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We analyze the relation between CP-divisibility and the lack of information backflow for an
arbitrary — not necessarily invertible — dynamical map. It is well known that CP-divisibility always
implies lack of information backflow. Moreover, these two notions are equivalent for invertible maps.
In this letter it is shown that for a map which is not invertible the lack of information backflow always
implies the existence of completely positive (CP) propagator which, however, needs not be trace-
preserving. Interestingly, for a wide class of image non-increasing dynamical maps this propagator
becomes trace-preserving as well and hence the lack of information backflow implies CP-divisibility.
This result sheds new light into the structure of the time-local generators giving rise to CP-divisible
evolutions. We show that if the map is not invertible then positivity of dissipation/decoherence

rates is no longer necessary for CP-divisibility.

PACS numbers: 03.65.Yz, 03.65.Ta, 42.50.Lc

Introduction.— Recently, the notion of non-Markovian
quantum evolution received considerable attention (see
review papers ﬂ—@ ). Quantum systems interacting with
an environment é, ] are of increasing relevance due
to rapidly developing modern quantum technologies like
quantum communication or quantum computation ﬂ] It
turns out that recent experimental techniques allow us to
go beyond standard Markovian approximations and ob-
serve new memory effects caused by the environmental
interaction B@] Therefore, there is a need for the ex-
ploration of non-Markovian regime, and characterizing
the genuine properties of this kind of evolution.

To this end, two main approaches which turned out
to be very influential are based on the concept of CP-
divisibility [11] and information flow [1J]. A dynamical
map {A¢}i>0 is a family of completely positive (CP) and
trace-preserving (TP) maps acting on the space B(#H) of
bounded operators on the Hilbert space . In the present
Letter we say that {A,};>0 is divisible if

At = ‘/t,sAsa (1)

where V; 5 : B(H) — B(H) is a linear map for every ¢ > s.
Note that since A; is TP the map V; 5 is necessarily TP
on the range of A but needs not be trace-preserving on
the entire B(H). However, if V, s is TP on B(H), one
calls {A;};>0 P-divisible if V, 4 is also a positive map
on the entire B(#H), and CP-divisible if V; , is CP on
the entire B(H) ] According to [11] the evolution
is considered Markovian iff the corresponding dynamical
map {A};>0 is CP-divisible. This definition is motivated
by its classical limit, which is compatible with a classical
Markovian process, and because such an evolution can be
represented as the continuous limit of sequence of discrete
interactions with a memoryless environment @, ]

A second idea is based on a physical feature of the
system-reservoir interaction. It is claimed ﬂﬂ] that the
phenomenon of reservoir memory effects may be associ-
ated with an information backflow, that is, for any pair
of density operators p; and p2 one can define the infor-
mation flow

d
a(p1,p2;t) = EHAtPl = Aip2[1, (2)

where || A||; denotes the trace norm of A. Following [12]
Markovian evolution is characterized by o(p1, p2;t) < 0.
Whenever o(p1, p2;t) > 0 one calls it information back-
flow meaning that the information flows from the envi-
ronment back to the system. In this case the evolution
displays nontrivial memory effects and it is evidently non-
Markovian.

Interestingly, both P- and CP-divisible maps have a
clear mathematical characterization ﬂﬁ]

Theorem 1 Let us assume that {A}i>0 is an invertible

dynamical map, i.e. A;' exists for any t > 0. Then
{A+}i>0 is P-divisible iff
SIax <o g
dt t 1>Y,

for any Hermitian X € B(H). It is CP-divisible iff

d
1@ ®A)X]1 <0, (4)
for any Hermitian X € B(H@H).

Actually, CP- (or P-) divisibility implies (@) [or ([))] for an
arbitrary map. Invertibility is only essential to prove the
opposite implication. Let us observe that the condition
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o(p1,p2;t) < 0 is a slightly weaker version of (3): one
takes X = p; — po which means that X is Hermitian but
traceless. In ] two of us proposed how to reconcile
P-divisibility with information flow by noticing that any
Hermitian operator X can be interpreted (up to some
multiplicative constant) as a so-called Helstrom matrix
HE] X = pi1p1 — pape with p1 + po = 1. It characterizes
the error probability of discriminating between states p;
or pe with prior probabilities p; and p2, respectively .

The relation between divisibility and information flow
was recently reconsidered by Bylicka et al. ﬂﬁ] They
proved

Theorem 2 Let {A;}i>0 be an invertible dynamical
map, then it is CP-divisible iff

d
EH(]ldH ® A¢)(p1 — p2)l1 <0, (5)

for any pair of density operators p1, p2 in B(H' @ H) with
dim(H') — 1 = dim(H) = d.

