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Recent studies have shown that quantum information may be effectively transmitted by a finite
collection of completely depolarizing channels in a coherent superposition of different orders, via
an operation known as the quantum SWITCH. Such results are quite remarkable, as completely
depolarizing channels taken in isolation and in a definite order can only output white noise. For
general channels however, little is known about the potential communication enhancement provided
by the quantum SWITCH. In this Letter, we define an easily computable quantity Pn associated
with the quantum SWITCH of n copies of a fixed channel, and we conjecture that Pn > 0 is both
a necessary and sufficient condition for communication enhancement via the quantum SWITCH. In
support of our conjecture, we derive a simple analytic expression for the classical capacity of the
quantum SWITCH of n copies of an arbitrary Pauli channel in terms of the quantity Pn, which we
then use to show that our conjecture indeed holds in the space of all Pauli channels. Utilizing such
results, we then formulate a communication protocol involving the quantum SWITCH which enhances
the private capacity of the BB84 channel.

Introduction. Quantum Shannon theory—the exten-
sion of Shannon’s communication theory to the quantum
domain [1]—has achieved communication advantages not
possible with the classical theory, such as secure quantum
key distribution and distributed quantum computation
[2–4]. Recently, there has been interest in a further exten-
sion of quantum Shannon theory where quantum systems
are not only used to carry information, but also to con-
trol the configuration of the communication devices [5–
8]. In particular, it has been observed that the ability
to combine quantum devices in a coherent superposition
of different orders can give rise to advantages over the
standard scenario where the corresponding channels are
used in parallel or in a sequence [9–21]. These advan-
tages are based on a specific instance of indefinite causal
order known as the quantum SWITCH [22], an operation
whose input is a finite collection of quantum channels
and whose output is a new quantum channel. In the
quantum SWITCH, the input channels are executed in a
superposition of causal orders controlled by an auxiliary
quantum system. Besides quantum communication, it
has been shown that the quantum SWITCH yields advan-
tages in various tasks, such as charging quantum bat-
teries [23, 24], distinguishing quantum processes [25–29],
reducing quantum communication complexity [30], and
improving the precision of quantum metrology [31–33].

Notably, it has been observed that the quantum
SWITCH of two completely depolarizing channels has the
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capacity to transmit classical information [11], despite
the fact that any combination of completely depolariz-
ing channels in a definite configuration is only able to
transmit white noise. More generally, it has been shown
that the quantum SWITCH of a finite collection of com-
pletely depolarizing channels can even transmit quan-
tum information when arranged in a superposition of
cyclic orders [10], and some entanglement-breaking chan-
nels can achieve perfect communication via the quantum
SWITCH [14, 15].

Although many studies have illustrated the capacity
enhancement of the quantum SWITCH, such results how-
ever are limited to specific examples, and little is known
about the communication enhancement provided by the
quantum SWITCH for generic channels. Due to the fact
that in general there is no analytic expression for the
quantum/classical capacity of quantum channels, novel
approaches must be developed to gain insight into the
general problem of characterizing the communication en-
hancements offered by the quantum SWITCH. A clue for
such an approach appears in Ref. [5], where the quantum
SWITCH was applied to two copies of a randomly gener-
ated a mixture C of unitary qubit channels, thus gener-
ating a new quantum channel S(C, C). Numerical anal-
ysis suggested that the Holevo information of the out-
put channel S(C, C) may be correlated with a real-valued
measure of non-commutativity of the Kraus operators of
the original channel C. However, no theoretical expla-
nation for this possible link between Holevo information
and non-commutativity has been found thus far. More-
over, the Holevo information is only a lower bound for the
classical capacity, and therefore an increase of the Holevo
information does not necessarily imply an increase in the
classical capacity.
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In this Letter, we establish precise mathematical re-
sults which lay the foundation for a systematic study of
communication enhancement via the quantum SWITCH.
In particular, we define an easily computable quantity
Pn associated with the quantum SWITCH of n channels,
and we conjecture that Pn > 0 is a necessary and suffi-
cient condition for the quantum SWITCH to increase ca-
pacity (outside of a set of measure-zero). In support of
this conjecture, we consider the three-dimensional sim-
plex of all Pauli channels (minus the point corresponding
to the completely depolarizing channel when n is odd),
and prove that the quantum SWITCH of the forward and
backward orders of the the n-fold composition of an arbi-
trary Pauli channel enhances the classical capacity if and
only if Pn > 0. In the case that n is even, we show Pn = 0
if and only if the Kraus operators of the associated Pauli
channel pair-wise commute, thus the link between capac-
ity enhancement provided by the quantum SWITCH and
non-commutativity as suggested in [5] is made mathe-
matically precise by our results.

We also show that in the simplex of all Pauli channels,
the locus Pn = 0 is contained in the edges of the simplex,
thus the superposition of the forward and backward or-
ders of n compositions of a Pauli channel as implemented
by the quantum SWITCH enhances classical capacity out-
side a set of measure-zero. In addition to the case of
Pauli channels, we consider a family of qudit depolar-
izing channels (of arbitrary dimension) parametrized by
an interval, and prove that Pn > 0 is again a necessary
and sufficient condition for capacity enhancement via the
quantum SWITCH of the forward and backward orders of
the n-fold composition of a fixed channel in the family.
Finally, we provide a potential application to quantum
cryptography, by showing that the quantum SWITCH in-
creases the private capacity of a general BB84 channel.

The quantity Pn and causal gains. In quantum Shan-
non theory, a communication process is mathematically
described by a quantum channel, i.e., a completely posi-
tive trace-preserving (CPTP) linear map C : Lin(HA) →
Lin(HB), where HA and HB are the Hilbert spaces of the
input and output systems of the channel, Lin(H) contains
all linear operators of H. Any such map admits a Kraus

representation C(ρ) =
∑
i CiρC

†
i , where the Kraus oper-

ators {Ci} satisfy
∑
i C

†
iCi = I.

The quantum SWITCH is a supermap [22, 34] which
takes as its input a finite collection of quantum channels
and outputs a channel that uses the input channels in a
superposition of orders which is entangled with an auxil-
iary control system [22, 35]. In particular, given a collec-
tion of CPTP maps {Ci : Lin(HA) → Lin(HB)}ni=1, then
the quantum SWITCH of the channels {Ci}ni=1 with respect
to a subset S of permutations on n letters is a chan-
nel of the form S(C1, . . . , Cn) : Lin(HA) ⊗ Lin(HC) →
Lin(HB) ⊗ Lin(HC), where HC is the Hilbert space of
the control system. If {Cisi} is a collection of Kraus op-

erators for the channel Ci, then fixing a control state
ω ∈ HC yields an effective channel Sn : Lin(HA) →

Lin(HB)⊗ Lin(HC), which may be written as [10]

Sn(ρ) =
∑

πk,πl∈S

Cπkπl(ρ)⊗ ωkl|k⟩⟨l|C , (1)

where S is the given subset of permutations, Cπkπl(ρ) :=∑
s1,...,sn

Cπk(s1,...,sn)ρC
†
πl(s1,...,sn)

, and Cπk(s1,...,sn) :=

C
πk(1)
s
πk(1)

· · ·Cπ
k(n)

s
πk(n)

. We note that while we have written

the effective channel Sn in terms of Kraus operators for
the channels {Ci}, the quantum SWITCH is in fact inde-
pendent of a choice of Kraus operators for its input chan-
nels.
Given such data defining the effective channel Sn, we

define the quantity [36]

Pn = 1− 1

m2
min
ρ

∑
πk,πl∈S

Tr

(
Cπkπl(ρ)

)
, (2)

where m := |S|. For a given control state of the form
ω = |ω⟩⟨ω| with |ω⟩ =

∑
i∈S |i⟩/

√
m, Pn may be viewed

as the maximum probability (as ρ varies over all input
states) of obtaining the measurement outcome F2 associ-
ated with the projective measurement {F1 = |ω⟩⟨ω|, F2 =
I − |ω⟩⟨ω|}. In the case n = m = 2, the quantity
Pn was used to characterize the non-commutativity of
generic channels [5, 9], which is closely related to mea-
surement incompatibility [37]. For general n and S, we
show in the Appendix that Pn is not necessarily a mea-
sure of non-commutativity of channels, as we prove Pn
is zero if and only if the product of Kraus operators is
S-invariant, i.e., for all s1, . . . , sn and πk, πl ∈ S, we have
Cπk(s1,...,sn) = Cπl(s1,...,sn). However, our main interest
in the quantity Pn lies in its connection to communi-
cation enhancement via the quantum SWITCH, which we
now explain.

Consider the case where Ci = N for i = 1, ..., n, where
N : Lin(HA) → Lin(HB) is a fixed quantum channel,
and let Nn denote the n-fold composition N ◦ · · · ◦ N
(which may be obtained from the effective channel Sn
by tracing out the control system). For every capacity
measure f satisfying the data-processing inequality f(A◦
B) ≤ f(B), for arbitrary quantum channels A and B, one
then obtains the bottleneck inequality

f(Nn) ≤ f(Sn) . (3)

The classical, quantum, and private capacity, as well as
the Holevo information and coherent information are all
capacity measures satisfying the above inequality. Hence,
we define the associated causal gain to be the non-
negative quantity δf given by

δf = f(Sn)− f(Nn). (4)

The causal gain is a direct measure of the communica-
tion enhancement of the channel N which is achieved
by inputting n-copies of the channel into the quantum
SWITCH.
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In the appendix we show Pn = 0 implies δf = 0, so that
Pn > 0 is a necessary condition for δf > 0. A natural
question is whether or not Pn > 0 is also a sufficient
condition for positive causal gain. Since the only known
channels for which Pn > 0 does not imply δf > 0 are
completely dephasing channels composed with a unitary
gate or discard-preparation channels, we put forth the
following:

Conjecture 1. For all channels outside a set of
measure-zero, the condition Pn > 0 is necessary and suf-
ficient for δf > 0.

As the set of channels satisfying Pn = 0 forms a
measure-zero set for any permutation set S with |S| > 1,
establishing the validity of Conjecture 1 would imply
that the quantum SWITCH enhances communication al-
most surely. However, due to superadditivity of Holevo
information and coherent information, it is quite chal-
lenging to determine the classical and quantum capacities
for a general quantum channel, thus making Conjecture 1
quite difficult to prove in full generality. In fact, even
evaluating Holevo or coherent information for generic
channels is also challenging, requiring a non-convex op-
timization over all input states. Moreover, the compu-
tation of Holevo information for a generic channel is ac-
tually an NP-complete problem, even for entanglement
breaking channels [38]. Nevertheless, in what follows we
establish some substantial results in support of Conjec-
ture 1.

