψ′| ⊗ |e′〉 〈e′| + |φ′〉 〈φ′| ⊗ |f ′〉 〈f ′|
)

. (159)

From the definition of N(·), it holds that

N(τ ′)ij =
1

2

(

b(ψ′)ib(e
′)j + b(φ′)ib(f

′)j
)

, (160)

where b(·)i represents the ith element of the Bloch vector defined by b(x)i =
〈x|σi|x〉 for an arbitrary state |x〉. Let the unitary operators be

V1 = |0〉 〈ψ+| + |1〉 〈ψ−| , (161)

V2 = |0〉 〈e+| + |1〉 〈e−| , (162)

where the pure states are defined as

|ψ±〉 =
1

√

2(1 ± |〈ψ|φ〉|)

(

|ψ〉 ± 〈φ|ψ〉
|〈ψ|φ〉| |φ〉

)

, (163)

|e±〉 =
1

√

2(1 ± |〈e|f〉|)

(

|e〉 ± 〈f |e〉
|〈e|f〉| |f〉

)

. (164)
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We assumed that 0 < |〈ψ|φ〉| < 1 and 0 < |〈e|f〉| < 1 because the calculation is
more simple when one of the conditions does not hold. It is evident that

〈ψ±|ψ〉 =

√

1 ± |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

, (165)

〈ψ±|φ〉 = ± 〈ψ|φ〉
|〈ψ|φ〉|

√

1 ± |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

, (166)

and by a similar calculation, it is also valid that

〈e±|e〉 =

√

1 ± |〈e|f〉|
2

, (167)

〈e±|f〉 = ± 〈e|f〉
|〈e|f〉|

√

1 ± |〈e|f〉|
2

. (168)

Hence, V1 acts |ψ〉 and |φ〉 as

V1 |ψ〉 =

√

1 + |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

|0〉 +

√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

|1〉 , (169)

V1 |φ〉 =
〈ψ|φ〉
|〈ψ|φ〉|

(
√

1 + |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

|0〉 −
√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|
2

|1〉
)

, (170)

and V2 also acts |e〉 and |f〉 as

V2 |e〉 =

√

1 + |〈e|f〉|
2

|0〉 +

√

1 − |〈e|f〉|
2

|1〉 , (171)

V2 |f〉 =
〈e|f〉
|〈e|f〉|

(
√

1 + |〈e|f〉|
2

|0〉 −
√

1 − |〈e|f〉|
2

|1〉
)

. (172)

Evidently, it holds that |ψ′〉 〈ψ′| = |ψ′〉 〈ψ′| and |φ′〉 〈φ′| = |φ′〉 〈φ′|. Therefore,
we can obtain the Bloch vectors as

b(ψ′) = (

√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2, 0, |〈ψ|φ〉|), (173)

b(φ′) = (−
√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2, 0, |〈ψ|φ〉|), (174)

b(e′) = (

√

1 − |〈e|f〉|2, 0, |〈e|f〉|), (175)

b(f ′) = (−
√

1 − |〈e|f〉|2, 0, |〈e|f〉|). (176)

Hence, N(τ ′) is expressed as

N(τ ′) =







√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
√

1 − |〈e|f〉|2 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 |〈ψ|φ〉| |〈e|f〉|






, (177)
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and it is evident that the set of the singular values of N(τ ′) is

{

|〈ψ|φ〉| |〈e|f〉| ,
√

(

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)(

1 − |〈e|f〉|2
)

, 0

}

. (178)

Lemma 1 guarantees that the set of the singular values of N(τ) remains un-

changed under the application of the unitary channel given by V T
1 ⊗ V †

2 . While
we assumed that 0 < |〈ψ|φ〉| < 1 and 0 < |〈e|f〉| < 1, the result is also applica-
ble if one of the conditions does not hold. In fact, the same calculation can be
performed by replacing |ψ±〉 in (163) with

|ψ±〉 =
1√
2

(|ψ〉 ± |φ〉) (179)

if |〈ψ|φ〉| = 0, and

|ψ+〉 = |ψ〉 (180)

|ψ−〉 = |ψ⊥〉 (181)

if |〈ψ|φ〉| = 1. Here, |ψ⊥〉 is a unit vector orthogonal to |ψ〉. Likewise, one
simply needs to replace |e±〉 in (164) with

|e±〉 =
1√
2

(|e〉 ± |f〉) (182)

if |〈e|f〉| = 0, and

|e+〉 = |e〉 (183)

|e−〉 = |e⊥〉 (184)

if |〈e|f〉| = 1. Here, |e⊥〉 is a unit vector orthogonal to |e〉.

