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INFORMATION TRANSMISSION UNDER MARKOVIAN NOISE

SATVIK SINGH AND NILANJANA DATTA

ABSTRACT. We consider an open quantum system undergoing Markovian dynamics, the latter
being modelled by a discrete-time quantum Markov semigroup {®" },,cw, resulting from the action
of sequential uses of a quantum channel ®, with n € N being the discrete time parameter. We
find upper and lower bounds on the one-shot e-error information transmission capacities of ®" for a
finite time n € N and € € [0, 1) in terms of the structure of the peripheral space of the channel ®. We
consider transmission of (4) classical information (both in the unassisted and entanglement-assisted
settings); (4¢) quantum information and (4i7) private classical information.

1. INTRODUCTION

The time evolution of an open quantum system, i.e. one which interacts with its surroundings, can
be considered to be Markovian when the interactions are assumed to be weak. In this scenario, the
dynamics of the system can be modelled by a quantum Markov semigroup (QMS). More precisely,
let A denote an open quantum system with the associated finite-dimensional Hilbert space H 4 and
the algebra L£(#H 4) of linear operators acting on H4. Then, in the discrete-time case, the QMS
is given by {®"},en, where ® : L(Ha) — L(Ha) is a quantum channel (i.e. a linear completely
positive trace-preserving map), ®” = ® o & --- o & denotes the n-fold composition of ® with itself,
and n € N plays the role of the discrete time parameter. The nomenclature is justified by the fact
that {®"},cn satisfies the semigroup property: &+ = ®" o &™ for n,m € N.

In this paper, we analyze the information-transmission capacities of a discrete-time QMS {®" },,c\,
for which we use the acronym dQMS. Note that since n sequential uses of ® corresponds to a single
use of ®", we are interested in the one-shot information-transmission capacities of ®™ for n € N.
Put differently, we consider the task of storing information in an open quantum system A in such
a way that the information can be reliably recovered (with some error ¢ € [0,1)) after the system
is left to evolve according to the dQMS {®"},cn for some finite time n € N. This problem was
recently studied in [SRD24] in the asymptotic time limit n — oo for error e = 0 (see also [GFY16,
Section V]), and in [FRT24] in the asymptotic time limit n — oo for error € € [0, 1).

As is well-known, a quantum channel has several kinds of information-transmission capacities.
These depend, for example, on the nature of the information being transmitted (classical or quan-
tum), whether there are any auxiliary resources that the sender and receiver might employ in the
information-transmission task (e.g. pre-shared entanglement), and whether the information to be
transmitted is private, i.e. required to be inaccessible to an eavesdropper. In view of these con-
siderations, we study the classical, quantum, entanglement-assisted classical, and private classical
capacities in this paper.

Note that in the familiar asymptotic, memoryless setting of quantum Shannon theory, one evalu-
ates capacities of a quantum channel, ®, in the parallel setting. This corresponds to evaluating the
optimal rate of information transmission through ®®" in the limit n — oo, under the requirement
that the error incurred in the transmission vanishes in this limit. In contrast, here we consider
information transmission through ® in the sequential setting, that is, through n sequential uses of
®. In addition, we focus on the more realistic scenario in which we consider using ® a finite number
of times in succession (i.e. n < oo) and allow a non-zero probability of error (say, ¢ € [0,1)) in
transmitting the information through ®".

1


http://arxiv.org/abs/2409.17743v1

2 SATVIK SINGH AND NILANJANA DATTA

Layout of the paper: In Section 2 we introduce the relevant mathematical notation and defi-
nitions, as well as the information-processing tasks (or protocols) considered in this paper. Our
main result is stated in Theorem 3.1. The theorem provides upper and lower bounds on the one-
shot e-error capacities of ®" for finite n € N in terms of the structure of the peripheral space of
®. Some technical lemmas which are used in the proof of Theorem 3.1 are stated and proved in
Appendix A. The corresponding upper and lower bounds on the one-shot e-error capacities of ®"
in the asymptotic time limit (n — oo) are stated in Corollary 3.3.

2. PRELIMINARIES

We denote quantum systems by capital letters A, B,C' and the associated (finite-dimensional)
Hilbert spaces by Ha,Hp and H¢o with dimensions d 4, dp and d¢, respectively. For a joint system
AB, the associated Hilbert space is Ha ® Hp. The space of linear operators acting on H 4 is
denoted by L£(#H4) and the convex set of quantum states or density operators (these are positive
semi-definite operators in £L(H 4) with unit trace) is denoted by D(H 4). For a unit vector |¢) € H 4,
the pure state |¢)¢)| € D(Ha) is denoted by ¥. A quantum channel ® : L(H4) — L(Hp) is a
linear, completely positive, and trace preserving map. By Stinespring’s dilation theorem, for a
quantum channel ® : L(Ha) — L(HB), there exists an isometry V : Hqa — Hp @ Hp (called
the Stinespring isometry) such that for all X € £L(Ha), ®(X) = Trg(VXVT), where Trp denotes
the partial trace operation over the F subsystem. The corresponding complementary channel
¢ . L(Ha) — L(HE) is then defined as ®¢(X) = Trp(VXVT). The adjoint ®* of a quantum
channel ® : L(H4) — L(Hp) is defined through the following relation: Tr(Y ®(X)) = Tr(®*(Y)X)
for any X € L(Ha) and Y € L(Hp).

