arXiv:2306.16395v2 [quant-ph] 23 Aug 2023

Duality between quantum channels and super-channels is basis-dependent

Sohail^1, Sahil^{2,3}, Ritabrata Sengupta^4, and Ujjwal Sen^1 1Harish-Chandra Research Institute, A CI of Homi Bhabha National Institute, Chhatnag Road, Jhunsi, Allahabad 211 019, India 2Optics and Quantum Information Group, The Institute of Mathematical Sciences, CIT Campus, Taramani, Chennai 600 113, India 3Homi Bhabha National Institute, Training School Complex, Anushakti Nagar, Mumbai 400 085, India 4Department of Mathematical Sciences, Indian Institute of Science, Education & Research (IISER) Berhampur, Transit Campus, Govt. ITI, NH 59, Berhampur 760 010, Ganjam, Odisha, India^∗

The complete positivity vs positivity correspondence in the Choi-Jamiołkowski-Kraus- Sudarshan quantum channel-state isomorphism depends on the choice of basis. Instead of the “canonical” basis, if we use, e.g., the Pauli spin matrices along with the identity as the basis for the space of bounded operators on the two-dimensional complex Hilbert space, this correspondence breaks down. A sufficient condition on the basis for validity of this correspondence is provided in the work of Paulsen and Shultz [1], which was later proven to be necessary by Kye [2]. A correspondence is also present between the space of super-maps and the tensor product of the spaces of the inputs and outputs of the same. In particular, a super-map is completely CP-preserving if and only if its Choi-type representation is completely positive (CP). This correspondence also depends on a specific choice of basis. In this work, we find the necessary and sufficient condition on a basis such that this correspondence holds true.

∗ 1sohail@hri.res.in;^2sahilmd@imsc.res.in;^4rb@iiserbpr.ac.in;^1ujjwal@hri.res.in

I. INTRODUCTION

In quantum mechanics, a physical system is represented by a complex separable Hilbert space. The state of the physical system is described by a positive semi-definite trace-class operator with unit trace, and the physical quantities that we are interested to measure are conveniently described by hermitian operators on the same Hilbert space. If the system is isolated from its environment, the evolution of the system is described by a unitary operator. However, in the real world, no physical system is completely isolated from its environment. To treat such a situation, the system and environment are evolved under a joint unitary, and the environment is traced out from the systemenvironment final state in order to obtain the evolution of the system’s state. This approach gives rise to the quantum channel approach to general evolution of a quantum system. Any physical process that a quantum system goes through is described by a quantum channel, which is nothing but a completely positive trace-preserving map. The notion of positivity and complete positivity are crucially important concepts in quantum information as well as in operator algebra. Given two Hilbert spaces, H_1 and H_2, a map Φ : B(H_1) → B(H_2) is called positive if it maps positive elements of B(H_1) to the positive elements of B(H_2). Now using Φ, one can construct a map id_k ⊗ Φ : M_k(C ) ⊗ B(H_1) → M_k(C ) ⊗ B(H_2), where M_k(C ) is the space of k × k matrices whose entries are complex numbers. The map Φ is called k-positive if id_k ⊗ Φ maps positive elements of M_k(C ) ⊗ B(H_1) to positive elements of M_k(C ) ⊗ B(H_2). If Φ is k-positive for all k ∈ N, then we call it a completely positive map. It is clear from the definition that a complete positive map is a positive map, however the converse is not always true. A standard example of a positive but not completely positive map is the transposition map on matrices. Using this property of transposition, one can detect whether certain bipartite quantum states has entanglement or not [3, 4]. For a given map, to know whether it is completely positive we employ the Choi theorem on completely positive maps, which says that a map is completely positive if and only if its Choi matrix is positive. The definition of the Choi matrix has intrinsic connections with a chosen basis, the “canonical” basis, which is generally taken as a maximally entangled pure state. Paulsen and Shultz [1], and later Kye [2], provided the necessary and sufficient condition on a chosen basis such that the Choi theorem holds true.

