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On the quantum Rényi relative entropies and related
capacity formulas

Milan Mosonyi and Fumio Hiai

~ Abstract—Following Csiszar's approach in classical informa- is either p (null hypothesis or o (alternative hypothesjs
tion theory, we show that the quantuma-relative entropies with wherep ando are density operators on the system’s Hilbert
parameter a € (0,1) can be represented as generalized cutoff space, and one’s goal is to make a good guess for the

rates, and hence provide a direct operational interpretatbn to ¢ tate of th t based t it th
the quantum a-relative entropies. We also show that various rue state ot the system, based on measurement results on the

generalizations of the Holevo capacity, defined in terms ofhie  COpi€es. It is easy to see that the most general inferencensche
a-relative entropies, coincide for the parameter rangex € (0,2], based on measurements ancopies, can be described by a
and show an upper bound on the one-shot-capacity of a pinary positive operator valued measurem@nt/ —7), where
classical-quantum channel in terms of these capacities. T € B(H®"), 0 < T < I, and the guess ig if the outcome
Index Terms—Rényi relative entropies, Hoeffding distances, corresponding td" occurs, andr otherwise. The probability
generalizeq .cutoff rates, quantum channelsp-capacities, one- gf g wrong guess ia,, (T') := Tr p®"(I—T) if the true state is
shot capacities. p (error probability of the first kinland3,, (T') := Tr o®"T if
the true state is (error probability of the second kipdUnless
. INTRODUCTION the two states have orthogonal supports, there is a trdde-of
etween the two error probabilities, and it is not possible t

distance of states (probability distributions in the deais ind a measurement that makes both error probabilities equal

and density operators in the quantum case) with measures {Razero.. As '_t turns out, if we require the error probabiktie
do not satisfy the axioms of a metric. In a broad sense,Ck the first kind to go to zero asymptotically then, under an

statistical distances a function taking non-negative values or?hptImal segulf_nge dOf measurementsli the ?jrr%r p;Obab'bf'eS .
pairs of states, that satisfies some convexity propertiggsin 1€ S€cond kind decay exponentially, and the decay rate is

arguments and which cannot increase when its arguments %ilyéen by S (p|lo) [1], [2]. On the other hand, if we impose
subjected to a stochastic operation. Probably the mostlaop

e stronger condition that the error probabilities of thretfi
statistical distance, for a good reason, is tektive entropy ind go to zero asymptotically as, ~ 27" for somer > 0
S, defined for density operatogs o as

then, under an optimal sequence of measurements, the error
probabilities of the second kind decay ag ~ 2~ "H-(vllo),
S(pllo) {Trp(logp —logo), if suppp <suppo, where H,. (p|| o) is the Hoeffding distanceof p and o with

pllo) =

N information theory, it is convenient to measure th

+00, otherwise parameter- [3]-[6]. . .
_ _ o _ The Hoeffding distances can be obtained as a certain trans-
While various generalizations of the relative entropydieg  form of the a-relative entropieshat were defined by Rényi,
to statistical distances in the above sense, are easy t@defased on purely axiomatic considerations [7]. While thevabo
they are not equally important, and the relevant ones aethetate discrimination result relates Rényisrelative entropies
that appear in answers to natural statistical problemsnortp statistical distances with operational interpretatimmirect
other terms, those t_hat admit an operational Interpretatio  operational interpretation of the Rényi relative entrepieas
~The operational interpretation of the relative entropy ifissing for a long time. This gap was filled in the classical
given in the problem o&symptotic binary state discrimination case by Csiszar [8], who defined the operational notion of
where one is provided with several identical copies of @utoff ratesand showed that the-relative entropies arise
quantum system and the knowledge that the state of the systgimcutoff rates in state discrimination problems. In Sectio
. _ Il we follow Csiszar's approach to show that therelative
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by the D-distance ofp4p from the set of product states, = The Holevo-Schumacher-Westmoreland theorem [10], [11]
shows that the asymptotic information transmission cdpaci
In(A: Blpap) = D(paglloa®0B), of a channel, under the assumption of product encoding, is

given by theHolevo capacity
whereS(H ) and S(Hp) denote the state spaces of parties

