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Quantum speed limit is bound on the minimum time a quantum system requires to evolve from an initial
state to final state under a given dynamical process. It sheds light on how fast a desired state transformation
can take place which is pertinent for design and control of quantum technologies. In this paper, we derive
speed limits on correlations such as entanglement, Bell-CHSH correlation, and quantum mutual information
of quantum systems evolving under dynamical processes. Our main result is speed limit on an entanglement
monotone called negativity which holds for arbitrary dimensional bipartite quantum systems and processes.
Another entanglement monotone which we consider is the concurrence. To illustrate efficacy of our speed
limits, we analytically and numerically compute the speed limits on the negativity, concurrence, and Bell-CHSH
correlation for various quantum processes of practical interest. We are able to show that for practical examples
we have considered, some of the speed limits we derived are actually attainable and hence these bounds can be

considered to be tight.

I. INTRODUCTION

The quantum speed limit (QSL) is a fundamental limit im-
posed by quantum mechanics on the rate at which any quan-
tum system evolves under a given dynamical process [1-5].
It provides bound on the minimal time required to transport a
quantum system from its initial state to a final state under a
given dynamical process. Determination of quantum speed
limits are pertinent for the design and realization of quan-
tum technologies, e.g., quantum computing [6—8], quantum
metrology [9], optimal control theory [10, 11], quantum ther-
modynamics [12—15], etc. As quantum correlations are crit-
ical aspects of quantum theory from both fundamental and
applied aspects, it is only natural to explore speed limits on
quantum correlations. Entanglement lies at the heart of quan-
tum theory as there is no classical counterpart to it [16, 17].
Entanglement has proven to be a resourceful quantum cor-
relation for several information processing tasks, e.g., quan-
tum communication [18], quantum cryptography [19], quan-
tum computation [20, 21], quantum random number genera-
tors [22], quantum metrology [23], etc. However, there are
fundamental limitations on the entangling abilities of bipartite
and many body quantum interactions (cf. [24-29]).

Seminal works in Refs. [1-3] have led to the current ad-
vancements of QSL and better understanding of its applica-
tions. QSL now is applied to wide range of topics in quantum
information theory, e.g., [30-33]. It has been extensively stud-
ied for closed system dynamics [1-3, 30, 34—69] and many
progresses also have been recently made for open quantum
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dynamics [70-75]. It has been found that, for certain classes
of states, quantum entanglement enhances the speed of evolu-
tion of composite quantum systems [76]. There are progresses
made in the direction to derive bounds on the maximal rates at
which any Hamiltonian interaction can generate entanglement
in bipartite and multipartite quantum systems [26, 29, 77]. In
Ref. [78], speed limits on quantum resources were derived to
study how quickly these resources can be generated or de-
graded by physical processes. In Refs. [79, 80], QSL on en-
tanglement for unitary dynamics has been derived using a ge-
ometric measure of entanglement. Whereas, quantum speed
limits for entanglement and quantum discord have been de-
rived by using distance based measure in Ref. [81]. These
speed limits on entanglement are often based on entanglement
monotones which require optimization over the set of separa-
ble states [78, 81].

In this paper, we derive speed limits on some of the
widely discussed correlations, namely entanglement, quan-
tum mutual information, and Bell-Clauser-Horne-Shimony-
Holt (Bell-CHSH) correlations in bipartite quantum systems
undergoing arbitrary dynamical processes. To derive speed
limits on entanglement, we consider entanglement monotones
like the negativity [82, 83] and concurrence [84—86] which
are comparatively easier to compute. The speed limit on the
negativity we derive is applicable for arbitrary systems and
dynamical processes, i.e., for both discrete and continuous
variable quantum systems and processes. One of the major
interest in calculation of the negativity of a bipartite state is
that it is a necessary criterion for the state to be entanglement
distillable [87, 88]. Our speed limits are lower bounds on
the minimal time required for the changes in the negativity,
concurrence, entropy, Bell-CHSH correlation, and quantum
mutual information of bipartite quantum systems undergoing
time-evolution. Here the time-evolution of a quantum system
from its initial state to the final state is depicted by dynamical
process describable by a completely positive trace preserving
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(CPTP) map (see e.g., [89, 90]), which is also called quan-
tum channel. However, for an interval in between of initial
and final states the process need not be CPTP [91, 92]. There-
fore, speed limits that we derive are in general applicable for
dynamics with or without memory-effect of environment (or
bath) [12, 89, 93]. Some of these speed limits are tight and
hence can be attainable for some quantum processes. We il-
lustrate efficacy of our speed limits by applying them to var-
ious dynamical processes of practical interests [24, 94—101],
e.g., unitary process due to nonlocal Hamiltonian and open
quantum dynamics due to pure dephasing process, depolariz-
ing process, and amplitude damping process.

The organization of this paper is as follows. In Section II,
we discuss the preliminaries and background required to ar-
rive at the main results of this paper. In Section III A, we
obtain speed limits on the negativity for arbitrary dynamics.
In Section III B, we obtain speed limits on the concurrence
and I-concurrence for unitary dynamics. In Section III C, we
obtain speed limits on other correlations such as Bell-CHSH
correlation, quantum mutual information, and entropy. In Sec-
tion IV, we have analytically and numerically computed ob-
tained speed limits for quantum systems evolving under some
classes of interaction processes of practical interests. We also
discuss tightness of these limits by considering some instances
where the obtained bounds are attainable and some instances
where they are loose. Finally, we provide concluding remarks
in the last section.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we briefly review some of the standard no-
tations and results common in the literature of quantum infor-
mation theory.

Let H represents a separable Hilbert space with dim(#)
that can be either finite (< oo) or infinite (= oo). Let B(H)
denote the algebra of bounded linear operators acting on H
with 14 denoting the identity operator. State of a quan-
tum system is described by a density operator defined on the
Hilbert space. Let D(H) denote the set of density operators
acting on the Hilbert space H. If p € D(H) then it satisfies
following properties: p = pf, p > 0, tr(p) = 1. Let Hu
denote the Hilbert space associated with a quantum system A.
The state of quantum system A is denoted by density operator
pa € D(Ha). We denote by Hap := Ha ® Hp the Hilbert
space of a bipartite system AB. The state of bipartite system
AB is denoted by density operator pap € D(Hap) and the
density matrix of a subsystem, say A, which is given by the
partial trace over the other subsystem B, i.e., p4 = trg(pap).
A quantum system whose state is exactly known is said to be
in pure state. The density operator representing a pure state
1 € D(H) is a rank-one projection operator i.e. 1) = ||,
where [¢)) € H. Otherwise, p is in a mixed state and can
be written as p = ), p;1;, where each v; is a pure density
matrix with ). p; = 1 and p; > 0 for all .

The von-Neumann entropy of a quantum state pa €
D(H 4) is defined as:

S(4), = S(pa) = — tr(pln p). (1)

The von-Neumann entropy of a state p4 is always non-
negative and S(A), = 0 if and only if the state p 4 is pure.

The quantum relative entropy between any p € D(H) and
o > 01is defined as [102]

D(pllo) = {tr(p(lnp —Ino)) if supp(p) C supp(o),
400 otherwise,

2
where supp(p) and supp(o) are the supports of p and o, re-
spectively.