It is evident that the norm of the Bloch vector of

τ2 = tr1 τ (185)

=
1

2
(|e〉 〈e| + |f〉 〈f |) (186)

is given by
‖b(τ2)‖ = |〈e|f〉| . (187)

Using (155) and (187), we can examine the joint convertibility for the specific
classes discussed in the previous section.

4.1 Depolarizing channels

Based on Proposition 1 and (187), the following corollary is established.
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Corollary 1. It holds that

max
Ψ∈D

{

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ)

}

=
1

2
(1 + |〈e|f〉|) , (188)

The expression on the right-hand side of (188) becomes unity if and only if
|〈e|f〉| = 1. Therefore, (|ψ〉 , |φ〉) is jointly convertible into (|e〉 , |f〉) within D if
and only if |〈e|f〉| = 1.

It is easy to verify that the maximum in (188) is achieved by the depolarizing
channel which produces

|e+〉 =
1

√

2(1 + |〈e|f〉|)

(

|e〉 +
〈f |e〉
|〈e|f〉| |f〉

)

. (189)

if |〈e|f〉| 6= 0. If |〈e|f〉| = 0, it is achieved by an arbitrary depolarizing channel.

4.2 Unital channels

Based on Proposition 2 and (155), we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 2. It holds that

max
Ψ∈R

{

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ)

}

=
1

2

(

1 + |〈ψ|φ〉| |〈e|f〉| +

√

(

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)(

1 − |〈e|f〉|2
)

)

. (190)

The expression on the right-hand side becomes unity if and only if |〈ψ|φ〉| =
|〈e|f〉|. Therefore, (|ψ〉 , |φ〉) is jointly convertible into (|e〉 , |f〉) within R if and
only if |〈ψ|φ〉| = |〈e|f〉|.

Proof. The necessary and sufficient condition can be shown using the arithmetic-
geometric mean inequality. Indeed, the inequality

|〈ψ|φ〉| |〈e|f〉| +

√

(

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)(

1 − |〈e|f〉|2
)

≤ |〈ψ|φ〉|2 + |〈e|f〉|2
2

+
1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2 + 1 − |〈e|f〉|2

2
= 1 (191)

becomes equality if and only if |〈ψ|φ〉|2 = |〈e|f〉|2 and 1−|〈ψ|φ〉|2 = 1−|〈e|f〉|2
hold. In other words, |〈ψ|φ〉| = |〈e|f〉|.

The maximum of (190) is reached by the unitary channel characterized by
the unitary operator

|e+〉 〈ψ+| + |e−〉 〈ψ−| . (192)
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Here |ψ+〉 and |ψ−〉 are defined as

|ψ±〉 =
1

√

2(1 ± |〈ψ|φ〉|)

(

|ψ〉 ± 〈φ|ψ〉
|〈ψ|φ〉| |φ〉

)

(193)

for 0 < |〈ψ|φ〉| < 1, and

|ψ±〉 =
1√
2

(|ψ〉 ± |φ〉) (194)

for |〈ψ|φ〉| = 0, and for |〈ψ|φ〉| = 1

|ψ+〉 = |ψ〉 , (195)

|ψ−〉 = |ψ⊥〉 , (196)

where |ψ⊥〉 is a unit vector orthogonal to |ψ〉. Likewise, |e+〉 and |e−〉 are
defined as

|e±〉 =
1

√

2(1 ± |〈e|f〉|)

(

|e〉 ± 〈e|f〉
|〈e|f〉| |f〉

)

(197)

for 0 < |〈e|f〉| < 1, and

|e±〉 =
1√
2

(|e〉 ± |f〉) (198)

for |〈e|f〉| = 0, and for |〈e|f〉| = 1

|e+〉 = |e〉 , (199)

|e−〉 = |e⊥〉 , (200)

where |e⊥〉 is a unit vector orthogonal to |e〉.

