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Abstract

A central question in quantum information theory is to determine how well lost information
can be reconstructed. Crucially, the corresponding recovery operation should perform well without
knowing the information to be reconstructed. In this work, we show that the quantum conditional
mutual information measures the performance of such recovery operations. More precisely, we
prove that the conditional mutual information I(A:C|B) of a tripartite quantum state papc can be
bounded from below by its distance to the closest recovered state Re— pc(pas), where the C-part
is reconstructed from the B-part only and the recovery map Rp— pc merely depends on ppc. One
particular application of this result implies the equivalence between two different approaches to
define topological order in quantum systems.

1 Introduction

A state papc on a tripartite quantum system A ® B ® C forms a (quantum) Markov chain if it can be
recovered from its marginal pag on A ® B by a quantum operation Rg_,pc from B to B® C, i.e.,

pac = Rp-pc(paB) - (1)

An equivalent characterization of papc being a Markov chain is that the conditional mutual in-
formation I(A : C|B), := H(AB), + H(BC), — H(B), — H(ABC), is zero [30, 33, 34] where
H(A), := —tr(palog, pa) is the von Neumann entropy. The structure of these states has been studied
in various works. In particular, it has been shown that A and C' can be viewed as independent condi-
tioned on B, for a meaningful notion of conditioning [19]. Very recently it has been shown that Markov
states can be alternatively characterized by having a generalized Rényi conditional mutual information
that vanishes [12].

A natural question that is relevant for applications is whether the above statements are robust
(see [25] for an example and [14] for a discussion). Specifically, one would like to have a characterization
of the states that have a small (but not necessarily vanishing) conditional mutual information, i.e.,
I(A:C|B) < ¢ for € > 0. First results revealed that such states can have a large distance to Markov
chains that is independent of e [11, 22], which has been taken as an indication that their characterization
may be difficult. However, it has subsequently been realized that a more appropriate measure instead
of the distance to a (perfect) Markov chain is to consider how well (1) is satisfied [45, 25, 46, 4]. This
motivated the definition of approzimate Markov chains as states where (1) approximately holds.

In recent work [14], it has been shown that the set of approximate Markov chains indeed coincides
with the set of states with small conditional mutual information. In particular, the distance between
the two terms in (1), which may be measured in terms of their fidelity F, is bounded by the conditional
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mutual information.! More precisely, for any state pspc there exists a trace-preserving completely

positive map Rp_pc (the recovery map) such that
I(A:C|B), > —2log, F(papc, Re—pc(pas)) - (2)

Furthermore, a converse inequality of the form I(A : C|B)§ < —c?logy, F(papc,Rp—pc(panp)), where
¢ depends logarithmically on the dimension of A can be shown to hold [4, 14].
We also note that the fidelity term in (2), maximized over all recovery maps, i.e.,

F(A;C|B), := sup F(papc,Rp-pc(pas)) (3)
B—BC
is called fidelity of recovery,® and has been introduced and studied in [36, 5]. With this quantity the
main result of [14] can be written as

I(A:C|B), > —2log, F(4;C|B), . (4)

The fidelity of recovery has several natural properties, e.g., it is monotonous under local operations on
A and C, and it is multiplicative [5].

The result of [14] has been extended in various ways. Based on quantum state redistribution proto-
cols, it has been shown in [9] that (2) still holds if the fidelity term is replaced by the measured relative
entropy® Dy (-, -), which is generally larger, i.e.,

I(A:C|B), > Du(papc|Re=pBc(pap)) = —2logy F(papc, Re—pc(pan)) - (5)

Furthermore, in [5] an alternative proof of (2) has been derived that uses properties of the fidelity
of recovery (in particular, multiplicativity). Another recent work [3] showed how to generalize ideas
from [14] to prove a remainder term for the monotonicity of the relative entropy in terms of a recovery
map that satisfies (2).

All known proofs of (2) are non-constructive, in the sense that the recovery map Rp_pc is not
given explicitly. It is merely known [14] that if A, B, and C are finite-dimensional then Rp_,gc can
always be chosen such that it has the form

1 _1 _1 1
Xp VBCpéC(pB2UBXBU;pB2 ®idC)P§ch;c (6)

on the support of pp, where Ug and V¢ are unitaries on B and B®C, respectively. It would be natural
to expect that the choice of the recovery map that satisfies (2) only depends on ppc, however this is
only known in special cases. One such special case are Markov chains papc, i.e., states for which (1)
holds perfectly. Here a map of the form (6) with Vpc = idpe and Up = idp (sometimes referred to as
transpose map or Petz recovery map) serves as a perfect recovery map [33, 34]. Another case where a
recovery map that only depends on ppc is known explicitly are states with a classical B system, i.e.,
qcg-states of the form papc = >, Pp(b)|b)b| ® pac,y, where Pp is a probability distribution, {|b)}s an
orthonormal basis on B and {pac}b a family of states on A®C. As discussed in [14], for such states (2)
holds for the recovery map defined by Rp_pc(|b)Xb]) = |b)Xb] ® pc,p for all b, where pcp = tra(pac,s)-
For general states, however, the previous results left open the possibility that the recovery map Rp_pc
depends on the full state papc rather than the marginal pgc only. In particular, the unitaries U and
Vee in (6), although acting only on B respectively B ® C, could have such a dependence.

In this work we show that for any state ppc on B ® C' there exists a recovery map Rp_,pc that
is universal—in the sense that the distance between any extension papc of ppe and Rp_pc(pas)
is bounded from above by the conditional mutual information I(A : C|B),. In other words we show
that (2) remains valid if the recovery map is chosen depending on ppc only, rather than on papc.
This result implies a close connection between two different approaches to define topological order of
quantum systems.

IThe fidelity of p and o is defined as F(p,o) := ||\/ﬁ\/EH1

2We note that if A, B, and C are finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces the supremum is achieved, since the set of recovery
maps is compact (see Remark C.3) and the fidelity is continuous in the input state (see Lemma B.9 in [14]).

3The measured relative entropy is defined in Appendix B (Definition B.1).



2 Main result

Theorem 2.1. For any density operator ppc on BQC' there exists a trace-preserving completely positive
map Rp_spc such that for any extension papc on AQ BR C

I(A:C|B), > —2logy F(paBc, RB-Bc(pas)) (7)
where A, B, and C' are separable Hilbert spaces.

Remark 2.2. If B and C' are finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, the statement of Theorem 2.1 can be
tightened to

I(A:C|B), > Du(papc|Re-pc(pan)) - (8)

Remark 2.3. The recovery map Rp_,pc predicted by Theorem 2.1 has the property that it maps
pB to ppc. To see this, note that I(A : C|B); = 0 for any density operator of the form papc =
pa ® ppe. Theorem 2.1 thus asserts that papc must be equal to Rp_pc(pap), which implies that
pBc = Re_po(ps). We note that so far it was unknown whether recovery maps that satisfy (2) and
have this property do exist.

We note that Theorem 2.1 does not reveal any information about the structure of the recovery map
that satisfies (7). However, if we consider a linearized version of the bound (7), we can make more
specific statements.

Corollary 2.4. For any density operator pgc on B ® C' there exists a trace-preserving completely

positive map Rp_,pc such that for any extension papc on AQ B® C

In(2)
2

F(papc,Re—pc(pag)) >1— I(A:C|B), , 9)
where A, B, and C are separable Hilbert spaces. Furthermore, if B and C are finite-dimensional then
RpB_BC has the form

1 1 o 1
Xp = ppeUpc—po(pp® Xppp® ®ide) ppe (10)
on the support of pp, where Upc— pc is a unital trace-preserving map from B® C to B® C.

Remark 2.5. Following the proof of Corollary 2.4 we can deduce a more specific structure of the
universal recovery map. In the finite-dimensional case the map Rp_, go satisfying (9) can be assumed
to have the form

1 1 et -1 FE
Xp /Vlg’CpIZBC(pBZUgXBUBTpBZ ®1dc)p]23€VBg p(ds) (11)

where p is a probability measure on some set S, {Vj }ses is a family of unitaries on B®C' that commute
with ppc, and {UZ }ses is a family of unitaries on B that commute with pp. However, the representation
of the recovery map given in (10) has certain advantages compared to the representation (11). The
fidelity maximized over all recovery maps of the form (10) can be phrased as a semidefinite program
and therefore be computed efficiently, whereas it is unknown whether the same is possible for (11).

We note that for almost all density operators ppc, i.e., for all pgc except for a set of measure
zero, we can replace the unitaries Uj and V3, by complex matrix exponentials of the form p% and
pko, respectively, with t € R. This shows that (11) without the integral (the integration in (11) is
only necessary to guarantee that the recovery map is universal) coincides with the recovery map found
in [42].4

4This follows by the equidistribution theorem which is a special case of the strong ergodic theorem [35, Section I1.5]
(see also [13]).



Example 2.6. For density operators with a marginal on B ® C of the form ppc = pp ® pc, a universal
recovery map that satisfies (8) is uniquely defined on the support of pg—it is the transpose map, which
in this case simplifies to R pc : X — Xp ® pc. It is straightforward to see that (8) holds. In fact,
we even have equality if we consider the relative entropy (which is in general larger than the measured
relative entropy), i.e.,

I(A:C|B), = D(papcl|Re—pc(paB)) - (12)

The uniqueness of Rp_,pc on the support of pp follows by using the fact that the universal recovery
map should perfectly recover the Markov state pap ® pc where pap is a purification of pg. This forces
Rp-spc to agree with the transpose map on the support of pg [33, 34].

The proof of Theorem 2.1 is structured into two parts. We first prove the statement for finite-
dimensional Hilbert spaces B, and C' in Section 4 and then show that this implies the statement for
general separable Hilbert spaces in Section 5. The proof of Corollary 2.4 is given in Section 6.

3 Applications

A celebrated result known as strong subadditivity states that the conditional quantum mutual informa-
tion of any density operator is non-negative [30], i.e.,

I(A:C|B),>0, (13)

for any density operator papc on A ® B ® C. Theorem 2.1 implies a strengthened version of this
inequality with a remainder term that is universal in the sense that it only depends on ppc. The
conditional quantum mutual information is a useful tool in different areas of physics and computer
science. It is helpful to characterize measures of entanglement [14, 29], analyze the correlations of
quantum many-body systems [26, 25], prove quantum de Finetti results [7, 8] and make statements
about quantum information complexity [23, 24, 39]. It is expected that oftentimes when (2) can be
used, its universal version (predicted by Theorem 2.1) is even more helpful.