A and B, respectively. When the statistical distance is the Xs(W) = sup Is(p; W), (5)
relative entropysS, there is a unique product state closest to PEM; (X)
pan, Which is the produchs ® pp of the marginals o4z, Which is the maximal amount of correlation that can be ceate

inf
0A€S(Ha),0BES(HB)

and we have the identities between the classical input and the quantum output in a
classical-quantum state of the forB), W, p € M;(W). A
Is(A: Blpag) = S(pas|lpa® pp) geometric interpretation of the Holevo capacity was given
= 1g(f‘H )S(pAB [loa ®pB) in [12], where it was shown that the Holevo capacity of a
TAE A

. channellV is equal to the relative entropy radiis; (ran 1)
= inf  S(papllpa®op). (1) ofits range, where thé-radius of a subset c S(#) for a

S(H .. . . .
oBES(Hp) statistical distance is defined as
These identities, however, are not valid any longeiSifis

replaced with some other statistical distadeeand one may Rp(X) := {gl(f sup D(p|| o). (6)

. . . ceS(H) pex
wonder which formula gives the “right” measure of corre- o . __pe ]
lations, i.e., which one admits an operational interpietat NOt SO suprisingly, the identities in (2)—(4) do not hold for

When D is ana-relative entropy or a Hoeffding distance, arft 9€neral statistical distand@, and one may define various
operational interpretation can be obtained fpz || pa © formal genera_hzatlons of Fhe Holevo capacity. Here we will
pp) in the setting of discriminating.p from p ® pp, as D€ interested in the quantities

described above. It seems, however, that wiigns an a- Xpo(W) = sup D(E,W || p @ E,WV), @)
relative entropy and the aim is to measure correlations doetw PEM 4 (X)

the m_pl_Jt and the output of_a stocha_snc communlcgmon cblann Xpi(W):=  sup inf D(E,,W Ilp® o), 8)
then it is the last formula in (1) (witlb replaced with anx- peEM(X)TES(H)

relative entropy) that yields a natural operational intetgtion, W) inf DWW 9

as we will see below. Xp (W) peizlﬁx)aelg(ﬂ);p(w) Wz llo), ©)
By a classical-quantum communication chaniet simply .

. = f sup D(W, . 10

a channel) we mean a map’ : X — S(H), whereX is a Bp(ran ) aelg(H) ;22 (W [lo) (10)

set and# is a Hilbert space, which we assume to be finit
dimensional. Note that there is no restriction on the caliin

of X, and this formulation encompasses both the case of cl
sical channels (i.e., when the rangelifis commutative) and

the standard formalism for quantum channels (i.e., wheis shown for quantum channeis aad € (1,+o00). In Section

the state space of an input Hilbert space #@nds a completely IV we follow the approach of [8] to show that}, (W) —

EOS(;“\;.G trgc;-grgsgvmggm;p). AHI'ft"}/% _Of the ((S:hanvrt;ﬂn X2 (W) = Rp(ran W) for classical-quantum channels when
e defined by : ¥ - S(#x ® H), P 00 © Wan - pyis an -relative entropy with parameter € (0, 2.

where 7y is some a.uxmary Hilbert space with dimension The Holevo-Schumacher-Westmoreland theorem identifies
eql;]al to th? cardinality OW.’ and 5th: |em><em|.f0r sc|>me fthe Holevo capacity (5) as the optimal rate of information
?/Tr/tV\ztnho:;ns%:ésttgrf?i;}ifeel;slzgggr't;— d%ﬁ)xbp;l;fg:/l?:e\;zﬁeo transmission through the channe! in an a;ymptotic scenario
. . A under the assumption that the noise described by the channel
M;(X) is a classical-quantum stal W' = 3, p(2)0. W, occurs independently at consecutive uses of the channei{me

on the joint system of the input and the output of the Chann%'l‘yless channel). However, in practical applications oaer c

