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The gap between thermal operations (TO) and enhanced thermal operations (EnTO) is an open problem raised
in [Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 210403 (2015)]. It originates from the limitations on coherence evolutions. Here we
solve this problem by analytically proving that, a state transition induced by EnTO cannot be approximately
realized by TO. It confirms that TO and EnTO lead to different laws of state conversions. Our results can also
contribute to the study of the restrictions on coherence dynamics in quantum thermodynamics.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the resource theory of quantum thermodynamics [1], the
main problem is to figure out the allowed state conversions un-
der a set of quantum operations known as thermal operations
(TO). A thermal operation can be constructed as follows [2—
4]. A quantum system, previously isolated and characterized
by a Hamiltonian Hg, is brought into contact with a heat bath
described by a Hamiltonian Hr, at a fixed inverse temperature
(. Then the system is decoupled from the bath after some
time. This interaction conserves energy overall through the
whole process, according to the first law of thermodynamics.

Although the definition of TO has clear operational mean-
ing, it is difficult to be dealt with mathematically, because
the number of variables for describing the interaction is in-
finitely large. Alternatively, two properties of TO are ob-
served: (1) the time-translation symmetry, which corresponds
to the first law, and (2) the Gibbs-preserving condition, which
corresponds to the second law. The set of quantum operations
which satisfy both of these properties are called the enhanced
thermal operations (EnTO) [5, 6]. When only population dy-
namics is concerned, it has been proven that state conversions
induced by TO are equivalent to those induced by EnTO [3].
This elegant result leads to the necessary and sufficient condi-
tions on population dynamics under TO [3, 4, 7, 8].

In quantum systems, coherence between energy levels can-
not be created or enhanced by thermal operations, and hence
are widely studied as an independent resource aside from non-
equilibrium populations [5, 9-14]. In Refs. [5, 9], the time-
transitional symmetric property is employed to derive an up-
per bound for the coherence preserved by TO. This bound is
tight for qubit systems, but not for high-dimensional systems
[5]. This leads to a gap between TO and EnTO, namely, there
are state conversions under EnTO which cannot be realized
exactly by TO. However, it remains an open problem whether
this gap can be closed approximately. Here we formally state
two versions of the closure conjecture.

Conjecture 1. (Closure conjecture, vl) For any enhanced
thermal operation E¥"TO, there exists a thermal operation

ETO such that the distance between these two operations is
gEnTO _ 5TO| <e

small, i.e.,
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Conjecture 2. (Closure conjecture, v2) For any given input
state po, if the state conversion pg — p is realizable by EnTO,
then there always exist a state p' such that |p' — p| < e and
the conversion py — p is achievable by TO.

Apparently, Conjecture 1 implies Conjecture 2. Thus dis-
proof of Conjecture 2 is sufficient for disproving Conjecture 1.
In this paper, we will disprove Conjecture 2 with an analytical
counterexample, and hence confirms that TO and EnTO lead
to different laws of state conversions. Precisely, we consider
a qutrit system with Hamiltonian Hg = anzo mhw [m) (m|
and in initial state |¢g) = %(|0> + |1)), and a heat bath at
a fixed inverse temperature 5. We will show that the state
conversion from pg = [1)g) (Y] to

1— 67251%.) /1 — 672ﬁhw 0
V1 — 26w 1 0 (1)

1
p = —
2 0 0 €—2Bhw

is realizable by EnTO. Then we will prove analytically that,

if the temperature is proper such that 0 < e~ /" <« @,
then any state p’ satisfying |p’ — p| < € is not achievable by
TO.

II. THERMAL OPERATIONS AND RELATED CONCEPTS

Here we brief review some related concepts and results. By
definition, a thermal operation is expressed as [3]

ET(ps) = Trr[U(ps @ vr)UT], (2)

where pg is a quantum state of the system with Hamiltonian
Hg, vg = e PHr /Tr(e=#H~r) is the Gibbs state of the heat
bath with Hamiltonian Hp at a fixed inverse temperature [3,
and U is a joint unitary commuting with the total Hamiltonian
of the system and heat bath, [U, Hs + Hg] = 0.

In Ref. [5], the following two core properties of TO are
identified:
(i) Time-translation symmetric condition,

gTO(e—iHst iHst) e—iHsthO(pS)eiHst; (3)

pse
(ii) Gibbs-preserving condition,

ETO(vs) = 7s. (4)
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These properties are related to the laws of thermodynamics.
Property (i) is derived from the energy conservation condition,
and thus reflects the first law. Property (ii) describes the sec-
ond law, i.e, it is impossible to prepare a non-equilibrium state
from an equilibrium state without consuming extra work. The
operations satisfying both properties (i) and (ii) are called en-
hanced thermal operations (EnTO) [9] or thermal processes
[6].