Remark 2.1. To make the systems on which an operator or a channel acts more explicit, we
sometimes denote operators X € L(H4) and linear maps ® : L(Ha) — L(HB) by X4 and 4,5,
respectively.

For a bipartite operator Xp4 and a linear map ® 4,5, we use the shorthand ® 4, 5(Xg4) to
denote (idr®@®P 4 5)(XRga), where idg is the identity map on L(Hpg). Similarly, Xz and X 4 denote
the reduced operators on R and A, respectively, i.e. Xg := Try X4 and X4 := Trg Xga.

The trace norm of a linear operator X € £(H ) is defined as || X||; := Tr VX tX. The diamond
norm of a linear map ® : L(Ha) — L(Hp) is defined as

[@[ls := sup [[®ap(Xra)ll, (1)
X1, <1

where the supremum if over all X € L(Hr ® Ha) with dg = da and || X||; < 1. We denote the
operator norm of X € L(H4) by || X|| -
The max-relative entropy between two positive semi-definite operators p,o € L(H ) is defined

as [Dat09b]:

Dax(pllo) :=loginf{\: p < Ao}, (2)
where the infimum over an empty set is assumed to be +00. When suppp C suppo,

Dinax(pllo) = log [o=/2p0 12 . (3)

o

The max-relative entropy is quasi-convex: for positive semi-definite operators {p; }i, {0:}: C L(HAa):

Dmax (Z Pi

Moreover, if for each i, p; and o; are supported on a subspace H; C Ha such that for i # j,
H; L H;j, the inequality above becomes an equality.

Z%‘) < mzax Dmax(pi”o'i)- (4)
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The e—hypothesis testing relative entropy between a state p € D(H 4) and a positive semi-definite
operator o € L(H ) with € € [0,1] is defined as follows [WR12]:

Di(pllo) = —log B (pllo), (5)
where
15 — 3 . —
B (pllo) == OSH/{i]l{TrAO’ :TrAp>1—¢}. (6)

The e—hypothesis testing relative entropy of entanglement of a state pap is defined as

Ej(A:B),:= _inf  Dj
H( )P crABEéIElP(A:B) I{(pAB”O'AB)7 (7)

where the infimum is over the set SEP(A : B) of all separable states in D(Ha ® Hp).
The e—hypothesis testing relative entropy of entanglement of a channel ® 4_, g is defined as

E€ d) :=su _E‘E R:szsu inf D€ d o 7 8
7(®) PRE T ( ) pREURBESEP(RZB) 7 (®a-B(prA)lloRB) (8)

where the supremum is over all states pr4 and wrp = P4 B(pra). It can be shown that the
supremum here can be restricted to pure states 1r4 with dg = da.

2.1. Classical communication. An (.#,¢) classical communication protocol with .# € N and
e € 10,1) for a channel ®4_, p consists of the following:

e Encoding states p} that Alice uses to encode a message m € 4] :={1,2,...,.4}.
e Decoding POVM {A% },,c[.#) that Bob uses to decode the message,

such that for each message m,
TYAB(Pap(p)] > 1. (9)
The one-shot e—error classical capacity of ® is defined as
C.(®) := sup{log A : (A ,¢) classical communication protocol for ® with & < ¢}. (10)
Remark 2.2. In the literature, one-shot communication capacities are usually denoted as Cg(l)(CI)).

Howewver, since all the capacities considered in this paper are one-shot, we omit the superscript (1)
for notational simplicity.

2.2. Private classical communication. An (.#,¢) private classical communication protocol
through a channel ® 4, g consists of the following:

e Encoding states p'} that Alice uses to encode a message m € [.Z].
e Decoding POVM {A% },.c.#) with an associated channel Dp_, v defined as
D() =, Tr(AE(+)) Im)m|,,, that Bob uses to decode the message,

such that for each message m,
E(lm)m|y, ® op, Dpmr 0 Vaspe(pd)) 21—, (11)

where o is some fixed state independent of m and Va_,gg(-) = V(-)VT, where V : Hq — Hp@HE
is a Stinespring isometry of ® 4_,p. By using the data processing inequality for the fidelity function,
it is easy to show that the above condition implies:

m: TAR(@asp(pf)] > 1-c, (12)
Flop, @9 ,5(p%)) 21—k, (13)
where @4 _, » denotes a quantum channel which is complementary to ®4_,p.
The one-shot e—error private classical capacity of @ is defined as

