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Abstract. Purely multiplicative comparisons of quantum relative entropy are desir-

able but challenging to prove. We show such comparisons for relative entropies between

comparable densities, including the relative entropy of a density with respect to its sub-

algebraic restriction. These inequalities are asymptotically tight in approaching known,

tight inequalities as perturbation size approaches zero. Based on these results, we obtain

a kind of inequality known as quasi-factorization or approximate tensorization of rela-

tive entropy. Quasi-factorization lower bounds the sum of a density’s relative entropies

to several subalgebraic restrictions in terms of its relative entropy to their intersection’s

subalgebraic restriction. As applications, quasi-factorization implies uncertainty-like re-

lations, and with an iteration trick, it yields decay estimates of optimal asymptotic order

on mixing processes described by finite, connected, undirected graphs.

1. Introduction

As relative entropy is at the core of quantum information theory, bounds and compar-

isons often yield results across many operational contexts. General bounds on relative

entropy are however difficult to prove, as this quantity can be infinite and involves nonlin-

ear functions of noncommuting operators. A motivation for such inequalities is to derive a

strong form of decay estimate known as a modified logarithmic Sobolev inequality (MLSI)

for quantum Markov semigroups. Decay inequalities characterize decoherence, noise, ther-

mal relaxation, and related processes. To prove MLSI, however, requires inequalities that

are non-trivial for arbitrarily small relative entropies - any density-independent, addi-

tive constant that holds in general will cause the inequality to reduce to positivity when

involved relative entropies approach zero. In this paper, we derive asymptotically tight rel-

ative entropy inequalities without additive constants. We use these inequalities to prove a

tightening of the entropic uncertainty principle and asymptotically optimal MLSI inequal-

ities for processes described by finite graphs.

The strong subadditivity (SSA) of von Neumann entropy is a quintessential entropy in-

equality. SSA’s impacts range from quantum Shannon theory [1] to holographic spacetime

[2]. Lieb and Ruskai proved SSA in 1973 [3]. A later form by Petz in 1991 [4] gener-

alizes from subsystems to subalgebras. Let M be a von Neumann algebra and N be a

subalgebra. Associated with N is a unique conditional expectation EN that projects an
1

ar
X

iv
:1

91
2.

00
98

3v
6 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
8 

Ju
n 

20
22



2 NICHOLAS LARACUENTE

operator in M onto N . In tracial algebras, we denote by EN the unique conditional ex-

pectation fromM to N that is self-adjoint with respect to the trace. We call subalgebras

S, T ⊆ M a commuting square if ESET = ET ES = ES∩T , where ES∩T is the conditional

expectation onto their intersection. The Umegaki relative entropy for matrices is defined

by D(ρ‖σ) = tr(ρ(ln ρ− lnσ)) when supp(ρ) ⊆ supp(σ) and is infinite otherwise. In terms

of Umegaki’s relative entropy, SSA becomes:

Theorem 1.1 (Petz’s Conditional Expectation SSA). Let ES , ET be conditional expecta-

tions to subalgebras S, T ⊆M. If S and T form a commuting square, then for all densities

ρ,

D(ρ‖ES(ρ)) +D(ρ‖ET (ρ)) ≥ D(ρ‖ES∩T (ρ)) (1)

As noted in [5], theorem 1.1 implies SSA and an uncertainty relation for mutually

unbiased bases, joining these concepts. In [5], it is shown that the condition [ES , ET ] = 0

is necessary as well as sufficient for SSA in finite dimensions. That

D(ρ‖ES(ρ)) +D(ρ‖ET (ρ)) ≥ D(ρ‖ES∩T (ρ))− c (2)

can only hold for all ρ when [ES , ET ] 6= 0 if c > 0. When conditional expectations don’t

commute, there are nonetheless inequalities approximating strong subadditivity. Pertur-

bations of entropy and its inequalities often take additive forms [6, 7, 8, 9]. If entropies

are sufficiently small, then equation (2) becomes trivial and weaker than the statement

that the left hand side is non-negative. Multiplicative bounds on relative entropy exist

[10, 11, 12], but these are constrained by the infinite divergence of entropy relative to

states with smaller support.

The special case of D(ρ‖1̂/d), however, has range [0, ln d] on a system of dimension d.

More generally, for a doubly stochastic conditional expectation E , we refer to the function

on a density ρ given by D(ρ‖E(ρ)) as subalgebra-relative entropy. Having bounded range,

subalgebra-relative entropy may support much stronger inequalities than general relative

entropy. D(ρ‖1̂/d) is a special case of subalgebra-relative entropy, in which the algebra

is C1, that of the complex scalars. Subalgebra-relative entropy appears as measures of

resources such as quantum coherence [13] and reference frame asymmetry [14, 15, 16]. One

may write the conditional mutual information as D(ρ‖ES(ρ))+D(ρ‖ET (ρ))−D(ρ‖ES∩T (ρ))

for subsystem-restricted algebras S and T , which then applies to derived entanglement

measures [17, 18, 19]. Subalgebra-relative entropy is a natural measure of decoherence

from processes that are self-adjoint with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product

[20, 21]. The maximum subalgebra-relative entropy for a given conditional expectation

connects closely to the theory of subalgebra indices [22]. Hence subalgebra-relative entropy

is fundamental to quantum information, motivating inequalities on this form.
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More broadly, relative entropy should be comparable between densities that are compa-

rable up to constants in the Loewner order, where these constants determine the strength

of such comparisons. Again, there are simple ways to obtain bounds with additive correc-

tions of this form. Multiplicative comparisons are more challenging but more powerful in

many settings, especially when all of the relative entropies involved could be arbitrarily

small. As an example in Section 4.1, we show an uncertainty-like relation for incompatible

projective measurements that remains non-trivial even for states approaching complete

mixture. We contrast this with conventional entropic uncertainty relations, which usually

reduce to positivity of relative entropy in these circumstances.

The notion of quasi-factorization for classical entropies was introduced and shown in [23],

yielding a multiplicative generalization of strong subadditivity for non-commuting condi-

tional expectations. Several works consider quantum generalizations or related properties

in a variety of settings [24, 25, 26]. This form of inequality is also known as approximate

tensorization [27, 28] ∗, including a “strong” form that is fully multiplicative and a “weak”

form that includes an additive correction term. In this paper, we refer primarily to the

multiplicative form, which we generalize to any finite number of subalgebras:

Definition 1.2 (Multiplicative Quasi-factorization). Let {Ej : j ∈ 1...J ∈ N} be a set

of conditional expectations and E the conditional expectation to their intersection algebra.

We say that this set satisfies a strong quasi-factorization (SQF, or specifically (αj)-CSQF)

if ∑
j

αjD(ρ‖Ej(ρ)) ≥ D(ρ‖E(ρ)) .

for some (αj > 0)Jj=1. We say that it satisfies complete, strong quasi-factorization (CSQF)

if {Ej ⊗ 1̂} has SQF for any finite-dimensional extension by an auxiliary system, where 1̂

acts as the identity on that auxiliary system. When αj = αl for all l, j ∈ 1...J , we may

write α-(C)SQF.

The original version of this paper, [29, v1], showed such a bound for subalgebras with

scalar intersection. In that version, it was left as a conjecture that the dimension could

be replaced by a subalgebra index, the result generalized to arbitrary sets of subalgebras,

and the inequality made tensor-stable.

Later, a new technique developed by Gao and Rouzé [30] showed general, tensor-stable,

multiplicative quasi-factorization with constant determined by a subalgebra index C,

rather than the system’s dimension. Their result shows the existence of quasi-factorization

for all finite-dimensional quantum systems. Incorporating one of the techniques of that

∗We thank the authors of [28] for access to an early draft that considered such an inequality in parallel
with the writing of this manuscript. Their present version derives a comparable, multiplicative form in
some cases.
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result, we find a strengthened quasi-factorization that is asymptotically tight in the fol-

lowing sense: for a pair of conditional expectations E1, E2 with intersection conditional

expectation E such that ‖E1E2 − E‖3 → 0, our bound approaches strong subadditivity.

Our results have an asymptotic α ∼ O(lnC) dependence on the index for large C, im-

proving on the asymptotic dependence from preceding versions of [30]. We find a strong,

complete quasi-factorization like that in [30], which also has asymptotic tightness like

in [28] or [29, v1], and logarithmic index scaling like that in [29, v1]. Furthermore, we

explicitly show this for any finite number of conditional expectations.

Decay and decoherence are some of the most vexing challenges to quantum technology.

We say that a semigroup (Φt)∞t=0 with fixed point conditional expectation Φ∞ has MLSI

with constant λ (λ-MLSI) if for all t ∈ R+,

D(Φt(ρ)‖Φ∞(ρ)) ≤ exp(−λt)D(ρ‖Φ∞(ρ)) .

MLSIs were introduced for classical systems in [31, 32] and for quantum systems in [33],

then recalled in [34]. MLSI was inspired by the earlier notion of the logarithmic Sobelev

inequality [35, 36], which does not hold as generally [20]. As defined in [21], a semigroup

has λ-CMLSI if for all extensions by an auxiliary system B and joint densities ρ on the

original system and B,

D((Φt ⊗ 1̂B)(ρ)‖(Φ∞ ⊗ 1̂B)(ρ)) ≤ exp(−λt)D(ρ‖(Φ∞ ⊗ 1̂B)(ρ)) .

As a primary application, (C)SQF allows us to derive concrete (C)MLSI constants for

quantum Markov semigroups. These do not follow from additive perturbations of strong

subadditivity such as Equation (2). It is shown in [37] that CMLSI upper bounds capacities

of quantum channels, which are famously difficult to calculate due to superadditivity and

hardness of numerics for high-dimensional quantum entropies. Furthermore, we note in

that work that CMLSI implies tensor-stable decoherence time estimates, an important

problem for quantum computing and memory.

The culminating result of this paper, Theorem 1.8, derives CMLSI for semigroups de-

scribed by finite, undirected graphs as represented on a basis in Hilbert space. This

Theorem addresses an open problem, [21, Remark 7.5]. This example illustrates a broader

principle known as transference, in which bounds on mixing rates of classical channels

imply relative entropy decay rate bounds for quantum channels with related structure.

Transference is used previously in [21, 37]. This current work extends the idea to imply

tensor-stable relative entropy inequalities based on order inequalities from classical vector

spaces. The same principle applies to channels constructed from finite subgroups of the

unitary group.
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1.1. Primary Contributions. A quantum channel is a completely positive, trace-preserving

map. By E we may denote a channel or a conditional expectation. By Eσ, Eσ∗ we respec-

tively denote a conditional expectation weighted by state σ as in Section 3 and its predual

with respect to the trace. We write EN ,σ and EN ,σ∗ for a weighted conditional expectation

to subalgebra N in order to explicitly emphasize the subalgebra. By D(·‖·) we denote

the relative entropy and by H(·) the von Neumann entropy. By 1̂ we denote the iden-

tity matrix. For systems A,B,C, ... or von Neumann algebras M,N , ... we denote by

|A| or |M| the dimension. The subsystem entropy is denoted H(A)ρ := H(ρA), where

ρA denotes the restriction to subsystem A of a multipartite state ρ on A ⊗ B ⊗ C ⊗ ....
The state 1̂/|A| or 1̂/|M| is the respective complete mixture on A or M. For a pair of

densities ρ, σ, we use ρ ≥ σ (respective ≤, >, <) to denote the Loewner order. For a pair

of channels Φ,Ψ, we write Φ ≥ Ψ if Φ(ρ) ≥ Ψ(ρ) for all input densities ρ, and Φ ≥cp Ψ

if (Φ ⊗ 1̂B) ≥ (Ψ ⊗ 1̂B) for all extensions via an auxiliary system B. All results of this

paper assume finite-dimensional densities. Entropies should be read as using the natural

logarithm, though when an inequality multiplicatively relates entropies to other entropies

and logarithm-containing quantities, the inequality holds as long as the same base is taken

for all logarithms.

As Proposition 2.2, we prove that for any densities ρ, σ of the same dimension such that

ρ � σ (ρ majorizes σ) and any ζ ∈ [0, 1],

D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζσ) ≥ D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζρ) .

Combining Proposition 2.2 with estimates of the derivatives of relative entropy with respect

to complete mixture and the iteration technique of Section 3, we obtain a multiplicative

bound on relative entropy to complete mixture as Theorem 2.5:

D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζσ) ≥ (1− a)D(ρ‖1̂/d)

for any a ∈ [0, 1], b ∈ (0, 1), and ζ ≤ amin{(1−b)/(d+a(1−b)+1), b/((1−ab)d+ab+1)}.
This result as asymptotically tight in that we may take a→ 1 as ζ → 0.

In section 2.2, we use the functional calculus as in [30] to generalize the relative entropy

comparisons of Section 2.1 from complete mixture to arbitrary conditional expectations.

Rather than directly using the integral form of relative entropy for desired inequalities

as in [30], we use similar techniques to derive a perturbation result comparing relative

entropy of related densities. This perturbative result, Theorem 1.3, is reminiscent of the

triangle inequality for norms, allowing one to upper bound D(ρ‖(1 − ζ)σ + ζη) in terms

of D(ρ‖σ) and D(ρ‖η). Indeed, the primary idea of this proof is that by comparing the

relative entropy to a weighted 2-norm, we may transfer the triangle inequality from the

norm to entropy up to some constant factors.
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Theorem 1.3 (Triangle-like Relative Entropy Comparison). Let ρ, σ, ω be densities such

that (1 − ζ)σ ≤ ω ≤ (1 + ζ(c − 1))σ for constants ζ ∈ (0, 1) and c ≥ 1. Let η :=

(ω − (1 − ζ)σ)/ζ, so that ω = ζη + (1 − ζ)σ. Assume that ρ ∈ supp(σ). Then η is a

density,

(1− ζ)2D(ρ‖σ) ≤ (1 + ζc+ ζ2(c− 1))D(ρ‖ω) + ζ(1 + ζ)cD(ρ‖η), and

(1− 4ζ − ζ2)D(ρ‖σ) ≤ (1 + ζc+ 2ζ2(c− 1))D(ρ‖ω) + 2ζ(1 + ζ)
(c− 1)2

c(ln c− 1) + 1
D(η‖σ) .

Theorem 1.3 is asymptotically tight in approaching the equality D(ρ‖σ) = D(ρ‖ω) as

ζ → 0. When D(ρ‖σ) ≥ D(η‖σ), and the Theorem’s conditions are satisfied,(
1− 2ζ(1 + ζ)

(c− 1)2

c(ln c− 1) + 1
− 4ζ − ζ2

)
D(ρ‖σ) ≤ (1 + ζc+ 2ζ2(c− 1))D(ρ‖ω) .

Theorem 1.3’s connection to quasi-factorization and subalgebra-relative entropy is appar-

ent via Corollary 2.15: for any density ρ, quantum channels E ,Φ such that ΦE = E , and

constants ζ ∈ (0, 1), c ≥ 1 such that (1− ζ)E(ρ) + ζΦ(ρ) ≤ (1 + ζ(c− 1))E(ρ),

D(ρ‖(1− ζ)E(ρ) + ζΦ(ρ)) ≥ βc,ζD(ρ‖E(ρ)) such that βc,ζ = 1−O(cζ) .

As with the Theorem, Corollary 2.15 is asymptotically tight in that βc,ζ → 1 as ζ → 0.

The more commonly stated criterion,

(1− ε)E ≤cp Φ ≤cp (1 + ε)E , (3)

implies the conditions of Corollary 2.15 with ζ = ε, c = 2. Conversely, we show as

Proposition 2.14 that with additional assumptions, D(ρ‖Φ(ρ)) can be upper bounded in

terms of D(ρ‖E(ρ)).

Combining Corollary 2.15 with the iterative technique of Section 3 forms the base of a

quasi-factorization result:

Theorem 1.4 (Quasi-factorization). † Let {(Nj, Ej∗) : j = 1...J ∈ N,Nj ⊆ M} be a set

of J ∈ N von Neumann algebras and associated (predual) conditional expectations within

von Neumann algebra M and weighted respectively by densities (σj). Let E be a channel

such that EEj∗ = Ej∗E = E for each Ej∗.
Let S = ∪m∈N{1...J}⊗m be the set of finite sequences of indices. For any s ∈ S, let Es

denote the composition Ej1∗...Ejm∗ for s = (j1, ..., jm). Let µ : S → [0, 1] be a probability

†After a version of Theorem 1.4 appeared in v3 of this paper, [30] added comparable results (theorems
5.3 & 5.4, corollary 5.5 in that paper). Nonetheless, the techniques of our Section 3 originally appeared
in v1 of this paper. It is these techniques that yield both the logarithmic dependence on c described in
Remark 1.5 and the extension from two to many conditional expectations. Furthermore, Theorem 1.4
has the advantage of approaching strong subadditivity in the appropriate commuting square limits while
yielding a logarithmic (or no) index dependence otherwise.
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measure on S and kj,s upper bound the number of times Ej∗ appears in each sequence s. If

(1− ζ)E ≤cp
∑
s∈S

µ(s)Es ≤cp (1 + ζ(c− 1))E , (4)

then E is a projection, and for βc,ζ given in Corollary 2.15 and all input densities ρ

(including those with arbitrary extensions to auxiliary systems),∑
s∈S

µ(s)
∑
j

ks,jD(ρ‖Ej∗(ρ)) ≥ βc,ζD(ρ‖E(ρ)) .