The Schatten-p norm of an operator O € B(H) is defined
as:

loll, = (tx[O]")!/” 3)

where |O] = VOO, p > 1, p € R. The operator norm,
the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, and the trace norm corresponds to
p = 00,2, 1 respectively and satisfy the inequality ||A|| <
[[Ally < Al

A. Quantum dynamics

In the Schrodinger picture, the observables of the system
are fixed and density operator evolves with time [103]. The
evolution of the density operator is governed by a linear, com-
pletely positive and trace-preserving (CPTP) map called quan-
tum channel. Although quantum channels provide a general
way to describe the evolution of density operators for pure and
mixed states both but sometimes it is convenient to use differ-
ential equations to describe the evolution instead of quantum
channels. For example, evolution of pure states can be de-
scribed by unitary transformations which can easily be written
in the form of differential equation (Schrodinger equation).
Under the assumption that evolution of density operator is
smooth, the evolution of density operator can be written in the
form of linear differential equation (called master equation):

Pt = % = L(pt), “4)
where p; is the state of the system at time ¢ and L; is the
Liouvillian super-operator [92] which in general can be time
independent or time-dependent.

Let us define initial and final states of time evolving quan-
tum system as pg := pi—o and pr := pi—7, respectively. We
can drop the suffix ¢ if £, is time independent and in this case
the above evolution equation has the following formal solu-
tion:

pr = e (po). (5)
Let ® denote a linear CPTP map which maps density op-
erator to density operators. The map ® is called unital if
®(14) = 1. The adjoint map &' : B(H) — B(H) of ® is
a unique linear map that satisfies tr(O®(p)) = tr(®T(0)p),
Vp € D(H),O € B(H). The adjoint of a trace preserving
map is unital.



In the Heisenberg picture the density operator of the system
is fixed and the observable evolves with time [103]. The evo-
lution is given by the adjoint (or dual) map ®! which keeps
density operator fixed and takes an input observable to an out-
put observable. Note that 1 may not be a quantum channel
because in the case of observables, trace preserving condition
is not necessary. In differential equation form the time evolu-
tion of an observable is given by adjoint-master equation:

O = —L =Ll(0), (6)

where O; is the observable of the system at time ¢ and EI is
adjoint of the Liouvillian super-operator. We define initial and
final observable of time evolving quantum system as Oy =
Oi—o and Op := Oy, respectively.

B. Correlations in bipartite quantum systems

Quantum entanglement is a type of (non-classical) correla-
tion found in bipartite and multipartite quantum systems. The
concurrence [84, 85], the negativity [82, 83] and the entan-
glement entropy [104] are some of the widely discussed en-
tanglement monotones. In the sequel, we define some other
correlation quantifiers that we will be using for our purpose.

Concurrence.— The concurrence quantifies the entangle-
ment present in a two-qubit quantum system. The square of
concurrence of a two-qubit pure state Y ap = [apXap| is
given as [84—86]

€ (Yap) = tr(YR(Y*)), ©)

where, R(¢) := (o, ® oy)¢(0y @ 0y), 0, is the Pauli op-
erator and * is the complex conjugation operation. The value
of concurrence lies between 0 to 1 (i.e., 0 < %' (v) < 1). For
maximally entangled states (i.e., Bell states) €’(v)) = 1, while
for product states € (¢)) = 0.

The square of I-concurrence for a pure two-qudit state

Yap = |Yap)X1ap|is given as [86]
%I2(¢AB) = 2VdA Vdp [1 - tr(p,%l)]v (8)

where dim(H4) = da, dim(Hp) = dp, and vg,,vq,
are constants. The I-concurrence reduces to concurrence
for vq, = 1, and v4, = 1. The I-concurrence varies
from O for pure product state to /2(d — 1)/d, where d =
min{dim(H ), dim(H )}, for a maximally entangled state.

Negativity.— The negativity is an entanglement monotone
to quantify the amount of entanglement present in an arbitrary
bipartite quantum state. It is derived from the positive par-
tial transpose (PPT) criterion for the separability of a bipartite
quantum states. For an arbitrary bipartite quantum state pap,
its negativity is defined as [83]

-1

I's
_ |l

A (p) 5 :

€))
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where p}% = I'B(pap)., and T'p is partial transpose opera-
tion (see Appendix A).

Note that, the negativity can be zero even when the state
is entangled because the PPT criterion is only necessary but
not sufficient for bipartite state to be separable. However, for
two-qubit states (and also for bipartite state where one system
is qutrit while the other is qubit), the set of PPT states and
separable states coincide (are same). The negativity is a con-
vex function i.e, A (3", pipi) < D>, pieV (pi), where {p;};
is probability distribution (hence, Zi p; = 1 and p; > 0 for
all 7) and p;’s are density operators. All states that are not PPT
are called NPT states. NPT states are entangled. Therefore,
the non-zero negativity implies that the given bipartite state is
entangled.

Entanglement entropy.—- The entanglement entropy is an
entanglement monotone and quantifies the amount of entan-
glement present between subsystems A and B when the joint
state of AB is pure, i.e., S(AB), = 0. The entanglement en-
tropy of composite system AB in a pure state ¢4 g is defined
as [104]

Es(Yap) == S(pa) = S(p) = —tr(palnps), (10)

where p4 := trg(¥ap).

Bell-CHSH observable.— The non-classical correlation ex-
isting in a bipartite quantum state is detected by the viola-
tion of Bell-CHSH inequality. These correlations appear to be
stronger than anything explained by classical physics. The vi-
olation of Bell-CHSH inequality for a given bipartite quantum
state p 4 p can be checked by estimating the expectation value
of the Bell observable 5. For a two-qubit systems, which may
be represented as a pair of spin-1/2 particles, the Bell-CHSH
observable has the following general form [105, 106]

B:=as® (13+ 6’) Ftad.Fe (13 - 6/) &, (1)

where a, a’ s b and b’ are unit vectors in a 3-dimensional Eu-
clidean space R? and & is the Pauli spin vector operator. The
state p4p violates Bell-CHSH inequality for |(58),| > 2. The
optimal Bell measurement settings for Bell observable for any
given bipartite state p 45 has been derived in Ref. [106]. Any
state that violates the Bell-CHSH inequality is said to be non-
local as no local-realistic hidden variable models can depict
such correlations.

Quantum mutual information.— The correlation present in
bipartite quantum system can be quantified by quantum mu-
tual information. The quantum mutual information of a bipar-
tite state p 4 p is defined as

I(A;B), = S(A), + S(B), — S(AB),,  (12)

where p4 and pp are reduced density matrices of p4p. The
quantum mutual information can also be stated in terms of the
quantum relative entropy as

I(A;B), = D(pap|lwa @ wp).

13)

min
wAED(Ha),wBED(HB)



The quantum mutual information I(A;B) of any bipar-
tite state pap iS a non-negative quantity i.e., I(4;B) >
0 (where equality holds if and only if the state is
factorize i.e., a product state) and upper bounded by
21In (min{dim(H4 ), dim(Hgp)}).

C. Speed limits on observable

The speed limit on observables are defined as a bound on
the maximum evolution speed of the expectation value of a
given observable of a quantum system undergoing dynami-
cal evolution, which might be unitary or non-unitary. It sets
the lower bound on the evolution time of the quantum sys-
tem needed to evolve between different expectation values of
a given observable. The bound on evolution time of expecta-
tion value of an observable for an arbitrary dynamics reads as
(see Appendix C)

(00 =00 f 1 1 1)
llolly AT Ap AL
(14)
where A = %fOT dtHﬁI(Ot)H for @ € {1,2,00} is the

evolution speed of the observable of the given system under
the dynamics O, := dd—ot = L](0y).