Quantum channels are one of the important entities in quantum mechanics as well as in quantum information theory. Quantum channels can be viewed as a quantum state with one dimensional input [5]. In particular a quantum state with a pure state decomposition {p_i, |ψ_i⟩} can be thought as a quantum channel with karus operators √ p_i |ψ_i⟩. Quantum states are actually a preparation procedure from the operational point of view. Hence quantum channels can be considered as the fundamental entity in quantum mechanics describing both static and dynamic processes. Quantum channels may undergo transformation due to various reasons. The dynamics of quantum channels are described by super-maps called quantum super-channels. When a quantum superchannel acts on one part of an arbitrary bipartite quantum channel, we expect the resulting object to be a quantum channel again. So a super-map has to satisfy two conditions in order to become a quantum super-channel: (i) it has to be completely complete positivity-preserving (completely CP-preserving) and (ii) it has to preserve the trace-preserving nature of maps (TP-preserving). A Choi-type theorem holds here as well. It states that a super-map is completely CP-preserving if and only if its Choi-type representation is completely positive. We observe that the validity of this theorem also depends on the choice of basis. We give the necessary and sufficient condition on a chosen basis such that the Choi-type theorem between super-maps and maps holds true. Quantum super-channels appears at various contexts in quantum information theory such as quantum channel discrimination problem, entropy of a quantum channel [6], entanglement-breaking super-channels [7], measurement of a quantum channel [8] etc. In Channel discrimination problem Alice is given an arbitrarily chosen channel from a set of two channels {Φ_1, Φ_2} which she needs to distinguish. Now if Alice apply some super-channel to her quantum channel then the distinguishability should not increase. If D(Φ_1||Φ_2) is a measure of distinguishability the under the action of any super-channel Θ it should be non-increasing, i.e., the the monotonicity relation D(Θ(Φ_1)||Θ(Φ_2)) ≤ D(Φ_1||Φ_2) should hold always. While defining entropy of a quantum channel the entropy, it is defined in such a way that under random unitary super-channels the entropy of a quantum channel always increases. A bipartite quantum channel can be classified as separable and nonseparable quantum channels. Separable quantum channels are the one that can not produce entangled state while acted on a separable state. The nonseparable quantum channels are the one that can produce entangled state from a separable state. Let Alice and Bob shares a bipartite quantum channel. Alice and Bob can manipulate their part of the shared channel locally which is described by local super-channel. If their shared quantum channel is separable then any local super-channel applied by them can not turn it into a non-separable channel. However if the shared quantum channel is non-separable then it may be possible that after the application of a local super-channel the shared channel becomes separable. If a quantum super-channel when acted upon locally on any bipartite quantum channel make it a separable quantum channel, then it is known as a entanglement-breaking super-channel. Study of entanglement-breaking super-channel is important in quantum information theory. The concept of measurement of a quantum channel is formulated using quantum super-channels. In particular a measurement on a quantum channel is a collection of CPTNI( completely positive trace non-increasing)- preserving super-maps such that their addition is a quantum super-channel. While working with quantum super-channels it is usually convenient to work with the Choi matrix of it, which is nothing but the Choi matrix of the Choi-type representation of the super-channel. Notice that two steps are involved in going from quantum super channels to the Choi matrix representation of it: first we need the Choi-type representation of the super channel then we need the Choi matrix of the Choi-type representation. In the existing literature the Choi matrix for super map is constructed using the so called “canonical basis” in each of the two steps. In this work we show that if a chosen basis satisfies the necessary and sufficient condition we provide then it is good enough to be used for the study of quantum super-channels. The work of Paulsen,Shultz and Kye allows flexibility in the choice of basis while going from Choi-type representation to the Choi-matrix representation. Our work allows flexibility in the choice basis while going from super-super channel to its Choi-type representation, thus providing a full flexibility in the choice of basis while going from a super channel to its Choi matrix representation.

The paper is organised as follows: In Section II we give the basic definitions, viz. the basics ideas of Choi-Jamiołkowski isomorphism and the dependence of the CP vs positivity correspondence on the choice of basis. In Section III, we discuss the necessary ideas about super-maps and present our main results. In Section IV, we conclude our paper.

II. THE CJKS ISOMORPHISM

Let H_1 and H_2 be two finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces and B(H_1) and B(H_2) represent the space of bounded linear operators on them respectively, and let Φ : B(H_1) → B(H_2) be a linear map, where H_1 ≡ C^n and H_2 ≡ C^m . Let {e_{ij}}, i, j = 1, 2, . . . , n be a complete set of matrix units for B(H_1) and {f_{ij} }, i, j = 1, 2, . . . , m be a complete set of matrix units for B(H_2) Then the CJKS matrix [9–13] for ϕ is defined as the operator

C_Φ = n∑ i,j=1 e_{ij} ⊗ Φ(e_{ij} ) ∈ B(H_1) ⊗ B(H_2). (1)

It is clear that the map J : L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) → B(H_1) ⊗ B(H_2) defined by J(Φ) = C_Φ is linear and injective. Now X ∈ B(H_1) ⊗ B(H_2) can be written as X = ∑ i,j,k,l X_{ijkl}e_{ij} ⊗ f_{kl} (2) = ∑ i,j e_{ij} ⊗ ∑ k,l X_{ijkl}f_{kl}. (3) Now Γ_X (e_{ij} ) = ∑ k,l X_{ijkl}f_{kl} (4)

defines a map Γ_X : B(H_1) → B(H_2) by linear extension. So we can write X = n∑ i,j=1 e_{ij} ⊗ Γ_X (e_{ij} ) (5)

which implies that the map J is surjective as well. This map J is known as Choi-Jamiołkowski- Kraus-Sudarshan (CJKS) isomorphism. The action of Γ_X on an element A ∈ B(H_1) can be written as the following:

Γ_X (A) = tr_1[(A^t ⊗ I)X], (6)

where t represent transposition with respect to the usual canonical basis of H_1 and Irepresents the identity operator on H_2. Although the CJKS isomorphism is a vector space isomorphism, it can be thought as an algebra isomorphism between the convolution algebra L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) and the matrix algebra B(H_1) ⊗ B(H_2) as shown in [14].

This isomorphism helps us to formulate the concept of a “channel-state duality”. Below we state the Choi theorem on completely positive maps, which is necessary to understand the concept of “channel-state duality”.