Recall the subalgebra indices

C(M : N ) = inf{c > 0|ρ ≤ cEN (ρ)∀ρ ∈M∗}
Ccb(M : N ) = sup

n∈N
C(M⊗Mn : N ⊗Mn) (5)

as considered in [22, 30] and originally by Pimsner and Popa [38] as a finite-dimensional

analog of the Jones index [39]. When E is the (doubly stochastic) conditional expectation

fromM to N , and Φ is a channel that leaves N invariant, ρ,Φ(ρ) ≤ C(M : N )E(ρ), and

the bound holds up to arbitrary extensions with Ccb(M : N ) replacing C(M : N ). As

Corollary 3.5, we show explicitly index-based bounds following Theorem 1.4. Furthermore,

this Corollary shows how to obtain an α-(C)SQF constant scaling logarithmically with the

index.

Though c can be upper bounded by the index as in Corollary 3.5, sometimes there is a

better upper bound based on specific knowledge of the channels involved. As explained in

Section 4.2, Theorems 1.3 and 1.4 are naturally strong in contexts reminiscent of trans-

ference, an idea present in [8, 21, 40, 37]. Transference may compare quantum channels

through analogous classical channels. When several quantum channels are weighted aver-

ages of the same unitary conjugations, we may often derive Loewner order inequalities by

studying how operations and compositions affect the weights. These inequalities naturally

map to the conditions of Theorems 1.3 and 1.4.

Though it might not be obvious that all sets of subalgebras satisfy equation (4) for some

finite k and ζ > 0, Proposition 2.16 shows that when the operator norm distance between

a unital channel Φ and a conditional expectation E acting on half a Bell pair is sufficiently

small, and EΦ = E , Φ must be a convex combination of E with another channel Ψ such

that EΨ = E . As shown in [41], it is always possible to find a convex combination of chains

of conditional expectations from a finite set that approaches the conditional expectation

to their intersection. Hence:

Remark 1.5. For any set of finite-dimensional, doubly-stochastic conditional expectations

{Ej}Jj=1, a quasi-factorization inequality in the form of Theorem 1.4 holds.
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Quasi-factorization is asymptotically tight. In particular, consider a set of continuously

parameterized (predual) conditional expectations E (θ)
1∗ , ..., E

(θ)
J∗ with intersection conditional

expectation E. If E (θ)
1∗ ...E

(θ)
J∗ (ρ)→ E(ρ) in diamond norm for all input densities ρ as θ → 0,

then {Ej} has αθ-(C)SQF with αθ → 1. When J = 2, such an arrangement approaches

strong subadditivity as the conditional expectations approach a commuting square. Propo-

sition 2.16 and Theorem 1.4 yield a concrete continuity bound on the convergence rate.

As a primary application, quasi-factorization allows us to combine MLSI estimates. Let

Φt be a family of quantum channels in dimension d parameterized by t ∈ R+, such that

Φs ◦ Φt = Φs+t for all s, t ∈ R+. This family of channels is thereby a semigroup under

composition, and there exists a Lindbladian generator given by L = limt→0(1̂ − Φt) such

that Φt = e−tL. As introduced , we say that L has λ-MLSI if for any input density ρ,

D(Φt(ρ)‖Φ∞(ρ)) ≤ e−λtD(ρ‖Φ∞(ρ)) . (6)

A Lindbladian L has λ-CMLSI (complete, modified logarithmic Sobolev inequality) if for

any bipartite density ρAB,

D((Φt ⊗ 1̂B)(ρ)‖(Φ∞ ⊗ 1̂B)(ρ)) ≤ e−λtD(ρ‖(Φ∞ ⊗ 1̂B)(ρ)) . (7)

We (re)prove:

Proposition 1.6. Let {Φt
j : j ∈ 1...J ∈ N} be self-adjoint quantum Markov semigroups

such that Φt
j = exp(−Ljt) with fixed point conditional expectation Ej∗ = limt→∞Φt

j for each

j weighted respectively by (σj). Let Eσ∗ be the weighted intersection fixed point conditional

expectation, assuming Ej∗ are compatibly weighted so that it exists. Let Φt be the semigroup

generated by L =
∑

j αjLj + L0, where L0 generates Φt
0 such that Φt

0Eσ∗ = Eσ∗Φt
0 = Eσ∗.

If {Φt
j} has {αj}-(C)SQF, and Φt

j has λ-(C)MLSI for each j, then Φt has λ-(C)MLSI.

Proposition 1.6 is not surprising, and the historical use of quasi-factorization in proving

modified log Sobolev inequalities relies on essentially equivalent results. A simple proof of

results like Proposition 1.6 with Φ0 = 1̂ emerges from the Fisher information formulation

of MLSI detailed in [21], as the Fisher information of a sum of Lindbladians is equal to

the sum of their respective Fisher informations. An alternate form of proof appears in

Appendix A. Proposition 1.6 can also be useful when conditional expectations do commute,

in which case quasi-factorization reduces to SSA. When multiple subsets of constituent

conditional expectations lead to the same intersection algebra, α < 1 is possible. The use

of bipartite quasi-factorization to prove MLSI appears in [28] and [42], so similar methods

exist in the literature.

Remark 1.7. As shown in [28, Section 3.2], one can convert (C)SQF inequalities from

the doubly stochastic setting to non-trivially weighted conditional expectations. The results

of [43] compare (C)MLSI constants of Lindbladians with non-tracial invariant states to
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those with tracial invariant states, and the methods therein underlie the comparison in [28,

Section 3.2]. One may also use Lemma 2.14 together with Theorem 2.5 or 1.3 similarly.

We demonstrate uses of quasi-factorization in two primary examples. First, we show

asymptotically tight, uncertainty-like relations for pairs of measurement bases. In par-

ticular, when A is a d-dimensional subsystem of bipartite system AB with respective

matrix algebras A and B, and S, T ⊆ A correspond respectively to measurement bases

{|iS〉 : i = 1...d} and {|iT 〉 : i = 1...d} such that ξ = mini,j | 〈iS|jT 〉 |2 > 0, quasi-

factorization implies that

H(ES⊗B(ρ)) +H(ET ⊗B(ρ)) ≥ 2H(ρ) +
βd,ε

dln1−dξ εe
(ln d+H(B)ρ −H(ρ))

for any ε ≤ 1 − dξ, where βd,ε is as in Corollary 2.15. This form of inequality, detailed

in Subsection 4.1, strengthens the usual, entropic uncertainty principle for highly mixed

states. More broadly, quasi-factorization yields uncertainty-like inequalities between rela-

tive entropies to the invariant subalgebras of finite groups.

Second we use quasi-factorization to show new entropy inequalities and decay estimates

for mixing channels described by finite groups and graphs. As detailed in Subsection 4.3,

a finite, undirected graph G with n vertices can be represented on n-dimensional densities

by conditional expectations given by

Ei,j(ρ) =
1

2
( |i〉 〈i| ρ |i〉 〈i|+ |j〉 〈j| ρ |j〉 〈j|+ |i〉 〈j| ρ |j〉 〈i|+ |j〉 〈i| ρ |i〉 〈j|)

+
(∑

l

|l〉〈l|
)
ρ
(∑

r

|r〉〈r|
) (8)

for each pair (i, j) in G’s edges. Using big-Ω notation to denote asymptotic order:

Theorem 1.8. Let an m-regular, connected graph with n vertices G have subleading nor-

malized adjacency matrix eigenvalue (also known as spectral gap) γ as defined in Theorem

4.3. Consider the conditional expectations of Equation (8) possibly in tensor product with

an arbitrary, finite-dimensional auxiliary system. Let EG denote the conditional expecta-

tion to the invariant subspace of these for all i, j. Then∑
(i,j)∈E

D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ)) ≥ Ω
( ln(1/γ)

lnn

)
D(ρ‖EG(ρ)) .

This inequality is stable under tensor extensions by auxiliary systems. The Lindbladian

LG(ρ) :=
∑

(i,j)∈E

(ρ− Ei,j(ρ))

has CMLSI with the same constant.

The technical version of Theorem 1.8 appears as Theorem 4.8.
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Remark 1.9. Let LG be the degree-normalized Laplacian matrix corresponding to a finite,

connected, undirected graph G with n vertices, and let LG be the Lindbladian as constructed

in Theorem 1.8. LG generates a semigroup on ln1 . For any probability vector ~p ∈ ln1 , let

density ρ ∈ Sn1 be such that ~p = diag(ρ), L(~p) = diag(LG(ρ)), and diag : Sn1 → ln1 denotes

restriction to the diagonal. Furthermore, if a density ρ̃ ∈ Sn1 ⊗B has the partially diagonal

form

ρ̃ =
∑
x∈1...n

px|x〉〈x| ⊗ ρBx ,

so will (L ⊗ 1̂B)(ρ) for any finite-dimensional extension B, so restriction to the diagonal

remains bijective. In this way, Theorem 1.8 bounds CMLSI constants for finite graphs in

a sense compatible with that of [44, 21, 40]. A similar argument holds for finite groups.

Theorem 1.8 answers a problem left open by [21, Remark 7.5], showing that the fastest,

regular expander graphs have CMLSI with constant no worse than one over logarithmic

in n, in line with expectations based on classical mixing times of expanders and classical

MLSI [45]. It also yields expected decay times for cyclic graphs. For any graph with γ(n)

constant in n, Theorem 1.8 shows convergence in O(lnγ(n)(1/n)) time. This convergence

time is believed to be of optimal asymptotic order in n, matching the best classical bounds

in known cases.

Subsection 2.1 proves Theorem 2.5, a special case of the more general Theorem 1.3

proven in Subsection 2.2. Section 3 proves Theorem 1.4. Section 4 describes applications

that use quasi-factorization to tighten entropic uncertainty relations and to derive new

inequalities on graphs and groups. Section 5 concludes with some open problems.

2. Multiplicative Perturbations of Relative Entropy

Since relative entropy is biconvex,

D(ρ‖(1− ζ)ω + ζσ) ≤ (1− ζ)D(ρ‖ω) + ζD(ρ‖σ)

for any densities ρ, ω, σ and ζ ∈ [0, 1]. In the other direction, there are examples of

densities ρ, ω, σ for which D(ρ‖(1− ζ)ω + ζσ) = 0, but

D(ρ‖ω), D(ρ‖σ) > 0 .

Similarly, it is possible that D(ρ‖(1 − ζ)ω + ζσ) is finite when D(ρ‖ω) or D(ρ‖σ) is

infinite. Hence in full generality, there is no way to multiplicatively restrict the extent of

non-concavity of relative entropy.
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In Subsection 2.1, we show that when ω = 1̂/d, and ρ majorizes σ, there is a multiplica-

tively adjusted form of concavity-like relation. Recall that ρ majorizes σ if
n∑
i=1

ρi ≥
n∑
i=1

σi for any n ∈ 1...d ,

where (ρi)
d
i=1 and (σi)

d
i=1 are the respective eigenvalues of ρ and σ in non-increasing order.

In Subsection 2.2, we show an analogous bound when ω = E(ρ) and σ = Φ(ρ) for channels

Φ and E under certain conditions. These conditions are satisfied when E is a conditional

expectation to an invariant subspace of Φ.

2.1. Perturbation of Relative Entropy to Complete Mixture. If we restrict to

ω = 1̂/d, then D(ρ‖(1−ζ)1̂/d+ζσ) and D(ρ‖1̂/d) are both finite for any ζ ∈ [0, 1). These

conditions are still insufficient to lower bound D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζσ) in terms of D(ρ‖1̂/d).

We may for instance take σ pure, and ρ = (1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζσ. The final condition we add is

that ρ majorizes σ (ρ � σ), in which case we obtain Theorem 2.5.

The results of this subsection precede [30] and use a different approach from that of

section 2.2. Many of the results herein are subsumed by results of that section at least up to

constants. Nonetheless, we include this subsection as illustrative of a more computationally

inspired line of proof. Furthermore, this method yields intermediate results of potentially

independent interest and gives more intuition for the subsequent generalization.

Lemma 2.1 (Flattening). Let ρ, ω be simultaneously diagonalizable densities of dimension

d. Let i 6= j ∈ 1...d such that ρi ≥ ρj, and ρiωj ≥ ρjωi. Let ωi ≥ δ > 0. Let ω → ω̃ under

the replacement ωi → ω̃i = ωi − δ, ωj → ω̃j = ωj + δ. Then D(ρ‖ω) ≤ D(ρ‖ω̃).

Proof. For any a > b ∈ R+, (a − b)/a ≤ ln a − ln b ≤ (a − b)/b, as one can verify from

(d/dx)(lnx) = 1/x. Hence

D(ρ‖ω̃)−D(ρ‖ω) = ρi(lnωi − ln(ωi − δ)) + ρj(lnωj − ln(ωj + δ))

≥ (ρi/ωi − ρj/ωj)δ ≥ 0 .

Proposition 2.2. Let ρ and σ be two densities such that ρ � σ (ρ majorizes σ), and

ζ ∈ [0, 1]. Then

D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζσ) ≥ D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζρ) .

Proof. The main idea of this proof is that if ρ � σ, then flattening ρ until it becomes σ

only increases the value of D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζρ). First,

D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζσ) ≥ D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζE〈ρ〉(σ)) ,



12 NICHOLAS LARACUENTE

Figure 1. Visualization of a cascading redistribution, which converts
the distribution on the top-left to that on the bottom-right. Here we vi-
sualize a density on Hilbert space dimension d = 5. Each subfigure
represents a density, where each block corresponds to a unit of proba-
bility equal to 0.1, and densities should be read from left to right start-
ing with |0〉〈0|. The starting, top-left configuration corresponds to the
density ρ = 0.5|0〉〈0| + 0.3|1〉〈1| + 0.1|2〉〈2| + 0.1|3〉〈3|. In the top
row, probability is redistributed from the largest component to smaller
components as in the algorithm from Proposition 2.2, yielding the den-
sity 0.3|0〉〈0| + 0.3|1〉〈1| + 0.2|2〉〈2| + 0.2|3〉〈3|. The red blocks high-
light the redistributed units of probability. In the bottom row, the al-
gorithm continues, now subtracting from the |1〉〈1| component and
adding to |4〉〈4|. The ending configuration corresponds to the density
σ = 0.3|0〉〈0|+ 0.2|1〉〈1|+ 0.2|2〉〈2|+ 0.2|3〉〈3|+ 0.1|4〉〈4|.

by data processing under E〈ρ〉, the conditional expectation onto the subalgebra generated

by ρ. It is obvious that E〈ρ〉(ρ) = ρ and that E〈ρ〉(σ) commutes with ρ. We hence assume

for the rest of the proof that that [ρ, σ] = 0. Let ρζ = (1 − ζ)1̂/d + ζρ, and define

σζ analogously. Let ~ρζ and ~σζ be d-dimensional vectors of the eigenvalues of ρζ and σζ

respectively, each in non-increasing order.

Let ~ω = ~ρζ . We alter ~ω via a cascading probability redistribution procedure consisting

of the following steps, which transform it into a copy of ~σζ :

(1) Start with the index i set to 1.

(2) Let ∆ = ~ωi − ~σζi . If ∆ ≤ 0, then continue to step (3). If ∆ > 0, then

(a) Subtract ∆ from ~ωi. Let j = i+ 1.
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(b) If ~ωj < ~σζj , then let δ = min{∆, ~σζj − ~ωj}. Add δ to ~ωj and subtract it from

∆.

(c) If ∆ = 0 (which must happen at or before j = d for normalized densities), go

to step (3). Otherwise, increment j → j + 1, and return to substep (2b).

(3) If i < d, increment i → i + 1 and return to step (2). Otherwise, the procedure is

done.

See Figure 1. Since this procedure only subtracts from larger eigenvalues and adds to

smaller ones, we apply Lemma 2.1 at each step that transfers probability mass from one

index to another. If ~ρi ≥ ~ρj, then ~ρi/~ρ
ζ
i ≥ ~ρj/~ρ

ζ
j . Furthermore, if ~ρi ≥ ~ρj for any i and

j, then it is always the case that ~ωi ≤ ~ρζi even as ~ω changes throughout the algorithm,

since we move probability mass out of ~ωi and into ~ωj ≥ ~ρζj . Hence ~ρi/~ρj ≥ ~ωi/~ωj for all

i and j such that ~ρi ≥ ~ρj. Since each step of the flattening algorithm can only increase

the relative entropy via Lemma 2.1, D(ρ‖ρζ) = D(~ρ‖~ρζ) ≤ D(~ρ‖~σζ). Finally, using the

simultaneous diagonalizability of ρ and σ, it is easy to see that D(~ρ‖~σζ) ≤ D(ρ‖σζ).

Lemma 2.3. Let b ≥ 0, and a ∈ [0, 1]. Then for ζ ≤ a/(1 + b),

a ln(1 + b) ≥ ln(1 + ζb) .

Proof. We exponentiate both sides and solve

(1 + b)a ≥ 1 + ζb ,

yielding

ζ ≤ (1 + b)a − 1

b
.

