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Abstract

We introduce quantum Markov categories as a structure that refines and extends a syn-
thetic approach to probability theory and information theory so that it includes quantum
probability and quantum information theory. In this broader context, we analyze three suc-
cessively more general notions of reversibility and statistical inference: ordinary inverses,
disintegrations, and Bayesian inverses. We prove that each one is a strictly special instance
of the latter for certain subcategories, providing a categorical foundation for Bayesian inver-
sion as a generalization of reversing a process. We unify the categorical and C*-algebraic
notions of almost everywhere (a.e.) equivalence. As a consequence, we prove many re-
sults including a universal no-broadcasting theorem for S-positive categories, a generalized
Fisher-Neyman factorization theorem for a.e. modular categories, a relationship between
error correcting codes and disintegrations, and the relationship between Bayesian inversion
and Umegaki’s non-commutative sufficiency.
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1 Introduction, motivation, and outline

In his lectures on entropy, Gromov emphasized that concepts in mathematics should fre-
quently be revisited due to our constantly growing and changing perspectives, which may
provide new insight on old subjects [41]. Probability theory is no exception, and a dramatic
change in viewpoint on the structural foundations of probability theory has gained enormous
momentum recently [6,15,19,22,23,31, 33-35, 3840, 46, 48-50, 52, 61,79]. In particular, many
diagrammatic axioms have been put forward that allow one to prove a variety of interesting
theorems and constructions from classical statistics using purely diagrammatic arguments [33].
However, most of the guiding examples towards this perspective have come from classical
(measure-theoretic) probability theory. To further refine and expand on the synthetic approach,
it is important to analyze how quantum information theory and probability fit into this scheme,
especially since we believe that nature is governed not by the classical theory, but by the laws
of quantum theory. In return, an analysis of the quantum setting may uncover new structures
and relations that were previously not known classically. The present work provides the first
steps in this direction.

The main goals of this work

This paper serves three major purposes.

First, we provide a categorical language that can be used to describe both classical and
quantum probability. We do this by introducing quantum Markov categories. We show that
the category of completely positive unital (CPU) maps between C*-algebras is neither a quan-
tum nor a classical Markov category because it does not admit a copy map. Nevertheless, it
naturally embeds into a quantum Markov category that does have a copy map, and the latter
allows string-diagrammatic reasoning generalizing those of the CD and Markov categories of
Cho-Jacobs and Fritz, respectively [15,33]. Thus, physically implementable operations can be
manipulated via string diagrams in a larger enveloping category.

Second, though the above mentioned copy map in quantum mechanics is not a physically
implementable operation (by the no-cloning theorem), it can be used to define disintegra-
tions [85], define Bayesian inversion [86], and to extend Frtiz" many additional axioms [33] to
the quantum setting. We relativize these axioms to subcategories of quantum Markov categories
since the subcategories themselves need not be Markov categories for these definitions to make
sense. In doing so, special care needs to be taken regarding how the axioms are formulated
due to the subtleties that arise from a lack of commutativity in the quantum setting. Neverthe-
less, we accomplish this, and our approach allows one to easily specialize definitions (such as
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Bayesian inversion) or theorems proved abstractly (such as the Fisher-Neyman factorization
theorem) to the language of non-commutative statistics.

The third, and main, purpose of this paper is to present precise theorems relating the no-
tions of inverses, disintegrations, and Bayesian inverses, which are valid both in the classical
and quantum setting. To do this, we (re)introduce the notion of an almost everywhere (a.e.)
modular subcategory of a quantum Markov category (called a positive category in an earlier
draft of [33]). An example of such a category is the one of CPU maps. The simplest version
of the relationship between inverses, disintegrations, and Bayesian inverses holds in any a.e.
modular category. Briefly, every state-preserving inverse is a disintegration and every disinte-
gration is a Bayesian inverse, but the reverse implications are not generally true. For example,
if a state-preserving morphism has a disintegration, then the morphism must be a.e. determin-
istic. However, if the morphism has a Bayesian inverse, it need not be the case that the original
morphism is a.e. deterministic. This shows that Bayesian inversion is the most general candi-
date (of these three) as a reversing procedure (sometimes interpreted as an inference) for CPU
maps. We summarize this hierarchy of reversibility by the following implications

invertible = disintegrable = Bayesian invertible.

While accomplishing these three main goals, we discover several interesting consequences.
First, the notion of non-commutative a.e. equivalence, which was recently introduced in the
operator-algebraic framework [85], is shown to agree with the string-diagrammatic definition
of Cho and Jacobs when extended to quantum Markov categories [15]. Second, we prove a
universal no-broadcasting theorem for S-positive subcategories of quantum Markov categories.
Finally, our main goals relating disintegrations, a.e. determinism, and Bayesian inversion are
shown to imply a more general version of the Fisher-Neyman factorization theorem, valid in
both the classical and quantum settings. A further detailed account of our contributions are
described later in this introduction.

The present work supplements our investigations of quantum disintegrations and Bayesian
inversion, where we have analyzed the existence in the finite-dimensional hybrid classical and
quantum setting [85,86]. Nevertheless, the present paper can be read completely independently
of these two works.