Pauli channels with forward and backward orders. In
this section, we establish the validity of Conjecture 1
when restricted to the set of Pauli channels (i.e., for chan-

nelsN of the formN (ρ) =
∑3
i=0 piσiρσi with (p0, . . . , p3)

a probability vector), and for S the permutation set con-
sisting of the identity permutation (1, . . . , n) and its re-
versal (n, . . . , 1). In such a case, the quantum SWITCH
places n copies of a Pauli channel N in a superposition
of the forward and backward orders Nn ◦ · · · ◦ N1 and
N1 ◦ · · · ◦ Nn (where Ni = N for all i), as illustrated
in Fig. 1. While when used individually the forward
and backward orders are indistinguishable, we show that
when such orders are placed in a superposition via the
quantum SWITCH, an enhancement of classical capacity
and coherent information occurs almost surely.

Since we consider a setting where the permutation set
S only contains two elements, we fix the control state to
be ω = |+⟩⟨+|, and then apply the projective measure-
ment {F1 = |ω⟩⟨ω|, F2 = I − |ω⟩⟨ω|}. We then find that
the probability of obtaining F2 is in fact independent of
the initial state ρ, and therefore it is equal to the quantity
Pn (as given by (2)), so that for all states ρ,

Tr

(
(I ⊗ F2) Sn(ρ)

)
= Pn . (5)

When n is even, Pn is a faithful measure of non-
commutativity, i.e., Pn = 0 if and only if the Kraus op-
erators of N pairwise-commute. More importantly, for

𝑪𝟐 𝑪𝒏−𝟏𝑪𝟏 𝑪𝒏

Alice Bob

𝑪𝒏−𝟏 𝑪𝟐𝑪𝒏 𝑪𝟏

FIG. 1. Alice sends messages to Bob through n copies of a
Pauli channel C1, . . . , Cn. These channels are then placed in
a superposition forward and backward orders as implemented
by the quantum SWITCH.

generic n, Pn = 0 happens only if the Choi rank of N is
no more than 2, and such Pauli channels have been shown
either to be degradable or anti-degradable [39, 40]. More-
over, as the set of Pauli channels is parametrized by the
3-dimensional simplex of probability vectors in R4, and
since the subset satisfying Pn = 0 is contained in the
edges of this simplex (which is a subset of measure-zero),
it follows that Pn > 0 almost surely.
In regards to the establishment Conjecture 1 in the

context at hand, we now relate the quantity Pn to the
causal gain δf when f is either the classical capacity C or
the coherent information Ic. For this, we first note that
the independence of equation (5) on the state ρ implies
that the effective channel Sn is given by

Sn(ρ) = (1−Pn)Φ+(ρ)⊗|+⟩⟨+|+PnΦ−(ρ)⊗|−⟩⟨−|, (6)

where Φ+(ρ) =
∑
i siσiρσi and Φ−(ρ) =

∑
i tiσiρσi are

two Pauli channels. Moreover, since Nn =
∑3
i=0 qiσiρσi

is the composite of n copies of N , it follows that Nn =
(1 − Pn)Φ+ + PnΦ−. In the Appendix, we then prove
the following formula for the classical capacity C of the
effective channel Sn:

Theorem 2. Let Φ± be as in equation (6). Then

C(Sn) = (1− Pn)C(Φ+) + PnC(Φ−). (7)

As the classical capacity of a Pauli channel is equal to
its Holevo information [41], and since the Holevo infor-
mation may be computed in terms of the minimal en-
tropy via the formula χ = 1 − Hmin [42], we can then
use Theorem 2 to derive an explicit expression for the
classical causal gain δC . More precisely, given a Pauli
channel M with eigenvalues {λi}, corresponding to the
solution set of the characteristic equation M(A) = λA,
the minimal entropy of M is given by Hmin(M) = h(λ),
where h(x) = H( 1+x2 ), H is the binary entropy and
λ = maxi |λi|. Therefore, setting λ, µ and ν to be
the maximum eigenvalues of Nn, Φ+ and Φ− respec-
tively, the classical capacity of the effective channel is
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C(Sn) = 1− (1−Pn)h(µ)−Pnh(ν), so that the classical
causal gain may be written as

δC = h(λ)− (1− Pn)h(µ)− Pnh(ν) . (8)

Utilizing Eq. (8), one may show that Conjecture 1 indeed
holds for classical causal gains of Pauli channels with
forward and backward orders.

Contrary to classical capacity, the quantum capacity of
Pauli channels is still unknown since coherent informa-
tion is not additive, even for qubit channels. Hence, we
consider the causal gain associated with coherent infor-
mation Ic [43]. For a Pauli channelN , the coherent infor-
mation attains a maximum on the completely mixed state
I
2 , which is called the hashing bound [1, 44]: Ic(N ) =
1−H(p⃗), where p⃗ = (p0, p1, p2, p3) is the probability vec-
tor associated with the Pauli channel N . On the other
hand, since Φ± are both Pauli channels, it follows from
Eq. (6) that the coherent information of Sn also attains
a maximum on I

2 : Ic(S
n) = 1− (1−Pn)H(s⃗)−PnH (⃗t).

As such, the causal gain δI associated with the coherent
information takes a similar form to that of δC , as

δI = H(q⃗)− (1− Pn)H(s⃗)− PnH (⃗t) . (9)

Similar to the case of the classical causal gain, it is then
straightforward to deduce that Pn > 0 is a necessary and
sufficient condition for δI > 0 almost surely, in support
of Conjecture 1.

It is worth noting that the increase of coherent infor-
mation does not necessarily imply the rise of quantum ca-
pacity, since quantum capacity describes the highest rate
that quantum information can be transmitted over many
uses of a channel. However, since quantum coherent in-
formation quantifies the information lost to the environ-
ment during quantum communication [45], the condition
δI > 0 implies that the quantum SWITCH will protect
quantum communication. Moreover, as coherent infor-
mation is directly related to the entanglement-assisted
classical capacity [46], and since the coherent information
of Sn attains its maximum on I

2 , one may also use equa-
tion (9) to deduce necessary and sufficient conditions for
causal gains associated with entanglement-assisted clas-
sical capacity of channels.

In summary, the results established in this section may
be used to prove the following theorem (whose detailed
proof appears in the Appendix).

Theorem 3. Let f be the classical capacity or coherent
information, and let δf be the causal gain associated with
forward and backward orders. Then in the simplex of all
Pauli channels, the condition Pn > 0 ⇐⇒ δf > 0 holds
almost surely (i.e., outside a set of measure-zero).

We note than when n is even, the almost surely quan-
tifier may be removed from Theorem 3, as Pn > 0 ⇐⇒
δf > 0 for all Pauli channels. In the case that n is
odd however, the only counter-example to the equiva-
lence Pn > 0 ⇐⇒ δf > 0 is the completely depolarizing
channel.

Beyond qubits: classical causal gains of depolarizing
channels. In this section, we establish the validity of
Conjecture 1 for a collection of qudit depolarizing chan-
nels parametrized by the unit interval [0, 1]. In partic-
ular, given p ∈ [0, 1] and d > 1, let Dd

p be the channel
given by

Dd
p(ρ) = (1− p)ρ+ pTr(ρ)

I

d
.

Inputting n copies of Dd
p into the quantum SWITCH with

respect to forward and backward orders, we find

Pn =
1

2
− 1

4

(
(d+1)(1− p+

p

d
)n− (d− 1)(1− p− p

d
)n
)
.

Furthermore, in Appendix E we prove a simple formula
for the classical capacity of the effective channel Sn in
terms of the quantity Pn, thus yielding an explicit ex-
pression for the classical causal gain δC . We are then
able to prove the following:

Theorem 4. Let δC be the classical causal gain for qudit
depolarizing channels with respect to forward and back-
ward orders. Then the condition Pn > 0 ⇐⇒ δf > 0
holds almost surely (i.e., outside a set of measure-zero).

Similar to Theorem 3, the almost surely quantifier in
Theorem 4 is needed to exclude the cases where n is odd
and Dd

p is completely depolarizing.
Somewhat counterintuitively, we find that the behav-

ior of δC depends heavily on the level of noise determined
by the value of p. For p < 0.5, the classical causal gain
benefits both from increasing d and n, and in such a case,
the optimal number nopt of channels for communication
enhancement via quantum SWITCH approximately satis-
fies p ·nopt ≈ 1. However, when the noise is slightly larger
than 0.5, δC decreases with respect to n for dimensions
d ≤ 5, while δC increases for d > 5. Finally, as the
noise approaches 1, classical causal gains tend to zero
as d gets large, which agrees the result about classical
causal gains of completely depolarizing channel [11] (see
the corresponding figures in the Appendix).

Noise reduction in quantum cryptography. Quantum
cryptography is a branch of quantum Shannon theory
that uses quantum properties to achieve cryptographic
tasks [47] . In 1984, Charles Bennett and Gilles Bras-
sard proposed the first quantum cryptography protocol—
known as the BB84 protocol—which is provably se-
cure [48, 49]. Suppose a sender (Alice) and a receiver
(Bob) use the so-called BB84 channel Nq given by

Nq(ρ) = (1−q)2ρ+q(1−q)XρX+q2Y ρY +q(1−q)ZρZ

to communicate classical messages, whose private capac-
ity is equal to the maximal achievable key rate with a
quantum bit error rate of q in the BB84 protocol [50].

As the private capacity of the BB84 channel is still
unknown, we consider the following upper bound [50]

Cp(Nq) ≤ H

(
1

2
− 2q(1− q)

)
−H(2q(1− q)) , (10)
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(a) Protocol
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(b) Private capacity

FIG. 2. Noise reduction in private communication of the
quantum SWITCH. (a) A diagram of our protocol, in which
only two copies of σY ◦ Nq are put into quantum SWITCH.
(b) Private capacity of two channels. The violet curve is an
upper bound for private capacity of the composite channel
generated by two copies Nq, as given by Eq. (10). The green
curve corresponds to the coherent information of the output
channel of the associated quantum SWITCH in our protocol.

where H is the binary entropy [51].