Note that speed limits on observables have been previously
derived in Refs. [107, 108] using the Cauchy-Schwarz in-
equality. Our derivation employs the Holder’s inequality, and
therefore, our bound is more general than the previous ones.
In Refs. [107, 109], state-independent speed limits on observ-
ables are derived by considering the Hilbert-Schmidt inner
product for observables. Furthermore, Ref. [110] formulates
the speed limit of super-operators, which are operators in the
operator space, and showed some applications in many-body
physics.

T > ToqsL =

III. QUANTUM SPEED LIMITS

In general, quantum speed limits represent fundamental
constraints imposed by the quantum theory on the evolution
speed of quantum systems. Entangling abilities of quantum
interactions are of wide interest from both fundamental and
applied aspects, see e.g., [29, 111]. Quantum correlations are
fundamental in the quantum information theory as they act as
resources for several quantum information processing tasks.
For instances, entanglement and nonlocal quantum correla-
tions are useful properties (resources) for the tasks of tele-
portation, quantum key distribution, quantum communication,
quantum sensing, etc. [19, 22, 23, 29, 112].

In this section, we discuss limitations on the minimal time
taken for changes in some desirable correlation measures
of bipartite quantum systems undergoing bipartite dynamical
processes. Our main focuses are speed limits on the negativity
and concurrence, which are entanglement monotones useful
in the resource theories of entanglement, see e.g., [113-115].
We also inspect speed limits on other correlations, namely

Bell-CHSH observable B and quantum mutual information
I(A;B),.

We note that speed limits on entanglement for unitary dy-
namics has been studied earlier using geometric measure of
entanglement [79, 80]. In Refs. [78], speed limits on entangle-
ment has been obtained using divergence based measure for
open quantum dynamics. The bounds obtained in Refs. [78—
81] are challenging to calculate in general as it requires op-
timization over all separable sates. Here, we have obtained
speed limits on entanglement using the negativity and the con-
currence, which is arguably easier to calculate. Moreover,
speed limits on entanglement obtained using the negativity
is applicable for arbitrary dynamics, i.e., for both closed and
open dynamical processes. Speed limits obtained for negativ-
ity also provide limitations on the minimal time required for
transitions of a PPT state to NPT (non-negative under partial
transposition) and NPT state to PPT under any given dynami-
cal processes.

A. Speed limit on the negativity

We now discuss the first main result of this work that pro-
vides a lower bound Txgr, on the time taken for the change in
the value of negativity of a bipartite quantum system evolving
under a given dynamical processes.

Theorem 1. Consider any bipartite quantum system AB,
where each of dim(H 4) and dim(Hp) can be either finite
or infinite. The minimal time T’ taken for the bipartite system
to bring certain amount of change in its negativity by evoly-
ing under an arbitrary given quantum dynamical process with
associated Liouvillian L, is lower bounded by

_ 2|«/V(PT) —«/V(Po)|

T 2 TNSL - A¥ I (15)

where pg is the initial state (at t = 0), pr is the final state
(att = T), and AY = %fOT dt||L:(p™®)||,- AY can be
interpreted as the evolution speed of the negativity of the given
system and process.

Proof. Consider the evolution of bipartite state p in the time
interval interval .# := [0, T']. The negativity of time evolved
bipartite state p, given by

),
N (pe) = : (16)

2

Now consider the e neighbourhood of ¢ € .# (i.e. an interval
(t —e, t+€) where € is a number arbitrarily close to zero), and
the following difference

—tr

). (17)

Tp
Pt

1
N (prve) = N pe) = 5 (tr piLe

We assume that evolution of density operator p is smooth, i.e.,
pq is differentiable at each ¢ € .#, which also implies that ,ész

and tr ’ p'tTB are also well defined at each ¢ € .. We further




assume that negativity is differentiable in .#, so the left hand
derivative and the right hand derivative of negativity must be
equal at each point in .# and also equal to the derivative of
negativity. Now, multiplying by % on both the sides of above
equation and taking limit e — 0, we obtain

T T
1 tr ptfe —tr ptB

d .
&f/’/(/’t) =3 ll_rg% p : (18)

Using the Taylor expansion we have:

pif| = |pi® +epi® +o(e?)], (19)

Let us now take the absolute value on both the sides of
Eq. (18) and use Eq. (19) to calculate the limit, we then get
1 tr "

= — |lim
2 |e—=0 €

pE? 4 ept” + ofe)| — tr

d
FEAG

(20)

Now, we leave the terms of o(e?) in the Taylor expansion of
pT'” and use the triangular inequality tr|A + B| < tr|A| +
tr | B| to further simplify above equation. We then obtain

d 1 tr ptTB + etr /')tTB —tr ptTB
_ < 2|3
‘dtﬂ(pt) <3| p
1 .T 1 .T
=g () =3ll, @

The above inequality (21) is the upper bound on that the rate
of change of the negativity of the quantum system evolving
under given dynamics. After integrating the above equation
with respect to time ¢, we obtain

TR,
< 5/0 dtHPt
1 (7 -
7/ dt||L:(p™®)|,-  (22)
0

T 14d
/0 at | <A (p)

1

2
From the above inequality, we get the desired bound:

2|A (pr) — A (po)|

T>

(23)

We also provide an alternative proof of Theorem 1 (see Ap-
pendix E). [

The bound (15) holds for both the generation and degra-
dation of entanglement due to quantum dynamical processes.
The negativity is monotone under local operation and clas-
sical communication (LOCC). Therefore, whenever bipartite
dynamical process from initial time to final time can be repre-
sented as an LOCC map, we have A4 (pr) < A (po); see also
Remark 4.4 of Ref. [111] in this context. It is a trivial obser-
vation that that Tg1, = 0 if and only if there is no difference

between the negativity between initial and final states, where
we assume that the dynamics is such that A is finite. There
are multiple scenarios under which no change in the negativ-
ity and hence Tgr, = 0 may occur. For instances, (i) if the
initial state is a fixed point of the dynamical process, (i%) if
the dynamical process is PPT-preserving map, i.e., processes
that map PPT states to PPT states, (ii¢) if we are choosing
evolution duration of the state under dynamical process such
that negativity at the initial and final time points are same.

B. Speed limit on the concurrence

The concurrence was first introduced for pure two-qubit
states in Ref. [84] and later a generalized version of concur-
rence called I-concurrence for pure two-qudit states was in-
troduced in Ref. [86]. We now discuss lower bounds on the
minimal time for the certain amount of change in the con-
currence and the I-concurrence for two-qubit and two-qudit
systems, respectively, evolving under time-dependent Hamil-
tonians H;. For a time-dependent Hamiltonian H;, subscript
t is to denote time-point ¢.

Theorem 2. Consider a closed two-qubit quantum system
AB which is in a pure state. The minimal time T taken for
the (closed) system to evolve for a certain amount of change
in the square of its concurrence under unitary dynamics gen-
erated by a time-dependent Hamiltonian H, is lower bounded
by

h|€? — %>
T >TcsL = 1 | (wT)AC (w0)|a (24)
T

where; = T exp (fot Eydf') 2o, with 1o denoting the initial
state (at t = 0), Y7 denoting the final state (att = T), T is
time ordering operator, and NS = + fOT Vi HZ)dt. AS
can be interpreted as the evolution speed of the square of the
concurrence of the given system and process.

See Appendix G for the detailed proof of the above theo-
rem. An immediate consequence of the above theorem is the
following corollary.