Let po and p be the vectors of population distributions of
states po and p, respectively. Each element of the vector p
is pr = (k|p|k) (and similar for pg), where |k) are energetic
eigenstates of the system. The population dynamics induced
by an enhenced thermal operation 7T can be written as

p= 5EnTo(po) = p = Gpo. (5)

Here G is a matrix of transition probabilities Gy, = pp/|p, =
(K'|E(Jk)(k|)|K") from state |k) to |k'). From property (ii),
the population dynamics G induced by EnTO is a stochastic
matrix that preserve the Gibbs distribution. Such matrices,
also called the Gibbs-stochastic matrices, can be realized by
TO [3]. Hence, when only population dynamics is concerned,
TO is equivalent to EnTO.

As shown in Refs. [5, 9], the coherence dynamics between
energy levels depends on both initial coherence of quantum
state and transition probabilities. For a quantum state p ex-
panded in its energy eigenbasis p = >, ; pi;|i)(j|, a mode of
coherence is defined as an operator p(’) composed of coher-
ence terms between degenerate gaps

p@) = Z

i,j: B —Ej=hw

pigli)(dl- (6)

The output coherence term after the action of an enhanced
thermal operation is bounded as [5, 9]

/
10i3] < 100.cal/DirePiias @)

c,d

where the primed sum Y’ refers to the summation over the
indices ¢, d which satisfy B, — Eq = E; — E;, and pg,cq =
(cl po|d).

If po and p are qubit states, TO can saturate the bound in
Eq. (7). However, for higher dimension systems, there ex-
ist situations where TO cannot achieve the bound in Eq. (7)
exactly, while EnTO can [5].

III. SETUP

In this paper, the main system we focus on is a three-
dimensional quantum system whose Hamiltonian reads

2
Hg = mhw|m)(m|. (8)

m=0

The heat bath is at a fixed inverse temperature 3. Here and
following, we will label ¢ = e=#h.

Because the main purpose of this paper is to disprove the
closure conjecture, a counterexample is sufficient. Thus in the
rest of the paper, we mainly consider the initial state |¢)g) =
%(\O) + |1)), though most of our discussions can be applied

to general input states.

The set of states which can be obtained from a given input
state p via a set of operations X is called the X cone of p,
labeled as CX(p) = {p' : p' = E(p),€ € X}. The gap
between two sets of operations X; and X can be indicated
from a gap between X; and X, cone of a given state. In the
following, we explicitly calculate the EnTO cone of the state
po = |to) (¢o|, and show that the gap between TO and EnTO
cones of pg is non-negligible.

From Egs. (5) and (7), any state in the EnTO (or TO) cone
of py is in the following form

po |piole™ 0
p=| lpwole™™  p1 lp2rle’®> | (9)
0 p21]e'?? 1 —po—p1

Further, all states in the above form are equivalent to states
with ¢ = 0 by covariant unitary operators U(¢) =
diag(e™1,1,¢e'?2). Therefore, the EnTO (or TO) cone of
po is fully described by (po, p1, |10, |p21]), and hence can
be presented in a four-dimensional parameter space. Here and
following, we will focus on the projections of the cones on the
tree-dimention parameter space (po, p1, |p10|). Clearly, a gap
between the projections of cones indicates a gap between the
cones.

IV. THE GAP BETWEEN TO AND ENTO
A. EnTO cone

Here we analytically calculate the EnTO cone of the initial
state pg, and visualize it in the three-dimensional parameter
space spanned by (po, p1, |p10|), see Fig. 1. The range of the
output populations is derived from the thermo-majorization
relation [3].

The maximum value of |pig| for given (pg,p1) is ob-
tained as follows. According to Eq. (7), we have |p19] <
%\/GOOGH. Thus the upper bound of |p;0| reads

1
max 5 VvV GO0G11

st. Gy =~,Gpo =p,G'T=1,G;; € [0,1]. (10)
Where"y = (17Qa QQ)T, Do = (%a %7O)T’p = (p07p17 l_pO_

p1)T,and T = (1,1,1)T. This bound is reached by the EnTO
with Kraus operators

2
K™= 3 G5l (11)

1,j=0:2—j=n
where n = —2,-1,0,1,2 and G7; denotes the elements of

the optimal transition matrix G* which reach the maximum in
Eq. (10). We analytically solve the problem in Eq. (10) (see
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FIG. 1. EnTO cone of the qutrit state |¢o) = %(|O> + |1)). The

maximum value of |po1| is presented as the color bar. Here the pa-
rameter g = e P,

