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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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a0001 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, 38–40, 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.
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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-

ficient 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.1 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

1Although 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.
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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

2Incidentally, 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].
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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

∗-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-
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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.

a0012 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].3 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 {•} p
X be a probability measure, and let X

f
Y be a

stochastic map. Then there exists a stochastic map Y
g

X such thata

{•}Y X

Y × Y X×XX× Y

p ///o/o/o/o/o/o/oqoo o/ o/ o/ o/ o/ o/ o/ o/

∆Y

��
∆X

��

g×idY

///o/o/o/o/o
idX×f

oo o/ o/ o/ o/ o/

=== ,

where {•} q
Y is given by q := f ◦ p. Furthermore, for any other g ′ satisfying this condi-

tion, g =
q
g ′.

aThe 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.
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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
f

Y is an assignment sending x ∈ X to

a probability measure fx on Y. The value of this probability measure on y ∈ Y will be

denoted by fyx. 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 A single element set will be denoted by {•}. Stochastic maps

X
f

Y
g

Z can be composed via the Chapman–Kolmogorov equation

(g ◦ f)zx :=
∑

y∈Y
gzyfyx.

Given X
f

Y and X ′ f′
Y ′, the productb X× X ′ f×f′

Y × Y ′ is defined by the product

of probability measures

(f× f ′)(y,y′)(x,x′) := fyxfy′x′ .

Givenc

{•} X Y
p ///o/o/o

f ///o/o/o/o

h
///o/o/o/o ,

f is p-a.e. equivalent to h, written f =
p
h, whenever fx 6= hx for all x ∈ X \Np, where

Np :=
{
x ∈ X : px = 0

}

is the nullspace of p. In other words, f =
p
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 ∆X(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
f

Y satisfying q = f ◦ p is said to be probability-preservingd and is often written as

(X,p) f
(Y,q).

aSuch straight arrows correspond to functions.
bThis is not a categorical product (in the sense of limits).

cA stochastic map {•} p
X encodes the data of a probability measure on X.

dIn 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 q = f ◦ p. 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).
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Example 2.3 [Visualizing probability-preserving functions]

X

Y

f

In the special case that a stochastic map X
f

Y corresponds

to a function X
f−→ 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)
f−→ (Y,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

is a stochastic map that splits the water droplets back into the

form above. More precisely, it is a stochastic map that satisfies

p = g ◦ q and f ◦ g =
q

idY . These two equations are what de-

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

Section 7.

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

gxyqy = fyxpx (2.4)

for all values of x ∈ X and y ∈ Y. This is Bayes’ rule for point events.4 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) := gxy,P(y) := qy,P(y|x) := 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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a0033 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 Z2 = {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

Fröhlich and Wall [36, Chapter 3].

Definition 3.1 [Graded monoidal category]

Let G be a group. A category C equipped with a functor g : C → BG is called a G-graded

category.a 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 C and for any γ ∈ G, there exists an

isomorphism in C with source X and grade γ. A collection of morphisms that is of a single

grade is said to be homogeneous. If H is another group and (D, h : D → BH) is an H-graded

category, a morphism of graded categories consists of a group homomorphism κ : G → H

together with a functor L : C → D such that the grades of morphisms are preserved, i.e.

C D

BG BH

L //

Bκ
//

g
��

h
��

commutes. Given two G-graded categories (C, g) and (C ′, g ′), let Cg×g ′C
′ denote the (strict)

pullback

Cg×g ′C
′

C ′

C BG

y

π ′
//

g
//

π
��

g ′

��
,

which is more explicitly given by the category whose objects are pairs (X,X ′) with X in C

and X ′ in C ′ and whose morphisms are pairs of morphisms (f, f ′) with the same grading

(the π and π ′ functors are the projections onto the respective factors). Thus, Cg×g ′C
′ inherits

a canonical G-grading. A G-monoidal category consists of a G-graded category (C, g) with

a stable grading, a morphism ⊗ : Cg×gC → C of graded categories, a section I : BG → C of

g, and natural isomorphisms (of grade 0) α : X⊗ (Y ⊗Z) → (X⊗ Y)⊗Z, c : X⊗ Y → 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 Z2. When the group is Z2,

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 C and their even morphisms, is a subcategoryb of C.

aThis 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 ′.
bThe collection of odd morphisms is not a subcategory!

The idea behind a G-monoidal category C is to endow C 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 Z2-monoidal category]

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

linear maps can be endowed with a Z2-monoidal structure. Recall, a function V
f−→ W is

conjugate-linear iff f is additive and f(λv) = λf(v) for all v ∈ V and λ ∈ C (λ denotes

the complex conjugate of λ). 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
f−→ W is linear and

X
g−→ Y is conjugate-linear, then it does not make sense to define f⊗ g since (λv) ⊗ x =

v⊗ (λx), while
(

λf(v)
)

⊗ g(x) 6= f(v)⊗
(

λg(x)
)

. If all linear maps have grade 0 ∈ Z2 and

all conjugate-linear maps have grade 1 ∈ Z2, then this shows that the tensor product is

actually defined on the pullback Cg×g ′C
′ from Definition 3.1. The section I : BZ2 → C in

this case sends 0 to idC and 1 to ∗C, the complex conjugation map from C to itself. The

grading is stable because every complex vector space V admits a real structure.a

aChoose a basis {eα} of V and define the conjugate-linear map V → V uniquely determined by λeα 7→ λeα
for all λ ∈ C and α 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 Schrödinger 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 Schrödinger picture for C∗-algebras.

Definition 3.4 [Quantum Markov category]

A quantum copy-discard (CD) category is a Z2-monoidal category MY together with a

family of morphisms ∆X : X /o/o //X×X, !X : X /o/o // I, and ∗X : X /o/o //X, all depicted in string

diagram notation as

∆X ≡
X

, !X ≡
X

, and ∗X ≡
X

,

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

= = = = (QCD1)

X⊗ Y = X Y I = X⊗ Y =
X Y I

= (QCD2)

=
X⊗ Y

=
X Y

X

=
X

. (QCD3)

The morphisms idX, ∆X, and !X are declared to be even for all X. The involutions ∗X are

declared to be odd.a The map ∆X is sometimes called copy or duplicate and the map !X is

sometimes called delete or ground. If there is a subcategory C of MY that is also a quantum

CD category but satisfies, in addition,

X

X X
=

X

X X
∀ X (CD1)

then Ceven is said to be a classical CD subcategory of MY. 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

= (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
f

Y in MY satisfiesb the condition that the composite

X
f

Y
!Y

I is equal to X
!X

I (X
∗X

X
!X

I). In pictures,

f =

(

f =

)

.

Morphisms f satisfying this condition are called unital.c A classical Markov category is a

classical CD category for which every morphism is unital.

aA Z2-monoidal category has the property that the grading is stable. In a quantum Markov category, the

choice of a representative ∗X is additional structure.
bThis 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].
cThey 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.a

aIn 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

∗2=id
===

(CD1)
===

(QCD1)
====

∗2=id
=== .

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 MY → BZ2 means that the composite of two morphisms of parities

p1 and p2 is of parity (p1 +p2) mod 2. Pre- or post-composing with ∗ sets up two bijections

Ceven(X, Y) → Codd(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 ∗I in computations, espe-

cially whenever we pull ∗X 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 {•}. The maps ∆X and !X are given by ∆X(x) := (x, x) and

!X(x) = • for all 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).

Example 3.9 [Linear and conjugate-linear maps (fdC*-AlgU
op
Y

)]

Our main example of a quantum Markov category is fdC*-AlgU
op
Y

. 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 Mn(C) indicating the C∗-algebra of complex n×n ma-

trices. A morphism from A to B in fdC*-AlgU
op
Y

is either a linear or conjugate-linear unital
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mapa F : B /o/o //A (linear maps are declared even and conjugate-linear maps are declared

odd).b Notice that the function goes backwards because of the superscript op (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,

(

⊕

x∈X
Mmx(C)

)

⊗





⊕

y∈Y
Mny(C)




∼=
⊕

x,y

(

Mmx(C)⊗Mny(C)
)

,

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 F
A is linear (conjugate-linear), then F ◦ ∗ is conjugate-linear (linear) since

(F ◦ ∗)(λb) = F(λb∗) = λF(b∗) = λ(F ◦ ∗)(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 ∆A from A to A⊗A in fdC*-AlgU
op
Y

to

be the multiplication map determined on elementary tensors byc

A A

A

≡
A⊗A

A

µA

�� �O
�O
�O

∋

∋

A⊗A ′

AA ′

❴

��

in fdC*-AlgU
Y

. The map µA is linear and unital, but it is not a ∗-homomorphism unless A

is commutative. In fact, µA 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)
∗ = A∗

2A
∗
1 for all A1,A2 ∈ A. Finally, the discard map !A : A → C in fdC*-AlgU

op
Y

is

defined to be the unit inclusion map

A

≡
C

A

!A
��

∋

∋

λ

λ1A

❴

��

in fdC*-AlgU
Y

. Here are some of the conditions of a quantum Markov category and their

corresponding expressions in terms of these morphisms:

= = ⇐⇒ 1AA = A = A1A ∀ A ∈ A,

A⊗B =
A B

⇐⇒ (A⊗ B)(A ′ ⊗ B ′) = (AA ′)⊗ (BB ′) ∀ A,A ′ ∈ A, B,B ′ ∈ B,

and

A

=
A

⇐⇒ (λ1A)
∗ = λ1A ∀ λ ∈ C.
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One can check that the rest of the axioms of a quantum Markov category are satisfied for

fdC*-AlgU
op
Y

. 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 fdC*-Alg
op
Y

. We will be lax with our notation and from now on not distin-

guish between the category fdC*-AlgU
Y

and its opposite. When we refer to fdC*-Alg
Y

(or fdC*-AlgU
Y

) as a quantum CD (Markov) category, we will always mean its opposite

(though all explicit algebraic calculations will be done in fdC*-Alg
Y

). 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).

aCapital letters for the morphisms will often be used when they describe morphisms between C∗-algebras

(cf. Convention 3.23).
bThe subscript Y 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.
cThe multiplication map of a C∗-algebra is defined as a bilinear map A×A → A. The fact that it extends

to a linear map A⊗A /o/o // 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, ∆X, !X, and ∗X 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 /o/o //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(1B) = 1A.

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 /o/o //A is positive iff it sends positive elements to positive

elements. Let fdC*-AlgPU denote the subcategory of fdC*-AlgU
Y

consisting of the same

objects as fdC*-AlgU
Y

but the morphisms are only the positive unital (PU) maps. A linear

map F : B /o/o //A is Schwarz positive (SP) iff it satisfies F(B∗B) > ‖F(1B)‖ F(B)∗F(B) for all

B ∈ B. Let fdC*-AlgSPU denote the subcategory of fdC*-AlgU
Y

consisting of the same

objects as fdC*-AlgU
Y

but the morphisms are only all the Schwarz positive unital (SPU)

maps. A linear map F : B /o/o //A is n-positive iff idMn(C) ⊗ F : Mn(C)⊗B /o/o //Mn(C)⊗A

is positive. A linear map F is completely positive (CP) iff F is n-positive for all n ∈ N.

If V ∈ A, let AdV : A /o/o //A be the CP map sending A ∈ A to VAV∗. Let fdC*-AlgCPU

denote the subcategory of fdC*-AlgU
Y

consisting of the same objects as fdC*-AlgU
Y

but

the morphisms are only the CP unital (CPU) maps. Dropping U from the notation will

be used to denote analogous categories where the morphisms are not necessarily unital

(recall, all C∗-algebras are unital here).
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Remark 3.12 [There is no quantum Markov category of all C∗-algebras]

The previous example cannot be generalized to the infinite-dimensional setting. Although

there are many C∗-norms endowing the category of C∗-algebras and ∗-homomorphisms

with a monoidal structure [108], there is no C∗-norm endowing the category of C∗-algebras

and bounded linear maps with a monoidal structure [77]. However, there is one if one uses

completely bounded linear maps [11]. Unfortunately, there is no C∗-norm for which the

bilinear multiplication map B×B /o/o //B on every C∗-algebra B induces a bounded linear

map µB : B⊗B /o/o //B for which µB

(∑n
i=1 Bi ⊗ B ′

i

)

=
∑n

i=1 BiB
′
i on all such finite sums.a

To see this explicitly, for n ∈ N, set An := Mn(C), and let mn : An ×An
/o/o //An denote

the bilinear multiplication map and let µn : An ⊗An
/o/o //An denote the associated linear

map. We will first show that ‖mn‖ 6 1 and ‖µn‖ > n for all n ∈ N. The first fact

follows from one of the Banach algebra axioms, which states ‖A1A2‖ 6 ‖A1‖‖A2‖ for all

A1,A2 ∈ An. Indeed, since the norm on A1 ×A2 is given by ‖(A1,A2)‖ := sup{‖A1‖, ‖A2‖}
and the operator norm is given by (see [30, Section 5.1])

‖mn‖ = sup
{
‖mn(A1,A2)‖ : ‖(A1,A2)‖ = 1, A1,A2 ∈ A

}
,

one has

‖A1A2‖ 6 ‖A1‖‖A2‖ 6 1 = ‖(A1,A2)‖
for all A1,A2 ∈ An such that ‖(A1,A2)‖ = 1.

Meanwhile, for each n ∈ N and i, j ∈ {1, . . . ,n}, let E
(n)
ij denote the ij-th matrix unit in

Mn(C). Namely, the kl-th entries are (E
(n)
ij )kl := δikδjl. Set

A(n) :=

n∑

i=1

E
(n)
1i ⊗ E

(n)
i1 ≡













E
(n)
11 · · · E

(n)
n1

0 · · · 0
...

...

0 · · · 0













,

where we have used the usual isomorphism Mn(C)⊗Mn(C) ∼= Mn2(C) to relate the ten-

sor product expression to another matrix. By the definition of the matrix operator norm,

‖A(n)‖ = 1 for all n ∈ N. This can be obtained by computing

(A(n))†A(n) =

n∑

i,j=1

(E
(n)
1i ⊗ E

(n)
i1 )†(E(n)

1j ⊗ E
(n)
j1 ) =

n∑

i,j=1

E
(n)
ij ⊗

(

δijE
(n)
11

)

=

n∑

i=1

E
(n)
ii ⊗ E

(n)
11 =









E
(n)
11 0

. . .

0 E
(n)
11









and taking the square-root of the largest eigenvalue, which is 1 (we are using the C∗-

identity here to compute the norm in this way).
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The multiplication map µn : An ⊗An
/o/o //An is determined by how it acts on the basis

E
(n)
ij ⊗ E

(n)
kl , which is just µn(E

(n)
ij ⊗ E

(n)
kl ) = E

(n)
ij E

(n)
kl = δjkE

(n)
il for all i, j, k, l ∈ {1, . . . ,n}.

Using this, we immediately obtain

µn

(

A(n)
)

=

n∑

i=1

µA

(

E
(n)
1i ⊗ E

(n)
i1

)

=

n∑

i=1

E
(n)
11 = nE

(n)
11 ≡











n 0 · · · 0

0 0 · · · 0
...

...
...

0 0 · · · 0











,

where the n is actually the number n inside the first entry (and the matrix is zero every-

where else). Thus,
∥

∥µn(A
(n))
∥

∥ = n so that ‖µn‖ > n.

One can then extrapolate this construction to A := B(H), where H is a separable Hilbert

space. One chooses an orthonormal basis {ei}i∈N for H and defines a family of matrix units

{Eij ∈ B(H)}i,j∈N via the same formula as in the matrix case, namely 〈ek,Eijel〉 = δikδjl,

where 〈 · , · 〉 denotes the inner product on H. From this, one can define a sequence of

operators

N ∋ n 7→ A(n) :=

n∑

i=1

E1i ⊗ Ei1 ∈ A⊙A,

where A⊙A is the algebraic tensor product of unital ∗-algebras. To compute the norm of

this sequence, we first need to choose a C∗-norm on A⊙A (see [94, Appendix B] and [108]

for details and definitions). There exists a spatial/minimal C∗-norm ‖ · ‖σ and a projec-

tive/maximal C∗-norm ‖ · ‖max satisfying the condition that given any other C∗-norm ‖ · ‖γ,

‖A‖σ 6 ‖A‖γ 6 ‖A‖max ∀ A ∈ A⊙A.

Since every C∗-norm is majorized by the maximal norm ‖ · ‖max, proving ‖A(n)‖max 6 1

for all n ∈ N will imply ‖A(n)‖γ 6 1 for every C∗-norm ‖ · ‖γ. To prove ‖A(n)‖max 6 1, it

helps to recall the useful fact that if B is a C∗-algebra, then

‖B‖ 6 1 if and only if

[

1B B

B∗ 1B

]

> 0

in M2(B) [87, Lemma 3.1], where M2(B) is the C∗-algebra of 2 × 2 matrices with entries

in B. Thus, it suffices to prove
[

1 A(n)

(A(n))† 1

]

> 0 (in this case, B = A⊗max A), where

1 := 1A⊙A. But this is immediate because

[

1 A(n)

(A(n))† 1

]

=

[

1 A(n)

0 1 −
(∑n

i=1 Eii

)

⊗ E11

]† [
1 A(n)

0 1 −
(∑n

j=1 Ejj

)

⊗ E11

]

,

as a quick calculation will show. Thus, ‖A(n)‖max 6 1 for all n ∈ N.
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Now, suppose that µA : A⊙A /o/o //A is the linear map for which

µA

(

n∑

i=1

Ai ⊗A ′
i

)

=

n∑

i=1

AiA
′
i

for arbitrary elements in Ai,A
′
i ∈ A (the linear map is uniquely determined by these assign-

ments due to the universal property of the algebraic tensor product). Then by the previous

analysis, the existence of the sequence N ∋ n 7→ A(n) shows that

‖µA‖ := sup
{
‖µA(A)‖ : A ∈ A⊙A such that ‖A‖max 6 1

}
= ∞,

since µA(A
(n)) = nE11 has norm n with respect to the usual (operator) norm on A = B(H).

Hence, µA cannot be continuous.

Therefore, there is no quantum Markov category whose objects consist of all C∗-

algebras. These matters are discussed further in Question 3.25.

aThis problem cannot be fixed by using von Neumann algebras. In fact, the situation for von Neumann

algebras is worse because the bilinear multiplication map is not even (jointly) weakly continuous [68, Lec-

ture 5].

The next few examples provide important subcategories of fdC*-Alg
Y

that are neither quan-

tum nor classical Markov categories. Nevertheless, they are the main categories of interest here

and the fact that they embed into a quantum Markov category allows for a string diagrammatic

calculus to be used.

Example 3.13 [The hierarchy of positivity for maps of C∗-algebras]

The categories introduced in Definition 3.11 have the following hierarchical structure

fdC*-AlgCPU ⊂ fdC*-AlgSPU ⊂ fdC*-AlgPU ⊂ fdC*-AlgU
Y

,

where every inclusion is strict (even when restricted to finite-dimensional algebras). The

inclusion fdC*-AlgCPU ⊂ fdC*-AlgSPU follows from the fact that every 2-positive unital

map F : B /o/o //A (and hence every CPU map) satisfies the Kadison–Schwarz (KS) inequal-

ity

F(B)∗F(B) 6 F(B∗B) ∀ B ∈ B,

which is exactly the Schwarz-positivity condition specialized to the case where F is unital.

A proof of this can be found in [69, Proposition 6] (see [54] and [24] for the original ref-

erences).a Examples instantiating the strict inclusions above are well known, and special

instances will be recalled when needed in this work.
aIn support of the views expressed in Question 3.25, even in the infinite-dimensional setting of all C∗-

algebras, the conditions on the morphisms in the appropriate analogues of the categories here are strong

enough to imply that they are automatically continuous maps with respect to the norm topologies. This is

because the operator norm of any positive map F : B /o/o // A is given by ‖F(1B)‖A, where ‖ · ‖A denotes the

C∗-algebra norm on A.
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Example 3.14 [Quantum channels do not form a quantum Markov category, but...]

The subcategory fdC*-AlgCPU of fdC*-AlgU
Y

is not a quantum Markov category be-

cause there is no CPU map A⊗ A /o/o //A satisfying the conditions of Definition 3.4 (not

even in finite dimensions). In fact, a version of the no-cloning (no-broadcasting) theo-

rem states that a CPU map µA : A ⊗ A /o/o //A satisfying the first condition in (QCD1),

i.e. µA(1A ⊗A) = A = µA(A⊗ 1A) for all A ∈ A, exists if and only if A is commutative

(cf. [69, Theorem 6]). We will prove a related no-broadcasting theorem in the abstract set-

ting in Theorem 4.17. In fact, this result holds true for SPU maps as well, and the standard

proofs (such as [69, Theorem 6]) actually only use the Kadison–Schwarz inequality. Hence,

fdC*-AlgSPU is not a quantum Markov category. Nevertheless, these categories embed

into a quantum Markov category, and the morphisms in the ambient quantum Markov

category can be used to formulate many notions such as a.e. equivalence, disintegrations,

Bayesian inversion, conditionals, modularity, determinism, and so on. We will discuss all

of these ideas in subsequent sections.