Corollary 1. Consider a closed two-qubit quantum system
AB which is in a pure state. The minimal time T taken for the
(closed) system to evolve for a certain amount of change in the
square of its concurrence under unitary dynamics generated
by a time-independent Hamiltonian H is lower bounded by

_ R|E2(Wr) — G2 ()]
T >Tcst, = 1 e ONE) , (25)

where ; = exp(%)wo eXp( *Lth), with 1y denoting the

initial state (at t = 0) and Y denoting the final state (at
t="1T).

We now derive speed limits on the I-concurrence.



Proposition 1. Consider a finite-dimensional bipartite quan-
tum system AB initially in a pure state. The minimal time T
taken for the closed system to bring certain amount of change
in the square of its I-concurrence under unitary dynamics gen-
erated by a time-dependent Hamiltonian H, is lower bounded
by

|67 (V1) — €7 (vo)]
AL ’
where g is the initial state (at t = 0), Y is the final state

T
(at T = 0), Ay = dva,vap g Jo |08, tee (Lo(ve))]dt
for the given unitary dynamics Li(Y:) = —+ s, Hy], and

pf = trp Ys.

Proof. The square of I-concurrence of bipartite state p; is
given as

T > Ticst, =

(26)

G (W) = 2va,vag [ — (o)), 27)
where pf := trg1);. After differentiating above equation
with respect to time ¢, we then obtain

d

CF (V) = —Avg,va, tr(pfpi')
= —4dvg, Vi, tr(pg4 tre (L (vy)). (28)

Now let us take absolute value of above equation and applying
Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we then obtain

dt

d
e

< dwa,vag ||pf]],lbrs (Le()lly- (29)

The above inequality is the upper bound on that the rate
of change of square of the concurrence of the quantum sys-
tem evolving under given dynamics. After integrating above

equation with respect to time ¢, we obtain
Tia
dt <van [ [l len (21 oct,
0

T
J
(30)

where vap := 4v4,1v4,. From the above inequality, we get
the bound

d
SR

|67 () — €7 (o))
T > AT

. 31)

O

The QSL on concurrence and I-concurrence applies to both
entanglement generation and degradation processes. In partic-
ular, our bounds (25) and (26) can determine the minimal time
required to prepare a pure bipartite entangled state from a pure
product state via unitary dynamics. It is a trivial observation
that under local (i.e., separable) unitary dynamics concurrence
and I-concurrence are invariant, therefore under such dynam-
ics both Tgr, and Ticgr, are zero. Note that for any two-qubit
system in a pure state the I-concurrence reduces to the con-
currence for vy, = 1 and v4, = 1 but Tgr, and Ticsr, may
not be equal because the evolution speed for a given dynam-
ics could be different for both the bounds. For example, in the
case of time-independent Hamiltonian, the evolution speed of
concurrence is independent of the time interval while the evo-
lution speed of I-concurrence depends on the time interval.

C. Speed limits on other correlations

Quantum mechanics allow for correlations between sys-
tems that cannot be depicted by any classical systems. It is
known that no local-realistic hidden variable theories can pre-
dict all the outcomes exhibited by quantum correlations [16,
17, 116] (see also Refs. [117, 118]). Entangled states with
no local-realistic hidden variable models are deemed nonlocal
states. Bell-CHSH observables are used to test nonlocality of
bipartite quantum states [105, 119]. Apart from quantum cor-
rrelations like entanglement and nonlocality, there is also in-
terest in quantifying total amount of correlations between two
systems. A quantifier of total amount of correlations present
in arbitrary bipartite quantum system is quantum mutual in-
formation. It captures both the classical and truly quantum
correlations present in a bipartite quantum system. In this
section, we provide speed limits on the Bell-CHSH observ-
able and the quantum mutual information for certain classes
of quantum dynamics and speed limits on the von-Neumann
entropy for arbitrary dynamics.

Speed limit on Bell-CHSH correlation.— In the Heisenberg
picture, it is the operator which changes in time while the
density operator remains fixed. For any dynamics of two-
qubit quantum system with initial state p, the minimum time
needed for the Bell-CHSH observable B; to attain expectation
value (Br),, starting with the initial expectation value (By),,
is lower bounded by (see Appendix C)

_ |<BT>/J - <Bo>p| { 1 1 1 }

> _ N\=L/p  NFU/PL - - =

T > TgqsL ”le max A%O’ AIT, AQT ,
(32)

where A§ = + fOT At|| L] (B)||a for o € {1,2, 00} is the

evolution speed of Bell-CHSH observable of the given sys-

tem, (By), and (Br), are expectation value of Bell-CHSH

observable at £ = 0 and ¢ = T, respectively. In Appendix H,

we also derive speed limit on Bell-CHSH correlation for bi-

partite quantum dynamics describable as separable maps.

We note that the sharpest bound is the operator norm-based
bound. However, determining the Hilbert-Schmidt norm is
comparatively easier to compute for general quantum dynam-
ics.

Speed limit on quantum mutual information.— Consider
quantum systems A and B which are of arbitrary dimensions.
We assume that the systems are initially uncorrelated before
they interact. Starting from a product state wi'? := pd' @ p¥,
the minimal time 7" required to bring a certain amount of
change in the quantum mutual information of the system
evolving under an arbitrary quantum dynamics with time-
dependent Liouvillian £, is lower bounded by

I(A; B) .,

T > TwvisL = M
T

(33)

where w,; denotes the state at time ¢ with wp being the ini-

tial state (at ¢ = 0) and w7 being the final state (at ¢ = 1)
T

and AY = L [ dt||L(we),]Inw, — Inwp)|, (see Ap-

pendix I for proof). Here we are implicitly assuming dynam-

ics for which supp(wy, ) C supp(wy, ) for all valid time points



ty > t1 (see Appendix B). Ap can be interpreted as the evo-
lution speed of the quantum mutual information of the given
system and process. This bound (33) only holds for quan-
tum mutual information generation process. The bound (33)
provides the minimal time required to prepare a bipartite cor-
related state from a uncorrelated state.

Speed limit on the entropy.— Consider a quantum system
A, where dim(H4) < oco. The minimal time T taken for
the quantum system to bring certain amount of change in the
entropy under an arbitrary given quantum dynamical process
with associated Liouvillian £; is lower bounded by

_ 1S(pr) — S(po)|

T > TesL A ’
T

(34
where p; denotes the state at time ¢ with py being the initial
state (at t = 0) and pp being the final state (at ¢ = 7') and
A =% fOT dt|| L (pe)ll5|1ln pe]|, (see proof in Appendix J).
Several entanglement measures such as the entanglement of
formation [85, 104], the distillable entanglement [104, 120],
and the relative entropy of entanglement [121, 122] reduce to
the entanglement entropy in the case of a closed bipartite sys-
tem [123]. Thus, in this case, the above bound (34) also sheds
light on speed limits on entanglement for bipartite systems in
a pure state (cf. [12, 111]). The above bound (34) is valid for
both the entropy generation and degradation processes, and
also tighter than that obtained in the Theorem 1 of Ref. [8].

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS FOR SOME PRACTICAL
EXAMPLES

In this section, we apply our speed limits on the negativ-
ity, concurrence, and Bell-CHSH observable for some classes
of quantum dynamics of wide practical interest [92, 94]. In
particular, we consider an unitary dynamics and some non-
unitary processes classified as pure dephasing process, depo-
larising process, and amplitude damping process.

First, we explore speed limits on the negativity (15) and the
concurrence (25) for unitary dynamics generated by non-local
Hamiltonian.