Again, invertibility is only essential to prove that (&) im-
plies CP-divisibility. So comparing @) with (&) one en-
larges the dimension of the ancilla d — d + 1, but uses
equal probabilities p; = po, like in the original approach
to the information flow [12].

If t = 0 is the starting time for the system-environment
interaction, any open system dynamics can be written as
Aip = Trg[U(t,0)p @ wpUT(t,0)] where wg is a fixed
state of the environment. According to the postulates of
quantum mechanics U (¢, s) is a unitary evolution fam-
ily which satisfies the Schrodinger Equation, and so it is
continuous and differentiable. Since the partial trace is
continuous but non-invertible, a dynamical map {A;};>0
is a continuous, differentiable family (in the parameter
t), but not necessarily invertible.

Interestingly, Buscemi and Datta HE] analyzed infor-
mation backflow defined in terms of the guessing proba-
bility of discriminating an ensemble of states {p;} (i =
1,2,...) acting on ‘H ® H with prior probabilities p;. It
was shown ﬂé] that a discrete time evolution is CP-
divisible iff the guessing probability decreases for any
ensemble of states. In this approach invertibility of the
maps plays no role and hence this approach is universal.
However, the price one pays, is the use of ensembles con-
taining arbitrary number of states p;, which makes the
whole approach hardly implementable. Moreover, since
just a discrete evolution A, is considered, there is not
direct relation to the problem for continuous dynamical
maps. For example such maps do not satisfy time-local
master equations. Anyway, HE] poses an important ques-
tion whether the assumption of invertibility in Theorem
[ may be removed.

In this Letter we show how to generalize Theorem [I]
and 2 to non-invertible dynamical maps. This result

sheds new light into time-local master equations
d
— N =LAy, Ao = 1. 6
dt t t4dt t=0 ( )

One usually says that the corresponding solution {A;};>0
is CP-divisible if the two-point propagator

‘/t,s - Tef: ﬁTdTv (7)

is CPTP for any ¢ > s, and hence one concludes that £;
is a time-dependent GKLS generator @] However, it
turns out to be true only for invertible dynamics. In this
Letter we show that if {A;},;>0 is not invertible, it can
still be CP-divisible even if the corresponding generator
L; does not have GKLS structure.

Divisible maps.— Interestingly, the property of divisi-
bility is fully characterized by the following

Proposition 1 4 dynamical map {A}e>0 is divisible iff
Ker(A) 2 Ker(A,), (3)
for any t > s.
Proof: If {A;},>¢ is divisible and X € Ker(A,), then
M X =Vis(AsX) = V0 =0,

and hence X € Ker(Ay).

Suppose now that (§]) is satisfied. To show that
{A+}+>0 is divisible we provide a construction for Vi s.
This construction is highly non-unique: if Y € Im(Ay),
i.e. there exists X such A;X =Y, we define V;,Y =
A:X. Suppose now that Y ¢ Im(A;) and let II;
B(H) — Im(A;) be a (Hermiticity preserving) projec-
tor onto Im(A,) [14], that is, IL,IT, = II, is an identity
operation on Im(A;). Define

VisY =N X, 9)

where X is an arbitrary element such that II,Y = A, X.
It only remains to prove that this is a well-defined con-
struction. Indeed, if A, X = A,X' = ILY, then our
construction implies A; X = Ay X’ for ¢ > s. Specifically,
A =X — X' € Ker(As) and hence due to (8) one has
A € Ker(A;) which implies A;A = A X — A X' =0. Tt
should be stressed, however, that V; s needs not be TP
due to the fact that the projector II; needs not be TP.
O

Note that if {A;};>0 is invertible, then it is always
divisible due to V; s = A¢ASL. In this case condition ()
is trivially satisfied: Ker(A¢) = Ker(As) = 0.

Actually, there is a simple sufficient condition for di-
visibility

Proposition 2 If the dynamical map {A}i>0 satisfies
d
—[[A: X1 <0 10
S 1AeX]l <0, (10)

for all Hermitian X € B(H), then it is divisible.



Proof: Suppose that (I0) is satisfied but {A;};>0 is not
divisible, that is, by Proposition [ there exists X such
that AsX = 0 but Ay X # 0 (t > s). This shows
[A; X1 > 0 = [|[A;X]|1 and hence ||A;X||; does not
monotonically decrease.
O
Clearly, the above condition is sufficient but not nec-
essary, since any invertible {A;}:>¢ is divisible even if it
does not satisfy ([I0).