ang ’IIt‘f mar]%lnl;ailfls_ar%g%\;en_bym EPWW: pTh: 2o p(x)éwf use a channel only finitely many times, and the memoryless
and Tri2) E,W = E,W = 3., p(2)W,. The amount of ., ition might not always be realistic, either. Hence,sit i

correlations between the input and the outputin the $#al¥, jasjrable to have bounds on the information transmission
as measured by the relative entropy, can be written in Varohnacity of a channel for finitely many uses. For a given
equivalent ways: thresholde > 0, the one-shote-capacity of the channel is
Is(p; W) the maximal number of bits that can be transmitted by one
. . single use of the channel, with an average error not excgedin
=S (]EpWHﬁ@EpW) = Inf S (EpWHﬁ@U) (2) &. Note that finitely many (possibly correlated) uses of a
€St channel can be described as the action of one single channel
=> p)S (W, ||E,W) = inf > p(x)S (We|lo) acting on sequences of inputs, and hence the study of orte-sho

Sthe capacitiesxp, | (W), xp (W) and Rp(ran W) were
shown to be equal in [8] when the channel is classical 2risl
A a-relative entropyS,, with arbitrary non-negative parameter
a, and in [13], the identityys (W) = Rs,(ran W) was

€S(H o o . .
eS L capacities addresses the generalization of coding thesiem

(3) the direction of finitely many uses and possibly correlated
=SE,W) —Zp(w)S(Wz)- (4) channels at the same time. In [14] a lower bound on the
z one-shot-capacity of an arbitrary classical-quantum channel
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W was given in terms of the Rényi capacitigg (W)

forany A, B,C € B(H)+ anda € [0, 1], and the same holds

with parametera. € [0,1). This bound was shown to befor a > 1if B andC commute. In particular, for fixed, B €
asymptotically optimal in the sense of yielding the Holev#(#),, the maps) < ¢ — Q. (A||B+¢l) and0 < ¢ —
capacity as a lower bound in the asymptotic limit, but no uppé,, (A || B + <I) are monotonic decreasing, and it is easy to
bound of similar form has been known up till now. In Sectiosee that, for anyx € [0, +c0),

V we show an upper bound on the one-shepacity in terms

of the Renyi capacitiegs_ , (W) with parameter > 1 thatis

again asymptotically optimal in the above sense. It remains

open question whether the capacitigs (1) andxs_ (W)

Qa(A||B)=§1>nga(A||B+€I)a (12)

S (A||B) = sup Sy (A|| B +¢l). (13)
e>0

are equal for a givenr. To the best of our knowledge, the por, < [0,2]\ {1}, the a-quasi-relative entropies have the
answer to this question is unknown even in the classical. Cagfonotonicity property [15]-[17]

II. PRELIMINARIES ON THE RENYI RELATIVE ENTROPIES
Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space with :=

Qa((D(A)H(I)(B))SQa(AHB)v AvBGB(H)Jra (14)

where ® is any completely positive trace-preserving (CPTP)

dim#. We will use the notationd(#), and B(#)++ 10 map onB(#). As a consequence, the-quasi-relative en-
denote the positive semidefinite and the strictly positieé d tropies are jointly convex in their arguments fare [0,2] \
inite operators or#, respectively. Similarly, we denote theyq:.

set of density operators (positive semidefinite operatats w
unit trace) byS(#), and use the notatiof(# ). for the set

Qu (X2, pidi IS piB) <37 miQa (il Bi), (25)

of invertible density operators. We will use the convengion

0% := 0, « € R, andlog0 := —o0, log+oo = +oo.

where A;,B; € B(H)4+, and {p;} is a finite probability

By the former, powers of a positive semidefinite operator afstribution [15], [18], [19].

only taken on its support, i.e., if the spectral decompaositi

ofan A € B(H)+ is A = >, arPy, where alla, > 0,
then A* := 3", ai! P, for all a € R. In particular,A° is the
projection onto the support of.