Unitary process.— Let us consider two-qubit systems AB
interacting via a non-local Hamiltonian H 4. Any two-qubit
general Hamiltonian can always be expressed as

Z ol @18 + Z 14 ® Bio?
i={z,y,z} j={zy,2}

+ Y wmyoftedf, (35)
i,j:{x,y,z}

Hyp =

where @ € R3, § € R3, vy is a3 x 3 real matrix and ot and
o3 are Pauli operators acting on A and B, respectively.

We can always perform local unitary operations without
changing the amount of entanglement present in the system.
Here we are only interested in the entanglement dynamics
which allows us to restrict the form of the Hamiltonian to
those which can be written in the following form [24]

ﬁfB = ot @0l £ uyoj ® oyB +p0t ®@aB, (36)

where iz, pt, and p. are singular values of matrix v with
ordering ft;, > iy, > p, > 0. In unitary dynamics Eq. (4)
reduces to Liouville-von Neumann equation:

'wt = _L[Hv wt]v 37

where H is the Hamiltonian of the system and we have taken
h = 1. We take H} ; as system’s Hamiltonian without loss of
generality [24] and )y as initial state with [¢)g) = /p|00) +
V1 —p|11) for p € [0, 1]. Note that ¢y for p = 1/2 is a fixed
point for the Hamiltonian H 5. The state p; of the system at
point of time ¢ is given by

(1+ (2p — 1) cos (26¢)) |00) (00|

1
2
+ (VL= p) + 5(2p — 1)sin (201)) [00) {11
+ L

P p) + (1 — 2p) sin (200)) [11) (00|

+ - (1+ (1 —2p)cos(20t)) |11) (11], (38)

where 0 := 1, — . To estimate bounds on the negativity (15)
and the concurrence (25), we need the following quantities:

62 (¢o) =2 (Ip(p — 1) —p(p— 1)), (39)
tr(o(Hip)%) = 0> + 422, (40)
|ee@iz) || = £E.p)(1sin20)] + cos2t0)]), @)

N (o) = /p(1—p), (42)

W () = V—4p? — (1 - 2127)2\/§cos(40t) +4p + 17 “3)
(4]p(p —1)| — (1 — 2p)*cos (46t) + 1),

(44)

%2(%) =

N |

where f(0,p) :=20|1 — 2p|.

In Fig. 1, we plot Txsy, (15) and Tesr, (25) vs T € [0,0.7]
for unitary dynamics generated by two-qubit non-local Hamil-
tonian H 5 with @ = p, — 1, = 1, . = 0.1, and initial state
of the system to be )y with p = 0. In Fig. 1, we observe
that under the given unitary process, the concurrence of the
given system evolves faster than its negativity. It is clear from
Eq. (38) that density operator is function of 8 (i.e. p, — fty)
and so do the entanglement measures such as the negativity
(Eq. (43)) and square of the concurrence (Eq. (44)). The na-
ture of both entanglement monotones is periodic in time and
the period depends on 6 (see Appendix F). We found that the
bounds (15) and (25) are relatively tighter for small values of
6 (ie., 8 € (0,1]) in comparison to larger values of 6 (i.e.,
6 > 1). See Fig. 1 and Appendix F. Here, by relatively tighter
we mean the gap between the evolution time and the time ob-
tained from the speed limits.

Open quantum dynamics.— Before we analytically and nu-
merically compute speed limits on the negativity (15) and
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FIG. 1: Here we depict Tcgy, and Tnsy, vs T € [0,0.7] for
given unitary process and we have taken § = 1, p = 0 and
= 0.1. If we plot Tcgr, and Txsr, vs 1" beyond the above
mentioned range the speed limit time start decreasing due to
decrease in value of negativity and concurrence.

Bell-CHSH observable (32) for bipartite quantum systems
evolving under non-unitary quantum dynamics, let us briefly
recall some concepts from open quantum systems. In case of
open quantum systems we assume that dynamics of extended
system (system + environment) is unitary and after tracing out
the environment, we get the evolution equation for open quan-
tum system. Under Markovian approximation, Eq. (4) and
Eq. (6) reduce to the following [124, 125]:

pr = —u[H, pi] + Z (2Lape L, = {L{La,pi}), (45)

Oy = 1[H, 01 + Y (2LLO;Lo — {LL Lo, O1}),  (46)

where {O1, 03} := 0105 + 0201 denotes anti-commutator
bracket, H is the Hamiltonian of the system, and L,’s
(represent coupling between system and environment) are
called Lindbladian operators or quantum jump operators. The
above equations are called Lindblad-Gorini-Kossakowski-
Sudarshan (LGKS) master equations.

Here we consider two spin-1/2 particles A and B each cou-
pled with environments F4 and Epg, respectively, where E 4
and F'p are not interacting with each other. We assume that
the system AB is initialised in a bipartite pure state pg of the
form

po = p[00) (00 + /(1 — p) p(|00) (11| + [11) (00])
+ (1 =p)[11) (1], (47)

where p € [0,1]. We consider Bell-CHSH observable 5, =
0. ® (z} + 6/) G+dde (6 - 6/) & with initial settings
(at t = 0) being b = cos(n)z + sin(n)z, a = 2, a’ = %,
b = cos(n)z — sin(n)Z and tan(n) = 2+/p (1 — p) [126].
We note that the settings for Bell-CHSH test need not remain
optimal as the settings evolve during the dynamical process.
Pure dephasing process.— We first consider pure dephas-

ing channel as an example of quantum correlation degrada-
tion process. The Lindbladian operators for pure dephas-

. . A
ing process are given as L = \/770;4 ® 1p and Ly =

B .
V5 1a® 0B, where 02 and oZ are Pauli operators act-

ing on system A and B, respectively, and v, v® € R denote
the strength of dephasing. The LGKS master equation gov-
erns time-evolution of the state p; in Schrodinger picture and
Bell-CHSH observable B; in Heisenberg picture,

d
—p =" (02 @15 (p) ol @ 1p — p;*?)

dt
+77 (La®o? (pfF)1a ol —p),  (@48)
d
B = YA (et @ 1p (By) ol @ 15 — By)
+7P (la@ ol (B)1awo? - B,). (49)
The respective solutions to Eq. (48) and Eq. (49) are
pr = p|00) (00 + v/p (1 — p)e~*7* (|00) (11| + [11) (00])
+ (1 —p) [11) (11], (50)
B, = 2cos(n) (|00) (00| —|01) (01| — [10) (10| + [11) (11])
+ 2sin(n)e~*7* (|00) (11| + |10) (01] + |01) (10]
+ [11) (00]), (51)

where we have assumed that dephasing rate of both environ-
ments are equal to . To estimate bounds on the negativity
(15) and Bell-CHSH observable (32), we need the following
quantities:

AN (pr) — AN (po)l = Vp—p> (1 —e "), (52)

|eor=)|, =8y (Vo=72) e, (53)
(B1) py — (Bo)pe| = 4/ (p — p?) | (1 — e™*") sin(n)|,

(54)

min {A®, A}, A%} = 8ysin(n)e . (55)

We can analytically verify that the speed limit (15) on the neg-
ativity is tight (we get 7' = Txgy,) for arbitrary choice of pa-
rameter v and hence it is attainable for pure dephasing pro-
cess.

In Fig. 2, we plot Tpqst, (32) vs T € [0,0.15] for pure
dephasing process and we have considered v = 1 and p €
{0.25,0.50,0.66}. We find that the the Bell-nonlocal correla-
tion degrade faster for p € {0.25,0.66} (non-maximally en-
tangled state) in comparison to p = 0.50 (maximally entan-
gled state). Furthermore, we found that the bound (32) tight
and attainable for pure dephasing process when v = 1 and
p = 0.50.