In the following we sketch an application where the universality result is indispensable. Theorem 2.1
can be applied to establish a connection between two alternative definitions of topological order of
quantum systems (denoted by TQO and TQO’). Cousider an n-spin system with n € N. While the
following statements should be understood asymptotically, we omit the dependence on n in our notation
for simplicity.

According to [10], a family of states {p’};cz with p? € £ for alli € T and |Z| < oo, exhibits topological
quantum order (TQO) if and only if any two members of the family: (i) are (asymptotically) orthogonal,
i.e., F(p',p’) =0 for all i,j € Z and (ii) have (asymptotically) the same marginals on any sufficiently
small subregion, i.e., trgp® = trgp’ for all 4,5 € T and G sufficiently large.” Alternatively, for three
regions A, B, and C that form a certain topology F (see Figure 1 and [27]), a state papc on such
a subspace exhibits topological quantum order (TQO’) if I(A: C|B), = 27y > 0, where vy denotes a
topological entanglement entropy [27, 28].

It is an open problem to find out how these two characterizations are related, e.g., if a family of
states on F that exhibits TQO implies that most of its members have TQO’. This connection follows
by Theorem 2.1. Suppose {p'}icz with p* € F for all i € Z shows TQO. Then consider subsystems
A, B and C that together form a non-contractible loop. By definition of TQO, the density operators
{p*}icz share (asymptotically) the same marginals on B ® C. Applying Theorem 2.1 to this common
marginal, together with the continuity of the conditional mutual information [1] ensures that there exits
a recovery map Rp_,pc such that for any i € Z,

I(A:C|B), = —210gF(Pf4307RB—>BC(Pf43)) : (14)

5More precisely, we require that |[trg(p?) — trg(p?)||1 = o(n™2).
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Figure 1: Relevant topology of the subsystems A, B, and C such that a state papc exhibits TQO’ if
I(A:C|B),=2y>0.

Since the density operators {p%y 5 }iez are (asymptotically) orthogonal, share (asymptotically) the same
marginals on A ® B, and the fidelity is continuous in its inputs (see Lemma B.9 in [14]), this implies
that for all ¢ € Z, except of a single element, we have

I(A:C|B),i > const >0 . (15)

4 Proof for finite dimensions

Throughout this section we assume that the Hilbert spaces B and C' are finite-dimensional. In the proof
Steps 1 - 3 below, we also make the same assumption for A, but then drop it in Step 4. We start by
explaining why (8) is a tightened version of (7) which was noticed in [9]. Let Dy (+||-) be the a-Quantum
Rényi Divergence as defined in [31, 43] with Dy (pllo) = D(p|lo) := tr(p(log p — log o)). By definition of
the measured relative entropy (see Definition B.1) we find for any two states p and o

Du(pllo) = sup DM(IM(@)) = sup Dy (M(D)|M(e)) = ~2logy inf F(M(p), M()
MeM MeM ©
— 2log, Flp.0) . (16)

where M := {M : M(p) = >, tr(pMy)|x)z| with Y M, =id} and {|z)} is a family of orthonormal
vectors. The inequality step uses that o — Dy(p|lo) is a monotonically non-decreasing function in
a [31, Theorem 7] and the final step follows from the fact that for any two states there exists an
optimal measurement that does not increase their fidelity [16, Section 3.3]. As a result, in order to
prove Theorem 2.1 for finite-dimensional B and C' it suffices to prove (8).

We first derive a proposition (Proposition 4.1 below) and then show how it can be used to prove (8)
(and, hence, Theorem 2.1). The proposition refers to a family of functions

D(A® B®C) 3 pr— Agr(p) e RU{—o0} , (17)

parameterized by recovery maps R € TPCP(B,B @ (), where TPCP(B, B ® C') denotes the set of
trace-preserving completely positive maps from B to B& C and D(A® B® C') denotes the set of density
operators on A ® B ® C. Subsequently in the proof, the function family Ax(-) will be constructed as
the difference of the two terms in (8) (see Equation (53)) such that Ar(p) > 0 corresponds to (8).
The proposition asserts that if for any extension papc of ppc we have Ar(p) > 0 for some R €
TPCP(B, B ® C) and provided the function family Ax(-) satisfies certain properties described below,
then there exists a single recovery map R for which Az (p) > 0 for all extensions papc of ppc on a fixed
A system. We note that the precise form of the function family Ag(-) is irrelevant for Proposition 4.1
as long as it satisfies a list of properties as stated below.

As described above, our goal is to prove that there exists a recovery map Rp_,pc such that
Ar(p) > 0forall papc € D(A® B®C') with a fixed marginal pgc on B&C. To formulate our argument
more concisely, we introduce some notation. For any set S of density operators papc € D(A® B® C)
we define

Ar(S) = inf Ar(p) . (18)



The desired statement then reads as Ag(S) > 0, for any set S of states on A ® B ® C with a fixed
marginal ppc. Furthermore, for any fixed states p% 5 and papc on A@ B&C and p € [0, 1], we define

Piape = L =p)OX0 5 ® phpe +pILNL 4 ® pasc (19)

where A is an additional system with two orthogonal states [0) and |1). More generally, for any fixed
state p g and for any set S of density operators papc we set

SV = {piiABc t paBC € S} . (20)
Required properties of the A-function.

1. For any p% gy papc € D(A ® B @ C) with identical marginals p%. = pgc on B ® C, for any
R € TPCP(B, B ® C), and for any p € [0, 1] we have Ag(p?) = (1 — p)Ar(p®) + pAxr(p).

2. For any R, R’ € TPCP(B, B ® C), for any a € [0,1], and R = aR + (1 — a)R’ we have A (p) >
aAr(p)+ (1 —a)Ar/ (p) for all p e D(A®R B® C).

3. For any R € TPCP(B, B ® (), the function D(A® B® C) 3 p+— Ag(p) € RU{—o0} is upper
semicontinuous.

4. For any p € D(A® B ® (), the function TPCP(B,B® C) > R — Ag(p) € RU{—o0} is upper
semicontinuous.

Property 1 implies that for any state p% go, for any set S of operators papc with ppe = p%, and
for any p € [0, 1] we have

Ar(S”) = inf Ar(p”) = (1= p)Ar(p") +p inf An(p) = (1= p)Ar(s") + PAR(S) . (21)

Similarly, Property 2 implies

Ar(S8) = inf Ag(p) > grelg{aAR(p) +(1 - a)Ar(p)}

> ainf Ag(p) + (1 — ) inf Ar/(p) = aAr(S) + (1 — @)Ar:/(S) . (22)
peES peES
Proposition 4.1. Let A, B, and C be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, P C TPCP(B,B ® C) be

compact and convez, S be a set of density operators on A ® B ® C with identical marginals on B ® C,
and Ar() be a family of functions of the form (17) that satisfies Properties 1-4. Then

VpeSIAREP : Ar(p) >0 = 3TREP : Ap(S)>0. (23)

We now proceed in four steps. In the first, we prove Proposition 4.1 for finite sets S. This is done
by induction over the cardinality of the set S. We show that if the statement of Proposition 4.1 is
true for all sets S with |S| = n, this implies that it remains valid for all sets S with |S| =n+ 1. In
Step 2, we use an approximation step to extend this to infinite sets S which then completes the proof
of Proposition 4.1. In the final two steps, we show how to conclude the statement of Theorem 2.1 for
the finite-dimensional case from that. In Step 3 we prove (8) for the case where the recovery map that
satisfies (8) could still depend on the dimension of the system A. In Step 4 we show how this dependency
can be removed.

Step 1: Proof of Proposition 4.1 for finite size sets S

We proceed by induction over the cardinality n := |S| of the set S of density operators. More precisely,
the induction hypothesis is that for any finite-dimensional Hilbert space A and any set S of size n



consisting of density operators on A ® B ® C' with fixed marginal ppc on B ® C, the statement (23)
holds. For n = 1, this hypothesis holds trivially for R = R.

We now prove the induction step. Suppose that the induction hypothesis holds for some n. Let A
be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space and let S U {p% -} be a set of cardinality n + 1 where S is a set
of states on A ® B @ C with fixed marginal ppc on B ® C of cardinality n and p% 5 is another state
with P%c = ppc. We need to prove that there exists a recovery map Rpe_pc € P such that

Ar(SU{phpc}) 2 0. (24)

Let p € [0, 1] and consider the set S as defined in (20). In the following we view the states pP (see
Equation (19)) in this set as tripartite states on (A ® A) ® B® C, i.e., we regard the system A ® A as
one (larger) system. The induction hypothesis applied to the extension space A® A and the set SP (of
size n) of states on (A ® A) ® B ® C implies the existence of a map RY%_ e € P such that

Arn(SP) > 0. (25)

As by assumption the function D(A® B® C) 3 p — Arr(p) € RU{—o0} satisfies Property 1 (and
hence also Equation (21)) we obtain

(1 —p)Ars(0°) + pARs(S) >0 . (26)
This implies that
Arp(p®) >0 or Ags(S)>0. (27)

Furthermore, for p = 0 the left inequality holds and for p = 1 the right inequality holds. By choosing
Ko={pe[0,1]: Ars(p®) > 0} and K; = {p € [0,1] : Ag»(S) > 0}, Lemma D.1 implies that for any
0 > 0 there exist u,v € [0,1] with 0 < v —u < § such that

Aru(p®) >0 and Agr.(S)>0. (28)

Note also that R _, 5y RB_, go € P, since by the influction hypothesis R,z € P for any p € [0,1].
We will use this to prove that the recovery map R € P defined by

R:=aR"+(1-a)R", (29)
for an appropriately chosen a € [0, 1], satisfies
Ag(p’) > —cd and Az(S) > —cd, (30)
where c is a constant defined by

c:=4 Ar(p) < oo . (31)

max max
RETPCP(B,BRC) peD(A®BRC)

Properties 3 and 4 together with Lemma C.1 and Remark C.3 ensure that the two maxima in (31) are
attained which implies by the definition of the codomain of Az (-) (see Equation (17)) that c is finite.
In other words, for any § > 0 there exists a recovery map R° € P such that

Ags(SU{p)) = b . (32)

The compactness of P ensures that there exists a recovery map R € P and a sequence {6, }nen such
that

lim 6, =0 and lim R =R. (33)

n—oo n—r oo

6For n = 0, we have A (S) = co > 0 for any R € P since the infimum of an empty set is infinity.