4.3 Unital entanglement breaking channels

Although Proposition 3 is stated in terms of an inequality, we derive the follow-
ing corollary.

Corollary 3. It holds that

max
Ψ∈UE

{

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ)

}

=
1

2

(

1 + max

{

|〈ψ|φ〉| |〈e|f〉| ,
√

(

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)(

1 − |〈e|f〉|2
)

})

. (201)

The expression on the right-hand side becomes unity if and only if |〈ψ|φ〉| =
|〈e|f〉| = 1 or |〈ψ|φ〉| = |〈e|f〉| = 0. Therefore, (|ψ〉 , |φ〉) is jointly convertible
into (|e〉 , |f〉) within UE if and only if |〈ψ|φ〉| = |〈e|f〉| = 1 or |〈ψ|φ〉| = |〈e|f〉| =
0.
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Indeed, if |〈ψ|φ〉| |〈e|f〉| ≥
√

(

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)(

1 − |〈e|f〉|2
)

, then the right-

hand side of (201) is achieved by the unital entanglement breaking channel
defined as

Ψ0(A) = |e+〉 〈ψ+|A|ψ+〉 〈e+| + |e−〉 〈ψ−|A|ψ−〉 〈e−| , (202)

where A represents an arbitrary linear operator, and |ψ±〉 and |e±〉 are the pure

states defined from (193) to (200). If |〈ψ|φ〉| |〈e|f〉| <
√

(

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)(

1 − |〈e|f〉|2
)

,

it is achieved by

Ψ1(A) = |e′+〉 〈ψ′
+|A|ψ′

+〉 〈e′+| + |e′−〉 〈ψ′
−|A|ψ′

−〉 〈e′−| , (203)

where A represents an arbitrary linear operator, and the pure states are defined
as

|ψ′
±〉 =

1√
2

(|ψ+〉 ± |ψ−〉) , (204)

|e′±〉 =
1√
2

(|e+〉 ± |e−〉) . (205)

Furthermore, in the case that (|〈ψ|φ〉| , |〈e|f〉|) = (1, 0) or (|〈ψ|φ〉| , |〈e|f〉|) =
(0, 1), an arbitrary unital entanglement breaking channel attains the right-hand
side of (201).

4.4 General entanglement breaking channels

From Proposition 4, we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 4. It holds that

max
Ψ∈GE

{

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ)

}

≤ 1

2






1 +

√

√

√

√|〈e|f〉|2 + max

{

|〈ψ|φ〉| |〈e|f〉| ,
√

(

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)(

1 − |〈e|f〉|2
)

}2






.

(206)

The right-hand side of (206) is generally different from the left-hand side.
For example, when |〈ψ|φ〉| = 1, the right-hand side of (206) becomes

1

2

(

1 +
√

2 |〈e|f〉|
)

, (207)

which is greater than or equal to unity if |〈e|f〉| ≥ 1/
√

2. Therefore, (206) is
valid only when the right-hand side is strictly less than unity. In other words,
we can state that (|ψ〉 , |φ〉) is not jointly convertible into (|e〉 , |f〉) within GE if
the right-hand side of (206) is strictly less than unity.
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4.5 General quantum channels

Based on Proposition 5, it is evident that the following corollary holds.

Corollary 5. It holds that

max
Ψ∈C

{

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ)

}

≤ 1

2






1 +

√

√

√

√|〈e|f〉|2 +

(

|〈ψ|φ〉| |〈e|f〉| +

√

(

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)(

1 − |〈e|f〉|2
)

)2






.

(208)

As with (206), if |〈ψ|φ〉| = 1 the right-hand side of (208) becomes

1

2

(

1 +
√

2 |〈e|f〉|
)

. (209)

Therefore, (208) is considered a necessary condition for the joint convertibility
within C. It is important to note that a necessary and sufficient condition is given
in Proposition 8. Hence, (208) is valuable in that it quantifies joint convertibility
by means of the average (squared) fidelity rather than merely being a necessary
condition.