We then estimate

(1 + b)a − 1

b
=

(1 + b)1+a − 1− b
b(1 + b)

≥ 1 + (1 + a)b− 1− b
b(1 + b)

=
a

1 + b

by Bernoulli’s inequality.

Lemma 2.4. Let ρ be given in a diagonal basis by (ρi)
n
i=1, where n is the dimension of

the system. Let a, β ∈ (0, 1), i, j ∈ 1...n such that ρi ≥ 1/n ≥ ρj, and let ζ ∈ R+ such that

0 < ζ ≤ amin
{ 1− β
n+ a(1− β) + 1

,
β

(1− aβ)n+ aβ + 1

}
.

If ρj > 0, then ( ∂

∂ρi
− ∂

∂ρj

)
tr(ρ(a ln(nρ)− ln((1− ζ)1̂ + ζnρ))) ≥ 0 .

If ρj = 0, then letting ρ̃ = ρ− ε̂i+ εĵ,

tr(ρ(a ln(nρ̃)− ln((1− ζ)1̂ + ζnρ̃))) > tr(ρ(a ln(nρ)− ln((1− ζ)1̂ + ζnρ)))
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for sufficiently small ε, where î and ĵ denote the rank 1 unit densities according to the

respective ith and jth basis vectors in the chosen diagonal basis of ρ.

Since the proof of Lemma 2.4 is technical and the Lemma a more specific alternative to

methods in section 2.2, we defer proof to Appendix A.

Theorem 2.5. Given two densities ρ, σ in dimension d such that ρ � σ (ρ majorizes σ),

D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζσ) ≥ (1− a)D(ρ‖1̂/d)

for any a ∈ [0, 1], b ∈ (0, 1) and

ζ ≤ amin
{ 1− b
d+ a(1− b) + 1

,
b

(1− ab)d+ ab+ 1

}
.

Proof. Let n be the dimension of ρ, since d may be confused with a derivative. The goal

is to show that given some a ∈ [0, 1] and densities ρ, σ such that ρ � σ,

D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/n+ ζσ)− (1− a)D(ρ‖1̂/n) ≥ 0

for an appropriate value of ζ ∈ [0, 1]. We apply Lemma 2.2 to replace σ by ρ. For any

states ρ and ω,

D(nρ‖nω) = tr((nρ)(ln ρ+ lnn− lnω − lnn)) = nD(ρ‖ω) .

Hence it is sufficient to prove that

D(nρ‖(1− ζ)1̂ + ζnρ)− (1− a)D(nρ‖1̂) ≥ 0 , (9)

which expands as

... = n tr(ρ(a ln(nρ)− ln((1− ζ)1̂ + ζnρ))) ≥ 0 .

The main insight behind this proof is Lemma 2.4. If ρ = 1̂/n, then both terms are 0, and

the proof is trivially complete. If ρ 6= 1̂/n, then the total probability mass above 1̂/n must

equal that below 1̂/n to maintain normalization. Hence we apply Lemma 2.4 to successive

pairs of i, j such that ρi ≥ 1/n ≥ ρj, flattening ρ until we transform the second argument

of the relative entropy in Equation (9) from (1 − ζ)1̂ + ζnρ to 1̂ without increasing the

relative entropy.

We may optimize a and b in Theorem 2.5 for given values of d and ζ. If we wish to

avoid optimization, b = 1/2 is a reasonable value, and one may use the calculated bound

of Corollary 2.6. We further see from this Corollary that 2.5 is asymptotically tight: as

ζ → 0 for fixed d,we may choose a and b such that (1− a) → 1. Theorem 2.5 relies on a

comparison using telescopic relative entropy as introduced in [46].
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Corollary 2.6. Given a ∈ [0, 1] and two densities ρ, σ in dimension d such that ρ � σ (ρ

majorizes σ),

D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζσ)−
(

1− 32(d+ 1)ζ

15 + (7d− 24)ζ

)
D(ρ‖1̂/d) ≥ 0

is achieved whenever

ζ <
15

25d+ 56
.

With ζ → 0 as d is held fixed, we see that this expression is asymptotically tight. We may

choose a = 1− 1/d and

ζ ≤ 15d− 1

32d2 − 7d2 + 7d+ 32d+ 24d− 24
=

15d− 1

25d2 + 63d− 24

or a = 1/2 and

ζ ≤ 15

57d+ 88
.

The proof of this Corollary is contained in Appendix A. The proof is essentially a basic

calculation with linear approximations.

Remark 2.7. For a bipartite classical-quantum state ρXB with classical system X, ρ =∑
x px~ex ⊗ ρBx , where ~ex is a classical basis vector. One can thereby expand D(ρ‖E(ρ)) =∑
x∈X pxD(ρx‖E(ρx)). Hence Theorem 2.5 may include classical auxiliary systems.

2.2. Perturbation of Relative Entropy to a Subalgebra. The primary result of this

section is the proof of Theorem 1.3, generalizing and strengthening Theorem 2.5 using the

methods of [30]. For this proof, we recall 4 useful results of [30] and preceding works.

First, as noted in [21] or inferred from the form of weighted inner product constructed in

[47, 48]:

Lemma 2.8 (Inverse-Weighted Norm). The function

‖X‖ρ−1 :=

√∫ ∞
0

tr(X†(ρ+ r)−1X(ρ+ r)−1)dr

is a norm for strictly positive ρ on spaces with finite trace and Hilbert-Schmidt norm.

Though knowing how ‖X‖ρ−1 is induced by an inner product is in principle sufficient to

deduce geometrically that it must be a norm, we here give an elementary proof:

Proof. Let

Γ−αρ,r (X) = (ρ+ r)−αX(ρ+ r)−α

as a more parameterized version of Γ−1 as in [30]. Then as in [30],

‖X‖2
ρ−1 =

∫ ∞
0

〈X,Γ−1
r,ρ(X)〉 dr =

∫
tr(X†(ρ+ r)−1X(ρ+ r)−1)dr .
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Via the cyclic property of the trace,

‖X‖2
ρ−1 =

∫
〈Γ−1/2

r,ρ (X),Γ−1/2
r,ρ (X)〉 dr =

∫
‖Γ−1/2

r,ρ (X)‖2
2dr ,

where ‖·‖2 is the usual Schatten or Hilbert-Schmidt 2-norm. This is already enough to show

positivity. By inspecting the form of Γ
−1/2
r,ρ (X), we can also see that ‖aX‖ρ−1 = |a|‖X‖ρ−1

for all a ∈ C, and that ‖X‖2
ρ−1 = 0 ⇐⇒ X = 0̂, the zero matrix. Expanding and using

the triangle inequality for the Schatten 2-norm,

‖X + Y ‖2
ρ−1 = ‖X‖2

ρ−1 + ‖Y ‖2
ρ−1 + 2

∫
‖Γ−1/2

r,ρ (X)‖2‖Γ−1/2
r,ρ (Y )‖2dr .

Proving the triangle inequality for the weighted norm then reduces to showing that∫
‖Γ−1/2

r,ρ (X)‖2‖Γ−1/2
r,ρ (Y )‖2dr ≤

√(∫
‖Γ−1/2

s,ρ (X)‖2
2ds
)(∫

‖Γ−1/2
r,ρ (Y )‖2

2dr
)
.

The Hilbert-Schmidt norms involved are obviously positive, and they are square integrable

for strictly positive ρ. Hence we may interpret these norms as the absolute values of

complex-valued, strictly positive functions of r. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality finishes

the proof.

Shown explicitly as [30, Lemma 1] and implicit from Lemma 2.8 or from the methods

of [43] is a comparison property for inverse-weighted norms:

Lemma 2.9. For any positive operator ρ, strictly positive σ, and c ∈ R+ such that ρ ≤ cσ,

‖X‖2
σ−1 ≤ c‖X‖2

ρ−1.

Though the following Lemma appears in [30], it follows directly from taking a well-

known integral representation of the second derivative of relative entropy D((ρ, σ)t‖σ)

with respect to t, where (ρ, σ)t is defined in the Lemma:

Lemma 2.10. Let (ρ, σ)t = (1− t)σ + tρ for t ∈ [0, 1], and ρ ∈ supp(σ). Then

D(ρ‖σ) =

∫ 1

0

∫ s

0

‖ρ− σ‖2
ρ−1
t
dtds

We also use the following “key” Lemma of [30]:

Lemma 2.11 (Lemma 2 from [30]). Let ρ ≤ cσ for c > 0 and strictly positive densities ρ

and σ. Then
c(ln c− 1) + 1

(c− 1)2
‖ρ− σ‖2

σ−1 ≤ D(ρ‖σ) ≤ ‖ρ− σ‖2
σ−1 .

We make the simple observation:
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Remark 2.12. For any pair of bounded, non-negative, Riemann integrable scalar functions

f(t), g(t) and any s > 0, ∫ s

0

f(t)g(t)dt ≤ 1

2

∫ s

0

(f 2(t) + g2(t))dt .

This inequality follows from the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means.

Finally, we will often use a well-known continuity argument to bypass the assumption

of strict positivity:

Remark 2.13. For all densities ρ and σ, D(ρ‖σ) = D(PρρPρ‖PρσPρ), where Pρ is the

projection to the support of ρ. Hence without loss of generality, we may restrict to the

support of ρ, on which ρ is strictly positive. Since D(ρ‖σ) is finite if and only if the

support of ρ is contained in that of σ, we may assume it is finite if and only if PρρPρ and

PρσPρ are both strictly positive.

Using these known results, we derive the new results in the rest of this Subsection.

Proposition 2.14. Let E ,Φ be quantum channels and ρ be a density such that κE(ρ) ≤
Φ(ρ) ≤ cE(ρ), and ρ ≤ cE(ρ) for some κ, c > 0. Assume that D(Φ(ρ)‖E(ρ)) ≤ D(ρ‖E(ρ)) <

∞. Then

D(ρ‖Φ(ρ)) ≤ a(c− 1)2

κ(c(ln c− 1) + 1)
D(ρ‖E(ρ))

for constant a. In general, a ≤ 4. If Φ = (1 − b)E + bΦ̃ for some b ∈ [0, 1] and Φ̃ such

that Φ̃E = E, then we may improve the constant to a = 1 + 2
√
b+ b.

Proof. Since ρ and E are order-comparable, ρ 6∈ supp(Φ(ρ)) if and only if ρ 6∈ supp(E(ρ)).

If these conditions hold, then both sides of the inequality are infinite.

Otherwise, by Lemma 2.11, D(ρ‖Φ(ρ)) ≤ ‖ρ − Φ(ρ)‖2
Φ(ρ)−1 . Since E(ρ) ≤ κ−1Φ(ρ),

‖ρ − Φ(ρ)‖2
Φ(ρ)−1 ≤ κ−1‖ρ − Φ(ρ)‖2

E(ρ)−1 using Lemma 2.9. By the triangle inequality

(shown by Lemma 2.8),

‖ρ− Φ(ρ)‖E(ρ)−1 ≤ ‖ρ− E(ρ)‖E(ρ)−1 + ‖E(ρ)− Φ(ρ)‖E(ρ)−1 .

Again applying Lemma 2.11, ‖ρ−E(ρ)‖E(ρ)−1 ≤
√
g(c)D(ρ‖E(ρ)), and ‖E(ρ)−Φ(ρ)‖E(ρ)−1 ≤√

g(c)D(Φ(ρ)‖E(ρ)), where g(c) is given by Lemma 2.11. Hence,

‖ρ− Φ(ρ)‖2
E(ρ)−1 ≤ g(c)

(
D(ρ‖E(ρ))

+ 2
√
D(ρ‖E(ρ))D(Φ(ρ)‖E(ρ)) +D(Φ(ρ)‖E(ρ))

)
.

To complete the Proposition, we use the assumption that D(Φ(ρ)‖E(ρ)) ≤ D(ρ‖E(ρ)).

For cases in which σ is not strictly positive, we refer to Remark 2.13.
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Proof of Theorem 1.3. By the assumptions of the Theorem, σ, ω, and η all have the same

support. By the assumptions of the inequality and Remark 2.13, we may assume that

ρ, σ, ω, and η are all strictly positive on this support.

If ω ≥ (1−ζ)σ, then η := (ω−(1−ζ)σ)/ζ is a positive semidefinite matrix. Furthermore,

when ω, σ are densities,

tr(η) = (tr(ω)− (1− ζ) tr(σ))/ζ = (1− 1 + ζ)/ζ = 1 .

Hence η is positive semidefinite with trace 1, the conditions for it to be a density matrix.

It also then holds that

ω = (1− ζ)σ + ζη .

This convex combination form will be useful in understanding the proof.

First, let X = ρ− ω = (1− ζ)(ρ− σ) + ζ(ρ− η), and we rewrite

ρ− σ =
1

1− ζ
X +

ζ

1− ζ
(η − ρ) .

By the triangle inequality (Lemma 2.8),

‖ρ− σ‖ξ−1 ≤ 1

1− ζ
‖X‖ξ−1 +

ζ

1− ζ
‖η − ρ‖ξ−1 (10)

for any density ξ that is strictly positive on the support of η. Let (ξ, φ)t := (1− t)φ + tξ

for any pair of densities ξ, φ. In this particular situation,

D(ρ‖σ) =

∫ 1

0

∫ s

0

‖ρ− σ‖2
(ρ,σ)−1

t
dtds

≤ 1

(1− ζ)2

∫ ∫ (
‖ρ− ω‖2

(ρ,σ)−1
t

+ 2ζ‖ρ− ω‖(ρ,σ)−1
t
‖ρ− η‖(ρ,σ)−1

t
+ ζ2‖ρ− η‖2

(ρ,σ)−1
t

)
dtds .

(11)

By Remark 2.12,

D(ρ‖σ) ≤ 1

(1− ζ)2

∫ ∫ (
(1 + ζ)‖ρ− ω‖2

(ρ,σ)−1
t

+ ζ(1 + ζ)‖ρ− η‖2
(ρ,σ)−1

t

)
dtds . (12)

Remark 2.13 allows us to assume that ‖ρ− ξ‖(ρ,σ)−1
t

is finite over the range of integration

for any ξ ∈ {σ, ω, η}.
By the Theorem’s assumptions,

(1− ζ)(ρ, σ)t ≤ (ρ, ω)t ≤ (1 + ζ(c− 1))(ρ, σ)t

for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Hence via Lemma 2.9,

‖ρ− ω‖2
(ρ,σ)−1

t
≤ (1 + ζ(c− 1))‖ρ− ω‖2

(ρ,ω)−1
t
. (13)
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Since η ≤ cσ, (ρ, η)t ≤ c(ρ, σ)t, and Lemma 2.9 yields that

‖ρ− η‖2
(ρ,σ)−1

t
≤ c‖ρ− η‖2

(ρ,η)−1
t
.

Returning to Equation (12) and applying Lemma 2.10 completes the proof of the first

Equation in this Theorem.

For the second Equation, the triangle inequality and Remark 2.12 imply that∫ ∫
‖ρ− η‖2

(ρ,σ)−1
t
dtds ≤ 2

∫ ∫ (
‖ρ− σ‖2

(ρ,σ)−1
t

+ ‖η − σ‖2
(ρ,σ)−1

t

)
dtds .

The first term integrates to D(ρ‖σ). For the latter term, we note that σ ≤ (ρ, σ)t/(1− t).
Via Lemmas 2.9 and 2.11,

‖η − σ‖2
(ρ,σ)−1

t
≤ (1− t)−1‖η − σ‖2

σ ≤
(c− 1)2

(1− t)(c(ln c− 1) + 1)
D(η‖σ) .

We calculate ∫ 1

0

∫ s

0

dtds

1− t
= −

∫ 1

0

ln(1− s)ds = 1 .

Hence ∫ ∫
‖ρ− η‖2

(ρ,σ)−1
t
dtds ≤ 2

(
D(ρ‖σ) +

(c− 1)2

c(ln c− 1) + 1
D(η‖σ)

)
.

Returning to Equation (12),

(1− 4ζ − ζ2)D(ρ‖σ) ≤ (1 + ζc+ 2ζ2(c− 1))D(ρ‖ω) + 2ζ(1 + ζ)
(c− 1)2

c(ln c− 1) + 1
D(η‖σ) .

Corollary 2.15 (Multiplicative Perturbation of Subalgebra-relative Entropy). Let ρ be a

density and E ,Φ be quantum channels such that (1− ζ)E(ρ) + ζΦ(ρ) ≤ (1 + ζ(c− 1))E(ρ)

(when the 1st inequality is satisfied, the 2nd is equivalent to Φ(ρ) ≤ cE(ρ)) for constants

ζ ∈ (0, 1) and c ≥ 1). Assume ρ ∈ supp(E(ρ)). Furthermore, assume ΦE = E. Then

D(ρ‖(1− ζ)E(ρ) + ζΦ(ρ)) ≥ βc,ζD(ρ‖E(ρ))

for

βc,ζ :=
1

1 + ζc+ 2ζ2(c− 1)

(
1− 2ζ(1 + ζ)

(c− 1)2

c(ln c− 1) + 1
− 4ζ − ζ2

)
= 1−O(cζ) .

When E(ρ) = 1̂/d in dimension d, we may replace βc,ζ by (1− a) as in Theorem 2.5.