Following [15], we define for every € [0, +o0) \ {1} the

The monotonicity property (14) of thev-quasi-relative
entropies yields that, for any CPTP map on 5(H) and
a€10,2],

Soc ((I)(A) ||(I)(B)) < Soc (AHB)a AvB € B(H)+

a-quasi-relative entropyf an A € B(H) with respect to a Convexity of the function17 log for o € [0,1) yields, by

B e B(H)+ as
Qa (A B)
sign(a — 1) Tr A*B'=®, supp A < supp B
= ora€0,1),
400, otherwise

The Rényia-relative entropyof A with respect toB is then
defined as

Su (A]|B) = —

—— logsign(a —1)Qa (4| B).

Note thatS, (A||B) = +oo if suppA L supp B, or if
supp A £ supp B anda > 1. In all other casesS,, (A4 || B) is
a finite number, given by, (A || B) = 15 log Tr A*B'~,
Note that forae € (0,1), we have

11—«

S1-a (A|| B) = Sa (B[ A). (11)
It is easy to see that ifr A = 1 then

S1(A|| B) = lim S, (A|| B) = S (4] B)
whereS (A || B) is therelative entropy
Tr A(log A — log B),
+00,

supp A < supp B,
otherwise

S(A| B) ;:{

Operator monotonicity of the function — x!'=% = > 0,
for a € [0,1] yields that

Qo (Al|B+C)
Sa (Al B+C)

Q. (A||B) and

<
< S. (Al B)

(15), that fora € [0, 1],

Sa (ZipiAi I ZipiBi) < Zipisa (Ai || B;) (16)

for any finite probability distribution{p;} and A;, B; €
B(H)+. Note that the joint convexity (15) of the-quasi-
relative entropies forv € (1,2] is not inherited by the cor-
responding Rényi relative entropies, glgq log is not convex

for « > 1; for a counterexample, see e.g. [20]. Actually, the
example of [20] shows that the Rényi relative entropies are
not even convex in their first argument far> 1. However,

we have the following:

Theorem I1.1. For a fixed A € B(H)4, the mapB —
S« (A B) is convex on3(H )+ for everya € [0,2].

Proof: For o € [0, 1], the assertion is a weaker version
of (16), and hence for the rest we assume that (1, 2]. Let
A, By, B2 € B(H); it suffices to show that
Sa (Al|n(B1 +el) + (1 = n)(B2 +¢I))
<nSa(A||Br+el)+ (1 -n)Sa (Al| B2 +el) (17)

holds for everyn € (0,1). Taking the limite \, 0 will
then give the desired convexity inequality. Note that (1) i
equivalent to

logw(n(By +€I) + (1 —n)(By +el)'™%)
< nlogw((By +el)' ™) + (1 — ) logw((B2 +€I)' %),
wherew(X) := TrA*X, X € B(H), is a positive linear

functional on B(#). Proposition 1.1 in [21] states that the
functional X — logw(f(X)), X € B(H)i4, is convex
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wheneverw is a positive linear functional and is a non- Convexity of¢ yields the convexity of), and a simple com-
negative operator monotone decreasing functior{@r-oc).  putation shows that(0) 41 (0) = ¢/ (0) < limg o0 ¢’ (s) =
Applying this to thew above andf(z) := x!=% = > 0, the (1) < 0. Hence,
assertion follows. | R

By computing its second derivative, it is easy to see that the ~J=(0) = =(0), —r <(0) +9'(0),
functiona +— log Tr A¥ B~ i A (pllo) = {

Iy , o € R, is convex ornR for any +o00, —r > ah(1).

fixed A, B € B(H)+, which yields by a simple computation
the following: The functionr — H, (p||o) is the Legendre-Fenchel

Lemma ll.2. If Tr A < 1 then the functiom > S, (A|| B) is transform (up to the sign of the variable) @f on [0, +c0)

monotonically increasing oft), 1) and on(1, +oo). Moreover, ?onrdcgﬁcgi ;Lfcgg?]\ée[ng[ﬂl’ajooog'sig;ni tlrievl\a/goolstr theorem
if Tr A =1 thena — S, (A || B) is monotonically increasing ' P B 9
on [0, +00). —ra