Theorem A (Choi-Jamiołkowski isomorphism). [9–13]. The CJKS matrix C_Φ = ∑_n i,j=1 eij ⊗ Φ(e_{ij} ) ∈ B(H_1) ⊗ B(H_2) is positive if and only if the map Φ : B(H_1) → B(H_2) is completely positive.

We can view completely positive trace-preserving linear maps acting on quantum states as a quantum state with maximally mixed marginal in a higher-dimensional Hilbert space thanks to the

CJKS isomorphism and the Choi theorem on completely positive maps. If we consider quantum states which are density matrices on an n-dimensional Hilbert space, then the quantum channels acting on them can be identified with a quantum state with maximally mixed marginals on an n^2- dimensional Hilbert space. From now we will refer the Choi theorem on complete positivity as “CP vs positivity” correspondence.

A. Dependence on basis of the CP vs positivity correspondence

It is clear from the definition (1) that the CJKS matrix is defined with respect to a particular basis, namely the “canonical” basis {e_{ij}}. Instead, if we use a different set of basis to define the CJKS matrix C_Φ then also the spaces L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) and B(H_1) ⊗ B(H_2) are isomorphic under the identification Φ ↔ C_Φ, but the CP vs positivity correspondence may not hold true. In the following example we demonstrate this fact.

Example 1. Let us choose the Hilbert space H_1 and H_2 to be two-dimensional and let us choose the basis for B(H_1) to be the Pauli spin matrices along with identity matrix, i.e. {I, σ_x, σ_y, σ_z}. Now instead of the canonical basis {e_{ij} }, if we use the Pauli basis in the Choi-Jamiołkowski isomorphism we have Φ ↔ C̃_Φ := I ⊗ Φ(I) + σ_x ⊗ Φ(σ_x) + σ_y ⊗ Φ(σ_y) + σ_z ⊗ Φ(σ_z ) as a vector space isomorphism. Now choosing Φ = id, the identity map, which is obviously completely positive, we have C̃_{id} = I⊗I+σ_x⊗σ_x +σ_y ⊗σ_y +σ_z ⊗σ_z which have eigenvalues {2, 2, 2, −2}. So this example shows that CP vs positivity correspondence does not hold for an arbitrarily chosen basis.

Example 2. Let {|i⟩} and {|λ_j⟩} be two different orthonormal basis for the Hilbert space H_1. We can construct an orthonormal basis for B(H_1) as E_{ij} := |i⟩⟨λ_j|. With this basis we have Φ ↔ C̃_Φ := ∑ ij E_{ij} ⊗ Φ(E_{ij} ) as a vector space isomorphism. Now taking Φ = id which is completely positive, we have C̃_{id} = ∑ ij E_{ij} ⊗ E_{ij} = ( ∑ i |i⟩ ⊗ |i⟩)( ∑ j ⟨λ_j| ⊗ ⟨λ_j|) which is clearly not positive.

Now it is natural to ask the question that what is the necessary and sufficient condition on a chosen basis such that the CP vs positivity correspondence holds? The work of Paulsen and Shultz [1] and later the work of Kye [2] provides the answer. In the following paragraph we provide a brief discussion of their main results.

Let {h_{ij}} be an arbitrary basis for B(H_1) and let W be the map that maps {e_{ij} } to {h_{ij} } i.e., W (e_{ij} ) = h_{ij} . Let us define M := W W^t : B(H_1) → B(H_1) where W^t is the map whose matrix representation is the transposition of the matrix representation of the map W . The following theorems gives the necessary and sufficient condition on the basis {h_{ij} } so that the CP vs positivity correspondence holds true.

Definition 1. A map Φ : B(H_1) → B(H_2) is called complete order isomorphism if both Φ and Φ^{−1} are completely positive.

Theorem 1. [1, 2] The CP vs positivity correspondence holds for the basis {h_{ij}} of B(H_1) if and only if M is a complete order isomorphism.

The following theorem tells us how a complete order isomorphism looks like. Theorem 2. [1, 2] A map Φ : B(H_1) → B(H_2) is a complete order isomorphism if and only if there exists invertible K : H_1 → H_2 such that Φ(X) = KXK^† ∀X ∈ B(H_1).

With the help of the above two theorems the structure for the basis {h_{ij} } can be given by the following theorem.

Theorem 3. [2] For a basis {h_{ij} } the CP vs positivity correspondence holds true if and only if there exists a basis {ζ_i} for H_1 such that h_{ij} = |ζ_i⟩⟨ζ_j|.

III. SPACE OF SUPER-MAPS

We consider the Hilbert spaces H_1, H_2, H_3 and H_4 to be finite dimensional. Let B(H_i) represents the space of bounded linear operators on the Hilbert space H_i, for i = 1, 2, 3, 4. We represent by L(B(H_i), B(H_j)) the space of linear operators from B(H_i) to B(H_j) and by L[L(B(H_1), B(H_2)), L(B(H_3), B(H_4))] we represent the space of linear operators from L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) to L(B(H_3), B(H_4)). A linear map Θ : L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) → L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) is called a super-map.