Proof. We use the lower inequality of Theorem 1.3 with σ = E(ρ), and ω = (1− ζ)E(ρ) +

ζΦ(ρ). By the assumptions of the Theorem, Φ(ρ) is strictly positive on and has the same

support as E(ρ), so we may assume strict positivity of both by Remark 2.13. The Corollary

follows from the data processing inequality when ΦE = E .
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For any conditional expectation Eσ, there is a basis for which

Eσ∗(ρ) = ⊕l trBl
(PlρPl)⊗ σBl , (14)

where σB is a ρ-independent density on the subsystem Bl, and Pl is a projector to the

lth diagonal block. In particular, ⊕lPlρPl is a block diagonal matrix with entries from ρ,

effectively removing all coherence between blocks. We may subsequently interpret each

such block as a bipartite system Al ⊗ Bl, then trace out subsystem Bl and replace it by

the fixed state σBl . This block diagonal form is applied commonly in operator algebras -

see [5] for discussion of the doubly stochastic case and [30] in general. It follows from the

fundamental result of von Neumann [49] that every von Neumann algebra is decomposable

as a direct integral of factors, which are von Neumann algebras in which only the identity

commutes with all elements. In infinite dimensions, “⊕l” may take the form of a direct

integral rather than a sum.

Proposition 2.16. Let Eσ∗ be a stochastic conditional expectation weighted by normal,

faithful density σ and Φ a quantum channel such that Eσ∗Φ = ΦEσ∗ = Eσ∗, both defined

on matrices of dimension d. Let |ψ〉 be a d× d Bell state given by |ψ〉 = 1√
d

∑d
i=1 |i〉 ⊗ |i〉

in the computational basis, which we may assume without loss of generality is compatible

with the block diagonal form of Eσ∗ as in (14). Let dl denote the dimension of the lth

diagonal block of 1̂⊗ Eσ∗(ρ) and ml denote the dimension of the traced subsystem in that

block. Then

Φ ≥cp (1− ζ)Eσ∗, or equivalently Φ = (1− ζ)Eσ∗ + ζΦ̃ (15)

for some channel Φ̃ such that Φ̃Eσ∗ = Eσ∗Φ̃ = Eσ∗ whenever

1 ≥ ζ ≥ max
l
mld‖Φ(|ψ〉〈ψ|)− Eσ∗(|ψ〉〈ψ|)‖∞/(dlλmin(σBl)) .

If Eσ∗ = E as a unital conditional expectation weighted by the trace, then the above condition

reduces to:

1 ≥ ζ ≥ max
l
m2
l d‖Φ(|ψ〉〈ψ|)− E(|ψ〉〈ψ|)‖∞/dl ,

and Φ̃ is assured to be unital. If E(ρ) = 1̂/d for all ρ, then we may replace the condition

on ζ by

1 ≥ ζ ≥ d sup
η
‖Φ(η)− E(η)‖∞ ,

where the supremum is over normalized densities.

Proof. For k ∈ 1...d and a d × d matrix X, let λk(X) denote X’s kth eigenvalue in non-

increasing order and λmax(X) = λ1(X), λmin(X) = λd(X). Let ρ = |ψ〉〈ψ|, the d× d Bell

state.



MULTIPLICATIVE COMPARISON OF RELATIVE ENTROPY 21

For a pair of Hermitian matrices X, Y and any k ∈ 1...d, Weyl’s inequality [50] states

that

λd(Y ) ≤ λk(X + Y )− λk(X) ≤ λ1(Y ) .

Via Weyl’s inequality, for each value of k, setting X = Φ(ρ) − (1 − ζ)Eσ∗(ρ) and Y =

Eσ∗(ρ)− Φ(ρ),

λk(Eσ∗(ρ)− (1− ζ)Eσ∗(ρ))− λk(Φ(ρ)− (1− ζ)Eσ∗(ρ)) ≤ λ1(Eσ∗(ρ)− Φ(ρ)) .

The absolute value of the right hand side is upper-bounded by the ∞-norm distance.

Re-arranging and combining terms,

λk(Φ(ρ)− (1− ζ)Eσ∗(ρ)) ≥ ζλk(Eσ∗(ρ))− ‖Φ(ρ)− Eσ∗(ρ)‖∞ . (16)

Invoking Choi’s theorem on completely positive maps, we recall the assumption that ρ

is a d × d Bell pair that we may express in a basis that is compatible with the block

diagonal form of Equation (14). We estimate λk(Eσ∗(ρ)). Let us consider Eσ∗ to act on the

outer-indexed subsystem of the Bell pair. We may decompose Eσ∗ = Ẽσ∗Ebl, where Ebl(ρ) =

⊕lPlρPl, and Ẽσ∗ traces and replaces theBl subsystem within each block by σBl . Each block

in Ebl(ρ) is then itself a maximally entangled state in dimension dl×dl times a factor of dl/d.

We then apply a partial trace with replacement by complete mixture of an ml-dimensional

subsystem from each lth block, which because of the maximal entanglement yields m2
l

distinct eigenvalues of magnitude each at least dlλmin(σBl)/(dml). To ensure positivity of

the right hand side of Equation (16), we may choose any ζ ≥ maxlmld/(dlλmin(σBl)). In

the unital case, σBl = 1̂/ml, so λmin(σBl) = 1/ml. The map given by Φ − (1 − ζ)Eσ∗ is

then completely positive by Choi’s theorem. Since both Φ and Eσ∗ are trace-preserving,

tr((Φ(ρ)− (1− ζ)Eσ∗(ρ))(X)) = ζtr(X) for any matrix X. Hence Φ̃ = (Φ− (1− ζ)Eσ∗)/ζ
is a quantum channel. By linearity and the assumption that Eσ∗Φ = ΦEσ∗ = Eσ∗,

Eσ∗Φ̃ = Φ̃Eσ∗ =
1

ζ
(Eσ∗ − (1− ζ)Eσ∗) = Eσ∗ .

We may then rewrite

Φ = (1− ζ)Eσ∗ + ζΦ̃

as a convex combination of channels. To see that Φ̃ is unital when σ = 1̂/d and Eσ∗ = E , if

Φ̃(1̂) 6= 1̂, then Φ(1̂) cannot be 1̂, which would contradict the assumption that E is unital.

When E(η) = 1̂/d for any η, we can simplify the above argument by noting that Φ(η)

and 1̂/d are always simultaneously diagonal. Whenever (1 − ζ) ≤ dλk(Φ(η)) for all k,

Φ(η) − (1 − ζ)1̂/d ≥ 0. Via the triangle inequality, we have the condition that 1/d −
‖Φ(η)− E(η)‖∞ − (1− ζ)/d ≥ 0. Combining terms and re-arranging yields the final part

of the Proposition.
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Even though Proposition 2.16 depends on the dimension, this is the minimal dimension

on which the conditional expectation may act, not including any extra, untouched subsys-

tems. Hence the same bound applies for E ⊗ 1̂B,Φ⊗ 1̂B independently of B’s dimension,

and any unitary embedding of such an extension preserves constants. Proposition 2.16 is

similar to [37, Lemma VI.8], which is attributed in that work to non-author Li Gao.

3. Combining Conditional Expectations

We start this section by recalling basic facts about conditional expectations. A doubly-

stochastic conditional expectation EN is a projector to matrices in algebra N that is self-

adjoint under the trace. For this reason, we do not distinguish between EN and E∗N or EN∗,
which respectively denote the dual and predual of EN . For a subalgebra N , the doubly-

stochastic conditional expectation EN is unique. We also consider weighted conditional

expectations with block diagonal decompositions of the form in Equation (14), which we

rewrite equivalently as

EN ,σ∗(ρ) = ⊕ipi(ρAi ⊗ σBi
i ) (17)

for some probability distribution (pi). One could specify an overall weighting density

σ = ⊕i(1̂Ai/|Ai| ⊗ σi). Given an arbitrary σ not necessarily in this form, we recall the

self-adjoint conditional expectation to the commutant algebra,

EN ′(ρ) = ⊕i(1̂Ai/|Ai| ⊗ ρBi) . (18)

For any σ, EN ′(σ) yields each σBi in the block decomposition of Equation (17). Given a

weighting state σ and a set of conditional expectations {Ej}Jj=1, we may thereby construct

the set {Ej,σ∗ = Ej,EN′ (σ)∗} unambiguously.

The projections denoted EN ,σ and EN ,σ∗ are respective adjoints under the trace. Let σ̃N
be the unnormalized density in finite dimension d given by

σ̃N := dEN ′(σ) . (19)

It then holds for any density ρ that

EN ,σ∗(ρ) = σ̃
1/2
N EN (ρ)σ̃

1/2
N

and for any operator X that

EN ,σ(X) = EN (σ̃
1/2
N Xσ̃

1/2
N ) .

Via its block diagonal form, we see that EN ,σ∗ is idempotent, as is its adjoint. Finally,

EN = EN ,τ∗ = EN ,τ , where τ is the normalized identity or trace. It is simple to observe

using the block diagonal forms that if EEj = E for unweighted conditional expectations Ej
and E , then Eσ∗Ej,σ∗ = Eσ∗ for the σ-weighted versions.
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Lemma 3.1 (Chain Rule). Let ω be a density and Eσ be a conditional expectation such

that Eσ∗(ω) = ω. Then for any density ρ,

D(ρ‖ω) = D(ρ‖Eσ∗(ρ)) +D(Eσ∗(ρ)‖ω)

This equality is well-known. Nonetheless, we include a simple proof for finite dimensions.

Here the logarithm as denoted “log” is with respect to an arbitrary base.

Proof. Let E denote the doubly stochastic conditional expectation such that

Eσ(X) = E(σ̃1/2Xσ̃1/2)

for an operator X, where σ̃ is the unnormalized density as in Equation (19). Then

D(ρ‖Eσ∗(ρ)) +D(Eσ∗(ρ)‖ω) = tr(ρ log ρ− ρ log(Eσ∗(ρ)) + Eσ∗(ρ) log(Eσ∗(ρ))− Eσ∗(ρ) logω)

= tr(ρ log ρ− ρ log(Eσ∗(ρ)) + ρEσ(log(Eσ∗(ρ)))− ρEσ(logω)) .

(20)

Examining the logarithm of the block diagonal form in Equation (17),

log Eσ∗(ρ) = ⊕i(log(ρi)⊗ 1̂Bi + 1̂Ai ⊗ log(σi)) ,

and

Eσ(log Eσ∗(ρ)) = ⊕i(log(ρi)⊗ 1̂Bi + 1̂Ai ⊗ 1̂Bi tr(σ̃
1/2
i log(σi)σ̃

1/2
i )) .

Let

ηρ := Eσ(log Eσ∗(ρ))− log Eσ∗(ρ) = ⊕i(1̂Ai ⊗ 1̂Bi tr(σ̃
1/2
i log(σi)σ̃

1/2
i )− 1̂Ai ⊗ log(σi)) .

Since ηρ has no dependence on ρ, we define ηω = ηρ analogously. Comparing to Equation

(20),

D(ρ‖ω) = D(ρ‖Eσ∗(ρ)) +D(Eσ∗(ρ)‖ω) + tr(ρ(ηω − ηρ)) ,
and ηω − ηρ = 0.

Lemma 3.2. Let Eσ be a conditional expectation and ρ, ω be densities. Then

D(ρ‖Eσ∗(ρ)) +D(ρ‖ω) ≥ D(ρ‖Eσ∗(ω))

Proof. By data processing on the 2nd term,

D(ρ‖Eσ∗(ρ)) +D(ρ‖ω) ≥ D(ρ‖Eσ∗(ρ)) +D(Eσ∗(ρ)‖Eσ∗(ω)) .

By Lemma 3.1 and the idempotence of conditional expectations, we obtain the Lemma.

In the rest of this Section, we may sometimes drop the explicit subscript of the weighting

state, e.g. writing Ej∗ for a weighted conditional expectation. This is to reduce the ver-

bosity of notation when considering sets of potentially weighted conditional expectations.



24 NICHOLAS LARACUENTE

Lemma 3.3. Let {(Nj, Ej∗) : j = 1...J ∈ N,Nj ⊆ M} be a set of von Neumann algebras

and associated (predual) conditional expectations within von Neumann algebraM weighted

respectively by densities (σj). Let E be a channel such that EEj = EjE = E for each Ej.
Let S = ∪m∈N{1...J}⊗m be the set of sequences of indices. For any s ∈ S, let Es denote

the composition of conditional expectations Ej1∗...Ejm∗ for s = (j1, ..., jm). Let µ : S → [0, 1]

be a probability measure on S and kj,s upper bound the number of times Ej∗ appears in each

sequence s. If ∑
s∈S

µ(s)Es(ρ) = (1− ε)E(ρ) + εω

for densities ρ and ω, then∑
s∈S

µ(s)
J∑
j=1

ks,jD(ρ‖Ej(ρ)) ≥ D(ρ‖(1− ε)E(ρ) + εω) .

Proof. For each s ∈ S, we apply Lemma 3.2 iteratively, finding that

J∑
j=1

ks,jD(ρ‖Ej∗(ρ)) ≥ D(ρ‖Es(ρ)) .

By convexity, we move the weighted average over s inside the relative entropy, completing

the Lemma.

Theorem 3.4 (Restatement of Theorem 1.4). Let {(Nj, Ej∗) : j = 1...J ∈ N,Nj ⊆ M}
be a set of J ∈ N von Neumann algebras and associated (predual) conditional expectations

within von Neumann algebra M and weighted respectively by densities (σj). Let E be a

channel such that EEj = EjE = E for each Ej.
Let S = ∪m∈N{1...J}⊗m be the set of finite sequences of indices. For any s ∈ S, let Es

denote the composition Ej1∗...Ejm∗ for s = (j1, ..., jm). Let µ : S → [0, 1] be a probability

measure on S and kj,s upper bound the number of times Ej∗ appears in each sequence s. If

(1− ζ)E ≤cp
∑
s∈S

µ(s)Es ≤cp (1 + ζ(c− 1))E ,

then E is a projection, and for βc,ζ given in Corollary 2.15 and all input densities ρ

(including those with arbitrary extensions to auxiliary systems),∑
s∈S

µ(s)
∑
j

ks,jD(ρ‖Ej∗(ρ)) ≥ βc,ζD(ρ‖E(ρ)) .

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Note that Equation (4) in the Theorem implies that∑
s∈S

µ(s)Es(ρ) = (1− ζ)E(ρ) + ζΦ(ρ) (21)

for some channel Φ and constant c such that Φ(ρ) ≤ cE(ρ).
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We see that E is a projection taking limm→∞(
∑

s∈S µ(s)Es)m. Via the assumption of

Equation (4) and that EjE = EEj = E , this limit is equal to E and clearly idempotent.

We have by the assumptions of the Theorem and Lemma 3.3 that∑
s∈S

µ(s)
J∑
j=1

ks,jD(ρ‖Ej(ρ)) ≥ D(ρ‖(1− ζ)E(ρ) + ζΦ(ρ)) .

We then note that since

((1− ζ)E + ζΦ)E = (1− ζ)E + ζΦE = E ,

it must hold that EΦ = E , and similarly, ΦE = E . We then use Corollary 2.15.

One may substitute Equation (21) for Equation (4) for particular states and may find

that in some cases, doing so yields better constants than would the full cp-order inequality.

The Theorem is nonetheless stated in cp-order form for its easier interpretability and

connection to other results in this paper.

Corollary 3.5. Let M⊆ B(A) denote a von Neumann algebra containing ρ on quantum

system A, Nj denote the subalgebra projected to by each doubly stochastic conditional

expectation Ej, and N denote the intersection algebra projected to by E. We may extend ρ

to a bipartite density ρAB, where Ej act on A as does E. Let Ẽj = Ej⊗ 1̂B, and Ẽ = E ⊗ 1̂B.

Let µ(s), (ks,j), ζ be as in Theorem 1.4. If |B| ≤ |A| (including if B is a trivial system of

dimension 1), and ∑
s∈S

µ(s)Es(ρ) = (1− ζ)E + ζΦ ,

for some channel Φ, then for any ε ≤ ζ,

dlogζ εe
βc,ε

∑
s∈S

µ(s)
∑
j

ks,jD(ρ‖Ẽj(ρ)) ≥ D(ρ‖Ẽ(ρ)) (22)

with c = C(M⊗ B : N ⊗ B), and B being the algebra of bounded operators on B. If

|B| ≥ |A|, then we may set c = Ccb(M : N ) for a complete, strong quasi-factorization.

For any j ∈ 1...J , we may replace C(M : N ) or Ccb(M : N ) respectively by C(Nj : N )

or Ccb(Nj : N ) at the cost of taking ks,j → ks,j + 1.

For weighted conditional expectations whenM = B(A), Equation (22) holds respectively

with c = λmin(σ)C(M⊗B : N ⊗B)/|A| or λmin(σ)Ccb(M : N )/|A|, where λmin(σ) is the

minimal eigenvalue.