CP(®) := sup{log .# : (A ,€) private classical communication protocol for ® with € <e}. (14)
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2.3. Entanglement-assisted classical communication. An (.Z,¢) entanglement-assisted clas-
sical communication protocol through a channel ® 4,5 consists of the following;:

e An entangled state 14 shared between Alice and Bob,
e Encoding channels £7)_, , that Alice uses to encode a message m € [.Z],
e Decoding POVM {A'5p }mel.z) that Bob uses to decode the message,

such that for each message m,

TR (Pasp 0 €5 a(bap))] > 1 - e. (15)

The one-shot e—error entanglement-assisted classical capacity of ® is defined as
C(P) := sup{log A : I(A &) entanglement-assisted (16)
classical communication protocol for ® with £ < e}. (17)

2.4. Quantum communication. A (d,e) quantum communication protocol (€4/_4,Dpg_p/) for
a channel ® 4, consists of the following (d = da = dp/):

e An encoding channel £4/_, 4 that Alice uses to encode quantum information,
e A decoding channel Dg_, g that Bob uses to decode the information,

such that for every pure state ¥ ga

(Yrp/| D 0o ®aspoEarsa(rar) [Yrp) =21 —¢€. (18)
The one-shot e—error quantum capacity of ® is defined as

Qe (®) := sup{logd : 3(d, &) quantum communication protocol for ® with & < e}. (19)

2.5. Spectral properties of quantum channels. Let ® : £(H4) — L£(Ha) be a quantum
channel. Then, ® admits a Jordan decomposition [Wol12, Chapter 6]

b = Z NP +N; with N;P; = P;N; = N; and ’P{Pj = (5,']'772', (20)

where the sum runs over the distinct eigenvalues \; of ®, P; are projectors (i.e. PZ? = P;) whose
rank equals the algebraic multiplicity of \;, and N; denote the corresponding nilpotent operators.

All the eigenvalues A of ® satisfy |A] < 1, and A = 1 is always an eigenvalue. Moreover, all
eigenvalues A with |A| = 1 have equal algebraic and geometric multiplicities, so that A; = 0 for all

such eigenvalues. As n — oo, we expect the image of
P":=PoPo...0d (21)
N—_—
ntimes
to converge to the peripheral space x(®) := span{X € L(H4) : ?(X) = AX,|\| = 1}. We define
the asymptotic part of ® and the projector onto the peripheral space, respectively, as follows:
Poo:= » AP and P= Y P, (22)
i | \i|=1 i | \i|=1

Clearly, ®o, = ®oo 0 P = P o &,. Notably, both & : L(Ha) — L(Ha) and P : L(H4) —
L(H ) arise as limit points of the set {®"},cn [SRW14, Lemma 3.1]. Since the set of quantum
channels acting on H 4 is closed, both ®,, and P are quantum channels themselves. As n increases,
|®@™ — @ ||, approaches zero. More precisely, the convergence behavior is like

||<I>n - <I>go||<> < ’{an (23)

where p < 1 is the spectral radius of ® — &, (i.e. p is the magnitude of the largest eigenvalue of
® — &) and x depends on the spectrum of ®, on n, and on the dimension d4 of H4 [SRW14]. The
dependence of k on n is sub-exponential, which captures the fact that for large n, the convergence
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is governed by an exponential decay as u™. It is known that there exists a decomposition H4 =
Ho & @szl Hi,1 ® Hy 2 and positive definite states d;, € D(Hy 2) such that [Woll12, Chapter 6]:

K
X(®) = 0@ EP(L(Hr,1) @ k). (24)
k=1
Moreover, there exist unitaries U, € L(Hj,1) and a permutation m which permutes within subsets
of {1,2,..., K} for which the corresponding Hj,1’s have the same dimension, such that for any
K K
X=0&@Pu®d, wehave &(X)=08P Uz, 0. (25)
k=1 k=1

Given a channel ® : £L(H4) — L(Ha), the structure of its peripheral space x(®), i.e., the block
dimensions dj = dim M ; and the states d in Eq. (24), can be efficiently computed (see [FRT24,
Section 4] and references therein).

3. MAIN RESULT
We can now state and prove our main result.

Theorem 3.1. Let ® : L(H4) — L(Ha) be a quantum channel and (®™),en be the associated
dQMS. Then, for all e € [0,1) and n € N, the one-shot e—error capacities satisfy:

Qu(8") > log <m3x dk), (26)

CP(®") > log <mkax dk> , (27)

C(®") > log <Z dk> : (28)
k

C (@) > log (Z di) : (29)
k

Moreover, for all e € [0,1) and n large enough, the one-shot e—error capacities satisfy:

Q:(P") < log(mkaxdk> + log<m>7

P(dpn) <«
CP(® )_log(ml?xdk> +10g<1_5_,wn>

" 1
C.(d") < log( Ek dk> + 10g<71 — HM”)’ (32)

eaFHn 2 1
Ce (™) §log<§k dk) +log<71_g_lwn>. (33)

Here, dj, = dimHy 1 for k € {1,2,...,K} are the block dimensions in the decomposition of x(P)
(see Eq. (24)), p, k are constants that govern the convergence ||®" — ®Z ||, < ku™ — 0 as n — oo
(see Eq. (23)), and n is large enough so that € + ku™ < 1.