A. Choi-type theorem for Super-maps

Here we choose canonical basis for the spaces B(H_1), B(H_2),B(H_3),B(H_4) and denote them by e^{Hn}_{ij} , where n = 1, 2, 3, 4. In the bra-ket notation e^{Hn}_{ij} = |i_{Hn} ⟩⟨j_{Hn} | where {|i_{Hn} ⟩} is an orthonormal basis for H_n. The orthonormal basis for L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) is the following[15] E^{H1→H2} ijkl (A) = tr(e H_1 ij † A)e^{H2}_{kl} , (7)

where “†” denotes the hermitian conjugate. Let us denote by C P[1 → 2] and C P[3 → 4] the convex cone of completely positive maps of L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) and L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) respectively. Now we provide necessary definitions and theorems in order to proceed towards our main results. Definition 2. A super-map Θ : L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) → L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) is called CP-preserving if it maps CP maps in C P[1 → 2] to the CP maps in C P[3 → 4], i.e., Θ(C P[1 → 2]) ⊆ C P[3 → 4]. Definition 3. A super-map Θ : L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) → L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) is called completely CP preserving if the map id ⊗ Θ : L(B(K_1), B(K_2)) ⊗ L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) → L(B(K_1), B(K_2)) ⊗ L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) is CP-preserving for for all choices of Hilbert spaces K_1 and K_2. Definition 4. A super-map Θ : L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) → L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) is called complete order isomorphism if both Θ and Θ^{−1} are completely CP-preserving.

The spaces L [L(B(H_1), B(H_2)), L(B(H_3), B(H_4))] and L(B(H_1), B(H_2))⊗L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) are isomorphic as vector spaces under the following identification Θ ↔ ∑ ijkl E^{H1→H2} ijkl ⊗ Θ(E H_1→H_2 ijkl ). (8) It should be noted that the object Λ_Θ =: ∑ ijkl E H_1→H_2 ijkl ⊗ Θ(E H_1→H_2 ijkl ) ∈ L(B(H1), B(H2)) ⊗ L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) has the mathematical structure similar to Choi matrices. The theorem below supports this similarity further.

Theorem 4. [5, 15] The super-map Θ : L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) → L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) is completely CP-preserving if and only if Λ_Θ =: ∑ ijkl E H_1→H_2 ijkl ⊗ Θ(E H_1→H_2 ijkl ) is CP.

We will refer to Λ_Θ as the Choi-type representation of the super-map Θ in this paper. Now if we use a different basis {F_β} for the space L(B(H_1), B(H_2)), then also the spaces L [L(B(H_1), B(H_2)), L(B(H_3), B(H_4))] and L(B(H_1), B(H_2))⊗L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) are isomorphic as vector spaces under the following identification Θ ↔ ∑ β F^{H1→H2} β ⊗ Θ(F^{H1→H2}_β ). (9)

We are now interested to know whether the following correspondence is true for the basis {F^{H1→H2} β }:

The super-map Θ : L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) → L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) is completely CP-preserving if and only if Λ^F_Θ =: ∑ β F^{H1→H2} β ⊗ Θ(F^{H1→H2}_β ) is CP.

From now on we will use “CCPP vs CP correspondence” to mean “Completely CP-preserving if and only if CP”.

We have an explicit example that shows that this CCPP vs CP correspondence may not hold for an arbitrarily chosen basis. In particular the following example shows that even if we choose a basis whose mathematical form is similar to basis defined in Eq. (7) except the “canonical” basis {e_{ij} } replaced by some arbitrary basis then also the CCPP vs CP correspondence may not hold true.

Example 3. For a given pair of bases {b^1_i } and {b^2_j } for B(H_1) and B(H_2) respectively we can define basis similar to Eq. (7) for the space L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) as follows, F^{H1→H2} ij (A) = tr(b^{1†}_i A)b^2_j ∀A ∈ B(H_1). (10)

Now, we consider both H_1 and H_2 to be two-dimensional and we choose the Pauli matrices including the identity matrix as a basis for both B(H_1) and B(H_2). Let σ_0 = I, σ_1 = σ_x, σ_2 = σ_y and σ_3 = σ_z. So a basis for L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) is given by F^{H1→H2}_{ij} (A) = tr(σ^†_i A)σ_j . Now choosing Θ = id, which is completely CP-preserving map, we have Λ^F_{id} = ∑ ij F^{H1→H2} ij ⊗ F^{H1→H2}_{ij} . The Choi matrix for Λ^F_{id} turns out to be C_ΛF_{id} = ∑ i σ̄_i ⊗ σ̄_i ⊗ ∑ j σ_j ⊗ σ_j (here σ̄_i represents complex conjugate of σ_i ) which have six negative eigen values implying that Λ^F_{id} is not completely positive. So for this particular choice of basis {F^{H1→H2}_{ij} } the CCPP vs CP correspondence does not hold. While it may be tempting to believe from Theorem (3) that the CCPP vs CP correspondence will hold true for the basis given in Eq (10), this specific example demonstrates that it does not.