The broader context and some motivation

Recent progress has shown that many concepts of classical information theory, probability
theory, and information transfer can be encompassed in string diagrammatic language through
the usage of CD and Markov categories [15,33]. Such a synthetic reformulation of informa-
tion theory divorces itself from some of the specific structures associated with measure theory.
Instead, one attempts to isolate diagrammatic structures that allow one to obtain categorical
analogues of theorems. There are many good reasons to do this, though here we focus mainly
on one, which is the ability to transfer these concepts into other settings. This has the benefit of
new potential discoveries in the new setting, but it also has the possibility to help refine the ab-
stract theory. Here, we mainly concentrate on how these concepts are instantiated in quantum
theory, though it seems reasonable that other contexts exist.



Some of the axioms that a classical Markov category can satisfy allow one to construct condi-
tionals, disintegrate measure-preserving maps, deduce causal inference, and perform Bayesian
updating [15,33,49-51]. Other axioms can be used to reformulate and prove theorems of suf-
ticient statistics for example [33,34]. However, not all classical Markov categories satisfy these
axioms, and yet some of these constructions and theorems might still hold. In fact, there are
also many categories coming from quantum mechanics that satisfy analogous versions of these
theorems but they do not fall within the Markov category framework, simply because Markov
categories contain a copy map and further demand a commuting condition that seems incom-
patible with quantum observables [12]. Nevertheless, at least in the case of quantum theory,
almost the same string-diagrammatic manipulations can be done by embedding the category
of completely positive maps in an enveloping quantum Markov category, which does contain a
(not necessarily commutative) copy map. The ambient quantum Markov category need not
include only physically implementable processes, but it can nevertheless be used to formulate
useful axioms and definitions for subcategories whose morphisms have a more direct physical
meaning. We prove that most (though not all!) of the important axioms of sufficient statis-
tics hold for completely positive (in fact, Schwarz positive) unital maps between unital finite-
dimensional C*-algebras by viewing them inside the enveloping quantum Markov category.
More generally, it is possible that relativizing axioms in this way to subcategories of classical
Markov categories (or mathematical structures generalizing Markov categories, such as quan-
tum Markov categories) may allow problems of inference and information flow to be analyzed
diagrammatically, without the requirement that the class of morphisms under study form a
Markov category.

An interesting aspect of disintegrations and Bayesian inversion is their interpretation as gen-
eralized inverses. If one initially begins in a category of state-preserving deterministic dynam-
ics [6,80], it is rarely possible to construct state-preserving inverses. To expand the possibilities
for a reversal procedure, one might hope to construct an approximate inverse in some sense.
This leads to the notion of a disintegration, which is a morphism that optimally reverses the
original deterministic dynamics. But to construct disintegrations, one must enlarge the original
category to include probabilistic morphisms.! Hence, one now has new morphisms describing
stochastic dynamics. One can then ask if these dynamics can be reversed in a similar way. In
one of our main theorems here, we show that this is not possible. More precisely, if a stochastic
morphism has a disintegration, then the original stochastic morphism is necessarily a.e. deter-
ministic. Bayesian inversion, the third notion of reversibility that we will examine, correctly
captures a more robust reversal procedure that reduces to the disintegration case when the
original dynamics is a.e. deterministic. Although our results are proved quite generally (for

L Although this is reminiscent of what one does in the localization of a category with respect to a class of
morphisms, we have not made any explicit connection. It would be interesting to see the relationship, if one
exists. The perspective we mention here is where one begins with a category of deterministic processes and uses
a monad to construct a Kleisli category, whose new morphisms are thought of as describing stochastic dynamics.
For classical (quantum) systems, this categorical procedure takes us from evolution described by functions (*-
homomorphisms) on phase space (the algebra of observables) to evolution described by Markov kernels [39, 61]
(completely positive unital maps [111]). We merely mention this as a remark, but we do not develop this abstract
viewpoint here.



certain subcategories of any quantum Markov category), we focus on the category of unital
C*-algebras and unital *-homomorphisms or, more generally, completely positive unital maps
(quantum operations). Most of our results are stated for Schwarz-positive unital maps, which
include completely positive unital maps as a subclass.

In defining Bayesian inversion and reversability, one must take particular care of measure
zero events. More specifically, a.e. equivalence in classical probability theory plays an impor-
tant role in uniqueness theorems. In [85], Russo and the author introduced the notion of a.e.
equivalence for maps between C*-algebras equipped with states to determine the uniqueness of
disintegrations. The definition is simple, intuitive, and is motivated by the Gelfand—Naimark-
Segal (GNS) construction. In [15], Cho and Jacobs independently introduced an elegant cate-
gorical formulation of a.e. equivalence valid for any Markov category. In this paper, we will
show that these two notions agree when the latter is generalized to quantum Markov cate-
gories. This notion of a.e. equivalence plays an essential role in determining the uniqueness
of quantum Bayesian inverses as well [86]. Although, the topic of reversibility in quantum
mechanics has been studied in great depth in the literature (a small selection of references in-
clude [10, 64, 65,75,91,92]), the categorical approach we take here is different from alternative
categorical approaches in the literature [21, 63, 64], but is more closely related to a notion intro-
duced by Accardi and Cecchini in 1982 [2].2 This latter definition is generalized appropriately
to the setting of not necessarily faithful states on C*-algebras. The reason why our analysis is
done with this latter map as a form of Bayesian inversion, instead of the more standard recovery
map in the literature, will be presented elsewhere [84].