N Sa (pllo) = —sup ~H,(pllo)p, O0<a<l
Proposition 11.3. Assume thallr A < 1 and Tr B < 1. For r>0 -«

a € (0,1), Sy (A]| B) > 0 with equality if and only ifA = B

andTr A = 1. If A is a density operator andt B < 1 then,
for all o € [1,+0), So (A||B) >0, and S, (A|| B) =0 if

and only if A = B. Moreover, if bothA and B are density
operators then the Csiszar-Pinsker inequality

That is, the Rényi relative entropies with parametefQnl)
and the Hoeffding distances with parameter 0 mutually
determine each other. Note that> H, (p|| o) is monotonic
decreasing, and

SQ(AHB) > % ||A—BH§ So(pHO') _Tli{{.loHT(pHU) < HO(pHU) =51 (pHU)
holds for alla > 1. Finally, the max-relative entropyof A, B € S(H); was
- defined in [24] aSSuax (A || B) := inf{y : A < 2YB}. One
. Prqof: Assume first thatr € [0,1). Then, by Holder's can easily see that it and B commute ther,,ax (A||B) =
inequality, Soo (A B) := limy—00 S (A || B), but for non-commuting
apl—a o 1—a A and B, Smax (A|| B) < S~ (A|| B) might happen [14].
TrATEE s (A (e B) <1, In general,S, (4| B) < Sua (Al B) < Sn (A]| B) [25],
from which S, (A|| B) = —L5logTr A*B'~® > 0. Obvi- [26].
ously, S, (A|| B) = 0 if and only if Tr A*B'~> = 1. By
the above, this is true if and only ifr A = Tr B = 1, and
Hélder’'s inequality holds with equality. The latter conalit
yields thatB = \A for some\ > 0, andTr A = Tr B yields ~ Consider the asymptotic binary state discrimination prob-
A = 1. Lemma Il.2 yields the assertion on strict positivitjem with null hypothesisp and alternative hypothesis, as
for a > 1 when A is a density operator. The Csiszar-Pinskefescribed in the Introduction. We will consider the scemari
inequality holds fory = 1 (cf. Theorem 3.1 in [22]) and hence,where the error probability of the second kind is minimized
by Lemma 1.2, for alla > 1. B under an exponential constraint on the error probabilitthef
For a density operatgs € S(H), its Rényia-entropyfor first kind; the quantity of interest in this case is
a € [0,400) is

Sa(p) :=logd — Sa (p|[ (1/d)I).

For o # 1 we haveS,(p) = 1= log Tr p, which is easily _ _ - _
seen to be non-negative, asg (p || (1/d)I) > 0 yields that wherer is some fixed positive number. In general, there is no
N closed formula to express, ,. or the optimal measurement in

0 < Sa(p) <logd, a € [0, +00). (18) terms ofp and o for a finite n, but it becomes possible in
the limit of largen. We define theHoeffding exponentfor a
parameter > 0 as

by (pllo) := inf {liminf(1/n)log fn(T0) |

Ill. CUTOFF RATES FOR QUANTUM STATE DISCRIMINATION

By i=min{B,(T)|T € B(H®"),0<T <1,
and o, (T') < 27"},

The Hoeffding distancef statesp, o € S(H) with param-
eterr > 0 is defined as

el = s {72 450 ollo) |

osa<1 (1= limsup(1/n)log oy, (Ty,) < —r},
T UO) _ up (s () o
= sup ————~% =sup{—sr —¢(s)}, - . .
Ogo}:<)1 1—a 5213 h. (pllo) = {%lf} { hrIzILSogp(l/n) log 8,.(T}) |

19

(19) limsup(1/n)log oy, (T;,) < —r},
where . 1100
he (pllo) = {1%lf} { nh_}rrgo(l/n) 10g B (T) |

() :=log Trp®c' ™, a €R, .
G(s) = (L+s)p(s/(L+5), s>-1.  (20) lim sup(1/n) log an(Tn) < —7}.
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It is easy to see that Therefore,
| 15 1+ x| |
< - . = - = -
by (pll ) < limin ~ log 3., Cr ) == () = ==l (1 —
1 - 1
< limsup — log fn.» < hy (pl|| o). =S .. )
noseo N0 Sy (P110)
Moreover, as it was shown in [3]-[6], we have ]