For example, let us consider the case where |〈ψ|φ〉| = 1/
√

2. In this case,
the value inside the first square root in (208) becomes

|〈e|f〉|2 +

(

|〈ψ|φ〉| |〈e|f〉| +

√

(

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)(

1 − |〈e|f〉|2
)

)2

= 1 +
1√
2

sin
(

2x+
π

4

)

, (210)

where |〈e|f〉| = cosx and 0 ≤ x ≤ π/2. It is easy to verify that the right-hand
side of (208) is strictly less than unity if 3π/8 < x ≤ π/2. In contrast, from
Proposition 8, (|ψ〉 , |φ〉) is not jointly convertible into (|e〉 , |f〉) within C if and
only if π/4 < x ≤ π/2. Thus, (208) fails to quantify joint convertibility for
π/4 < x ≤ 3π/8. However, it provides a nontrivial upper bound on the average
(squared) fidelity for 3π/8 < x ≤ π/2.

4.6 Comparison of joint convertibility

The goal of this subsection is to compare the upper bounds. As in Subsection
3.6, we denote the right-hand sides of (188), (190), (201), (206), and (208) as
C̃(τ,X ). Except for C̃(τ,GE) and C̃(τ, C), every C̃(τ,X ) is equal to the left
hand side. Therefore, we can state that the joint convertibility within X is
higher than that of Y if C̃(τ,X ) > C̃(τ,Y) for X ∈ {D,R,UE}. If X ⊆ Y,
it is evident that the joint convertibility within X does not exceed that of Y.
Indeed, it holds that C̃(τ,X ) ≤ C̃(τ,Y) in this case. Hence, we consider the
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pairs of subsets: (1) (UE ,D), (2) (R,D), and (3) (R,GE). In the following, we
analyze the function C̃(τ,X ) − C̃(τ,Y) for each pair using two examples.

As a first example, we consider the case |〈ψ|φ〉| = 1/
√

2, meaning that the
input states are selected from mutually unbiased bases. In this case, the upper
bounds are defined as follows:

C̃(τ,D) =
1

2
(1 + y) , (211)

C̃(τ,R) =
1

2

(

1 +
1√
2

(

y +
√

1 − y2
)

)

, (212)

C̃(τ,UE) =
1

2

(

1 +
1√
2

max
{

y,
√

1 − y2
}

)

, (213)

C̃(τ,GE) =
1

2

(

1 +

√

y2 +
1

2
max

{

y,
√

1 − y2
}2

)

. (214)

Here, we denoted |〈e|f〉| as y, i.e., y = |〈e|f〉| ∈ [0, 1].
(1) (UE ,D). The difference between C̃(τ,UE) and C̃(τ,D) is given as

C̃(τ,UE) − C̃(τ,D) =







1

2

(

1√
2

√

1 − y2 − y
)

(0 ≤ y ≤ 1√
2
)

1

2

(

1√
2
− 1
)

y ( 1√
2
< y ≤ 1)

. (215)

The right-hand side is a strictly decreasing function and is equal to zero if
and only if y = 1/

√
3 =: y1. Consequently, the joint convertibility within UE

is higher than that of D if and only if 0 ≤ y < y1. Conversely, the joint
convertibility within D is higher than that of UE if and only if y1 < y ≤ 1. Both
joint convertibility values coincide if and only if y = y1.

(2) (R,D). The difference between C̃(τ,R) and C̃(τ,D) is represented as

C̃(τ,R) − C̃(τ,D) =
1

2

(

1√
2

(

y +
√

1 − y2
)

− y

)

. (216)

Similar to case (1), the right-hand side is a strictly decreasing function and is

equal to zero if and only if y = 1/
√

4 − 2
√

2 =: y2. Thus, the joint convertibility
within R is higher than that of D if and only if 0 ≤ y < y2. Conversely, the
joint convertibility within D is higher than that of R if and only if y2 < y ≤ 1.
Both joint convertibility values coincide if and only if y = y2.