Appendix A for details) and presented the result in Fig. 1. As
shown in this figure, the extreme states of the EnTO cone is
continuous, namely, a small perturbation in the output popu-
lation would only result in a small variance of the maximum
value of |p1g]-

B. Optimal output coherence via TO

In order to derive the maximal value of |pyo| via TO, we
start from the general form of the Hamiltonian of the heat bath

Hp =Y Egllg,, (12)

Er

where E'r are the eigenvalues of energy, and Ilg,, is the pro-
jector to the eigenspace of E'r. Here we assume that the de-
generacy of E'r is monotonically non-decreasing with E'r.
Without loss of generality, each eigenvalue F'r can be ex-
pressed as Er = nhw + £ = E(&,n), where n is a non-
negative integer and ¢ € [0, Aiw). Accordingly, 1y, = Il¢ .
Now we divide the Hilbert space of R as Hr = @, H
with He = @, He,n and He ,, the eigenspace of F(&,n).
The Hamiltonian of the heat bath is then rewritten as Hg =
@D; He, where He = 3, (nhw + §)Il¢ 5, is the Hamiltonian
acting on H,. It follows that the thermal state of 12 reads

r = P pere. (13)
13

where v = e PHe /Ty (e’ﬁHﬁ) is the thermal state of He,

pe = Tr(e’ﬁHﬁ)/[Zg, Tr(e~PHe )] satisfies doepe =1
Further, the Hamiltonian of the total system reads

HSR:@HSR@ (14)
13

where Hsr, = Hs®I¢+15® H¢ is the Hamiltonian acting on
subspace Hs ®@He. Importantly, for Hg = ) mhw|m)(m/,

the eigenvalues of Hgr, and Hgr e (where £’ # &) does not
have an overlap. Therefore, any joint unitary which satisfies
[U, Hsg] = 0 is in a block-diagonal form

U=, (15)
3

where Ug acts on Hs @ He and satisfies [Ug, Hsr,] = 0.
Now we introduce a lemma which will simplify our subse-
quent analysis.

Lemma 1. For a system with Hamiltonian Hg =
> mhw|m){m|, any thermal operation can be written as
& T8 _ Zg pe&e, where E¢ is a thermal operation induced by
a heat bath with Hamiltonian He =", (nfiw + &) .

Proof. From Egs. (19) and (15), a thermal operation acting on
ps reads

ET(ps) = Trr[U(ps @ vr)UT|
= Tra(@P Ue(ps © P rere) DU
¢ ¢ ¢

= peTra [Ue(ps @ 7¢)U{] (16)

e
=Y pelelps)-
e

Here & (ps) = Trr[Ue(ps ® ’yg)Ug] is a thermal operation
induced by a heat bath with Hamiltonian H, because 7, is
the thermal state of He, and U satisfies [Ug, Hsr,] = 0. This
completes the proof. [

Next, we will first consider the output population at point
(b) in Fig. 1, and show a gap between the maximum values
of |p10| which can be preserved by EnTO and by TO. Then
we will show that this gap cannot be closed approximately,
namely, the extreme state at point (b) of the EnTO cone cannot
be reached by TO, even approximately.

1. Maximum coherence via TO for output population of point (b)

At point (b) in Fig. 1, the output population reads py =
2
172‘1 and p; = % For this output population, the transition

matrix is uniquely fixed as

1 q2
a —

O = O

— 1
0 01]. 17)
q° 0
Due to the equivalence between TO and EnTO in terms of
population dynamics, this transition matrix can also be real-
ized by TO. In the following, we will maximize the value of
|p10| over all thermal operations which achieve the transition
matrix as in Eq. (17). The maximum value of |p1¢| is denoted
as |y’ |-

From Lemma 1, any thermal operation acting on our qutrit
system can be written as a convex roof of thermal opera-
tions & based on heat baths with a fixed energetic gap Hy =



> (nhiw + EIle ;. Thus we have G =, peGe, where G¢
is the transition matrix corresponding to &. Meanwhile, it is
easy to check that for G*) as in Eq. (17), G®) = 37, pe G if
and only if G¢ = G® for all £. It means that in order to real-
ize the transition matrix as in Eq. (17) by TO, each & should
also achieve this transition matrix. Hence, for any thermal
operation £TC which can realize G(*), we have

(1170 (po) [0) ] < 3 el (1] &) [0}
§
< mac| (1 &(po) )| (19)