Proof. First, E projects to a fixed point subspace of {Ej} for all j, so for any sequence

s of k-many j indices, E also projects to a fixed point subspace of
∏

j=1...k Ej. For all

densities ρ, it must then hold that EΦ(ρ) = ΦE(ρ) = E(ρ), so Φ also has N as a fixed

point subalgebra.
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Note that ((1− ζ)E + ζΦ)κ(ρ) = (1− ζκ)E(ρ) + ζκΦκ(ρ). As in Lemma 3.3 and for any

κ ∈ N, we may apply Lemma 3.2 and convexity of relative entropy iteratively to obtain

that

κ
∑
s∈S

µ(s)
∑
j

ks,jD(ρ‖Ej(ρ)) ≥ D
(
ρ
∥∥∥(∑

s∈S

µ(s)Es(ρ)
)κ

(ρ)
)

≥ D(ρ‖(1− ζκ)E(ρ) + ζκΦκ(ρ))

(23)

To achieve a desired ε, we may take κ = dlogζ εe. We then apply Corollary 2.15 with ζ as

above and c as below.

For convenience of notation, we denote C := C(M : N ), and Ccb := Ccb(M : N ). It

follows from the definitions of C and Ccb that

(1) Φ(ρ) ≤ CE(Φ(ρ)) = CE(ρ) for all ρ.

(2) Φ⊗ 1̂B(ρ) ≤ CcbE ⊗ 1̂B(Φ⊗ 1̂B(ρ)) = CcbE ⊗ 1̂B(ρ) for ρAB.

Recall that via the chain rule (Lemma 3.1),

D(ρ‖E(ρ)) = D(ρ‖Ej(ρ)) +D(Ej(ρ)‖E(ρ)) .

A single term of D(ρ‖Ej(ρ)) cancels the first term on the right hand side of the above, so

for any α ≥ 1,

α
∑
s∈S

µ(s)
(∑

j

(ks,j + 1)D(ρ‖Ej(ρ)) +
∑
l 6=j

ks,lD(ρ‖El(ρ))
)
−D(ρ‖E(ρ))

≥ α
∑
s∈S

µ(s)
∑
l

ks,lD(ρ‖El(ρ))−D(Ej(ρ)‖E(ρ)) .

By Equation (23) and with an additional round of the data processing inequality,

α
∑
s∈S

µ(s)
∑
l

ks,lD(ρ‖El(ρ))−D(Ej(ρ)‖E(ρ))

≥ αD(ρ‖(1− ζκ)E(ρ) + ζκΦκ(ρ))−D(Ej(ρ)‖E(ρ))

≥ αD(Ej(ρ)‖(1− ζκ)E(ρ) + ζκEj(Φκ(ρ)))−D(Ej(ρ)‖E(ρ)) .

Since EjΦκE = EEjΦκ = E , we may use 2.15 as before. Hence we may replace the index of

N in M by that of N in Nj at the cost of taking ks,j → ks,j + 1 for each s with non-zero

measure.

For weighted conditional expectations, the block diagonal form in Equation (17) still

yields an upper bound on c such that ρ ≤ cEσ∗(ρ) for all ρ. Whenever ΦEσ∗ = Eσ∗Φ = Eσ∗,
the same value of c suffices for Φ(ρ).

Proof of Remark 1.5. Proposition 2.16 shows that for a channel Φ and conditional expec-

tation Eσ∗ such that ΦEσ∗ = Eσ∗Φ = Eσ∗ with Φ(ρ) sufficiently close to Eσ∗(ρ) in operator

norm distance, Φ is a non-trivial convex combination of Eσ∗ with another channel Φ̃ such
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that Φ̃Eσ∗ = Eσ∗Φ̃ = Eσ∗. Via [41, Theorem 6.7], an iterated product of doubly-stochastic

conditional expectations (E1..., EJ)n converges to the intersection algebra’s conditional ex-

pectation as n→∞. Together, these suffice to show that a quasi-factorization inequality

with some constant holds.

Corollary 2.15 shows a correction factor scaling as 1+O(cζ) for small ζ. Hence as ζ → 0

with constant c, the correction factor approaches 1. This shows asymptotic tightness.

The caveat to Remark 1.5 is that as ζ → 0, E must not change. For example and as

discussed in Section 4.1, if we take two incompatible measurement bases at arbitrarily

small angle to each other, they will converge to the same basis, though for any finite angle

E will be a trace of the subsystem.

4. Applications

Well-known uses of quasi-factorization, powered by Proposition 1.6 and similar, in-

clude strengthening quantum uncertainty principles and estimating decay rates to ther-

mal equilibrium in many-body systems [28, 42]. MLSI and similar estimates also bound

decoherence times and quantum capacities [37, 22]. Taking this idea a step further, quasi-

factorization gives strong bounds on certain combinations of quantum resources, such as

the relative entropy of coherence in incompatible bases [13] or the asymmetry with respect

to overlapping symmetry groups [14, 15, 16]. Similarly, combining MLSI is a powerful way

to estimate decoherence or resource decay for systems undergoing several noise processes

simultaneously. In Subsection 4.1 we show how the improved quasi-factorization yields

strong, asymptotically tight, uncertainty-like bounds for mixtures.

4.1. Uncertainty Relations. Let S and T correspond to bases of subsystem A within

A ⊗ B such that |A| = d, not necessarily mutually unbiased. Let {|iS〉 : i = 1...d} and

{|iT 〉 : i = 1...d} be the states of these bases. Corresponding to each basis is a conditional

expectation that is the pinching map for that basis. In particular,

ES(ρ) =
d∑
i=1

〈iS|ρ|iS〉 |iS〉〈iS| ⊗ ρBi,S , and ET (ρ) =
d∑
i=1

〈iT |ρ|iT 〉 |iT 〉〈iT | ⊗ ρBi,T

for any input density ρ and suitable B-system densities (ρBi,S) and (ρBi,T ). These forms

easily extend to bipartite ρAB with |A| = d and conditional expectations acting on A.

Hence

(ESET ⊗ 1̂B)(ρ) =
d∑
i=1

|iS〉〈iS|
( d∑
j=1

〈jT |ρA|jT 〉 | 〈iS|jT 〉 |2
)
⊗ ρBi ,

If S and T correspond to mutually unbiased bases, then ESET (ρ) = 1̂/d ⊗ ρB. When

the bases are not mutually unbiased, ESET 6= E . In full generality, ES and ET might
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leave mutual subspaces invariant. We will however assume that 0 < | 〈iS|jT 〉 | < 1 for all

i, j ∈ 1...d, excluding cases that leave subspaces of A invariant. Let ξ = mini,j | 〈iS|jT 〉 |2,

which by our assumptions is larger than zero. Note that ξ ∈ [0, 1/d]. Then

(ESET ⊗ 1̂B)(ρ) ≥ ξ

d∑
i=1

|iS〉〈iS|
( d∑
j=1

〈jT |ρA|jT 〉
)
⊗ ρBi = dξ

1̂

d
⊗ ρB .

Repeated applications increasingly replace a density by one that is completely mixed on

A. Hence ESET ≥cp (dξ)E , and E is a completely depolarizing channel on the A subsystem.

Since | 〈iS|jT 〉 |2 ≤ 1, we obtain using the Choi matrix that ESET ≤cp dE . For any input

ρ, if |B| = 1, then ESET (ρ) ≤ dE(ρ). These observations will allow us to derive entropic

uncertainty-like bounds from quasi-factorization.

First, we recall some known bounds for comparison. The conventional Maassen-Uffink

uncertainty relation [51] states that

D(ρ‖ES(ρ)) +D(ρ‖ET (ρ)) ≥ D(ρ‖1̂/d)− log(dmax
i,j
| 〈iS|jT 〉 |2) , (24)

which may be extended by an auxiliary system [6]. When ρ ≈ 1̂/d and/or when there is

high overlap between bases, the right hand side of the conventional uncertainty relation

becomes negative, and the bound becomes trivial. In contrast, α-(C)SQF still gives a

positive, non-trivial bound on the sum of basis entropies. We also recall the result of [28,

Corollary 2],

D(ρ‖ES(ρ)) +D(ρ‖ET (ρ)) ≥ (1− dmax
i,j

∣∣ | 〈iS|jT 〉 |2 − 1/d
∣∣)D(ρ‖1̂/d) . (25)

This bound remains non-trivial as ρ → 1̂/d but fails if dmaxi,j
∣∣ | 〈iS|jT 〉 |2 − 1/d

∣∣ is

too large. The quasi-factorization from [30] also yields an uncertainty-like bound with

extendibility by an auxiliary system, in this case stable under extension by auxiliary

systems.

Now we apply quasi-factorization to derive bounds that are tighter in some circum-

stances. Letting ζ = 1− dξ in Corollary 3.5,

D(ρ‖ẼS(ρ)) +D(ρ‖ẼT (ρ)) ≥ βd,ε
dlogζ εe

D(ρ‖1̂/d⊗ ρB) (26)

for any ε < ζ, where Ẽ = E ⊗ 1̂B, and ẼS , ẼT are defined analogously. Expanding the

relative entropies in terms of von Neumann entropies, this is equivalent to

H(S ⊗B)ρ +H(T ⊗B)ρ ≥ 2H(ρ) +
βd,ε
dlogζ εe

(ln d+H(B)ρ −H(ρ)) ,

where H(S ⊗B)ρ, H(T ⊗B)ρ, and H(B)ρ are defined respectively as the entropies of the

outputs of ES , ET , and E on ρ. When |B| = 1, we may use Corollary 2.6 and Theorem 1.4



MULTIPLICATIVE COMPARISON OF RELATIVE ENTROPY 29

to replace βd,ε by

β̃ = 1− 32(d+ 1)ζ

15 + (7d− 24)ζ

as long as ζ ≤ 15/(25d + 46), and |B| = 1. When ζ is not this small, we can still obtain

via the final Equation from Corollary 2.6 that

D(ρ‖ES(ρ)) +D(ρ‖ET (ρ)) ≥ D(ρ‖1̂/d)

2dlogζ(15/(57d+ 88))e
. (27)

As the two bases approach mutual unbias, ζ approaches 0, and both forms of the inequality

approach the entropic uncertainty relation implied by strong subadditivity (see Petz’s

version as theorem 1.1).

Finally, we consider two bases such that | 〈iS|jT 〉 |2 = δi,j(1−θ)+θ/d for θ ∈ [0, 1]. This

situation may arise, for instance, when taking a partial rotation into a Fourier transform of

the original basis. As θ → 1, the bases approach mutual unbias, and CSQF approaches the

bound given by Petz’s subalgebra SSA as in Equation (1). As θ → 0, ξ approaches 0. In

this latter regime, 1− dξ is close to 1, so to achieve a sufficiently small ε for the inequality

to be non-trivial, log1−dξ ε must be large. Unlike equation (25), Theorem 1.4 does not

become completely trivial until the bases become the same basis. When ES = ET , the

intersection conditional expectation ceases to be E , instead becoming ES = ET . As noted

in Corollary 1.5, the bases approach a different intersection algebra. SSA for two of the

same bases reduces to the trivial statement that 2D(ρ‖ES(ρ)) ≥ D(ρ‖ES(ρ)). Meanwhile,

when ξ << 1/d but is still finite, quasi-factorization still compares to the same intersection

algebra. If we take for instance the pure state |0S〉〈0S| as a test density, we see that

D(|0S〉〈0S|‖ES(|0S〉〈0S|)) +D(|0S〉〈0S|‖ET (|0S〉〈0S|)) = D(|0S〉〈0S|‖ET (|0S〉〈0S|))→ 0

as θ → 0. In contrast, D(|0S〉〈0S|‖E(|0S〉〈0S|)) = D(|0S〉〈0S|‖1̂/d) = log d for arbitrarily

small but finite θ. Hence we should not expect to find α-(C)SQF without α → ∞ as

θ → 0.

4.2. Finite Groups and Transference. A common form of conditional expectation is

EG∗ =
1

|G|
∑
u∈π(G)

adu , (28)

where G is a finite group, π(G) is a unitary representation in some Hilbert space, and

adu(X) := uXu† for any unitary u and matrix X. Since this conditional expectation is

self-adjoint with respect to the trace, we need not distinguish between EG and its adjoint.

Groups may induce collective channels as considered in [37]. We build on a simplified

version of some ideas from that paper and [21].
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Let the map Φ~p be given by

Φ~p(ρ) =
∑
g∈G

pgu(g)ρu(g)† (29)

for any probability vector ~p ∈ l1(G), where u(g) is an element of a particular unitary

representation of group G. We may think of Φ~p as a quantum channel parameterized by ~p.

We may also think of Φ as a map that takes a probability vector ~p as input and outputs a

quantum channel that applies a correspondingly weighted convex combination of unitary

conjugations. There is an analogous classical channel Ψ~p : l1(G)→ l1(G) given in the left

regular representation by

Ψ~p(~q) =
∑
g∈G

pgg(~q) =
∑
g∈G

pg
∑
h∈G

qg−1hh , (30)

and h(f) = δh,f for any f ∈ G. In this formulation, g(·) denotes the action of G promoted

to probability distributions in l1(G), and pg denotes the probability of group element g as

given by ~p. Here l1(G) is the 1-normed vector space on group elements.

A key insight for quasi-factorization of finite groups (and graphs as considered in Sub-

section 4.3) is that of transference. Let u(g) be a unitary representation of a finite group

group G on |G|-dimensional Hilbert space with basis {|g〉 : g ∈ G} given by ug |h〉 = |gh〉.
This is a Hilbert space version of the left regular representation of G on itself. For any

pair of probability distributions ~p, ~q ∈ l1(G) and any input density ρ,

(Φ~p ◦ Φ~q)(ρ) =
∑
g∈G

∑
h∈G

pgqhu(g)u(h)ρu(h)†u(g)† = ΦΨ~p(~q)(ρ) . (31)

Given a sequence of composed quantum channels Φ~p(1) ◦ ... ◦Φ~p(k) for some k ∈ N, we can

calculate the final unitary weights via Ψ~p(1)◦...◦Ψ~p(k) . In many cases, the latter will be easier

to handle, as it is a composition of classical rather than quantum channels. Furthermore,

there are many circumstances in which mixing processes on groups or graphs have strong,

known results that were previously not known to extend to quantum analogs. The principle

of transference was used in [21, 37]. Following the relative entropy inequalities established

in this paper, we are able to extend the technique to yield tensor-stable relative entropy

comparisons.

Let ~1/|G| denote the classical probability vector weighting each finite group element

equally. If

Ψ~p = (1− ζ)~1/|G|+ ζΨ~q (32)

for some probability distribution ~q and ζ ∈ (0, 1), then

Φ~p = (1− ζ)EG + ζΦ~q .
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The main idea of this Section is to transfer bounds of the form in Equation (32) to those

on the corresponding quantum channel Φ~p. In doing so, we derive Loewner order bounds

on quantum representations from classical vector order bounds that are often simpler to

calculate. From these order inequalities, the techniques of this paper yield relative entropy

inequalities. Also, the convex combination form of equation (29) allows us to upper bound

the constant c in Theorem 1.3 by |G|.
A nice case of quasi-factorization with transference involves subgroups G1, ...,GJ ⊆ G. If

∪Jj=1Gj contains generators of the entire group, then we may conclude that at least some

chain of conditional expectations from the set {Gj}Jj=1 of length |G| or shorter will include

EG in convex combination. (C)SQF follows with good constants depending on the specific

structure of the group. The highlighted example appears in the next section, where we

consider transference analogs on conditional expectations and semigroups derived from

finite graphs.

Though we highlight a particular group representation for clarity, the techniques of this

Section apply to other representations. One may for instance consider both left and right

regular representations, in which case nearly equivalent results hold. It is not always valid,

however, to mix one classical representation with a different quantum representation. It is

also not assured that distinct representations will always yield the same optimal constants.

Example 4.1 (Symmetric Group of Degree 3). The group of permutations on 3 indices,

known both as the symmetric group of degree 3 (S3) and as the dihedral group of degree

3, is the smallest non-abelian group. It contains 6 elements, which we may represent

on 6-dimensional probability space or on 6-dimensional Hilbert space as above. We may

describe convex combinations of unitaries from this group by

Φ~p =
6∑
j=1

pjaduj ,

where ~p = (p1, ..., p6) is a probability vector, and each uj is a unitary conjugation rep-

resenting a distinct element of S3. When p1 = ... = p6 = 1/6, the channel becomes a

conditional expectation to the invariant subalgebra of the group. Repeated applications

of two non-redundant generators of S3 will eventually generate every element of the entire

group. Hence a sufficiently long chain of applications of Φ~p approaches the fixed point

conditional expectation as long as ~p is non-zero on at least two non-redundant generators.

Mathematically, such a channel Φ~p will have that limk→∞Φk
~p = ES3 .

As in Equation 30, we may construct the channel Ψ~p(·) : l1(S3) → l1(S3), where l1(S3)

is the 6-dimensional, 1-normed vector space on elements of S3. Via Equation (31),

Φk
~p = Φ(Ψ~p)k(1) ,
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where 1 denotes the probability vector corresponding to the group’s identity element (not

to be confused with ~1, which equally weights all elements). Hence we may determine ζ

and c as in Corollary 2.15 precisely for any ~p by finding the distribution induced by k

repeated applications of Ψ(~p) as discrete classical Markov chain to a probability vector.