We now introduce a few properties that we wish to distinguish for certain morphisms in

quantum Markov categories. The first is the notion of a ∗-preserving morphism, which plays

an essential role as a symmetry that allows for a more robust string-diagrammatic calculus in

quantum theory.

Definition 3.15 [∗-preserving morphisms]

Let MY be a quantum Markov category. A morphism X
f

Y in MY is said to be ∗-

preserving iff f is natural with respect to ∗,a meaning

X

f

Y

= f

X

Y

, i.e. f ◦ ∗X = ∗Y ◦ f.

The monoidalb subcategory of all even ∗-preserving morphisms of MY will be denoted by

M∗. Any subcategory whose morphisms are ∗-preserving (but not necessarily even!) will

be called a ∗-preserving subcategory.

aThis word ‘natural’ is meant in the categorical sense. The assignment ∗ assigns to each object X a mor-

phism ∗X. This assignment is natural (in the sense of natural transformations) precisely for morphisms that

are ∗-preserving.
bMonoidality follows from the coherence between the tensor and ∗ in Definition 3.4.

Example 3.16 [∗-preserving morphisms in fdC*-Alg
Y

]

A morphism (odd or even!) in fdC*-Alg
Y

is ∗-preserving if and only if it takes self-adjoint
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elements to self-adjoint elements. In particular, every positive map is ∗-preserving [103].a

aIn the literature, the terminology “self-adjoint” is often used for what we call “∗-preserving.”

Example 3.17 [Copy is not generally ∗-preserving]

In a quantum Markov category MY, copy ∆ is ∗-preserving if and only if Meven is a classical

Markov category.

Definition 3.18 [Deterministic morphisms]

An evena morphism X
f

Y in a quantum Markov category MY is called deterministic iff

f is ∗-preserving and natural with respect to ∆, the latter of which means

X

f

Y Y

=

X

f f

Y Y

, i.e. ∆Y ◦ f = (f⊗ f) ◦∆X.

The subcategory of MY consisting of all (even) deterministic morphisms is denoted by

Mdet.

aA different definition is made for odd morphisms. In this case, there is an additional swapping that

needs to be applied. Since we will not be using these morphisms here, we leave this definition out.

Remark 3.19 [Tensor and determinism]

In a quantum Markov category MY, the tensor product of two deterministic maps is de-

terministic. This follows from naturality of the braiding, the definition of determinism, the

third identity in (QCD2), and the second identity in (QCD3) in Definition 3.4. Thus, Mdet

is a symmetric monoidal subcategory of M∗, and hence MY.

Example 3.20 [Deterministic maps in FinStoch, Stoch, and fdC*-AlgUop]

In FinStoch, deterministic maps correspond to functions, assignments where the measures

associated to points are Dirac measures [80, Theorems 2.82 and 2.85]. In Stoch, determin-

istic maps correspond to {0, 1}-valued measures (cf. [33, Example 10.4]). In fdC*-AlgUop,

deterministic maps correspond to ∗-homomorphisms. Indeed, if B F
A is a linear unital

map of C∗-algebras, then the ∗-preserving condition says F(B∗) = F(B)∗ for all B ∈ B and

naturality with respect to ∆ says F(BB ′) = F(B)F(B ′) for all B,B ′ ∈ B.a The relationship to

this definition of determinism is closely related to the partial trace from quantum mechan-

ics by using the Hilbert–Schmidt inner product. The reader is referred to Example 2.11,

Lemma 2.12, and Remark 2.14 in [83] for further details. In any case, a concrete example

illustrating the type of determinism used here is provided in Example 7.7 in the context of
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quantum error correcting codes.

aAlthough fdC*-AlgCPUop is not a quantum Markov category, since every ∗-homomorphism is automat-

ically CPU, the categories fdC*-AlgCPU
op
det and fdC*-AlgU

op
det are equal.

On occasion, we will make use of special morphisms in a quantum Markov category, special

instances of which may be called states. We also make use of a dual concept in a quantum CD

category known as an effect. They may also add clarity when interpreting certain results.

Definition 3.21 [States and effects]

Let MY be a quantum CD category and let C be an evena subcategory of MY. A state on an

object X in C is a morphism I
p

X in C. Dually, an effect on an object X in C is a morphism

X
ϕ

I in C.b A state p and an effect ϕ will be drawn in string-diagrammatic notation as

p

X
and

ϕ

X

,

respectively.

aIt is not necessary to restrict to even morphisms. This is done only for simplicity.
bIf we had restricted ourselves to quantum Markov categories, each object would have a unique effect,

namely the delete/grounding map. Also note that our usage of states and effects are far more general than

the standard definitions. We hope this extension of terminology is not too confusing.

This definition of states is a bit too general for a proper interpretation in terms of probability

theory (both commutative and non-commutative) as the following example illustrates. Never-

theless, we will solve this issue later by working with states in particular subcategories of a

quantum CD category that have the appropriate interpretations.

Example 3.22 [States and effects in our main examples]

In FinMeas, a state on X is a (signed) transition matrix {•} p
X, which defines a signed

measure on X. An effect is a transition matrix X
ϕ

{•}, which associates to each x ∈ X a

signed measure ϕx on {•}. But a measure on {•} is uniquely determined by its value on •,

which is a real number. Hence, ϕ defines a real-valued function on X.

As a special case, in FinMeas+, a state on X defines a (non-negative) measure on X and

an effect corresponds to a (0,∞)-valued function on X. As an even more special case, in

FinStoch, a state defines a probability measure on X and there is only a single effect because

ϕx must be a probability measure on {•}, of which there only exists one. In FinStoch, a

deterministic state on X is a Dirac delta measure at some point x ∈ X.

In fdC*-Alg, a state on A is a linear functional A ω
C. An effect is a linear map

C
A

A, which uniquely determines (and is uniquely determined by) an element A ∈ A

by taking the image of the element 1 ∈ C (hence the notation).

As a special case, in fdC*-Alg∗ (the subcategory of fdC*-Alg
Y

consisting of even ∗-

preserving morphisms), a state is a ∗-preserving linear functional, while an effect C /o/o //A
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corresponds to a self-adjoint element of A. Indeed, let us temporarily denote this map

by C
χ

A and set A := χ(1). Then A = χ(1) = χ
(

1
)

= χ(1)∗ = A∗. As a second

special case, in fdC*-AlgP, a state on A is a positive linear functional on A and an effect

on A corresponds to a positive element in A. Finally, in fdC*-AlgPU, and equivalently in

fdC*-AlgCPU by [101, Theorem 3], a state is a positive unital functional, while there is only

a unique effect on every algebra (this latter fact is true even if the positivity assumption is

dropped—only unitality is needed). The terminology state in the C∗-algebra context will

always mean PU (and hence CPU). Otherwise, we will use the terminology linear functional.

In general, deterministic states do not exist in fdC*-AlgCPU. For example, the matrix

algebra Mm(C) has no deterministic states unless m = 1. In fact, if Y is a finite set and

B :=
⊕

y∈Y Mny(C) is a direct sum of matrix algebras, then B has no deterministic states

unless at least one of the ny satisfies ny > 1. This follows from the classification of ∗-

homomorphisms between finite-dimensional C∗-algebras [27] and is related to the lack of

hard evidence in quantum mechanics [84].

Convention 3.23 [Translating from abstract definitions to C∗-algebras]

The reader may have already noticed some slight notational differences used between the

definitions presented and the notation used for C∗-algebras. For example, a morphism

X
f

Y in an arbitrary quantum CD category (or the examples of measurable spaces and

transition kernels) is almost always written as B
F

A when instantiated in fdC*-Alg
Y

.

More generally, objects X, Y,Z will be replaced by A,B,C. Occasionally, Θ will be used to

represent an object that one interprets as a parameter space in the classical setting. In the

quantum setting, Θ will often be replaced with C (since a special case often considered is

C). Morphisms in the general setting will often be written with the letters f, g,h, k, and

are replaced by F,G,H,K when viewed as linear maps between C∗-algebras. Note also that

the directionality of the arrows changes in C∗-algebras since we work exclusively in the

Heisenberg picture in all subcategories of fdC*-Alg
Y

(cf. Convention 3.3). States p,q, r :

I /o/o //X will always be written as ω, ξ, ζ : A /o/o // C, respectively, in fdC*-Alg
Y

.

Question 3.24 [Involutive categories]

It seems possible that one could have also provided an alternative string-diagrammatic

framework for capturing C∗-algebras, their (linear) multiplication map, as well as the

conjugate-linear involution ∗ by using involutive monoids [47] (see also [113]).a Associ-

ated to every C∗-algebra A is a conjugate C∗-algebra A whose structure is the same as that

of A (in particular, A = A as a set) except that the scalar multiplication C × A → A is

defined by λ ·A := λA for all λ ∈ C and A ∈ A. In this way, the involution ∗ on A can be

viewed as a linear map A → A (or as A → A). Thus, one can view A and its associated

structure, including the involution, as an involutive monoid in some involutive symmetric

monoidal category (see [47] for definitions and notation).

More generally, given the category N of involutive monoids in an involutive symmet-
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ric monoidal category, can one construct an associated quantum Markov category? Con-

versely, given a quantum Markov category, do the objects form involutive monoids in any

sense?
aI thank Aaron Fenyes for suggesting this alternative. I also thank two anonymous referees for additional

insight, for bringing my attention to [47], and for asking the questions mentioned here.

Question 3.25 [Are multicategories more suitable for non-commutative probability]

Remark 3.12 is evidence that the quantum Markov category framework presented here

is not robust enough for infinite-dimensional non-commutative probability and statistics.

Nevertheless, the reader will notice that almost none of the arguments presented below

seem to depend on finite-dimensionality.a Therefore, one might suspect that the inter-

pretation of the string diagrams in terms of tensor products is the main issue. Another

setting where string diagrams appear outside the context of monoidal categories is in

multicategories. This leads to the following question. Is there a more faithful representa-

tion of non-commutative probability and statistics by formulating the notion of a Markov

multicategory? The reason for the potential viability of this point of view is because the

multiplication map mA : A×A /o/o //A is a bounded multilinear map, which need not ex-

tend to a bounded linear map on any tensor product completion (cf. Remark 3.12).

aA large effort has been made to avoid any structure specific to finite dimensions in order that many

definitions and theorems described here apply to arbitrary C∗-algebras.

a0094 S-Positive subcategories

In this section, we describe an axiom recently introduced by Fritz for certain subcategories

of quantum Markov categories [33, Definition 11.22]. This axiom is used to prove several the-

orems about (classical) sufficient statistics, and it is of great interest to adapt this definition to

the quantum setting in hopes that abstract graphical reasoning may be used to prove quantum

analogues of these statements. Here, we prove that fdC*-AlgSPU is a positive subcategory

of fdC*-AlgU
Y

(Theorem 4.2). We also prove that fdC*-AlgPU is not a positive subcategory

of fdC*-AlgU
Y

(Example 4.9), emphasizing the importance of the Kadison–Schwarz inequal-

ity. Although the copy map appears in the definition of positivity, it is not necessary for the

copy map to be a morphism in the positive subcategory. In fact, if it is, then this imposes se-

vere restrictions on the subcategory, which we explain in Theorem 4.17. These restrictions are

analogous to the no-cloning (technically no-broadcasting) theorem from quantum information

theory.

Definition 4.1 [S-positive subcategory]

Let MY be a quantum Markov category. A subcategorya C ⊆ M (recall, M = Meven) is said

to be S-positiveb iff for every pair of composable morphisms X
f

Y
g

Z in C such that
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g ◦ f is deterministic, the equalityc

f

g

Z Y

X

= f

g

f

Z Y

X

must also hold.
aThe subcategory here need not be a classical, nor a quantum, Markov category. It need not even be a

monoidal subcategory. However, demanding morphisms to be even is essential, since otherwise the diagram

would not be well-defined.
bThe reason we have chosen to call this S-positivity as opposed to just ‘positivity’ will be discussed ex-

tensively in detail in this section. The S may stand for ‘strong’ though it may also stand for ‘Schwarz’ (see

Question 4.10 for a potentially good reason for the latter terminology).
cOne could have also written a similar, a-priori inequivalent, equation reflected across the vertical line

passing through the copy map. This equation would read (idY × g) ◦∆Y ◦ f = (f× (g ◦ f)) ◦ ∆X. The two

conditions are equivalent in ∗-preserving subcategories, though we leave the proof of this to Section 5, specif-

ically Lemma 5.4. In general, one should be cautious to distinguish between left and right S-positive subcate-

gories if they are not necessarily ∗-preserving. We avoid this in the present section because we feel it would

be a bit too distracting now, and we will come back to these distinctions in later sections. For the rest of this

paper, S-positivity will always refer to the diagram condition above exactly as drawn here.

Any subcategory of even deterministic morphisms is S-positive. The fact that FinStoch is

S-positive was proved in [33, Example 11.25] (in fact, this was proved for the larger category

of Markov kernels between measurable spaces). Here, we prove a non-commutative version of

this result.

Theorem 4.2 [fdC*-AlgSPU is S-positive]

The category fdC*-AlgCPU is an S-positive subcategory of fdC*-AlgU
Y

. In fact,

C*-AlgSPU is S-positive.

To prove this theorem, we recall an important fact regarding multiplicative properties of

SPU maps. This fact and variants of it will be used on multiple occasions throughout this work.

Lemma 4.3 [The (standard) Multiplication Lemma]

Let B F
A be an SPU map between C∗-algebras. Suppose that F(B∗B) = F(B)∗F(B) for

some B ∈ B. Then

F(B∗C) = F(B)∗F(C) and F(C∗B) = F(C)∗F(B) ∀ C ∈ B.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. See [69, Theorem 4] or the more general result that we will prove later

(Lemma 8.10). �
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Proof of Theorem 4.2. Let C G
B

F
A be a pair of composable SPU maps of C∗-algebras such

that the composite F ◦G is a ∗-homomorphism. Then,

F
(

G(C)∗G(C)
)

6 F
(

G(C∗C)
)

by Kadison–Schwarz for G

= F
(

G(C)
)∗
F
(

G(C)
)

since F ◦G is deterministic

6 F
(

G(C)∗G(C)
)

by Kadison–Schwarz for F

(4.4)

holds for all C ∈ C. Thus, all inequalities become equalities. In particular,

F
(

G(C)∗G(C)
)

= F
(

G(C)
)∗
F
(

G(C)
)

∀ C ∈ C. (4.5)

By the Multiplicative Lemma (Lemma 4.3), this implies

F
(

G(C)∗B
)

= F
(

G(C)
)∗
F(B) ∀ C ∈ C, B ∈ B. (4.6)

Since F and G are ∗-preserving and ∗ is an involution, this reproduces

F
(

G(C)B
)

= F
(

G(C)
)

F(B) ∀ C ∈ C, B ∈ B, (4.7)

which is the S-positivity condition in Definition 4.1. �

Example 4.8 [fdC*-AlgU is not an S-positive subcategory of fdC*-AlgU
Y

]

Based on the fact that the category of finite sets together with morphisms assigning signed

measures to points embeds fully and faithfully into the (opposite of the) category of finite-

dimensional C∗-algebras together with linear unital maps, the latter is not an S-positive

subcategory of fdC*-AlgU
Y

. This follows immediately from the fact that FinStoch±, as

defined in [33, Example 11.27], is not positive.

What is perhaps more surprising is the following result.

Example 4.9 [Positive unital maps do not form an S-positive category]

The subcategory fdC*-AlgPU of finite-dimensional C∗-algebras together with positive uni-

tal maps is not an S-positive subcategory of fdC*-AlgU
Y

. To see this, take A = B = Mn(C)

(with n > 2) and set F := T =: G, where T is the map that takes the transpose of matri-

ces. This map is known to be positive and unital but not Schwarz-positive. Furthermore,

G ◦ F = T2 = id, which is deterministic. Nevertheless, there exist matrices A and B such

that
A⊗ B

AT ⊗ B

ATB

BTA

❴

��

❴

��

❴

��
F

G

6=
F

G

F

A⊗ B

AT ⊗B

A⊗ BT

ABT

❴

��

❴

��

❴

��

so that S-positivity of fdC*-AlgPU fails.a

aIt is for this reason that we have not chosen to call the axiom in Definition 4.1 positivity, since this might
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cause confusion amongst the entire field of operator algebras and quantum information theory.

Question 4.10 [What does a generic S-positive subcategory look like?]

Theorem 4.2 and Example 4.9 prompt the following question. Let C be the largest

∗-preserving monoidal S-positive subcategory of fdC*-AlgU
Y

, i.e. for any other ∗-

preserving monoidal S-positive subcategory D of fdC*-AlgU
Y

, then D ⊆ C. Then

does C = fdC*-AlgCPU? If so, this would provide an alternative characterization of CPU

maps in fdC*-AlgU
Y

.a More generally, is the largest ∗-preserving S-positive subcategory

of fdC*-AlgU
Y

equal to fdC*-AlgSPU?

aCurrent categorical characterizations of CPU maps include one due to Selinger [98] and another one due

to Huot and Staton [45].

Question 4.11 [A local positivity condition?]

Currently, the definition of S-positivity is a global condition in the sense that it involves a

class of morphisms. For example, if for a given morphism g there does not exist a mor-

phism f nor h (with appropriate domains and codomains) such that g ◦ f or h ◦ g is deter-

ministic, then this seems to suggest that adding the morphism g to the subcategory causes

the subcategory to remain S-positive even if the morphism g might have no other good

reason to be deemed positive (as in the examples of classical and quantum probability). Is

there a local definition of S-positivity specific to a given morphism rather than an entire

subcategory?

Question 4.12 [Are S-positive subcategories ∗-preserving?]

In this work, we will occasionally assume that our S-positive subcategories will also consist

of ∗-preserving morphisms. It is, however, well-known that every positive map between

C∗-algebras is automatically ∗-preserving. More generally, if C is an S-positive subcategory

of a quantum Markov category, does C necessarily only contain ∗-preserving morphisms?

S-positive subcategories of quantum Markov categories have several useful properties.

Lemma 4.13 [Invertible morphisms are deterministic in S-positive subcategories]

Let C be an S-positive subcategory of a quantum Markov category. Then every morphism

in C that has an inverse in C is deterministic.

This is proved in [33, Remark 11.28], but we include the short proof because determinism

(and a.e. determinism) will play an important role in this work and because this result is a

precursor to one of our main results on Bayesian inversion (Theorem 8.3).
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Proof. Let X f
Y be a morphism in C for which there exists a morphism Y

g
X in C such that

f ◦ g = idY . Then

f

f◦g=idY
=====

f

g

f

Defn 4.1
=====

f f

g

f

f◦g=idY
=====

f f
, (4.14)

where S-positivity applies because g ◦ f = idX is deterministic. �

The interpretation of Lemma 4.13 is that if one has an invertible stochastic map (whose

inverse is also stochastic), then the stochastic map was in fact deterministic to begin with. Based

on our proof that fdC*-AlgSPU is S-positive, this shows that the same is true in quantum theory.

Corollary 4.15 [Invertible SPU maps are deterministic]

Every invertible morphism in fdC*-AlgSPU is deterministic.

Proof. Combine Lemma 4.13 with Theorem 4.2. �

Corollary 4.15 is a fairly well-known result in quantum information theory [4, 69] (and is

originally due to Choi [16]), though its proof is quite different from the standard proofs of its

classical analogue [25]. The quantum Markov category approach shows that these two facts are

now consequences of the same axiom and have exactly the same diagrammatic proof.

Remark 4.16 [The transpose map is invertible but not deterministic]

Note that the transpose map is a positive unital map with a positive unital inverse (itself).

Nevertheless, it is clearly not deterministic. This is consistent with our earlier observations

that positive unital maps do not form an S-positive subcategory of fdC*-AlgU
Y

.

Another interesting corollary for S-positive subcategories is the following general no-

broadcasting theorem.