Finally, it is also worthwhile mentioning that although the quantum Markov categories we
define enable us to reason probabilistically via diagrammatic techniques as a form of two-
dimensional algebra, this is certainly not the first of its kind. There is a large body of litera-
ture on diagrammatic reasoning in the context of categorical quantum mechanics [20,43]. The
approach we take here is a technically different from these approaches, but similar in spirit.
Future investigations will have to be done to properly relate the two.

Topics not covered here

Although a variety of points are addressed in this work, it has not been possible to include
all aspects of potential interest to some readers. Though the following list is not meant to be
complete, here are some of the topics that we do not cover in this work.

* The formal definition of quantum Markov categories is preliminary. It is mainly intro-
duced to find a rigorous setting where string-diagrammatic manipulations could be ap-
plied to the quantum setting even in the absence of a physically implementable copy map.
In particular, we do not explore further mathematical structures of graded monoidal cate-
gories nor do we explore examples other than the main one involving finite-dimensional

%Incidentally, Accardi and Cecchini introduced two types of Bayesian inverses in their work along with their
connection to the modular group of Tomita and Takesaki, assuming that the states involved were faithful (though
they did not realize the connection to Bayes’ theorem at the time, as far as I am aware). Only one of these two
maps seems to have been popularized—the one often called the Petz recovery map in the literature—due to its close
connection to the saturation of relative entropy under open quantum dynamics [93]. Our Bayesian inverse is a
generalization of the other type considered in [2].



unital C*-algebras (for one reason, see Remark 3.12). Nevertheless, we speculate that it
seems plausible that the notion may be extended further to braided monoidal categories,
which itself may have interesting consequences for condensed matter and topological
quantum computing (see [95] and references therein).

* Although our main interest is in applications to quantum information theory, the present
paper is meant to provide a mathematical basis for results we plan to present elsewhere. In
particular, though we try to make our results accessible to the physics community, only
a few physical examples are provided. Furthermore, justification for why the Bayesian
inversion presented here is a physically reasonable notion of quantum inference will be
presented elsewhere [84].

* We do not go into great detail regarding the conditions for existence of disintegrations and
Bayesian inverses, though we briefly mention very special cases. The reader is referred
to [85,86], which are specifically catered to these questions.

* We do not review in detail the background and mathematical justification for why one
should view completely positive maps as analogues of conditional probabilities. Cate-
gorical justifications are provided in earlier work [80] (see also [37]).

* Many classical Markov categories arise as the Kleisli category of a symmetric monoidal
monad on certain categories [33,34]. We make no attempt to describe if quantum Markov
categories arise as Kleisli categories of some kind of monad. However, we mention the
interesting fact that Westerbaan has recently shown that the category of completely posi-
tive unital maps can be viewed as the Kleisli category of a certain monad on the category
of C*-algebras and *-homorphisms [111].

Detailed outline and main results

In Section 2, we provide a diagrammatic reformulation of Bayes’ theorem to motivate the
definition we adopt later abstractly and in the quantum setting.

In Section 3, we define classical and quantum Markov categories and provide the two main
examples used in this work: finite sets with stochastic maps and finite-dimensional C*-algebras
with unital linear and conjugate-linear maps. The category of completely positive unital (CPU)
maps embeds into the latter category so that string diagrammatic manipulations of CPU maps
can be done in the larger category. In defining quantum Markov category, an involution mor-
phism * is introduced to allow for an axiom that resembles (but is different from) commutativity
in the C*-algebra setting. The morphisms that are natural with respect to this involution (called
x-preserving) form a subcategory with a symmetry that often simplifies many definitions. We
prove that there is no quantum Markov category of all C*-algebras in Remark 3.12, though we
speculate a potential resolution in Question 3.25.

In Section 4, we adapt Fritz’ definition of a positive Markov category (cf. [33, Defini-
tion 11.22]) to the quantum setting. In Theorem 4.2, we prove that the category of CPU maps
forms a positive subcategory of the quantum Markov category of linear and conjugate-linear
maps on finite-dimensional C*-algebras. We then prove that ordinary (operator-algebraic)
positivity (as opposed to complete positivity) in the quantum setting is not enough to satisfy
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Fritz’ categorical definition of positivity. Since Schwarz-positive unital maps satisfy this defi-
nition, we call such subcategories S-positive instead. As a simple corollary, we prove a general
no-broadcasting (no-cloning) theorem for S-positive subcategories in Theorem 4.17.

Section 5 reviews a.e. equivalence and contains several new results such as Theorem 5.12,
which shows that the notion of a.e. equivalence defined via the nullspace (which appears in the
GNS construction for example) introduced in [85, Definition 3.16] coincides with the definition
of Cho-Jacobs a.e. equivalence [15, Definition 5.1]. Theorem 5.12 is one of our main results
relating the operator-algebraic and diagrammatic structures. It is used repeatedly to simplify
many proofs in the rest of this work.