Depolarising process— We next consider depolarising
process as an example of quantum correlation degradation
process. For depolarising process, the Lindbladian operators

are given as L = \/ %ot © 15 and LP = V1A ®of
fori,j € {1,2,3}, where o/* and Jf’ are Pauli operators act-
ing on A and B, respectively, and v4,7% € R denote the

strength of depolarising. The time evolution of bipartite state
p¢ in Schrodinger’s picture and Bell-CHSH observable 5; in
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FIG. 2: Here we depict Tgqsr, (32) vs T bounds for pure
dephasing process and we have taken v = 1 and
p € {0.25,0.50,0.66}.

Heisenberg’s picture respectively are governed by LGKS mas-
ter equation and given as

d A

© S e 1 o o 10— )

)
iingl
I

3
Z]lA®U (p1)La®of —pi), (56)

i=1
d S A
& t:TZ(Ui(g]].B(Bt)O' ®]].B*Bt)
=1
yB S
+7 2 (La®al B)la®ol —B). (57)
i=1

The respective solutions to Eq. (56) and Eq. (57) are

1
pr = ie_'yt (2p + cosh(~yt) — 1) |00) (00|

+v/p (1= p)e”" (|00) (11| +[11) (00])

+ %e*w sinh(~vt) (J01) (01| + |10) (10])

+ %efvt (1 —2p + cosh(t)) |11) (11, (58)

By = q(]00) (00[ 4 [11) (11]) 4 7 (|01) (01] 4-[10) (10[)
+2e~ 27 (]00) (11| 4 |10) (01| + |01) (10
+ [11) (00]), (59)

where we assumed 74 = B = 4, ¢ =

177" (4 cos(n) cosh(yt) — 4 cos(n) sinh(+t)), and
h = Le " (4cos(n)sinh(yt) — 2cos(n)(cosh(yt) —
1) — 2cos( )(cosh(yt) + 1)). To estimate bounds on the
negativity (15) and Bell-CHSH observable (32), we need the
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(a) Tnst vs T with initial state parameter
p € {0.50,0.66}.
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(b) Tqsr vs 1" with initial state parameter
p € {0.25,0.50,0.66}.

FIG. 3: For depolarising process with v = 1, we depict
Tnst (15) vs T in (a) and Tpqst, (32) vs 1" in (b).

following quantities:

A (or) = A (o)l = 7 (14 4T pp) 2 (e —1),
(60)
o] = S (¥ (Va7 +va s )
+ﬁ(\/&+\/5)), 61)
(Br) oo — (Bo)po| =2 (1 — ") [g(n,p)], (62)

min {AF, A}, AT} = 27e27t( 2 — 2¢/cos?(2n)

\/1—sm (2n) + \/sm (2n) —|—1>

(63)
where g(n,p) = cos(n) + 2sin(n)y/p(1-p),
a = Yl (1-16p(p—1)) . a =
ye (1 —2p)ert —1)°, B = 8/ (1-p),

and b = 8\/76*3“” (14 (1 —2p)ert)?.
sion for min {A$, A}, A%} is only valid in the range of
p € [0.05,0.95] and Eq. (60) is only valid in range 0 < v < 1.

The above expres-



In Fig. 3, we plot Tnsy, (15) vs T and Tgqsr, (32) vs T
for depolarising process and we have considered v = 1. For
Tsqst, we have taken p € {0.25,0.50,0.66} and for Tisgr,
we have taken p € {0.50,0.66}. We observe that the Bell-
nonlocal correlation degrades faster for p € {0.25,0.66}
(non-maximally entangled state) in comparison to p = 0.50
(maximally entangled state). We note that the bound (32) is
tight and attainable for the given depolarising process when
v = 1 and p = 0.50. Also, the bound (15) is tight and at-
tainable for the given depolarising process when v = 1 and
p = {0.50,0.66}. We also have estimated the speed limits
on entanglement and Bell-CHSH observable. See Appendix 5
for detailed calculation.

V. CONCLUSION

An important aspect of developing quantum devices is
linked to the understanding of the rates at which quantum
resources are consumed or generated [7, 29, 111]. The rate
at which correlations change for any given quantum process
is critical for designing the architecture of quantum proces-
sors as well as to control the dynamical evolution of quan-
tum systems for desired information processing or computa-
tion tasks [127-129]. In this work, we introduced speed limits
on some of the entanglement monotones like negativity and
concurrence and also some other correlations like quantum
mutual information and Bell-CHSH observable. These speed
limits provide lower bound on the minimal time required to
bring certain amount of change in these correlations for bi-
partite quantum systems undergoing time-evolution. We have
also discussed a few cases of practical processes for which
some of these speed limits are attainable and hence can be
considered to be tight. As a byproduct of the scenarios we
consider in this paper, we are also able to improve upon the
speed limit on the von Neumann entropy derived in Ref. [8].
It is important to note that standard speed limits answer the
fundamental question of how fast quantum systems can evolve
over time, while our work provides limits on the rates at which
we can create or destroy correlations through physical pro-
cesses or how fast quantum devices can consume these cor-
relations to perform a given task (as correlations can be valu-
able resources in quantum information and computing tasks.
As a future direction, we leave open questions to derive (tight)
speed limits on correlational measures beyond those discussed
in this paper, for an instance, multipartite nonlocal quantum
correlations [117, 118, 130].
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Appendix A: Partial Transpose operation

For an arbitrary operator X 4 g defined on H 45 and a fixed
orthonormal basis {|a)} 4, the partial transpose I' is defined
as the following linear map

Xt =T4Xap) => (o) (Bl®1p)Xan(|a) (B|@1p),
a,B
(A1)
where I'4 is tensor product of two maps 7' (transpose oper-
ator on H4) and 1. Map I'B can also be defined in similar
way.
A bipartite quantum state p 4 is called separable if it can
be written in the following form:

paB = Y pi|0a)til 4 @ 16Xl 5, (A2)

for some probability distribution {p; }; and sets {|1;) , }; and
{|¢:) g} of pure states. Let SEP(A; B) denotes the set of
separable states defined on H 4. Under the action of partial
transpose map, set of separable states remains a closed set i.e.,
I'4pap) € SEP(A; B),VYpap € SEP(4; B). If the action
of partial transposition map on a state yields operator which
is positive semidefinite, then the state is said to be positive
partial transposition (PPT) (see ). That is, pap € D(Hag)
is a PPT state if T'®(pag) > 0, which also implies that
I'4(pag) > 0. If a quantum state pap € D(Hap) corre-
sponds to a separable bipartite state then TZ(p45) > 0 but
the converse statement is true if and only if both the quantum
systems A and B are either qubit or one is qubit and the other
is qutrit [82, 87]. For a 1 & 1-mode Gaussian state p4p, the
positive partial transposition is necessary and sufficient crite-
rion for separability [131]. If p4p is not separable then it is
entangled. There are some special type of entangled states
called “maximally entangled” states. If p4 g is maximally en-
tangled and we perform any local measurement on subsystem
A or B, then we gain no information about the preparation of
the state; instead we merely generate a random bit.