Example 4. Let {e_{ij} } be the usual “canonical” basis for B(H_1) and {E_{ij}} be the basis for B(H_2) as discussed in Example 2. A basis similar to Eq. (7) for the space L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) cab be chosen as follows,

F̃^H1^{→H}2 ijkl (A) = tr(e † ij A)E_{kl} ∀A ∈ B(H_1). (11) Now choosing Θ = id, have have Λ^{F̃}_{id} = ∑ ijkl F̃ H_1→H_2 ijkl ⊗ F̃ H_1→H_2 ijkl , whose Choi matrix is CΛ^{F̃}_{id} = ( ∑ ij e_{ij} ⊗ e_{ij}) ⊗ ( ∑ kl E_{kl} ⊗ E_{kl}). As ∑ kl E_{kl} ⊗ E_{kl} is not hermitian, the Choi matrix C_Λ~_{Fid} is not semi-definite. So the CCPP vs CP correspondence does not hold here.

We now ask the question: what is the necessary and sufficient condition on the choice of basis such that the CCPP vs CP correspondence holds? In a broader sense we are interested to know that what happens to the CCPP vs CP correspondence if we replace the map ∑ ijkl E H_1→H_2 ijkl ⊗ E H_1→H_2 ijkl by an arbitrary map G ∈ L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) ⊗ L(B(H_1), B(H_2)). Before proceeding to our main results, we state and prove some elementary results.

We denote by C C PP the convex cone of completely CP-preserving maps. Following the work of [2, 16] we define a bi-linear pairing ⟨Θ_1, Θ_2⟩ on the space L [L(B(H_1), B(H_2)), L(B(H_3), B(H_4))] by ⟨Θ_1, Θ_2⟩ := ⟨Λ_{Θ1} , Λ_{Θ2} ⟩ = ⟨ C_{ΛΘ1} , C_{ΛΘ2} ⟩ = T r(C^t_{ΛΘ1} C_{ΛΘ2} ), (12)

where Λ_Θ is the Choi-type representation of Θ and C_{ΛΘ} = ∑ ijkl(e H_1

ij ⊗ e^{H3}_{kl} ) ⊗ Λ_Θ(e^{H1}_{ij} ⊗ e^{H3}_{kl} ) is the Choi matrix of Λ_Θ.

The adjoint of a map Θ is defined with respect to the above defined bi-linear pairing by the relation

⟨Θ^∗(Ψ), Φ⟩ = ⟨Ψ, Θ(Φ)⟩ . (13)

It can easily be verified that (Θ_1 ∘ Θ_2)^∗ = Θ^∗_2 ∘ Θ^∗_1.

We define the dual cone of C C PP by C C PP^∘ := {Θ : ⟨Θ, Ω⟩ ≥ 0, ∀Ω ∈ C C PP}.

Proposition 1. The cone C C PP is self dual, i.e., C C PP^∘ = C C PP Proof: Let Θ ∈ C C PP, Then from Eq. (12) we have ⟨Θ, Ω⟩ ≥ 0 ∀Ω ∈ C C PP, which implies that Θ ∈ C C PP^∘. So we have the inclusion C C PP ⊆ C C PP^∘. Now let Θ ∈ C C PP^∘. So ⟨Θ, Ω⟩ ≥ 0 ∀Ω ∈ C C PP, which implies that T r(C^t_{ΛΘ} C_{ΛΩ} ) ≥ 0 ∀Ω ∈ C C PP which implies C_{ΛΘ} ≥ 0 which implies Λ_Θ ∈ C P which implies Θ ∈ C C PP. So we have C C PP^∘ ⊆ C C PP. Finally we have C C PP = C C PP^∘. □ Next two propositions directly follows from the definition (12) of the bi-linear pairing. Proposition 2. The bi-linear pairing defined above is symmetric, i.e., ⟨Θ_1, Θ_2⟩ = ⟨Θ_2, Θ_1⟩. Proposition 3. For super-maps Θ_1, Δ_1 and Θ_2, Δ_2, we have

⟨Θ_1 ⊗ Θ_2, Δ_1 ⊗ Δ_2⟩ = ⟨Θ_1, Δ_1⟩ ⟨Θ_2, Δ_2⟩

For a super-map we have Λ_Θ = ∑ ijkl E H_1→H_2 ijkl ⊗ Θ(E H_1→H_2 ijkl ). The action of Θ on the basis

elements is given by Θ(E^{H1→H2} ijkl ) = ∑ pqrs a_{ijklpqrs}E^{H3→H4} pqrs . (14) Using the above expression we can rewrite Λ_Θ as the following,

Λ_Θ = ∑ ijkl ∑ pqrs a_{ijklpqrs}E^{H1→H2} ijkl ⊗ E H_3→H_4 pqrs . (15)

We now define a map Θ̃ : L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) → L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) by the following

Θ̃(E^H3^{→H}4 pqrs ) = ∑ ijkl a_{ijklpqrs}E^{H1→H2} ijkl . (16) Using Eq. (16) in Eq. (15) we have

Λ_Θ = ∑ pqrs Θ̃(E^H3^{→H}4 pqrs ) ⊗ E H_3→H_4 pqrs . (17)

Proposition 4. The adjoint of the map Θ is equal to the above defined map Θ̃ , i.e., Θ̃ = Θ^∗.