This process may allow us to bypass the potentially harder problem of calculating Φk
~p for

arbitrary quantum states. Applying Theorem 1.4, for sufficiently large k and when ~p has

non-zero weight on at least some pair of non-redundant generators,

D(ρ‖Φk
~p(ρ)) ≥ βc,min(Ψk

~p
(1))D(ρ‖ES3(ρ))

where min(Ψk
~p(1)) is the minimum element of Ψk

~p(1). We see via the convex combination

form of ES3 that c ≤ 6.

Finally, we may consider extensions of the Hilbert space by an arbitrary, finite-dimensional,

auxiliary system that is untouched by Φ~s for any ~s ∈ l1(S3). The same transference as

above nearly holds, but we note the possibility to define a maximally entangled (pure)

state on the two-copy space.

Remark 4.2. Let G be a finite group of cardinality |G|. For any unitary representation,

there is a natural conditional expectation given by Equation (28). Since the representation

of the identity element is the identity unitary, EG(ρ) contains (1/|G|)ρ as a term. For

any input density ρ, ρ = |G|(1/|G|)ρ ≤ |G|EG(ρ), so the first Pimsner-Popa index as in

Equation (5) is upper-bounded by |G|. In general, Corollary 3.5 yields quasi-factorization

for subgroups’ conditional expectations with constants depending on the group structure but

not otherwise on the Hilbert space dimension of the representation.

The relative entropy of frameness or asymmetry of a density ρ takes the formD(ρ‖EG∗(ρ)),

where EG∗ is the conditional expectation to the invariant subspace of some group in some

representation [14, 15, 16]. In many of these cases, however, the group is compact but

not finite. Nonetheless, replacing the sum in Equation (29) by an integral, it may still be

possible to apply transference and related techniques. See [37] for examples.

4.3. Finite, Connected, Undirected Graphs. In this section, we will use the symbol

G = (V,E) to denote a graph with vertex set V and edge set E ⊆ V × V . We reserve G
for a group.

The group and graph scenarios relate closely. An undirected, n-vertex graph G will have

a naturally corresponding group G with action on 1...n in which each edge (i, j) ∈ V × V
corresponds to the swap operation i ↔ j. This association is not unique - we may for

instance identify a cyclic graph with a one-generator cyclic group, or with a multi-generator

group of self-inverse swaps. Conversely, a finite group G has a corresponding Cayley graph.

For simplicity and to facilitate concrete calculations, we here define a representation. In

the computational basis {|i〉 : i ∈ 1...n}, let the unitary representation of undirected edge
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(l, j) ∈ E be given on a bipartite system A⊗B by

uθ(l, j) :=
(
eiθ |l〉 〈j|+ e−iθ |j〉 〈l|+

∑
r 6=l,j

|r〉〈r|
)
⊗ 1̂B . (33)

Note the extra parameter θ: in addition to swapping the lth and jth basis states, such

a representation may apply a relative phase on the switched elements. Here the graph

representation acts on a system A of dimension n, which we may extend by an arbitrary,

finite-dimensional system B on which the graph acts as the identity. Correspondingly,

one may naturally define rank 1 basis vectors {~vj : j ∈ 1...n} on the classical probability

space in ln1 . We will use the classical representation of an edge (l, j) given by the exchange

~vl ↔ ~vj. Under the identification ~vj ↔ |j〉〈j| between ln1 and the diagonal densities on

dimension n, then uθ(l, j) acts as this swap operation regardless of θ. In the literature

[44, 21, 40], it is actually common to restrict to the diagonal or matrix-valued probability

space in which A ∼= ln1 , while B is a space of densities.

Indeed, the parameter θ suggests an ambiguity in the representation and complicates

the analogy with the classical space. To restore this analogy, we work with channels of

the form

Φl,j(ρ) =

∫ 2π

0

uθ(l, j)ρuθ(l, j)dθ

= |l〉 〈j|ρ|j〉 〈l| ⊗ ρBj + |j〉 〈l|ρ|l〉 〈j| ⊗ ρBl +
(∑
s 6=l,j

|s〉〈s| ⊗ 1̂B
)
ρ
(∑
r 6=l,j

|r〉〈r| ⊗ 1̂B
)
.

(34)

The channel Φl,j dephases the ith and jth matrix elements as well as swapping. Hence it

is non-unitary but in some ways more closely analogous to the classical swap. Acting on

ln1 ⊗B, Φl,j is equivalent to uθ(l, j) for any θ.

In [40], it was shown that connected graphs as represented above on ln1 ⊗B have CMLSI

with constant at least 1/O(n2). This result arises by comparing all graphs to the broken

cycle, the slowest-decaying of connected graphs. Similarly, [52, 30] showed general CMLSI,

resolving at least the existence of CMLSI for graphs. In [21], complete graphs including

two-vertex, single-edge graphs were shown to have CMLSI with constant of O(1), as the

channels given by these graphs are already convex combinations that include EG. Missing

so far have been explicit estimates of the CMLSI constants for expanders and similar

graphs, which are often expected to be stronger than Ω(1/n2) but worse than O(1).

We define the diagonal projection conditional expectation:

Ediag(ρ) = 〈j|ρA|j〉 ⊗ ρBj +
(∑
s 6=j

|s〉〈s| ⊗ 1̂B
)
ρ
(∑
r 6=j

|r〉〈r| ⊗ 1̂B
)
.
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For each edge there is a natural conditional expectation given by

El,j(ρ) =
1

2

(
|l〉 〈j|ρ|j〉 〈l| ⊗ ρBj + |j〉 〈l|ρ|l〉 〈j| ⊗ ρBl

+ |l〉 〈l|ρ|l〉 〈l| ⊗ ρBl + |j〉 〈j|ρ|j〉 〈j| ⊗ ρBj
)

+
(∑
s 6=l,j

|s〉〈s| ⊗ 1̂B
)
ρ
(∑
r 6=l,j

|r〉〈r| ⊗ 1̂B
)

=
1

2
(Ediag(l)Ediag(j)(ρ) + Φl,j(ρ)) .

(35)

which projects any density ρ to the invariant subspace of Φl,j and of uθ(l, j) for all θ. We

note that El,j = El,jEdiag(j) = Ediag(j)El,j, and similarly with Ediag(l). Also, [El,j, Ediag(k)] =

[Ediag(j), Ediag(k)] = 0 for k 6= l, j. Let Ediag =
∏n

j=1 Ediag(j) denote the conditional expec-

tation to the computational basis. There is also a natural conditional expectation to the

invariant subspace of {Φi,j : (i, j) ∈ E} given by

EG(ρ) =
( 1

n

∑
i,j∈1...n

|i〉 〈j| ρ |j〉 〈i| ⊗ ρBj
)

=
1̂A

n
⊗ trA(ρ) . (36)

Any k-fold composition Φi1,j1 ◦ ... ◦Φik,jk can be written as a sum of ketbra conjugations
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Figure 2. Visualizations of a cyclic graph, complete graph, and Paley
graph (a member of a family that is Ramanujan for sufficiently many ver-
tices) as reproduced from Wikipedia Page “Paley graph” January 2021,
Wikipedia Page Version ID: 1000144544, author David Eppstein (released
to the public domain).

ρ → |i〉 〈j| ρ |j〉 〈i| for i, j ∈ 1...n. Furthermore, as no Φi,j escapes the diagonal basis,

neither does any product of them, nor any convex combination of such products. Hence

any quantum channel Φ~p that is a convex combination of composed Φi,j following or

followed by Ediag has the form

Φ~p(ρ) =
n∑

i,j=1

pi,j |i〉 〈j| ρ |j〉 〈i| ⊗ ρBj (37)
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for a probability vector ~p ∈ l1(n) ⊗ l1(n) that weights transitions between basis states.

The form of channel defined here allows a greater range of processes than expressed by

symmetric graphs, such as those in which not every transition is balanced by its inverse

with equal weight. Φ is not as general as an arbitrary combination of |i〉 〈j| terms, as

properties such as normalization are implicit in its structure. Hence not all values of ~p are

valid. We need not explicitly check these constraints as long as the weights arise from a

composition of valid physical processes.

We say that an undirected graph G is m-regular when each vertex has m incoming/out-

going edges. We denote by A the normalized adjacency matrix of a graph G, which for an

m-regular graph is the adjacency matrix divided by m. We recall an important result on

classical graphs:

Theorem 4.3 (Theorem 3.3 from [53]). Let G be a connected, undirected, m-regular graph

with n vertices. Let the eigenvalues of G’s normalized adjacency matrix A be denoted

1 = λ1 ≥ ... ≥ λn, and γ = max{|λn|, |λ2|}. Then for any normalized probability vector

~x ∈ ln1 and t ∈ N,

‖At~x−~1/n‖2 ≤ ‖~x−~1/n‖2γ
t ≤ γt .

From this point on, we focus on m-regular, undirected graphs. Theorem 4.3 is a form

of spectral gap condition analogous to that considered in [30, Lemma 2.6]. In the graph

literature, however, 1− λ2 is often referred to as the spectral gap for a graph’s Laplacian

or normalized adjacency matrix. To avoid confusion, we define γ explicitly rather than

refer to it as the spectral gap.

Remark 4.4. Let Ψ : ln1 → ln1 be a classical channel on the probabilities over n elements.

Let Ψ̃(~x) := Ψ(~x) − (1 − n‖Ψ(~x) − ~1/n‖∞)~1/n. Since Ψ(~x) ≥ ~1/n − ‖Ψ(~x) − ~1/n‖∞~1 in

vector order, Ψ̃(~x) ≥ 0 for all ~x. We then write

Ψ(~x) = (1− n‖Ψ(~x)−~1/n‖∞)~1/n+ n‖Ψ(~x)−~1/n‖∞Ψ̃(~x) , (38)

suggesting transference to quantum channels as in Equation (32). This Remark yields a

similar result to Proposition 2.16, but the argument is simplified in the classical setting.

The following Lemma formalizes the notion of transference for a graph:

Lemma 4.5. Let G be a graph with edge set E having cardinality |E|. Let Φ~p,Φ~q be

quantum channels of the form in Equation (37) for probability vectors ~p, ~q ∈ l1(E). Let

Ψ~p,Ψ~q be the respectively corresponding classical channels with the same weighting defined

by applying the quantum channel on diagonal densities with the identification ~vi ↔ |i〉〈i|
for vertex basis vector ~vi. Then for any ζ ∈ (0, 1),

Φ~p ≥cp (1− ζ)Φ~q (39)
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if and only if

Ψ~p(~x) ≥ (1− ζ)Ψ~q(~x) (40)

for all input vectors ~x.

Proof. That Equation (39) implies Equation (40) follows immediately from diagonality

preservation and the classical-quantum identification.

One may interpret the identification ~vi ↔ |i〉〈i| as a pair of mutually inverse maps ι, ι−1,

such that Ψ~p(~x) = ι−1(Φ~p(ι(~x))). Whenever Equation (40) holds for Ψ~p, Equation (39)

holds on diagonal densities in the vertex basis. What remains to be shown is that it extends

to all densities. When Φ~p(|i〉〈i|) ≥ (1− ζ)Φ~q(|i〉〈i|) for each i ∈ 1...n, pj,i ≥ (1− ζ)qj,i for

every i, j ∈ 1...n in the explicit form given by Equation (37). Hence ~p ≥ (1 − ζ)~q, and

Φ~p ≥cp (1− ζ)Φ~q.

To transfer the result of Theorem 4.3 to the setting of 4.4, we compare repeated appli-

cations of single edge conditional expectations as in Equation (35) to a random walk. One

step of a random walk on a graph G with edge set E is represented by

ΦRW (G) :=
1

m

∑
(i,j)

Φi,j (41)

The corresponding classical channel ΨRW (G) via the identification of Lemma 4.5 is equiv-

alent to left multiplication by the normalized adjacency matrix of G as in Theorem 4.3.

Lemma 4.6. Let G be an m-regular graph with n vertices. Then for any k ∈ N, t < km/2,

and ρ diagonal in the basis of G, and for ΦRW (G) defined by Equation (41),

k
∑

(i,j)∈E

D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ)) ≥
(
1− exp(−kmnD(ν/n‖1/n)/2)

)
D(ρ‖Φ(≥t)

RW (G)(ρ))

≥
(
1− exp(−km(1− ν(1 + ln(1/ν) + 1/n− ν/n))/2)

)
D(ρ‖Φ(≥t)

RW (G)(ρ)) ,

(42)

where ν = 2t/km, and

Φ
(≥t)
RW (G) =

∑
s∈t...|E|k

µ(s)Φs
RW (G)

for some probability distribution µ on t...|E|k. Here D(p‖q) is defined for p, q ∈ [0, 1] as

the relative entropy of the two-outcome probability distribution (p, 1− p) to (q, 1− q).

Proof. Let |E| = mn/2 denote the number of edges in G. Via Lemma 3.2 and the convexity

of relative entropy,

1

|E|
∑

(i,j)∈E

D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ)) +D(ρ‖Θ(ρ)) ≥ D
(
ρ
∥∥∥ 1

|E|
∑

(i,j)∈E

Ei,j(Θ(ρ))
)
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for any channel Θ from the input space to itself. Iterating |E|k times starting with Θ = 1̂

yields that

k
∑

(i,j)∈E

D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ)) ≥ D
(
ρ
∥∥∥( 1

|E|
∑

(i,j)∈E

Ei,j
)k|E|

(ρ)
)
. (43)

Each edge conditional expectation E(i,j) has probability 1/2 to apply Φi,j. Let ΦG :=

(1/|E|)
∑

i,j Ei,j. As in Lemma 4.5, we define a corresponding classical channel Ψ
(k)
G :

l1(n)→ l1(n). For the rest of the proof, we analyze Ψk
G. Let ~vi denote the ith element in

the canonical basis of ln1 , which has probability fully concentrated at the ith vertex. Since

ΨG applies the conditional expectation corresponding to each edge with equal probability,

and each edge touches two nodes, it has a probability of 2/n to apply a conditional

expectation that would affect ~vi. If it does so, then with probability 1/2 it applies Ψi,j for

some (i, j) ∈ E, which we may regard as one step in a random walk. Since the action on

{|i〉〈i|} defines the action on diagonal vectors, ΨG applies ΨRW (G) with probability 1/n

and identity otherwise.

Let t denote the number of steps in a random walk. Since each application of ΨG is

equivalent to applying at least one step in a random walk with probability at least 1/n,

we obtain a binomial distribution to take t steps in k|E| trials. By the Chernoff bound

(see Theorem 1 in [54]), for any ν ∈ [0, 1),

p(t ≤ νk|E|/n) ≤ exp(−k|E|D(ν/n‖1/n)) .

Since the relative entropy is positive and convex, for any t ≤ νk|E|/n = νkm/2,

D(ρ‖Ψk|E|
G (ρ)) ≥ (1− exp(−k|E|D(ν/n‖1/n)))D(ρ‖Ψ(≥t)

RW (G)(ρ)) . (44)

Combining the above with Equation (43) completes the first inequality of the Lemma.

For the 2nd inequality, we expand and estimate the binary relative entropy.

D(ν/n‖1/n) =
ν

n
ln ν +

(
1− ν

n

)
ln
(1− ν/n

1− 1/n

)
.

By elementary properties of the natural logarithm,

ln
(1− ν/n

1− 1/n

)
≥ 1− 1− 1/n

1− ν/n
=

1

1− ν/n

( 1

n
− ν

n

)
≥ 1

n

(
1− ν

)
.

Hence

D(ν/n‖1/n) ≥ 1

n
(1− ν(1 + ln(1/ν) + 1/n− ν/n)) .

To complete the Lemma, we substitute in Equation (44).

Via transference, we obtain relative entropy bounds on the quantum representation of

a random walk on the partly diagonal algebra ln1 ⊗ Sn1 :
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Lemma 4.7. For any t ∈ N and m-regular graph G with γ as defined in Theorem 4.3, EG
as in Equation (36), and Φ

(≥t)
RW (G) as defined in Lemma 4.6,

(1− nγt)EG ≤cp Φ
(≥t)
RW (G) ◦ Ediag ≤cp (1 + nγt)EG ,

and

D(Ediag(ρ)‖Φ(≥t)
RW (G)(Ediag(ρ))) ≥ β2,nγtD(Ediag(ρ)‖EG(ρ)) .

Proof. Let ΨRW (G) be the transferred classical analog of ΦRW (G) from Equation (41). We

apply Theorem 4.3 to ΨRW (G) with γ as defined therein, recalling that ΨRW (G) is equivalent

to left multiplication by G’s adjacency matrix. Since the 2-norm is an upper bound for

the ∞-norm,

sup
~x

‖Ψ(≥t)
RW (G)(~x)−~1/n‖∞ ≤ γt . (45)

Via Remark 4.4,

Ψ
(≥t)
RW (G)(~x) = (1− nγt)~1/n+ nγtΘ(~x) (46)

for any input probability vector ~x and some classical channel Θ. By Lemma 4.5 and the

properties of the cp-order,

Φ
(≥t)
RW (G) ◦ Ediag = (1− nγt)EG + nγtΦ̃

for some quantum channel Φ̃(ρ). Furthermore, one may confirm by applying EG to Φt
RW (G)

that EGΦ̃ = Φ̃EG = EG. Hence

D(Ediag(ρ)‖Φ(≥t)
RW (G)(Ediag(ρ))) = D(ρ‖(1− nγt)EG(ρ) + nγtΦ̃(ρ))

for any input density ρ.