Therefore, the maximum value of | p19| which can be achieved
by TO equals to the maximum value realizable by thermal
operations based on a heat bath with Hamiltonian H,. Further,
the value of £ does not affect the state transition of S, so we set
& = 0 without loss of generality. The effective Hamiltonian
of the heat bath then reads Hr = Zn nhwll,,, and the Gibbs
state of R is

YR =Y Ynll,. (19)

The corresponding thermal operations are denoted as as £, ©.
The ]omt unitary U is in the block-diagonal form U =

D=, U™, where each block U (k) lives in a subspace with
total energy khw. Precisely, U is written as
min{2,k}
uW =y 1) leul, (20)
i,j=0

where i) and |j) are energetic states of the system S, ufj isa
matrix of dimension d;_; X di—;, and d,, denotes the degen-
eracy of the eneragy level Er = nhw of the heat bath.

Now we define vectors M;j, whose kth entry is (Z/{;j) =

Vk—juf; with k = max{i, j}, max{i, j} +1,... and i, =
0, 1, 2. For example,
Uso = (v/F0ubos vATU0s - - -); 1)
Uiy = (VAouds, vanudy,. ... (22)

Further, for two such vectors A and B which satisfy that for all
l, A; and B:! are matrices of the same size, we define the inner
product (A,B) = >, Tr(.A}LBl). Then the inner product of

vectors Uzj and L{;j/ satisfying i — i’ = j — j' reads
(uz_/’]’;u_z"]) — Z Vi JTI.( (k»‘ J+J )T k ) (23)
k=max{i,j}

By substltutlng Eqs (19) and (20) to Eq. (2), we obtain that
fori —i' =75 —j,
(i1 & ) G 1) =

In particular, when ¢ = i’ and j = j/, Eq. (24) reduces to the
transition probability from j to ¢

(Usr 0, Usj). (24)

pij = Gij = Ui, Usj). (25)

Moreover, when ¢+ = j = 1l and i = 5/ = 0, we
have (1| EFC(|1)(0])|0) = (Uoo,U11). Reminding that
[(L[ETO(po) [0) | = 4141 £FO(|1) (0]) |0) |. we obtain the
following

|P10| = maX*Kuoo,Un)\

sit. (Uoo,Uoo) =1 —¢2, Uiy, Uiy) = 1. (26)

As we prove in Appendix B, the maximum in Eq. (26) is

reached by joint unitary operators whose main blocks uJ g
(G = 0,1,2, k > j) are diagonal matrices Mj’-“j whose en-
tries o7 (M) (s.: 0,...,dp_; — 1) satisfy o (M};) € [0, 1]
and are in a non-increasing order.

From Eq. (29), if G’ij = 0 for some ¢ and j, then L{;j =0,
which means that ul = = 0, Vk. Therefore, the joint unitary in
the thermal operation which realizes the transition matrix as
in Eq. (17) and can reach the maximum as in Eq. (26) should

be in the following form: U®) = M§,,
M| 0
vt = |—% 27
o i @7)
and for k > 2,
Mgo| O | upy
v =\ o [ME| o0 |. (28)
uky | 0 | 0

Because each block U®) is a unitary matrix, we have
M, = 1g4,, M3y =14, and MF, =1, for k > 1. Further,
for k£ > 2, we prove in Appendix C that

US(MéCO) = {
It follows that

() (2

_ { dy, k=01, 30)
dp —dp_o k>2.

It can be directly checked that this unitary can indeed achieve
the transition matrix as in Eq. (17). For example,

1, 8:0,...,dk—dk_2—1,

(29)
0, S:dk—dkfg,...,dk—]..

= > wTr[Md M)
k=0

= Yodo +ndr + > (dk — dx—2) = 1—¢*.(31)
k=2

G() 0= (USO ) ug() )

For the last equality, we use the fact that v, = ¢?>v;_o and

hence 37" ) Ydy—2 = ¢% X pey Yh—2dk—2 = ¢°.
Now we are ready to calculate the following

1 . .
*(Uoo,uu)

‘Pl | =
— 7Z’ykTr kTMk'H]
— Goo = 5(1-¢%) (32)
=3 00 = 5 q )



However, from Eq. (10), the maximal output coherence via
EnTO reads

o = 1

1—q2. 33
5 q (33)

Comparing Egs. (32) and (33), we observe the non-negligible

gap between [pig" | and |p{g],
Ao = |py nTO| - |P1 |
1 (34
=5 WVI==(1-¢")

2
It means that the states with pg = 1_2‘1 ,P1 = % and |p1o| €

(1*(12 /1—q2

5, ¥——] are in EnTO cone but not in TO cone of pg.
This extends the example in Ref. [5], where only one state in
CERTO (pe)\CTO (o) is found.