WhileNq andN1−q have the same private capacity due
to the fact that they differ by a unitary transformation,
the causal gains provided by the quantum SWITCH are in
fact different for Nq and N1−q. This follows from the fact
that the quantity Pn and causal gains are in general not
unitarily covariant, in the sense that the output channel
of two copies U ◦ C via quantum SWITCH is not equal to
(U ⊗ I) ◦ S2(C) for general unitary channels U . Based
on this feature, we now formulate a new communication

protocol which enhances the private capacity of the BB84
channel.
Suppose that Alice uses two identical copies of a BB84

channelNq to communicate with Bob. If she uses the two
copies sequentially, for example, if she sends a message to
a repeater who then transmits the message to Bob, then
such a strategy is equivalent to using a composite BB84
channel with an error rate of r = 2q − 2q2 in a single
pass. By Eq. (10), it follows that in such a case Alice
cannot transmit classical information securely if q is over
8%. The situation changes however with the aid of the
quantum SWITCH. As shown in Fig. 2, suppose Alice com-
poses both copies of the BB84 channel with a σY gate to
obtain two copies of an N1−q channel, and then inputs
these two channels into a quantum SWITCH. As the co-
herent information is a lower bound of private capacity,
a non-zero coherent information of the output channel
of the quantum SWITCH indicates Alice can transmit pri-
vate classical messages at a non-zero rate. Indeed, the
quantum SWITCH can effectively enhance private commu-
nication in such a protocol. In particular, when the error
probability is at (0.08, 0.188), the conventional scheme
with definite causal orders is no longer able to securely
transmit classical information, while the scheme making
use of the quantum SWITCH still can.
Conclusions. In this Letter, we defined an easily com-

putable quantity Pn associated with the quantum SWITCH
of n channels, and have shown in a large class of exam-
ples that the condition Pn > 0 is necessary and sufficient
for communication enhancement via the quantum SWITCH
(outside a set of measure-zero in the associated parameter
spaces). In particular, in the case of n copies of a Pauli
channel, we were able to prove an explicit formula for the
classical capacity of the effective channel associated with
the quantum SWITCH of the forward and backward orders,
enabling us to effectively compute causal gains associated
with the quantum SWITCH in terms of the quantity Pn.
We then extended such results to a set of depolarizing
qudit channels (of arbitrary dimension) parametrized by
an interval, and again showed that Pn > 0 is necessary
and sufficient for positive causal gains associated with the
quantum SWITCH almost surely. Such results then lead us
to conjecture that the condition Pn > 0 is both neces-
sary and sufficient for communication enhancement via
the quantum SWITCH for generic channels. We then con-
cluded by using our results to formulate a communication
protocol involving the quantum SWITCH which increases
the private capacity of the BB84 channel, which plays a
prominent role in quantum cryptography.
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Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 100502 (2016).
[31] X. Zhao, Y. Yang, and G. Chiribella, Phys. Rev. Lett.

124, 190503 (2020).
[32] P. Yin, X. Zhao, Y. Yang, Y. Guo, W.-H. Zhang, G.-C.

Li, B.-H. Liu, J.-S. Xu, G. Chiribella, G. Chen, C.-F. Li,
and G.-C. Guo, Nature Physics , 1122 (2023).

[33] F. m. c. Chapeau-Blondeau, Phys. Rev. A 103, 032615

(2021).
[34] G. Chiribella, G. M. D’Ariano, and P. Perinotti, Euro-

physics Letters 83, 30004 (2008).
[35] C. Timoteo, D. Giacomo, Mauro, F. Stefano, and

P. Paolo, Physics Letters A 376, 2940 (2012).
[36] While the quantity Pn depends both on the number of

channels n and the permutation set S, for ease of notation
we have suppressed the dependence of Pn on S ().

[37] O. Gühne, E. Haapasalo, T. Kraft, J.-P. Pellonpää, and
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Appendix A: The condition Pn = 0.

1. The general case.

For n copies of quantum channel C with Kraus operators {Ci} and a given set S containing m permutations, the
quantum SWITCH of the channels {Ci}ni=1 with respect to the set S and a control state ω yields an effective channel
Sn given by

Sn(ρ) =
∑

πi,πj∈S

Cπiπj (ρ)⊗ ωij |i⟩⟨j|C , (A1)

where Cπiπj (ρ) =
∑
s1,...,sn

C
πi(1)
sπi(1)

· · ·Cπ
i(n)

sπi(n)
ρ

(
C
πj(1)
sπj(1)

· · ·Cπ
j(n)

sπj(n)

)†

and {Cksk} are Kraus operators of k-th channel C.

As mentioned in main text, for a given control state ω = |ω⟩⟨ω| with |ω⟩ =
∑
i∈S |i⟩/

√
m, the quantity Pn denotes

the maximum probability of obtaining the measurement outcome F2 associated with the projective measurement
{F1 = |ω⟩⟨ω|, F2 = I − |ω⟩⟨ω|}, i.e.,

Pn = max
ρ

Tr

(
(I ⊗ F2) Sn(ρ)

)
= 1− 1

m2
min
ρ

∑
i,j

Tr

(
Cπiπj (ρ)

)
. (A2)

In this subsection, we prove the following:

Proposition 5. The quantity Pn = 0 if and only if the Kraus operators {Ci} are S-invariant, that is

C
πi(1)
sπi(1)

· · ·Cπ
i(n)

sπi(n)
= C

πj(1)
sπj(1)

· · ·Cπ
j(n)

sπj(n)
for all s1, . . . , sn and πi, πj are arbitrary two permutations of S.

Proof. Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality: Tr(AB†) ≤
√
Tr(AA†)

√
Tr(BB†) ≤ 1

2

(
Tr(AA†) + Tr(BB†)

)
, the equality

holds if and only if A = B, and since ρ is positive semi-definite, we have a Hermitian operator H such that ρ = H2 =
HH†, so that H =

√
ρ. Therefore, for arbitrary two permutations πi, πj ∈ S,

Tr

(
Cπiπj (ρ)

)
=

∑
s1,...,sn

Tr

[
Cπ

i(1)
sπi(1)

· · ·Cπ
i(n)

sπi(n)

√
ρ

(
Cπ

j(1)
sπj(1)

· · ·Cπ
j(n)

sπj(n)

√
ρ

)†]

≤
∑

s1,...,sn

1

2
Tr

[
Cπ

i(1)
sπi(1)

· · ·Cπ
i(n)

sπi(n)

√
ρ

(
Cπ

i(1)
sπi(1)

· · ·Cπ
i(n)

sπi(n)

√
ρ

)†

+ Cπ
j(1)

sπj(1)
· · ·Cπ

j(n)
sπj(n)

√
ρ

(
Cπ

j(1)
sπj(1)

· · ·Cπ
j(n)

sπj(n)

√
ρ

)†]
=

1

2

[
Tr

(
Cπiπi(ρ)

)
+Tr

(
Cπjπj (ρ)

)]
= 1 ,

(A3)
where the second equality is for Kraus representation of channels Cπiπi(ρ), Cπjπj (ρ), the third equality holds because

Cπiπi(ρ), Cπjπj (ρ) are quantum channels, which are trace preserving. Hence, Pn = 0 if and only if Tr

(
Cπiπj (ρ)

)
= 1

holds for all ρ and πi, πj .

By the equality condition for Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we know Tr

(
Cπiπj (ρ)

)
= 1 if and only if

C
πi(1)
sπi(1)

· · ·Cπ
i(n)

sπi(n)

√
ρ = C

πj(1)
sπj(1)

· · ·Cπ
j(n)

sπj(n)

√
ρ for all s1, . . . , sn. Specifically, it is enough to check this equality

holds for all pure states |ψ⟩⟨ψ|, that is C
πi(1)
sπi(1)

· · ·Cπ
i(n)

sπi(n)
|ψ⟩⟨ψ| = C

πj(1)
sπj(1)

· · ·Cπ
j(n)

sπj(n)
|ψ⟩⟨ψ|, which is equivalent to

C
πi(1)
sπi(1)

· · ·Cπ
i(n)

sπi(n)
= C

πj(1)
sπj(1)

· · ·Cπ
j(n)

sπj(n)
for all s1, . . . , sn.

Finally, as Tr

(
Cπiπj (ρ)

)
= 1 holds for all πi, πj ∈ S, it follows that Pn = 0 if and only if the Kraus operators {Ci}

are S-invariant, as desired.

In particular for n = m = 2, S-invariance is equivalent to commutativity.
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2. Pn = 0 implies δf = 0

In this subsection, we will show that a channel C, satisfying Pn = 0 for a fixed permutation set S, can not increase
capacity even with the assistance of quantum SWITCH.

As shown above, Pn = 0 if and only if C
πi(1)
sπi(1)

· · ·Cπ
i(n)

sπi(n)
= C

πj(1)
sπj(1)

· · ·Cπ
j(n)

sπj(n)
for all s1, . . . , sn. Hence, for a given

subset of permutations S, suppose that n copies of channels C are put into quantum SWITCH, using Eq. (1) in main
text, the effective channel is given by

Sn(ρ) =
∑

πk,πl∈S

Cπkπl(ρ)⊗ ωkl|k⟩⟨l|C , (A4)

where Cπkπl(ρ) :=
∑
s1,...,sn

Cπk(s1,...,sn)ρC
†
πl(s1,...,sn)

, and Cπk(s1,...,sn) := C
πk(1)
s
πk(1)

· · ·Cπ
k(n)

s
πk(n)

. We can find that Pn = 0

implies that Cπkπl(ρ) = Cπkπk(ρ) = Cπlπl(ρ) = C(ρ) for every pair of permutations πk, πl ∈ S.
Therefore, Sn(ρ) = C(ρ)⊗ω, where ω is a control state and is independent to the input state ρ. Hence, the capacity

of Sn is always equal to the capacity of C, that is δf = 0.

3. The condition Pn = 0 for Pauli channels.

In this subsection, we study the condition for Pn = 0 in Pauli channels associated with forward and backward
orders. For this, suppose the control qubit is ω = |+⟩⟨+|, so that by Eq. (1) in the main text, the effective channel
Sn is given by

Sn(ρ) = 1

4

(
Sn+(ρ)⊗ |+⟩⟨+|+ Sn−(ρ)⊗ |−⟩⟨−|

)
, (A5)

where the maps Sn+ and Sn− are given by

Sn±(ρ) =
∑

i⃗∈{0,...,3}n

(C⃗i ± C̃⃗i)ρ(C⃗i ± C̃⃗i)
† . (A6)

Here, |±⟩ =
(
|0⟩ ± |1⟩

)
/2 is a Fourier bases, i⃗ = (i1, . . . , in) is the n-tuple of indices, C⃗i = C1

i1
· · ·Cnin and C̃⃗i =

Cnin · · ·C1
i1
, where Cjij =

√
pijσij is the ij-th Kraus operator of N .

Now since C⃗i is a product of Pauli matrices and error probabilities, it follows that C⃗i = a⃗i σ⃗i for some scalar a⃗i and

some Pauli matrix σ⃗i, from which one may show that C̃⃗i = C†
i⃗
. Furthermore, as C⃗i − C̃⃗i = 2i Im(a⃗i)σ⃗i, measuring

the the control system with respect to the Fourier basis will yield |−⟩ with probaility Pn(ρ) given by

Pn(ρ) =
1

4

∑
i⃗

Tr

(
ρ|C⃗i − C̃⃗i|

2

)
=
∑
i⃗

|Im(a⃗i)|
2 = 1−

∑
i⃗

|Re(a⃗i)|
2, (A7)

where |A|2 = A†A is Hermitian square of A. Since Eq. (A7) is independent to the initial state ρ, this probability is

always equal to Pn. Furthermore, as there always exist some n-tuple of indices i⃗ such that Re(a⃗i) > 0, we can know
Pn < 1. A more in-depth analysis might give a tighter upper bound for Pn, but this is beyond the scope of this paper,
so we ignore it.