Arbitrary dynamical maps— Now we prove the cen-
tral result which provides generalizations of Theorems [I]
and [2 for arbitrary, that is, not necessarily invertible,
dynamical maps. Let us start with a pair of lemmas.

Lemma 1 Let M be a linear subspace in B(H), and con-
sider a trace-preserving linear map ® : M — B(H). If @
is a contraction in the trace norm, then it is positive.

Proof: take arbitrary X > 0 from M. One has || X||;
Tr(X). Now, since ® is trace-preserving Tr(X) =
Tr[®(X)] < Tr|®(X)| = [|®(X)||;. Finally, since & is
a contraction ||®(X)||; < || X1, so that

[@(X)]lx = Tr[®(X)], (11)
which proves that ®(X) > 0. O

Note, that if M = B(#) then one recovers the well
known result [20, 21] used in [15] and recently in [17].

Lemma 2 Let M be a linear subspace in B(H) with
dim(H) = d. If M is spanned by positive operators (den-
sity matrices), then a d-positive map ® : M — B(H) can
be extended to a CP map ® : B(H) — B(H).

The problem of CP extensions of a CP map ¢ : M —
B(H) is well-studied in the theory of operator algebras
and was solved by Arveson [24] when M defines an op-
crator system (see also [22, [23]). Recently the extension
problem was studied in the context of quantum opera-
tions in ﬂﬁ, @] beyond operator systems. In particular,
Jencova proves Lemma [ in [25]. Nevertheless, for the
sake of completennes we include a explicit proof in the
supplementary material [14)].

Theorem 3 If a dynamical map {A;}1>0 satisfies
d
@ @A) X1 <0, (12)

for any Hermitian X € B(H®HM), then it is divisible
with CP propagators V; s.

Proof: By Proposition 2 the dynamical map {1 ® A};>0
is divisible, hence so is {A¢}>0, therefore Ay = Vi sA,. If
the map A, is not invertible, the propagator V; s is not
uniquely defined. We show that one can find V; ; which is
CP. Note, that (I2) implies that 1 ® V; , is a contraction

3

on the image of 1 ® A, ﬂE, ﬂ] Since 1 ® V4 5 is trace-
preserving on Im(1 ® Ay) Lemma [Il implies that 1 ® V; 4
is positive on Im(1 ® A;) or equivalently that V; s is d-
positive on Im(Ag). It should be stressed, that Vg is
defined on the linear subspace Im(Ag) C B(H). Now, the
question is about the extension of V; s to the whole op-
erator space B(?). However, since the subspace Im(A;)
is spanned by the positive operators As(X), where X are
positive operators from B(H), Lemma (2] guaranties the

existence of a CP extension V; s : B(H) — B(#). One
has, therefore,

At - ‘/t,sAs - ‘Z,SAS' (13)

]

Clearly, if Ay is invertible then 17,5,5 = V;s. It should
be stressed, however, that generically ‘N/LS needs not be
trace-preserving. It is always trace-preserving on Im(Ay).
Hence, monotonicity property ([I2) does not imply CP-
divisibility but a slightly weaker property. Examples of
CP extensions which are not trace-preserving were re-
cently provided in [26].

Image non-increasing dynamical maps— Consider
now a wide class of dynamical maps which satisfy

Im(A:) CIm(Ag), > s. (14)

We shall refer to these as “image non-increasing dynam-
ical maps”. Note that “kernel non-decreasing” Eq. ()
(equivalent to divisibility) only implies dim[Im(A;)] <
dim[Im(A;)]. There are two natural classes of maps sat-
isfying ([4)). The first class are normal divisible maps,
i.e. AJAl = ATA,, where A is the dual map (Heisen-
berg picture), that is, Tr[A](X)p] = Tr[XA.(p)]. For
normal maps the kernel is orthogonal to the image, so
divisibility implies ([8) and hence ([I4)) immediately fol-
lows. The second class are diagonalizable commutative
maps (here commutative means A;A; = AgA; for arbi-
trary ¢t and s). In this case A; is characterized by the di-
agonal representation Arp = > Ao (£)F, Tr (Gl p), with
time independent damping basis [27] {F,, G4} such that
Tr(FiGg) = 0ap (, 3 =0,1,...,d* = 1).