2. Disproof of closure conjecture.

Here we prove that the extreme state at point (b) of Fig. 1
in the EnTO cone of py, i.e., the state with (po, p1, |p10]) =
1(1 = ¢*,1,4/1 — ¢?), cannot be reached by TO approxi-
mately, if the temperature is proper such that 1 — ¢ — ¢% > 0
and g > 0 (or equivalently, 0 < ¢ < @).

Precisely, we consider states in TO cone of py with
(P, 1% |p10,e0|)- Here pg°, pi® is a valid population distribu-
tion in the neighbourhood of point (b), i.e., p® — (1 —¢?) <
€0 and s — pi® < €y, where ¢ is small. We will prove a
non- neghglble gap between the maximum value of [p10.¢,|
and |pEnTO =1./1= q2.

From the hnearity of the population dynamics, a perturba-
tion in the output population distribution results from a per-
turbation in the transition matrix. Together with Lemma 1,
it is sufficient to set the Gibbs state of R as in Eq. (19) and
restrict the entries of the perturbed transition matrix ng) as

|G(b GE?)| < €. Therefore, we define

ij,€

1
5| W0, Ui )|
M-KLW)—MW%MSa

1- (Ufuuﬁ) <e (35)

|Plo | =max

Here, the two restrictions come from |G(()%)76 - G(()%)\ < e and

|G§l;),€ - G§b1)| < ¢, respectively. The following inequality is
the main result of this section

e}
Afo = |p10 T | — |P10 ¢

> 0= VI @20 g )1 -) ~ 2, G6)

where 0 is small. It means that when the temperature is chosen
properly such that ¢ and 1 — ¢ — ¢? are not small, the output
coherence |pfTO| = \/1 — ¢2 cannot be reached approxi-
mately by thermal operatlons which realizes a perturbed pop-
ulation dynamics.

In the following, we sketch the proof of Eq. (36), and leave
the rigorous proof to Appendix D.

From Lemma 2 in Appendix B, the maximum inEq. (35)is
reached by joint unitary operators with u* jie=M ]k] .» Where
M ka . are diagonal matrices with non-negative entries in a
non-increasing order. Hence |(U,, Us,)| = U U, =

(U5, US,). Now we define

U US) = ,
_ Ui, tsy) - _16,1), i = U, — alds, . (37
(u117u11)

Direct calculation leads to

pojoPi — Use,Usy)” = b5y (/6 D), (38)

Wherepg‘o = (Z/[EO’Z/{EO) S []_ —q2 —e1 —q2 +E] andpil =

(ulehulel) € [1 - 6 1} Cleaﬂy’ \/p8|0pi‘1 2 (MSO?ulel)

Together with pg‘o < pi‘l, we obtain

1 € €
9/ PojoP1n —

Because /po‘opl‘1 is e-close to \pl EnTO| "and the maximum

value of 3 (L{&], U,) equals to
gap A§, cannot be closed if (f, u) is not small.
From the definition as in Eq. (37) and the fact that pi‘l €

[1 — €, 1], we obtain the following

T T
5(1/{50’%61) > Z(H,ﬂ)- (39

[e'e] dr—1

) > Z’yk > los(Mgy,) — o]’ = 2ae. (40)
s=0

In order to evaluate the right hand side of Eq. (40), we assume
the heat bath is large and satisfies the following:
(i) There is a set of energy levels R,
Y grer Tr(YRIEL) =1 — 0, where § is small.
(i) Forany Er € R, Egr = mhw € R, where m = 1, 2.

(ili) For Er € R, the degeneracies g(Eg) satisfy

|% — 1| <4, wherem = 1,2.

These assumptions have been employed in Ref. [3] to derive
the famous thermo-majorization relation.

By assumption (iii) and the condition 1 — g — ¢% > 0, we
have

such that

di, —di—1—dg—2 > [(1—q—q¢*) — (¢+¢*)d]dx > 0, (41)

for khw € R. The unitarity of the block Ue(k) then ensures
that, at least dy, — (di—1 + di—2) singular valuses of Mé“o’e are
equal to 1. By subtracting some non-negative terms from the
right hand side of Eq. (40), we obtain the following

Z Yk Z [OS(M(?O,e) -

kikhweR  sio (ME, )=1

Z 'Yk(dk - dk,1 - dk,Q)(1 — a)2 — 20
k:khweR

(1—0a)*(1 —q—¢*(1—6) - 2ae. (42)

a)? — 2ae

Y



Here oo < 4 / p;’:? \ STt :6 €) by definition. Clearly,

a(e) is e-close to /1 — ¢2. Together with Eq. (39), we arrive
at Eq. (36).