Section 6 is devoted to the a.e. determinism, which is particularly subtle in the quantum
setting due to the lack of commutativity. In particular, there are subcategories of quantum
Markov categories where a morphism is a.e. equivalent to a deterministic morphism but is
itself not a.e. deterministic (Example 6.26). We therefore introduce the notion of a determin-
istically reasonable subcategory (Definition 6.24) and note that all classical Markov categories
are deterministically reasonable. Furthermore, we prove that the subcategory of CPU maps
between C*-algebras is deterministically reasonable. We also prove a weak a.e. Multiplication
Lemma (Lemma 6.7) that is first used to describe what a.e. determinism looks like in the cate-
gory of CPU maps, but it is also used to prove one of our main theorems in a later section. We
conclude the section with a discussion of a.e. unitality.

In Section 7, we define disintegrations and Bayesian inversion in quantum Markov cate-
gories. As an example, we show that the error map is a disintegration of the recovery map in the
classical Hamming error correcting codes as well as certain quantum error correcting codes. We
provide examples of Bayesian inversion for matrix algebras. We also prove some relationships
among these different concepts. For example, Proposition 7.21 shows that Bayesian inversion is
compositional (with no assumptions), while every *-preserving morphism is a Bayesian inverse
of its Bayesian inverse. Proposition 7.31 shows that a Bayesian inverse of an a.e. deterministic
morphism is a disintegration.

Section 8 contains our main results, including the theorem relating disintegrations to a.e.
determinism and Bayesian inversion. We review three of Fritz” additional axioms that classical
Markov categories can satisfy. We relativize these notions to subcategories of quantum Markov
categories. These three axioms are a.e. modularity (previously called positivity in an earlier
draft of [33]), strict positivity, and causality. Theorem 8.3 provides an equivalent characteriza-
tion of an a.e. modular category in terms of Bayesian inversion and a.e. determinism. Not only
does this theorem provide a simpler criterion for proving that CPU maps form an a.e. modular
category (Theorem 8.9), but it is also a generalization of the Fisher-Neyman factorization theo-
rem, which, by our result, is valid in both the classical and quantum settings (see Remark 8.8 for
the relation to the Fisher-Neyman factorization theorem and Example 8.26 for a relationship to
Umegaki’s notion of sufficiency in quantum statistical decision theory). In the process of prov-
ing Theorem 8.9, we prove a relative version of the Multiplication Lemma for Schwarz-positive
unital maps (Lemma 8.10) and a certain conditional expectation property (Lemma 8.17), both of
which are either well-known to operator algebraists, or may be interesting new results. Corol-
lary 8.6 contains the statement that if a CPU map has a CPU disintegration, then it is auto-



matically a Bayesian inverse and the original map is necessarily a.e. deterministic. The rest of
the section discusses strictly positive and causal subcategories. Strict positivity is shown to fail
for CPU maps (Example 8.28), which is why we have brought back Fritz" older axiom of a.e.
modularity. In any case, we prove that strict positivity implies a.e. modularity and S-positivity
in the context of quantum Markov categories (Proposition 8.29), illustrating that the choice of
definitions in the non-commutative setting is very subtle (Remark 8.32). The section ends by
showing that CPU maps form a causal subcategory, but positive unital (PU) maps do not. Al-
though causality is used to prove that a.e. equivalence classes of state-preserving morphisms
form a category, the latter statement is still true for PU maps. This provides a counterexample
to the suspicion made before Definition 13.8 in [33]. A summary of the main results relating
disintegrations and Bayesian inverses in the context of C*-algebras is given in Corollary 8.42.

Due to the length of this work, some tables of notation have been included in Appendix A
for the reader’s convenience.

2 What is Bayes’ theorem?

To provide the setting and motivation for our results, we would first like to illustrate one
version of Bayes’ theorem that can be described purely diagrammatically [15,19,22,31,33].> We
will presently illustrate it in the case of finite sets and stochastic maps (for the reader unfamiliar
with the notation, we will briefly review it after the statement of the theorem).

Theorem 2.1 [Bayes’ theorem]

Let X and Y be finite sets, let {} ~>+ X be a probability measure, and let X % Ybea

stochastic map. Then there exists a stochastic map Y %+ X such that?

Yo {0} P
AY _— AX ,

YXY XxY

gxidy idy xf XxX

where {o} -3+ Y is given by q := f o p. Furthermore, for any other g’ satisfying this condi-
tion, g = g'.

“The equals sign in this diagram indicates that the diagram commutes. The notation is meant to be con-
sistent with higher categorical notation. Namely, we think of this equality as the identity 2-cell. We will not
comment on higher categorical generalizations in this paper.

3In most of these references, Bayes’ theorem is formulated as a bijection between joint distributions and con-
ditionals. Our emphasis is on the process of inference from conditionals, which will be used more in the non-
commutative setting (the distinction between these points of view is irrelevant in the classical setting). Why this
is so is explained in [86, Remark 5.96]. To the best of our knowledge, the first reference that explicitly draws the
diagram in Theorem 2.1 is Fong’s thesis [31] (see the section “Further Directions”), though it is formulated using
string diagrams. Here, we have elevated this diagram to encapsulate what the statement of Bayes’ theorem is.



We quickly recall some notation to explain the theorem (see [33, 80, 85] and the “Stochastic
maps” series in [81]).