Proof: From the definition of the adjoint of a super-map we have ⟨ Θ^∗(E^{H3→H4} pqrs ), Φ ⟩ = ⟨ E^{H3→H4} pqrs , Θ(Φ) ⟩ = ∑ tuvw Φ_{tuvw} ⟨ E^{H3→H4} pqrs , Θ(E H_1→H_2 tuvw ) ⟩

= ∑ tuvw ∑ ijkl Φ_{tuvw}a_{tuvwijkl} ⟨ E^{H3→H4} pqrs , E H_3→H_4 ijkl ⟩

= ∑ tuvw ∑ ijkl Φ_{tuvw}a_{tuvwijkl}δ_{ip}δ_{jq}δ_{kr}δ_{ls} = ∑ tuvw Φ_{tuvw}a_{tuvwpqrs}. (18) Now, ⟨ Θ̃(E^H3^{→H}4 pqrs ), Φ ⟩ = ∑ tuvw ∑ ijkl Φ_{tuvw}a_{ijklpqrs} ⟨ E^{H1→H2} ijkl , E H_1→H_2 tuvw ⟩

= ∑ tuvw ∑ ijkl Φ_{tuvw}a_{ijklpqrs}δ_{it}δ_{ju}δ_{kv}δ_{lw} = ∑ tuvw Φ_{tuvw}a_{tuvwpqrs}. (19)

So, using Eq. (18) and Eq. (19) we have ⟨ Θ^∗(E^{H3→H4} pqrs ), Φ ⟩ = ⟨ Θ̃(E^H3^{→H}4 pqrs ), Φ ⟩ . (20)

As Φ is arbitrary, we conclude that Θ^∗ = Θ̃. □

Proposition 5. For a super-map Θ, we always have Λ_Θ = Λ^′_Θ∗ , where if Λ = ∑ i Ψ_i ⊗ Φ_i then by

Λ^′ we denote Λ^′ = ∑ i Φ_i ⊗ Ψ_i.

Proof: The Choi-type representation of Θ^∗ is given by Λ_Θ∗ = ∑ ijkl E H_3→H_4 ijkl ⊗Θ ∗(E^{H3→H4} ijkl ). Now we have Λ^′_Θ∗ = ∑ ijkl Θ ∗(E^{H3→H4} ijkl ) ⊗ E H_3→H_4 ijkl = ∑ ijkl Θ̃(E H_3→H_4 ijkl ) ⊗ E H_3→H_4 ijkl = ΛΘ, where we

have used Proposition(4) in the second equality and Eq. (17) in the last equality. □

Proposition 6. The bi-linear pairing between two super-map is equal to the bi-linear pairing

between their adjoints i.e., ⟨Θ^∗_1, Θ^∗_2⟩ = ⟨Θ_1, Θ_2⟩.

Proof: From the definition of bi-linear pairing we have ⟨Θ^∗_1, Θ^∗_2⟩ = ⟨ Λ_Θ∗_1 , Λ_Θ∗_2 ⟩ = ⟨ Λ^′_Θ∗_1 Λ^′_Θ∗_2 ⟩ = ⟨Λ_{Θ1} Λ_{Θ2} ⟩ = ⟨Θ_1, Θ_2⟩, where we have used proposition (5) in the third equality. □

Now we proceed towards our main theorems. Let us denote by M := ∑ ijkl E H_1→H_2 ijkl ⊗E H_1→H_2 ijkl . Expanding G ∈ L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) ⊗ L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) in basis it can easily be shown that there

exists a unique Θ^G ∈ L[L(B(H_1), B(H_2))] such that G = (id ⊗ Θ^G )M. We define Λ^G_Θ =

(id ⊗ Θ)G = (id ⊗ Θ ∘ Θ^G)M.

So the statement:“Θ is completely CP-preserving if and only if Λ^G_Θ is CP” holds if and only if

Θ ∈ C C PP[(1, 2) → (3, 4)]⇐⇒Θ ∘ Θ^G ∈ C C PP[(1, 2) → (3, 4)], (21)

where C C PP[(1, 2) → (3, 4)] represents the convex cone of completely CP-preserving maps in

L [L(B(H_1), B(H_2)), L(B(H_3), B(H_4))].

Now Θ ∘ Θ^G ∈ C C PP[(1, 2) → (3, 4)] holds if and only if ∀Δ ∈ C C PP[(1, 2) → (3, 4)] ⟨ Θ ∘ Θ^G , Δ ⟩ ≥ 0 =⇒⟨Λ_{Θ∘Θ}G , Λ_Δ⟩ ≥ 0 =⇒ ∑ ijkl ∑ pqrs ⟨ E^{H1→H2} ijkl ⊗ (Θ ∘ Θ G )(E^{H1→H2} ijkl ), E H_1→H_2 pqrs ⊗ Δ(E H_1→H_2 ijkl ) ⟩ ≥ 0 =⇒ ∑ ijkl ∑ pqrs ⟨ E^{H1→H2} ijkl , E H_1→H_2 pqrs ⟩ ⟨ (Θ ∘ Θ^G )(E^{H1→H2}_{ijkl} ), Δ(E^{H1→H2}_{ijkl} ) ⟩ ≥ 0 =⇒ ∑ ijkl ∑ pqrs ⟨ E^{H1→H2} ijkl , E H_1→H_2 pqrs ⟩ ⟨ Θ^G (E^{H1→H2} ijkl ), Θ ∗ ∘ Δ(E^{H1→H2} ijkl ) ⟩ ≥ 0 =⇒ ∑ ijkl ∑ pqrs ⟨ E^{H1→H2} ijkl ⊗ Θ G (E^{H1→H2} ijkl ), E H_1→H_2 pqrs ⊗ Θ ∗ ∘ Δ(E^{H1→H2} ijkl ) ⟩ ≥ 0 where we have used Proposition (3) in the third and the last implications. From the last implication we have ⟨Λ_ΘG , Λ_Θ∗_{∘Δ}⟩ ≥ 0, which implies ⟨ Θ^G , Θ^∗ ∘ Δ ⟩ ≥ 0. Using Proposition (6) and proposition (2) it can easily be seen that ⟨ Θ^G , Θ^∗ ∘ Δ ⟩ ≥ 0 implies ⟨ Θ^{G∗}, Δ^∗ ∘ Θ ⟩ ≥ 0 which implies ⟨ Δ^∗ ∘ Θ, Θ^{G∗} ⟩ ≥ 0 which further implies ⟨ Θ, Δ ∘ Θ^{G∗} ⟩ ≥ 0. Now the inequality ⟨ Θ, Δ ∘ Θ^{G∗} ⟩ ≥ 0 implies that Θ ∈ (C C PP ∘ {Θ^{G∗}})^∘.