Since Pn = 0 if and only if Im(a⃗i) = 0 for every i⃗, we now consider two cases:

(1) n is even: If there exists two non-commutative Kraus operators of the channel N , for example if C1 =
√
p1σ1

and C2 =
√
p2σ2, consider the product

C⃗i = C1
1 · · ·Cn−1

1 Cn2 =

√
pn−1
1 p2σ

n−1
1 σ2 = i

√
pn−1
1 p2σ3 ,

i.e., Im(a⃗i) =
√
pn−1
1 p2 > 0, thus Pn > 0. In such a case the Kraus operators of N are all commutative, so that

N is either a unitary Pauli channel or the Kraus operators of N are
√
p0I and

√
piσi.
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FIG. 3. The set V consists of all probability vectors of Pauli channels. Three axes represent different noise error probability.
Since

∑3
i=0 pi = 1, we can deduce that V is a tetrahedron. As discussion below, red edges represent the channel with

commutative Kraus operators and blue edges indicate Pauli channels contained only two non-commutative Kraus operators.
Let U be the set of Pauli channels satisfying Pn = 0. If n is even, these three red edges are the set U ; if n is odd, U is all these
six edges.

(2) n is odd: We claim that the number of Kraus operators of N is less than 3. If there exist at least 3 Kraus
operators of N , for example C0 =

√
p0I, C1 =

√
p1σ1 and C2 =

√
p2σ2, then consider the product

C⃗i = C1
0 · · ·Cn−2

0 Cn−1
1 Cn2 =

√
pn−2
0 p1p2σ1σ2 = i

√
pn−2
0 p1p2σ3 ,

hence, Pn > 0.

As such, the number of Kraus operators of N is not more than 2. If N is a unitary Pauli channel or its the
Kraus operators are all commutative, Pn = 0 is clear. On the other hand, if N has two non-commutative Kraus
operators, for example C1 =

√
p1σ1 and C2 =

√
p2σ2, as C1 and C2 are anti-commutative, for a fixed index

vector i⃗, we have

C⃗i = C1
i1 · · ·C

n−1
in−1

Cnin = (−1)s
√
pn−r1 pr2σ

n−r
1 σr2 ,

here s depends on the index vector. Since n is odd, we know that σn−r1 σr2 is σ1 if r is even, otherwise it equals

σ2 when r is odd. Therefore, |Im(a⃗i)|
2 = 0 for every index vector i⃗, that is Pn = 0.

Altogether, we have following:

Proposition 6. The quantity Pn is zero if and only if:

(i) n is even and the Kraus operators of N are commutative.

(ii) n is odd and the number of Kraus operators of N is not more than 2.

In both cases, the number of Kraus operators of N is not more than 2. Such Pauli channels are known either to be
degradable or anti-degradable [39, 40]. If N is anti-degradable, then Nn also is, hence its quantum capacity is zero.
However, if N is degradable, Nn may not be degradable, and its quantum capacity is difficult to determine. On the
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other hand, although the effective channel Sn can be regarded as flagged extension of Nn, it is not easy to determine
whether Sn is degradable, which means that evaluating the quantum capacity of Sn is also difficult.
Let V = {p⃗ = (p0, . . . , p3)|

∑
i pi = 1, pi ≥ 0} be the simplex of all probability vectors of Pauli channels, and let

U ⊂ V be the locus satisfying Pn = 0. We show these two sets in Fig. 3, the former set V is the tetrahedron and the
latter set U is all six edges of this tetrahedron.

We can choose a probability measure dm satisfying m(V) = 1. For example, since this tetrahedron’s volume, i.e., its
Lebesgue measure dL is 1/6, we can set the probability measure as dm = 6dL, and importantly, U is a measure-zero
set. Hence, the condition Pn > 0 is satisfied almost surely for all n.

Appendix B: Calculation of the effective channel

Although for generic channels it is difficult to give an exact expression of the output channel of quantum SWITCH,
in the case Pauli channels with forward and backward orders an explicit expression for the effective channel Sn may
be obtained, as we show in this section. Moreover, an important property of Sn will be provided, which is key to
Theorem 3.

1. An explicit expression for Sn(ρ)

Let N (ρ) =
∑3
i=0 piσiρσi be a Pauli channel. Suppose that there are n copies of N , where {Ckik}

3
ik=0 is a collection

of Kraus operators for the k-th channel N , that is Ckik =
√
pikσik , and let Sn be the effective channel associated with

the quantum SWITCH of the forward and backward orders, so that

Sn(ρ) = 1

4

(
Sn+(ρ)⊗ |+⟩⟨+|+ Sn−(ρ)⊗ |−⟩⟨−|

)
, (B1)

where

Sn+(ρ) =
∑
i1···in

(C1
i1 · · ·C

n
in + Cnin · · ·C1

i1)ρ(C
1
i1 · · ·C

n
in + Cnin · · ·C1

i1)
†, (B2)

Sn−(ρ) =
∑
i1···in

(C1
i1 · · ·C

n
in − Cnin · · ·C1

i1)ρ(C
1
i1 · · ·C

n
in − Cnin · · ·C1

i1)
† . (B3)

It is troublesome to evaluate the expression Sn+(ρ) and Sn−(ρ) directly, since there are 4n terms about the product
C1
i1
· · ·Cnin and Cnin · · ·C1

i1
. However, since the product Cnin · · ·C1

i1
is just the Hermitian conjugate of the product

C1
i1
· · ·Cnin , and for i ̸= j and i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, Pauli operators anti-commute, i.e., {σi, σj} = 0, it follows that the

product C1
i1
· · ·Cnin = t

√
pi1 · · · pinσ

r1
1 σ

r2
2 σ

r3
3 , where t = ±1, rs is the number of factors of

√
psσs appearing in the

product C1
i1
· · ·Cnin and r1 + r2 + r3 ≤ n.

In light of this observation, we classify all the products C1
i1
· · ·Cnin according to the number of factors of

√
p0σ0 they

contain, which is equivalent to the number of zeros in the n-tuple of indices (i1, · · · , in), where ik ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}.
Suppose that there exist n − k such Kraus operators

√
p0σ0 in the product C1

i1
· · ·Cnin , so that the rest of the

Kraus operators belong to the set {√p1σ1,
√
p2σ2,

√
p3σ3}. Moreover, suppose the positions at which these

√
p0σ0

are located are fixed (there are
(
n
k

)
such cases), and define Tk to be the set containing all n-tuples of indices i⃗ =

(i1, · · · , in) such that the positions where the factors of
√
p0σ0 are located are the same. For example, if n = 6

and k = 4, then we have
(
6
4

)
= 15 different possibilities for where

√
p0σ0 are located, and for example one of these

cases is when the Kraus operators of first and fifth channels N are chosen as
√
p0σ0, and in such a case we have

T2 = {(0, i2, i3, i4, 0, i6) | i2, i3, i4, i6 = 1, 2, 3}.
Now let C⃗i := C1

i1
· · ·Cnin and C̃⃗i := Cnin · · ·C1

i1
. Since C⃗iC̃⃗i = pi1pi2 · · · pinI, we have

C̃⃗i = C†
i⃗
= t

√
pi1 · · · pinσ

r3
3 σ

r2
2 σ

r1
1 = (−1)r1r2+r1r3+r2r3t

√
pi1 · · · pinσ

r1
1 σ

r2
2 σ

r3
3 ,

from which it follows that

C⃗i + C̃⃗i =

(
1 + (−1)r1r2+r1r3+r2r3

)
t
√
pi1 · · · pinσ

r1
1 σ

r2
2 σ

r3
3 .
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Hence, as discussed above, we can compute the sum of these terms whose n-tuple of indices i⃗ = (i1, · · · , in) belong
to Tk, which is:

Ck+(ρ) :=
∑
i⃗ ∈ Tk

(C⃗i + C̃⃗i)ρ(C⃗i + C̃⃗i)
† =



4

[ ∑
r1,r2,r3are even
r1+r2+r3=k

k!

r1!r2!r3!
pr11 p

r2
2 p

r3
3

]
ρ =: 4dk0ρ, if k is even

4

3∑
i=1

[ ∑
ri,is odd

others are even,
r1+r2+r3=k

k!

r1!r2!r3!
pr11 p

r2
2 p

r3
3

]
σiρσi =: 4

3∑
i=1

dki σiρσi, if k is odd .

(B4)
It is clear that such Tk depends on the position where

√
p0σ0 located. However, for a fixed k, these products C1

i1
· · ·Cnin

are only potentially different up to sign, and this difference disappears when the sum is computed, because

(C⃗i + C̃⃗i)ρ(C⃗i + C̃⃗i)
† =

(
1 + (−1)r1r2+r1r3+r2r3

)2

pi1 · · · pinσ
r1
1 σ

r2
2 σ

r3
3 ρ

(
σr11 σ

r2
2 σ

r3
3

)†

,

which is independent of the sign of C⃗i + C̃⃗i. Since for a fixed k there are
(
n
k

)
such cases for the positions of

√
p0σ0,

and they all lead a same sum Ck+(ρ), finally, we have

Sn+(ρ) =
n∑
k=0

pn−k0

(
n

k

)
Ck+(ρ) . (B5)

Furthermore, we can also calculate a similar expression for Sn−(ρ):

Sn−(ρ) =
n∑
k=2

pn−k0

(
n

k

)
Ck−(ρ) , (B6)

where

Ck−(ρ) =



4

3∑
i=1

[ ∑
riis even

others are odd
r1+r2+r3=k

k!

r1!r2!r3!
pr11 p

r2
2 p

r3
3

]
σiρσi =: 4

3∑
i=1

eki σiρσi, if k is even,

4

[ ∑
r1,r2,r3are odd
r1+r2+r3=k

k!

r1!r2!r3!
pr11 p

r2
2 p

r3
3

]
ρ =: 4ek0ρ, if k is odd .

(B7)

Here dki and eki denote the coefficients of σi for convenience, if a Pauli operator σi disappears in C
k
+(ρ) or C

k
−(ρ), set

dki = 0 or eki = 0 respectively.

2. Properties of Sn
+ and Sn

−

In this subsection, we will prove an important property of Sn+ and Sn− which is crucial to our proof of Theorem 3.

By the expressions Eq. (B5) and Eq. (B6), let Sn+(ρ) = 4
∑3
i=0 s

n
i σiρσi and S

n
−(ρ) = 4

∑3
i=0 t

n
i σiρσi. We can view sni

and tni as polynomials about p⃗, where p⃗ = (p0, p1, p2, p3) is the probability vector of Pauli channel N . Moreove, these
coefficients satisfy the following properties:

Proposition 7. For the coefficient of Sn+:

• If n is even, then

(1) sn0 − sni ≥ 0 for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, and equality holds if and only if p0 = pi = 1/2, and other probability values
are zero.