A possible next step would be to apply Corollary 2.15 with ζ = nγt and c = n. Instead,

we obtain a better estimate of the constant c. Returning to Equation (45), the maximum

element of Ψ
(≥t)
RW (G)(~x) is at most γt+ 1/n for any ~x. Recalling Equation (46) and applying

Lemma 4.5 again, Θ(~x) ≤ 2 × ~1/n, so Φ̃(ρ) ≤ 2EG(ρ). We conclude that c ≤ 2. Using

Corollary 2.15 with ζ = nγt and c ≤ 2 completes the Lemma.

Combining results of this Subsection, we obtain the technical version of Theorem 1.8:

Theorem 4.8. Let an m-regular graph with n vertices G have γ as defined in theorem

4.3. Then for any k, t ∈ N such that max{dlogγ(1/n)e, 2/m} ≤ t ≤ (1− 1/2m−1)k,

k
∑

(i,j)∈E

D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ)) ≥ β2,nγt
(
1− exp(−nmkD(t/k‖1/n)/2)

)
D(ρ‖EG(ρ)) ,
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where D(p‖q) is defined for p, q ∈ [0, 1] as the relative entropy of the two-outcome proba-

bility distribution (p, 1− p) to (q, 1− q). Hence the Lindbladian given by

LG =
∑

(i,j)∈E

(ρ− Ei,j(ρ))

has CMLSI with the same constant.

Proof. To use Lemmas involving Φ~p, we must first reduce the desired results to those on

densities that are diagonal on the subsystem on which the graph acts. Invoking the chain

rule of relative entropy and data processing inequality,

D(ρ‖El,j(ρ)) = D(ρ‖Ediag(l)(ρ)) +D(Ediag(l)(ρ)‖El,j(ρ))

≥ D(ρ‖Ediag(l)(ρ)) +D(Ediag(ρ)‖El,j(Ediag(ρ))) .

Similarly,

D(ρ‖EG(ρ)) = D(ρ‖Ediag(ρ)) +D(Ediag(ρ)‖EG(ρ)) .

To estimate D(ρ‖EG(ρ)) in terms of
∑

l,j D(ρ‖El,j(ρ)), we handle the relative entropy to

the diagonal subalgebra, then handle the diagonal case.

To estimate D(ρ‖Ediag(ρ)) in terms of
∑

lD(ρ‖Ediag(l)(ρ)), we use Lemma 3.2 to combine

diagaonlizing conditional expetations. Since each vertex appears m times on each side of

an edge, but we only use one vertex in each edge, we double the sum over edges to count

each vertex exactly m times. Hence

2
∑
l,j

D(ρ‖Ediag(l)(ρ)) ≥ mD
(
ρ‖
∏
l

Ediag(l)(ρ)
)

Since [Ediag(l), Ediag(j)] = 0 for all l, j ∈ 1...n,∑
l,j

D(ρ‖Ediag(l)(ρ)) ≥ (m/2)D(ρ‖Ediag(ρ) .

Therefore, for any coefficient 1 ≥ α > 0,∑
l,j

D(Ediag(ρ)‖Ei,j(Ediag(ρ))) ≥ αD(Ediag(ρ)‖EG(ρ)) =⇒
∑
l,j

D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ)) ≥ αD(ρ‖EG(ρ)) .

Without loss of generality we may henceforth assume that ρ = Ediag(ρ).

Lemma 4.6 implies that

k
∑

(i,j)∈E

D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ)) ≥
(
1− exp(−nmkD(t/k‖1/n)/2)

)
D(ρ‖Φ(≥t)

RW (G)(ρ)) . (47)

Then, Lemma 4.7 implies (assuming that ρ = Ediag(ρ))) that

k
∑

(i,j)∈E

D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ)) ≥ β1+n2γ2t,nγt
(
1− exp(−nmkD(t/k‖1/n)/2)

)
D(ρ‖EG(ρ)) .
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A re-arrangement of this Equation yields the quasi-factorization part of the Theorem.

To obtain CMLSI, we construct the Lindbladian Li,j∗(ρ) := ρ−Ei,j(ρ). Since exp(−tLi,j∗) =

(1 − exp(−t))Ei,j(ρ) + exp(−t)ρ, convexity of relative entropy implies 1-CMLSI for Li,j.
We then rewrite LG =

∑
i,j Li,j and apply Proposition 1.6 to complete the CMLSI part of

the Theorem.

For the simplified Theorem 1.8 as in the introduction, we replace the binary entropy by

its estimate as in Lemma 4.6. To simplify the expression, we choose t = k/2. We then

choose k = 2dlogγ(1/n)e. Doing so, we arrive at the estimate that∑
(i,j)∈E

D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ))

≥
β2,1/n

2dlogγ(1/n)e
(1− exp(−mdlogγ(1/n)e(1− (lnm+ 1)/m−O(1/n))))D(ρ‖EG(ρ)) .

One may confirm by calculating its derivative and value at m = 2 that (lnm+ 1)/m < 1,

so for sufficiently large n, the subtracted exponential asymptotes to zero. This Equation

yields the simplified Theorem 1.8.

Theorem 4.8 is especially powerful when γ = O(1) in n, in which case it obtains the

expected logarithmic mixing time for Ramanujan and similar graphs. Graphs with γ =

O(1) are commonly known as fast expanders. These graphs have the fastest mixing times

possible with fixed degree.

In contrast to graphs with constant γ is the cyclic graph, which is 2-regular and has the

slowest mixing time up to constants of any connected, regular graph. In [40], it was shown

that Lindbladians corresponding to cyclic graphs having CMLSI with constant O(1/n2).

Based on classical mixing times, we expect this dependence to be optimal. It is well-known

that the eigenvalues of a cycle’s normalized adjacency matrix take values cos(2πl/n) for

l ∈ 0...n − 1, so γ = cos(2π/n) ≈ 1 − 4π2/n2. Hence logγ(1/n) = O(n2 lnn), which is

larger than the expected O(n2) time for a random walk to converge on a cyclic graph. We

may however obtain better estimates through a more case-specific, fine-grained analysis:

Example 4.9 (Cyclic Graph). Here we will not go through Theorem 4.3 but will instead

directly calculate bounds on the minimum and maximum probability after O(n2) steps.

For any a ∈ N, a random walker on an infinite, one-dimensional lattice has probability of

landing s steps away from its original position after an2 is given by a binomial distribution

approximated as(
an2

an2/2 + s

)(1

2

)an2

≈
√

2

aπ

( 1

1− 4s2/a2n4

)an2+ 1
2
(1− 2s/an2

1 + 2s/an2

)s 1

n
(48)
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within multiplicative error exp(1/(144an2 + 12n)). The approximation follows from Rob-

bins’s precise form of Stirling’s approximation [55]. Any location’s probability on the cycle

will be at least as large as its corresponding probability on the infinite lattice, because

all of the possibilities for the walker to escape the cycle instead return and contribute

positively.

For a lower bound on the probability that the walker is at its furthest and therefore

least likely point at the cycle, s = n/2, we start with the a = 1 case. For sufficiently

large n, we coarsely overestimate this probability as at least 1/(
√
aπn) by bounding the

s-dependent factors in Equation (48) as greater than 1/
√

2. Hence at a = 1,

Ψn2

RW (G)(~x) ≥ 1√
π

~1

n
+
(

1− 1√
π

)
Ψ′(~x)

for some classical channel Ψ′. Since ~1/n is invariant under the application of random

walks, we then have for any a ∈ N that

Ψan2

RW (G)(~x) =
(

1−
(

1− 1√
π

)a)~1
n

+
(

1− 1√
π

)a
Ψ′a(~x)

for some classical channel Ψ′a. Hence the minimum location probability is lower bounded

as pmin(a) ≥ (1− (1− 1/
√
π
a
))/n.

For an upper bound on the largest possible probability, we must account for the chance

that the walker loops around and returns to its original position. We must count the

contributions of an2/2 + rn for many values of r ∈ Z. The r = 0 term is bounded by√
2/πa/n times a factor that can be made arbitrarily close to 1 for large enough n, so we

may use the simplified overestimate 2/(n
√
πa). On an infinite line, the walker’s probability

of landing on a location +1 steps away from its original location is less than that of landing

n steps away, which is upper bounded by 1/2n. Since left and right paths lead to the same

location on the cycle, the probability of r = 1 is upper bounded by 1/n. To simplify this

problem, we use Hoeffding’s inequality [56], obtaining

p(|s| ≥ |r|n) ≤ 2 exp(−2an2(−+r/an)2) = 2 exp(−2r2/a) ,

where p(|s| ≥ |r|n) is the probability of taking a net s steps in either direction. The total

probability of being at any location declines with distance from the origin, and there are

n total positions. The probability to get past r = 1 is in total less than 2 exp(−2/a),

bounding the total probability for r to remain between 2 and 3. Hence the least likely

s ∈ [1n, 2n) has probability at most 2 exp(−2/a)/n, which upper bounds the probability

of r = +
−2 by 2 exp(−2/a)/n. Iterating, the total probability of r ≥ 2 is bounded by the

series
∑∞

l=1 exp(−l2/a)/n. This series is not easily expressed in closed form via elementary

functions, but it is upper bounded by the geometric series
∑

l exp(−l/a) = 1/(e1/a − 1).

Since e1/a ≥ 1 + 1/a, the series’s total is upper bounded by a, yielding a contribution of
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a/n. Adding the r = 0, r = 1, and r > 1 cases, we find a total of pmax(a) ≤ 2/(n
√
πa) +

1/n+ a/n.

Using the transference technique from Lemma 4.5 and a simple calculation,

ΦRW (G)(~x) ≥ (1− ζ)EG + ζΘ(~x)

for ζ = 1−npmin(a), and Θ ≤cp n(pmin + pmax/(1−npmin))EG. For large enough a that is

constant in n and sufficiently large n, a non-trivial bound follows from 2.15. Using Lemma

4.6,

bn2
∑
i,j

D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ)) ≥ κD(ρ‖EG(ρ))

for a large enough constant b with κ lower bounded above zero independently from n.

Hence the cycle has quasi-factorization constant O(n2). Via Theorem 1.4, the corre-

sponding Lindbladian has O(1/n2)-CMLSI. This Example shows that for the cycle, quasi-

factorization and multiplicative relative entropy comparison suffice to obtain bounds of

the expected best asymptotic order.

Another graph that is very unlike the expander or cycle is the complete graph, which is

n-regular. CMLSI for complete graphs was studied in [21]. For a complete graph,

1

|E|
∑

(i,j)∈E

Ei,j =
1

2

(
1− 1

|E|

)
1̂ +

1

2

(
1 +

1

|E|

)
EG . (49)

Using the convexity of relative entropy,
∑

i,j D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ)) ≥ |E|D(ρ‖ 1
|E|
∑

(i,j)∈E Ei,j(ρ)).

The right hand side of Equation (49) is already a convex combination of EG with another

channel, so we simply use convexity of relative entropy to obtain that∑
i,j

D(ρ‖Ei,j(ρ)) ≥ |E|D
(
ρ
∥∥∥ 1

2|E|
((|E| − 1)1̂ + (|E|+ 1)EG)(ρ)

)
.

With iteration,

≥ O(n)D(ρ‖((1−O(2−n))E +O(2−n)1̂)(ρ)) .

We find a quasi-factorization constant of O(1/n). That the dependence is less than o(1)

in n arises because we have not normalized by the degree - were we to construct such a

jump process, the probability of making any jump in an infinitesimal time interval would

grow proportionally to n. If we normalize with 1/m = 1/n, this leads to an O(1) CMLSI

constant. As the Lindbladian constructed from a complete graph (again up to normalizing

factors) already generates a convex combination including EG, earlier notions and methods

[34, 20, 21] already suffice to show CMLSI for complete graphs.

Finally, we note again that there are many ways to represent a graph or construct its

corresponding Lindbladian. For example, [40] uses a single unitary u such that un = 1̂
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to generate the edge transitions of a cyclic group, corresponding to a cyclic graph. In

many of these cases, we can still use Theorem 4.3 and the same methods of analysis as in

Theorem 4.8 to similar effect, and via the classical Laplacian construction of Remark 1.9,

we see that in many cases the results are comparable.

5. Conclusions and Outlook

The underpinnings of this paper’s results combine the entropy-geometry links from

[48, 21] that have continued to [40, 52], functional calculus as in [30], and iterative,

computation-like techniques as detailed in sections 2.1, 3, and 4.3. Using these meth-

ods, we derive comparisons between relative entropies of particular relevance to scenarios

that combine subalgebra restrictions or decay processes. This combination of techniques

may be useful in future studies.

It remains open what the best possible quasi-factorization constants are and whether

these are calculable in a simple, closed form expression. In [30], a two-sided bound is shown

in terms of an L2 → L2 norm difference between a composition of conditional expectations

and their intersection, but the bound is not necessarily tight on either side.

A still open question is to what extent quasi-factorization and related inequalities hold

for infinite dimensions. Proposition 2.16 breaks down if the minimum dimension of a con-

ditional expectation E is infinite. Theorem 1.3 is expected to hold beyond finite dimensions

and even in non-tracial von Neumann algebras, but it remains to check that assumptions

and cited results hold. Once this is verified, most results of this paper will probably carry

through to infinite-dimensional settings.
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[20] Ivan Bardet and Cambyse Rouzé. Hypercontractivity and logarithmic Sobolev Inequality for non-

primitive quantum Markov semigroups and estimation of decoherence rates. arXiv:1803.05379, March

2018.

[21] Li Gao, Marius Junge, and Nicholas LaRacuente. Fisher Information and Logarithmic Sobolev In-

equality for Matrix-Valued Functions. Annales Henri Poincaré, 21(11):3409–3478, November 2020.
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Appendix A. Technical Proofs and Calculations

Note: within this section, we use the letter n rather than d for dimension to avoid

possible confusion with the derivative.

Lemma A.1 (Restatement of Lemma 2.4). Let ρ be given in a diagonal basis by (ρi)
n
i=1,

where n ≥ 2 is the dimension of the system. Let a, b ∈ (0, 1), i, j ∈ 1...n such that

ρi ≥ 1/n ≥ ρj, and let ζ ∈ R+ such that

ζ ≤ amin
{ 1− b
n+ a(1− b) + 1

,
b

(1− ab)n+ ab+ 1

}
.
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If ρj > 0, then ( ∂

∂ρi
− ∂

∂ρj

)
tr(ρ(a ln(nρ)− ln((1− ζ)1̂ + ζnρ))) ≥ 0 .

If ρj = 0, then letting ρ̃ = ρ− ε̂i+ εĵ,

tr(ρ(a ln(nρ̃)− ln((1− ζ)1̂ + ζnρ̃))) > tr(ρ(a ln(nρ)− ln((1− ζ)1̂ + ζnρ)))

for sufficiently small ε, where î and ĵ denote the rank 1 unit densities according to the

respective ith and jth basis vectors in the chosen diagonal basis of ρ.

(Proof of Lemma 2.4). We first focus on the first inequality to be shown. Define δ ≡
ρi − ρj ≥ 0. Since tr(ln(nρ)) = tr(ln ρ) + lnn, derivatives with respect to ρ ignore the

difference between these expressions. We directly calculate,

∂

∂ρk
(ρk ln((1− ζ) + ζnρk)) = ln((1− ζ) + ζnρk) +

ζnρk
(1− ζ) + ζnρk

. (A.1)

for any k ∈ 1...n. By setting ζ = 1,( ∂

∂ρi
− ∂

∂ρj

)
tr(ρ ln ρ) = ln(ρi/ρj) = ln(1 + δ/ρj) .

We have assumed that ρi ≥ 1/n > 0. In the limit as ρj → 0, this difference of derivatives

diverges toward positive infinity, while the subtracted term in the desired result remains

finite. Because
x

1 + x
≤ ln(1 + x) ≤ x

for all x ≥ 0, we have for any b ∈ [0, 1] that

ln(1 + δ/ρj) ≥ (1− b) ln(1 + δ/ρj) + b
δ/ρj

1 + δ/ρj
.

This will allow us to deal with the two terms in equation (A.1) individually.

First, we handle the logarithm term, ln((1− ζ) + ζnρk), by finding ζ such that

a(1− b) ln(1 + δ/ρj) ≥ ln
((1− ζ) + ζnρj + ζnδ

(1− ζ) + ζnρj

)
.

We rewrite the right hand side as

ln
(

1 +
ζnδ

(1− ζ) + ζnρj

)
.

On the left hand side, since ρj ≤ 1/n, δ/ρj ≥ nδ. We aim to show that

a(1− b) ln(1 + nδ) ≥ ln
(

1 +
ζ

(1− ζ) + ζnρj
nδ
)
,
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which by Lemma 2.3 is achieved when

ζ

(1− ζ) + ζnρj
≤ a(1− b)

1 + nδ
.

We know ζ/((1− ζ) + ζnρj) ≤ ζ/(1− ζ) for any nρj ≥ 0. Hence any

ζ ≤ a(1− b)
1 + nδ + a(1− b)

(A.2)

is sufficiently small.