Theorem 4 If the image non-increasing dynamical map
{A}i>0 satisfies

d
LI eA)X] <0, (15)

for any Hermitian X € B(H ® H), then it is CP-divisible.

Proof: clearly (@) implies (Theorem [) that {A;};>0 is
divisible with V; s which is CPTP on Im(A). Since
Ai—o = 1, continuity implies that there exists some
small € such that A, is invertible. Let us take t; the
smallest time instant where the dynamics becomes non-
invertible, i. e. {A;}¢,;>¢>0 is invertible. Then we can



write Ay, = Vi, ;- —e, where Vj, 4, — is CPTP [on
the entire B(H)] for € € (0,¢1). Consider now the opera-
tor

I, = elir(% Viytr—e- (16)
It turns out that IT;, is a CPTP projection onto Im(Ay, ).
We provide a detailed proof of this in the supplemen-
tary material M] Hence Vi, = Vi, 1L, is CPTP on
the entire B(H). Consider now the smallest t5 > ¢ such
that dim[Im (A, )] < dim[Im(A4, )] and dim[Im(A;)] =
dim[Im(Ay, )] for t; < ¢ < t2. For image non-increasing
dynamical maps it means that Im(A:,) C Im(A4,), and
Im(A;) = Im(Ay,) for t1 < ¢t < tp. Then considering
{Vis}a>t>s>1, as a bijective family of maps on the space
Im(A¢,), the same argument as before, with the role of
A; played now by Vi ., applies to show that II;, is a
CPTP on Im(A¢, ), which projects onto Im(As,). Finally,
let {t1,...,t;} be a set such that dim[Im(A;)] is discon-
tinuous, that is,

dim[Im(A¢, )] > dim[Im(A,)] > ... > dim[Im(A¢, )].
Note, that for ¢ € [t;,t;+1) one has
Im(Ay,) =Im(Ay) 2 Im(Ay,,,). (17)

Hence, for s € [t;,t;11) one defines

‘/t,s = ‘/t,SHt»; st Ht17 (18)

which is CPTP on the entire B(H). O

Note that a parallel argument applies to show the
equivalence between Eq. (I0) and P-divisibility in the
case of image non-increasing maps.

Theorem 5 : A dynamical map {A,}i1>0 satisfying

d
£||(]1d+1 @ A¢)(p1 —p2)|l1 <0 (19)

for any pair of density operators pi, ps in B(H' @H)
with dim(H') — 1 = dim(H) = d is divisible with C'P
propagators Vi s. In addition, if the map is image non-
increasing, it is CP-divisible.

The proof of this theorem follows from Theorems [B] and
[ and a similar argument as in ﬂﬂ We leave it as a
part of the supplementary material |14].

CP-divisibility vs. master equation — Any differentiable
A, satisfies a time-local master equation of the form of

d
aAt - ‘CtAtv AO - ]la (20)

so that Vi, = Teli£747  Then CP-divisibility implies
that V; ¢ is a CPTP identity map on some subspace M,
such that Im(A,) € M C B(H). Moreover, if {1®@A:}i>0
is image non-increasing and contracting, there exists a
CPTP projector IT; onto Im(Aj).

Corollary 1 If the image non-increasing dynamical map
{A}i>0 satisfies a time-local master equation (20), then
it is CP-divisible iff 1 ® Tell £27 s q TP contraction on
B(H) @Im(Ay) for all pairst > s.

In the following examples we will show that this does
not require a time dependent GKLS form for all times
(another example can be found in [14]).

Example 1 (Amplitude damping channel) The dy-
namics of a single amplitude-damped qubit is governed by
a single function G(t) which depends on the form of the
reservoir spectral density J(w) [4]:

_ (1G®)Pp G(t)p
A= ( G*(t)pzlll (1- |G(t)|2);211 ¥ pos > (21

This evolution is generated by the following time-local
generator

;Ctp:—

is(t)
2

(0200l + 700 pos — 3{or0,p}),

where o4 are the spin lowering and rising operators to-

gether with s(t) = —2Im%, andy(t) = —2Re%. This
generator is commutative and diagonalizable. Now, the
dynamical map is invertible whenever G(t) # 0. Suppose
now that G(t.) = 0 and G(t) # 0 for t < t. (note that
G(0) = 1). The image of Ay, is just proportional to the
ground state Py = o_o4, and so a CPTP projector onto
Im(A,) reads

;. X = R TrX. (22)