(2) for distinct j, k ∈ {1, 2, 3}, p0 > 0 implies snj − snk = (pj − pk)f
jk
1 (p⃗), where f jk1 (p⃗) depends on j, k and is

always positive. If p0 = 0, then snj = snk = 0.
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• If n is odd, then

(3) sn0 − sni = (p0 − pi)f
i
2(p⃗) for i ∈ {1, 2, 3} and f i2(p⃗) depends on i and is always positive.

(4) snj − snk = (pj − pk)f
jk
3 (p⃗) for j, k ∈ {1, 2, 3} and f jk3 (p⃗) depends on j, k and is always positive.

Proof. We first consider the case when n is even. Without loss of generality, we only prove sn0 − sn1 ≥ 0 and
sn3 − sn2 = (p3 − p2)f(p⃗) for p0 > 0, since if p0 = 0, by Eq. (B5) and (B4), one can see sn3 = sn2 = 0.

Since sn0 =
∑n/2
k=0 d

2k
0 and sn1 =

∑n
2 −1

k=0 d
2k+1
0 can be viewed as polynomials about p2, p3, and exponents of p2, p3 in

d2k0 , d
2k+1
1 are all even, so we can consider the coefficient of p2i2 p

2m−2i
3 in sn0 − sn1 , which is

n∑
l=2m

(−1)l
(
n

l

)
l!

(l − 2m)!(2i)!(2m− 2i)!
pn−l0 pl−2m

1

=

(
n

2m

)(
2m

2i

) n−2m∑
l=0

(−1)l
(

n− 2m

n− l − 2m

)
pn−l−2m
0 pl1

=

(
n

2m

)(
2m

2i

)
(p0 − p1)

n−2m ≥ 0 ,

(B8)

where
(
n
k

)
= n!

(n−k)!k! is the binomial coefficient. We then have

sn0 − sn1 =

n/2∑
m=0

(
n

2m

)
(p0 − p1)

n−2m

[ m∑
i=0

(
2m

2i

)
p2i2 p

2m−2i
3

]
≥ 0 , (B9)

with equality if and only if p0 = p1 and p2 = p3 = 0.
On another hand, sn3 − sn2 can be viewed as a polynomial about p1 whose exponents are even. Moreover the

coefficient of p2i1 is

n−2
2∑
k=i

(
n

2k + 1

)
pn−2k−1
0

k−i∑
j=0

(2k + 1)!

(2i)!(2j)!(2k + 1− 2i− 2j)!
(p2j2 p

2k+1−2j−2i
3 − p2j3 p

2k+1−2j−2i
2 )

= (p3 − p2)

n−2
2∑
k=i

(
n

2k + 1

)
pn−2k−1
0

k−i∑
j=0

(2k + 1)!

(2i)!(2j)!(2k + 1− 2i− 2j)!
p2j2 p

2k−2j−2i
3

=: (p3 − p2)gi(p0, p2, p3) ,

(B10)

thus gi equals to zero if and only if p0 = 0. Hence,

sn3 − sn2 = (p3 − p2)

n/2−1∑
i=0

p2i1 gi . (B11)

If p2 = p3, then s
n
3 − sn2 = 0 and we can set f231 (p⃗) ≡ 1. If p2 ̸= p3, as gi defined above is always positive, then we can

set f231 (p⃗) =
∑n/2−1
i=0 p2i1 gi, which is also positive.

Now we consider the case when n is odd. Similarly, we only consider sn0 − sn1 and sn3 − sn2 . For sn0 − sn1 , we also
consider the coefficient of p2i2 p

2m−2i
3 , which is equal to

(
n
2m

)(
2m
2i

)
(p0 − p1)

n−2m, so

sn0 − sn1 =

n−1
2∑

m=0

(
n

2m

)
(p0 − p1)

n−2m

[ m∑
i=0

(
2m

2i

)
p2i2 p

2m−2i
3

]
. (B12)

As n is odd, the sign of sn0 − sn1 is same as the sign of p0 − p1, and s
n
0 − sn1 = 0 if and only if p0 = p1.

For sn3 − sn2 , the coefficient of p2i1 is

(p3 − p2)

n−1
2∑
k=i

(
n

2k + 1

)
pn−2k−1
0

k−i∑
j=0

(2k + 1)!

(2i)!(2j)!(2k + 1− 2i− 2j)!
p2j2 p

2k−2j−2i
3 ,

so that the conclusion follows mutatis mutandis as in the case when n is even, thus concluding the proof.
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We now prove a similar result for Sn−:

Proposition 8. For the coefficient of Sn−:

• If n is even, then

(1) tn0 − tni ≤ 0 for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, and equality holds if and only if p0 = pi = 1/2, and other probability values
are zero.

(2) for distinct i, j, k ∈ {1, 2, 3}, pi > 0 implies tnj − tnk = −(pj − pk)f̃
jk
1 (p⃗), where f̃ jk1 (p⃗) depends on j, k and

is always positive; if pi = 0, then tnj = tnk = 0.

• If n is odd, then

(3) tn0 − tni = −(p0 − pi)f̃
i
2(p⃗) for i ∈ {1, 2, 3} and f̃ i2(p⃗) depends on i and is always positive.

(4) for distinct i, j, k ∈ {1, 2, 3}, p0pi > 0 implies tnj − tnk = −(pj −pk)f̃ jk3 (p⃗), where f̃ jk3 (p⃗) depends on j, k and
is always positive; if either pi = 0 or p0 = 0, then tnj = tnk = 0.

The proof is similar to Proposition 7 so we provide a sketch as follows:

Proof. Also, we just prove the cases tn0 − tn1 and tn3 − tn2 .
If n is even, one can see

tn0 − tn1 = −
n/2∑
m=1

(
n

2m

)
(p0 − p1)

n−2m

[m−1∑
i=0

(
2m

2i+ 1

)
p2i+1
2 p2m−2i−1

3

]
≤ 0 ,

and if p1 = 0, it is clear to see tn3 = tn2 = 0 by Eq. (B6) and (B7). If p1 > 0, we have

tn3 − tn2 = (p2 − p3)

n/2−1∑
i=0

p2i+1
1

n
2∑

k=i+1

(
n

2k

)
pn−2k
0

k−i−1∑
j=0

(2k)!

(2i+ 1)!(2j)!(2k − 1− 2i− 2j)!
p2j2 p

2k−2j−2i−2
3 .

The proof is then completed by the same argument as Proposition 7.
If n is odd, we have

tn0 − tn1 = −

n−1
2∑

m=1

(
n

2m

)
(p0 − p1)

n−2m

[m−1∑
i=0

(
2m

2i+ 1

)
p2i+1
2 p2m−2i−1

3

]
,

and

tn3 − tn2 = (p2 − p3)

n−3
2∑
i=0

p2i+1
1

n−1
2∑

k=i+1

(
n

2k

)
pn−2k
0

k−i−1∑
j=0

(2k)!

(2i+ 1)!(2j)!(2k − 1− 2i− 2j)!
p2j2 p

2k−2j−2i−2
3 ,

from which we obtain the result.

Appendix C: Classical capacity of Sn produced by Pauli channels with forward and backward orders

Let N (ρ) =
∑3
i=0 piσiρσi be a Pauli channel, and Nn(ρ) =

∑3
i=0 qiσiρσi be the n-fold composition N ◦ · · · ◦ N .

Suppose that the n copies of N are put into the quantum SWITCH in a superposition of forward (Nn ◦ · · · ◦ N1) and
backward (N1 ◦ · · · ◦ Nn) orders, where Ni = N for all i, and the control state is ω = |+⟩⟨+|. So by Eq. (1) in the
main text, the effective channel is

Sn(ρ) = 1

4

(
Sn+(ρ)⊗ |+⟩⟨+|+ Sn−(ρ)⊗ |−⟩⟨−|

)
. (C1)

As computed in Eq. (B5), (B6), the two maps Sn+(ρ) and Sn−(ρ) are Pauli maps in the sense that Sn+(ρ) =

4
∑3
i=0 s

n
i σiρσi and Sn−(ρ) = 4

∑3
i=0 t

n
i σiρσi, where sni and tni are non-negative numbers for all i. Moreover, by

Eq. (A7) in Appendix A we have

Pn(ρ) =
1

4
Tr(Sn−(ρ)) =

3∑
i=0

tni , (C2)
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which is independent of the input state ρ, and as such, is equal to the quantity Pn as defined in Eq. (2) of main text.
Therefore, we can rewrite the effective channel Sn as

Sn(ρ) =
(
1− Pn

)
Φ+(ρ)⊗ |+⟩⟨+| + PnΦ−(ρ)⊗ |−⟩⟨−| . (C3)

If Pn = 0, we can see Sn(ρ) = Nn(ρ) ⊗ |+⟩⟨+|. Since the control state |+⟩⟨+| is independent of initial state ρ, the
classical capacity of Sn is always equal to that of Nn. Hence, in this section, unless stated otherwise, we always
assume that Pn > 0 (Pn < 1 always holds, see discussion following Eq. (A7)).

1. An upper bound for classical capacity of Sn

In this subsection, we give an upper bound for classical capacity of Sn following the proof of section VIII in
Supplemental Material of [10]. According to the Holevo-Schumacher-Westmoreland theorem [52, 53], the classical
capacity of a generic quantum channel M is

C(M) = lim inf
m→∞

χ (M⊗m)

m
,

where χ(M) is the Holevo information of M, which is defined as

χ(M) := sup
{px,ρx}

S

(
M(

∑
x

pxρx)

)
−
∑
x

pxS (M(ρx)) ,

with the maximum being over all ensembles {px, ρx}, where ρx is a quantum state and px is a probability.
We now consider the effective channel Sn, which has the form

Sn(ρ) =
(
1− Pn

)
Φ+(ρ)⊗ |+⟩⟨+| + PnΦ−(ρ)⊗ |−⟩⟨−| ,

where Φ+(ρ) =
∑3
i=0 siσiρσi and Φ−(ρ) =

∑n
i=0 tiσiρσi are two Pauli channels. It then follows that m-fold tensor

product (Sn)⊗m has the form

(Sn)⊗m =
∑
j

p
(m)
j E(m)

j ⊗ ρ
(m)
j ,

where for each j, E(m)
j is the tensor product of k copies of channel Φ+ and (m− k) copies of the channel Φ− for some

k ∈ {0, . . . ,m}), and ρ(m)
j is the tensor product of k copies of the state |+⟩⟨+| and (m− k) copies of the state |−⟩⟨−|

for some k ∈ {0, . . . ,m}). For example, for m = 2 we have

(Sn)⊗3 = (1− Pn)2Φ+ ⊗ Φ+ ⊗ |++⟩⟨++ |+ (1− Pn)PnΦ+ ⊗ Φ− ⊗ |+−⟩⟨+− |
+(1− Pn)PnΦ− ⊗ Φ+ ⊗ | −+⟩⟨−+ |+ P2

nΦ− ⊗ Φ− ⊗ | − −⟩⟨− − | .