Because of (32) we have

. B 0 . _ o
limsup Ags, (SU{p"}) > nhﬁrr;o con =0, (34)

n—oo

which together with Property 4 implies that

Ar(SU{p’}) = min Az(p) > min i Ag > li in  Ag
=(SU{p"}) e =(p) > min  limsup Ags, () 2 msup min | Ags, (p)
= limsup Ags, (SU{p’}) >0, (35)

n—r oo

and thus proves (24).
It thus remains to show (30). To simplify the notation let us define

A% = Aru(p®) and A':=Ax.(S) (36)
as well as
A% = Ao (p°) and A':= Ag.(S) . (37)
It follows from (26) that
(1 —u)A’ +uA! >0. (38)
Similarly, we have
(1—v)A° +oAt >0. (39)

As by assumption the function Ag(-) satisfies Property 2 we find together with (39) that for any
a€[0,1]and R =aR* + (1 — a)RY,

v

Ags(p°) > aAra(p®) + (1 — a)Are (p°) = aA® + (1 — a)A® > aA® — (1 — 04)1 A (40)

—v
(If v = 1 it suffices to consider the case & = 1 so that the last term can be omitted; cf. Equation (44)
below.) Analogously, using (22) and (38), we find

1—u

Az (S) > aAru(S) 4+ (1 — a)Are(S) = aA + (1 — a)A* > —a A+ (1 —a)At. (41)

(If w = 0 it suffices to consider the case a = 0; cf. Equation (47) below.)
To conclude the proof of (30), it suffices to choose « € [0,1] such that the terms on the right hand
side of (40) and (41) satisfy

Ly - (42)

0_ (1=
al’ — (1 —«) 1
and

1—
u

YA (1 — A > —cd . (43)

—Q

Let us first assume that u > %. Since A® and A! are non-negative (see Equation (28)), we may choose
a € [0,1] such that

a(l —v)A° = (1 — a)vAl . (44)

This immediately implies that the left hand side of (42) equals 0, so that the inequality holds. As
%Sugvglandv—ugéwehave

<45 . (45)

l1—u 1-—vw
U v




Combining this with (44) we find

1-— 1—w

U o 1 0
+ — > -

—Q

+46) + (1 - a)A! = ~4aA% > —4A% , (46)

which proves (43) because by (31) we have A% < <.
Analogously, if u < %, choose « € [0, 1] such that

a(l —u)A® = (1 — a)uA® . (47)

This immediately implies that the left hand side of (43) equals 0, so that the inequality holds. Further-
more, for § > 0 sufficiently small such that v < %, we obtain

‘ ! L l<as (48)

l—-v 1-u
Together with (47) this implies

v

ah” = (1= a)7——A" > aA’— (1 - a)Al( Yo 45) = 41 -a)A'5 > —4A'S,  (49)
—Uu

1

—v

which establishes (42). This concludes the proof of Proposition 4.1 for sets S of finite size.

Step 2: Extension to infinite sets S

All that remains to be done to prove Proposition 4.1 is to generalize the statement to arbitrarily large
sets S. In fact, we show that there exists a recovery map Rp_,gc € P such that Ag(S) > 0, where
S is the set of all density operators on A ® B ® C for a fixed finite-dimensional Hilbert space A and a
fixed marginal ppc.

Note first that this set S of all density operators on A ® B ® C with fixed marginal pgc on B® C
is compact (see Lemma C.2). This implies that for any £ > 0 there exists a finite set S° of density
operators on A ® B ® C such that any p € S is e-close to an element of §¢. We further assume without
loss of generality that S° C & for &’ > e. Let R® € TPCP(B, B®C) be a map such that Ag-(S°) > 0,
whose existence follows from the validity of Proposition 4.1 for sets of finite size (which we proved in
Step 1). Since the set TPCP(B, B® C') is compact (see Remark C.3) there exists a decreasing sequence
{en}nen and R € TPCP(B, B ® C) such that

lim e, =0 and R = lim R" . (50)

n—00 n—00

Combining this with Property 4 gives for all n € N

Ap(S) = inf Ag(p) > inf limsupAge,,(p) > limsup inf Ag.,.(p)

pES®EN PES" M0 m—oo PESTM
>limsup inf Age,.(p) =limsup Agem (S5) >0, (51)
m—oo PESEM m—o0

where the third inequality holds since S*» C §™ for €,, > €,,,, respectively n < m. The final inequality
follows from the defining property of R°. For any fixed p € § and for all n € N, let p™ € S~ be such
that lim, o p" = p € S. (By definition of S~ it follows that such a sequence {p"},en with p™ € S°»
always exists.) Property 3 together with (51) yields

Ar(p) = Ag(lim p") > limsup Az (p") > limsup Ag(ST) > 0. (52)

n—00 n—00 n—00

Since (52) holds for any p € S, we obtain Ag(S) > 0, which completes the proof of Proposition 4.1.



Step 3: From Proposition 4.1 to Theorem 2.1 for fixed system A

We next show that Theorem 2.1, for the case where A is a fixed finite-dimensional system, follows from
Proposition 4.1. For this we use Proposition 4.1 for the function family

Ar: D(A®B®C) - RU{—o0}
papc — I(A: C|B), — Du(pasc, Re—pc(pas)) (53)

with Rp_,pc € TPCP(B, B® C). We note that since C is finite-dimensional this implies that Az (p) <
oo for all p € D(A® B ® C). To apply Proposition 4.1, we have to verify that the function family
D(A®B®C) 3 p+— Ar(p) € RU{—o0} of the form (53) satisfies the assumptions of the proposition.
This is ensured by the following lemma.

Lemma 4.2. Let A be a separable and B and C finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. The function family
AR(-) defined by (53) satisfies Properties 1-4.

Proof. We first verify that the function Ax(-) satisfies Property 1. For any state pP of the form (19),
we have by the definition of the mutual information

I(AA:C|B)y» = H(C|B)» — H(C|BAA),» . (54)

Because p%. = ppc, the first term, H(C|B),», is independent of p, i.e., H(C|B),» = H(C|B)y, =
H(C|B),. The second term can be written as an expectation over A, i.e.,

H(C|BAA),» = (1 —p)H(C|BA),0 +pH(C|BA), . (55)
As a result we find
I(AA: C|B)pw = (1 —p)I(A:C|B),0 +pI(A:C|B), . (56)
The density operator Rp_, Bc(p]ii A B) can be written as
Rp-5c(Ph ) = (1= p)|0X0 4 ® Re-pc(phs) +pI1NL 4 ® Re—pC(pas) - (57)

We can thus apply Lemma B.3, from which we obtain

Du (0", poIRB=Bc(0%,5)) = (1 = p)Du(phpc|Re—pc(Pag)) + pDu(phpc|Re—50(Php)) -
(58)

Equations (56) and (58) imply that
Ar(p") = (1= p)Ax(p") +pAr(p) . (59)

which concludes the proof of Property 1.

That Ar(-) satisfies Property 2 can be seen as follows. Let Rp_pc, Rz, g € TPCP(B,B ® C),
a€10,1] and Rppc = aRp_pc + (1 — a)R'5_, po- Lemma B.4 implies that for any state papc on
A® B® C we have

Du(pascllRe—sc(pan)) = Du(pasclloRp-pc(pas) + (1 — )R po(pan))
< aDu(pasc|Rp-pc(pas)) + (1 = @)Du(pasc|Rs ., pc(pas))  (60)
and hence
Ar(p) = alr(p) + (1 - a)Ari(p) . (61)
We next verify that the function Ag(-) satisfies Property 3. The Alicki-Fannes inequality ensures
that DIA® B® C) 3 p — I(A:C|B), € R is continuous since C' is finite-dimensional [1]. By the
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definition of A (+) it thus suffices to show that D(AQ BRC) 3 papc — Du(pasc|Re-pc(pag)) € RT
is lower semicontinuous. Let {p} 5 tnen be a sequence of states on A® BQC such that lim,, o p% o =
papc € D(A® B ® C). By definition of the measured relative entropy (see Definition B.1), we find for
M :={M: M(p) = tr(pM,)|z)x| with > M, =id},

lim inf Dig (4 s IR 550 (ph)) = liminf sup D(M(plipe) |M(Rpp0(phs)) )
n—r oo n—r oo MeM

> sup liminf D(M(plhpe)|M(Rp-po(plin)) )
MEM n— o0

> swp D(M(panc)| MR- 5c(pas))

= Dy (PABC”RB%BC(PAB)) . (62)

In the penultimate step, we use that the relative entropy is lower semicontinuous [21, Exercise 7.22] and
that M as well as Rp_,gc are linear and bounded operators and hence continuous.

We finally show that Ag(-) fulfills Property 4. It suffices to verify that TPCP(B,B®C) > R
Dy(pasc||R(pap)) € RT is lower semicontinuous where by definition of the measured relative en-
tropy (see Definition B.1) we have Dum(papc|R(par)) = supyem D(M(pasc)|M(Re=pc(paB))).
Note that since R and M are linear bounded operators and hence continuous and the relative en-
tropy for two states o1 and o3 is defined by D(o1[lo2) := tr(oi(logoy — logoz)) we find that R —
D(M(papc)|M(Rp=pc(pap))) is continuous as the logarithm RT > z — logz € R is continuous.
Since the supremum of continuous functions is lower semicontinuous [6, Chapter IV, Section 6.2, Theo-
rem 4], the assertion follows.

O

What remains to be shown in order to apply Proposition 4.1 is that for any p € S where S is the set
of states on A ® B ® C with a fixed marginal pgc on B ® C, there exists a recovery map Rp_pc € P
such that Ag(p) > 0. By choosing P = TPCP(B, B ® ('), the main result of [9] however precisely
proves this. We have thus shown that Az (p) > 0 holds for a universal recovery map Rp_,pc € P, so
that (8) follows for any fixed dimension of the A system. This proves the statement of Remark 2.2 (and,
hence, Theorem 2.1) for the case where A is a fixed finite-dimensional Hilbert space.

Step 4: Independence from the A system

Let S be the set of all density operators on A ® B ® C with a fixed marginal ppc on B ® C, where B
and C are finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces and A is the infinite-dimensional Hilbert space £? of square
summable sequences. We now show that there exists a recovery map Rp_,gc such that Ag(S) > 0.