Theorem 4.17 [The no-broadcasting theorem for S-positive subcategories]

Let C be an S-positive subcategory of a quantum Markov category containing the mor-

phisms , , and for each object in C. In addition, suppose that C contains a

morphism satisfying

= = (o)

for every object in C. Then is commutative and in fact equals duplication for every

object of C.
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Remark 4.18 [Assumptions in the no-broadcasting theorem]

Before proving the no-broadcasting theorem, we explain the physical meaning of the as-

sumptions. The morphism is interpreted as discarding a system. The morphisms

and are interpreted as choosing one of two possible systems in a way that does not

alter the other system. The morphism is an operation that broadcasts the information in

one system to two copies of that system. A-priori, it is unrelated to the morphism . The

condition (o) guarantees that once information is transferred to the joint system, each of

the two systems has a genuine copy of the system. This means that the marginals of any

state (cf. Definition 3.21) being broadcast are equal. If we interpret the category C as one

corresponding to admissible operations (say for open system dynamics), then assuming

that these morphisms are in C means that these are valid physical operations.

The calculation in the following proof is similar to the one in [33, Remark 11.29], though our

interpretation of the result is given a more physical meaning.

Proof of Theorem 4.17. Set g := , h := , and f := .5 Then g ◦ f = id = h ◦ f by (o)

and is therefore deterministic. Hence,

(QCD1)
====

Defn
===

4.1

(o)
==

(o)
==

Defn
===

4.1

(QCD1)
==== , (4.19)

which reproduces the identity (CD2) in Definition 3.4 since = . �

The following remarks will relate our no-cloning result to others in the literature. A discus-

sion of the standard no-cloning theorems is provided in Remark 4.21.

Remark 4.20 [A comparison to other categorical no-cloning theorems]

This remark will briefly explain the differences between the assumptions in our no-cloning

theorem to some other categorical ones in the literature [1, 28]. In [1, Theorem 11] (see

also [20, Theorem 4.84] and [43, Theorem 4.27]), Abramsky provided a categorical formu-

lation of the no-cloning theorem, whose mathematical conclusions are a bit different from

ours because the definition of cloning used there is a bit different from ours. Hence, we

will focus more on the assumptions used in stating and proving the theorem. Abramsky’s

definition of cloning is as follows. A symmetric monoidal category (M,⊗, I) has uniform

cloning iff it has a monoidal natural transformation

M M

idC

88

⊗◦∆C

&&
KS

that is coassociative and cocommutative (here, ⊗ ◦∆C takes an object X to X⊗X). In terms

5We have colored the background of these diagrams to better illustrate the calculation in (4.19).

30



of string diagrams, this means that every object X has a morphism satisfying the fol-

lowing conditions

= X⊗ Y =
X Y I

= =

and

X

f

Y Y

=

X

f f

Y Y

for all objects X, Y and all morphisms X
f

Y. Moreover, the version of the no-cloning

theorem proved in [1, Theorem 11] is in the setting of a compact closed category (so that

every object has a dual satisfying the zig-zag identities) with uniform cloning. Therefore,

the setup is quite different from the one we have. There are four crucial differences worth

pointing out. First, Abramsky does not assume an explicit discard map. Second, Abramsky

demands that is natural, which says that every morphism is deterministic with respect

to . In particular, this and the other axioms imply

p
=

p p
and

s s
=

s

X Y

which give all but one of the axioms assumed in [20, Theorem 4.84]. Third, the commu-

tativity condition is assumed. Fourth, by assuming compact closure, the result applies

(in particular) to the category of finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, so that the no-cloning

result is a statement about pure states in finite dimensions. Because of the first point, our

result does not imply Abramsky’s version of the theorem. However, because of the second,

third, or fourth points, Abramsky’s version does not imply our result either. Nevertheless,

the axiom of S-positivity can be viewed as a remnant of the deterministic condition (ev-

ery deterministic subcategory of a quantum Markov category is automatically S-positive),

so that one might suspect that there is some common generalization of Theorem 4.17 and

Abramsky’s result.

Furthermore, if one assumes that

p

f
=

p

g ∀
p

=⇒ f = g

(which is valid in the category of finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces as well as fdC*-Alg),

then

= =
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follows from the other axioms. This only formally relates one of our axioms, but it remains

unclear how (or if) the other axioms are related to S-positivity. Another no-broadcasting

theorem is also presented in [43, Section 7.3.2] in the setting of dagger Frobenius objects

in braided monoidal dagger categories, which applies to the setting of finite-dimensional

Hilbert spaces. Note that we have avoided an explicit †-structure in Theorem 4.17.

Finally, we briefly mention that Fenyes has also formulated two categorical variants

of the no-cloning theorem [28], one of which states that no-cloning is not possible even

in the classical (symplectic) setting depending on the definition used. However, even in

the broader definition including cloning machines (which includes the state wished to be

cloned, the raw material needed to construct the clone, and the machine needed to actually

put the raw material together to build the clone), one still cannot obtain cloning in the

quantum setting. Although Fenyes proved symplectic vector spaces allow cloning in this

broader sense, it remains an open question whether all symplectic manifolds admit this

cloning. Further investigation would be needed to relate all of these results or to view

them from some more general perspective.

Remark 4.21 [A comparison to the standard no-broadcasting/no-cloning theorems]

The above categorical formulations of the no-broadcasting/no-cloning theorems all de-

pend on different definitions of broadcasting/cloning. None of these definitions agree

exactly with the ones typically encountered in the physics literature [8, 9, 66], though many

of them can be viewed as special cases thereof. Typically, one is interested in broadcasting

a subset of states, rather than all the states allowed. From this perspective Theorem 4.17 and

Theorem 4.2 provide a universal varianta of the standard no-broadcasting theorem for quan-

tum mechanics [9] or algebraic quantum theory [55,56,67]. There is also a no-broadcasting

theorem proved in the framework of general probabilistic theories [8, Theorem 2]. It is in-

teresting to point out that unlike in the proof from [8], we have not used any assumptions

regarding convexity.b

aThe adjective “universal” here is meant in the sense that the broadcasting operation is valid for all input

states as opposed to a subset of states (this is the terminology used in [8] for example). It is not meant in the

categorical sense as in “universal property”.

bThe category of 2-dimensional topological cobordisms [59] (where copy S1
∆

S1
S1 is the pair of pants

and discard S1
!
S1

∅ is the cap/disc) is a classical CD category that has no obvious notion of a convex

structure. Note that this category is not a Markov category since not every morphism is unital (there are

non-trivial cobordisms S1 /o/o // ∅).

There are several other notions of positive subcategories introduced by Fritz, one of which

appeared in earlier drafts but did not make it to his final work since it was encompassed by

another stronger axiom [33]. One important consequence of these axioms is that they allow

one to prove theorems in statistics abstractly. To state these additional axioms, however, we

must take a minor, but exceptionally important, digression and discuss almost everywhere

(a.e.) equivalence as well as a.e. determinism.
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a0135 Almost everywhere equivalence

In this section, we define almost everywhere (a.e.) equivalence abstractly in any quantum

Markov category. The definition is based on the observation of Cho and Jacobs that measure-

theoretic a.e. equivalence has a diagrammatic formulation [15]. This definition was then later

generalized by Fritz to allow for a.e. equivalence with respect to morphisms. The latter is useful

for applications in statistical models [33, Definition 13.1] (see also Example 8.26). In our pre-

sentation, we distinguish two versions of their definition since they are inequivalent in general

quantum Markov categories. Lemma 5.12 describes many equivalent definitions of a.e. equiv-

alence in fdC*-AlgU
Y

. It is the main result of this section, as it not only provides a concrete

description of a.e. equivalence, but it will also help us prove many of the main theorems for

C∗-algebras appearing in the rest of this work. The remaining parts of this section describe a.e.

determinism and prove additional lemmas needed later.

Definition 5.1 [Almost everywhere equivalence abstractly]

Let Θ, X, and Y be objects in a quantum Markov category, let Θ
p

X and f, g : X /o/o // Y be

even morphisms. The morphism f is said to be left/right p-a.e. equivalent to g iff

p

f

=

p

g /

p

f

=

p

g

.

When f is both right and left p-a.e. equivalent to g, we will say f is p-a.e. equivalent to g,

and the notation f =
p
g will be used.

Example 5.2 [Categorical a.e. equivalence agrees with the measure-theoretic one]

In a classical Markov category, left and right equivalence are equivalent [15]. Furthermore,

they agree with a measure-theoretic notion of a.e. equivalence in Stoch (and FinStoch)

when p is a probability measure, i.e. a state (cf. Remark 5.3 below). This does depend on

your definition of measure-theoretic a.e. equivalence, and the two notions agree for a rea-

sonable class of measure spaces (see [85, Appendix A], [33, Example 13.3], and [15, Propo-

sition 5.3] for a comparison of the two definitions). If (X,Σ,p) and (Y,Ω,q) are two prob-

ability spaces, and if f, g : X /o/o // Y are two stochastic maps, then f =
p
g with respect to the

diagrammatic definition of a.e. equivalence if and only if
∫

A fx(B)dp(x) =
∫

A gx(B)dp(x)

for all measurable subsets A ∈ Σ and B ∈ Ω. The generalized version when p is another

morphism (as opposed to a state) is a parametrized version of a.e. equivalence and is de-

scribed in [33, Example 13.3].

Although one can directly apply the abstract definition of a.e. equivalence to see what it says

in fdC*-AlgU
Y

, the resulting equation does not seem particularly enlightening. We will find
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a much more explicit and satisfying realization of this definition in Theorem 5.12 after going

through several preliminaries.

Remark 5.3 [A.e. equivalence relative to a state]

As in Example 5.2, p in Definition 5.1 could be a state. In this case, the two notions look

like

p

f

=

p

g
/

p

f

=

p

g

.

In fact, we will often assume that p is in an S-positive subcategory, although many of our

diagrammatic results will not rely on such an assumption. Hence, the reader may wish to

assume p is a state (in the usual sense) for physical interpretations whenever convenient.

In any case, we will make it clear when these assumptions are made.

The fact that we have two notions of a.e. equivalence (left and right) is solely due to the fact

that the morphisms need not be ∗-preserving. For ∗-preserving morphisms, the two notions of

a.e. equivalence are themselves equivalent.

Lemma 5.4 [Symmetry of a.e. equivalence for ∗-preserving morphisms]

Let

Θ

X Y

WZ

f ///o/o/o/o/o/o

h

�� �O
�O
�O
�O

k
oo o/ o/ o/ o/ o/ o/

g

OO
O�
O�
O�
O�

p

cc
c# c#

s ###c
#c

be a (not necessarily commuting) diagram of ∗-preserving morphisms in a quantum

Markov category. Then

X

h

Z

f

Y

p

Θ

=
W

k

Z

g

Y

s

Θ

⇐⇒
X

f

Y

h

Z

p

Θ

=
W

g

Y

k

Z

s

Θ

. (K)

Proof. Assume the left-hand-side of (K) holds. Then

f h

p

=

p

f h

=

p

f h

=

p

f h

=

p

f h

=

p

fh
=

s

gk
. (5.5)
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One then rewinds the steps with f replaced by g, h replaced by k, and p replaced by s. A

completely analogous argument holds if the right-hand-side of (K) is assumed. �

Corollary 5.6 [When left and right a.e. equivalence coincide]

In a quantum Markov category (using the same notation as in Definition 5.1), f is right

p-a.e. equivalent to g if and only if f is left p-a.e. equivalent to g provided f,p, and g

are ∗-preserving. In particular, if f is left (or right) p-a.e. equivalent to g, then f is p-a.e.

equivalent to g.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 5.4 in the special case described by the diagram

Θ

X Y

XX

f ///o/o/o/o/o/o

idX

��

idX

oo

g

OO
O�
O�
O�
O�

p

cc
c# c#

p ###c
#c

. (5.7)

�

If the morphisms in Definition 5.1 are not ∗-preserving, which can happen in the quantum

setting, there are instances where left and right a.e. equivalence are inequivalent (besides the

following remark, see also Example 6.21 and Remark 7.16).

Remark 5.8 [∗-preservation is crucial for left-right a.e. symmetry]

The ∗-preserving condition in Lemma 5.4, and hence Corollary 5.6, is crucial. Here is a

counterexample in the category of finite-dimensional C∗-algebras and unital linear maps.

Let A and B both be M2(C) and let ω = tr(ρ · ), where ρ =
[

1 0
0 0

]

. Let F = idM2(C) and set

M2(C)
F′

M2(C)
[

b11 b12

b21 b22

]

7−−−→
[

b11 b12

0 b22

]

.

Then, one can easily check that F is unital, ω = ω ◦ F = ω ◦ F ′, and

ω
(

F(B)A
)

= ω
(

F ′(B)A
)

∀ A,B, while ω
(

AF(B)
)

6= ω
(

AF ′(B)
)

∀ A,B.

This is because F ′ is not ∗-preserving. However, if ρ happens to commute with the images

of F and F ′, then the two notions agree and all the expressions above are equal (due to

the cyclicity of trace). Therefore, one can view the difference of these two notions of a.e.

equivalence as being related to the non-commutativity present in the quantum setting.

One of the key ingredients to the Gelfand–Naimark–Segal construction is the concept of the

nullspace of a state on a C∗-algebra. A closely related idea is the right nullspace of a PU map,

which was studied by Choi, among others, under the name “left kernel” [17].
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Definition 5.9 [The left and right nullspace of a PU map]

Let A ω
C be a PU map of C∗-algebras, the left/right nullspace of ω is the subset of A

given bya

ωN :=
{
A ∈ A : ω(AA∗) = 0

}
/ Nω :=

{
A ∈ A : ω(A∗A) = 0

}
.

The PU map ω is said to be faithful iff Nω = 0.b

aWhen ω is SPU, the nullspaces ωN and Nω are the largest right and left ideals, respectively (note the

order), contained in the kernel of ω [17, Remark 3.4].
bThis is equivalent to ωN = 0 since ∗ is an involution. Indeed, suppose ω(AA∗) = 0. Then ω(A∗A) = 0,

where A := A∗. Hence, A = 0, which implies A = 0. This shows Nω = 0 implies ωN = 0. A similar

calculation shows the converse.

We find the nullspace of a PU map between C∗-algebras to be a convenient mathematical

object that serves to facilitate certain computations and relate two (a-prior different) notions of

a.e. equivalence in the category fdC*-Alg
Y

. States on finite-dimensional algebras (or von Neu-

mann algebras) admit a particularly convenient form for the nullspace.

Lemma 5.10 [The support of a state]

Let A be a finite-dimensional C∗-algebra (or more generally a von Neumann algebra) and

let A ω
C be a (PU) state. Then there exists a unique smallest projection Pω satisfying

ω(A) = ω(PωA) = ω(APω) = ω(PωAPω) ∀ A ∈ A.

The projection Pω is called the support of ω. In particular, if P⊥
ω := 1A−Pω, then ω(P⊥

ωA) =

0 and ω(AP⊥
ω) = 0 for all A ∈ A. Furthermore,

ωN = P⊥
ωA and Nω = AP⊥

ω.

Proof. See Section 1.14 of Sakai [96]. �

Remark 5.11 [Techniques on positivity]

Any one of the three equalities in Lemma 5.10 implies the other two. The proof illustrates

some simple, but useful, techniques, which we will use very often.a For example, suppose

ω(PωAPω) = ω(APω) for all A ∈ A. Then

ω(PωA) = ω
(

(A∗Pω)∗
)

= ω(A∗Pω) = ω(PωA∗Pω) = ω(PωAPω)

since ω(A∗) = ω(A) for all A ∈ A (this is a consequence of positivity of ω). This proves

one of the two remaining equalities. For the last equality, ω(A) = ω(APω), first note that
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if A > 0, then

0 6 ω
(

P⊥
ωAP⊥

ω

)

since ω is a positive functional and P⊥
ωAP⊥

ω > 0

6 ‖A‖ω
(

P⊥
ω

)

since A 6 ‖A‖1A and ω is linear (‖ · ‖ is the norm on A)

= 0 by the previous equality.

This proves ω
(

P⊥
ωAP⊥

ω

)

= 0 for A > 0. This equality also holds for arbitrary A since every

A can always be expressed as a linear combination of at most four positive elements.b

Therefore,

ω(A) = ω
(

APω + PωAP⊥
ω + P⊥

ωAP⊥
ω

)

= ω(APω) +ω
(

PωAP⊥
ω

)

+ω
(

P⊥
ωAP⊥

ω

)

= ω(APω)

since the second term equals ω
(

PωAP⊥
ω

)

= ω
(

PωAP⊥
ωPω

)

= 0 by our assumed identity.

aIt is in fact these kinds of manipulations that motivated us to introduce the involution into the string-

diagrammatic language.
bBreak A up into a self-adjoint and skew-adjoint element, and then spectrally decompose the two results

and split the negative and positive terms apart.

The following theorem is one of the main results in this paper. It offers a useful technique

translating between the string-diagrammatic definition of a.e. equivalence and the operator-

algebraic definition from [85]. This result will be utilized in proving many of the main theorems

referring to C∗-algebras from now on.

Theorem 5.12 [The many equivalent definitions of a.e. equivalence in fdC*-Alg
Y

]

Let A, B, and C be C∗-algebras, let A ω
C be an SPU map, and let F,G : B /o/o //A be linear

maps. Consider the following four conditions.

(a) F is left ω-a.e. equivalent to G in the sense of Definition 5.1.

(b) F is right ω-a.e. equivalent to G in the sense of Definition 5.1.

(c) F(B) −G(B) is in the right nullspace Nω of ω for all B ∈ B.

(d) If C = C (so that ω is a state), then F(B)Pω = G(B)Pω for all B ∈ B.

Then the following facts hold.

i. Conditions (b) and (c) are equivalent.a

ii. If F and G are ∗-preserving, then conditions (a), (b), and (c) are all equivalent.

iii. If C = C, then conditions (b), (c), and (d) are all equivalent.

iv. If C = C and if F and G are ∗-preserving, then all conditions are equivalent.

aA similar equivalence holds between (a) and F(B) −G(B) ∈ ωN for all B ∈ B.
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Proof. you found me!

i. To see that (b) is equivalent to (c), first suppose (b) holds. This means

ω
(

AF(B)
)

= ω
(

AG(B)
)

∀ A ∈ A, B ∈ B. (5.13)

By linearity of ω, this is equivalent to

ω
(

A
(

F(B) −G(B)
)

)

= 0 ∀ A ∈ A, B ∈ B. (5.14)

In particular, one can set A :=
(

F(B) −G(B)
)∗

. This immediately gives condition (c). Now,

suppose (c) holds. Then

0 = ω
(

(

F(B) −G(B)
)∗(

F(B) −G(B)
)

)

by assumption

> ω
(

(

F(B) −G(B)
)

)∗
ω
(

(

F(B) −G(B)
)

)

since ω is SPU

> 0 since C∗C > 0.

(5.15)

Hence, all inequalities become equalities. Therefore,

ω
(

A∗(F(B) −G(B)
)

)

= ω(A)∗ω
(

(

F(B) −G(B)
)

)

by the Multiplication Lemma

= 0 by (5.15),
(5.16)

where the last step applies since C∗C = 0 implies C = 0. Rearranging this gives

ω
(

A∗F(B)
)

= ω
(

A∗G(B)
)

. Since ∗ is an involution, this proves (b).

ii. This follows from the previous steps and Corollary 5.6 (ω is ∗-preserving because it is

positive), which proves (a) is equivalent to (b).

iii. The equivalence between conditions (c) and (d) follows from the identity Nω = AP⊥
ω (cf.

Lemma 3.42 in [85]).

iv. This follows from all the previous statements. �

The definition of a.e. equivalence for morphisms of C∗-algebras in terms of the nullspace of

a state (item (c) in Theorem 5.12) was introduced in [85]. It was motivated by the GNS construc-

tion and had little to do with diagrammatic reasoning, so it is quite satisfying that our definition

coincides with the categorical (Definition 5.1) due to Cho and Jacobs [15] (and extended by Fritz

in [33, Definition 13.1]) when ω is SPU and when F and G are ∗-preserving. However, when F

and G are merely linear, there the distinction between left and right a.e. equivalence becomes

important. This difference will manifest itself when we distinguish certain properties that one

can demand on subcategories of quantum Markov categories. These include a.e. determinism,

a.e. modularity, causality, strict positivity, and Bayesian inversion, all of which will be discussed

in later sections.
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Remark 5.17 [A simpler proof for a.e. equivalence with respect to a state]

When C = C, there is an even simpler proof that (d) implies (b) in Theorem 5.12 using

projections, namely

ω
(

AF(B)
) Lem 5.10
===== ω

(

AF(B)Pω
)

= ω
(

AG(B)Pω
) Lem 5.10
===== ω

(

AG(B)
)

for all A ∈ A and B ∈ B. One of the convenient properties of condition (d) in Theorem 5.12

is that it is linear and involves only a single variable, as opposed to the definition of right

a.e. equivalence from Definition 5.1, which involves two variable inputs.

The following remark describes a feature of a.e. equivalence in the non-commutative setting

and is meant to clarify any potential misunderstandings.