Definition 2.2 [Stochastic maps]

If X and Y are finite sets, a stochastic map X % Yis an assignment sending x € X to
a probability measure fy on Y. The value of this probability measure on y € Y will be
denoted by f,x. Stochastic maps are drawn with squiggly arrows to distinguish them from
deterministic maps (stochastic maps assigning Dirac delta measures), which are drawn
with straight arrows —.* A single element set will be denoted by {e}. Stochastic maps

X 45 Y% Z canbe composed via the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation

(gof)uy = Z gzyfyx~
yeY

Given X ~» Y and X'~ Y/, the product’ X x X' LA ¥ % Y is defined by the product

of probability measures
(f X fl)[y,y’)(x,x’) = fyXfy’x"
Given®

o) Lo x 2y,

f is p-a.e. equivalent to h, written f = h, whenever fy # h, for all x € X\ N, where

Np:={x € X : px =0}
is the nullspace of p. In other words, f = h whenever the set on which f and h differ is a

set of p-measure zero. The map X X, X % X is determined by the function Ax(x) := (x,x)
for all x € X and is called the duplicate, copy, or diagonal map. The morphism g in
Theorem 2.1 is called a Bayesian inverse of (f,p, q). The diagram in Theorem 2.1 is called
the Bayes diagram. The pair (Y, q) is called a finite probability space. A stochastic map

X -5y satisfying q = f o p is said to be probability-preserving’ and is often written as
(X, p) = (¥, q).

?Such straight arrows correspond to functions.
UThis is not a categorical product (in the sense of limits).

€A stochastic map {e} -%5 X encodes the data of a probability measure on X.

9n the context of measure theory, where the probability measures are replaced by arbitrary measures,
one often says that f is measure-preserving when it satisfies ¢ = f op. When using states on C*-algebras
(non-commutative analogues of probability measures), the notion of probability-preserving stochastic maps
is replaced by that of state-preserving positive unital maps between C*-algebras (cf. Definition 7.1).



Example 2.3 [Visualizing probability-preserving functions]

In the special case that a stochastic map X Ly corresponds

to a function X = Y (with the same letter used abusively to
denote both the function and the stochastic map), it is help-
ful to visualize a probability-preserving map (X, p) 5o, q)
in terms of combining water droplets as in the figure on the
right [41], [85, Section 2.2]. A Bayesian inverse g of (f,p,q)
in this case is sometimes called a disintegration of (f,p,q). It f
is a stochastic map that splits the water droplets back into the

form above. More precisely, it is a stochastic map that satisfies
o R e 0@

p =goqand fog = idy. These two equations are what de-

fine a disintegration. They will be discussed in more detail in
Section 7.

QOO
XoOO
@ ° 2

O

Qo -0

With all this notation explained, the reader can now verify that the Bayes diagram reads

Ixydy = fyxpx (2.4)

for all values of x € X and y € Y. This is Bayes’ rule for point events.* The case of Bayes’
rule for more general events is a simple consequence of this rule [84, 86]. One can also show
that both f and g are probability-preserving using the Bayes diagram (we will prove this more
abstractly in Lemma 7.11).

Though it is more common to see Bayes’ rule written more explicitly as P(A|B)P(B) =
P(B|A)P(A) in the probability context, the abstract diagrammatic reformulation illustrates that
this is just one instantiation of Bayes’ theorem. Classically, it is used to make inferences on
outcomes based on evidence, such as diagnosing illnesses [73,110] (see [102] for a lucid intro-
duction), it is the foundation of many machine learning algorithms [71,72], and it drives how
intelligent beings make decisions [49]. The diagrammatic viewpoint allows one to use the more
abstract concept as a definition (as opposed to a theorem) in a completely new context, where an
equation such as P(A|B)P(B) = P(B|A)P(A) might not make any sense, but the diagram itself
has meaning [85, 86].

Considering how ubiquitous Bayes’ rule is, it is very possible that we have only scratched
the surface with its applications. What new insight can such a reformulation teach us? Where
else can it be utilized, and how can we interpret it? Before we can answer these questions, we
would like to to first provide an appropriate categorical structure in which Bayes’ rule (and
other concepts) can be defined in such a way so that it makes sense both in classical and quan-
tum theory.

4If we set P(x|y) :== Ixy, P(y) == qy, P(ylx) = fyx, and P(x) := px, equation (2.4) reads P(x[y)P(y) = P(y[x)P(x)
in more standard (albeit abusive) notation.
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3 Quantum Markov categories

We begin by defining our main categories of study and then working through a few exam-
ples. The first definition (Definition 3.1) contains a few technical details and can be skipped on
a first reading. These details are merely included to make rigorous sense of the string diagrams
that will follow. Quantum Markov categories are defined in Definition 3.4. In what follows,
let Z, = {0, 1} be the abelian group where 0 is the identity and 1 + 1 := 0 (addition modulo 2).
Given any group G, let BG be the one object category whose set of morphisms equals G with
composition given by the group operation (see [7,82] for more details). We will always write
0 for the identity element of G. The next definition of a graded monoidal category is due to
Frohlich and Wall [36, Chapter 3].