Appendix B: Operator Functions

Let O be a normal operator acting on a Hilbert space H, i.e.,
O'O = OO'. The kernel of O is the span of the eigenvec-
tors of O corresponding to its zero eigenvalues. The support
supp(O) of O is the subspace of H orthogonal to its kernel.
Let {«;}; be the set of eigenvalues of O and {|a;)}; be the
corresponding set of eigenvectors of O. Then O can be writ-
ten as follows:

0= ailai)al, (B1)

which is called a spectral decomposition of O. The projection
onto the support supp(O) of O is denoted by

o = Z EACAR (B2)

i #0



If f is a real valued function with domain Dom( ), then f(O)
is defined as

foy= >

i:a; €EDom( f)

f(oq,) |061:><Oéi| . (B3)

Appendix C: Speed limit for observable

The expectation value of the observable O, is given as

(01), = 12(Oo4(p)) = tr(2](C0)p). (€D
where ®; is generator of dynamics, O; = ®;(Op) and p is the
given state of bipartite quantum system. The time evolution
of the observable O is given by the following equation,

d
—O; = LT0y]. C2
ETha: (O] (€2)
Let us take the average of Eq (C2) in the bipartite state p and
its absolute value. By applying the Holder’s inequality in-
equality, we obtain the following inequality

<lelh[I£0d], < lelL]I£704]

d
o0, I,

< ol It @d],.  (©3)

The above inequality (C3) is the upper bound on that the rate
of change of expectation value of the observable evolving un-
der given dynamics. After integrating the above equation with
respect to time ¢, we then obtain the following unified bound

‘<OT>p — <00>p| 1 1 1
T >T -7 A\TUp el
o Il TNAF AL AR S
(C4)
where A = TfO dtH£T (Oy) ‘ for @ € {1,2,00} is the

evolution speed of the observable of the given system. For
the given dynamics, the bound given in (C4) determines how
fast the expectation value of the observable changes in time
(cf. [107]).

Appendix D: Hermiticity after partial transposition

Consider a bipartite system AB with Hilbert space Hap
and density matrix p 4. If {|cv;) 4 }+ are the orthonormal basis
of H 4 and {|3;) g }: are the orthonormal basis of H g then the
density matrix of AB takes the general form

pap= Y. s la) (@[, @8) (. O
{a,0/,3,8"}

dhe= > (a55) la (el ®18) (8l
{a,@/,8,6"}
= Y (55) e 8@l )
{a,0',,8"}

11

The density operator p4p is a hermitian i.e. pL B = PAB-

Now, comparing coefficients of p4p and pTA 5> we find the
(e a/

following condition on the coefficient az’ s,
agy = (ag5) - (D3)
The partial transpose pZ

T a,a’
Pip= D aghla) |, @18) (Bl (DA
{a,0’,8,8'}
(hp) = >
{a,0/,8,8'}
= > (a55) Iyl @ 18) (Bl OS)
{a,0,8,8"}

Using (D3) it can be shown that partial transpose of a den-
sity operator is hermitian.

can be written as

(a5:5) 1o fal @ 18) (8]

Appendix E: Alternative proof of Theorem 1

Proof. The negativity of time evolved bipartite state p, given
by

S | NG — (E1)

After differentiating the above equation with respect to time ¢,
we obtain

*N(Pt) (‘P

—1
(Yol + o137 ).
(E2)

Let us now consider the absolute value of the above equation
and apply the property |tr(A)| < tr|A|. We then obtain the
following inequality

d s (\p
(E3)

dt
where (p1?)t = pl's Appendix D ian-
p: )T = p; P (see Appendix D). Let us use the trian
gular inequality for further simplification. We then obtain

1 T
= 2“("’ ) - §Hpﬁ
The above inequality (E4) is the upper bound on that the rate

of change of the negativity of the quantum system evolving
under given dynamics. After integrating the above equation

with respect to time ¢, we obtain
/Tdt L i < 1/Tdth'TB =1/Tdt||£(pTB)H
A T =3 tlh T2, k v

— N (pt)

|G@Fetote + (o)t

4 )| <

T (E4)

(E5)
From the above inequality, we get the desired bound:
2| (pr) — A (po)]
T> . E6

O



Appendix F: Tnst, and 7Tcsy, for nonlocal Hamiltonian

Using Eq. (43) and Eq (44) we can check that the negativ-
ity and concurrence are periodic functions in time for given
unitary dynamics with nonlocal Hamiltonian H ;{B and period
can be altered by changing the value of 6 = p; — p,,. Itis
clear from Fig. 4a and Fig. 4c that the time period of negativ-
ity and square of concurrence is higher for small values of 6.
From Fig. 4b and Fig. 4d it is observed that our corresponding
speed limits are relatively tighter for small values of 6.

Appendix G: Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. The square of the concurrence of time evolved bipartite
pure state ¢, given by

€2 () = tr(pR(Y))),

After differentiating the above equation with respect to time ¢,
we obtain

(GL)

d I * Ik
SE W) =t (WR()) + 1 (WRE)), (@)
where R(-) = o, ® g,(-)oy ® o,. Let us now consider the
absolute value of the above equation and apply triangular in-
equality |A + B| < |A| 4 |B|. We then obtain the following
inequality

d s
&% (Vr)

< |tr (z/}tR(z/J;‘))’ + |tr

(R(l/)t)lﬁ.t*) ‘ . (G3)

Using Liouville-von Neumann equation v, = 7 [, Hy] for
unitary dynamics, the above inequality can be expressed as

%%fzwa < %Htr([wt,m]mmn
) ([, H)®)]-

By applying triangular inequality once more on the above in-
equality, we then obtain

+ [tr(R(¢r (G4)

< SR + lor(HuteR(7))

+ [tr(R($0) (e He) )|+ [tr(R($e) (Hithe) ) ]
(G5)

d 2
acg (Y1)

Let us apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality |tr(AB)| <

\/tr(AtA)tr(BTB). We then obtain the following inequal-
ity

3%2 (Y1) \/tr RW{)IR(WY)) \/tl" Vi HY)
(R R er(und?)”. (GO
Since 1) is pure state, it implies that /tr(R(¢;)TR(¢¥})) =

1, \/tr

wt TR ’(/Jt)) = 1 and tr(’(/JtH2)* = tI'(’(/JtHQ).
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FIG. 4: Here we depict square of the concurrence and
negativity vs 7" in Fig. 4a and Fig. 4c. In Fig. 4b and Fig. 4d,
we depict Tnsr, and Tgr, vs T with 8 = {0.5, 2} and initial
state with p = 0.



Therefore, we can rewrite the above equation as

4
< 7V tr(y HE).

The above inequality (G7) is the upper bound on that the rate
of change of square of the concurrence of the quantum system
evolving under unitary dynamics. After integrating the above
equation with respect to time ¢, we obtain

T 4 T
/0 < /0 Vi HR YA (G8)

From the above inequality, we get the desired bound:

RG> (dr) — G2 (o)
T=7 AG

d s
&(f (vt) (G7)

d s
acg (¥r)

. (G9)
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Appendix H: Alternative speed limit on Bell-CHSH correlations

In this section, we derive speed limits for Bell-CHSH ob-
servable whose dynamics governed by separable map. The
separable dynamics degrade the Bell-CHSH correlation. Ex-
pectation value of Bell-CHSH observable at time ¢ is given
by

tr(¢¢(p)B) = tr(dr(p)ar © br) + tr(de(p)az @ ba), (HI)
where a; = 4.3, ay = a'.3, by = (13 + 5’).6’ and by = (6 —
b’).5. The above equation can be rewritten as

tr(p6] (B)) = tr(p] (a1 @ b)) + tr(pgf (az © b)). (H)

Let us differentiate above equation with respect to time t, we
then obtain

dt
(H3)

where Lap = L4 ® idg +id4 ®LpE, id4 and idp are the
identity super-operators corresponding to system A and B re-
spectively. Let us take the absolute value of the above equa-
tion and applying the triangular inequality, we get

<|tr(pLalair) @ Lp(bir))]

+ |tr(pLa(az) ® Lp(bar))] -

Let us apply the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we then obtain
the following inequality

d
\&mw»

(H4)

<Vtr(p?)([[Lalair) @ L (bie)ll,
+ [|[La(azt) @ Lp(bat)]|5)-

After integrating the above equation with respect to time ¢, we
then obtain the following bound

|<BT>p — <Bo>p‘

Vir(p?)AZ

d
5B

(H5)

T > TqsL = (H6)

L t2(0y) = tr(pL alar)®Lin(bun)) +r(pL alaz) DL (bar),
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where AB = fOTdt(HEA(alt)®£B(b1t)H2 +
[La(azt) @ Lp(bat)l]5)-
The above abound describes how fast Bell-CHSH correla-

tion degrades under separable dynamics.