Remark 5.18 [A.e. equivalence sees more than the supported corner]

If Mm(C)
F

Mm(C) is a CPU map, Mm(C)
ω

C is a state, and F =
ω

idMm(C), i.e.

F(A)Pω = APω, then F = idMm(C) [85, Theorem 3.67].a However, if AdPω ◦ F = AdPω ,

i.e. PωF(A)Pω = PωAPω, then it is not necessarily the case that F equals the identity map.

Indeed, consider the m = 2 case and take the density matrix ρ = e1e
∗
1 (e1 is the first stan-

dard unit vector of Cm) with associated state ω = tr(ρ · ). Then the CPU map (which is

even a ∗-isomorphism)

F

([

a b

c d

])

:= Ad[ 1 0
0 −1

]

([

a b

c d

])

=

[

a −c

−b d

]

satisfies ω = ω ◦ F, AdPω ◦ F = AdPω , and F ◦ AdPω = AdPω , but F 6= idMn
. Thus, one

should keep in mind that there is a good deal of information about F(A) in F(A)Pω, which

would be lost if one worked with only PωF(A)Pω. The notion of a.e. equivalence we are

using keeps track of this additional information.

aThis is false if F is merely ∗-preserving and unital.

a0166 Almost everywhere determinism

We have two reasonable notions of being deterministic almost everywhere (besides just the

distinction between left/right notions as in a.e. equivalence). The notion of a morphism being

a.e. deterministic was introduced recently by Fritz [33, Definition 13.10]. In the setting of oper-

ator algebras while studying the relationship between disintegrations and Bayesian inversion,

we have also found this notion to be of great importance (though our initial discovery was ob-

tained in terms of projections). It is again reassuring that the categorical definition agrees with

ours. In addition, another natural candidate we found important to distinguish is that of being

a.e. equivalent to a deterministic morphism. This would allow one to replace a morphism with

a deterministic one in certain computations.
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Definition 6.1 [A.e. deterministic morphisms]

Let Θ
p

X be any morphism and let X f
Y be an even morphism in a quantum Markov

category. The morphism f is left/right p-a.e. equivalent to a deterministic morphism iff

there exists a deterministic morphism X
g

Y such that f is left/right p-a.e. equal to g. The

morphism f is left/right p-a.e. deterministic iff

p

f f

=

p

f
/

p

ff

=

p

f
.

A-priori these notions are all different, and only in certain subcategories of certain quan-

tum Markov categories do they agree. For example, left and right notions are equivalent in

classical Markov categories and ∗-preserving subcategories of quantum Markov categories

(cf. Lemma 6.17). Rather than proving this now, we first provide some examples and non-

examples.

Example 6.2 [A.e. determinism in FinStoch]

Using the same notation as in Definition 6.1 but in the category FinStoch, a stochastic map

f is p-a.e. deterministic if and only if

fyxfy′xpxθ = δy′yfyxpxθ ∀ θ ∈ Θ, x ∈ X, y,y ′ ∈ Y.

Therefore, fyxfy′x = δyy′fyx for some x ∈ X and all y,y ′ ∈ Y if there exists a θ such that

pxθ > 0. In this case, fyxfy′x = 0 when y 6= y ′ and (fyx)
2 = fyx. This means fyx ∈ {0, 1}.

Since fx is a probability measure, this implies there exists a unique y such that fyx = 1. Set

Np :=
{
x ∈ X : pxθ = 0 ∀ θ ∈ Θ

}
=
⋂

θ∈Θ
Npθ ,

where Npθ ⊂ X is the usual nullspace of the probability measure pθ. Then this analysis says

that f, when restricted to X \Np, corresponds to a function from X \Np to Y. Hence, for

x ∈ X \Np, set gyx := fyx for all y ∈ Y. No information about the form of fx is obtained for

x ∈ Np from the condition of a.e. determinism. Nevertheless, if x ∈ Np, then set gx to be any

(unit) point measure on Y. Then g is deterministic and f =
p
g. This shows that in FinStoch,

every morphism f that is p-a.e. deterministic is p-a.e. equivalent to some deterministic

map. The converse turns out to be true as well, and this will be proved more generally in

an arbitrary classical Markov category in Proposition 6.22 (see also [33, Lemma 13.12]).
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Example 6.3 [A.e. determinism in Stoch]

Generalizing the previous example, in Stoch, the category of measurable spaces and

Markov kernels, the condition of a.e. determinism reads
∫

A
fx(B)fx(C)dpθ(x) =

∫

A
fx(B∩C)dpθ(x)

for all measurable subsets A ⊆ X and B,C ⊆ Y and for all θ ∈ Θ. In the special case where

B = C, this equation becomes

∫

A

(

fx(B) − fx(B)
2
)

dpθ(x) = 0

for all measurable subsets A ⊆ X and B ⊆ Y and for all θ ∈ Θ. The integrand is non-

negative because fx is a probability measure. Hence, taking A = X, there exists a pθ-

nullset Nθ,B ⊂ X such that fx(B)
2 = fx(B) for all x ∈ X \Nθ,B. Thus, fx(B) ∈ {0, 1} for all

x ∈ X \Nθ,B. In other words, given any θ ∈ Θ and any measurable B ⊆ Y, the stochastic

map f restricts to a {0, 1}-valued measure on a set of full pθ measure. This is not necessarily

the same as a function on arbitrary measurable spaces, though it is under additional, often

considered reasonable, assumptions on the measurable spaces (see [33, Example 10.4] for

further details).

Example 6.4 [A.e. deterministic maps in fdC*-AlgU]

In the quantum Markov category fdC*-AlgU
Y

, given a linear unital map B
F

A and an

SPU map A
ω

C, then F is right ω-a.e. deterministic if and only if

F(B1B2) − F(B1)F(B2) ∈ Nω ∀ B1,B2 ∈ B

by part (c) of Theorem 5.12. As a special case, if ω is a (PU) state A
ω

C, then F is right

ω-a.e. deterministic if and only if

F(B1B2)Pω = F(B1)F(B2)Pω ∀ B1,B2 ∈ B.

by part (d) of Theorem 5.12. Note that a.e. determinism does not say that the composite

B
F

A
Sω

PωAPω,

where Sω(A) := PωAPω, is deterministic. Indeed, if B := Mn(C), A := Mm(C), and

rank(Pω) < n, then there are no ∗-homomorphisms (not even non-unital ones!) B →
PωAPω. We will find a simpler conditions describing a.e. determinism involving only a

single variable (and without the restriction to states) in Example 6.16.
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Example 6.5 [A.e. deterministic does not imply a.e. equivalent to a deterministic map]

In Example 6.2, we showed that every p-a.e. deterministic morphism is p-a.e. equiva-

lent to a deterministic morphism in FinStoch. This turns out to be false in the category

fdC*-AlgCPU of finite-dimensional C∗-algebras and CPU maps. Namely, if a CPU map is

a.e. deterministic, it is not necessary equivalent to a deterministic map. To see this, take

B := Mn(C)
F

Mm(C) =: A

A 7−−→
[

A 0

0 1
n tr(A)1m−n

]

supposing n < m and m is not an integral multiple of n. Let σ ∈ Mn(C) be a density matrix

and let

ω := tr(ρ · ), where ρ :=

[

σ 0

0 0

]

∈ Mm(C).

Then F is ω-a.e. deterministic, but it is not ω-a.e. equivalent to a deterministic morphism

because a ∗-homomorphism from Mn(C) to Mm(C) does not exist unless m is an integral

multiple of n.

To describe a.e. determinism more explicitly and conveniently in fdC*-AlgU
Y

, we state two

(independent) lemmas that will be used several times.

Lemma 6.6 [Positive elements in the nullspace]

Let A and C be C∗-algebras, let A
ω

C be SPU, let Nω ⊆ A be its associated right

nullspace, and fix A > 0. Then A ∈ kerω if and only if A ∈ Nω. An analogous condi-

tion holds for the left nullspace.

Proof. One direction follows from Nω ⊆ kerω because 0 6 ω(A)∗ω(A) 6 ω(A∗A) 6 0. For the

other direction, write A as A = D∗D. Then D ∈ Nω since ω(A) = 0. Since Nω is a left ideal in

A (see footnote in Definition 5.9), D∗D ∈ Nω. �

Lemma 6.7 [The weak a.e. Multiplication Lemma]

Let A, B, and C be C∗-algebras, let A ω
C be an SPU map, and let B F

A be a linear

(not necessarily ∗-preserving) map. Then

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) ∈ Nω ∀ B ∈ B

if and only if F is right ω-a.e. deterministic, i.e.

F(B∗C) − F(B)∗F(C) ∈ Nω ∀ B,C ∈ B.
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Diagrammatically,

ω

FF

BB∗

=

ω

F

BB∗

∀ B ∈ B ⇐⇒

ω

FF

=

ω

F

An analogous condition holds for left a.e. determinism with appropriate morphisms ap-

pearing on the left instead of the right.

Proof. The only non-trivial direction is the forward one. Fix B,C ∈ B and set D := B+C. Then

F(D∗D) − F(D)∗F(D) = F(B∗B) + F(B∗C) + F(C∗B) + F(C∗C)

− F(B)∗F(B) − F(B)∗F(C) − F(C)∗F(B) − F(C)∗F(C).
(6.8)

Since F(D∗D) − F(D)∗F(D) ∈ Nω by assumption, this means

ω
(

(

F(D∗D) − F(D)∗F(D)
)∗(

F(D∗D) − F(D)∗F(D)
)

)

= 0. (6.9)

Expanding the expression inside ω in terms of B and C results in 64 terms, which we will not

write. However, we will describe the types of terms that arise. First, 8 of the terms come from

(

F(V∗V) − F(V)∗F(V)
)∗(

F(V∗V) − F(V)∗F(V)
)

(6.10)

with V ∈ {B,C}, which vanish by assumption. Second, 32 terms have an odd number of B’s

and C’s in them. By taking B 7→ B and C 7→ −C and adding the two resulting expressions

cancels out all of these terms. Thirdly, 8 additional terms with exactly two C’s and two B’s

satisfy the condition that taking B 7→ B and C 7→ iC negates all these 8 terms (for example,

F(C∗B)∗F(B)F(C) is one such term). For these terms, taking B 7→ B and C 7→ iC and adding

the resulting equations causes these terms to cancel as well. Thus, one is left with 64-8-32-8=16

terms, which are equal to

(

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B)
)∗(

F(C∗C) − F(C)∗F(C)
)

+
(

F(B∗C) − F(B)∗F(C)
)∗(

F(B∗C) − F(B)∗F(C)
)

(

F(C∗B) − F(C)∗F(B)
)∗(

F(C∗B) − F(C)∗F(B)
)

+
(

F(C∗C) − F(C)∗F(C)
)∗(

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B)
)

.

(6.11)

The underlined terms vanish inside ω by the (standard) Multiplication Lemma (Lemma 4.3).

In more detail, since

0 = ω
(

(

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B)
)∗(

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B)
)

)

by assumption

> ω
(

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B)
)∗
ω
(

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B)
)

since ω is SPU

= 0 since F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) ∈ Nω ⊆ kerω

(6.12)
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so that all intermediate inequalities become equalities. Hence, F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) is in the mul-

tiplicative domain of ω and the (standard) Multiplication Lemma applies. Therefore, applying

ω to the remaining terms in (6.11) gives

0
(6.9)
=== ω(W∗W) +ω(W ′∗W ′), (6.13)

where

W := F(B∗C) − F(B)∗F(C) and W ′ := F(C∗B) − F(C)∗F(B). (6.14)

Since ω is positive, this is the sum of two positive terms, which can only be zero if both terms

are zero. In particular, ω(W∗W) = 0, which proves the lemma. �

Corollary 6.15 [A.e. determinism in fdC*-Alg
Y

with respect to a state]

Let A and B be finite-dimensional C∗-algebras, let A ω
C be a state on A, and let B F

A

be a linear map. Then

F(B∗B)Pω = F(B)∗F(B)Pω ∀ B ∈ B

if and only if F is ω-a.e. deterministic, i.e.

F(B∗C)Pω = F(B)∗F(C)Pω ∀ B,C ∈ B.

Proof. This follows from the weak a.e. Multiplication Lemma (Lemma 6.7) and Theorem 5.12.

One can also prove this statement much more directly by following the proof of the weak a.e.

Multiplication Lemma but using projections instead—one obtains 8 terms instead of 64. �

These results provide some indication that we have a reasonable definition for a.e. determin-

ism in the C∗-algebra setting (see Theorem 8.3 for additional justification). One can simplify this

even further if one assumes the map F is SPU as well.

Example 6.16 [A.e. determinism for SPU maps]

In the quantum Markov category fdC*-Alg
Y

, given a linear map B
F

A and an SPU map

A
ω

C, F is right ω-a.e. deterministic if and only if

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) ∈ Nω ∀ B ∈ B

by the weak a.e. Multiplication Lemma (Lemma 6.7). When F is ∗-preserving, this is equiv-

alent to

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) ∈ Nω ∩ ωN ∀ B ∈ B

since this expression is self-adjoint. Finally, when F is SPU, this simplifies even further to

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) ∈ kerω ∀ B ∈ B
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by Lemma 6.6, which applies because F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) > 0 by the Kadison–Schwarz

inequality for F.

The following lemma shows that left and right a.e. determinism are equivalent for ∗-

preserving morphisms. In fact, a more general result is proved in order to motivate some of

the definitions and results that follow.

Lemma 6.17 [Symmetry of a.e. determinism for ∗-preserving morphisms]

In terms of the notation from Definition 6.1 and assuming that the morphisms f and p are

∗-preserving, then f is left p-a.e. deterministic if and only if f is right p-a.e. deterministic.

More generally,a

p

fg

=

p

h
⇐⇒

p

f g

=

p

h

whenever f, g,h, and p are even ∗-preserving morphisms.

aNotice the order of the morphisms here. In a classical Markov category, f and g can be swapped on

either side without changing this equivalence. The order matters in a general quantum Markov category,

even when using even ∗-preserving morphisms.

Proof. It suffices to show the right equality implies the left equality. Beginning with the left and

using the axioms and assumption gives

p

fg

=

p

fg

=

p

fg

=

p

f g

=

p

f g =

p

h

. (6.18)

Then by undoing the process of passing the involutions through, the claim is obtained. �

Note that Lemma 6.17 is not a special case of Lemma 5.4. We now mention a result that

holds in classical Markov categories but fails in quantum Markov categories. This lemma will

be important in proving that a morphism that is a.e. equivalent to a deterministic morphism is

itself a.e. deterministic in a classical Markov category. We will come back to what happens in a

quantum Markov category afterwards since the situation is a bit more subtle.
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Lemma 6.19 [A.e. equality implies doubling a.e. equality in the classical setting]

In a classical Markov category,

p

f

=

p

g

=⇒

p

ff

=

p

gg

Proof. Although a proof is given in [33, Lemma 13.12], we illustrate it here for comparison. It

follows from

p

ff

=

p

ff

=

p

gf

=

p

gf

=

p

gf

=

p

fg

=

p

fg

=

p

gg

=

p

gg

,

(6.20)

where the symmetry (commutativity) axiom of a classical Markov category was used in the

fourth and eighth equalities. �

Note that unlike in the proof of Lemma 6.17 in a ∗-preserving subcategory of a general

quantum Markov category, in the proof of Lemma 6.19, we are able to swap the order of f and

g in the fourth equality, which allows us to use the fact that f =
p
g. It is not possible to do this

using the involution ∗ in the more general setting. More precisely, we have the following fact.

Example 6.21 [Doubling a.e. equality fails in fdC*-AlgCPU]

Lemma 6.19 does not generally hold in a quantum Markov category, even if all morphisms

are even and ∗-preserving. We will supply a simple counterexample in the subcategory

fdC*-AlgCPU of the quantum Markov category fdC*-AlgU
Y

. Set B ≡ A := M2(C) and set

ρ :=
[

1 0
0 0

]

. Let ω := tr(ρ · ) be its associated state, and let Pω denote its support (in this

case, ρ = Pω). For any λ ∈ (0, 1), set

F := λid + (1 − λ)AdPω + (1 − λ)Ad[ 0 1
1 0

] ◦ AdPω and

G := λid + (1 − λ)AdPω + (1 − λ)AdP⊥ω
,
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which explicitly shows that F and G are CP [18]. In terms of their action on matrices, these

maps are given by

F

([

a b

c d

])

:=

[

a λb

λc (1 − λ)a+ λd

]

and G

([

a b

c d

])

:=

[

a λb

λc d

]

,

from which it easily follows F and G are unital, and therefore CPU. These maps are ω-a.e.

equivalent because multiplying both expressions by Pω on the right gives the same result

(we are freely using the equivalent notions of a.e. equivalence from Theorem 5.12 because

ω is SPU). Using these formulas, we find

F

([

a b

c d

])2

Pω −G

([

a b

c d

])2

Pω =

[

0 0

λ(1 − λ)c(a− d) 0

]

,

which is non-zero in general. Therefore, the equality on the right-hand-side in Lemma 6.19

does not hold in fdC*-AlgCPU.

A consequence of Lemma 6.19 in the classical Markov category setting is the following in-

nocent sounding statement.

Proposition 6.22 [A.e. equivalence to a deterministic map implies a.e. determinism]

Let Θ
p

X be a morphism in a classical Markov category. If X f
Y is p-a.e. equivalent to

a deterministic map X
g

Y, then f is p-a.e. deterministic.

Although this fact is proved in [33, Lemma 13.11], it is worth explicitly showing where the

commutativity assumption is made and to motivate an upcoming definition.

Proof. This follows from

p

ff

Lem 6.19
=====

p

gg

=

p

g
=

p

f
. (6.23)

�

Since we know Lemma 6.19 is false in a quantum Markov category (by Example 6.21), one

wonders if the reasonable-sounding Proposition 6.22 still holds in quantum Markov categories,

perhaps due to Lemma 6.17. Somewhat surprisingly, Proposition 6.22 fails in a general quan-

tum Markov category (cf. Example 6.26). This motivates the following definition.

Definition 6.24 [Deterministically reasonable subcategory]

A subcategory C of a quantum Markov category is deterministically reasonable iff for
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any morphisms f and p in C such that f is right/left p-a.e. equivalent to a deterministic

morphism, then f is right/left p-a.e. deterministic.

Although every classical Markov category is deterministically reasonable by Proposi-

tion 6.22, this is not true in an arbitrary quantum Markov category, even if C is ∗-preserving.

Fortunately, it holds for our main subcategories of interest.

Example 6.25 [fdC*-AlgSPU is deterministically reasonable]

Let B F
A and A

ω
C be SPU maps. Suppose that F =

ω
G, where B

G
A is determin-

istic. Fixing B ∈ B immediately gives

ω
(

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B)
)

= ω
(

G(B∗B) −G(B)∗G(B)
)

= 0,

since F =
ω

G and since G is deterministic. But F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) > 0 by KS for F. Hence,

Lemma 6.6 implies F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) ∈ Nω. Since B was arbitrary, F is ω-a.e. determinis-

tic by the weak a.e. Multiplication Lemma (Lemma 6.7).

Example 6.26 [fdC*-AlgU∗ is not deterministically reasonable]

Set A := M4(C) and B := M2(C). Set F,G : B /o/o //A and A
ω

C to be the unital linear

∗-preserving maps

M2(C) ∋
[

b11 b12

b21 b22

]

7→ F(B) :=











b11 b12 0 0

b21 b22 b21 b21

0 b12 b11 b12

0 b12 b21 b22











, G(B) :=











b11 b12 0 0

b21 b22 0 0

0 0 b11 b12

0 0 b21 b22











and

ω = tr(ρ · ), where ρ =











1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0











.

Then G is deterministic, F =
ω

G Theorem 5.12, and yet F is not right ω-a.e. deterministic by

Corollary 6.15. This shows that fdC*-AlgU∗ is not deterministically reasonable.

Question 6.27 [Is fdC*-AlgPU deterministically reasonable?]

The proof provided in Example 6.25 used the Kadison–Schwarz inequality for F. It is un-

clear to us if this is necessary. Example 6.26 showed us that fdC*-AlgU∗ is not determinis-

tically reasonable. What about the subcategory fdC*-AlgPU?

We end this section with a concept that is an a.e. weakening of unitality. The introduction of

this concept is motivated by theorems regarding disintegrations from measure theory [32, Sec-

tion 452]. We will actually prove these statements abstractly in the Markov category language
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in Remark 7.8. The reader uninterested in these results can safely skip this discussion and move

to the next section.

Definition 6.28 [A.e. unitality]

Let Θ
p

X
f

Y be a composable pair of morphisms in a quantum CD category, where f

is even. The morphism f is said to be left/right p-a.e. unital iff

p

f

= p

/

p

f

= p .