(3) (R,GE). The difference between C̃(τ,R) and C̃(τ,GE) is represented as

C̃(τ,R) − C̃(τ,GE) =







1

2
√
2

(

y +
√

1 − y2 −
√

1 + y2
)

(0 ≤ y ≤ 1√
2
)

1

2
√
2

(

(1 −
√

3)y +
√

1 − y2
)

( 1√
2
< y ≤ 1)

.

(217)

The right-hand side is equal to zero if and only if y = 0 or y = 1/
√

5 − 2
√

3 =:
y3, and is positive if 0 < y < y3. Consequently, the joint convertibility within
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R is higher than that of GE if 0 < y < y3. It should be noted that C̃(τ,GE) is
not the optimal value, but an estimate. Therefore, no conclusions can be drawn
when the right-hand side is less than or equal to zero.

The second example pertains to the case where |〈e|f〉| = 1/
√

2, meaning that
the two measurements on the output are conducted using mutually unbiased
bases. In this case, the upper bounds are represented as follows:

C̃(τ,D) =
1

2

(

1 +
1√
2

)

, (218)

C̃(τ,R) =
1

2

(

1 +
1√
2

(

x+
√

1 − x2
)

)

, (219)

C̃(τ,UE) =
1

2

(

1 +
1√
2

max
{

x,
√

1 − x2
}

)

, (220)

C̃(τ,GE) =
1

2

(

1 +
1√
2

√

1 + max
{

x,
√

1 − x2
}2

)

. (221)

Here, we denoted |〈ψ|φ〉| as x; i.e., x = |〈ψ|φ〉| ∈ [0, 1].
(1) (UE ,D). The difference between C̃(τ,UE) and C̃(τ,D) is given by

C̃(τ,UE) − C̃(τ,D) =

{

1

2
√
2

(√
1 − x2 − 1

)

(0 ≤ x ≤ 1/
√

2)
1

2
√
2

(x− 1) (1/
√

2 < x ≤ 1)
. (222)

The right-hand side is zero if and only if x ∈ {0, 1} and negative otherwise.
Hence, the joint convertibility within D is higher than that of UE if and only if
x ∈ (0, 1); otherwise, both coincide.

(2) (R,D). The difference between C̃(τ,R) and C̃(τ,D) is represented as

C̃(τ,R) − C̃(τ,D) =
1

2
√

2

(

x+
√

1 − x2 − 1
)

. (223)

The right-hand side is zero if and only if x ∈ {0, 1} and positive otherwise.
Consequently, the joint convertibility within R is higher than that of D if and
only if x ∈ (0, 1); otherwise both coincide.

(3) (R,GE). The difference between C̃(τ,R) and C̃(τ,GE) is given by

C̃(τ,R) − C̃(τ,GE) =

{

1

2
√
2

(

x+
√

1 − x2 −
√

2 − x2
)

(0 ≤ x ≤ 1/
√

2)
1

2
√
2

(

x+
√

1 − x2 −
√

1 + x2
)

(1/
√

2 < x ≤ 1)
.

(224)

The right-hand side is positive if and only if x ∈ (1/
√

5, 2/
√

5). Consequently,
the joint convertibility within R is higher than that of GE if x ∈ (1/

√
5, 2/

√
5).

As with the previous example, no conclusions can be drawn when the right-hand
side is less than or equal to zero.

Hence, joint convertibility can be compared analytically using the upper
bounds.

While (206) and (208) are estimates, akin to Proposition 6, they achieve
equality under the following special case.
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Proposition 10. When |〈e|f〉| = 0, the equality

max
Ψ∈X

{

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ)

}

=
1

2

(

1 +

√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)

(225)

holds for all X ∈ {R,UE ,GE , C}

Proof. It is straightforward to verify that (225) holds for R and UE because
(190) and (201) are equality.

From (206) and (208), it follows that

max
Ψ∈X

{

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ)

}

≤ 1

2

(

1 +

√

1 − |〈ψ|φ〉|2
)

(226)

for all X ∈ {GE , C}. From UE ⊆ X , the inequality

max
Ψ∈UE

{

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ)

}

≤ max
Ψ∈X

{

1

2
pm0

(Ψ) +
1

2
qn0

(Ψ)

}

(227)

also holds, and the left-hand side is equal to the right-hand side of (226). Thus,
(226) must be equality.