It is, therefore clear that {A¢}i>o is divisible iff G(t) =
0 for t > t.. Hence, finally, the map {Ai}i>0 is CP-
divisible iff it is divisible and y(t) > 0 for t < t.. Note
that y(t) is arbitrary for t > t.. The only constraint is
G(t) = 0: () blows up to +o0 at t = t., and then is
arbitrary provided fg’y(T)dT = o0 for all t > t.. Hence,
positivity of v(t) is sufficient but not necessary for CP-
divisibility. It is necessary only if v(t) is finite for finite
times, that is, the generator L; is reqular and the map
Ay is invertible. Note that divisibility means that if the
system relaxed to the ground state (at time t.) it stays
in that state forever. In addition, CP-divisibility means

that the relaxation to the ground state was monotonic
d
# G <0.

Example 2 (Random unitary evolution) Consider
the qubit evolution governed by the following time-local
generator

3
Lip= 5 > wD)orpor — p). (23)
k=1

which leads to the unital dynamical map (time-dependent
Pauli channel): Aip = Zi:o Pa(t)oapoe. The map is



inwvertible if its corresponding eigenvalues

t
Ai(t) = Ti®)-Tx(®) . L, :/ v, (T)dr
0

are different from zero. Here {i,j,l} is a permutation
of {1,2,3} (note, that the remaining eigenvalue \o(t) =
1). Now, if for example T's(t1) = oo at finite time tq,
then A1(t1) = A2(t1) = 0, and hence divisibility implies
A1(t) = Xa(t) = 0 fort > t1. One finds the corresponding
CPTP projector
Hth = %(X—FO'gXO’g).

Note that 11,01 = I, 00 = 0. Now, if at to > t1 one has
Ts(ta) = oo (or equivalently T1(t2) = oc), then As(tz2)
vanishes as well and hence divisibility implies A\;(t) = 0
fort > to (i = 1,2,3). One finds the corresponding
CPTP projector

1
I, X = 31 Te(X),

that is, it fully depolarizes an arbitrary state of the sys-
tem. To summarize: the evolution is CP-divisible iff all
Ya(t) >0 fort < t1, and y3(t) continues to be nonegative
up to to. From to on the system stays at the maximally
mized state.

Conclusions. — In this Letter we analyzed the rela-
tion between monotonicity of the trace norm ([I2) and
CP-divisibility of the dynamical map {A;};>o. While
CP-divisibility always implies ([I2), it is well known that
for invertible maps the converse is also true, that is,
these two notions are equivalent. For maps which are
not invertible the situation is much more subtle (as was
recently noticed in [17]). We proved that in this case,
Eq. ([I2) implies a slightly weaker property — there ex-
ists a family of completely positive maps V; s on B(H)
which are trace-preserving on the image of A [but not
on the entire B(H)]. Interestingly, for maps which are
image non-increasing trace-preservation is guarantied on
B(H) and hence they are CP-divisible. Notably this
result sheds new light into the structure of the time-
local generator £; which gives rise to CP-divisible evo-
lution. For invertible maps, £; has a structure of time-
dependent GKLS generator, in particular all dissipation
rates ,(t) > 0 for all ¢ > 0 [28]. It is no longer true
for dynamical maps which are not invertible, that is,
they correspond to singular generators @] In this case
~(t) > 0 but only for ¢ € [0,t,), where t, is the first
moment of time where A; becomes non-invertible. For
t > t. some 7;(t) might be temporarily negative, and
still the evolution might be CP-divisible. The point ¢, at
which some ~,(t) becomes singular, provides an analog
of the event horizon: the future behavior of a set of ~;(¢)
does not effect the evolution of the system. A typical ex-
ample is the evolution reaching equilibrium state at finite

time .. Then the system stays at equilibrium forever ir-
respective of the future (¢ > ¢.) time dependence of the
generator.

Finally, we note that the relation between the result
by Buscemi and Datta HE] on guessing probabilities for
discrete evolution A,, and our results on continuous evo-
lution is not evident and deserves further analysis. On
the other hand, the general problem of finding a CPTP
extension of a CPTP propagator V; ; on a subspace re-
mains open. If possible, it would ensure the complete
equivalence of CP-divisibility and complete contractiv-
ity.
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p(I; t|xn71; tnfl; Tn—2, tn727 ..

SUPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

I. Connection between Markovianity and
P /CP-divisibility for non-invertible maps

The Markovianity definition in [S1] requires Vi s to be

a CPTP map on B(H), and not only on Im(A;). There
are, at least, two reasons to motivate this.

e Correct Classical Limit: Markov processes are un-
ambiguously defined for classical random variables.
They are the ones satisfying the condition

'7I0;t0)

:p($,t|zn,1,tn,1), (Sl)

where z,z,_1,Tn_2,...,xq are values of a random
variable X at times t > t,_1 > t,_o > ... > tg,
respectively. From this equation one obtains that
the one-point probabilities change from ¢,_1 to ¢
as

p(xnatn) = Z p(x7t|xn—l7tn—l)p(xn—lutn—1)7

Tn—1

and the Chapman-Kolmogorov Equation is satis-
fied

(@, t|xn—2,th—2)

= Z (@, tzn—1,tn—1)p(Tn—1, tn—1]Tn—2,tn—2),

Tn—1

where we have taken X to be a discrete random
variable for the sake of simplicity. Therefore the
“transition matrices” connecting one-point prob-
abilities at a different times are just the condi-
tional probabilities p(z,t|x,—1,tn—1). Moreover,
p(x, t|xn—1,tn—1) seen as a matrix with indexes
(z,z,—1) may be non-invertible, however, because
its elements are just conditional probabilities, it al-
ways satisfies

p(:v, t|xn—1 ) tn—l) Z 07

Zp('rvﬂxnflvtnfl) =1
T

This implies that the map defined by the action of
this (stochastic) matrix, p(z2’,t|x,s), with ¢t > s,
preserves positivity and normalization of any prob-
ability distribution, say p(z). Note that this is so
even if p(x) is not in the image of the linear map
defined by the action of the matrix p(x,t|zo,0).

Having said that, in the quantum case the role of
one-point probabilities and transition matrices is
played by density operators p and trace preserv-
ing and positive maps, respectively (or completely

s (p) = T[U (g, toe1)p @ wpUT (b, te—1)],

positive maps, depending on whether or not one
allows for ancillary degrees of freedom). The key
point is that in the classical limit, i. e. for quan-
tum dynamical situations where coherence does not
play any relevant role and density matrices com-
mute one another at any different times, any quan-
tum Markovian definition must fit with the clas-
sical Markovian definition. Note that in this case
such a quantum dynamics can be completely un-
derstood in terms of a completely classical stochas-
tic process. If V; s is positive (or CP) and trace
preserving on Im(Ag) but cannot be extended from
Im(As) to the whole space keeping these properties,
in the classical limit such a dynamics cannot be ac-
cepted as Markovian. Indeed, in such a limit, for an
appropriate incoherent (diagonal) basis, the evolu-
tion is obtained in terms of one-point probabilities
given by the diagonal elements of p and transition
matrices obtained by the matrix elements given by
the action of V; s on the diagonal matrix basis. If
V4,5 1s not extendible, it is clear that the transition
matrices of that processes are positive for proba-
bility vectors taken from diagonal density matrices
in Im(Ay), but not necessarily for any probability
vector. Then, the process cannot be accepted as
classically Markovian because Eq. (S1l) can be vio-
lated! In order words, classical transition matrices
obtained from quantum maps in the classical limit
should be positive for any probability vector if we
intend to understand them as conditional probabil-
ities satisfying Eqs. (B2) and (S3]). Otherwise, one
concludes there is some memory in those processes.
Thus, if we want a quantum definition for Marko-
vianity consistent in the classical limit, it has to be
possible to extend V; 5 to a P (or CP) map onto the
whole space.

Memoryless Environment Interpretation: Another
way to motivate the extension of Vi s to B(H) is
the interpretation of a quantum Markovian dynam-
ics as a successive point interaction with a memo-
ryless environment (i.e. the continuous limit of a
quantum Markov chain). The idea is that for any
interval of time [0,¢] we can take n arbitrary in-
termediate steps t > t, > ... > t; > 0. If the
process is CP divisible, the dynamics from ¢;_; to
ty is given by a CPTP map, and then because the
Stinespring representation theorem we may write

(S4)

for some appropriate unitaries U (¢, tx—1) and state
of the environment wg. By gauging the dependence
on tj and t_1 of U(tg,tx—1) we can take wg to be
the same independently of t;. These models are
sometimes called collision-like models. Therefore
it is clear that the CP-divisibility implies a clear



form of the memoryless property: no memory can
be kept of the past because it is not possible to
distinguish the system evolution from that arising
from the interaction with an environment that is
reset at each time step.