Let {H%}aeN be a sequence of finite-rank projectors on A that converges to id 5 with respect to
the weak operator topology. Let S denote the set of states whose marginal on A is contained in the
support of I1% and with the same fixed marginal ppc on B ® C as the elements of S. For all a € N,
let R%_, g denote a recovery map that satisfies Ag«(S*) > 0. Note that the existence of such maps
is already established by the proof of Theorem 2.1 for the finite-dimensional case. As the set of trace-
preserving completely positive maps on finite-dimensional systems is compact (see Remark C.3) there
exists a subsequence {a;}ien such that lim; ... a; = oo and lim; o, R% = R € TPCP(B, B ® C). For
every p € S there exists a sequence of states {p®}q,eny with p® € S§* that converges to p in the trace
norm (see Lemma E.3). Lemma 4.2 (in particular Properties 3 and 4), yields for any p € S

Ax(p) > limsup Ag (p®) > limsup lim sup Age; (p*) > lim sup lim sup insfa Ara; (p)

a—>00 a—00  i—»00 a—oo  i—oo PE

> lim sup é%f Age; (p) = limsup Aga; (§%) > 0. (63)
P aq

1—00 1—00

The fourth inequality follows since a; > a for large enough ¢ and since this implies that §% O §%, and
the final inequality follows by definition of R%. This shows that Az (S) > 0.
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To retrieve the statement of Remark 2.2 (and hence Theorem 2.1 for finite-dimensional B and C),
we need to argue that this same map R remains valid when we consider any separable space A. In
order to do this, observe that any separable Hilbert space A can be isometrically embedded into A [35,
Theorem I1.7]. To conclude, it suffices to remark that Az is invariant under isometries applied on the
space A.

5 Extension to infinite dimensions

In this section we show how to obtain the statement of Theorem 2.1 for separable (not necessarily
finite-dimensional) Hilbert spaces A, B, C from the finite-dimensional case that has been proven in
Section 4. For trace non-increasing completely positive maps Rp_, pc we define the function family

Ar: D(A® B® C) = RU {—o0}
pasc — F(papc, Re—po(pas)) — 23 1(4CIB), (64)

where D(A® B®C') denotes the set of states on A® B®C. We will use the same notation as introduced
at the beginning of Section 4. In addition, we take S to be the set of all states on A ® B ® C with a
fixed marginal pgc on B ® C. The proof proceeds in two steps where we first show that there exists a
sequence of recovery maps {R%HBC}%N such that limy_, o, Agk(S) > 0, where the property that all
elements of S have the same marginal on the B ® C system will be important. In the second step we
conclude by an approximation argument that there exists a recovery map R p—, pc such that Ar (S) >0.

Step 1: Existence of a sequence of recovery maps

We start by introducing some notation that is used within this step. Let {II%}pen and {IIS}cen be
sequences of finite-rank projectors on B and C' which converge to idp and idc with respect to the weak
operator topology. For any given papc € D(A ® B ® C) consider the normalized projected states

e  (da @Iy @ &) papce(ida ® T @ T1E)
PaBc = - b = (65)
tr((ida @ Iy, @ IS, ) pasc)
and
c (idA®idB®Hcc)pABc(idA®idB ®HE~)
PaBC = ) (66)

tr((ida ® idg ® 1S ) panc)

where for any ¢ € N, the sequence {Pi{?gc}beN converges to p% g in the trace norm (see, e.g., Corollary 2
of [17]) and the sequence {p pc }een converges to papc also in the trace norm. Let S be the set of
states that is generated by (65) for all papc € S. We note that for any given b, ¢ all elements of S¥¢
have an identical marginal on B® C. Let Rl]’éi po denote a recovery map that satisfies Agb.e(87€) >0
whose existence is established in the proof of Theorem 2.1 for finite-dimensional systems B and C' (see
Section 4). We next state a lemma that explains how Ax(p) changes when we replace p by a projected
state p¥c.

Lemma 5.1. For any pgc € D(B®C) there exists a sequence of reals {€%¢}p cen with” lim o0 limp o0 £9¢ =

0, such that for any R € TPCP(B, B® (), any extension papc of ppc, and pi{%c as given in (65) we
have

Ar(p™) — Ar(p) < €% forall bceN . (67)

"The precise form of the sequence {Eb’c}b,ceN is given in the proof (see Equation (79)).
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Proof. We note that local projections applied to the subsystem C can only decrease the mutual infor-
mation, i.e.,

tr(Ilg pe)I(A : C|B)ye < I(A:C|B), . (68)

The Alicki-Fannes inequality [1] ensures that for a fixed finite-dimensional system C the conditional
mutual information I(A : C|B), = H(C|B), — H(C|AB), is continuous in p with respect to the trace
norm, i.e.,

I(A:C|B) e <I(A:C|B)ye + 8" log(rank 1) + 4h (™) | (69)

where g%¢ = Hp%gc — p%pcll and A(-) denotes the binary Shannon entropy function defined by h(p) :=
—plogy(p) — (1 — p)logy(1 — p) for 0 < p < 1. Using the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality [15] and
Lemma E.1, we find

¢ <01 = P pipe)? < 2y/1 — (Il @ T ppe) /ir(Tgpe) | (70)

Combining (68) and (69) yields

e < ————I(A:C|B), + 8" log(rank IT&,) + 4h(e™°) . 71
T (4 ), + 8 logrank ) +40(2°) )

Since ¥ <z —y + 1 for x,y € [0, 1],% we find

27%1(14:0\3)9 _ 2—%1(A:C\B)pb,c < 2—%1(14:0\3)9 _ 2—%tr(ngpc)1(A;c|B)pb,c _ tr(Hccpc) +1. (72)

According to (71) and since 27% > 1 — In(2)x for z € R, we have

27%tr(H%pc)I(A:C\B)pb,c > 27éI(A:C\B)p27%tr(Hccpc)(Ssb‘c log(rank IT, ) +4h(%©))
. In(2
> 92 l(A:CIB), _ %tr( ¢.pc)(8e"¢ log(rank ITE,) + 4h(s"°)) . (73)
Combining (72) and (73) yields

) _ . In(2
93 1(ACIB), _ 9= 31(A:CIB) p.c < n( )tr( Ccpc)(Sab’clog(rankHCC) + 4h(£b’c)) + (1 — tr(H‘épc))

2
1D(2) b,c c b,c c
< 5 (8c"“log(rank ITg,) + 4h(e™°)) + (1 — tr(II&pc)) - (74)
For two states o1 and o2 let P(o1,09) := /1 — F(01,02)? denote the purified distance. Applying

the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality [15] and Lemma E.1 gives

P(papc, Pise)’ = 1= Flpapo, pipe)’ < 1— (Il ©T1E ppe) - (75)
Since the purified distance is a metric [38] that is monotonous under trace-preserving completely positive
maps [37, Theorem 3.4], (75) gives
P(pasc,Re—pc(pag))
< Plpasc, pise) + P(0ises Re—c(ph%s)) + P(Re—pc(p%%), Repc(pas))
< 2P(paBc, Pi{?gc) + P(Pl;i%c, RB%BC(P?&%))

< P(i5cr R pe (o) +2y/1 - (Il @ 112 pic) (76)

8For x = 0 the statement clearly holds. For (0,1] x [0,1] 3 (z,y) = f(z,y) :=z¥ —z +y — 1 € R we find by using the
convexity of y — f(z,y) that max,¢o,1) max,¢o,1) f(=,y) = 0.
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As the fidelity for states lies between zero and one, (76) implies

F(p%%e Repe(phs)?
F(pasc, RBch(pAB)) +4(1- tr(I1% ® ¢ pBe)) + 4\/1 —tr(ll% ® U¢ppe)
F(

paBc, Re—pc(pAB)) >4 8\/1 —tr(Il% ® U¢ppe)
1\ 2
< (F(pABC,RB_)Bc(pAB)) +2v2(1 — tr(Iy @ TS ppce)) 4) . (77)

This implies that

1
F(PZ%C=RB—>BC(P?479)) < F(papc, Rp—pc(pap)) +2v2(1 — to(I1% @ g ppe)) ™ . (78)
By definition of the quantity A (-) (see Equation (64)) the combination of (74) and (78) yields
Ar(p") - Ar(p)
1 1
In(2) (8¢"log(rank ITZ.) + 4h(c™9)) + (1 — tr(&pc)) +2v2(1 — tr(T @ l_Iéch))‘11

2
=: ¢he, (79)

I /\

where ¢ is bounded by (70). By Lemma E.2, we find lim_,o tr(II% @ NS ppe) = tr(IlGpe) for all
¢ € N and hence limp_,o e%¢ = 0 for any ¢ € N. Furthermore, we have lim,_, tr(Il¢&pc) = 1 and
im0 limp—s o0 tr(l‘[l]’3 ® HcCch) = 1 which implies that lim._, o limp_ §b’c = 0. This proves the

assertion. O

By Lemma 5.1, using the notation defined at the beginning of Step 1, we find

lim sup lim sup Ags.. (S) = lim sup limsup inf Ags.c(p) > limsup lim sup 1nf {ARb (p"e) — §b’c}

c—00 b— o0 c—»00 b—oo PES c—00 b— 00
= limsuplimsup{ inf Ags.(p")} — £ = limsuplimsup Ags..(S*¢) >0, (80)

c—00  b—soo pHeeShe c—00  b—oo

where the second equality step is valid since all states in S have the same fixed marginal on B ® C
and since the sequence {£%¢}, .ey only depends on this marginal. The penultimate step uses that

lime_ o0 limp—y 00 €2¢ = 0. The final inequality follows by definition of RB “ po- Inequality (80) im-
plies that there exist sequences {by}ren and {ci}reny such that limsupy,_, . Agep.e, (S) > 0. Setting

RY po = ngfj’jgc then implies that there exists a sequence {R%_, g }ren of recovery maps that
satisfies

limsup Agx(S) >0 . (81)

k—o00

Step 2: Existence of a limit

Recall that S is the set of density operators on A ® B ® C' with a fixed marginal ppc on B ® C. The
goal of this step is to use (81) to prove that there exists a recovery map Rp_,pc such that

Ar(8)>0. (82)

Let {II'5 }men and {IIZ }.en be sequences of projectors with rank m that weakly converge to idg
and id¢, respectively. Furthermore, for any m and any R € TPCP(B, B ® C) let [R]™ be the trace
non-increasing map obtained from R by projecting the input and output with II'} and II'f ® IIF%
respectively. We start with a preparatory lemma that proves a relation between A[R]m (S) and AR (S).
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Lemma 5.2. For any ppc € D(B®C) there exists a sequence of reals {0™ }men with lim, o 6™ = 0,%
such that for any R € TPCP(B, B ® C') we have

Arn(8) > Ag(S) — 0™ —4et | (83)
where |R(pB) — ppcll; <e.