By convexity in the signal state of the Holevo information, one has the inequality

χ
(
(Sn)⊗m

)
≤
∑
j

p
(m)
j χ

(
E(m)
j ⊗ ρ

(m)
j

)
=
∑
j

p
(m)
j χ

(
E(m)
j

)
,

where the second equality follows from the fact that the state ρ
(m)
j is independent of the input of the channel.

Now since Holevo information is additive over channels consisting of a single qubit [41], and Φ+ and Φ− are unit
qubit channels, we have

χ
(
E(m)
j

)
= k χ(Φ+) + (m− k) χ(Φ−) , (C4)

where k is the number of copies of 1 − Pn appearing in p
(m)
j . We now let µ and ν be the maximum of the set of

absolute values of the eigenvalues of Φ+ and Φ− respectively, so that the Holevo information of Φ+ and Φ− are

χ(Φ+) = 1− h(µ) and χ(Φ−) = 1− h(ν) , (C5)
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where h(x) = − 1+x
2 log 1+x

2 − 1−x
2 log 1−x

2 . We then obtain the bound

χ
(
(Sn)⊗m

)
≤

m∑
k=0

(1− Pn)kPm−k
n

(
m

k

)
[k χ(Φ+) + (m− k) χ(Φ−)]

= m

[
(1− Pn)χ(Φ+) + Pnχ(Φ−)

]
,

(C6)

and therefore

C(Sn) ≤ (1− Pn) χ(Φ+) + Pn χ(Φ−)

= (1− Pn)
[
1− h(µ)

]
+ Pn

[
1− h(ν)

]
= 1− (1− Pn)h(µ)− Pnh(ν) .

(C7)

2. Holevo information of Sn

Since Holevo information is always less than classical capacity, we can compute the Holevo information of Sn to
give a lower bound for its classical capacity. The proof below follows the Supplemental Material of [11] and [1]. Since
it is sufficient to consider optimizing the Holevo information of Sn over a classical-quantum state with conditional
states that are pure, and the Holevo information is maxρ I(X;B)σ where σXB is the output state, we have

σXBC =
∑
x

px|x⟩⟨x|X ⊗ Sn(ψxA), (C8)

here the lower subscripts denote explicitly the Hilbert spaces of the state. We consider an extend input state of the
form

ωXIJAC =
1

4

∑
x,i,j

px|x⟩⟨x|X ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|I ⊗ |j⟩⟨j|J ⊗XiZjψxAZ
jXi, (C9)

where system I and J are two new classical registers and ψxA are some pure states of the target system. Moreover,
the probability distribution for the registers I and J is assumed to be uniform, and X and Z are the usual Pauli
operators.

The mutual information I(X;BC)σ can then be bounded as

I(X;BC)σ = H(BC)σ −H(BC|X)σ

≤ H(BC)Sn(ω) −H(BC|X)σ

= 1 +H(Pn)−H(BC|X)σ ,

(C10)

where the first inequality follows from concavity of the von Neumann entropy, and the final equality follows from the
fact that

TrXIJ [(I ⊗ Sn)(ωXIJAC)] =
I

2
⊗
(
(1− Pn)|+⟩⟨+|+ Pn|−⟩⟨−|

)
, (C11)

where H(Pn) is the binary entropy of Pn. To further bound the mutual information from above, we analyse the
conditional entropy H(BC|X)σ, for which we have

H(BC|X)σ =
∑
x

pxH(BC)Sn(ψx
A)

=
1

4

∑
x,i,j

pxH(BC)[(XiZj)⊗I]Sn(ψx
A)[(ZjXi)⊗I]

=
1

4

∑
x,i,j

pxH(BC)Sn(XiZjψx
AZ

jXi)

= H(BC|XIJ)Sn(ωXIJAC) ,

(C12)
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where the second equality follows from the fact that the von Neumann entropy is invariant under isometric transfor-
mations, and the third equality follows from the fact that Xi and Zj act solely on the system state while leaving the
control state fixed. Hence, we can bound Eq. (C10) as

I(X;BC)σ ≤ 1 +H(Pn)−H(BC|XIJ)Sn(ω)

= 1 +H(Pn)−
∑
x

pxH(BC)Sn(ψx
A)

≤ 1 +H(Pn)−min
x
H(BC)Sn(ψx

A)

≤ 1 +H(Pn)−Hmin(Sn) ,

(C13)

where the first inequality follows from the fact that the expectation value can never be smaller than the minimum
value, and in the last equality, Hmin(Sn) := minρH(Sn(ρ)).

In what follows, we compute Hmin(Sn). From Eq. (C3), we can denote the right hand side as the matrix

Sn(ρ) = 1

2

(
A+B A−B
A−B A+B

)
, (C14)

where A = (1−Pn)Φ+(ρ) and B = PnΦ−(ρ). The eigenvalues of such a matrix are the union of eigenvalues of A and
B. Therefore, finding the eigenvalues of A and B is sufficient. Suppose

ρ =
1

2

(
1 + z x− iy
x+ iy 1− z

)
=

1

2
(I + xX + yY + zZ) ,

where r = (x, y, z) is a real vector. We then have

A = (1− Pn)Φ+(ρ) = (1− Pn)
3∑
i=0

siσiρσi

=
1

2
(1− Pn)

(
µ0 + µ3z µ1x− µ2iy
µ1x+ µ2iy µ0 − µ3z

)
,

(C15)

where µ0 =
∑3
i=0 si = 1 and µi = s0 + 2si −

∑3
j=1 sj , i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, are the eigenvalues of the Pauli channel Φ+. It

then follows that the eigenvalues of A and B may be written as

λA± =
1

2
(1− Pn)

(
1±

√
µ2
1x

2 + µ2
2y

2 + µ2
3z

2

)
and

λB± =
1

2
Pn
(
1±

√
ν21x

2 + ν22y
2 + ν23z

2

)
,

where νi are eigenvalues of Pauli channel Φ−, i.e. ν0 = 1, νi = t0 + 2ti −
∑3
j=1 tj for i = 1, 2, 3.

Now, the minimal entropy of Sn is

Hmin(Sn) = min
ρ
H(Sn(ρ))

= min
ρ

−{λA± log λA± + λB± log λB±}

= min
ρ

(
H(A) +H(B)

)
= H(Pn) + min

ρ

[
(1− Pn)h

(√
K
)
+ Pnh

(√
K ′
)]
,

(C16)

where K = µ2
1x

2 + µ2
2y

2 + µ2
3z

2 and K ′ = ν21x
2 + ν22y

2 + ν23z
2, and

h(x) = −1 + x

2
log

1 + x

2
− 1− x

2
log

1− x

2
.
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The minimal output entropy always decreases with respect to x, y, z, so we have

Hmin(Sn) = H(Pn) + min
i=1,2,3

[
(1− Pn)h

(
|µi|
)
+ Pnh

(
|νi|
)]
. (C17)

Since νi and µi are fixed, x
2+y2+z2 ≤ 1, and the entropy is a concave function, the minimum value is attained when

x2 + y2 + z2 = 1, i.e., ρ is a pure state. Hence, we obtain the following the upper bound for the mutual information:

I(X;BC) ≤ 1 +H(Pn)−Hmin(Sn) . (C18)

Indeed, when ρ+ = 1
2 (I + r⃗ · σ⃗), |r⃗| = 1 minimizes the minimal entropy, the pure state ρ− = 1

2 (I − r⃗ · σ⃗) also
achieves the minimum. Therefore, we can choose the state ensemble as ρ+ and ρ− with equal probability to achieve
this bound, i.e. σXBC = 1

2

∑
± |±⟩⟨±| ⊗ Sn(ρ±). As such, it follows that the Holevo information of Sn is

χ(Sn) = 1− min
i=1,2,3

[
(1− Pn)h

(
|µi|
)
+ Pnh

(
|νi|
)]
. (C19)

3. The classical capacity of Sn equals its Holevo information

In this subsection, we will show that the classical capacity of Sn equals its Holevo information. For this, we only
need to prove that the upper bound for the classical capacity of Sn as given by Eq. (C7) is equal to its Holevo
information, which is given by formula (C19). Moreover, these two bounds are equal if and only if the minimal
output entropy of Φ+ and Φ− are attained at the same input state, i.e., there exists a fixed i such that µ = |µi|
and ν = |νi|. Now we use the properties of Φ+,Φ− to prove this simple fact, which we will need for the proof of
Theorem 2.

Theorem 9. The minimal output entropy of Φ+ and Φ− are attained in the same input state, hence C(Sn) =
(1− Pn)C(Φ+) + PnC(Φ−).

Proof. If Pn = 0, we have Sn(ρ) = Φ+(ρ)⊗ |+⟩⟨+| and the conclusion is obvious.

Now suppose that Pn > 0. Let Φ+(ρ) =
∑3
i=0 siσiρσi and Φ−(ρ) =

∑n
i=0 tiσiρσi. Recall that eigenvalues of Φ+ are

µi = s0+2si−
∑3
j=1 sj and that the eigenvalues of Φ− are νi = t0+2ti−

∑3
j=1 tj for i = 1, 2, 3. Denote µ = maxi |µi|

and ν = maxi |νi|.
Fix n. Without loss of generality, we show that if µ = |µ3| ≥ max{|µ1|, |µ2|} then ν = |ν3| ≥ max{|ν1|, |ν2|}. As

Φ+ = 1
4(1−Pn)

Sn+ and Φ− = 1
4Pn

Sn−, where Sn+(ρ) = 4
∑
i s
n
i σiρσi and Sn−(ρ) = 4

∑
i t
n
i σiρσi, we have

µ2
3 ≥ µ2

2 ⇐⇒ (sn0 − sn1 )(s
n
3 − sn2 ) ≥ 0 and µ2

3 ≥ µ2
1 ⇐⇒ (sn0 − sn2 )(s

n
3 − sn1 ) ≥ 0 . (C20)

We then need to prove that ν = |ν3| ≥ max{|ν1|, |ν2|}, i.e.,

ν23 ≥ ν22 ⇐⇒ (tn0 − tn1 )(t
n
3 − tn2 ) ≥ 0 and ν23 ≥ ν21 ⇐⇒ (tn0 − tn2 )(t

n
3 − tn1 ) ≥ 0 . (C21)

We first prove µ2
3 ≥ µ2

2 =⇒ ν23 ≥ ν22 :
When n is even:

(1). If µ2
3 = µ2

2, by Eq. (C20), we have

① If sn0 − sn1 = 0, by Proposition 7, we have p0 = p1 = 1/2 and p2 = p3 = 0, hence tn0 − tn1 = 0 and ν23 = ν22 .