This proposition states that if |〈e|f〉| = 0, then the notion of joint convert-
ibility for R,UE ,GE , and C are all equivalent. Specificlly, when |〈e|f〉| = 0,
(|ψ〉 , |φ〉) is jointly convertible within X if and only if |〈ψ|φ〉| = 0 for all
X ∈ {R,UE ,GE , C}. The right-hand side of (225) is achieved by (192) and
(203) for {R, C} and {R,UE ,GE , C}, respectively.

5 Detection of a quantum channel

Let us consider the unital quantum channel

Ψw = wI + (1 − w)ΨI/2, (228)

where 0 ≤ w ≤ 1 and ΨI/2 represents the depolarizing channel that outputs
I/2. It is evident that while Ψw=1 is a unitary channel, Ψw=0 is an entan-
glement breaking channel. Hence, a threshold value may be exist that divides
the set { Ψw | 0 ≤ w ≤ 1 } into entanglement breaking channels and not entan-
glement breaking ones. To determine this value, we consider two contrasting
measurements.

5.1 Measurement with the maximally entangled state

The first measurement is given by the PPOVM

{

1

2
P+,

1

2
(I − P+)

}

, (229)
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which is executed using the maximally entangled state P+ as the input state
and the binary measurement {P+, I − P+} as the POVM measurement on the
output. Consequently, this measurement actively employs entanglement as a
resource.

Let us assume that Ψw is measured by (229). The probability of obtaining
the outcome associated with P+/2 is expressed as

1

2
tr [P+JΨw

] =
1

4
(1 + 3w) . (230)

From Proposition 3, if Ψw is an entanglement breaking channel, this value is
bounded from above as

1

4
(1 + 3w) ≤ 1

4
(1 + ‖N(P+)‖) . (231)

It is easy evident that ‖N(P+)‖ = 1 from (44). Hence, this inequality becomes

1

4
(1 + 3w) ≤ 1

2
, (232)

and it is equivalent to

w ≤ 1

3
, (233)

which indicates that Ψw is not entanglement breaking when w > 1/3. Note
that a necessary and sufficient condition for Ψw to be entanglement breaking
is that (I ⊗ Ψw)P+ becomes a separable state [11]. Consequently, Ψw is not
entanglement breaking if and only if (I ⊗ Ψw)P+ is entangled. The operator
(I ⊗ Ψw)P+ is known as the Werner state, and it has been already shown that
the Werner state is entangled if and only if w > 1/3 [16]. Thus, the criterion
provided by (52) is so strong as to detect all Ψw that are not entanglement
breaking channels.

The purpose of this measurement is to determine whether Ψw is not entan-
glement breaking. Therefore, this result can be considered reasonable, as the
maximally entangled state P+ is likely to be highly sensitive to the action of
entanglement breaking channels.

5.2 Ancilla-free measurements

The second measurement is given by the three PPOVMs

{(|0〉 〈0|)T ⊗ |0〉 〈0| , (|0〉 〈0|)T ⊗ |1〉 〈1|}, (234)

{(|+〉 〈+|)T ⊗ |+〉 〈+| , (|+〉 〈+|)T ⊗ |−〉 〈−|}, (235)

{(|+y〉 〈+y|)T ⊗ |+y〉 〈+y| , (|+y〉 〈+y|)T ⊗ |−y〉 〈−y|}, (236)

where |±〉 and |±y〉 are the eigenvectors of σ1 and σ2 defined by

|±〉 = (1/
√

2)(|0〉 ± |1〉) (237)
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and
|±y〉 = (1/

√
2)(|0〉 ± i |1〉), (238)

respectively. As (234), (235), and (236) are ancilla-free measurements, unlike
(229), these PPOVMs do not use entanglement.