Proof. For any papc € S and any m € N let us define the non-negative operator ply'p = (ida ® I par
(ida ® IT'}). By definition of Ag(+) (see Equation (64)), it suffices to show that for any papc € S, any
R € TPCP(B, B ® C), € € [0,2] such that |R(pr) — pBc|; <€ and

papc = (ida @ Iy @ IE)Rppe(pip)(ida @ My @ 1IE) (84)

we have F(pABc,[)Z}BC) > F(pABc,RBﬁBC(pAB)) — 6™ —4et. Asin Step 1 let P(:,-) denote the
purified distance. Lemma E.1 implies that

Ppap, pip)’ = 1= Fpap, pip)” <1 —tr(ppllg)? . (85)

Similarly, we obtain

~m ~m 2 m m m\2 A\ T m\2
P(Respc(pip) Pipe) <1 —tr(Rpope(pip)y @ 1) =1~ tr(Re-pc(pp)IE @ 1) .
(86)

By Hélder’s inequality, monotonicity of the trace norm for trace-preserving completely positive maps [41,
Example 9.1.8 and Corollary 9.1.10] and (85) together with the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality [15] and
Lemma E.1 we find

tr((Ri-r5c(98) — Ro-sc(ps))IE @2 )| < [Reosc(ps) ~ Ro-se(0F)], 15 © T8 |
= [Re=Bc(pB) — Re-c(PE) < e — 0Bl < llpap — pasll, <241 —tr(ppllg)? . (87)

Combining (86), (87) and Holder’s inequality together with the assumption |R(pg) — ppcll; < € gives

~m ~m 2 m m\2 m
P(Rp—pc(Pip) Pipe)” <1—tr(Rpspe(pp)ly @ IIE)" +44/1 — tr(ppllg)?

<1 —tr(ppcllf @ IIE)? + 44/1 — tr(ppllE)2 + 2¢ . (88)

Inequalities (85), (88) and the monotonicity of the purified distance under trace-preserving and
completely positive maps [37, Theorem 3.4] show that

P(paBc; Papc)
< P(papc,Re—pc(pap)) + P(Re—pc(pas), Re—pc(pis)) + P(Re—Bc(pXs), Pisc)
< P(pasc,Re—sc(pas)) + Ppas, pis) + P(Re—pc(pAp), Pisc)
< P(pac,Re—pc(pap)) + (6™)? /8 + Ve , (89)

for

1

2

oM =18 (, /1 —tr(ppllp)2 + \/1 —tr(ppolly @ TI)2 + 44/1 — tr(pBH’g)Q) . (90)

As the purified distance between two states lies inside the interval [0,1] and since (6™)%/8 + v/2¢ €
[0,6], (89) implies that whenever F(papc, Re—pc(pap))? > (6™)% 4 8v/2¢, we have

9The precise form of the sequence {§™ }nen can be found in the proof (see Equation (90)).

15



F(pasc,pipe)’ > F(PABC,RB—>Bc(pAB))2 — (0™)% — 8V/2¢
2
> (F(papc, Re-polpas)) =/ (67)7 +8v2¢) . (91)
As a result, we find
Flpapc, iipe) > F(papc, Re—pc(pap)) — 6™ — V8(26)% (92)

which proves (83) since V821 < 4.

Recall that B and C are separable Hilbert spaces and that {II'}}men and {II'} ® II% }en con-
verge weakly to idp and idp ® id¢ respectively. Lemma E.2 thus shows that lim,, ,., 6™ = 0 since
limy, o0 tr(pp I'E) = 1 and limy, o0 tr(ppcIly @ IE) = 1. O

The following lemma proves that for sufficiently large m and a recovery map Rp_ gc that maps pp
to density operators that are close to ppc, the operator [R|™(pap) has a trace that is bounded from
below by essentially one.

Lemma 5.3. Let A, B, and C be separable Hilbert spaces. For any density operator pap € D(A ® B)
and any R € TPCP(B, B ® C) we have

t([RI" (pap)) > tr(IT§ ® T ppc) — 21— (g o) — [R(os) — picll, - (93)

Proof. We first note that by Holder’s inequality and monotonicity of the trace norm for trace-preserving
completely positive maps [41, Example 9.1.8 and Corollary 9.1.10] we have

|tr (I @ IE (R(pn) — R(UEppllE)))| < [R(pp) — RUIFpslIE)|, < llpp —Wgpslg], . (94)
Together with Holder’s inequality this implies
tw([R]™(pap)) = tr(If © 11 R(IG paplly)) = tr(If © 12 R(IFppIIE))
> tr(IIg @ IE R(pp)) — llps — W psllE |,
> tr( B ®H?}PBC) = llps =g ppllgll, — [R(ps) — paCl; - (95)

Combining Lemma A.2 and Lemma E.1 gives

m m m m m m m m 2
los — g ppllE|l; < 2\/1 — Fpp, U ppll)* = 2\/1 - tf(HBPB)F(PBaHBPBHB/tf(HBPB))

< 2\/m7 (96)

which together with (95) proves the assertion. O
According to (81) the mappings R” satisfy
Agr(8) > —&~, (97)

with &% > 0 such that liminf,_,oc ¥ = 0. As explained in Remark 2.3, by considering a state papc =
pa®ppc €S, (97) implies F(ppc, R*(pp)) > —&F+1. Applying the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality [15]
gives

|pBc — R¥(pB)||, < 21/eF(2—&F) =&~ (98)

where lim infj,_, o £¥ = 0 because lim infj,_, o £¥ = 0.
By Lemma 5.2 we have

A (S) = Age(S) — 4(<¥)

I

g (99)

16



Hence, using our starting point (81) above,

il

lim sup Ay (S) > limsup Az (S) — 4(e")

k—o0 k—o0

— " > =™ (100)

Because, for any fixed m € N, the mappings [R¥]™, for k& € N, are all contained in the same finite-
dimensional subspace (i.e., the set of trace non-increasing maps from operators on the support of II'}
to operators on the support of II'} ® II), and because the space of all such mappings is compact
(see Remark C.3), for any fixed m € N there exists a subsequence of the sequence {[R¥]™}ren that
converges. Specifically for any fixed m € N there exists a sequence {k!" };en such that

R™ := lim [RF"]™ (101)

i—00

is well defined. Furthermore, because of the continuity of R — Ax(papc) on the set of maps from
operators on the support of I} to operators on the support of II'} ® IT{% (see Lemma C.4), we have

Apm(S) = plgg Aﬁm (p) = plgg 11_13[)10 A[R"Z"]m (p) > h?isogp plgg A[R’z’»”]m (p)

= limsup A[Rk;n]m (8)>—-0m, (102)

i—00
and, hence,

liminf A (S) >0 . (103)

m—r oo

For any m € N, let pl7 . 5 be the operator obtained by applying R™ to a purification pg.5 of
pp. Without loss of generality we can assume that the projector II'} is in the eigenbasis of pp. Let
{k™*1},en be a subsequence of {kI"}icn. Using the definition of R™ and that Ty < TI%g", T < 112,
and 15 < H’g/ for m < m/, we obtain

m Dm . mtlom 3 m m mtlim m m m m

Pc.s = R™(pp.B) = ilggo[Rkl "(pp:B) = Zlggo( B oI [RY " (G pppTE ) (T © 1)
: m m m mtlim m m m
= lim (I} © 17 @ IR) RN " (pp.5) (I © 117 © 1T7)
= (I @ 10 © ITE)R™ (p,5) (T @ T © 117
= (I @ IF @ It L (I @ I @ 1) . (104)

As a result, since I} < H’g,, IIE < H’C’?,, and Iy < H’g, for m < m’, we have for any m < m/’
Pho.p = (M5 ©TIE @ T)pfe. 5 (TF © g @ TIE) . (105)

Lemma E.1 together with (105) implies

’

F(ng:B’ng:B’) = F( g ®H7£ ® nggC:B %1 ® Hfé} ®H%l’p7];€:§)
> (o, 5115 @ T2 @ T2 = tr(ple.z) - (106)

Lemma A.2 yields for m" > m

[P = dies, < 20/ 5)? = F0hcp P ) < 20/0r(050p)? — 1(0p)? - (107)
We now prove that as m — oo, tr(p’gc: B) goes to 1. Note that since B is a separable Hilbert space and
pp.5 is normalized it can be written as pp.5 = [}, where |¢)) is a state on B ® B. Furthermore as

Iy @ I @7 <idgep, (105) implies that

tr(pho.g) < tr(pg/cj;) <1 for m'>m. (108)
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By definition of p7 . 5, Lemma 5.3 together with (98) implies that

lim tr(pho.5) = lim lim tr([Rk?]m(pB:B))

m— oo m—00 1—00

> lim te(ITF @ M@ ppe) — |lps — TEppllE |, — lim inf 5
m—r 00 71— 00

> lim tr(II'f @ U ppe) — 24/1 —tr(IlGpp)2 =1, (109)
m— 00

where the second inequality uses Lemma A.2, Lemma E.1, and that liminf; . €*" = 0 for all m € N.
The final step follows by Lemma E.2.

Equations (107), (108) and (109) show that, {p’}.5}men is a Cauchy sequence. Because the set of
sub-normalized non-negative operators (i.e., the set of sub-normalized density operators) is complete'?,
this sequence converges towards such an operator, i.e., we can define a density operator

Ppc:p = 1M ppe.p - (110)

We note that the operators p'Z .. 5 are not normalized in general. However (109) shows that ppc.5 has
unit trace. We now define the recovery map Rp_,pc as the one that maps pg.5 to ppc.5. We note
that this does not uniquely define the recovery map Rp_, gc, which is not a problem as Theorem 2.1
proves the ezistence of a recovery map that satisfies (7) and does not claim that this map is unique. It
remains to show that R g, pc has the property (82). This follows from the observation that any density
operator pap can be obtained from the purification pg.5 by applying a trace-preserving completely
positive map T5_, 4 from B to A. By Lemma C.5 and because T5_, 4 commutes with any recovery map
Rp_pc from B to B® C, we have

Rp-po(pas) = (Rp—Bc © Tpoa)(pp:5) = (Tgoa o Re—5c)(Pe:8) = T a(PBC:B)

= TB—>A("}1_I)HOO chzg) = W}E)noo TB—)A(pgc;B) = n}i_l)noo(TBeA © ﬁgﬁBC)(ﬂB:B)
= n}gnoo(ﬁgafzc °oTsa)pp.3) = mlgnoo RE-pc(pas) - (111)

Using the continuity of the fidelity (see, e.g., Lemma B.9 in [14]), this implies that

Ar(p) = lim Agn(p) (112)

m— 00

for any p € S. Combining this with (103) gives

AR(S) = inf Ag(p) = inf lim Agm(p) > liminf inf Agm(p) = liminf Az (S) >0, (113)

peS pES m—oo m—oo pES m—0o

which concludes Step 2 and thus completes the proof of Theorem 2.1 in the general case where B and
C are no longer finite-dimensional.