Example 6.29 [A.e. unitality in fdC*-AlgP and FinMeas]

Given a state A
ω

C in fdC*-AlgPU, a positive (not necessarily unital) map B
F

A

is right ω-a.e. unital if and only if F(1B)Pω = Pω by Theorem 5.12 and the first ax-

iom in (QCD1) in Definition 3.4. Since P⊥
ωF(1B)Pω = P⊥

ωPω = 0 and PωF(1B)P
⊥
ω =

(P⊥
ωF(1B)Pω)

∗ = 0 (because F is ∗-preserving), we conclude

F(1B) = PωF(1B)Pω + P⊥
ωF(1B)P

⊥
ω = Pω + AdP⊥ω

(

F(1B)
)

.

This guarantees F(1B) > Pω since F is a positive map.

For FinMeas, in the special case A = CX and B = CY , the state ω corresponds to a

probability measure I
p

X, and this condition means that the corresponding map X
f

Y

associates to each x ∈ X \ Np a probability measure on Y. However, it can assign any

(possibly signed) measure on Y to each element of Np. Indeed, a.e. unitality provides us

with the equation

px =
∑

y∈Y
fyxpx = px

∑

y∈Y
fyx ∀ x ∈ X.

When x ∈ X \Np, this gives the constraint
∑

y∈Y fyx = 1, but when x ∈ Np, this gives no

condition.

a0187 Inversion, disintegration, and Bayesian inversion

Now that we have described a.e. equivalence, a.e. determinism, and a.e unitality, we focus

on disintegrations and Bayesian inversion in this section. We recall the definitions, we state

several properties, and we review the current status on their existence in the non-commutative

setting [85,86] illustrating that disintegrations, Bayesian inverses, and conditionals (in the sense

of [33, Definition 11.5]) do not always exist in fdC*-AlgSPU (nor do they exist in fdC*-AlgCPU).

Nevertheless, necessary and sufficient conditions for when disintegrations and Bayesian in-

verses exist are provided in [85, 86]. The purpose of this and the next section is to elucidate the
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relationships between them in the cases when they do exist. Examples in classical and quantum

error correcting codes are also provided.

Definition 7.1 [State-preserving morphisms and disintegrations]

Let MY be a quantum Markov category and let C be a ∗-preserving subcategory of MY.

Given states I
p

X and I
q

Y in MY, a morphism X
f

Y in MY is said to be state-

preserving iff

I

X Y

p

�� �D
�D
�D
�D
�D

q

���Z
�Z
�Z
�Z
�Z

f
///o/o/o/o/o/o

qqqqqq

qqqqqq

i.e.
p

f
=

q
.

Such data will be denoted by (f,p,q). If C is even and if f is also inC, a (right) disintegration

of (f,p,q) in C (or in M) is a morphisma Y
g

X in C (or in M) such thatb

I

X Y

p

�� �D
�D
�D
�D
�D

q

���Z
�Z
�Z
�Z
�Z

g
oo o/ o/ o/ o/ o/ o/

▼▼
▼▼

▼▼

▼▼
▼▼

▼▼ and

X

YY

g

ZZ Z�
Z�
Z�
Z�
Z�

f

�� �D
�D
�D
�D
�D

idY

oo
q ▼▼
▼▼

▼▼

▼▼
▼▼

▼▼ , i.e.
q

g
=

p
and

q

=

q

g

f

.

As a shorthand, ‘g is a disintegration of (f,p,q)’ will refer to the case when g is in C.c

aAn explanation of this terminology is given in Example 7.5. Technically, it would be more mathematically

appropriate and consistent to say that “A morphism Y
g

X in C (or in M) is a (right) disintegration of

(f,p,q) iff the given equations hold.” Example 7.5 explains that not every disintegration in the measure-

theoretic sense is necessarily represented by a transition kernel (cf. [85, Definition A.1]). However, for a clean

categorical account of disintegrations, we demand that they are.
bNote that if g is only in M, it need not be ∗-preserving [86]. The equality f ◦ g =

q
idY should be read as

right a.e. equivalence to be consistent with the string diagram. Analogously, there is a similar notion of left

disintegration, where the second diagram has the f and g on the left string instead of the right string. If g is

in C, then these two notions agree.
cOne can slightly generalize the definition of a disintegration by not requiring p nor q to be states but

arbitrary morphisms. We will do this in future sections and still refer to them as disintegrations (see Re-

mark 7.35 for more details). This will be particularly relevant when relating this notion to those of sufficient

statistics in the non-commutative setting.

Remark 7.2 [Allowing f to be stochastic for disintegrations]

The definition of a disintegration in Definition 7.1 differs from the one introduced in [85]

in that we are no longer assuming X
f

Y is deterministic. The reason for this is to apri-

ori allow the possibility for more morphisms to have disintegrations. However, it turns

out that in suitable subcategories (of which FinStoch and fdC*-AlgSPU are examples), if

a morphism X
f

Y together with a state I
p

X has a disintegration, then f is p-a.e.

deterministic (see Theorem 8.3).
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Example 7.3 [Disintegrations for deterministic morphisms exist in FinStoch]

Let (X,p) and (Y,q) be finite probability spaces. Let f : X → Y be a measure-preserving

function (cf. Example 2.3). Then there exists a disintegration Y
g

X of (f,p,q). Moreover,

g is unique q-a.e. and a formula for such a (representative of a) disintegration is given by

gxy :=

{
pxδyf(x)/qy if y ∈ Y \Nq

1/|X| if y ∈ Nq

(see [85, Section 2.2] for details). However, disintegrations of stochastic maps (as opposed to

functions) do not always exist. We will show why in Corollary 8.6.

Example 7.4 [Hamming codes as disintegrations in FinStoch]

Hamming’s error correcting codes [42] can be described in terms of disintegrations. We

will illustrate this in the concrete case of Hamming’s (7, 4) code (though the analysis works

for any of them).a Set X := Z4
2 and Y := Z7

2. We interpret X as the set of possible messages

a sender wishes to transmit and Y as the set of possible messages that the receiver acquires

after transmission. Since X and Y are composed of vectors, we will write an element of X

and Y as ~x and ~y, respectively. Here, Z2 = {0, 1} with modulo 2 arithmetic. Set

Q :=





1 0 1 1

1 1 0 1

1 1 1 0



 , H :=
[

13 Q
]

, M :=

[

Q

14

]

.

Then, one can show that

0 → Z
4
2

M−→ Z
7
2

H−→ Z
3
2 → 0

is an exact sequenceb [81]. Exactness of this sequence says that M embeds Z
4
2 into a sub-

space of Z7
2, henceforth referred to as the code subspace. Furthermore, H takes only this

subspace to 0. The rest of Z7
2 is generated from the code subspace by the addition of any

one of the seven unit vectors in Z7
2 in the sense that

Z
7
2 = M(Z4

2)∪
7
⋃

i=1

(

M(Z4
2) +~ei

)

and all terms in this union are mutually disjoint.

Now, the sender wants to send a message, an element of X, across a communication

channel to a receiver. During the process, the sender first embeds the initial code using M.

A stochastic map X
f

Y, called the error, is used to represent the evolution of any initial

message across the channel. The specific conditional probabilities f~y~x associated to the

channel (namely, the probability that the messages ~y is received given that ~x was sent) will
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not be relevant to our discussion, but one crucial assumption is made. This assumption is

f~y~x = 0 if ‖~y−M~x‖ > 1,

where ‖ · ‖ here denotes the Hamming distance, defined viac

‖~y−~z‖ :=

n∑

i=1

(

(zi − yi) mod 2
)

∀ ~y,~z ∈ Z
n
2 .

This is the assumption that at most one error occurs during the transmission.

Once a message ~y is received, the receiver must apply the transformation H to obtain a

vector in Z3
2. The number of vectors in Z3

2 is 23 = 8, corresponding to the total number of

possible errors plus no error. The outcome H~y is therefore either one of the columns of H

or is the zero vector. If it is the zero vector, no error has occurred. If it is the i-th column

of H, then an error occurred in the i-th entry of the vector ~y. In the latter case, the receiver

must correct for this error to obtain ~y+~ei. Afterwards, the receiver applies the projection

map onto the first four entries of this vector to obtain a vector in Z4
2. This describes a

deterministic map Y
g−→ X, called the recovery, whose definition we summarize as follows.

Let Z := Z3
2, define Z

k−→ {0, 1, . . . , 7} by

Z ∋ ~z 7→ k(~z) :=

{
0 if ~z = ~0

i if ~z = H~ei,

and let Z7
2

π−→ Z4
2 be the projection onto the first four entries. Finally, define Y

g−→ X by

Y ∋ ~y 7→ g(~y) :=

{
π(H~y) if k(H~y) = 0

π
(

H~y+~ek(H~y)

)

if k(H~y) 6= 0.

One can easily check that g ◦ f = idX. In particular, given any probability measure {•} p
X

(describing a probability measure on the collection of possible messages the sender may

send), and defining q := f ◦ p (which is the probability measure describing the possible

messages the receiver may see), it follows that the error map f is a disintegration of the

recovery map (g,q,p).d

aThe presentation we follow here is based on an Exercises #53 and #54 in [13, Section 3.1]. I have also

benefitted from discussions with Christian Carmellini and Philip Parzygnat.

bA sequence of abelian groups · · · → Vi−1
fi−→ Vi

fi+1−−−→ Vi+1 → · · · is exact iff Im(fi) = ker(fi+1) for all i.
cThe modulo 2 arithmetic is used only for each term! Once zi − yi is computed in Z2, the sum

∑7
i=1 is a

standard sum of non-negative integers. For example, ‖(1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 1, 0)− (1, 0, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1)‖= 3.
dNormally, disintegrations can be viewed as stochastic processes that recover the information loss asso-

ciated to a deterministic process [6, 83]. Therefore, it may sound strange that error is a disintegration of

recovery. Nevertheless, this is the case because one is meant to perform a specific (i.e. deterministic) task to

recover the message.
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Example 7.5 [Disintegrations in Stoch]

The terminology of disintegration comes from the relationship of this concept to one from

measure theory, which is normally defined as follows [32, Section 452] (see also [78, 109]).a

Given a measure-preserving function (X,Σ,p)
f−→ (Y,Ω,q), where Σ and Ω are σ-algebras

on X and Y, respectively, a disintegration of p over q consistent with f is a family of pairs

(Σy, gy), indexed by y ∈ Y, where Σy is a σ-algebra on X and gy is a measure on (X,Σy)

satisfying the following three conditions.

1. For each A ∈ Σ, there exists a NA ∈ Ω such that q(NA) = 0, A ∈ Σy for all y ∈ Y \NA,

and

Y \NA ∋ y 7→ gy(A) ∈ [0,∞]

is Ω↾Y\NA
-measurable. Here, Ω↾Y\NA

is the natural σ-algebra on Y \NA viewed as a

submeasurable space of (Y,Ω).

2. For each A ∈ Σ, ∫

Y
gy(A)dq(y) = p(A),

where the integral on the left-hand-side is technically defined as
∫

Y\NA
gy(A)dq(y),

where NA is as in the previous item (and the measure q is the unique one determined

by q
(

B∩ (Y \NA)
)

:= q(B) for all B ∈ Ω).

3. For each B ∈ Ω, there exists a q-null set NB ∈ Ω such that f−1(B) ∈ Σy for all

y ∈ Y \NB and

gy
(

f−1(B)
)

= 1 ∀ y ∈ (Y \NB)∩ B.

It is not necessary that the family of σ-algebras Σy satisfies Σ ⊆ Σy for this notion of disinte-

gration (cf. [78, Example 1.2]). If this were the case, then one could restrict all the σ-algebras

to be Σ, and then one could define a transition kernel (Y,Ω)
g

(X,Σ) representing the

family of measures.

This motivates the following closely related definition of a (measure-theoretic) disin-

tegration by demanding that it be represented by a transition kernel. A transition kernel

(Y,Ω)
g

(X,Σ) is a disintegration of p over q consistent with f iff

∫

Y
gy(A)dq(y) = p(A) ∀ A ∈ Σ

and for each B ∈ Ω, there exists a q-null set NB ∈ Ω such that

gy
(

f−1(B)
)

= 1 ∀ y ∈ (Y \NB)∩ B.

The equivalence between this definition and the one from Definition 7.1 above is explained

in [85, Appendix A] (it is immediate from the definitions that the first equality is just the

statement p = g ◦ q). This definition of a transition kernel being a disintegration is equiva-

lent to the first definition above (where the family of measures need not form a transition
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kernel) when (X,Σ,p) is a non-empty countably compact measure space (cf. [32, Exercise

452X (l)]). Therefore, we do not lose too much generality by considering our disintegra-

tions (as in Definition 7.1) to be represented by transition kernels.

Note, however, that our usage of the concept of a disintegration from Definition 7.1

is also (a-priori) slightly more general than the (latter) measure-theoretic one because we

allow f to be a Markov kernel, as opposed to just a measurable map. Furthermore, although g

is a-priori only a transition kernel (as opposed to a Markov kernel), it is a fact [32, Propo-

sition 452G (a)] that if g is a transition kernel that is a disintegration of p over q consistent

with f, then g is a Markov kernel q-a.e. (see Remark 7.8 for a diagrammatic proof). Hence,

we lose no generality by assuming that we work with unital morphisms (Markov kernels)

in our definition of disintegration. Regular conditional probabilities can also be described in

terms of disintegrations (though their categorical relationship will be made more explicit in

Remark 7.33). Finally, disintegrations are sometimes also called optimal hypotheses.b These

relationships are also explained in [85, Appendix A].

aFor the relationship to the terminology used by Cho–Jacobs from [15], see Remark 7.6.
bThe definition of a regular conditional probability is a-priori different from the definition of a disinte-

gration. Also, the definition of an optimal hypothesis comes from [5]. Technically, that definition requires a

stochastic section on the nose as opposed to a.e. equality to the identity, but it seems reasonable to apply the

same terminology to this setting.

Remark 7.6 [Relationship to Cho–Jacobs’ disintegration]

In [15], Cho and Jacobs defined a disintegration (called a CJ disintegration in the remainder

of this remark) as one of two assignments that take a joint state I
s

X× Y and produce

probability-preserving morphism (X,p) f
(Y,q) and (Y,q)

g
(X,p) such that

q

g

X Y

=
s

X Y
=

p

f

X Y

,

where p and q are the marginals of s, namely the composites I
s

X× Y
πX−−→ X and I

s

X× Y
πY−→ Y, respectively. The assignments taking a joint state to conditionals are special

kinds of disintegrations in our language where the maps one disintegrates are projections.

In more detail, they arise as the horizontal squiggly arrows in the diagram

X YX× Y

{•}
p

|| |<
|<
|<
|<
|<
|<
|<
|<
|<
|<

q

"""b
"b

"b
"b

"b
"b

"b
"b

"b
"b

s

�� �O
�O
�O
�O
�O
�O

πX
ssss

πY
++ ++

πX

22+k ,l ,l -m .n .n /o 0p 0p 1q 2r

πY

ll s3r2r2q1p0p0o/n.n.m-l,

where πX and πY are disintegrations of (πX, s,p) and (πY , s,q), respectively. The morphisms
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f and g are then obtained by post-composing these disintegrations with the other projection

(following the horizontal morphisms in succession). More explicitly f = πY ◦ πX and g =

πX ◦ πY . The proof that f and g as defined here satisfy the CJ disintegration condition will

follow from additional assumptions on the specific subcategory that these morphisms live

in, namely those covered by Theorem 8.3 (cf. Remark 8.7).

We point out this remark because the two ideas of disintegration are semantically dif-

ferent in quantum (and classical!) Markov categories since the input data are different. The

CJ disintegration associates conditionals from joint states (see also Remark 7.37). In con-

trast, the disintegration as presented in Definition 7.1 assumes a conditional and describes

a conditional in the opposite direction. Our reason for distinguishing them is because the

associated joint state need not be a positive linear functional in the setting of C∗-algebras,

rendering it uninterpretable as a genuine physical state. Indeed, if f is the identity, the

associated joint functional is the copy map followed by the state one begins with. Since

the copy map is not positive unital, the associated joint functional is not positive [86, Re-

mark 5.96].

Example 7.7 [Knill–Laflamme quantum error correction as a disintegration]

Just as Hamming error correcting codes can be described in terms of disintegrations, some

quantum error correcting codes can be as well.a Though much can be said about gen-

eral quantum error correcting codes [60], we content ourselves here with a concrete ex-

ample [58], leaving the more general study to forthcoming work. In what follows, we

implement Dirac brac-ket notation. In particular, let |0〉 and |1〉 denote the unit vectors ~e1

and ~e2 in C2 =: Q, respectively. Let γ ∈ [0,∞) and set a± :=

√

1±e−γ

2 . Set

|0L〉 :=
1

23/2

(

|0〉+ |1〉
)⊗3

and |1L〉 :=
1

23/2

(

|0〉− |1〉
)⊗3

to be the logical 0 and 1 states in H := (C2)⊗3. Set C := span
{
|0L〉, |1L〉

}
to be the code

subspace in H. Let V : Q →֒ H be the isometry, called the encoding, sending Q onto C,

namely V |0〉 := |0L〉 and V |1〉 := |1L〉. Define the single qubit error generators

Λ+ := a+12 and Λ− := a−σz, where σz :=

[

1 0

0 −1

]

,

and let

Γ :=
1

4

(

2 − e−3γ + 3e−γ
)

.

Define the error operators by

E0 :=
1√
Γ
Λ+ ⊗Λ+ ⊗Λ+, E1 :=

1√
Γ
Λ− ⊗Λ+ ⊗Λ+,

E2 :=
1√
Γ
Λ+ ⊗Λ− ⊗Λ+, E3 :=

1√
Γ
Λ+ ⊗Λ+ ⊗Λ−.
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These error operators are the Kraus operators of a CPU mapb B
E

B defined by

B ∋ B
E7−→

3∑

i=0

E
†
iAEi,

where B := B(H). The composite

F :=

(

A
E

B
Ad

V†
A

)

,

where A := B(Q), is called the error, and is also a CPU map. Just as in the case of the

Hamming code, it includes the encoding done by the sender as well as the possible errors

that can occur along the transmission channel. In this case, the allowed errors include

flipping a qubit in a single component of the tensor product (3 such possibilities) or no

error. The receiver will apply a recovery map to obtain the message being sent. To define

this map, let PC := |0L〉〈0L|+ |1L〉〈1L| denote the projection onto C (as an element of B(H))

and define the recovery operators by

R0 := PC(12 ⊗ 12 ⊗ 12), R1 := PC(σz ⊗ 12 ⊗ 12),

R2 := PC(12 ⊗ σz ⊗ 12), R3 := PC(12 ⊗ 12 ⊗ σz).

From these, define the CPU map B
R

B by

B ∋ B
R7−→

3∑

i=0

R
†
iARi.

Unitality of R follows from the fact that the R
†
iRi are orthogonal projections onto mutually

orthogonal 2-dimensional subspaces of H. For example, R†
0R0 = PC. Similarly, R†

iRi is

the projection onto the subspace R
†
i(C), which is where an element of Q gets sent under a

bit flip in the i-th tensor component. Thus, by applying these orthogonal projections, the

receiver can detect which subspace the message is in. Furthermore, the recovery operators

automatically correct the error as well because σ2
z = 12. Hence, the receiver is able to

recover what the original message was. Mathematically, the composite

G :=

(

A
AdV

B
R

B

)

is called the recovery, and it describes this process. It is also a CPU map (which is not

immediately obvious because AdV is not unital). In fact, G is a ∗-homomorphism.c

Putting all our data together, we obtain the following (not necessarily commutative)
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diagram (recall that this is described in the Heisenberg picture)

sender = A B= receiver

B

B

G

recover
55

F
erroruu j*k+k+

l,m-n.o/p0q1r2s3s3t4

AdV

decode
**

�U
�V
�W
�Y
�[ �] �_ !a #c %e 'g (h )i

R

detect & fix

JJ

5u 6v
7w 9y
;{ =}
?� A�
C�
E�
G�
H�
I	

E

transmit

jj

U�
V�
W�
Y�
[�
]�_�

a!c#
e%g'

h(i)

Ad
V†

encode





u5v6w7y9{;}=�?�A
�C
�E
�G
�H
	I

One can also show that F ◦ G = idA. Hence, the error map F is a disintegration of the

recovery map (G,ω ◦ F,ω) for every state A
ω

C that the sender wishes to communicate

to the receiver.
aI thank Benjamin Russo for discussions and for bringing my attention to [60].
bSince we are in the Heisenberg picture, our E is more closely related to the Hilbert–Schmidt dual of the

error map E in [58].
cThis is the determinism we mentioned in Example 3.20. In the Schrödinger picture, this corresponds to

a partial trace.