Definition 3.1 [Graded monoidal category]

Let G be a group. A category C equipped with a functor g : € — BG is called a G-graded
category.” The functor g is called a grading on C and g(f) of a morphism f in C is called the
grade of f. A grading g is stable iff for any object X in € and for any y € G, there exists an
isomorphism in € with source X and grade y. A collection of morphisms that is of a single
grade is said to be homogeneous. 1If H is another group and (D, h : D — BH) is an H-graded
category, a morphism of graded categories consists of a group homomorphism k : G — H
together with a functor L : € — D such that the grades of morphisms are preserved, i.e.

e—E -

gl lb

BG > BH

commutes. Given two G-graded categories (C, g) and (€, g'), let Cyxy/C’ denote the (strict)
pullback

/!
eng/e, L‘ el

ﬂlJ lo

C?BG

which is more explicitly given by the category whose objects are pairs (X, X’) with X in €
and X’ in €’ and whose morphisms are pairs of morphisms (f, ') with the same grading
(the tand 7’ functors are the projections onto the respective factors). Thus, Cyx,/€’ inherits
a canonical G-grading. A G-monoidal category consists of a G-graded category (C, g) with
a stable grading, a morphism ® : Cgx;C — C of graded categories, a section I : BG — C of
g, and natural isomorphisms (of grade 0) x : X® (YR Z) = (X®Y) R Z,c: XQY = Y®X,
and i : I® X — X satisfying the usual axioms of a symmetric monoidal category. Note
that I also refers to the image of the single object in BG under the functor I. In this entire
paper, the groups G will always be either the trivial group or Z;. When the group is Z;,
we will use even and odd to denote grade 0 and grade 1, respectively. In this case, Ceven,
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the collection all objects of € and their even morphisms, is a subcategory” of C.

“This is not to be confused with the notion of graded fusion category appearing in conformal field theo-
ries and topological quantum matter for example [26, Section 2.3], [95]. A G-graded category says that the
composite of a pair of composable morphisms, where one is of grade g’ and another following it of grade g,
is a morphism of grade gg’. A graded fusion category, on the other hand, says that the tensor product of a
morphism of grade g and another of grade g’ is a morphism of grade gg’.

UThe collection of odd morphisms is not a subcategory!

The idea behind a G-monoidal category € is to endow € with a partially defined tensor prod-
uct, where one is only allowed to take tensor products of morphisms of equal degrees (see
also [36, Proposition 10.1] and the discussion that follows for an alternative viewpoint). The
following example illustrates how this works.

Example 3.2 [Linear and conjugate linear maps as a Z;-monoidal category]

The category of complex vector spaces together with the class of linear and conjugate-

linear maps can be endowed with a Z;-monoidal structure. Recall, a function V I wis
conjugate-linear iff f is additive and f(Av) = Af(v) forallv € V and A € C (A denotes
the complex conjugate of A). If we declare linear maps to be grade 0 and conjugate-linear
maps to be grade 1, then the grade of their composites obey modular 2 arithmetic. The
tensor product of linear maps is defined in the usual way. The tensor product of conjugate-

linear maps can be defined similarly [105, Section 9.2.1]. However, if V L Wiis linear and
X % Y is conjugate-linear, then it does not make sense to define f ® g since (Av) @ x =
v® (Ax), while (Af(v)) ® g(x) # f(v) ® (Ag(x)). If all linear maps have grade 0 € Z; and
all conjugate-linear maps have grade 1 € Z,, then this shows that the tensor product is
actually defined on the pullback €yxy/C" from Definition 3.1. The section I : BZ, — € in
this case sends 0 to id¢ and 1 to *¢, the complex conjugation map from C to itself. The
grading is stable because every complex vector space V admits a real structure.”

Choose a basis {e4} of V and define the conjugate-linear map V — V uniquely determined by Aey + Aey
for all A € C and « in the index set for the basis. This isomorphism has grade 1.

The definition of a quantum Markov category below will use the language of string dia-
grams to present its axioms [20,33,43,53,90,99] (and the reference closest to our specific usage
of these diagrams is that of Cho—Jacobs [15] and Fritz [33]). In particular, we assume the stan-
dard string diagram expressions for the composition and monoidal product of morphisms in
series and in parallel, respectively. Afterwards, we will translate the axioms provided below in
the example of C*-algebras so that the reader unfamiliar with how they are manipulated should
still be able to follow most of the results developed here.

Convention 3.3 [Directionality of our string diagrams]
Our convention for string diagrams, regardless of the category, is that time always goes up
the page. However, the direction of composition will either go up or down depending on the

specific category being used. Composition will go up the page in the Schrédinger picture
(the evolution of states). Composition will also always go up the page for all general def-
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initions. This is to be consistent with the literature on Markov and CD categories because
their emphasis is more often on the classical aspects. In the quantum setting, however, we
use the Heisenberg picture (the evolution of observables) so that composition will go down
the page when working with linear (or conjugate-linear) maps between C*-algebras. Our
two main reasons for doing this is because the definition of determinism used later (Defini-
tion 3.18) is meant to agree with the classical one [37,80] and because traces/partial traces
need not be defined in the general setting of (possibly infinite-dimensional) C*-algebras.
To avoid potential confusion, we will never use the Schrédinger picture for C*-algebras.