6 Proof of Corollary 2.4

The first statement of Corollary 2.4 that holds for separable Hilbert spaces follows immediately from
Theorem 2.1, since 272/ (A4:C1B), > 1 @I(A : C|B),. The proof of the second statement of Corol-
lary 2.4 is partitioned into three steps.!' We first show that a similar method as used in Section 4

10We note that the set of sub-normalized density operators on a Hilbert space is clearly closed. Since every Hilbert
space is complete and as every closed subspace of a complete space is complete [6, Chapter II, Section 3.4, Proposition 8]
this implies that the set of sub-normalized density operators is complete.

1L Although Corollary 2.4 does not immediately follow from Theorem 2.1 it is justified to term it as such, as it follows
by the same proof technique that is used to derive Theorem 2.1 (in particular it makes use of Proposition 4.1).
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can be used to reveal certain insights about the structure of the recovery map Rp_,gc (which is not
universal) that satisfies

F(pasc,Re—pc(pap)) > 1— @I(A :C|B), . (114)

In a second step, by invoking Proposition 4.1, we use this knowledge to prove that for a fixed A system
there exists a recovery map that satisfies (114) which is universal and preserves the structure of the
non-universal recovery map from before. Finally, in Step 3 we show how the dependency on the fixed
A system can be removed.

Step 1: Structure of a non-universal recovery map

We will show that for any density operator papc on AQ BRC, where A, B, and C are finite-dimensional
Hilbert spaces there exists a trace-preserving completely positive map Rp_, gc that satisfies (114) and
is of the form

1 1o o1 1
Xp = ppcWoe(pp® Xppp® @ ide)Whepke (115)

on the support of pg, where Wp¢ is a unitary on B ® C. We start by proving the following preparatory
lemma.

Lemma 6.1. For any density operator papc on AR B® C, where A, B, and C are finite-dimensional
Hilbert spaces there exists a trace-preserving completely positive map Rp_pc of the form

1 1 1 1
Xp = Vaeope(pp  UsXpUbpy® @ ido)oiaVhe (116)

where Vpc is a unitary on B ® C' that commutes with ppc and Up is a unitary on B that commutes
with pp such that

In(2)
2

F(papc,Re—pc(pas)) >1— I(A:C|B), . (117)

Proof. Let papc be an arbitrary state on A ® B ® C and let p% 5 be a Markov chain with the same
marginal on the B ® C system, i.e., p%, = ppc. For p € (0,1], define the state

piiABC = (1= p)[0)Y0| 4 ® phpe + PNl 4 ® pase - (118)

The main result of [14] (see Theorem 5.1 and Remark 4.3 in [14]) implies that there exists a recovery
map Rp_,pc of the form

1 _1 _1 1
Xp = Veoppo(pp* UsXpUbpp® ©@ido)ppeVike | (119)

where Up is diagonal with respect to the eigenbasis of pg, Up U}L3 <idp and Vp¢ is a unitary on B® C,
such that

In(2)
2

F(p' uper RB=BC (0 ,5) 21— I(AA: C|B)p . (120)

By Lemma 6.2, using that I(A : C|B), = 0 since p% g is a Markov chain, this may be rewritten as
0 0 In(2)
p(l - F(PABC, RB%BC(/’AB))) +(1 - p)(l - F(PABC, RB%BC(pAB))) < pTI(A : C|B), .
(121)
Let us assume by contradiction that any recovery map Rp_,pc that satisfies (121) does not leave

P po invariant, ie., p% po # Reopc(pYp). This implies that there exists a g € (0, 1], which may
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depend on the recovery map Rp_,pc, such that 1 — F(p% o, Re—Bc(p% ) = dr. In the following
we argue that there exists a universal (i.e., independent of Rp_,pc) constant 6 € (0,1] such that
1-— F(p%BC,RB_)BC(p%B)) > ¢ for all recovery maps Rp_,pc that satisfy (121). Since the set of
trace-preserving completely positive maps from B to B ® C that satisfy (121) is compact!? and the
function f : TPCP(B,B® C) 3 Repc — 1 — F(p%50, Re—Bc(p%5)) € [0,1] is continuous (see
Lemma C.4), Weierstrass’ theorem ensures that ¢ := ming,_, .. f(R-pc), where we optimize over
the set of trace-preserving completely positive maps from B to B ® C that satisfy (121), exists. By
assumption, for every recovery map Rp_,pc that satisfies (121) we have f(Rp_pc) > 0 and hence
6 € (0,1]. If we insert any such recovery map Rp_,pc into (121), this gives

1) In(2
1= F(pac, Ra-nclpan) + 5 =5 < 2214+ C|B), (122)

which cannot be valid for sufficiently small p. More rigorously, assuming 1 — F' (pA BC, RB—)BC(pAB)) <

@I(A : C|B),, as otherwise (122) is violated for every p € (0,1], (122) can be rewritten as

> d
P>
B [(A: C|B), + 6 + F(papc, Re—pc(pas)) — 1

=~y e(0,1], (123)

since C' is assumed to be a finite-dimensional system and as such I(A : C|B), < co. Hence for p < 7,
inequality (122) is violated. Since by [14] for any p € (0,1] there exists a recovery map Rp_pc of
the form (116) that satisfies (121) we conclude that for sufficiently small p there exists a recovery
map Rp_pc of the form (116) that satisfies (121) and leaves p% 5. invariant. However for recovery
maps that leave pY 5 invariant, (121) simplifies to (117) for all p. Thus, there exists a recovery map
R p—pc of the form (116) satisfying (117) that leaves p% . invariant, i.e., Rp_pc(p%5) = p%pc- Since
p%BC = pa ® ppc is a Markov chain with marginal p%,c = ppc, the condition RBﬁBc(p%B) = p%BC
implies that RB%BC(pB) = PBC-
Have have thus shown that there exists a recovery map Rp_, gc that satisfies (117) and fulfills

1 1
Rp-pc(pB) = VBCP%C(UBU; ® idC)PchVg’c = pBC - (124)

Using the fact that Rp_, pc is trace preserving and the invariance of the trace under unitaries we find
1 = tr(Vaephe (UsUL @ ide)pha Vi) = t UpUL ®ide)) = tr(ppUsUlL 125
1(Veeppe(UsUp ®ide)ppe BC) r(ch( BUp ®1 C)) r(pB B B) ‘ (125)

This implies that tr(pB(idB — UBU}_;)) = 0. Using the fact that UBU}_; < idp, we conclude that

UBUT = idp on the support of pp. This simplifies (124) to VBchchc = pBc, i.e., Vo and pgo
commute which concludes the proof. o

Lemma 6.1 implies that the mapping (116) can be written as

1 1 1 1
Xg = ppcWaelpp® Xppg® @ 1de)Whephe (126)

with Wpeo = VpeUp ® ide which is a unitary as Vge and Up are unitaries. Furthermore, W is such
that (126) is trace-preserving.

12This set is bounded as the set of trace-preserving completely positive maps from B to B ® C is bounded (see
Remark C.3). Furthermore, this set is closed since the set of trace-preserving completely positive maps from B to B® C
is closed (see Remark C.3) and the mapping Rp_pc — F(papc, Re—pBc(paB)) is continuous for all states papc (see
Lemma C.4). The Heine-Borel theorem then implies compactness.
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Step 2: Structure of a universal recovery map for fixed A system

In this step we show that the recovery map satisfying (114) of the form (115), whose existence has
been established in Step 1, can be made universal without sacrificing the (partial) knowledge about its
structure. The idea is to apply Proposition 4.1 for the function family

Ar(p): D(A® B®C) — RU{—o0}
PABC F(pABC,RB—}BC(pAB)) -1+ @I(A : C|B)p . (127)

We therefore need to verify that the assumptions of Proposition 4.1 are fulfilled. This is done by the
following lemma. We first note that since C' is finite-dimensional this implies that Ar(p) < oo for all
peDA®B®C).

Lemma 6.2. Let A be a separable and B and C finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. The function family
AR(-) defined by (127) satisfies Properties 1-4.

Proof. We start by showing that Ax(-) satisfies Property 1. For p%ABC as defined in (19), we have

F(0"  per Re—pc (05, 1) = (L= p)F (phpes Re—pc(Php)) +PF(papc, Re—pe(pan)) . (128)

The density operator Rp_,go( can be written as

p
pAAB)
Rp-po(p ;) = (1=p)|0Y0 4 @ Re—nc(php) +pI1N1] 4 @ Rp—po(pas) - (129)

The relevant density operators thus satisfy the orthogonality conditions for equality in Lemma A.1,
from which (128) follows. Furthermore, as explained in the proof of Lemma 4.2 we have

I(AA: C|B)pr = (1 —p)I(A:C|B)0 +pI(A:C|B), . (130)
Equations (128) and (130) imply that
Ar(p?) = (1 = p)Ar(p°) + pAR(p) - (131)

We next verify that Ag(-) fulfills Property 2. Let Rp_pc, Rs_ e € TPCP(B,B®C), a € [0,1]
and Rppc = aRp-pe + (1 —a)R5_, ge. Lemma A.1 implies that for any state papc on A B® C

F(paBc:Re—pc(paB)) = F(papc,oRpopce(pas) + (1 — )Rz, pa(pas))
> aF(papc, Re—pc(pas)) + (1= a)F(pasc, R pc(pas)) , (132)

and, hence by the definition of Ax(-)
Ar(p) > adr(p) + (1 — a)Ae(p) - (133)

The function p — AR(p) is continuous which clearly implies Property 3. To see this, recall that
by the Alicki-Fannes inequality p — I(A : C|B), is continuous for a finite-dimensional C' system [1].
Furthermore, since pap — Rpc(pap) is continuous (see Lemma C.5), Lemma B.9 of [14] implies that
paBc — F(papo,Re—pc(pap)) is continuous, which then establishes Property 3.
Finally it remains to show that Ag(-) satisfies Property 4, which however follows directly by
Lemma C.4.
O

Let P C TPCP(B,B ® C) be the convex hull of the set of trace-preserving completely positive
mappings from the B to the B ® C system that are of the form (115). We note that the elements of P
are mappings of the form (10), since a convex combination of unitary mappings are unital and a convex
combination of trace-preserving maps remains trace-preserving. Proposition 4.1, which is applicable as
shown in Lemma 6.2 together with Step 1 therefore proves the assertion for a fixed A system.
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Step 3: Independence from the A system

Let S be the set of all density operators on A ® B ® C with a fixed marginal ppc on B ® C, where B
and C are finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces and A is the infinite-dimensional Hilbert space £2 of square
summable sequences.