Remark 7.8 [A.e. unitality for disintegrations]

In Definition 7.1, suppose MY is a quantum CD category instead, and suppose f is unital.

If we had only demanded that a right Bayes map g be a morphism in M, so that it is even

but not necessarily unital, then it is automatically right q-a.e. unital. This follows from

q

g
=

q

g

f
Defn 7.1
=====

q

=
q

,

where we have used unitality of f in the first equality. This provides an abstract proof of

a standard result [32, Proposition 452G (a)], the latter of which is a special case by Propo-

sition 7.31 (modulo the subtlety mentioned in Example 7.5). In fact, it is a partial general-

ization since our f is not assumed to be a measurable function but is only assumed to be

stochastic (cf. Example 7.5).

Definition 7.9 [Bayesian inverses and Bayes maps]

Let MY be a quantum Markov category and let C be an even subcategory of MY. Given

states I
p

X and I
q

Y in C and a state-preserving morphism X
f

Y in C, a left
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Bayesian inverse of (f,p,q) is a morphism Y
g

X in C such thata

IY X

Y × Y X×XX× Y

p ///o/o/o/o/o/o/o/oqoo o/ o/ o/ o/ o/ o/ o/ o/

∆Y

��
∆X

��

g×idY

///o/o/o/o/o
idX×f

oo o/ o/ o/ o/ o/

=== , i.e.

q

g

X Y

=

p

f

X Y

.

This condition will be referred to as the Bayes condition. More generally, a left Bayes map

for (f,p,q) is a morphism f in M such that the Bayes condition holds. b A completely

analogous definition is made for right Bayesian inverses and right Bayes maps, and the

adjectives ‘right’ and ‘left’ are dropped when the two agree, when it does not matter which

is used, or when it is clear which one of the two is being used.c

aIn other words, one can ‘slide’ either morphism over ∆ but this swaps the states and morphisms.
bJust as we did for disintegrations, one can slightly generalize these definitions by not requiring p nor q

to be states but arbitrary morphisms (cf. Remark 7.35). We will do this in future sections and still refer to

them as Bayesian inverses or Bayes maps.
cAs usual, the left and right notions are equivalent when C is ∗-preserving and all morphisms are in C.

Thus, a Bayesian inverse is a particular kind of Bayes map. The definition of a Bayesian

inverse was already motivated in Section 2 along with the theorem regarding its existence for

FinStoch. It also exists for more general probability spaces (standard Borel spaces) [15, 19, 22].

Example 7.33 will describe how regular conditional probabilities are special kinds of Bayesian

inverses.

Example 7.10 [Bayes maps and Bayesian inverses for matrix algebras]

The general theory of Bayesian inverses for CPU maps (in the sense presented here) be-

tween finite-dimensional C∗-algebras is the main subject of [86]. A special case is simple

enough to describe here. If A := Mm(C)
ω=tr(ρ · )

C and B := Mn(C)
ξ=tr(σ · )

C are

states (with corresponding density matrices), and if B
F

A is a state-preserving CPU

map, then a Bayes map A
G

B for (F,ω, ξ) must necessarily satisfy PξG(A) = σ̂F∗(ρA)

for all A ∈ A. Here, σ̂ is the pseudo-inverse of σ (cf. [74, 89]) and F∗ is the Hilbert–Schmidt

adjoint of F. Thus, a Bayes map always exists. However, demanding that the Bayes map be

∗-preserving is a non-trivial condition. In general, therefore, a Bayesian inverse need not

exist as a CPU map. In the special case that Pξ = 1n, a CPU Bayesian inverse of (F,ω, ξ)

exists if and only if F(σB)ρ = ρF(Bσ) for all B ∈ B. When this condition is satisfied,

the Bayesian inverse takes the form G = Ad√
σ̂ ◦ F∗ ◦ Ad√

ρ. The expression here is often

known in the quantum information literature as the Petz recovery map [91,112]. It was orig-

inally introduced by Accardi and Cecchini as a generalized conditional expectation [2]. It

has also been rediscovered by Barnum–Knill as well as Leifer in more recent years [10, 63].

However, when σ and/or ρ do not have full support, the notion of Bayesian inverse as pre-

sented here is generally different from the Petz recovery map, and it generalizes another

notion studied by Accardi and Cecchini in the case of faithful states [2].
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Physically, demanding that a Bayesian inverse is CPU suggests that it can be inter-

preted, and potentially implemented, as a physical process. In the case that no such CPU

Bayesian inverse exists, one always obtains left and right Bayes maps. It is generally be-

lieved that linear maps that are not CP are not implementable as physical operations.a

Nevertheless (and perhaps surprisingly), this map has interesting consequences in terms

of inference in certain cases. These details are explored in [84] (a preview is given in Re-

mark 7.37).

aIn recent years, there has been some dispute about this in the literature [3, 88, 97, 100].

Lemma 7.11 [A.e. unitality and state-preservation for Bayesian inverses]

If MY in Definition 7.9 is replaced with a quantum CD category, one can define Bayesian

inverses in essentially the same manner. Under these more general assumptions the fol-

lowing facts hold.

1. A left Bayes map g for (f,p,q) is necessarily left q-a.e. unital.

2. If f is right p-a.e. unital, then g is state-preserving, i.e. q ◦ g = p.

Proof. you found me!

1. A left Bayes map g is necessarily left q-a.e. unital since

q

g Defn 7.9
=====

p

f
=

p

f
=

q
. (7.12)

2. If f is right p-a.e. unital, then

p
=

p

=

p

f Defn 7.9
=====

q

g
=

q

g
. (7.13)

�

The following lemma shows that Bayesian inverses are a.e. unique whenever they are ∗-

preserving.

Lemma 7.14 [Bayesian inverses are left a.e. unique]

Let I
p

X
f

Y be a composable pair of even morphisms in a quantum Markov category

and set q := f ◦ p.

1. If g, g ′ : Y /o/o //X are two left (right) Bayes maps for (f,p,q), then g and g ′ are left

(right) q-a.e. equal. In particular, if f,p,q, g, and g ′ are ∗-preserving, then g =
q
g ′.
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2. If X f′
Y is right (left) p-a.e. equal to f, then Y

g
X is a left (right) Bayes map for

(f,p,q) if and only if g is a left (right) Bayes map for (f ′,p,q).

Proof. Although this is explained in [15, Section 5], we illustrate the concise proof.

1. By assumption,

q

g

=

p

f

=

q

g ′

. (7.15)

Applying Corollary 5.6 gives the required result when the morphisms are ∗-preserving.

2. A similar calculation proves this. �

Lemma 7.14 says that Bayesian inverses are a.e. unique in a certain sense. A similar result

also holds for disintegrations, though the proof is given much later in Corollary 8.6 in a.e.

modular subcategories.

Remark 7.16 [On the a.e. equivalence of Bayesian inverses]

Without assuming g and g ′ are ∗-preserving in Lemma 7.14, we can only conclude that

g is left q-a.e. equivalent to g’, and not necessarily right a.e. equivalent. Indeed, in the

category fdC*-AlgU, if two Bayesian inverses are not ∗-preserving, then they need not be

a.e. equivalent. Explicit examples are provided in [86]. In any case, we will be clear about

these subtle points in this work whenever they arise.

We now describe some of the compositional/functorial properties of disintegrations and

Bayesian inverses in appropriate subcategories of quantum Markov categories. We first define

the associated category of states and then return to these facts.

Definition 7.17 [The category of state-preserving morphisms]

Let C be an even subcategory of a quantum Markov category. Let I/C be the category

whose objects are pairs (X, I
p

X) (with X in C and p a state in C) and a morphism from

(X, I
p

X) to (Y, I
q

Y) is a state-preserving morphism X
f

Y in C, i.e. f ◦ p = q.

The category I/C is called the category of state-preserving morphisms in C. The category

C is said to be left/right a.e. well-defined with respect to states iff for every quadruple of

morphisms

(X,p) (Y,q) (Z,p)
f ///o/o/o

f′
///o/o/o

g ///o/o/o

g′
///o/o/o

for which the pairs (f, f ′) and (g, g ′) are left/right p- and q-a.e. equivalent, respectively,

then the composites g ◦ f and g ′ ◦ f ′ are left/right p-a.e. equivalent. If C is also ∗-preserving,

then the left/right adjectives will be dropped.
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Proposition 7.18 [Compositionality of disintegrations]

Let C be a subcategory of a quantum Markov category that is a.e. well-defined with re-

spect to states (cf. Definition 7.17).a If g : Z /o/o // Y and f : Y /o/o //X are disintegrations of

(X
f

Y, I
p

X,q := f ◦ p) and (Y
g

Z, I
q

Y, r := g ◦ q), respectively, then f ◦ g is a

disintegration of (g ◦ f,p, r) (all morphisms here are in C).

aExample 7.20 explains that this holds for our two main examples of classical and quantum probabil-

ity, while [33, Proposition 13.9] (whose statement is repeated in Corollary 8.39) shows that this holds more

generally when C is causal (cf. Definition 8.33).

Proof. The probability-preserving condition is immediate. The second condition for a disinte-

gration follows from

Y Y

X

ZZ

f◦g

kk

R�
S�
T�
V�
W�
Y�
[�
]�
` 
c#e%

f&h(
i)j*

g◦f

��

t4u5v6x8y9{;
~>
�A
�C
�E
�G
�H

J
�K
�L g

cc
c#
c#
c#
c#
c#

f

WW
W�
W�
W�

f

��
�G
�G
�G

g
|| |<

|<
|<
|<
|< idY

oo

idZ

oo
r

q

(7.19)

since composing a.e. equivalence classes of morphisms is well-defined. �

Example 7.20 [A.e. classes of positive unital maps compose]

The categories FinStoch and fdC*-AlgSPU are a.e. well-defined with respect to states (cf.

Definition 7.17). The latter fact was first proved in [85, Proposition 3.106]. In fact, it also

holds for fdC*-AlgPU [85, Theorem 3.113]. As a consequence, Proposition 7.18 applies to

these categories.

Bayesian inversion, on the other hand, is compositional in any quantum Markov category.

Proposition 7.21 [Bayesian inversion is compositional and symmetric]

Let MY be a quantum Markov category and let C be an even subcategory of MY. Let

I
p

X, I
q

Y, and I
r

Z be three states in C, let X f
Y and Y

g
Z be state-preserving

morphisms in C, so that q = f ◦ p and r = g ◦ q.

1. If Z
g

Y and Y
f

X are Bayes maps for (f,p,q) and (g,q, r) (so that g and f are

assumed to only be in M), respectively, then f ◦ g is a Bayes map for (g ◦ f,p).

2. If C is also ∗-preserving and f is a Bayesian inverse of (f,p,q) (so that f is in C now),

then f is a Bayesian inverse of (f,q,p).a

aThe ∗-preserving assumption is crucial here because of Remark 5.8.

Proof. you found me!
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1. The calculation

r

g

f

=

q

g

f

=

q

f

g

=

p

f

g

. (7.22)

proves the Bayes condition.

2. This is an immediate consequence of Lemma 5.4 applied to the diagram

I

X Y

YX

f ///o/o/o/o/o/o

idX

��

f

oo o/ o/ o/ o/ o/ o/

idY

OO
p

cc c#
c#
c#

q ###c
#c

#c , (7.23)

which entails

q

f

X Y

=

p

f

X Y

⇐⇒
p

f

Y X

=

q

f

Y X

. (7.24)

The implication towards the right proves the proposition. �

The following remark explains that Bayesian inversion defines a dagger functor on a.e.

equivalence classes. This is essentially Remark 13.9 in [33], but now it includes the non-

commutative setting.

Remark 7.25 [Bayesian inversion as a dagger functor]

Let C ⊆ MY be an even ∗-preserving subcategory of a quantum Markov category. Let BI/C
be the subcategory of I/C (recall Definition 7.17) consisting of the same objects as I/C but

whose morphisms consist of all Bayesian invertible morphisms (whose Bayesian inverses

are also in C).

Now, consider two a.e. equivalent pairs of composable morphisms f, f ′ : (X, I
p

X) →
(Y, I

q
Y) and g, g ′ : (Y, I

q
Y) → (Z, I r

Z), i.e. f =
p

f ′ and g =
q

g ′, in BI/C. Then

g ◦ f =
p
g ′ ◦ f ′ follows from

p

f

g

=
f g

q

g=
q
g′

===
f g ′

q

Prop 7.21
======

p

f

g ′

f=
p
f′

===

p

f ′

g ′

,

where we have used a Bayesian inverse f for (f,p,q) in the first equality. By Lemma 7.14,
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if f is p-a.e. equivalent to f ′ and f has f as a Bayesian inverse, then f is also a Bayesian

inverse of f ′. It is even easier to check that the identity is a Bayesian inverse of the iden-

tity for any states. Hence, taking a.e. equivalence classes of morphisms in BI/C defines a

category, which will be denoted by BaeI/C. It consists of a.e. equivalence classes of even

∗-preserving Bayesian invertible morphisms. These facts together with Proposition 7.21

say that Bayesian inversion defines a dagger functor on BaeI/C.a

This is to be contrasted with the notion of having a disintegration. Even in categories

where composition of state-preserving a.e. classes is well-defined so that disintegrations

are compositional when they exist, if (f,p,q) has a disintegration f, it is almost never the

case that f is a disintegration of (f,q,p). More on this will be explained in Section 8 when

we discover that having a disintegration of (f,p,q) imposes constraints on f (namely, p-a.e.

determinism).

aOur original proof of this claim was initially valid for our examples of commutative and non-

commutative probability, where we had explicitly shown that a.e. equivalence classes of PU maps com-

pose [85]. This is to be contrasted with Fritz proof, which was valid for all causal (classical) Markov cate-

gories (cf. Definition 8.33). Since fdC*-AlgSPU is causal in an appropriate sense (cf. Proposition 8.34), Fritz’

proof can be adapted to this case (cf. Corollary 8.39). However, we have actually found that fdC*-AlgPU is

not causal in this sense, even though it has the property that a.e. equivalence classes of morphisms compose.

Hence, our result simultaneously extends Fritz’ result in two respects (cf. Question 8.40).

Proposition 7.26 [Invertible implies disintegrable and Bayesian invertible]

Let C be an S-positive subcategory of a quantum CD category MY. Let I
p

X and X
f

Y

be unital morphisms in M and set q := f ◦ p.

i. If f is invertible, with inverse in M, then f−1 is a disintegration of (f,p,q) in M.

ii. Assuming that f and p are now in C, if f is invertible, with inverse also in C, then f−1

is a Bayesian inverse of (f,p,q).

Proof. Note that even if MY is a quantum CD category, if f is unital, then f−1 is unital as well

because

f−1 =
f−1

f
= . (7.27)

i. The disintegration conditions for f−1 follow from

q

f−1

=

p

f

f−1

=
p

and

q

f−1

f

=

q

. (7.28)
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ii. The Bayes condition for f−1 follows from

q

f−1

=

p

f−1

f

Lem 4.13
=====

p

f

f−1

f =

p

f

. (7.29)

since f is deterministic by S-positivity. �

Remark 7.30 [S-positivity is crucial in part ii. of Proposition 7.26]

To see that S-positivity is a crucial assumption in part ii. of Proposition 7.26, consider

fdC*-AlgPU. Take A := Mm(C) =: B, let A
ω:=tr(ρ · )

C be any state, and take B
F:=T

A

to be the transpose map. Then (by arguments similar to those in Remark 5.11), taking

B ∈ B to compute the Hilbert–Schmidt adjoint of F gives

tr
(

F∗(ρ)B
)

= tr
(

ρF(B)
)

= tr(ρBT ) = tr
(

(BρT )T
)

= tr(BρT ) = tr(ρTB),

where the invariance of trace under the transpose was used in the fourth equality. Hence,

F∗ = F and ξ := tr(ρT · ) is the pullback state. Furthermore, since F is invertible (F−1 = F),

G := F is a disintegration of (F,ω, ξ). However, the Bayes condition fails because given

A,B ∈ Mm(C), one has

ξ
(

G(A)B
)

= tr(ρTATB) = tr
(

(BTAρ)T
)

= tr(BTAρ) = tr(ρBTA) 6= tr(ρABT) = ω
(

AF(B)
)

.

On the other hand, we will later see that every SPU disintegration of an SPU map is indeed

a Bayesian inverse in Corollary 8.42.

We now state another fact that provides an indication of how disintegrations are related to

Bayesian inverses.

Proposition 7.31 [Bayes maps for a.e. deterministic morphisms are disintegrations]

Let MY be a quantum Markov category, let I
p

X be a state in M, let X f
Y be either a left

or a right p-a.e. deterministic map in M, and set q := f ◦ p. If f has a left (right) Bayes map

Y
g

X, then g is a left (right) disintegration of (f,p,q) in M. In particular, if all morphisms

are ∗-preserving, then all adjectives ‘left’ and ‘right’ may be dropped.

Proof. The state-preserving condition of a disintegration follows from Lemma 7.11. For con-

creteness, suppose that f is right p-a.e. deterministic (we will later explain how the calculation

is modified if f is left p-a.e. deterministic). The second condition of a left disintegration follows
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from the string diagram calculation

q

=

p

f =

p

f
=

p

ff

=

p

f f =

q

g

f

, (7.32)

where right p-a.e. determinism of f was used in the third equality and the left Bayes condition

was used in the last equality. Notice that if f was left p-a.e. deterministic instead, one could

extend the grounding operation to the right, instead of the left, as was done in the second

equality. �

Proposition 7.31 is useful because it allows one to use the simple formula for Bayes maps

from Example 7.10 (and more generally [86]) to construct linear disintegrations. Although not

quantum operations, such maps can still be useful in inference and Bayesian updating [84].

Example 7.33 [Regular conditional probabilities]

Let (X,Σ,µ) and (Y,Ω,ν) be measure spaces and let X
f−→ Y be a measure-preserving map.

A regular conditional probability (cf. [62, Definition 2.1]) is a transition kernel Y
g

X for

which there exists a ν-null set N ∈ Ω such that gy is a probability measure for all y ∈ Y \N

and

µ
(

A ∩ f−1(B)
)

=

∫

B
gy(A)dν(y) ∀ A ∈ Σ and ∀ B ∈ Ω.

Writing this equation string-diagrammatically immediately shows that this is precisely the

Bayes condition, namely g is a Bayesian inverse of (f,µ,ν) in Stoch. Indeed, viewing f

as a Markov kernel,
∫

A fx(B)dµ(x) =
∫

A χf−1(B)(x)dµ(x) =
∫

A∩f−1(B) dµ = µ
(

A ∩ f−1(B)
)

,

where χ is used to denote the characteristic function. In [85, Proposition A.29], it was

shown (using the explicit language of measure theory) that the notion of a regular con-

ditional probability is equivalent to that of a disintegration. By Proposition 7.31, we get

a simple string-diagrammatic proof that a regular conditional probability is a disintegra-

tiona since f is deterministic. A string-diagrammatic proof that a disintegration is a regular

conditional probability will follow from Theorem 8.3 and the fact that Stoch is a.e. modu-

lar, as defined in Definition 8.1 (see [33, Example 13.19] for a proof that Stoch satisfies this

condition).

Therefore, since the Bayes condition makes sense even if f is a Markov kernel, a

Bayesian inverse can be viewed as a generalization of the notion of a regular conditional

probability. There are also other generalizations of regular conditional probabilities in the

literature. For example, a conditional distribution of a Markov kernel given another in [76, Def-

inition 4] is a slight generalization of Bayesian inversion where one includes an extra

morphism (to reproduce our Bayes condition, set M1 = id in [76, Definition 4]).

aTechnically, the regular conditional probability is only a.e. unital.
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Corollary 7.34 [Bayesian inverses of a.e. deterministic maps in fdC*-AlgSPU]

In the category fdC*-AlgSPU, let A ω
C be a state on A, let B F

A be a ω-a.e. deter-

ministic map, and set ξ := ω ◦ F. If A G
B is a Bayesian inverse of (F,ω, ξ), then G is a

disintegration of (F,ω, ξ).

A partial converse to Proposition 7.31 and Corollary 7.34 will be provided in the next section.

Remark 7.35 [Replacing states with arbitrary morphisms]

As briefly mentioned in Definitions 7.1 and 7.9, one can remove the restriction that p, q, and

r are states. Indeed, one can replace p with an arbitrary morphism Θ
p

X (and similarly

for q and r) provided that it is still in the same subcategory as needed for the definitions.

One then obtains analogous results to those obtained specifically for states. However, our

understanding of Bayesian inversion and disintegration in the category fdC*-AlgCPU in

this more general case is not yet complete. See Question 7.36 for details.