Definition 3.4 [Quantum Markov category]

A quantum copy-discard (CD) category is a Z,-monoidal category My together with a
family of morphisms Ax : X ~>X x X, Ix : X ~=1I, and *x : X ~=X, all depicted in string
diagram notation as

= [ :; =
AX _\T? , °X _TX ’ al’ld *x _WLX,

for all objects X in M. These morphisms are required to satisfy the following conditions

R R

Tor = G-l Re-WE M- e

i - X®Y :WLX WLY ?X - %X : (QCD3)

The morphisms idx, Ax, and !x are declared to be even for all X. The involutions *x are
declared to be odd.” The map Ay is sometimes called copy or duplicate and the map !x is
sometimes called delete or ground. If there is a subcategory € of Mg that is also a quantum
CD category but satisfies, in addition,

X\ )X X X
o= RS v (D)
X X

then Ceven is said to be a classical CD subcategory of Mg. In general, a classical CD
category is a symmetric monoidal category admitting all the structure above except that
the grading is trivial (so that the involution is not present) and the commutativity axiom

é = VY (CD2)
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holds for all objects. A quantum Markov category is a quantum CD category in which

every even (odd) morphism X % Yin M@ satisfies” the condition that the composite

X o v Yo Tis equal to X | (X -5 X X I). In pictures,

:T -7)

Morphisms f satisfying this condition are called unital.© A classical Markov category is a
classical CD category for which every morphism is unital.

?A Zjy-monoidal category has the property that the grading is stable. In a quantum Markov category, the
choice of a representative xx is additional structure.

UThis axiom is naturality (in the sense of natural transformations) with respect to the assignment that
sends each X to the morphism !x [33, Equation (2.5) in Definition 2.1].

“They are often called “causal” in the literature [57]. We have chosen to call these maps unital to avoid
potential confusion with Definition 8.33.

Remark 3.5 [Terminology of CD and Markov categories]

The terminology ‘Markov category’” was first used by Fritz [33]. The terminology ‘CD
category’ was used earlier by Cho-Jacobs, which is also where the axioms were first pro-
vided [15]. The only distinction between the two is whether grounding is natural for every
morphism. Similar, though not quite the same, structure appeared earlier in works of Car-
boni [14] and Golubtsov [40]. A more thorough historical account can be found in [33].
In this paper, we mostly focus on Markov categories, though on occasion we provide di-
gressions on what happens when unitality is dropped. We also prefer the terminology
‘Markov category’ because this sounds more appropriate for our generalization to the non-
commutative context.”

“In quantum mechanics, the operation copy (C) is not a quantum operation. Hence, if we used ‘non-
commutative CD categories’ or ‘quantum CD categories’ in this work, this might cause some speculation
from the quantum information community (cf. Example 3.14 and Theorem 4.17).

Remark 3.6 [Classical Markov categories and naturality of the swap map]

The usual commutativity axiom (CD2) of a classical CD category is a consequence of the
axioms of a quantum CD category and (CD1). This follows from

¥ =id ? (CDl) %; (QCD1) x2=id \TJ

Conversely, (QCD1), (QCD3), and (CD2) imply (CD1).
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Remark 3.7 [The grading combines in composition and restricts the tensor product]

The choice of a functor Mg — BBZ; means that the composite of two morphisms of parities
p1 and py is of parity (p; +p2) mod 2. Pre- or post-composing with * sets up two bijections
Ceven(X,Y) = Coqdq(X,Y). The distinction between even and odd morphisms seems like it
might make it a bit awkward for string diagram computations. However, we will see that
all string diagram computations will be done in a manner where they pass a “horizontal
line test,” namely where the morphisms at any height in the string diagram will always
have the same degree. Also note that we have to keep track of x| in computations, espe-
cially whenever we pull xx through !x as in the last identity in (QCD3). Fortunately, this
will rarely show up in string-diagrammatic computations (an exception is Remark 8.7).

The reason to include the odd involution * is to generalize the computations from ordinary
Markov categories and classical probability theory [15,33] to categories of quantum probability
(cf. Example 3.9 below). To see this, we first review the classical example.

Example 3.8 [Stochastic matrices (FinStoch) and Markov kernels (Stoch)]

Our main examples of classical Markov categories are FinStoch and Stoch. An object
of FinStoch is a finite set. A morphism from X to Y is a Markov kernel/stochastic
map /conditional probability from X to Y. Such a morphism assigns to each element x € X
a probability measure on Y. Composition is defined by the Chapman-Kolmogorov equa-
tion (i.e. summing over all intermediaries). The tensor product is the cartesian product
of sets and the product of Markov kernels for morphisms. The tensor unit is the single
element set, often denoted by {e}. The maps Ax and !x are given by Ax(x) := (x,x) and
Ix(x) = e forall x € X. Notice that axiom (CD2) in Definition 3.4 holds. See Section 2 above,
[33, Example 2.5], and [85, Section 2.1] for more details. One can also drop the condition
that a morphism sends each point to a probability measure and instead associate to each
point a signed (finite) measure whose total value is 1. The resulting category is also a clas-
sical Markov category (see Example 11.27 in [33]). One can also weaken this by dropping
the condition that the total measure is 1, and one ends up with a classical CD category,
which we denote by FinMeas. Such morphisms are called transition maps/matrices. The
subcategory where the measures are non-negative, denoted by FinMeas_, is also a clas-
sical Markov category. The category Stoch is a generalization of FinStoch to measurable
spaces (see [33, Section 4] for details).