Remark 3.2. The achievability bounds in Eqs. (26)-(29) are obtained by constructing communi-
cation protocols that work with € = 0 error. It is unclear whether these bounds can be improved by
explicitly taking € into account. In this regard, we note that the achievability bounds in [FRT24]
on the quantum and classical capacities do take € into account and are slightly better than the ones



6 SATVIK SINGH AND NILANJANA DATTA

in Egs. (26),(28). However, the error criteria they consider when defining the capacities are of the
average kind, as opposed to the worst case error criteria that we employ.

Proof. We start by proving the achievability bounds in Egs. (26)-(29).

Achievability: Quantum communication (26)

Note that the action of a channel ® on its peripheral space x(®) is reversible [Wol12, Theorem
6.16], i.e., there exists a channel R : £L(Ha) — L(Ha) such that R o ® = P (which implies that
R"o®™ = P), where P is the projection onto the peripheral space (Eq. (22)). Thus, in the language
of [KLPLO6], all the #Hy 1 sectors in the decomposition in Eq. (24) are correctable for ®" for all
n € N. Corresponding subspaces C;, € H4 with dimCj, = dimH}, ; = dj, can be constructed using
[KLPLO6, Theorem 3.7] that satisfy the so-called Knill-Laflamme error-correction conditions for
o™ for all n € N [KL97], i.e. for all n € N and k, 3 channels R, : L(Ha) — L(H4) such that

YpeDCh):  (Ruko®)(VipVil) = ViV, (34)

where Vi : C, — H 4 is the canonical embedding of Ci into H 4. Thus, by choosing the encoding
&k L(C) = L(Ha) and decoding D, : L(Ha) — L(Cy) as follows:

E() = Vi)V, and Dpi() = Vi Rur( Vi + Tr[(]l — ViV Rk () ok (35)

where o), € D(C,) is some state, we see that D,, 0 ®" 0 &, = idc,, so that (&, Dy ) forms a (dy, €)
quantum communication protocol for ®” with ¢ = 0. Hence,

VYn € N,e € [0,1) : logml?xdk < Qo(P") < Q(P™). (36)

Achievability: Private classical communication (27)

For private classical communication, note that Qo(®) < CJ(®) holds for any channel ® (see
Lemma A.1), so that

vneNee(0,1): logmaxdy < Qo(@") < CF(0") < CP(O"). (37)

Achievability: Classical communication (28)

For classical communication, we can send Eszl dy, messages perfectly (i.e. with ¢ = 0 error)
through ®" for all n by using the encoding states {|ix)(ix| ® 0x} for & = 1,2,..., K and i} =
1,2,...,dy, where |i)(ix| are the diagonal matrix units in £(Hy 1) and 0 are given in Eq. (24).
Note that for each k, the state |iy)(ix| ® 0 is supported only on Hj 1 ® Hy 2. From the action of
® on its peripheral space (see Eq. (25)), it is clear that the outputs of these states under ®™ are
mutually orthogonal for all n and hence, are perfectly distinguishable. Hence,

K
VneN,e €[0,1): log <Z dk> < Co(d") < C (D). (38)
k=1

Achievability: Entanglement-assisted classical communication (29)

With entanglement assistance, we can perfectly transmit Zszl dz classical messages through "
for all n. To see this, we start with an entangled state

1
Va4 =3 Sy (b @61) € D(Ha @ Ha) = D(Gp(Har @ Hia @ Hi2)), (39)

where 1/),": € D(Ha ®Hp,1) are maximally entangled states of Schmidt rank dj, where dj, =
dim Hy, 1, and 05, are the positive definite states given in Eq. (24). For each k, we apply an orthog-
onal set of unitary operators in L(Hy, 1) locally on Hj 1 to encode dz many classical messages in
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orthogonal states!, thus encoding 3 i d% messages in total. The permutation4unitary action of ¢
on its peripheral space (Eq. (25)) ensures that these states remain orthogonal (and hence perfectly
distinguishable) after the action of ®; . , for all n. Thus,

K
VneN,ee0,1): log (Z di) < CE(D") < C (D). (40)
k=1

Next, we prove the converse bounds in Egs. (30)-(33).