We note that the set of trace-preserving completely positive maps of the form (10) on finite-
dimensional systems is compact, which follows by Remark C.3 together with the fact that the intersection
of a compact set and a closed set is compact. Hence, using Lemma 6.2 (in particular Properties 3 and 4)
and the result from Step 2 above, the same argument as in Step 4 of Section 4 can be applied to conclude
the existence of a recovery map Rp_,pc of the form (10) such that AR(S) > 0.

As every separable Hilbert space A can isometrically embedded into A [35, Theorem II.7] and
since Aﬁ is invariant under isometries applied on the extension space A, we can conclude that the
recovery map Rp_, o remains valid for any separable extension space A. This proves the statement of
Corollary 2.4 for finite-dimensional B and C' systems.

7 Discussion

Our main result is that for any density operator pgc on B ® C there exists a recovery map Rp_pc
such that the distance between any extension papc of ppe acting on A® B® C and Rp_,pc(pap) is
bounded from above by the conditional mutual information I(A : C|B),. It is natural to ask whether
such a map can be described as a simple and explicit function of ppc. In fact, it was conjectured
in [25, 4] that (2) holds for a very simple choice of map, namely

1 1 _1 1
Tespe : X pho(pp?Xppg? ®ide)pie (134)

called the transpose map or Petz recovery map. This conjecture, if correct, would have important
consequences in obtaining remainder terms for the monotonicity of the relative entropy [3]. As discussed
in the introduction, if papc is such that it is a (perfect) quantum Markov chain or the B system is
classical, the claim of the conjecture is known to hold.

One possible approach to prove a result of this form would be to start from the result (2) for an
unknown recovery map and then show that the transpose map 75—, p¢c cannot be much worse than any
other recovery map. In fact, a theorem of Barnum and Knill [2] directly implies that when papc is
pure, we have

F(pasc, Te—pc(pap)) < F(4;C|B), < \/F(PABCHTB%BC(pAB)) : (135)

This shows that, if papc is pure, an inequality of the form (2), with the fidelity replaced by its square
root, holds for the transpose map. In order to generalize this to all states, one might hope that (135)
also holds for mixed states papc. However, this turns out to be wrong even when the state papc is
completely classical (see Appendix F for an example).

Another interesting question is whether the lower bound in terms of the measured relative entropy (8)
can be improved to a relative entropy. Such an inequality is known to be false if we restrict the recovery
map to be the transpose map (134) [45], but it might be true when we optimize over all recovery maps.
It is worth noting that in case such an inequality holds for any papc and a corresponding recovery
map, then the argument presented in this work would imply that there exists a universal recovery map
satisfying (8) with the relative entropy instead of the measured relative entropy. This can be seen
by defining the function family p — Ag(p) := I(A : C|B), — D(pasc||RB—Bc(pap)). Lemma B.2,
the convexity of the relative entropy [32, Theorem 11.12] and the lower semicontinuity of the relative
entropy [21, Example 7.22] imply that Ag(-) satisfies Properties 1-4. As a result, Proposition 4.1 is
applicable which can be used to prove the existence of a universal recovery map.
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Appendices
A General facts about the fidelity

The following lemma states a standard concavity property of the fidelity which is presented here for
completeness and since we are interested in the case where equality holds.

Lemma A.1l. For any density operators p, p', o, and o', and for any p € [0,1] we have

F(pp+ (1 =p)p,po+ (1 =p)o’) = pF(p,0) + (1 =p)F(p',0") , (136)
with equality if both of p and o are orthogonal to both of p' and o’.

Proof. Note first that for any two normalized and mutually orthogonal vectors |0) and |1) in an ancilla
space, we have

F(pp+(1—p)p/,po+(1—p)a’) > F(pp®]0)0]+(1—p)p'@[1)}1],po®]0)0] + (1 — p)o’@|1)X1]) , (137)

because of the monotonicity of the fidelity under the partial trace. Furthermore, if both of p and o
are orthogonal to both of p’ and ¢’ then there exists a trace-preserving completely positive map that
generates the corresponding state |0) or |1) of the ancilla system. This implies that, in this case, the
inequality also holds in the other direction. It therefore suffices to prove (136) with p and o replaced by
p ®10)X0| and o ® |0)0], and with p’ and o’ replaced by p’ ® |[1X1] and ¢’ ® |1)(1], respectively. In other
words, it remains to show that, for the case where p and o are orthogonal to p’ and ¢’, (136) holds with
equality, i.e.,

F(p,o) = pF(p,0) + (L =p)F(p',0") , (138)

where p=pp+ (1 —p)p’ and G = po + (1 — p)o’.
For this, let |@), |¢'), |¢), and |¢') be purifications of p, p', o, and o', respectively, such that
F(p,0) = (oY) and F(p',0") = (¢'|¢'). It is easy to verify that
|6) = vbl$) @0) + /1 pl¢') ®[1) and [¢) = Vplv) ®]0) + V1-pl)@[1)  (139)

are purifications of p and of &, respectively. Hence,

pF(p,0) + (1 =p)F(p,0") = p(el) + (1 = p)(¢'|¥") = (d|v)) < F(p,0) (140)

which proves one direction of (138).

To prove the other direction, let ™ be the projector onto the joint support of p and o, i.e., mp = p
and mo = o. Similarly, let 7’ be the projector onto the joint support of p’ and ¢/, i.e,. ©’p’ = p’ and
7’0’ = ¢’. By the condition that p and o are orthogonal to p’ and o', the two projectors must be
orthogonal, i.e., 7’ = 0. Furthermore, let |¢) be a purification of p and let |¢)) be a purification of &
such that F(p,5) = (4|¢)). Because

pp=npr and (1—p)p =x'pr’ (141)

7|¢) and 7’|p) are purifications of pp and (1 — p)p’, respectively. Similarly, 7|:)) and 7’|+)) are purifica-
tions of po and (1 — p)o’, respectively. Hence, we have

F(p,5) = (o) = (||} + (9ln'[¥) < F(pp,po) + F((1 —p)p/, (1 —p)o’)
= pF(p,0) + (1= p)F(p,0") . (142)
This proves the other direction of (138) and thus concludes the proof. O
The following lemma generalizes the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality which has been proven for states

to non-negative operators. The result is standard and stated here for completeness.
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Lemma A.2. For any two non-negative operators p and o with tr(p) > tr(o), the trace norm of their
difference is bounded from above by

lp = ol < 2v/tr(p)? = Flp,0)? . (143)

Proof. Let w be a non-negative operator with tr(w) = tr(p) — tr(c), whose support is orthogonal to the
support of both p and o, and define 0/ = o + w. Then tr(p) = tr(c’) and

lp=oly=lp=0'l,  and  F(p,0) = F(p,0") . (144)

It therefore suffices to show that the claim holds for operators with tr(p) = tr(o) = ¢ € RT. Furthermore
for ¢ > 0, defining p = p/c and & = o/c and noting that

lp—ol, =clg—al, and  F(p0)=cF(,5), (145)
it suffices to verify that the claim holds for tr(p) = tr(c) = 1 which follows by the Fuchs-van de Graaf
inequality [15]. O
B General facts about the measured relative entropy

Definition B.1. The measured relative entropy between density operators p and o is defined as the
supremum of the relative entropy with measured inputs over all POVMs M = {M,}, i.e.,

Du(pllo) = sup{D(M(p)|M(o) Ztr pMy)|x)x| with ZM =id} , (146)

where {|z)} is a finite set of orthonormal vectors.

This quantity was studied in [20, 18] where it was shown that 1 Dy(p®"[|c®") converges to the
relative entropy D(p| o) := tr(p(log p — logo)).

Lemma B.2. Let p, p, o, and o’ be density operators such that both p and o are orthogonal to both p'
and o’. For any p € [0,1] we have

D(pp+ (1 =p)p |l po + (1 = p)a’) = pD(pllo) + (1 — p)D(p'[0") . (147)

Proof. By the orthogonality of p and p’ (respectively o and ¢’) we have

log(pp + (1 —p)p') =log(pp) +1log((1 —p)p) =log(p) +log(1 — p) + log(p) + log(p') (148)
and plog p’ = 0. Thus by definition of the relative entropy we obtain the desired statement. O

Lemma B.3. Let p, p/, o, and ¢’ be density operators such that both p and o are orthogonal to both p’
and o’. For any p € [0,1] we have

Dut(pp+ (1 =p)p || po + (1 = p)o’) = pDu(pllo) + (1 — p) Du(p'[l0”) - (149)

Proof. Let M = {M,}, M" = {M,} be measurements and define the POVM on N whose elements are
given by { M}, U{M,},. Then we can write

N(pp+(1-p —pZtr 20)|zNz| 4+ (1 —p Ztr Nyl . (150)
As a result using Lemma B.2,
Dus(pp+ (1= p)p! [ 9o+ (1= p)o’) = D(N (pp + (1 =)o) | N (po + (1 = p)o))
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= pD (- w(Map) el S tr(Moo)e)al) + (1= p)D (D e (M) kol | 3 ey yul )
(151)

As this inequality is valid for any measurements M and M’; taking the supremum over such measure-
ments gives

Dy (pp+ (1 =p)p' | po + (1 = p)o’) = pDu(pllo) + (1 — p)Du(p'lo’) - (152)
For the other direction, consider a measurement M = {M,}. We can write
M(pp+ (1 =p)p) =Y ptr(Mep)|z)a| + (1 = p) tr(Map')|z)a] - (153)

Combining this with the joint convexity of the relative entropy [32, Theorem 11.12], we get
Dus(pp+ (1= p)p/ | po + (1 = p)o’) = D(M(pp + (1= p)p') | M(po + (1 = p)o”))
< pD(Z tr(wa)|x><:v|H Ztr(MIU)|x><:v|) +(1-p) D(Z tr(Mmp/)|x><x|H Ztr(Mmglﬂx)(xD

< pDul(pllo) + (1 = p)Du(p'l0”) - (154)
O

Lemma B.4. For density operators p, o, and o' and p € [0,1] the measured relative entropy satisfies

Du(pllpo + (1 = p)o’) < p Du(pllo) + (1 = p) Du(pllo’) - (155)
Proof. For any measurement M,

D(M(p)[[M(po + (1 = p)o’)) = D(M(p)|| pM(0) + (1 — p)M(d"))
< pD(M(p)|M(0)) + (1 — p) D(M(p)|M(c"))
< pDu(plo) + (1 — p)Du(pllo’) , (156)

where the first inequality step uses the convexity of the relative entropy [32, Theorem 11.12]. Taking
the supremum over M, we get the desired result. o

C Basic topological facts

For completeness we state here some standard topological facts about density operators and trace-
preserving completely positive maps.