Note that the fact that a CP-divisible dynamical
map admits this kind of collision-like model inter-
pretation does not mean that the underlying joint
evolution actually is collision-like. In general, it
is possible that correlations between the system
and environment are established and kept along the
evolution. However, if the system dynamics is CP-
divisible, such correlations do not induce to any
observable memory effect.

In order to keep this clear interpretation for non-
invertible maps, the map V; ; must be extendible
from Im(Ag) to the whole space, as Eq. (S4)
requires V4, +, , to be a CP map not only for
p € Im(Ay,_,), but for the whole space B(H).

II. Existence of Hemiticity preserving projectors

Suppose a subspace M C B(#H). Since for any X €
B(H) we can write X = A + iB with Hermitian

1 1
A:§(X+XT), and B:?(X—XT),
(3

there exists a set of Hermitian operators spanning M.
Moreover, this set can be taken to be an orthonormal ba-
sis {G4} according to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product
Tr(GIGg) = Tr(GoGp) = da.5. This can be achieved,
for instance, by applying the Gram-Schmidt orthonor-
malization procedure (it is easy to check that this trans-
forms a set of Hermitian operators into another set of
Hermitian operators). Then a Hermiticity preserving
projector onto M is given by

I(X) = Tr(GaX)Ga. (S5)

III. Proof of Lemma 2

Following Jencova @], for dim H = d, if the subspace
M C B(H) is generated by positive operators, there ex-
ists some positive p € M such that the support of p
contains the supports of all other elements in M. Let
us denote by P the projector onto the support of p, so
that M is a subspace of PB(H)P, and p is full-rank in
PB(H)P. Then we define M’ := p~/2M p~'/2 which is
an operator system in PB(H)P. Now, if ® : M — B(H)
is d-positive, ®'(-) := ®[p'/2(-)p!/?] is d-positive on M’,
namely, it is CP since M’ is an operator system, and the
Arveson’s extension theorem ensures the existence of a
CP extension @' : B(H) — B(H). Then, the required CP
extension of ® is

© =& [p2()p 12,
IV. Proof that II;, :=lim ¢+ Vi, ¢, —c is a CPTP

projector

In order to see that II;, is well defined, we employ
induced norm on the dual space of B(H):

”(V;fl,tl—ﬁ - Wl;tl_(s)(y)Hl

Vi, ti—e=Vi t,—s|| = su
” t1,t1 t1,t1 5” Y;él:()) ||YH1
= sup H(‘/tl;tl_f - ‘/;517t1—5)[At1—5(X)]”1
X#0 [Ae,—s(X)1
= sup H(th-,tlféAtlfts - Atl)(X)]”l, (86)
X0 [Ae,—s(X)1

where we have used that, by assumption, A¢, _s is bijec-
tive for ¢ € (0,¢1). Moreover, since [|Vy, 1, —e— Vi, 1, —sll =
(IViit1—5—Viy 11 —e|| we can take § > € without loss of gen-
erality. Then by writing Ay, = Vi, +,—eAt,—c and using
that Vi, ¢, is a TP contraction for € € (0,¢;) we arrive
at

H (‘/;51,151 —EAt1—5 - Wl ,tl—EAtl—E)(X)] H 1

”V;fl,tl—ﬁ - Wl;tl_(s” = Sup
X0

< ||V;517t1—€|| sup
X#0

(A =5 — A, ) (Xl

A4, —5(X) I
1Ay —5 = At~ ) (X1
1A —5(X)

< sup
X#£0

A —o(X)h 87)

Since lim, o+ Ay, —c = Ay, (specifically, the map ¢ — A; is norm continuous) the family V4, 4, . is Cauchy convergent
as € — 0. Therefore the limit lim, g+ V4, +,—e is convergent as the dual space of B(H) is a Banach space with the

induced norm.



Similar manipulations show that II;, is idempotent:

”( t1,t1— eV;fl,tl 5 —

‘/;517751—5)(}/)”1

||Hf1 — 11, || = sup lim

Y#0€,0—0F Y1
Vigti—eAe, — A )(X
=sup lim H( t1,t1 t1 tl)( )”1
X#0 .60+ [[As,—5(X)[x
(A, = A )Xl (e, = A (Xl
<sup lim ||V e < sup lim =0. S8
e N 1 VT3 g PR & S PO g o
[
On the other hand, from Ay, = Vi, +,—eAt, — and again VI. Proof of Theorem 5
due to the fact that Ay _. is bijective for € € (0,1),
we conclude that the range of Vi, +,_ is the same as We first note that if
the range of A¢,, and so the image of II;, is Tm(A4, ).
Moreover, since V;, 4, . is positive and TP for € € (0,t1) d 1
5 s ’ ’ — X A — <0 S11
we conclude that II;, is a TP and positive projection onto dt I(Lasa oL = p2)lh < (S11)