The proofs of these bounds for the quantum, classical, and entanglement-assisted classical ca-
pacities start similarly and so we consider them together below. Let us fix ¢ € [0,1). Note
that ||®" — @2 ||, — 0 as n — oo and the convergence behaves like ||®" — ®7 ||, < xu”, so that
for n large enough such that ¢ + ku™ < 1, we can use Lemmas A.4 and A.7, and the fact that
O =P o P =Po® for all n to write

Qe(q)n) < Qs—l—n,u”(q)go) < Q6+/w" (,P)’ (41)
Ce(q)n) < Oe+nu”(q>go) < 06+fw” (P)v (42)
Ce(@") < Ot un (P5) < Clyun (P). (43)

Recall that P : L(Ha) — L(H ) is the channel that projects onto the peripheral space (Eq. (24))

=

X(®) =0 P (L(H,1) @ ), (44)

k=1

where the direct sum is with respect to the decomposition H 4 = Ho B @,[::1 Hy1 @ Hy,2. For our
purposes, we can assume that Hg is the zero subspace, so that the action of P becomes

VX € L(Ha): P(X)=

P~

Tro(Py X Py) ® O, (45)
k=1

where P, € L£L(H4) is the orthogonal projection that projects onto the block Hy 1 ® Hy 2 and Tro

denotes the partial trace over Hj 2. We refer the readers to Appendix B for justification of this
assumption.

Converse: Quantum communication (30)

For the quantum capacity, Lemma A.2 shows that

. 1
Qetrpn (P) < supinf Diax (Pa—a(Yra)|[lr ® 04) + 10g<m>- (46)

thra 74

We bound the first term above as follows. For a pure state ©)ra, we use Eq. (45) to write

Pasaltbra) = P /\k%k Trz [(1r ® Py (1 ® Pr)] @ 0 = €D Mk ® 6, (47)
! !

IThis is exactly the encoding scheme employed in the superdense coding protocol [BW92, Wer(01].
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where A\ = Tr [(1r ® Py)Y(1r ® Py)] and each 6y, is a state in D(Hp ® Hy,1). Thus, by choosing
04 = BpAp0r ® Ok, where oy, are arbitrary states in D(’Hk,l), we get

EB MIR® o ® 5k>
%

= inf max Dpax(Ok||lr ® o
{ok}r & (BellLr 2

inf Dinax(Pa—a(Yra)|[lr ® 04) < {in{ Diyax <EB MOk @ O
g Oksk
K

= mkaxinf Diax(0k||1g ® of)
Ok
< log max dp, (48)

where the first equality follows from quasi-convexity of Dyax (Eq. (4)), the second equality follows
from Lemma A.10, and the last inequality follows from the fact that for any state pap,

inf  Duax(paB|lla ® 0B) < Dmax(papl|la ® 1p/dp) < logdp. (49)
UED(HB)

Converse: Classical communication (32)
For the classical capacity, Lemma A.2 shows that
. 1
Cetrpn (P) < sup inf Diax(Pasa(pra)llpoy ® 04) +log| ———|. (50)
pma TA l—e—rp

For any classical-quantum (c-q) state ppra =Y, p(m) |m)(m| ® p'}', we can write

inf Dinax(Pa—a(para)lloy ® 04) = inf max Dinax(Paa(pd)]|oa) < log <Z dk) , (51
!

where the inequality follows by choosing o4 = (®;1; ® 6;)/ Y di and noting that for any state p,
its projection P(p) onto the peripheral space is dominated by @ (1 ® i) (see Eq. (45)).

Converse: Entanglement-assisted classical communication (33)
For the entanglement-assisted classical capacity, we again use Lemma A.2 to write

. 1
eeiﬁ,u” (P) < sup inf Dmax(PA—>A (¢RA)| |¢R ® UA) + log <17n> > (52)
Yra 74 —&— KU

where d = dg = dr. We note that the supremum in the above sum is achieved by the maximally
entangled state v}, = 1/d > 1| @ [i)Xj| =: Tra/d, where I'ga is the unnormalized maximally
entangled state (see [FWTB20, Remark 2]). Now, by using Eq. (45), we write

1 1
PA—)A(QpEA) = E @ Tro [(]lR X Pk)PRA(]lR X Pk)] ® O = E ekaek ® O, (53)
where 0, = Tro [(1g ® Py)Tra(lr ® Py)] is a positive operator in L(Hp ® H,1) with Tr 0 = dy.

Let us choose 04 = @pA,(1x/dy ® ), where {\;, = d3/> . d%}y is a probability distribution.
Then,

. 1
H;f DmaX(PAﬁA(QpEA)HTZJE X UA) < Dmax <a @ 9k ® 6k
k

1 1y

- Al —®46
-
:mkaXDmax <9k

o (1001 ) < s ) s (). 50
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which proves the desired result. Above, the first equality follows from quasi-convexity of Dpax
(Eq. (4)) and the second equality follows from Eq. (3).
Converse: Private classical communication (31)