Lemma C.1. Let o € RT. The space of non-negative operators on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space
E with trace smaller or equal to « (respectively equal to o) is compact.

Proof. Let D'(E) := {p € Pos(E) : tr(p) < a} denote the set non-negative operators on E with
trace not larger than one, where Pos(E) is the set of non-negative operators on E. Consider the ball
B:={e€ E: |le| < a} which is compact. The function B > e — f(e) = eel € D’(E) is continuous and
thus the set f(B) = {eel : e € E, |e| < a} is compact, as continuous functions map compact sets to
compact sets. By the spectral theorem it follows that D’'(E) = convf(B). As the convex hull of every
compact set is compact this proves the assertion. The same argumentation (by replacing the inequalities
with equalities) proves that the set of non-negative operators on E with trace « is compact. o

Lemma C.2. Let E, G be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces and let o € Pos(G). The space of non-
negative operators on E ® G with a marginal on G smaller or equal to og (respectively equal to o) is
compact.
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Proof. Let o¢ € Pos(G). By Lemma C.1, the set of non-negative operators on F ® G with trace not
larger than o € R is compact. The set {X € E® G : trg(X) < pg} is closed. The intersection of
a compact set and a closed set is compact which implies that {X € Pos(E @ G) : trg(X) < pg} is
compact. Since the set {X € E® G : trg(X) = pg} is closed the same argumentation shows that
{X € Pos(E ® G) : trg(X) = pg} is compact. O

Remark C.3. Let E and G be two finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. The space of trace-non-increasing
(respectively trace-preserving) completely positive maps from E to G is compact. To see this note that
Lemma C.2 implies that the set F := {X € Pos(F ® G) : trg(X) < idg} is compact. By the Choi-
Jamiolkowski representation F is however isomorphic to the set of all trace-non-increasing completely
positive maps from E to G. The same argumentation applied to the set F := {X € Pos(E ® G) :
trg(X) = idg} shows that the set of trace-preserving completely positive maps from E to G is compact.

Lemma C.4. Let G and K be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces and let opcx € D(E ® G ® K). The
mapping TPCP(G,G® K) 2 R~ F(orgck, Re—ckx(opcKk)) € [0,1] is continuous.

Proof. This follows directly from the continuity of R — Rae— ek (0rg) and the continuity of the fidelity
(see, e.g., Lemma B.9 of [14]). O

Lemma C.5. Let E, G, and K be separable Hilbert spaces and R € TPCP(G, K). Then the mapping
DIE®G)> X —=Ip®Raok(Xea) € D(E® K) is continuous.

Proof. As the map is linear it suffices to show that it is bounded. For that we can decompose X = P— N
with P and N orthogonal non-negative operators. Then we have

176 @ Ra-x (X))l <125 ® Ra-x(P) + 126 ® Ra-x (N)|ly = tr(P) + tr(N) = [[X]l. . (157)

O

D Touching sets lemma

We prove here a basic fact that is used in the proof of Theorem 2.1.

Lemma D.1. Let Ky and K; be two sets such that Ko U Ky = [0,1] and 0 € Ky, 1 € K. Then for
any 6 > 0 there exists u € Ky and v € Ky such that 0 < v —u < 6.

Proof. We define p := inf K7 and distinguish between the two cases u € Ko and p € K.

If u € Ky, it suffices to show that for any § > 0 we have [, u+ 6] N Ky # (), since by choosing v = u
this implies that u € K and that there exists a v € [u, u + 6] such that v € K;. By contradiction, we
assume that [y, p+ 8] N Ky = 0. This implies that either inf K7 < p or inf Ky > p+ 4, which contradicts
= inf K7.

If u ¢ Ky it suffices to show that for any 6 > 0 we have [p — 6, ] N Ky # 0, since by choosing
v = g this ensures that v € K; and that there exists a u € [u — 4, u] such that u € Ky. Assume by
contradiction that [ — 6, u] N Ko = @, which implies that [ — d, 4] € K;. This however contradicts
= inf K.

O

E Properties of projected states

We first prove variant of the gentle measurement lemma [44], which is used repeatedly in the proof of
Theorem 2.1.
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Lemma E.1. Let E and G be separable Hilbert spaces and let Ilg be a finite-rank projector on G. For
any non-negative operator cgpg on E ® G we have

I (0EG? (idp @ Ilg)opq(ide ® I1g)

tr((idg ® lg)osc) ) 2 tr(llgopc) (158)

and
F(UEg, (idE & HG)UEg(idE & Hg)) > tr(HGoEg) . (159)

Proof. Let |¢) be a purification of g then by Uhlmann’s theorem [40] we find

(idp & Ne)opo(ide 91e) | (@elh)® o
F(UEG7 tr((idE ®HG)0Eg) ) 2 tr((idE ®Hg)0Eg) =t (HG EG) (160)
and
F(UEg, (ldE ® Hg)UEg(idE ® Hg))2 > (<1/)|Hg|1/)>)2 = tI‘(HGo'Eg)2 . (161)
O

We next prove a basic statement about converging projectors that is used several times in the proof
of Theorem 2.1.

Lemma E.2. Let E be a separable Hilbert space and let {I1% }ecr be a sequence of finite-rank projectors
on E which converges to idg with respect to the weak operator topology. Then for any density operator
op on E we have lime_, o tr(Il%05) = tr(og).

Proof. By assumption the Hilbert space E is separable which implies that any state og can be written
as op = y_, pi|ri)xi|, where p; > 0, > .p; = 1 and {|z;)}; is an orthonormal basis on E. As the
sequence {II% }een weakly converges to idg, we find

e— o0

lim tr(Il%og) = €1i>r{>102p1<xl|ﬂ%|;vz) = Zpi eli)r{,lo<xl|n%|xl> = Zpi<$i|idE|$i> =tr(og), (162)

where the second step uses dominated convergence that is applicable since |[(z;|IIG|x:)| < [(z;|idg|z;)]

for all e € N. O

Let E and G be separable Hilbert spaces and let S denote the set of bipartite density operators on
E ® G with a fixed marginal o on G. Let {II% }een be a sequence of projectors with rank e that weakly
converge to idg and S¢ be the set of bipartite states on F ® G whose marginal on FE is contained in the
support of II%, and whose marginal on G is identical to o¢.

Lemma E.3. For every opg € S there exists a sequence {0 }een with oo € S that converges to
opg with respect to the trace norm.

Proof. For opg € S, let

(HBE ® idg)O'EG (HeE ® ldg)

0%a = , 163
EG tr((HeE ®idg)0Eg) ( )

which has the desired support on E, however, 6¢ # o¢ in general. This is fixed by considering
O'eEG = tr((H% ® idg)UEg)a'%G + |0><0|E ® tI‘E((HFEJ' ® idg)UEg(HFEJ' ® idG))G 5 (164)

where |0) g is a normalized state on E. Since the partial trace on E is cyclic on E we obtain
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0’8 = tI‘E(O'eEG) = tI‘E((HeE ® idg)O'Eg(HeE ® ldG)) + tI‘E((HeEL ® idg)O'Ec;(HeEl ® ldG))
= tI‘E((HeE ® idg)O'EG) + tI‘E((HeEL ® idg)O'Eg) = trE(UEg) =o0qg - (165)

By the multiplicativity of the trace norm under tensor products and since || Al|; = tr(V AT A), the triangle
inequality implies that
1666 — ohal, <1—tr((l ®ida)ore) + [|tre((IE @ ide)ope (1% ®ida))||,
=1—tr((II ®ide)ore) + tr((1G" ®@ide)oee) = 2(1 — tr(IGoE)) . (166)

Lemma E.2 now implies that lim._,o tr(II0r) = 1. We note that the sequence {G%}een converges
to ogq in the trace norm since by the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality [15], Lemma E.1 and Lemma E.2

lim [losg — 5l < lim 24/1— F(opa, 056)? < lim 24/1— tr(llop) = 0. (167)
e— 00 e— 00 e— 00

Combining this with (166) and the triangle inequality proves that {o%}een converges to opg in the
trace norm. o

F The transpose map is not square-root optimal

As discussed in Section 7, for pure states papc it is known [2] that

F(A;C|B), < \/F(pABCaTBaBC(PAB)) (168)

holds for T, pc the transpose map. In this appendix we show that (168) does not hold for all mixed
states. Let dim A = dim B = dim C' = 2 and consider the state

1 1 .
PABC = §|O><O|A ® |0)0[p @ [0)X0]|c + §|1><1|A ®idpc . (169)

The transpose map satisfies

5 1 1 1
TB_>Bc(|O><O|B) = 6|00><00|BC + E|01><01|BC and TB—)BC(|1><1|B) = §|10><10|BC + §|11><11|BC .
(170)

If we consider a recovery map Rp_ pc that is defined by

(|01X01|pc + [10X10[Bc + [11)X11|pc)
(171)

Rp-pc(|0X0]5) =[00X00[gc  and  Rp-pc(|1XlB) = %

we find F(papc, Re—psc(pap)) > 0.9829 and \/F(pABC,TBﬂBC(pAB)) < 0.9696, which shows that
(168) cannot hold since F(pABc,RB—)BC(pAB)) < F(A;C|B),.

This does not show that one cannot prove a non-trivial guarantee on the performance of the transpose
map relative to the optimal recovery map, but it suggests that such a guarantee would have to be worse
than the square root (and actually worse that the fourth root as well using another example), or
perhaps it is more naturally expressed using a different distance measure (using similar examples, the
trace distance does not seem to be a good candidate, either). We further note that this example does
not show that (2) is wrong for the transpose map.
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