Appendix I: Proof of speed limit on quantum mutual
information (33)

Proof. Consider wi'? := pf' @ pf to be an initial state (at
t = 0) of the quantum system before interaction or dynamics
begin. The relative entropy of the time evolved quantum state
wy with respect to wy is given as

D (wi]|wo) = tr{w; Inwy — wy Inwg}, 1)

where supp(w;) C supp(wp) for all ¢ > 0. After differentiat-
ing above equation with respect to time ¢, we then obtain [132]
(see also Theorem 1 of Ref.[12])

d

ED (willwo) = tr (L (we) (Mg Inwy — Mg lnwy)), (12)
where II; denotes the projection onto the support of w;. Tak-
ing the absolute value of the terms in the above equation and
applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we get

d
— D (wil[wo)

& < )l T s — Tho Il (1)

As Inw, is defined on the support of w;, we have

d
— D (willwo)

" < Le(we) |5 wy — Inwgl|,. (I4)

After integrating above equation with respect to time ¢, we
obtain

D (wr|lwo)

T> ————= I5
> A as)
where AY = %fOT dt|| L (we) ||y Inwy — Inwpl[,. Let use
the fact D (wr||lwo) > min D (wr||lwe) = I(A; B)wy, we

{rgp¥

then obtain

S 1 (A4 B)wT ”
> T 16)
O

Appendix J: Proof of speed limit on the entropy (34)

Consider the state of a quantum system A evolving under
quantum dynamics at time ¢ is given by p;. Then the entropy
of the quantum system at time ¢ is given by

S(pt) = —tr{p: In pi}. Jdn



It is standard convention that 01ln 0 = 0. After differentiating
the above equation with respect to time ¢, we obtain [12, 132]

d .
3 900) = —tr{pi npt} = —tr{Ly(pf) Inpi'}. (2)

Let us now consider the absolute value of the above equation
and apply the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. We then obtain the
following inequality

%5(,};&) = [tr{L(p;") In p{'}|

< 12|, I o),

where In p; is defined on the support of p;. The above in-
equality (J3) is the upper bound on that the rate of change of
the entropy of the quantum system evolving under given dy-
namics. After integrating above equation with respect to time
t, we obtain

T T
d
/ dt‘dtS(pf) S/ 1£e(oM) ||, I pft]| a2 (34
0 0
From the above inequality, we get the desired bound:

T 1S(p$) — S(p)]
> I

where Ar = L [Tdt|| L, (pf)|,||n pf*
speed of entropy.

Note that if we further apply the Cauchy-—Schwarz inequal-
ity in Eq. (J4) as done in the proof argument of Theorem 1 of
Ref. [8], we get comparatively weaker bound, see Eq. (6) of
Ref. [8]. This observation of using the Cauchy—Schwarz in-
equality only once also allows for obtaining tighter bounds for
other informational measures discussed in Ref. [8].

(J3)

; Js)

H2 is the evolution

Appendix K: Amplitude Damping Process

We now consider dynamical processes describable by
amplitude-damping channel. The Lindbladian operators for

amplitude damping process are given as L;“mp =4/ %Uﬁ‘ ®

= \/glA ® 0B, where 04 = |1) (0| , and

o8 = |1) (0| 5 are spin lowering operators and v4,7% € R
denote the strength of amplitude damping. The LGKS mas-
ter equation governs the time evolution of bipartite state p; in
Schrodinger picture and Bell-CHSH observable B; in Heisen-
berg picture:

d A

= 7(20f ®1p(pr)of @ 1p — {ofo? @ 1, pi*P})

1 and L2

amp

B
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where 04 = [0) (1| , and o = |0) (1] 5 are spin raising oper-
ator corresponding to A and B respectively. The solutions of
the above equations for amplitude damping process is given
by

pe = pe”27"100) (00] + /(1 — p)pe™7* (|00) (11| +[11) (00|)
+pe~ 27" (&7 — 1) (|01) (01| + |10) (10])
4 (1—p+pe 2 (7 — 1)) |11) (11], (K3)
By = e~ (8cos(n) — 8 cos(n)e? + 2cos(n)e*?") [00) (00|
+ e 7" (2cos(n)e™ — 4cos(n)) (]01) (01| + |10) (10])
+ 2cos(n) |11) (11| + 2sin(n)e~"* (J00) (11| + |10) (01]
+ ]01) (10| + |11) (00]|) , (K4)

where we assumed 74 = v2 = ~. To estimate bounds on the
negativity (15) and Bell-CHSH observable (32), we need the
following quantities:

A (o) = A (po)| = | e (=l =)™ +pe”" — p)
—Vp =P, (K5)

=e 2 <62'Yt (\/c —2Vd + \/c - 2\/8)

(K6)

2ot

+ 27t + 2’yp) ,

‘<BT>PO - <BO>P0| =

e sin(n)y/1 — p+2 005(77)\/2;‘
4y/pe " (e = 1), K7)

min {AF, A}, AT} = 2ve > <\/1 —d+vd+1

e -2T=am),

where ¢, d, ¢/, and d’ are functions of ~, ¢, and p such that
¢ = yPpe= Mt (—dpe? +4p+e¥t), d = 4* (e7O) (1 -

PP (7 = 2)°, ¢ = \/vzp%‘w (et —1)%, and d' =
sin(2n).

Note that Eq. (K8) is only valid in the interval ¢ € [0, 0.15].

In Fig. 5a, we plot Txst, (15) vs T where T' € [0,0.50]
for amplitude damping process when v = 1 and p €
{0.25,0.50,0.66}. We find that the negativity degrades faster
for p € {0.50,0.66} in comparison to p = 0.25. We note
that the speed limit on the negativity (15) is not tight for given

(K8)

+ 77(2]1,4 ®cB(p)la®@o? — {14 ® 0a?, p;*P}), amplitude damping process.

(K1)
d _ﬁ A A [ A_A
dtl’)’t— 5 (208 @1p(By)ol @ 1p —{of0l ® 1p,B;})
B
+%(21A®0’f(8t)]114®0’§_{]1A®Jﬁo'é78t})a
(K2)

In Fig. 5b, we plot Tqst, (32) vs T where T' € [0, 0.50]
for amplitude damping process when v = 1 and p €
{0.25,0.50,0.66}. We find that the Bell-CHSH correlation
degrades faster for p € {0.25,0.66} (non-maximally entan-
gled state) in comparison to p = 0.50 (maximally entangled
state). We note that the bound (32) is tight and attainable for
amplitude damping process when v = 1 and p = 0.50.
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FIG. 5: For amplitude damping process with v = 1, we
depict Tist, (15) vs T'in (a) and Tqst. (32) vs T"in (b).
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