If Ψw is randomly measured using these PPOVMs, the probability of ob-
taining one of the outcomes 0, +, and +y is given by

tr [τJΨw
] =

1 + w

2
, (239)

where τ is defined by

τ =
1

3

(

(|0〉 〈0|)T ⊗ |0〉 〈0| + (|+〉 〈+|)T ⊗ |+〉 〈+| + (|+y〉 〈+y|)T ⊗ |+y〉 〈+y|
)

.

(240)

From (52), if Ψw is an entanglement breaking channel, (239) is bounded from
above as follows:

1 + w

2
≤ 1

2
(1 + ‖N(τ)‖) . (241)

An arbitrary element of N(τ) can be expressed as

N(τ)ij =
1

3
(δi1δj1 − δi2δj2 + δi3δj3). (242)

From N(τ)N(τ)T = I/9 it holds that ‖N(τ)‖ = 1/3. Thus, (241) becomes

1 + w

2
≤ 1

2

(

1 +
1

3

)

(243)

which is equivalent to

w ≤ 1

3
. (244)

That is, if w > 1/3, Ψw is not an entanglement breaking channel. Consequently,
the criterion provided by (234), (235), and (236) coincides with that offered by
(229), detecting all Ψw that are not entanglement breaking channels.

It is important to note that although this measurement requires three dif-
ferent PPOVMs, it does not rely on entanglement to confirm that Ψw is not en-
tanglement breaking. In general, experimentally generating an entangled state
is not easy. Therefore, our detection method may serve as a valuable criterion
for determining whether a given unital quantum channel is not entanglement
breaking.
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6 Conclusions

In this study, we derived the several upper bounds on the probabilities in mea-
surements of qubit channels. These bounds are expressed without requiring an
optimization problem, simplifying their calculations.

As an application, we used the derived upper bounds to quantify the notion
of convertibility, which we call joint convertibility, and obtained various nontriv-
ial results. Consequently, the conditions for joint convertibility were examined
in detail. In addition, it was illustrated that the joint convertibility for different
classes of quantum channels can be compared using these upper bounds.

As another application, we considered the problem of detecting a property
of a simple unital channel with a single parameter. Specifically, it was demon-
strated that one can confirm whether the unital quantum channel is not en-
tanglement breaking by utilizing one of the derived upper bounds. To apply
this upper bound, we considered two contrasting measurements. The criteria
provided by these measurements are strong enough to give the necessary and
sufficient conditions that the unital channel is not entanglement breaking.
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Appendix: The proof of Lemma 1

For simplicity, let us define ρ′ = (V1⊗V2)ρ(V †
1 ⊗V †

2 ). From (40), it follows that

N(ρ′)ij = tr
[

(V1 ⊗ V2)ρ(V †
1 ⊗ V †

2 )(σi ⊗ σj)
]

= tr
[

ρ(V †
1 σiV1 ⊗ V †

2 σjV2)
]

. (245)

We can expand V †
1 σiV1 and V †

2 σjV2 as

V †
1 σiV1 =

3
∑

k=1

O(V †
1 )kiσk, (246)

V †
2 σjV2 =

3
∑

l=1

O(V †
2 )ljσl, (247)

where O(V †
1 )ki = (1/2) tr[σkV

†
1 σiV1] and O(V †

2 )lj = (1/2) tr[σlV
†
2 σjV2] are or-

thonormal matrices. By substituting these expressions into (245), we obtain

N(ρ′)ij = (O(V †
1 )TN(ρ)O(V †

2 ))ij , (248)

which means

N(ρ′) = O(V †
1 )TN(ρ)O(V †

2 ). (249)
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Let λ be an arbitrary eigenvalue of N(ρ)TN(ρ), and x be the corresponding
eigenvector. From

N(ρ′)TN(ρ′)O(V †
2 )Tx = λO(V †

2 )Tx, (250)

it is evident that λ is also an eigenvalue of N(ρ′)TN(ρ′), and O(V †
2 )Tx is the cor-

responding eigenvector. This demonstrates that N(ρ′)TN(ρ′) and N(ρ)TN(ρ)
share the same eigenvalues, as λ is chosen as an arbitrary eigenvalue. Therefore,
it is proven that N(ρ′) and N(ρ) have the same singular values.
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