. . . op
Example 3.9 [Linear and conjugate-linear maps (fdC*-AlgU ;)]

Our main example of a quantum Markov category is fdC*-AlgUg". The objects here are
finite-dimensional unital C*-algebras (see [80, Section 2.3] for a review of C*-algebras).
Henceforth, all C*-algebras will be assumed unital. Every such finite-dimensional C*-
algebra is *-isomorphic to a finite direct sum of (square) matrix algebras [27, Theorem 5.5].
A matrix algebra will be written as M, (C) indicating the C*-algebra of complex n x n ma-
trices. A morphism from A to B in de*-AlgU%p is either a linear or conjugate-linear unital
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map” F : B ~=A (linear maps are declared even and conjugate-linear maps are declared
odd).” Notice that the function goes backwards because of the superscript °P (in the physics
literature, this convention is known as the Heisenberg picture). The tensor product (over C)
is the tensor product of finite-dimensional C*-algebras. For example,

(EB MmX(C)) ® (@Mny (C)) (b (MmX(C) ®Mny(C)),

xeX yeyY XY

where X and Y are finite sets labelling the matrix factors. The tensor product for mor-
phisms is defined when both are linear or conjugate-linear (cf. Example 3.2). The * oper-
ation is the involution on a C*-algebra, which is conjugate-linear (this shows the grading

is stable). If B -L+ A is linear (conjugate-linear), then F o * is conjugate-linear (linear) since
(Fo*)(Ab) = F(Ab*) = AF(b*) = A(F o x)(b) (and similarly if F is conjugate-linear). We will
ignore associators and unitors in what follows. This is permissible thanks to Mac Lane’s
coherence theorem [70]. We define the copy map A4 from A to A ® A in de*-AlgUg;p to
be the multiplication map determined on elementary tensors by*

A A ARA > ARA’
AR
A A > AA’
in fdC*-AlgU,. The map 4 is linear and unital, but it is not a *-homomorphism unless A
is commutative. In fact, pa is not even positive in general (cf. Example 3.14). Nevertheless,
it is coherent with the involution * (in the sense of the last identity in (QCD1)) because

(A1A2)* = A3A7 forall Ay, A, € A. Finally, the discard map !4 : A — C in fdC*-AlgUy) is
defined to be the unit inclusion map

) C 3> A
A A 3 Aly

in fdC*-AlgU,. Here are some of the conditions of a quantum Markov category and their
corresponding expressions in terms of these morphisms:

g/ - ‘ _ \7 e  14,A=A=Al, VAcA,

Mies = T <> (A@BIA ®B) = (AA) 2 (BB) YA,A €4, BB 3,

and |
= _ . —  (Ma)=Alx VreC
4 A
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One can check that the rest of the axioms of a quantum Markov category are satisfied for
de*-AlgU%p. In fact, the larger category where we drop the unit-preserving assumption
on the morphisms is a quantum CD category. In this paper, we will denote this latter
category by de*-AlgOQp. We will be lax with our notation and from now on not distin-
guish between the category fdC*-AlgU, and its opposite. When we refer to fdC*-Alg,
(or fdC*-AlgU,) as a quantum CD (Markov) category, we will always mean its opposite
(though all explicit algebraic calculations will be done in fdC*-Algg). In all the string dia-
grams that appear, the only difference is that we will compose from the top to the bottom
of the page (rather than from the bottom to the top).

?Capital letters for the morphisms will often be used when they describe morphisms between C*-algebras
(cf. Convention 3.23).

UThe subscript @ is used as a reminder that both linear (yang) and conjugate-linear (yin) maps are in-
cluded. Dropping the subscript will mean taking all even (linear) morphisms.

“The multiplication map of a C*-algebra is defined as a bilinear map A x A — A. The fact that it extends
to a linear map A ® A ~> A follows from the universal property of the tensor product, which is valid for
finite-dimensional C*-algebras. Throughout this article, we will assume this without always explicitly saying
so. See Remark 3.12 for the subtleties that occur for possibly infinite-dimensional C*-algebras.

Example 3.10 [Unitality of morphisms]

It follows from the axioms in Definition 3.4 that idx, Ax, !x, and xx are automatically unital
for all X. A morphism in any of the categories of finite sets together with morphisms
that associate to each point a signed measure is unital iff the total measure associated to
each point is 1. A morphism F : B ~=A in any of the categories of C*-algebras we have
introduced is unital if and only if it is unital in the usual sense, i.e. F(13) = 14.

We first recall a few definitions.
Definition 3.11 [Positive, Schwarz positive, and completely positive maps]

An element C of a C*-algebra A is positive, written C > 0, iff it equals A*A for some
A € A. A linear map F : B ~=A is positive iff it sends positive elements to positive
elements. Let fdC*-AlgPU denote the subcategory of fdC*-AlgU, consisting of the same
objects as fdC*-AlgU, but the morphisms are only the positive unital (PU) maps. A linear
map F : B ~= A is Schwarz positive (SP) iff it satisfies F(B*B) > ||F(1g)|| F(B)*F(B) for all
B € B. Let fdC*-AlgSPU denote the subcategory of fdC*-AlgU, consisting of the same
objects as fdC*-AlgUg, but the morphisms are only all the Schwarz positive unital (SPU)
maps. A linear map F : B ~=A is n-positive iff idy; () @ F : My (C) @ B ~M,(C)® A
is positive. A linear map F is completely positive (CP) iff F is n-positive for all n € IN.
If Ve A, let Ady : A ~>A be the CP map sending A € A to VAV*. Let fdC*-AlgCPU
denote the subcategory of fdC*-AlgU, consisting of the same objects as fdC*-AlgU, but
the morphism