It is worth mentioning that, although our derivation heavily
depends on the condition 1 — ¢ — ¢ > 0, this condition is
by no means necessary for the gap. Moreover, the bound to
the gap as in Eq. (36) is not tight. Nevertheless, these results
are sufficient for the the purpose of this paper, which is to
disprove the closure conjecture with a counterexample. We
will leave the explicit problems, such as necessary conditions
and tighter bounds on the gap, to future work.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have disproved the closure conjecture with an analytic
counterexample. We derive the EnTO cone of a given qutrit
state, and calculate the optimal coherence preserved by TO for
a given output population distribution. We also evaluate the
upper bound on the coherence preserved by TO, if a small per-
turbation on the output population distribution is allowed. By
doing so, we discover a state conversion under EnTO which
cannot be approximated by TO.

Our findings show that thermal operations and enhanced
thermal operations can lead to different laws of coherence
evolution. Further, the methods we developed here can be
used to evaluate the upper bound on the output coherence via
thermal operations. Thus our results can contribute to study-
ing the restrictions on coherence dynamics under TO.
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Appendix A: Analytic expression for EnTO cone of po

In this section, we analytically solve the optimization prob-
lem in Eq. (10). By observing the objective function in Eq.
(10), we notice that the maximum can be taken at the point
(GQO, Gll) where both G()() and G11 are maximal in the fea-
sible region.

Here we first derive the feasible region of optimization. The
transition conditions Gy = v,Gpe = p give us following
equations

Go1 = 2po — Goo, (A1)
Gio = 2p1 — G11, (A2)
Goz = [1 — Goo — q(2po — Goo)]/ 4%, (A3)

G2 = [1 — q¢G11 — (2p1 — G11)]/d%, (A4)

where (pg, p1) is a fixed point in the hexogen in Fig. 1. By
applying the condition that above entries lie in [0, 1], we give

the bounds of G and G'1; as
1-2
G < Gop < GEY = min {21907 1, liqpo
—q
@421
l—gq

} » (AS)

} (A6)

Here we omit the expressions for the lower bounds Gt} and
G'B, because the central question here is to find the upper
bound for \/GooG11. Further, by applying the condition
GTI =1, we get that Gog + G190, Go1 + G171 and Goz + G2
also lie in [0, 1]. It follows that

Gh <Gy < GY :=min {2;017 1,

Ib < Goo — G11 < ub, (A7)

where

1 —2(gpo + p1)
A

1+q—2(qpo +p1) } . (A9)
l—gq

The combination of Egs. (AS), (A6) and (A7) gives the nec-
essary and sufficient condition for entries Gy and G1; in a
feasible transition matrix G. The reason for sufficiency is as
follows. If one starts from a given pair of Gog and G111 which
satisfies these three equations, other entries of G are fixed by
Egs. (A1-A4) and G™T = 1. Further, the transition matrix G
as such satisfies all of the four conditions in Eq. (10).

Next, we calculate the maximum in Eq. (10) for the follow-
ing three cases

Ib := max {—Qpl, 2po — 1,

ub := min {1 — 2p1, 2po,

s Case 1. Ib < Gib — G < ub,
e Case 2. 1b > GiP — GY?,
e Case 3. G§¢ — G > ub.

For Case 1, it is easy to see that G, = G§¢ and GF; = G4
For Case 2, the upper bound G}¥ cannot be reached by G7;
because of Eq. (A7), so we have G, = Gi and Gf, =
GUP —1b. Similarly, for Case 3, we have G, = G2 +ub and

¥, = GY. To sum up, we arrive at the following analytic
solution to Eq. (10)

\/m Ib <G — G < ub;
1
34 VG(GEE —1b), b >Gip — G (A10)
(G} + ub)GYY, Gib — GY > ub.

This solution is visualized in Fig. 1.

Appendix B: Optimal joint unitary

In this section, we will show that, among all of the joint
unitary operators which achieve a given transition matrix, the
maximum value of |pyo| is reached by the unitary operators
whose main blocks are diagonal with non-negative entries in
a non-increasing order, give. Precisely, we will prove the fol-
lowing lemma.



Lemma 2. Ler Hg = ng omhw|m) (m| and Hp =
>, nhwll,, be the Hamiltonian of the main system S and that
of the heat bath R respectively, and |1y) = (|O> +11)) be
the initial state of S. For any (energy-preservmg) Jjoint uni-
tary U, one can always find another (energy-preserving) joint
unitary U, which satisfies the following:

(a) 11 =M ]’“J where M k. are diagonal matrices with non-
negatzve entries in a non- zncreaszng order;

(b) (le , L{”) (U,],Z/{”) which means that U and U lead to
the same transition matrix;

(¢) |(Uoo,Usr)| < |Uoo,Usy)|, which means that the output
coherence |p1o| achieved by U is no less than that achieved by
U.