Im(Atl )
g

V. Example: Relaxation to the equilibrium state

Consider the dynamical map

Ap=[1-Ft)p+ F(t)wTr(p), t=0 (S9)
where w is an equilibrium density operator satisfying
Aw = w. Ap = 1 implies F(0) = 0 and if 0 <
F(t) < 1 the map is CPTP. In addition, it is invert-
ible iff F(t) < 1. Suppose that for some time ¢, one
has F(t,) = 1, i. e. Ay, p = wTr(p) is not invertible.
The dynamical map {A;};>0 is divisible iff A, = A;, for
t > t., or, equivalently, iff F(t) = 1 for t > ¢.. One
has for the propagator V; s = AyAJ! for s < t., with
ATlp = —2 £(s) wTr(p).

P = T°FG) ~ T-F(s)
given by

The projector II;, is

o T -1 _
Mip= lm V. —cp= lim Ay Ay~ o= wTi(p).

So we can take V; o = II;, for s > t,. Again, divisibility
means that if A;p relaxes to w at finite time ¢, it stays at
w forever. CP-divisibility is equivalent to divisibility plus
the monotonicity condition F(t) > 0 for t < t,. Finally,
one finds for the generator

Lip =) (WTr(p) = p), (510)
with y(t) = 7 F}(f()t) > 0 for ¢ < t,. This formula does not

work for ¢ > ¢, due to F(t) = 1. Hence, for t > t, the

rate y(¢) is arbitrary (provided that fot’}/(T)dT = oo for
t>t,).

is satisfied, then {A;}¢>0 is divisible. Indeed, otherwise
there exists X’ € B(H' ® H) such that (1441 @A) (X') =
0 and (Lg+1 ® Ay)(X') # 0 for some pair ¢ > s. Here H’
is the d 4+ 1 dimensional Hilbert space with orthonormal
basis {[i) }91] where {|i)}{_, is a basis for H.

Since 1441 ® Ag is TP, we get Tr(X’) = 0, so that
X' can be written (up to some multiplicative constant)
as a difference of two density operators X' = p; — ps.
Therefore, for a non-divisible map we have
[(Larr @ Ae)(p1 = p2)lli > 0= [[(La41 ® As)(pr — p2)l1,

(S12)
and hence the inequality (SI1)) is violated, proving our
assertion that {A;};> is divisible, hence A, = V; sA,.

Thus, by (SII) we get for Tr(X’) = 0,

L (Larr © A)(X) 1 < 0. (513)
Hence 1441 ® V; s is a TP contraction on the subspace of
traceless operators in Im(1 441 ® Ag).

We next use this to show 1 ® V,  is a TP contraction
on all Im(1 ® A,) [S3].

Let YV € Im(1 ® Ay), ¥ =
B(H @ H). Then, similarly to

1 ® A )X
], consider

) with X €

A:=X-—Tr(X)|d+1)(d+1|®ps € B(H' ®@H), (S14)

where H’ is as above, and pg a density operator. Then A
is traceless, hence so is (1441 ®As)(A). Since Lg11 @V, 6
is a TP-contraction on the subspace of traceless operators
in Im(1441 ® Ag), we get

Q) < (Lo @ As)(A) -

Now X € B(H®H), and |d+1) is orthogonal to H, so X
and |d+1)(d+1|®pgs have orthogonal supports. Therefore
Y = (1441 @A) (X) and (1441 @ Ag)(Jd+1){d+ 1] ® ps)
have orthogonal supports too. Since A; is a CPTP map,

[(Lg41 ® Vi sA (S15)



A+(ps) is also a density operator. Hence we get

[(Lat1 @ Vi sAs) (D)1 = (T @ Ves) (V)]
+ | Te(X)]d + 1)(d + 1{ @ A(ps)
= [T @ Ve ) (V) + [Te(X))

and

(a1 @A) (A)[lr = [V ][x + [Tr(X)].

It follows from (S13)) that
[(Lar1 @ Vi) (V) = [(1 @ Vi sA) ()]l — [Tr(X))]

<T@ As) (A1 = [Tr(X))]
=Y,

10

which proves that 1441 ® V; s is a TP-contraction on
Im(1 ® As). Therefore, the theorem follows from The-
orems 3 and 4.
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