The proof of the converse bound for private classical capacity requires a slightly different line
of argumentation. We again fix ¢ € [0,1) and note that ||®" — @2 ||, — 0 as n — oo, where the
convergence behaves like [|®" — ®Z ||, < kp™, so that for n large enough such that e +kp™ < 1, we
can use Lemmas A.3, A.6 and A.8, and the fact that &7 = ®7 oP =P o &2 for all n to write

CP(B") < B5(P") < Ef™ (a1
< Ef(P)

1
< 3 f Dmax P l _——— | . 55
< zilj L (Pasa(¥pa)lora) + 0g<1 — - /W") (55)

We bound the first term above as follows. For a pure state ©p4, we use Eq. (45) to write

Passalra) = P /\k%k Try [(1r @ P)¢(1r ® Py)] © 6 = @D Mk ® 6, (56)
K K

where A\ = Tr [(1gr ® Pi)Y(1r ® Py)] and each 6y, is a state in D(Hp ® Hy,1). Thus, by choosing
ORA = ®rAp0Ok ® Ok, where o, are arbitrary separable states in D(Hg ® Hy. 1), we get

EB ALOE & 5k>
k

inf Dinax < inf Dpax k0 0,
JUSL (Pasa(¥ra)llora) ot <EB KOk @ O,

= inf max Dpax(0k||o
{ok}r k (Bellow)

= max inf Dyax (0k||ok)
k ok

< log <m]?X dk> , (57)

where the first equality follows from Eq. (4), the second equality follows from Lemma A.10, and
the last inequality follows from the fact that for any state pap (see Lemma A.9),

inf  Dpax <l in{da,dp}. 58
JURL (paslloap) <logmin{da,dp} (58)
O
Corollary 3.3. For a channel ® : L(Ha) — L(Ha) and € € [0,1), the following holds true:
log<ml?xdk> < hm Q:(P") < log(maxdk> + log <1 6) (59)
log <mkax dk> < hm CP(d") < log <max dk> + log<1 — &?) (60)

(61)

log <Z dk> < hm C.(9") < log <Z dk> + log
log <Z dz) < lim C2(@") < log <Z dz) + 1og<1%8>. (62)
k k

We now take a moment to comment on related results in the literature. As mentioned in the
introduction, the problem of transmitting information across sequential concatenations of channels
was recently studied in [SRD24]. In particular, the ¢ = 0 case of Corollary 3.3 for the quantum
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and classical capacities (Egs. (59), (61)) was proved in [SRD24] and was subsequently generalized
for arbitrary error in [FRT24]. The € = 0 case of Eq. (61) is also proved in [GFY16, Section V].
APPENDIX A. TECHNICAL RESULTS

Lemma A.1. For a quantum channel ® : L(Ha) — L(HB), the zero-error one-shot quantum and
private capacities satisfy the relation Qo(®) < C§(®).

Proof. Consider a (. ,0) quantum communication protocol (€4/—, 4, Dp_p) for ® with 4 = da =
dp' = dg, which we can use to transmit one-half of a maximally state

Vho= 3 )| e fmm], (63)
1<m,m/ <M
of Schmidt rank .# through ® perfectly, i.e.
W,SB/ =Dp.p o®Paspoasa (T/JEA/) (64)
Let V4_,BE be an isometric extension of ® 4_,p and consider the state
wrp'E = Dpp 0 Vase o Earmsa(Vh4), (65)

which extends the state at the output of the protocol, i.e., wpp = Dp_p o P4_po 5A'—>A(¢EA/)-
Since the only possible extension of zbEB, is of the form zbEB, ® og for some state op, we get
wrB'E = Vi ® 05 = Dpyp 0 VasBe 0 Eama(Wia). (66)

Applying a measurement with POVMs {|m}m|z}mers and {Im)m|g }meps on the R and B’
systems yields

Vg ®@or =Dpop oVaspr o Earsa(Vha), (67)
where ¢}, = 4 Y i<men ImXm|g @ [m)m|, is a maximally classically correlated state and
Dp_ p is a measurement channel defined as

Dpop(Xp) =Y Tr(lm)m|z Dpop (X)) m}m|p
= > Te(Djr p(Imml ) Xp) [m)m] (68)

Note that {D}, _, g(|m)m|g };7_, forms a POVM, since D}, , p is unital. Expanding the LHS and
RHS of the Eq. (67) by using the formula for ¢/™ and matching terms shows that for each m € [.#],

im)m|g @ 0 = Dp_yp 0o Vassr(ph), (69)

where the states p™ are defined as p’y = Eaa(lm)(m|,). Thus, the encoding states p’y for
m € [.#] and the decoding POVM {D%, , z(|m)m|g };7_, forms a (.#,0) private classical com-
munication protocol for ®. Since the quantum communication protocol that we started with was
arbitrary, we obtain the desired result. ([l

Lemma A.2. For any channel ® : L(H ) — L(HpB) and € € [0,1), the following bounds hold:

. 1
Q€(<1>) < sup inf Dmax(q>A—>B(7;Z)RA)| |]lR ® UB) + IOg <1—> ’ (70)
tra 9B —€
. 1
Ce(®) < sup inf Diax (P assB(pma)llom ® o) + 10g<—>, (71)
prma 7B 1—e
. 1
Ce*(®) < sup inf Dyax (P a—p(YrA)||VR @ 0B) + 10g<1 > (72)
Yra OB —¢
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where the supremum is either over pure states Ypa € D(Hr ® Ha) with dg = da or classical-
quantum states papra =y, p(m) |m)Ym|,, ®@p"y € D(Hm @ Ha) , and the infimum is over arbitrary
states op € D(Hp).