The rest of this section will be devoted to the proof of this
lemma. Following the method as in Ref. [5], we perform the
singular value decomposition (SVD) to the main blocks

_ Ak k pkt
A MJJBJJ’

(BI)

where A% and BJ’-“J- are unitary matrices, and M, are diag-
onal matrices with singular values (which are non-negative
numbers) in a non-increasing order as entries. By introduc-

ing two unitary matrices A = - O[EDmm{k 2} Ak.] and
B = @2, [@;m‘(l){k 2} BY], we define a new joint unitary

U=A'UB. (B2)
Similar to Eq. (15), U can be expressed as U = D, U

with U*) = me{k 2} | /) (j| ® @f;. Then Eq. (B2) leads to
kt, k pk
— AMuE BE. (B3)

Now we are ready to prove that U satisfies the conditions (),
(b) and (c) as mentioned above.

By substituting Eq. (Bl) to Eq. (B3) with ¢
have ¥, = ASTAR MEBIBE = ME.
(a) holds

As for condition (b), we employ the definition of inner
product as in Eq. (23), and obtain the following

— —

Uiy, Uiz)

= J, we
Thus, condition

oo

- >

k=max{%,5}

k
Vk— ]Tr( T Z)

Z Vi— jTr(BkTukTAk AkTuk Bk )

k=max{%,5}

o
k
Z 'Yk—jTr(uz‘jT“fj)
k=max{%,5}
= (Uij, Us).
Then from Eq. (25), this equality means that U and U leads
to the same transition matrix.
In order to prove condition (c), we employ the following

lemma, which was proved in Refs. [15, 16] and introduced to
this problem in Ref. [5].

(B4)

Lemma 3. If X and Y are d x d complex matrices, W and

V are d x d unitary matrices, and 01 > 09 > .04 > 0
denotes ordered singular values, then
d—1
Tr(WXVY) [ <> oi(X)ou(Y)
s=0
and the equality always exist for some W and V.
From this lemma, we have |Tr[ugfJ 1)Tulflﬂ <
S os(uy Moty = T VM), and
hence,

|(Uoo, Un1)| < Z’Yk [ Trfugiufy ]
k=1

(oo}
k—1
<> o T VT
k=1

— |(Thoo, T ). (B5)

This completes the proof of Lemma 2.

Appendix C: Proof of Eq. (29)

In this section, we will prove Eq. (29) in the main text. For
k > 2, we have

M| 0 |ug,
U =1 0 [ME]o0 |,
uky | 0 | 0

(CI)

where M}, = Tz, , and M, is a diagonal matrix with non-
negative entries in a non-increasing order. We will first prove
that the number of zero rows in uf, equals exactly to dj, —
di_2, and then show that there are d;, — d_o entries of Mé“o
which equal to one, while the rest entries of Mk, all equal to
Zero.

Here and following, we denote the sth row of a matrix
X as 75(X), and the Ith column of X as ¢(X). From the
unltanty of UM, we have 7, (U*)* - 7, (U®)) = §,4 and
& (U®Y* .G, (U®)) = §,/. Our deviations are based on these
two equations.

Fordy +di_1 <1, U <dj, +di_1+ di_2, we have §;y =
UMY . G (UR)) = &(uby)* - G (uky). It means that the
dj.—> columns of uf, are nontrivial and linearly independent.
Therefore, at least dj,_o rows of u’52 are nontrivial.

For0 < s,s' < dy—1ands # s', we have 0 = 7, (U(®))*.
P (UR)) = 7, (ufy)* - 7y (ufy). Hence, there are at most
dj_o nontrivial rows in ulgz, and the rest rows of u§2 have to
be zero.

Therefore, the number of zero rows in u’§2 is dp — dg_o.
Then we have

. =0, 0<s<dp—dr2-1,

k
s Cc2
7"(”02){#07 dkfdk_ggsgdkfl. ( )



It follows that for 0 < s < d — dp_2 — 1, we have 1 =
F (UM 7 (UMW) = [o,(Mf;)]?, and hence o (M) = 1.

Fordy —dp—o < s < dp—1landdy +dpy1 <1 <
dy, + dp1 1+ di 1o, the scalar product &, (U *))* cl(U(k)) 0
gives o (ME)) - 7 (uf,) = 0. Meanwhile, 7s (uf,) # 0, so we
have o, (ME) = 0.