Next, we handle the fraction terms by finding ζ such that

ab
δ/ρj

1 + δ/ρj
≥ ζn(ρj + δ)

(1− ζ) + ζn(ρj + δ)
− ζnρj

(1− ζ) + ζnρj
.

One may observe from the Lemma’s assumptions on ζ that ζ < 1 via the first expression

in the minimum. If ζ = 0, then (1 − ζ) + ζn(ρj + δ) = 1 with no δ dependence and is

thereby trivially analytic in δ. Assuming 0 < ζ < 1, and n > 0, we may write rewrite

(1−ζ)+ζn(ρj+δ) = r+sδ for some r, s > 0. It is well-known in calculus that δ 7→ 1/(r+sδ)

is analytic for δ > −r/s, which includes δ > 0 and any sufficiently small neighborhood

around δ = 0. Taylor expanding δ 7→ 1/((1− ζ) + ζn(ρj + δ)) around δ = 0,

ζn(ρj + δ)

(1− ζ) + ζn(ρj + δ)
− ζnρj

(1− ζ) + ζnρj

=
ζn(ρj + δ)

(1− ζ) + ζnρj

∞∑
k=0

( −ζnδ
(1− ζ) + ζnρj

)k
− ζnρj

(1− ζ) + ζnρj
.

Canceling the 0th order term,

... =
ζnρj

(1− ζ) + ζnρj

∞∑
k=1

( −ζnδ
(1− ζ) + ζnρj

)k
+

ζnδ

(1− ζ) + ζnρj

∞∑
k=0

( −ζnδ
(1− ζ) + ζnρj

)k
=

ζnρj
(1− ζ) + ζnρj

∞∑
k=1

( −ζnδ
(1− ζ) + ζnρj

)k
−
∞∑
k=1

( −ζnδ
(1− ζ) + ζnρj

)k
=
( ζnρj

(1− ζ) + ζnρj
− 1
) ∞∑
k=1

( −ζnδ
(1− ζ) + ζnρj

)k
.
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Now to turn this back into the form of a fraction,

... =
−(1− ζ)

(1− ζ) + ζnρj

∞∑
k=1

( −ζnδ
(1− ζ) + ζnρj

)k
=

(1− ζ)ζnδ

((1− ζ) + ζnρj)2

∞∑
k=0

( −ζnδ
(1− ζ) + ζnρj

)k
=

(1− ζ)ζnδ

((1− ζ) + ζnρj)2

1

1 + ζnδ
(1−ζ)+ζnρj

=
1

(1− ζ) + ζnρj

ζnδ

1 + ζ
1−ζ (ρj + δ)n

.

Since 0 ≤ ρj ≤ 1/n,

... ≤
ζ

1−ζnδ

1 + ζ
1−ζnδ

.

We must find a ζ for which

ab ln(1 + δ/ρj) ≥ ab
δ/ρj

1 + δ/ρj
≥ ab

nδ

1 + nδ
≥

ζ
1−ζnδ

1 + ζ
1−ζnδ

.

One can easily check that this is satisfied by

ζ

1 + ζ
≤ ab

(1− ab)nδ + 1
,

which follows from

ζ ≤ ab

(1− ab)nδ + ab+ 1
. (A.3)

Finally, any

ζ ≤ min
{ a(1− b)

1 + n+ a(1− b)
,

ab

(1− ab)n+ ab+ 1

}
satisfies both inequalities (A.2) and (A.3) for all δ ∈ [0, 1].

For the latter inequality, we restrict attention to the ith and jth basis vectors. The left

hand side of the desired inequality becomes equivalent to

(ρi − ε)(a ln(n(ρi − ε))− ln((1− ζ) + ζn(ρi − ε))) + ε(a ln(nε)− ln((1− ζ) + ζnε)) .

The right hand side becomes

ρi(a ln(n(ρi))− ln((1− ζ) + ζnρi) .
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Using that (x − 1)/x ≤ lnx ≤ x − 1 for any x > 0, we may estimate that to leading

polynomial orders in ε that the difference is O(ε ln ε)−O(ε). Hence for small enough ε, it

is positive.

Corollary A.2 (Restatement of 2.6). Given a ∈ [0, 1] and two densities ρ, σ in dimension

d such that ρ � σ (ρ majorizes σ),

D(ρ‖(1− ζ)1̂/d+ ζσ)− (1− 32(d+ 1)ζ

15 + (7d− 24)ζ
)D(ρ‖1̂/d) ≥ 0

is achieved whenever

ζ <
15

25d+ 56
.

With ζ → 0 as d is held fixed, we see that this expression is asymptotically tight. We may

choose a = 1− 1/d and

ζ ≤ 15d− 1

32d2 − 7d2 + 7d+ 32d+ 24d− 24
=

15d− 1

25d2 + 63d− 24

or a = 1/2 and

ζ ≤ 15

57d+ 88
.

Proof of 2.6. Given that

ζ ≤ amin
{ 1− b
n+ a(1− b) + 1

,
b

(1− ab)n+ ab+ 1

}
,

we seek

(1) A value of b at which both expressions are equal, such that the minimum is maxi-

mized;

(2) The maximum possible constraint on ζ;

(3) For a given ζ, the corresponding best achievable a.

(4) A formula for ζ given a reasonable a.

The optimal solution may use numerics. Here we derive an approximation.

First, we solve for an equalizing b,

(1− b)(n− abn+ ab+ 1) = b(n+ a(1− b) + 1)

n− anb+ 1− bn+ anb2 − b = bn+ b

anb2 − (an+ 2n+ 2)b+ (n+ 1) = 0 .

By the quadratic formula,

b =
1

2an

(
an+ 2n+ 2+

−

√
(an+ 2n+ 2)2 − 4an(n+ 1)

)
.
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Since an + 2n + 2 > 1, and b ∈ [0, 1], only the “−” root is relevant. Examining the

expression in the square root,

(an+ 2n+ 2)2 − 4an(n+ 1)

=(2 + a)2n2 + 4(a+ 2)n+ 4− 4an2 − 4an

=4n2 + 4an2 + a2n2 + 4an+ 8n+ 4− 4an2 − 4an

=4n2 + a2n2 + 8n+ 4

=4(n+ 1)2 + a2n2 .

Via the binomial approximation, which is a reasonable if rough estimate when a < 4,√
4(n+ 1)2 + a2n2 ≈ 2(n+ 1)

(
1 +

a2n2

8(n+ 1)2

)
.

We then calculate

b ≈ 1

2an

(
an− 2(n+ 1)a2n2

8(n+ 1)2

)
=

1

2

(
1− an

4(n+ 1)

)
≈ 1

2

(
1− a

4

)
.

Plugging this b approximation back into the original minimization,

ζ ≤ amin
{ 4 + a

8n+ 4a+ a2 + 8
,

4− a
(8− 4a+ a2)n+ 4a− a2 + 8

}
,

We may find a common numerator by multiplying the left by 4− a and the right by 4 + a. The

left denominator becomes

32n+ 16a+ 4a2 + 32− 8na− 4a2 − a3 − 8a = 32n− 8na+ 32 + 8a− a3 .

The right becomes

32n− 16na+ 4na2 + 16a− 4a2 + 32 + 8na− 4na2 + na3 + 4a2 − a3 + 8a

=32n− 8na+ na3 + 32 + 24a− a3 .

To eliminate nonlinear terms in a, we approximate 0 ≤ a3 ≤ a2 ≤ a ≤ 1, and overestimate

denominators. We conclude that

ζ ≤ ζ+(a) :=
15a

32n− 7na+ 32 + 24a
. (A.4)

We directly calculate the derivative with respect to a,

d

da
ζ+(a) =

15

32n− 7na+ 32 + 24a
+

15a(7n− 24)

(32n− 7na+ 32 + 24a)2
≥ 0

to see that ζ+(a) is increasing with a on the interval [0, 1]. Hence by comparing to a = 1, it is

sufficient to find

ζ ≤ ζ+(a) ≤ 15

25n+ 56
.
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When ζ satisfies this condition, we may find an attainable a by solving a linear equation, yielding

a =
32(n+ 1)ζ

15 + (7n− 24)ζ
.

For a non-trivial inequality, we must take the inequality on ζ to be strict, otherwise we solve for

a = 1 and the right hand side becomes 0.

Fixing a = 1− 1/n, we approximate

ζ ≤ 15n− 1

32n2 − 7n2 + 7n+ 32n+ 24n− 24
=

15n− 1

25n2 + 63n− 24
.

This approximation is expected to be good for large n. Alternatively, if a = 1/2,

ζ ≤ 15

57n+ 88
.

For asymptotically large n, our estimated maximal ζ approaches 3/(5n).

Here we show a proof of Proposition 1.6 that does not rely on Fisher information. While

the proof is more involved, this version gives some intuition that might be useful in future

work. To facilitate this proof, we recall a continuity bound for subalgebra-relative entropy

and its weighted generalizations. Let

wsb(ε,N ⊆M, σ) := 2εκ+ (1 + 2ε)h
( 2ε

1 + 2ε

)
, (A.5)

where h is the binary entropy, N ⊂M is a von Neumann subalgebra, and

κ := sup
ρ,ω

D(ρ‖EN ,σ∗(ρ))−D(ω‖EN ,σ∗(ω)) ≤ sup
ρ
D(ρ‖EN ,σ∗(ρ)) . (A.6)

When σ = 1̂/d in dimension d, κ = D(M‖N ) = supρD(EM(ρ)‖EN (ρ)) as described in

[22] and applied to estimate wsb as Proposition 3.7 therein. In general, Lemma 7 in [7]

implies that

|D(ρ‖EN ,σ∗(ρ))−D(ω‖EN ,σ∗(ω))| ≤ wsb(‖ρ− ω‖1,N ⊆M, σ) . (A.7)

As long as σ is faithful, κ is finite.

Proposition A.3 (Restatement of 1.6). Let {Φt
j : j ∈ 1...J ∈ N} be self-adjoint quan-

tum Markov semigroups such that Φt
j = exp(−Ljt) with fixed point conditional expectation

Ej∗ = limt→∞Φt
j for each j weighted respectively by (σj). Let Eσ∗ be the weighted inter-

section fixed point conditional expectation, assuming Ej∗ are compatibly weighted so that it

exists. Let Φt be the semigroup generated by L =
∑

j αjLj + L0, where L0 generates Φt
0

such that Φt
0Eσ∗ = Eσ∗Φt

0 = Eσ∗. If {Φt
j} has {αj}-(C)SQF, and Φt

j has λ-(C)MLSI for

each j, then Φt has λ-(C)MLSI.
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Though this proposition is stated for particular weightings of the Lindbladians that

effectively cancel the contributions of potentially different quasi-factorization constants,

one can always adjust these weightings and correspondingly adjust the (C)MLSI con-

stants. One may for instance obtain (C)MLSI for given weightings this way or optimize

the weightings to effectively reweight the given (C)MLSI constants.

Proof. First, assume L0 = 0. Let t ∈ R+, τ ∈ (0, t), and ρ̂ := Φt−τ (ρ) such that Φt(ρ) =

Φτ (ρ̂). Let N be the fixed point algebra of Φt and Nj the fixed point algebra of Φt
j. Let

M be the original algebra containing ρ.

By the Suzuki-Trotter expansion ‖Φτ (ρ̃) − Φα1τ
1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̃)‖1 ≤ O(τ 2). By Equation

(A.7),

|D(Φτ (ρ̂)‖Eσ∗(ρ̂))−D(Φ
αjτ
j ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Eσ∗(ρ̂))| ≤ wsb(O((J − j)τ 2),N ⊆M, σ). (A.8)

for any j ∈ 1...J . Let

γj :=
D(Φ

αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Ej∗(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)))

D(Φτ (ρ̂)‖Eσ∗(ρ̂))
(A.9)

when ρ̂ 6= Eσ∗(ρ̂). Since both entropies in the ratio are subalgebra-relative, they are both

finite. The denominator is zero only if Φτ (ρ̂) is in the intersection subalgebra, which for

sufficiently small τ is true only if ρ̂ was in the subalgebra. If ρ̂ is in the intersection subalge-

bra, then it is also in larger subalgebras, so D(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Ej∗(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂))) = 0,

and the desired exponential decay holds trivially. Otherwise,

D(Φ
αjτ
j ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Eσ∗(ρ̂))

= D(Φ
αjτ
j ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Ej∗(Φ
αjτ
j ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂))) +D(Ej∗(Φ
αjτ
j ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)))‖Eσ∗(ρ̂))

= D(Φ
αjτ
j ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Ej∗(Φ
αjτ
j ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂))) +D(Ej∗(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂))‖Eσ∗(ρ̂))

≤ (1− αjλτ +O(τ 2))D(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Ej∗(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)))

+D(Ej∗(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂))‖Eσ∗(ρ̂)) ,

where the first equality follows from Lemma 3.1, the second equality from Ej∗ projecting

to a fixed point of and thereby absorbing Φ
αjτ
j , and the first inequality from assumed

(C)MLSI of Φ
αjτ
j . As relative entropies to conditional expectations, both of the final

terms are bounded, so we may extract the O(τ 2) to an additive correction. Next, we recall

Equation (A.9) to substitute the subtracted term, yielding

... ≤D(Ej∗(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂))‖Eσ∗(ρ̂)) +D(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Ej,σ∗(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)))

− αjλτγjD(Φτ (ρ̂)‖Eσ∗(ρ̂)) +O(τ 2) .

Via the chain rule of relative entropy (Lemma 3.1),

... = D(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Eσ∗(ρ̂))− αjλτγjD(Φτ (ρ̂)‖Eσ∗(ρ̂)) +O(τ 2) . (A.10)
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Note that κ as in Equation (A.6) is finite for each Nj ⊆ M, and J is assumed finite.

Iterating Equation (A.10),

D(Φα1τ
1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Eσ∗(ρ̂)) ≤
(

1− λτ
J∑
j=1

αjγj

)
D(ρ̂‖Eσ∗(ρ)) +O(τ 2) . (A.11)

Now we must lower bound
∑

j αjγj. Via Equations (A.7) and (A.8),

D(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Ej∗(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)))

≥ D(ρ̂‖Ej∗(ρ̂))− wsb((J − j + 1)O(τ),N ⊆M, σ) .

Hence via assumed {αj}-(C)SQF and Equation (A.9),∑
j

αjγjD(ρ̂‖Eσ∗(ρ̂)) =
∑
j

αjD(Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂)‖Ej∗Φ
αj+1τ
j+1 ...ΦαJτ

J (ρ̂))

≥
∑
j

αj(D(ρ̂‖Ej∗(ρ̂))− wsb((J − j + 1)O(τ),N ⊆M, σ))

≥ min
j
D(ρ̂‖Eσ∗(ρ̂))−

J∑
j=1

αjwsb((J − j + 1)O(τ),N ⊆M, σ) .

By data processing, D(ρ̂‖Eσ∗(ρ̂)) ≥ D(Φt(ρ̂)‖Eσ∗(ρ̂)), so either the right hand side is zero,

or the left hand side is greater than zero. If D(Φt(ρ̂)‖Eσ∗(ρ̂)) = 0, then the Theorem is

trivially complete. Otherwise, returning to equations (A.11) and (A.8),

D(Φτ (ρ̂)‖Eσ∗(ρ̂)) ≤
(

1− τλ+O(τ 2 ln τ)
)
D(ρ̂‖Eσ∗(ρ̂)). (A.12)

Since Φt = (Φτ )t/τ ,

D(Φt(ρ)‖Eσ∗(ρ)) ≤ (1− λτ +O(τ 2 ln τ))t/τD(ρ‖Eσ∗(ρ)) . (A.13)

Finally, we observe that

lim
τ→0

(1− λτ +O(τ 2 ln τ))t/τ = e−λt .

This limit follows from the fact that any increase in the linear order term in τ fully absorbs

the superlinear order term. Hence this absorbing increase is taken to zero in the limit.

This limit completes the proof when L0 = 0.

Finally, we show that adding L0 does not reduce the (C)MLSI constant. Let L̃ =∑J
j=1 αjLj. Here we assume that L̃ has λ-(C)MLSI. Via the Suzuki-Trotter formula,

‖Φt − (exp(−L0t/k) exp(−L̃t/k))k‖1 ≤ O(1/k)

for any k ∈ N. Hence via Equation (A.7),

|D(Φt(ρ)‖Eσ∗(ρ))−D((exp(−L0t/k) exp(−L̃t/k))k‖)| ≤ O(ln(1/k)/k) .
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Since we will take k →∞, we henceforth work with the Trotter expanded term. For any

l ∈ 1...k,

D((exp(−L0t/k) exp(−L̃t/k))l(ρ)‖Eσ∗(ρ))

≤ D(exp(−L̃t/k)(exp(−L0t/k) exp(−L̃t/k))l−1(ρ)‖Eσ∗(ρ))

≤ e−λt/kD((exp(−L0t/k) exp(−L̃t/k))l−1(ρ)‖Eσ∗(ρ)) ,

where the 1st inequality follows from data processing and the assumption that exp(−L0τ)◦
Eσ∗ = Eσ∗ for all τ ∈ R+ and the second inequality from the assumed (C)MLSI of L̃.
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