② If sn3 = sn2 , we have two situations. First is p0 > 0, then p2 = p3, by Proposition 8, we have ν23 = ν22 for
any p1. Second is p0 = 0, then sn3 = sn2 = sn1 = 0. In this case, we have µ1 = µ2 = µ3, and of course, the
index i for ν = |νi| is equal to the index for µ = |µi|.

(2). If µ2
3 > µ2

2, we have p0 > 0 and p2 < p3, hence t
n
0 − tn1 < 0 and tn3 − tn2 ≤ 0 for any p1, thus ν

2
3 ≥ ν22 .

When n is odd:

(1). If µ2
3 = µ2

2, by Eq. (C20), we have

① If sn0 − sn1 = 0, by Proposition 7, we have p0 = p1, hence t
n
0 − tn1 = 0 and ν23 = ν22 .

② If sn3 = sn2 , we have p2 = p3, by Proposition 8, we have ν23 = ν22 for any p0 and p1.



18

(2). If µ2
3 > µ2

2, we have

③ If p0 > p1 and p3 > p2, we have tn0 − tn1 < 0 and tn3 − tn2 ≤ 0, hence ν23 ≥ ν22 .

④ If p0 < p1 and p3 < p2, we have tn0 − tn1 > 0 and tn3 − tn2 ≥ 0, hence ν23 ≥ ν22 .

By a similar argumant we can prove µ2
3 ≥ µ2

1 =⇒ ν23 ≥ ν21 as well. Thus, the minimal output entropy pf Φ± are
attained in the same input state, and moreover, we have

χ(Sn) = 1− min
i=1,2,3

[
(1− Pn)h

(
|µi|
)
+ Pnh

(
|νi|
)]

= 1− (1− Pn)h(µ)− Pnh(ν) ≥ C(Sn) ≥ χ(Sn),

thus the classical capacity of Sn is equal to its Holevo information χ(Sn), as desired.

Appendix D: Necessary and sufficient conditions for zero causal gain

In this section, we prove necessary and sufficient conditions for zero classical and coherent information causal gain
of Pauli channels with forward and backward orders. Recall that in this case, the effective channel is given by

Sn(ρ) =
(
1− Pn

)
Φ+(ρ)⊗ |+⟩⟨+| + PnΦ−(ρ)⊗ |−⟩⟨−| ,

where Φ+(ρ) =
∑
siσρσi and Φ−(ρ) =

∑
tiσρσi, and the n-fold composition channel is Nn(ρ) =

∑3
i=0 qiσiρσi. If

Pn > 0, since Φ+ = 1
4(1−Pn)

Sn+ and Φ− = 1
4Pn

Sn−, the probabilities {si}3i=0 of Φ+ also satisfy the statements in

Proposition 7 and the probabilities {ti}3i=0 of Φ− satisfy the statements in Proposition 8. Let {γi}, {µi}, {νi} be
eigenvalues of Nn,Φ+,Φ− respectively, and h(x) = − 1+x

2 log 1+x
2 − 1−x

2 log 1−x
2 .

1. The conditions for zero classical causal gain

Since Nn(ρ) =
∑3
i=0 qiσiρσi, γi = q0 + 2qi −

∑3
j=1 qj and γ = maxi{|γi|}, the classical capacity of Nn is equal to

its Holevo information [42, 54, 55] i.e.,

C(Nn) = χ(Nn) = 1− h(γ) , (D1)

and since Nn(ρ) = (1−Pn)Φ+(ρ) +PnΦ−(ρ), we have that the causal gain δC associated with the classical capacity
may be written as

δC = C(Sn)− C(Nn) = h(γ)− (1− Pn)h(µ)− Pnh(ν) , (D2)

where µ = max{|µi|} and ν = max{|νi|} (recall here that µi = s0 + 2si −
∑3
j=1 sj and νi = t0 + 2ti −

∑3
j=1 tj for

i = 1, 2, 3, so that γi = (1− Pn)µi + Pnνi).
In this subsection, we prove the following:

Theorem 10. The classical causal gain δC defined above is positive if and only if the quantity Pn > 0, except the
cases that n is odd and N is the completely depolarizing channel.

Since h(x) is a strict concave function, δC = 0 if and only if γ = µ = ν or Pn = 0 (Pn is always less than 1, see
discussion following Eq. (A7)). Since Pn = 0 implies there is no causal order superposed in the quantum SWITCH, i.e.
Sn is just Nn tensor with a fixed flagged state, and the classical causal gain is zero obviously. So we only need to
prove that the situation γ = µ = ν if and only if n is odd and N is the completely depolarizing channel (in this case,
we have Pn > 0 but δC = 0).

Proof. Firstly, we prove γ = µ = ν only happens if n is odd and N is the completely depolarizing channel. As shown
in Appendix C, we have µ and ν are obtained on the same index, without loss of generality, we can assume that
µ = |µ3| and ν = |ν3|.

We claim that µ = |µi| = |νi| = ν, and give the proof by considering the converse below.

I. If |µ3| > max{|µ2|, |µ1|} and |ν3| ≥ max{|ν2|, |ν1|}, then we can consider such two cases:

(1) If ν3 = −µ3, we can get |γ3| = |1−2Pn|µ < µ, and |γ1| ≤ (1−Pn)|µ1|+Pn|ν1| < µ, |γ2| < µ as well, hence
γ < µ, which leads to a contradiction.
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(2) If ν3 = µ3.

Firstly suppose that µ3 > 0, so that by Proposition 7 we have µ3 > µ2, µ3 > µ1, which implies p3 > p2
and p3 > p1.

On the other hand, since ν3 ≥ max{ν1, ν2}, by Proposition 8, when n is even, p3 > max{p1, p2}
happens only for p1 = p2 = 0, which means Pn = 0 by Prop. 6, which is impossible. When n is odd,
p3 > max{p1, p2} happens only for p0p1 = 0 and p0p2 = 0. If p0 > 0, which also implies Pn = 0. So it is
necessary that p0 = 0. But this contradicts 0 < µ2

3 − µ2
2 = 4(s0 − s1)(s3 − s2) since s3 > s2 and s1 ≥ 0.

If µ3 < 0, we also get a contradiction by a similar argument.

II. The cases |µ3| = |µ2| > |µ1| and |µ3| = |µ1| > |µ2| are ruled out for the same reasons as above.

Hence, it must hold that µ = |µi| = |νi| = ν. Now we analyse the sign of these eigenvalues.

① If µ3 = µ2 = µ1, which implies s1 = s2 = s3.

When n is odd, we have p1 = p2 = p3, and moreover ν1 = ν2 = ν3, t1 = t2 = t3. In this case, if ν3 = −µ3,
by a similar argument above, we can deduce γ < µ, which is impossible. Therefore, it is necessary that µ3 = ν3.
While µ3 = s0 − s3 and ν3 = t0 − t3, using Proposition 7 and 8, we have p0 = pi, i.e. N is a completely
depolarizing channel.

When n is even and p0 > 0, we also have p1 = p2 = p3, and t1 = t2 = t3, do same argument above, we
find n must be odd, which is impossible. Now, consider n is even and p0 = 0, in this case, s1 = s2 = s3 = 0
and µ = s0 = 1 = ν. Since

∑3
i=0 ti = 1, there must exist only one ti = 1 and others are zero. If t0 = 1, then

t0−t1 = 1 > 0 contradicts to Prop. 8. If t0 = 0 and ti = 1, then for different i, j, k ∈ {1, 2, 3}, t0−tj = t0−tk = 0
means p0 = pj = pk = 1/2, it is impossible.

② If µ3 = µ2 = −µ1, which implies s0 = s2 = s3 and n is odd and p0 = p2 = p3. By the same argument, we can
obtain that N is a completely depolarizing channel.

③ Other cases also happen only if n is odd and N is the completely depolarizing channel.

In summary, it is necessary that n is odd and N is a completely depolarizing channel for γ = µ = ν.
Finally, if n is odd and N is the completely depolarizing channel, by Proposition 7 and 8, we have si = ti = 1/4

for all i ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}, which means Φ± are all completely depolarizing channels and γ = µ = ν = 0.

2. The conditions for zero coherent information causal gain

Notice that Φ+(ρ) =
∑3
i=0 siσiρσi, Φ−(ρ) =

∑3
i=0 tiσiρσi, and Nn =

∑3
i=0 qiσiρσi = (1 − Pn)Φ+ + PnΦ−. Since

the coherent information causal gain may be written as

δI = H(q⃗)− (1− Pn)H(s⃗)− PnH (⃗t) , (D3)

it follows that δI = 0 if and only if s⃗ = t⃗ for the concavity of entropy, oo Pn = 0. Here, we will prove the following
result:

Theorem 11. The coherent information causal gain δI defined above is positive if and only if the quantity Pn > 0,
except the cases that n is odd and N is the completely depolarizing channel.

Similar to the classical causal gain, we only need to prove that s⃗ = t⃗ holds if and only if n is odd and N is the
completely depolarizing channel, in which case we have Pn > 0 but δI = 0. Moreover, since Φ+ = 1

4(1−Pn)
Sn+ and

Φ− = 1
4Pn

Sn−, the probability coefficients {si}3i=0 of Φ+ also satisfy Proposition 7 and the probability coefficients

{ti}3i=0 of Φ− satisfy Proposition 8.

Proof. Firstly, assume that s⃗ = t⃗. If n is even, by Proposition 7 and 8, we have s0−si ≥ 0 and t0− ti ≤ 0. Since s⃗ = t⃗,
we have s0 − si = t0 − ti = 0, which implies p0 = pi = 1/2 for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, which is impossible. So it is necessary that
n is odd. Also by Proposition 7, 8 and s0 − si = t0 − ti, we have p0 = p1 = p2 = p3 = 1/4, that is N is a completely
depolarizing channel. In this case, Φ± are both completely depolarizing channels.

If n is odd and N is the completely depolarizing channel, by Proposition 7 and 8, we have si = ti = 1/4 for all
i ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}, which means Φ± are all completely depolarizing channels.
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Appendix E: Communication enhanced for qudit depolarizing channels via quantum SWITCH

In this section, we show that the quantity Pn also determines whether the quantum SWITCH can enhance classical
communication for qudit depolarizing channels. Given p ∈ [0, 1], let Dp be the depolarizing channel given by

Dp(ρ) = (1− p)ρ+ pTr(ρ)
I

d
= (1− p)ρ+

p

d2

d2∑
i=1

UiρU
†
i ,

where {Ui}d
2

i=1 are unitary operators and form an orthonormal basis of d × d matrices. Here we assume p > 0, since
no communication advantage can be achieved by the quantum SWITCH when p = 0.
Suppose that n copies of the qudit depolarizing channel Dp are put into the quantum SWITCH in a superposition of

forward and backward orders. Fixed the control state ω = |+⟩⟨+|, so that the effective channel is given by

Sn(ρ) = 1

2

∑
πi,πj∈S

Cπiπj (ρ)⊗ |i⟩⟨j|C , (E1)

where Cπiπj (ρ) =
∑
s1,...,sn

C
πi(1)
sπi(1)

· · ·Cπ
i(n)

sπi(n)
ρ

(
C
πj(1)
sπj(1)

· · ·Cπ
j(n)

sπj(n)

)†

and {Cksk} are Kraus operators of k-th Dp.