Appendix D: Detailed Proof of Eq. (36)

In this section, we prove Eq. (36) under the condition 1 —

q— q* > 0 (or equivalently, ¢ < @) and the assumptions
(i)-(iii) on the heat bath.
Here we start from Eq. (38) in the main text. It follows that

PojoPipn = (Uéo,ufl) and hence,
51/ PojPij —
2 |01 1 p(e)\o

Because , /pjopf); < Vi-@+e=1-¢+ \/6_7qz+

pl\l 1 _ 2—
PHjo 1— q +e \/1ti 2(1—q

(u()() ) Ufl)

(d,[@), (DD

O(€?), and

2)3/2 €+

O(€?), the above equation becomes

2 7
Aiozl Lo 2=a (L[
1 20— @) g
o), (D2)

44/1 — ¢?

From the definition as in Eq. (37) and the fact that pi‘l €
[1 — €, 1], we obtain the following

oo dkl

(ji, fi) > ka > los(Myy) — ]’ =20, (D3)
s=0

The reason is as follows. Firstly, because 1 —
de—1

Pip < & Zk oo 1 = 1 and pf, =

oo kaz [08 MF; )]?, we have the following

o] dp—1 ) dr—1

Z% 3 [-ou(My )] Z% > [1=oa(Mf )% < e
s=0 s=0

(D4)

By the definition as in Eq. (37),

oo dk 1

Z’Yk Z Os Moo - Cws(Mﬁ,s)}Q
s=0

oo dkfl

>Z’yk Z{US Mo()e —Oé} —204[1—0'5(M11 e)]}
k=0

s=0

[e%e) drp—1
> Zyk > ou(Mgy ) — a]® = 2ae. (D5)
s=0
Here for the second line, we have used o (M7, ) € [0,1] and
Us(Moo,e) —a>-L
Now we consider the kth block of U®
M(IJCO € u’gl,e ugZ,e
UE(IC) = u’fO,e Mfl € ulf2 € ’ (D6)
UIQCO,G ugl,e u§2,e

where khw € R. By assumption (iii) and the condition 1 —g—
¢> > 0,wehave d, > dj_; +dj_o. For0 < s,s' <dj —1
and s # &, the unitarity of uM implies

0 =7 (UM 7 (UM)

ugn, o)) o ([ugy cluga ). (D)

— 7 k
= TS([UOLE
Here [uf,; |u, ] is a rectangle matrix of dimension dj x

(dk—1 + di—2), which is composed of two blocks uf; , and
ugy .. Hence there are at most (dg_1 + di_2) nontriv-
ial rows of [uf; Juf, ] satisfying Eq. (D7), and the rest
di — (dg—1 + di—2) rows are zero. For 7([uf, |ufy ]) =0,
the equality 7, (U))* -7, (UH)) = 1 leads to os(M§ ) = 1.
Therefore, at least dy, — (dj,—1+dj—2) singular values of Mé“o’ﬁ

are equal to 1. By subtracting some non-negative terms from
the right hand side of Eq. (D3), we obtain the following

Z Tk Z [O-S(M(?O,e) -

k:khweR s:oS(M[’)“O g):l

= > lde —diy — dp_2)(1 — a)® = 20€
k:khweR

> (1-a)?*(1—q—q¢*)(1—0) - 2ae. (D8)

a]? — 2ae

For the last line, we have used v+ = Yi—mq™
with m = 0,1,2, and hence, » .. rocr Vedk-m =
4" Y hkhwer Ye—mdk—m = ¢™(1 — ). By definition,

a < P6|0/p§|1 < \/@ = a(e), and hence o <
V1= ¢+ O(e), and

(1-0) 2 [~ ()] = [1 - a(©)]eco 201 - a(e) 22 e+
:[1_ /1_q2]2_ (1_ Vl_qQ)(Q_qQ)e-i-O(EQ). (D9)



Then Eq. (D8) becomes

(i, 1) > 1= V1= ¢ (1—q—¢*)(1-8) = fi(g)e+O(e?).
(D10)
1+ (=y1-¢*)(2-a)(1=a=a*)

where fi(q) = 2 i

gether with Eq. (D2), we obtain

[1—+1-¢*P(1—q—¢*)(1-9)

10>
10 NG e
1
—1/(@e+0(e), (D11)
- [1-(1-¢*)*](1—g—g%) 1
where f(q) = 2 + 2(37,12)3/2‘1 )4 i For 0 <

q< @, it holds that 1 < 11 = < 2and f(q) < 8. Then
—q

we obtain the simpler form as in Eq. (36).
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