Question 7.36 [Characterizing generalized disintegrations and Bayesian inverses]

Our earlier work provides necessary and sufficient conditions for disintegrations and

Bayesian inverses to exist in the category fdC*-AlgCPU with respect to (CPU) states [85,86].

However, if the states are replaced with arbitrary CPU maps, we do not yet have more

concrete necessary and sufficient conditions for their existence (although some preliminary

results are known). For example, we have two open problems.

1. Given CPU maps A
ω

C and B
ξ

C together with a deterministic map B
F−→ A

(or more generally, an ω-a.e. deterministic map) such that ξ = ω ◦ F, find convenient

necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence of a CPU map A
G

B such that

ω = ξ ◦G and G ◦ F =
ξ

idC.

2. Given CPU maps A ω
C and B

ξ
C together with a CPU map B

F
A such that

ξ = ω ◦ F, find convenient necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence of a

CPU map A
G

B such that ξ
(

G(A)B
)

= ω
(

AF(B)
)

for all A ∈ A and B ∈ B.

Such generalizations appear in classical probability in the form of parametrizing probabil-

ity measures [33, Section 14]. In the quantum setting, special cases of these concepts (where

C is a commutative C∗-algebra, for example) are known in the non-commutative statistics

literature, some of which will be explored in Example 8.26. What is the appropriate inter-

pretation of these more general notions in non-commutative statistics?

Remark 7.37 [fdC*-AlgCPU does not have conditionals]

Although we do not discuss conditionals in this work, we briefly mention that the sub-

category fdC*-AlgCPU does not have conditional distributions in the sense of [33, Defini-
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tion 11.1] (and therefore does not have conditionals in the sense of [33, Definition 11.5]).a

In the setting of C∗-algebras, a “conditional distribution” is replaced by a PU map [80].

One might suspect the lack of conditional distributions since the copy map is not posi-

tive and therefore it is rare that using it to construct a joint functional will give a positive

functional [86, Remark 5.96]. However, if one already has a joint state, can a conditional

be found that gives rise to that joint state? We include a simple counterexample here to

illustrate that fdC*-AlgCPU does not have conditional distributions in this sense. Let ρ be

the EPR density matrix on A⊗B := M2(C)⊗M2(C) ∼= M4(C) given by

ρ =
1

2











0 0 0 0

0 1 −1 0

0 −1 1 0

0 0 0 0











.

Set ω := tr(ρ · ) and ωA := ω◦!A (the state obtained by computing the partial trace of

ρ over B). In this case, ωA(A) = 1
2 tr(A) for all A ∈ A. For ω to have a conditional

distribution, there must exist a CPU map B
F

A such that ω(A⊗B) = ωA

(

AF(B)
)

for all

A ∈ A and B ∈ B. One can show that the only such F is the map

B ∋
[

b11 b12

b21 b22

]

F7−→
[

b22 −b12

−b21 b11

]

.

This map is unital and in fact positive. However, it is not completely positive since its Choi

matrix (cf. [18, Theorem 2]) has eigenvalues −1 and +1. In fact, the map F can be expressed

as

B ∋ B 7→ F(B) =

[

0 1

−1 0

]

BT

[

0 −1

1 0

]

showing explicitly that it is PU but not CPU. It is interesting that one actually obtains a

positive map F in this example.b It is also interesting to note that this positive map provides

the correct inference update rule reproducing the EPR correlations. For example, if Alice

measures spin up in some direction and Bob applies the map F, then the induced state

on Bob’s system corresponds to the spin down state. Further details and examples are

deferred to forthcoming work [84].

aThis is also consistent with our observation that fdC*-AlgCPU is not strictly positive (Example 8.28) and

Fritz’ observation [33, Lemma 13.18], which states: “if C is a classical Markov category with conditionals,

then C is strictly positive.”
bHowever, this is not always the case for all states ω on A⊗B.

a0218 A.e. modularity, strict positivity, and causality

Here we prove our main results relating Bayesian inversion to disintegration. We also re-

view a variety of additional axioms for Markov categories (besides S-positivity) introduced by

Fritz [33], and we prove which ones hold for C*-AlgSPU. In particular, we bring back Fritz’
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initial axiom of positivity, which appeared in an earlier version of his work, but which was

subsequently dropped (since it was subsumed by a stronger axiom that was valid for many of

the examples he considered). To avoid conflating the terminology, we call this dropped axiom

a.e. modularity (since it describes an almost everywhere version of the modularity properties

of conditional expectations from the theory of operator algebras [104, 106]). Briefly, our main

results are that fdC*-AlgSPU is a.e. modular and causal, but it is not strictly positive (and nei-

ther is fdC*-AlgCPU). We will also see that a.e. modularity is the diagrammatic axiom that re-

lates inverses, deterministic morphisms, disintegrations, and Bayesian inverses in Theorem 8.3,

which is valid in the non-commutative setting as well (Theorem 8.9). The results in this section

lay the foundations for instantiating theorems proved synthetically to the non-commutative

setting, though we do not explore all these theorems in detail here (we only briefly mention a

quantum Fisher–Neyman factorization theorem).

Definition 8.1 [A.e. modularity]

An even subcategory C of a quantum Markov category is left a.e. modular iff for all f, g,q

in C such thata

q

g

f

=
q

, then

q

g

f

=

q

g

A morphism g is said to be left q-a.e. modular with respect to f iff the right equality holds.

A similar definition is made for a right a.e. modular subcategory as well as right q-a.e.

modular with respect to f.b

aNotice that the diagram on the left says that g is a left disintegration of (f,p := g ◦ q,q). This definition

is a slight generalization of the previous definition of disintegration to the case where q need not be a state

(see Remark 7.35).
bThis definition is made in such a way so that the diagrams are reflected across the vertical line passing

through q. It is defined in such a way so that an even ∗-preserving subcategory of a quantum Markov

category is left a.e. modular if and only if it is right a.e. modular (the proof is similar to arguments we have

already seen—see Lemma 5.4 for example).

In other words, an even subcategory C is left (right) a.e. modular iff every disintegration as

above is left (right) q-a.e. modular.

Example 8.2 [The reason for choosing the terminology “a.e. modular”]

In the category fdC*-AlgU, let B F
A and A

G
B be linear unital maps. Let B

ξ
C be

a state (CPU). Theorem 5.12 shows that G is a left ξ-a.e. modular with respect to F if and

only if

PξG
(

AF(B)
)

= PξG(A)B ∀ A ∈ A, B ∈ B.

68



If one assumes F is an injective ∗-homomorphism (so that B is viewed as a C∗-subalgebra

of A) and Pξ = 1B, then this condition is the modularity condition for conditional expec-

tations of inclusions (see [29, Definition 9.5.3] for example). Thus, the definition of a.e.

modularity generalizes this definition to the case where ξ need not be a state, F need not be

injective (it need not even be a ∗-homomorphism), and the equality condition is weakened

to an a.e. equality.

Both FinStoch and its measurable infinite-dimensional analogue Stoch are a.e. modular

Markov categories. This was explicitly proved in an earlier version of [33] (it also follows from

results in the published version). Before checking whether fdC*-AlgSPU is a.e. modular, we

present one of our main results relating a.e. modularity to two other conditions. This theorem

also provides a partial converse to Proposition 7.31, the latter of which provided a simple condi-

tion under which a Bayesian inverse is necessarily a disintegration. Furthermore, the theorem

provides an alternative criterion for determining whether a subcategory is a.e. modular, and it

is this fact that will help us prove fdC*-AlgSPU is a.e. modular.

Theorem 8.3 [A.e. modularity, Bayesian inversion, and disintegrations abstractly]

Let f, g,q be even morphisms in a quantum Markov category such that g is a left disinte-

gration of (f,p := g ◦ q,q) (the left equality Definition 8.1). Then g is left q-a.e. modular

with respect to f (the right equality in Definition 8.1) if and only if both the equalities

(a)

q

g

=

p

f

, where p :=

q

g
,

(b) and

p

ff

=

p

f

hold. In words, an even subcategory C of a quantum Markov category is left a.e. modular

if and only if for every left disintegration g of (f,p,q) in C, g is a left Bayesian inverse for

(f,p,q) and f is right p-a.e. deterministic.

Proof. you found me!
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(⇒) Suppose that f, g,q satisfy the right identity in Definition 8.1. Then

q

g

=

q

g

Defn 8.1
======

q

g

f

=

q

g

f

=

p

f

(8.4)

and

p

ff

=

p

ff

(8.4)
===

q

g

f

Defn
===

8.1

q

g

=

q

g
(8.4)
===

p

f
(8.5)

(⇐) The proof that f, g,q satisfy conditions (a) and (b) implies they satisfy the right identity

in Definition 8.1 follows similar manipulations to the ones just witnessed—it is obtained by

cyclically permuting the list of equalities in (8.5). �

Corollary 8.6 [Bayesian inversion and disintegration in an a.e. modular category]

Let Θ
p

X and X
f

Y be morphisms in a ∗-preserving a.e. modular subcategory C of a

quantum Markov category. Set q := f ◦ p. Then the following conditions are equivalent.

(a) A disintegration of (f,p,q) exists.

(b) f is p-a.e. deterministic and a Bayesian inverse of (f,p,q) exists.

Furthermore, in either of these cases, any disintegration of (f,p,q) is q-a.e. equivalent to

any Bayesian inverse of (f,p,q). In particular, any two disintegrations are q-a.e. equivalent.

Proof. Proposition 7.31 provides the implication (b)⇒(a). Theorem 8.3 provides the implication

(a)⇒(b). �

Remark 8.7 [Cho–Jacobs’ disintegration continued]

We now restate and prove the claim made in Remark 7.6 regarding the relationship to Cho

and Jacob’s version of disintegration in the context of a ∗-preserving a.e. modular category

and supposing that certain disintegrations exist (the ones needed to make sense of what

follows). Let I
s

X × Y be a state with X marginal I
p

X and Y marginal I
q

Y.

Let X
πX

X× Y and Y
πY

X× Y be disintegrations of (πX, s,p) and (πY , s,q), respec-

tively. Then by Theorem 8.3, πX and πY are Bayesian inverses of (πX, s,p) and (πY , s,q),
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respectively, i.e.

p

πX

X Y X

=

s

=

s

and

q

πY

X Y Y

=

s

=

s

.

Therefore, defining

f := πX and g := πY

as in Remark 7.6 shows that these maps satisfy

q

g

X Y

=

q

πY =

s

=
s

X Y

and

p

f

X Y

=

p

f
=

p

πX
=

s

=
s

X Y
,

which are the CJ disintegration conditions. Note that the procedure used here also con-

structs Bayesian inverses from disintegrating the projection maps and composing, just as

is in the measure-theoretic case (cf. [22, Section 3.2]).

Remark 8.8 [Relation to the abstract Fisher–Neyman factorization theorem]

Fritz’ formulation of the Fisher–Neyman factorization theorem (Theorem 14.5 in [33]) is

an immediate consequence of our Theorem 8.3 in the special case where one assumes f is

deterministic. Hence, our result can be viewed as a stronger version of this factorization

theorem. Note that although Fritz assumed strict positivity (cf. Definition 8.27 below), the

proof follows through using a.e. modularity, which was in fact the axiom used in an earlier

version of his paper.
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We now use this theorem to prove one of our main theorems showing that SPU maps be-

tween C∗-algebras form an a.e. modular category.

Theorem 8.9 [fdC*-AlgSPU is a.e. modular]

fdC*-AlgSPU and fdC*-AlgCPU are a.e. modular subcategories of fdC*-AlgU
Y

.

To provide a proof of this, we need two lemmas, which are interesting in their own right.

Lemma 8.10 [The relative Multiplication Lemma]

Let A
G

B and B
ξ

C be morphisms in fdC*-AlgSPU.a Suppose thatb G(A∗A) −

G(A)∗G(A) ∈ ker ξ for some A ∈ A. Thenc

G(A∗D) −G(A)∗G(D) , G(D∗A) −G(D)∗G(A) ∈ ker ξ ∀ D ∈ A.

In terms of string diagrams (in the larger quantum CD category fdC*-Alg
Y

), if

ξ

GG

AA∗

=

ξ

G

AA∗

for some A ∈ A, then

ξ

GG

A∗

=

ξ

G

A∗

and

ξ

GG

A

=

ξ

G

A

aTechnically, we only need ξ to be a positive (not necessarily unital) map. It need not be Schwarz-positive.
bThis is equivalent to G(A∗A) −G(A)∗G(A) ∈ Nξ since G is SPU by Lemma 6.6.
cNotice the quantifiers here and how this claim differs from the weak a.e. Multiplication Lemma

(Lemma 6.7).

Proof of Lemma 8.10. Fix D ∈ A and λ > 0. Then

G
(

(A+ λD)∗(A+ λD)
)

−G(A+ λD)∗G(A+ λD) > 0 (8.11)

by Kadison–Schwarz for G. Hence

0 6 ξ
(

G
(

(A+ λD)∗(A+ λD)
)

−G(A+ λD)∗G(A+ λD)
)

since ξ is positive

= ξ
(

G(A∗A) −G(A)∗G(A)+

+ λ
(

G(A∗D) +G(D∗A) −G(A)∗G(D) −G(D)∗G(A)
)

+ λ2
(

G(D∗D) −G(D)∗G(D)
)

)

(8.12)
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The order λ0 term vanishes by assumption. Hence, dividing both sides by λ and taking the

λ → 0 limit causes the initially λ2 term to vanish and we are left with

0 6 ξ
(

G(A∗D) +G(D∗A) −G(A)∗G(D) −G(D)∗G(A)
)

. (8.13)

Taking A → iA and D → −iD gives the reverse inequality. Hence,

0 = ξ
(

G(A∗D) +G(D∗A) −G(A)∗G(D) −G(D)∗G(A)
)

. (8.14)

Now, taking A → A and D → iD gives

0 = ξ
(

G(A∗D) −G(D∗A) −G(A)∗G(D) +G(D)∗G(A)
)

. (8.15)

Adding the two resulting expressions together gives

0 = ξ
(

G(A∗D) −G(A)∗G(D)
)

. (8.16)

The other condition is obtained similarly. �

The reason for the terminology is because a special case (when ξ is the identity) reproduces

the standard Multiplication Lemma (Lemma 4.3).

Lemma 8.17 [The relative conditional expectation property]

Let A and B be C∗-algebras, let B
ξ

C be a positive (not necessarily unital nor SP) map,

let B F
A be an SPU map, and suppose there exists an SPU map A

G
B such that

G ◦ F =
ξ

idB. Then

ξ(B∗B) = ξ
(

G
(

F(B)
)∗
G
(

F(B)
)

)

= ξ
(

G
(

F(B)∗F(B)
)

)

= ξ
(

G
(

F(B∗B)
)

)

∀ B ∈ B.

String-diagrammatically,

ξ

BB∗

=

ξ

GG

FF

BB∗

=

ξ

G

F F

BB∗

=

ξ

F

G

BB∗

∀ B ∈ B.

Proof of Lemma 8.17. Let B ∈ B. Then

ξ(B∗B) = ξ
(

G
(

F(B)
)∗
G
(

F(B)
)

)

since G ◦ F =
ξ

idB

6 ξ
(

G
(

F(B)∗F(B)
)

)

by KS for G and positivity of ξ

6 ξ
(

G
(

F(B∗B)
)

)

by KS for F and positivity of ξ

= ξ(B∗B) since G ◦ F =
ξ

idB.

(8.18)

Hence, all intermediate inequalities become equalities. �
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We finally proceed to prove that fdC*-AlgSPU is a.e. modular (and hence fdC*-AlgCPU as

well).

Proof of Theorem 8.9. By Theorem 8.3, it suffices to prove that if B F
A,A G

B, and B
ξ

C

satisfy the condition that G ◦ F =
ξ

idB, then conditions (a) and (b) of Theorem 8.3 hold. In what

follows, set ω := ξ ◦G.

(a) Let B ∈ B. Then the conditions of Lemma 8.17 hold. In particular, temporarily setting

A := F(B) provides

ξ
(

G(A∗A)
)

= ξ
(

G(A)∗G(A)
)

. (8.19)

Thus, the relative Multiplication Lemma (Lemma 8.10) applies giving

ξ
(

G
(

D∗F(B)
)

)

Lem 8.10
===== ξ

(

G(D)∗G
(

F(B)
)

)

G◦F=
ξ

idB

===== ξ
(

G(D)∗B
)

(8.20)

for all D ∈ A. Since B was arbitrary and all morphisms are ∗-preserving (and because ∗ is

an involution),

ω
(

AF(B)
) ω:=ξ◦G
===== ξ

(

G
(

AF(B)
)

)

(8.20)
=== ξ

(

G(A)B
)

∀ A ∈ A, B ∈ B. (8.21)

Thus, G is a Bayesian inverse of (F,ω, ξ).

(b) By the weak a.e. Multiplication Lemma (Lemma 6.7), it suffices to prove F(B∗B) −
F(B)∗F(B) ∈ Nω for all B ∈ B. By the Kadison–Schwarz inequality for F, we have

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) > 0. (8.22)

Hence, F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) ∈ Nω if and only if F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B) ∈ kerω by Lemma 6.6.

Therefore, to see that the latter holds, note that

ω
(

F(B∗B) − F(B)∗F(B)
)

= ξ
(

G
(

F(B∗B)
)

−G
(

F(B)∗F(B)
)

)

since ω = ξ ◦ F

= 0 by Lemma 8.17.
(8.23)

Thus, F is ω-a.e. deterministic. �

Remark 8.24 [On partial invertibility and the ∗-homomorphism property]

Our proof of Theorem 8.9 (specifically condition (b) in Theorem 8.3 in the setting of C∗-

algebras) was inspired by Attal’s Theorem 6.38 in [4], although the latter has slightly differ-

ent assumptions. It states that if H is a Hilbert space and if a CPU map F : B(H) /o/o //B(H)

has a CPU left inverse G, then F is a ∗-homomorphism. If one allows a different codomain

for F, then this claim is false. Indeed, a simple example, even in finite dimensions, is

provided in Example 6.5. It is therefore interesting that merely adding a state-preserving

assumption to Attal’s theorem guarantees the ∗-homomorphism claim almost surely re-

gardless of the domain and codomain.
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Remark 8.25 [A.e. determinism for disintegrations on C∗-algebras]

If (B, ξ) F
(A,ω) is a state-preserving SPU map for which there exists a CPU disinte-

gration, it is generally not true that F is ω-a.e. equivalent to a ∗-homomorphism. This is

because there are CPU disintegrations of CPU maps of the form Mn(C)
F

Mm(C), where

m is not a multiple of n. Indeed, the example in Remark 6.5 provides such an instance if

one equips Mm(C) with a density matrix of the form
[

σ 0
0 0

]

, where σ is of size n×n.

Another immediate corollary of Theorem 8.9 is a non-commutative version of the Fisher–

Neyman factorization theorem. The reader is referred to [33, Theorem 14.5] for details (and

noting that a.e. modularity suffices for the theorem to hold). An explicit form of the factoriza-

tion will be provided in future work (Theorem 5.108 in [85] describes a special case). Rather

than restating the factorization theorem here, we instead mention an example relating suffi-

ciency in the sense of [33, Definition 14.3] to Umegaki’s notion of sufficiency.

Example 8.26 [Umegaki sufficiency in quantum statistical decision theory]

In 1958, Umegaki extended the notion of sufficient statistics from classical statistics to op-

erator algebras [107] (see also Holevo’s work [44, Section 2]). It involves defining when a

C∗-subalgebra B of A is sufficient with respect to a family of states (Holevo usually sets

A = B(H) with H a Hilbert space, though this is not necessary). We recall this definition

and show how this is a special case of the definition of a sufficient statistic (in the sense

of [33, Definition 14.3]) in the category fdC*-AlgCPU.

First, a (finite) family of states on a C∗-algebra A parametrized by the finite set Θ is a

collection of states {ωθ}θ∈Θ on A. Such a collection is equivalent to the datum of a CPU

map A
ω

CΘ. To see this, suppose one has such a CPU map ω. Then, given θ ∈ Θ, first

define the evaluation at θ map C
Θ evθ−−→ C by sending a function ϕ ∈ C

Θ to ϕ(θ). Thus,

each A
ω

CΘ evθ−−→ C is a CPU map and hence defines a family of states {ωθ}θ∈Θ on A

parametrized by Θ. Conversely, given such a family of states, one obtains such a CPU

map ω. In this way, a family of states (in the way defined by Holevo) can be identified

with a CPU map, which we will proceed to do. Similarly, set ξ := ω ◦ F so that ξ is the

corresponding family of states on B.