1. An exact expression of the effective channel Sn(ρ)

In this subsection, we will compute the exact expression of Sn. We let [[0,m]] := {0, 1, . . . ,m}, and we let π1 be
the identity permutation (1, . . . , n) and we let π2 be the reversal (n, . . . , 1). Notice that the Kraus operators of Dp
are C0 =

√
1− pI and Ci =

√
p

d Ui for i = 1 . . . , d2. We then have

Cπ1π2(ρ) =
∑

s1,...,sn∈[[0,d2]]

C1
s1 · · ·C

n
snρ C

1†
s1 · · ·C

n†
sn

=

n∑
k=0

(
n

k

)
(1− p)k

(
p

d2

)n−k ∑
si1 ,...,sin−k

∈[[1,d2]]

U i1si1 · · ·U
in−k
sin−k

ρ U i1†si1
· · ·U in−k†

sin−k
,

(E2)

where the second equality is obtained by counting the number of C0-factors in the product C1
s1 · · ·C

n
sn . Moreover, we

have ∑
si1 ,...,sit∈[[1,d2]]

U i1si1 · · ·U
it
sit
ρ U i1†si1

· · ·U it†sit = d
∑

si1 ,...,sit−1
∈[[1,d2]]

U i1si1 · · ·U
it−1
sit−1

Tr

(
ρ U i1†si1

· · ·U it−1†
sit−1

)
= d2

∑
si1 ,...,sit−2

∈[[1,d2]]

U i1si1 · · ·U
it−2
sit−2

ρ U i1†si1
· · ·U it−2†

sit−2

=

{
dtI if t is odd ,
dtρ if t is even ,

(E3)

where the first equality follows from the fact that
∑d2

i=1 UiAU
†
i = dTr(A) I for a matrix A, and the second equality

follows from
∑d2

i=1 UiTr(AU
†
i ) = dA.

Therefore, we have

(1) If n is even,

Cπ1π2(ρ) =

(
n

0

)(p
d

)n
ρ+

(
n

1

)
(1− p)1

(p
d

)n−1
I + · · ·+

(
n

n− 1

)
(1− p)n−1

(p
d

)1
I +

(
n

n

)
(1− p)nρ

=
1

2

[
(1− p+

p

d
)n − (1− p− p

d
)n
]
I +

1

2

[
(1− p+

p

d
)n + (1− p− p

d
)n
]
ρ.

(E4)
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(2) If n is odd,

Cπ1π2(ρ) =

(
n

0

)(p
d

)n
I +

(
n

1

)
(1− p)1

(p
d

)n−1
ρ+ · · ·+

(
n

n− 1

)
(1− p)n−1

(p
d

)1
I +

(
n

n

)
(1− p)nρ

=
1

2

[
(1− p+

p

d
)n − (1− p− p

d
)n
]
I +

1

2

[
(1− p+

p

d
)n + (1− p− p

d
)n
]
ρ.

(E5)

Altogether, we have

B := Cπ1π2(ρ) =
1

2

[
(1− p+

p

d
)n − (1− p− p

d
)n
]
I +

1

2

[
(1− p+

p

d
)n + (1− p− p

d
)n
]
ρ. (E6)

Here we compute Cπ1π2(ρ) for π1 is identity permutation and π2 is the reversal permutation, in which case we find
that Cπ1π2(ρ) is linear about ρ and I. Indeed, for any two permutations π1 and π2, as they can also be regarded as
two orders, a similar conclusion can be obtained, see [56].

Hence, the effective channel may be written in matrix form as

Sn(ρ) = 1

2

(
(1− p)nρ+ [1− (1− p)n] Id B

B (1− p)nρ+ [1− (1− p)n] Id

)
, (E7)

and moreover, in such a case the quantity Pn may be given by

Pn = Tr[(I ⊗ |−⟩⟨−|)Sn(ρ)] = 1

2
− 1

4

(
(d+ 1)(1− p+

p

d
)n − (d− 1)(1− p− p

d
)n
)
, (E8)

which is independent to ρ. By direct calculation one may also show that Pn increases monotonically with p, and that

0 ≤ Pn ≤ 1
2 − (d+1)+(−1)n+1(d−1)

4dn ≤ 1
2 .

As such, we can rewrite the effective channel as

Sn(ρ) = (1− Pn)Φ+(ρ)⊗ |+⟩⟨+|+ PnΦ−(ρ)⊗ |−⟩⟨−| , (E9)

where Φ± are two trace-preserving linear maps given by

Φ+(ρ) = (1− λ1)ρ+ λ1
I

d
and Φ−(ρ) = (1− λ2)ρ+ λ2

I

d
, (E10)

where λ1 =
1−(1−p)n+ d

2 [(1−p+
p
d )

n−(1−p− p
d )

n]

1+ 1
2 [(d+1)(1−p+ p

d )
n−(d−1)(1−p− p

d )
n)]

and λ2 =
1−(1−p)n− d

2 [(1−p+
p
d )

n−(1−p− p
d )

n]

1− 1
2 [(d+1)(1−p+ p

d )
n−(d−1)(1−p− p

d )
n)]

.

Notice that 0 ≤ λ1 ≤ 1 and 1 ≤ λ2 ≤ d2

d2−1 , so that Φ± are two depolarizing channels.

2. The classical causal gain for Dp

In this subsection, we will show that Pn also determines whether quantum SWITCH can enhance classical communi-
cation for qudit depolarizing channels Dp(ρ) = (1− p)ρ+ p Id .
Firstly, as mentioned above, the effective channel may be written as

Sn(ρ) = (1− Pn)Φ+(ρ)⊗ |+⟩⟨+|+ PnΦ−(ρ)⊗ |−⟩⟨−| ,

where

Φ+(ρ) =
(
1− λ1

)
ρ+ λ1

I

d
and Φ−(ρ) =

(
1− λ2

)
ρ+ λ2

I

d
, (E11)

and in such a case the quantity Pn defined in Eq. (E8) is zero if and only if p = 0.
Since Φ± are both depolarizing channels (in fact, Φ− is entanglement-breaking), their Holevo information is addi-

tive [57, 58], so that χ(Φ± ⊗M) = χ(M) + χ(Φ±) for an arbitrary channel M. Moreover, as Φ± are both covariant
with respect to the group SU(d), the Holevo information χ(Φ±) may be written as [59]

χ(Φ±) = log d−Hmin(Φ±) , (E12)
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where Hmin(Φ±) is the minimal output entropy of Φ±. In addition, by the concavity of entropy, the minimal output
entropy Hmin(Φ±) are all attained on an arbitrary pure state.
Therefore, using the same argument as subsection 1 of Appendix C, the classical information of Sn is bounded as

C(Sn) ≤ log d− (1− Pn)Hmin(Φ+)− PnHmin(Φ−) = (1− Pn)C(Φ+) + PnC(Φ−) , (E13)

the upper bound is achieved by an ensemble of orthogonal pure states {|i⟩⟨i|}di=1 with uniform probabilities pi = 1/d,
i.e.,

H
(
Sn(|i⟩⟨i|)

)
= (1− Pn)Hmin(Φ+) + PnHmin(Φ−) +H(Pn) . (E14)

Now since

Sn(
d∑
i=1

pi|i⟩⟨i|) =
I

d
⊗
(
(1− Pn)|+⟩⟨+|+ Pn|−⟩⟨−|

)
, (E15)

it follows that

H

(
Sn(

d∑
i=1

pi|i⟩⟨i|)
)

= log d+H(Pn) , (E16)

thus the Holevo information of Sn is no less than the bound given by . (E13). As classical capacity is always no less
than Holevo information, we obtain

C(Sn) = log d− (1− Pn)Hmin(Φ+)− PnHmin(Φ−)

= log d

+

[
1

2
+

1

4

(
(d+ 1)(1− p+

p

d
)n − (d− 1)(1− p− p

d
)n
)][(

1− λ1 +
λ1
d

)
log
(
1− λ1 +

λ1
d

)
+ (d− 1)

λ1
d

log(
λ1
d
)

]
+

[
1

2
− 1

4

(
(d+ 1)(1− p+

p

d
)n − (d− 1)(1− p− p

d
)n
)][(

1− λ2 +
λ2
d

)
log
(
1− λ2 +

λ2
d

)
+ (d− 1)

λ2
d

log(
λ2
d
)

]
.

(E17)

On the another hand, since Dn
p (ρ) := (Dp ◦ · · · ◦ Dp)(ρ) = (1− p)nρ+

(
1− (1− p)n

)
I
d , it follows that

C(Dn
p ) = log d+

(
(1− p)n +

1− (1− p)n

d

)
log

(
(1− p)n +

1− (1− p)n

d

)
+ (d− 1)

1− (1− p)n

d
log

(
1− (1− p)n

d

)
,

(E18)
thus

δC = C(Sn)− C(Dn
p ) ≥ 0 . (E19)

After some simple but lengthy calculations, we arrive at the following:

Theorem 12. The classical causal gain δC for qudit depolarizing channels is equal to zero if and only if either (i)
Pn = 0, i.e. p = 0. or (ii) p = 1 i.e. D is completely depolarizing and n is odd.

We note that this theorem takes the same form as Theorem 3, showing Pn is also useful in arbitrary dimension. In
Fig. 5 we plot classical causal gains. In particular, we find that for low noise areas, the classical causal gain is increasing
with respect to d. In Fig. 4 we plot the optimal number of channels via quantum SWITCH, which approximately satisfies
p · nopt ≈ 1. Moreover, for middle noise areas, it is decreasing with n but increasing for d > 5.
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FIG. 4. The optimal number of channels for communication enhancement via quantum SWITCH. The y axis nopt is the optimal
number of channels which is approximately inversely proportional to low error probability p < 0.5. For larger p ≥ 0.5, nopt is
always 2.
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FIG. 5. The classical causal gain of depolarizing channels. (a) and (b): The x axis is noise probability p and y axis is classical
causal gains. (a) is δC For qubit depolarizing channels. (b) is δC For qutrit depolarizing channels. (c) and (d): The classical
causal gain for different noise areas. (c) shows δC with the number of channels and dimensions of noise probability p = 0.1.
(d) shows the classical causal gain of middle noise probability decreases with n, but is increasing with d > 5.
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