Proof. For a unified account of these bounds, we refer the readers to [KW24, Chapters 11-14]. In
particular, we make use of [KW24, Theorem 11.6, Theorem 12.4, Corollary 14.4]. See also the
Bibliographic notes for references to original papers where these bounds were first established. [

Lemma A.3. For any channel ® : L(H4) — L(Hp) and € € [0,1), the following bound holds:
1
CP(D) < E5(®) < inf Dy (P log [ —— ), 73
F@) = By(®) s sw il ) Do @asp(Vra)llors) + 0g<1 _€> (73)

where the supremum if over all pure states Yra with dgr = d4.

Proof. The first inequality was proved in [WTB17, Theorem 11]. The second inequality follows
from the inequality

lﬁﬂmw)él%mﬁmw)+k%<fég>, (74)

which holds for any two states p,o € D(H4) and was established in [CMW16, Lemma 5]. O

Lemma A.4. Let ®,V : L(Ha) — L(HB) be quantum channels such that || — |, < 6. Then,
for e €[0,1) such that e +0 < 1:

Qe(<1>) < Qa-i—é(\l’) (75)
Ce(®) < Cey5(P) (76)
CeM(@) < CF5(9) (77)

Proof. Consider a (M, ) classical communication protocol {p, ABIM_| for ® 4_, 5 as in Section 2.1.
This means that for each message m,

Tr[AB (Pasp(pi)] =1 €. (78)
For each m, it is then easy to see that
Tr[AB (Y as(p)] = Tr[AB (Pasp(p™)] — Tr[AB (P — V) A (p)]
>1—(e+96), (79)
where the last inequality follows from the fact that
Tr[AB (2 — V) a-B(P4)] < A (® = ¥)asB(pX)ly
<[@—-v|, <o (80)

Hence, {p, AB}M_, works as a (M, e + §) classical communication protocol for W 4_, 5.
Consider a (d,e) quantum communication protocol (€44, Dp_,pr) for ® 4_, g such that

Vyrp : Trlrp (Dpospr o Paspoasa(brar)) > 1 —¢, (81)
where d = da = dgr = dgr. For any g4/, it is then easy to see that

Tr[YrE (DB © YasB 0 EarA(PRA))]
=Tr[Yrp (Pp—p © Pasp o Earma(Yrar))]l — Tr[Yrp (Dpospr 0 (P — W)asp 0 Exma(Prar))]
>1—(e+49), (82)
where the last inequality follows from the fact that
Tt[rp (Dpop 0 (2 — ¥)asp o Earsa(Prar))] < | Dpspro (@ — ¥)aspoarsall,
<@ -V, <9, (83)
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where we have used sub-multiplicativity of the diamond norm [Wat18, Proposition 3.48] and the
fact that || ®||, = 1 for any channel ® [Wat18, Proposition 3.44]. Thus, (474, Dp_p’) works as
a (d,e + 0) quantum communication protocol for W4_, 5. The proof for the entanglement-assisted
classical capacity works similarly. O

Lemma A.5. Let pap,wap be states such that ||p — w||, < 8. Then, E(A: B), < E5°(A: B),.

Proof. Fix a separable state 0 4p. Then, for every A € L(Ha ® Hp) satisfying 0 < A < 1 and
TrAp>1—¢, we have TrAw = TrAp — TrA(p — w) > 1 — (¢ +6). Hence, 85 (pllo) > 85 (w]0)
and D5 (pllo) < D?‘S(wHJ). The claim follows by taking an infimum over all separable states

OAB- O
Lemma A.6. Let &,V : L(Ha) = L(HB) be quantum channels such that ||® — V| < d. Then,

Ey(®) < B3 (V) (84)

Proof. For any pure state ¥ra, ||[Pasps(¥ra) — YasB(YRA)|; < 0 because ||@ — ||, < d. Thus,

the claim follows from the definition (Eq. (8)) and Lemmma A.5. O

Lemma A.7. Let ¥z, 5, ®p_,c be quantum channels. Then, for any e € [0,1):

Q:(P o V) <min{Q(P), Q-(V)}, 85)

Ce(® o ¥) < min{C.(P),C.(¥)}, (86)

C* (P o ¥) < min{CZ(®), C*(¥)}. (87)