So from (21) we have that the CCPP vs CP correspondence holds if and only if

C C PP[(1, 2) → (3, 4)] = (C C PP[(1, 2) → (3, 4)] ∘ {Θ^{G∗}})^∘.

From proposition(1), we have C C PP^∘ = C C PP. Now C C PP ∘ {Θ^{G∗}} is convex and topologically closed which implies that (C C PP ∘{Θ^{G∗}})^{∘∘} = C C PP ∘{Θ^{G∗}}. So, we finally have that the CCPP vs CP correspondence holds if and only if

C C PP[(1, 2) → (3, 4)] = C C PP[(1, 2) → (3, 4)] ∘ {Θ^{G∗}} if and only if C C PP[(3, 4) → (1, 2)] = {Θ^G } ∘ C C PP[(3, 4) → (1, 2)].

Note that the last equation is true for any choices of Hilbert spaces H_1, H_2, H_3 and H_4. So when we take H_3 and H_4 same as H_1 and H_2 respectively then we have the identity super-map id ∈ C C PP[(1, 2) → (1, 2)]. So we have both Θ^G and Θ^{G −1} completely CP-preserving which implies that Θ^G is a complete order isomorphism.

Theorem 5. The CCPP vs CP correspondence holds for G ∈ L(B(H_1), B(H_2))⊗L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) if and only if Θ^G is a complete order isomorphism.

Now we will provide the necessary and sufficient condition on a basis {F^{H1→H2}_β } such that that CP vs CCPP correspondence holds. We denote by N := ∑ β F^{H1→H2} β ⊗ F^{H1→H2}_β and Λ^N_Θ := ∑ β F^{H1→H2} β ⊗ Θ(F^{H1→H2}_β ). To simplify the notation we rename the basis {E^{H1→H2}_{ijkl} } by {E_α}. Let V denotes the transformation that transforms the basis {E_α} into the basis {F_β}, i.e, F_α = V (E_α) = ∑ β V_{βα}E_β. Now we have N = ∑ β,γ E_β ⊗ ∑ α V_{βα}V_{γα}E_γ = ∑ β,γ E_β ⊗ ∑ α V_{βα}V^t_{αγ} E_γ = ∑ β,γ E_β ⊗ (V V^t)_{βγ} E_γ = ∑ β E_β ⊗ ∑ γ (V V^t)_{γβ} E_γ = ∑ β E_β ⊗ (V V^t)E_β = (id ⊗ V V^t) ∑ β E_β ⊗ E_β.

Denoting by Θ^N =V V^t ∈ L[L(B(H_1), B(H_2))], we have N = (id ⊗ Θ^N )M, (22) which implies Λ^N_Θ = (id ⊗ Θ ∘ Θ^N )M, (23) and this leads to the following theorem Theorem 6. The CCPP vs CP correspondence holds for a basis {F^{H1→H2}_β } if and only if Θ^N is a complete order isomorphism.

B. Structure of complete order isomorphism A super-map Θ : L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) → L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) induces a map T : B(H_1) ⊗ B(H_2) → B(H_3) ⊗ B(H_4) at the level of Choi matrices and is given by the following: T (x) = C_{Θ(Γx)}. (24) Following [5], we will call this map the “representing map” for the super-map Θ. Now a given map T : B(H_1) ⊗ B(H_2) → B(H_3) ⊗ B(H_4) induces a super-map Θ : L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) → L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) as follows:

Θ(Φ)(A) = T r_3[(A^t ⊗ I)T (C_Φ)]. (25)

Proposition 7. The map Θ → T is an algebra isomorphism between the spaces L[L(B(H_1), B(H_2)), L(B(H_3), B(H_4))] and L[B(H_1) ⊗ B(H_2), B(H_3) ⊗ B(H_4)]. Proof: Assume that Θ_1 ≠ Θ_2. This implies that Θ_1(Ψ) ≠ Θ_2(Ψ) for all Ψ ∈ L(B(H_1), B(H_2)). Using the Choi-Jamiołkowski isomorphism we have C_{Θ1(Ψ)} ≠ C_{Θ2(Ψ)}. Now from the definition of representing map we can write the last relation as T_1(C_Ψ) ≠ T_2(C_Ψ) which implies T_1 ≠ T_2. So Θ → T is injective. It follows from Eq. (25) that this map is surjective as well. So the map Θ ↔ T is one to one correspondence.