Second, let B
F−→ A be the ∗-homomorphism corresponding to the inclusion (though we

could easily imagine any ∗-homomorphism). Following Umegaki, Holevo then defines F

to be sufficient for a family of states ω iff there exists a CPU map A
G

B such that

G ◦ F = idB and

C

A B

evθ◦ω
���\

�\
�\
�\
�\

evθ◦ξ
�� �B
�B
�B
�B
�B

G ///o/o/o/o/o/o/o/o
qqqqqq

qqqqqq ∀ θ ∈ Θ.

Since functions are uniquely determined by their values on points, this definition is equiv-
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alent to

G ◦ F = idB and

CΘ

A B

ω
���\

�\
�\
�\
�\

ξ
�� �B
�B
�B
�B
�B

G ///o/o/o/o/o/o/o/o
qqqqqq

qqqqqq ,

which is a special case of [33, Definition 14.3] (but generalized to the non-commutative

setting) due to Theorem 8.9 and Corollary 8.6 relating Bayesian inversion to disintegration.

In this way, Umegaki’s definition of sufficiency can be stated in terms of disintegrations

and Bayesian inversion, where the states have been replaced by more general morphisms

(cf. Remark 7.35).

We now move on to another axiom introduced by Fritz [33, Definition 13.16], which in-

cludes S-positivity and a.e. modularity as a special case. We will see that these are also special

cases even in the non-commutative setting (though one must be careful in choosing the axioms

appropriately in this more general situation).

Definition 8.27 [Strict positivity]

An even subcategory C of a quantum Markov category is left strictly positive iff for all

f, g,q in C such that f ◦ g is left q-a.e. deterministic, then

q

g

f

=

q

g g

f

must also hold. A similar definition is made for a right strictly positive subcategory.

Example 8.28 [Neither fdC*-AlgSPU nor fdC*-AlgCPU are strictly positive]

Let M2(C)
F

M4(C), M4(C)
G

M3(C), and M3(C)
ξ

C be the CPU maps given by

F

([

b11 b12

b21 b22

])

:=











b11 b12 0 0

b21 b22 0 0

0 0 b11 b12

0 0 b21 b22











, G





















a11 a12 a13 a14

a21 a22 a23 a24

a31 a32 a33 a34

a41 a42 a43 a44





















:=





a11 a12 a13

a21 a22 a23

a31 a32 a33



 ,

(in fact, F here is a ∗-homomorphism) and

ξ = tr(σ · ), where σ :=
1

2





1 0 0

0 1 0

0 0 0



 .
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Then G ◦ F is ξ-a.e. deterministic (both right and left, necessarily so because F, G, and ξ are

∗-preserving). However, one can check that

PξG
(

AF(B)
)

6= PξG(A)G
(

(

F(B)
)

)

.

Hence (by Lemma 5.12), the equality in Definition 8.27 fails. Note, however, that

PξG
(

F(B)A
)

= PξG
(

(

F(B)
)

)

G(A).

does hold in this example.a

aThis is not an indication that we have chosen the incorrect definition of strict positivity. Our definition is

chosen so that strict positivity implies a.e. modularity and S-positivity (cf. Proposition 8.29). Note that none

of these subtleties arise for classical Markov categories. See Remark 8.32 for more details.

Proposition 8.29 [Strict positivity implies a.e. modularity and S-positivity]

Suppose C is a ∗-preserving, deterministically reasonable (cf. Definition 6.24), and strictly

positive subcategory of a quantum Markov category. Then C is a.e. modular and S-positive.

Proof. you found me!

(Proof of a.e. modularity) Suppose f ◦g =
q

id. Then by the deterministically reasonable assump-

tion, f ◦ g is q-a.e. deterministic. Hence

q

g

f

Defn 8.27
======

q

g g

f

f◦g=
q

id

======

q

g g

f

g

f

=

q

g g

f

g

f

Defn 6.24
======

q

g

g

f
f◦g=

q
id

======

q

g

=

q

g

.

(8.30)

Note that the ∗-preserving assumption was used on multiple occasions in some of these equal-

ities. For example, the fact that f ◦ g is left q-a.e. deterministic was used in the first equality

(which followed from the assumption that f ◦ g is left q-a.e. equal to id) and the fact that it is

right q-a.e. deterministic was used in the fourth equality. In addition, the fact that f ◦ g is right

q-a.e. equal to id was used in the second and fifth equalities.
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(Proof of S-positivity) If f ◦ g is deterministic, then f ◦ g is left (and right) id-a.e. deterministic.

Therefore,

g

f

g =

id

g g

f

Defn 8.27
======

id

g

f

=

g

f

(8.31)

This reproduces the S-positivity axiom (cf. Definition 4.1) since C is ∗-preserving. �

Remark 8.32 [Defining strict positivity and a.e. modularity are subtle]

Notice that the proof of a.e. modularity in Proposition 8.29 would fail (S-positivity would

still hold) if we had chosen the alternative axiom obtained by replacing the equation in

Definition 8.27 with

q

g

f

=

q

gg

f

, (j)

as suggested by the end of Example 8.28. One might think, then, to change the definition

of a.e. modularity so that the right-hand-side of Definition 8.1 would read

q

g

f

=

q

g

. (!)

The reason is because then, if we used (j) for the definition of strict positivity, we would

get both S-positivity (the proof is almost the same) and a.e. modularity in the sense of (!).
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Indeed, (!) follows from

q

g

f

(j)
==

q

gg

f

=

q

gg

f

=

q

g

=

q

g

.

But if we chose our axiom of a.e. modularity to be (!), then Theorem 8.3 would fail! This

shows that the axioms we have chosen are quite sensitive. We suspect that for these rea-

sons, we have chosen the most reasonable option among its potential alternatives.a

aNote that none of these subtleties appear for classical Markov categories since all alternatives are equiv-

alent.

The last class of subcategories we discuss are causal subcategories [33, Definition 11.31].

Definition 8.33 [Causal subcategory]

An even subcategory C of a quantum Markov category is right causal iff for all quadruples

f, g,h, k of morphisms in C such that

h

g

f

=

k

g

f

, then

f

g

h

=

f

g

k

.

An analogous definition is made for left causal. When C is ∗-preserving and right or left

causal, it will be called causal.

Proposition 8.34 [fdC*-AlgSPU is causal]

fdC*-AlgSPU is a causal subcategory of fdC*-AlgU
Y

.

Proof. Suppose that F,G,H,K are SPU maps that satisfy

F

(

G
(

A ′(H(B) −K(B)
)

)

)

= 0 (8.35)

for all A ′ and B in the appropriate domains. By Theorem 5.12, it suffices to prove

F

(

(

G
(

AH(B)
)

−G
(

AK(B)
)

)∗(
G
(

AH(B)
)

−G
(

AK(B)
)

)

)

= 0 (8.36)
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for all A and B. Set C := G
(

AH(B)
)

−G
(

AK(B)
)

= G
(

A
(

H(B) −K(B)
)

)

. Then

0 6 F(C∗C) 6 F

(

G

(

(

A
(

H(B) −K(B)
)

)∗(
A
(

H(B) −K(B)
)

)

)

)

by KS for G

= F

(

G
(

(

H(B) −K(B)
)∗
A∗A

(

H(B) −K(B)
)

)

)

= 0

(8.37)

since A ′ :=
(

H(B) − K(B)
)∗
A∗A is just some element of the domain of G and (8.35) applies.

Thus, F(C∗C) = 0 and (8.36) holds. �

Remark 8.38 [fdC*-AlgPU is not causal]

The category fdC*-AlgPU of positive unital maps is not causal. Though there may be a

simpler counterexample, consider the maps H,K : M3(C) /o/o //M2(C),G : M2(C) /o/o //M2(C),

and F : M2(C) /o/o // C, where G is the transpose map, and the other maps are defined as

follows. Set P to be the rank 1 projection given by

P :=
1

2

[

1 −i

i 1

]

and let B :=





b11 b12 b13

b21 b22 b23

b31 b32 b33





be an arbitrary element of M3(C). Set F := tr(P · ),

H(B) := b11P
⊥ +

1

2
(b22 + b33)P and K(B) := b11P

⊥ +
(

λb22 + (1 − λ)b33

)

P

with λ ∈ [0, 1] \ {1
2 }. Hence, F,H, and K are CPU. With these definitions, one can check that

F
(

G
(

AH(B)
)

)

= F
(

G
(

AK(B)
)

)

∀ A ∈ M2(C), B ∈ M3(C).

In fact, since F ◦G is a state with support PT = P⊥ (by the first calculation in Remark 7.30),

checking this equality is equivalent to (by Theorem 5.12 d) checking

H(B)P⊥ = K(B)P⊥ ∀ B ∈ M3(C),

which is much more easily seen to hold. However, the condition

F
(

CG
(

AH(B)
)

)

= F
(

CG
(

AK(B)
)

)

∀ A,C ∈ M2(C), B ∈ M3(C)

fails. One can check this more simply by using Theorem 5.12 d again, and noting that the

80



projection associated to the state F is P itself. Indeed,

(

b11P +
(

λb22 + (1 − λ)b33

)

P⊥)ATP
(

b11P+ 1
2(b22 + b33)P

⊥)ATP

H(B)TATP

G
(

AH(B)
)

P G
(

AK(B)
)

P

K(B)TATP

and the bottom two terms are now more easily seen to not be equal for all A ∈ M2(C) and

B ∈ M3(C).

Corollary 8.39 [A.e. equivalence classes of state-preserving SPU maps form a category]

Given morphisms Θ
p

X, f, f ′ : X /o/o // Y, and g, g ′ : Y /o/o //Z in a causal subcategory C,

suppose that f is right (left) p-a.e. equal to f ′ and g is right (left) q-a.e. equal to g’, where

q := f ◦ p ≡ f ′ ◦ p. Then g ◦ f is right (left) p-a.e. equal to g ′ ◦ f ′.a Furthermore, if C is

also ∗-preserving, then C is a.e. well-defined with respect to states (cf. Definition 7.17). In

particular, fdC*-AlgSPU is a.e. well-defined with respect to states.

aIf C is ∗-preserving, the adjective right (left) can be dropped.

Proof. The first claim was proved in [33, Proposition 13.9], but we include the proof to illustrate

that the commutativity axiom of a classical Markov category is not needed. Indeed,

p

f ′

g ′

=

p

f

g ′

=

p

f

g ′

Defn 8.33
======

p

f

g

=

p

f

g

,

where the first equality follows from the assumption that f ′ is right p-a.e. equivalent to f. Note

that causality applies in the third equality because g ′ is right q-a.e. equivalent to g. The last

claim of the corollary is a consequence of this together with Proposition 8.34. �

Question 8.40 [Is there a diagrammatic proof of a.e. composition for PU maps?]

Corollary 8.39 was already known [85, Proposition 3.106]. In fact, the original proof using

Kadison–Schwarz is more direct than the proof we have given for Corollary 8.39. In fact, it

is even true for fdC*-AlgPU, as was shown in [85, Theorem 3.113] (though the proof of this

is more involved). The fact that fdC*-AlgPU is not causal in the sense of Definition 8.33,

but is nevertheless a.e. well-defined with respect to states (cf. Definition 7.17), shows that

causality is not necessary for this latter property. Is there a string diagrammatic axiom
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weaker than causality (which presumably fdC*-AlgPU satisfies) that guarantees that a.e.

equivalence classes of state-preserving morphisms form a category?

Question 8.41 [A non-commutative generalization of the Hewitt–Savage zero-one law]

Recently, Fritz and Rischel proved an abstract version of the Hewitt–Savage zero-one law

in causal Markov categories [35, Theorem 5.4]. Since fdC*-AlgSPU is causal, one might

wonder if there is a quantum generalization of this theorem. We leave this as an open

question but mention that its answer is beyond the formalism of quantum Markov cate-

gories as defined here.a

aAs for most results in this paper, the finite-dimensionality assumption in Proposition 8.34 does not seem

crucial. It only seems needed to make rigorous sense of a monoidal structure (cf. Remark 3.12 and Ques-

tion 3.25).

We end with a summary of the main consequences of earlier results specific to C∗-algebras.

Corollary 8.42 [Disintegrations and Bayesian inversion in fdC*-AlgCPU]

Let A and B be finite-dimensional C∗-algebras, let A ω
C be a state on A, let B F

A be

a CPU map, and set ξ := ω ◦ F.

i. If a CPU Bayesian inverse of (F,ω, ξ) exists, it is ξ-a.e. unique.

ii. Suppose G is a CPU Bayesian inverse of (F,ω, ξ). Then F is ω-a.e. deterministic if and

only if G is a disintegration of (F,ω, ξ).

iii. If (F,ω, ξ) has a CPU disintegration G, then F is ω-a.e. deterministic and G is a

Bayesian inverse of (F,ω, ξ).

iv. If F is ω-a.e. deterministic, then a CPU Bayesian inverse exists if and only if a disinte-

gration exists.

v. Any two CPU disintegrations of (F,ω, ξ) are ξ-a.e. equivalent.

vi. If A is commutative and F is ω-a.e. deterministic, a CPU disintegration of (F,ω, ξ)

always exists. If either A is not commutative or F is not ω-a.e. deterministic, a CPU

disintegration need not exist.

vii. If both A and B are commutative, a CPU Bayesian inverse always exists. If at least one

of A or B is not commutative, then a CPU Bayesian inverse of (F,ω, ξ) need not exist.

Hence, not every deterministic map is invertible nor does every deterministic map equipped

with a state have a disintegration (cf. [85, Section 5.2]). Nevertheless, there are more determin-

istic morphisms admitting disintegrations than inverses. In the larger category of C∗-algebras

and (state-preserving) CPU maps (as opposed to just state-preserving deterministic maps like

those that appear in [83]), even more morphisms have Bayesian inverses.

Proof of Corollary 8.42. you found me!
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i. This follows from Lemma 7.14.

ii. The forward direction was proved in Proposition 7.31. The reverse direction is a conse-

quence of Theorem 8.3 and Theorem 8.9.

iii. This follows from Theorem 8.3 and Theorem 8.9

iv. This follows from the previous statements.

v. This follows from the previous statements.

vi. First suppose that A is commutative and F is ω-a.e. deterministic. Since A is commutative,

it is of the form C
X for some finite set X (up to ∗-isomorphism). Similarly, write B in the

form B =
⊕

y∈Y Mny(C) for some finite set Y. In this case, ω corresponds to a probability

measure {•} p
X. As such, the support Pω = 1X\Np

is the function whose value is 1 at

x ∈ X \Np and zero elsewhere. Since F is ω-a.e. deterministic, F(B∗
1B2)Pω = F(B1)

∗F(B2)Pω
for all B1,B2 ∈ B. In particular the composite

Mny(C) →֒ B
F

A
evx−−→ C (8.43)

is a (not necessarily unital) ∗-homomorphism for all x ∈ X \Np and all y ∈ Y. However, the

only (not necessarily unital) ∗-homomorphism Mny(C) → C is the zero map unless ny = 1

(in which case the map could be the zero map or the identity map). However, since F is

unital, for every x ∈ X, there necessarily exists a y ∈ Y such that Mny(C) →֒ B
F

A
evx−−→ C

is nonzero. Hence, for x ∈ X \Np, there exists a unique y ∈ Y such that Mny(C) →֒ B
F

A
evx−−→ C is nonzero. Let X\Np

f−→ Y be the corresponding function sending x to this unique

y. Therefore, F decomposes as

B ∼= C
f(X\Np) ⊕





⊕

y∈Y\f(X\Np)

Mny(C)





F
C
X\Np ⊕ C

Np ∼= A, (8.44)

where the image of
⊕

y∈Y\f(X\Np)
Mny(C) lands exclusively in CNp . Therefore, the induced

functional ξ restricted to Mny(C) vanishes, i.e.

Mny(C)

B A

C

?�

OO
F ///o/o/o/o/o/o/o/o/o/o

ξ:=ω◦F

'''g
'g'g

'g'g
'g'g

'g'g
'g'g

ω

�� �O
�O
�O
�O

0
//

(8.45)

commutes for all y ∈ Y \ f(X \Np). This just corresponds to the fact that the map f is

surjective onto a set of full measure, namely f(X \Np) and the remaining Y \ f(X \Np) has

measure zero. Let q be this associated probability measure on Y so that Nq = Y \ f(X \Np).

Since classical disintegrations exist, there is a disintegration Y \ f(X \Np)
g

X \Np of

(f,p,q) (where the codomain of f is restricted to the image). Let G be the associated CPU
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map CX\Np G
Cf(X\Np). Choosing any CPU map CX G ′ ⊕

y∈Y\f(X\Np)
Mny(C), one can

extend G to a CPU map A
F

B. This map satisfies F ◦ F =
ξ

idB and ξ ◦ F = ω.

Finally, if A is not commutative, there are examples where CPU disintegrations do not

exist [85], and if F is not ω-a.e. deterministic, then the previous facts imply a CPU disinte-

gration need not exist.

vii. When both A and B are commutative, this is Bayes’ theorem (Theorem 2.1). When A or B

are not commutative, counterexamples are provided in [86]. �

a023A Notation tables

This section contains some tables for reference. The first table contains names of certain

categories and subcategories used. For many such subcategories, the same notation C is used.

This should not cause confusion since the specific property is always written out explicitly in

all claims.

Certain subcategories of (or related to) quantum Markov categories

Condition/axiom Common Notation First appearance

Quantum Markov category MY Def’n 3.4 (page 13)

Subcategory of even morphisms M or Meven Def’n 3.4 (page 13)

Subcategory of even ∗-preserving morphisms M∗ Def’n 3.15 (page 21)

S-positive subcategory C Def’n 4.1 (page 25)

Deterministically reasonable subcategory C Def’n 6.24 (page 47)

A.e. modular subcategory C Def’n 8.1 (page 68)

Category of state-preserving morphisms in C I/C Def’n 7.17 (page 60)

A.e. well-defined with respect to states C Def’n 7.17 (page 60)

Strictly positive subcategory C Def’n 8.27 (page 76)

Causal subcategory C Def’n 8.33 (page 79)

In the following list of categories, all C∗-algebras are assumed to be unital and finite-

dimensional. If it makes sense to do so, appending a Y symbol as a subscript means that one

is also including conjugate-linear maps in the case of C∗-algebras.

Frequently used categories

Notation Description

FinStoch finite sets and stochastic maps

FinMeas finite sets and transition maps

FinMeas+ finite sets and non-negative transition maps

Stoch measurable spaces and Markov kernels

fdC*-Alg
Y

C∗-algebras and linear & conjugate-linear maps

fdC*-AlgP C∗-algebras and positive (linear) maps
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fdC*-AlgU C∗-algebras and unital linear linear maps

fdC*-AlgPU C∗-algebras and positive unital (linear) maps

fdC*-AlgSPU C∗-algebras and Schwarz-positive unital (linear) maps

fdC*-AlgCPU C∗-algebras and completely positive unital (linear) maps

fdC*-Algdet C∗-algebras and (unital) ∗-homomorphisms

Frequently used morphisms

Name/Notation First appearance/defined

stochastic Def’n 2.2 (page 9)

probability-preserving Def’n 2.2 (page 9)

even Def’n 3.1 (page 11)

conjugate-linear Exa 3.2 (page 12)

copy ∆X, ground !X, involve ∗X Def’n 3.4 (page 13)

unital Def’n 3.4 (page 13)

positive, Schwarz-positive, completely positive Def’n 3.11 (page 17)

∗-preserving Def’n 3.15 (page 21)

deterministic Def’n 3.18 (page 22)

states and effects Def’n 3.21 (page 23)

a.e. equivalent Def’n 5.1 (page 33)

a.e. deterministic Def’n 6.1 (page 40)

a.e. unital Def’n 6.28 (page 49)

state-preserving Def’n 7.1 (page 50)

disintegration Def’n 7.1 (page 50)

Bayes map and Bayesian inverse Def’n 7.9 (page 57)

a.e. modular Def’n 8.1 (page 68)
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[91] Dénes Petz, A dual in von Neumann algebras with weights, Q. J. Math 35 (1984), no. 4, 475–483. ↑5, 58

[92] , Sufficiency of channels over von Neumann algebras, Q. J. Math. 39 (1988), no. 1, 97–108. ↑5

[93] , Monotonicity of quantum relative entropy revisited, Rev. Math. Phys. 15 (2003), no. 01, 79–91. ↑5

[94] Iain Raeburn and Dana P. Williams, Morita equivalence and continuous-trace C∗-algebras, Mathematical Surveys

and Monographs, American Mathematical Society, 1998. ↑19

[95] Eric Rowell and Zhenghan Wang, Mathematics of topological quantum computing, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. 55

(2018), no. 2, 183–238. ↑6, 12
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