Proof. Consider a (d,e) quantum communication protocol (€44, Do) for ® o ¥, with d =
dar = dev, such that for any pure state Ypar € D(Hr @ Har)

(Yre'| Doscr o (P oW)anso o Earmsa(Yrar) WWRer) > 1 — €. (88)

Now, by absorbing either ¥ into the encoding channel £4/_, 4 or ® into the decoding channel Do ¢,
we see that the same (d, ) protocol works for ® and ¥, which proves the desired result. We leave
similar proofs for the other capacities to the reader. O

Lemma A.8. Let YV, p, Pp_c be quantum channels. Then, for any e € [0,1):
Ef(® o V) < min{Ey (), E4(P)}. (89)

Proof. The inequality E5;(®oW) < E, (V) is an easy consequence of the fact that the e—hypothesis
testing relative entropy D3 satisfies the data processing inequality. For the inequality Ef (®oW) <
E5;(®), note that for any state ppa and wrp = YA B(pPRrA),

Jeség{R:C) Dy(®p-c(Yasp(pra))llore) = aeség{R:C) D5 (®sc(wrs)llore) < E(®). (90)
O

Lemma A.9. For any state pap € D(Ha @ Hp),
inf  Dpax(paplloas) <logmin{da,dp}. (91)

o€SEP(A:B)

Proof. Consider the spectral decomposition pap = >, pisz, where sz are pure states and
>, pi = 1, so that we can write

inf Dmax (PAB HUAB) < inf ) Dmax <Z pﬂ/fqu

ZPiUixB>
i

o€SEP(A:B) {01};CSEP(A:B
< inf Dinax(¥ypllo”
< {ai}iCISI]lEP(A:B) max (Yaglloas)
= max inf Dmax(szHang). (92)

it o'eSEP(A:B)
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Note that we made use of quasi-convexity of Dyax (Eq. (4)) to obtain the second inequality above
and of Lemma A.10 to obtain the last equality. Thus, it suffices to prove the claim for pure states.
For a pure state 14, it is known that [Dat09a]

d
inf  Dpax =21 Ai s, 93
UES}%E(A:B) (wAB ”O-AB) 8 (; > ( )
where \; > 0 are the Schmidt coefficients of ¥4 satisfying ZZ 1A =1 and d = min{da,dp}. A

simple application of Cauchy-Schwarz inequality then shows
DN Ay N =V (94)

d
Ueséng:B) Dax(YaBlloap) = 2log <; > < 2log Vd = log d = log min{da,dg}. (95)

Hence,

0

Lemma A.10. Let fr, : S = R for k=1,2,..., K be arbitrary mappings, where S is an arbitrary
set. Then,

it (max fulon) ) = mox (int (). (96)

{zK 1 CS

Proof. Clearly, for any subset {xy}r C S, we have

max (féfg fk($)> < max fi(ay), (97)
so that
max <1nf Tr(x )> {x:?kfc <ml?x fk(xk)> . (98)

Next we justify that the above inequality cannot be strict. Note that for any § > 0, the number
maxy, (infyes fr(z)) + 0, by definition, cannot be a lower bound on the sets {fx(z)}zes for all k.
In other words, for every § > 0, there exists a subset {x;}r C S such that for each k, fr(xg) <
maxy, (infzes fr(x)) + 0, which means that

max fr(zr) < max <ég‘f9 fk(:E)) + 9. (99)

Hence, maxy, (inf,es fx(z)) must be the greatest lower bound on the set {maxy, fi(2)} (2,1,
which is what we want to prove:

e (15 0) = it (o) a0

{z}rCS
O

APPENDIX B. JUSTIFICATION FOR THE ASSUMPTION THAT Ho = {0}

Consider the decomposition H4 = Hg D ’HOL, where we have identified ’HOL = @szl Hi1 @ Hy 2
Let V : Hg < Ha be the canonical embedding. Then, since P : £(H4) — L(H.a) projects onto
the peripheral space x(®) =0&® @szl(ﬁ(’H;@J) ® 0k), it is clear that

VX e L(Ha): PX)=00VIP(X)V =0®RyoP(X), (101)
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where the channel Ry : £L(Ha) — L(Hg) is defined as Ry (Y) = VIYV + Tr[(1 — VVT)Y]o for
some state o € D(”HOL). Moreover, since P = P2, we get

P(X) =P(P(X)) =P0@® Ry oP(X)) =0&PoRyoP(X), (102)
where P : L(Hg) — L(Hg) is defined as (see [LG16, Theorem 12])
K
VX € L(Hg): P(X) =D Tra(PXPp) @ 6. (103)
k=1

Here, P, € E(’H(}) is the orthogonal projection that projects onto the block Hy 1 ® Hy 2 and Try
denotes the partial trace over Hy 2. Therefore, Lemma A.7 show that the capacities of P are upper
bounded by those of P. Hence, we can assume that H is the zero subspace, because if not, we can
just work with the P channel instead of P.
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