Linearity: Let Θ_1 ↔ T_1, Θ_2 ↔ T_2 and αΘ_1 + βΘ_2 ↔ T , where α and β are arbitrary complex numbers. Now T (x) = T (C_{Γx} ) = C_{αΘ1(Γx)+βΘ2(Γx)}. Using Choi-Jamiołkowski isomorphism and the definition of the representing map, we have C_{αΘ1(Γx)+βΘ2(Γx)} = αT_1(C_{Γx} ) + βT_2(C_{Γx} ) = (αT_1 + βT_2)x. As x is arbitrary we conclude that T = αT_1 + βT_2.

Product preserving: Let T ↔ Θ_1 ∘ Θ_2. Now T (x) = T (C_{Γx} ) = C_{Θ1(Θ2(Γx))}. From the definition of the representing map we have C_{Θ1(Θ2(Γx))} = T_1(C_{Θ2(Γx)}) = T_1(T_2(C_{Γx} )) = (T_1 ∘ T_2)x, which implies T = T_1 ∘ T_2.

So we conclude that the map Θ ↔ T is an algebra isomorphism. □

Theorem 7. [5, 15] A super-map Θ is completely CP-preserving if and only if its representing map T is CP.

Proposition 8. A super-map Θ is complete order isomorphism if and only if its representing map T is complete order isomorphism.

Proof: A super-map Θ is complete order isomorphism if and only if both Θ and Θ^{−1} are completely CP-preserving if and only if both T and T^{−1} are CP if and only if T is complete order isomorphism. □ In the following theorem we give the explicit mathematical form of a complete order isomorphism. Theorem 8. The super-map Θ : L(B(H_1), B(H_2)) → L(B(H_3), B(H_4)) is a complete order isomorphism if and only if there exists invertible K : H_1 ⊗ H_2 → H_3 ⊗ H_4 such that

Θ(Φ)(A) = T r_3[(A^t ⊗ I)KC_ΦK^†]. (26)

Proof: From (2) we see that the representing map T : B(H_1) ⊗ B(H_2) → B(H_3) ⊗ B(H_4) is a complete complete order isomorphism if and only if there exists invertible K : H_1⊗H_2 → H_3⊗H_4 such that T (X) = KXK^†. Now we use Eq. (25) to arrive at the result. □

IV. CONCLUSION

The Choi-Jamiołkowski-Kraus-Sudharshan isomorphism states that a map between two matrix algebras is completely positive if and only if the so-called Choi matrix is positive. This complete positivity vs positivity correspondence depends on the basis we choose to define the Choi matrix. The work of Paulsen and Shultz, and later the work of Kye, provide the necessary and sufficient condition on a basis for the correspondence to hold. A similar correspondence holds for super-maps and maps as well. It states that a super-map is completely CP-preserving if and only if its Choi-type representation is CP. And here again, the correspondence depends on the choice of basis. In this work, we have presented the necessary and sufficient condition on a basis such that the completely CP-preserving vs CP correspondence holds true.

Acknowledgments. We are thankful to S.H. Kye for useful discussions. US acknowledges partial support from the Interdisciplinary Cyber-Physical Systems (ICPS) program of the Department of Science and Technology (DST), Government of India, Grant No. DST/ICPS/QuST/Theme- 3/2019/120. RS acknowledges financial support from DST Project No. DST/ICPS/QuST/Theme- 2/2019/General Project Q-90.

[1] V. I. Paulsen and F. Shultz, Journal of Mathematical Physics 54 (2013), 10.1063/1.4812329, 072201. [2] S.-H. Kye, Journal of Mathematical Physics 63 (2022), 10.1063/5.0107646, 092202. [3] M. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, and R. Horodecki, Physics Letters A 223, 1 (1996). [4] A. Peres, Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 1413 (1996).

[5] G. Chiribella, G. M. D’Ariano, and P. Perinotti, Europhysics Letters 83, 30004 (2008). [6] G. Gour and M. M. Wilde, Phys. Rev. Res. 3, 023096 (2021). [7] S. Chen and E. Chitambar, Quantum 4, 299 (2020).

[8] J. Burniston, M. Grabowecky, C. M. Scandolo, G. Chiribella, and G. Gour, Proceedings of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences 476, 20190832 (2020).

[9] E. Størmer, Positive Linear Maps of Operator Algebras (Springer, Berlin, 2013). [10] A. Jamiołkowski, Reports on Mathematical Physics 5, 415–424 (1974). [11] M.-D. Choi, Linear Algebra and its Applications 10, 285 (1975).

[12] K. Kraus, States, effects, and operations (Springer, Berlin, 1983).

[13] E. C. G. Sudarshan, Quantum measurement and dynamical maps (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1985).

[14] S. Sohail and U. Sen, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 55, 295301 (2022). [15] G. Gour, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 65, 5880 (2019). [16] M. Girard, S.-H. Kye, and E. Størmer, Linear Algebra and its Applications 608, 248 (2021).