_ The following Corollary is immediate from Theorem III.1,
h, (pllo) =hr(pllo) =h.(pllo) = —=H, (p|[o), (21) 4ng gives an operational interpretation of the Rényi nedati

where H, (p|| o) is the Hoeffding distance defined in (19)€ntropies with parameter betweérand 1:
and hence, the limitim,, o L log 3, exists and Corollary I1l.2. For everyp,o € S(H) and everya € (0, 1),

Coer (pllo) =Cazi (o] p) .

1
lim = log By, = —H, (p||0). Sa (pllo) =

n—oo n 11—«
Note that while the above result gives the exact value of the|, the above. we considered the scenario where the con-

optimal exponential decay rate for everythe evaluation of gqc\tive trials are independent and identically distebugnd

H, (p||o) is a non-trivial task even for one singie Indeed, heonce the state describing the outcome probabilities: of

there is no closed formula known for the Hoeffding distancgiy s is a state of the form®" or «®". In a more general

in general, and, as the definition (19) shows, in order Q.onario, that encompasses correlated trials, one caiteons

computeH,. (p|| o), one has to know in principle all the Reny'sequence of Hilbert spacé_é:: {H, }nen and two sequences

relative entropiesS,, (p|| o) for everya € (0,1), and solve of statesj := {pnlnen and @ := {on}nen. The goal is

an optimization problem. It is thus natural to look for Si'E'plagain to analyze the asymptotic performance of a decision

approximants of the function— H, (p|| o) for givenp and  gcheme for deciding betweem, and o, for eachn € N.

o. Following [8], for ax < 0 we define thegeneralizeds-  The error probabilitiesn,, and 3, can be defined in the

cutoff rate C'; (p||0) as the supremum of ally > 0 that g3me way as above, and in analogy with the above problem,

satisfy _ the limit lim,, ,(1/¢(n))log B, can be considered, where
hr (p|lo) < K(ro =), r > 0. (22) ¢: N — N is some monotonically increasing function such

That is, we are looking for a linear approximation of— thatlimy, .0 ¢(n) = +oc. The following was shown in [6]

H, (p|| o) which is optimal among all the linear functionsTheorem 111.3. Assume that the Ilimity(a) :=
with a given slope. Note that (22) gives a restriction onljim,, . CLn)(a —1)S4 (pn || o) exists for alle € [0,1) and
for r < ry, as otherwise the right-hand side is non-negatitRe convergence is uniform df, 1). Assume, moreover, that
and the inequality holds trivially. That is, one can ensune a) is differentiable on(0, 1). Then,

exponential decay rate at least as fast as given in the higihd

. 1 1
side of (22) whenever < ry := C,; (p|| o). Moreover, as the lim ——logf,, = — lim ——=Hc)r (pn || o0)
following Theorem shows, the cutoff rate is easy to evaluate "™ c(n) "Hmf(ri)
as it is equal to a Rényi relative entropy with a given paramet =: —H, (9| 7).

depending orxk.

Moreover, H,. (0| &) = supg< <1 {‘(" %} where

-«
V(@) oy L
(@llp).  (23) a—1 S (Plle):= lim 2o

Theorem Ill.1. For everyx < 0,

=S 1 (pllo)=S_s (pn |l om)

|k| T TF %]

Cu(pllo) =

Proof: If supp p L suppo then all the quantities in (23) A particular example that satisfies the conditions of Theo-

are +oo and the assertion holds trivially. Hence, for the res€M |||_3 is the case where, anda_" are thez_z-_step restrictions
we assume thatupp p is not orthogonal taupp o. Note that of classical ergodic Markov chains with finite state-spaie [

the second identity follows from (11). Let< 0 be fixed. By Physically motivated examples can be obtained by consigeri
(21), our goal is to determine the largestsuch that pn @ando,, to be finite-block restrictions of temperature states

of non-interacting fermionic and bosonic systems on cubic
—[5lr +|5lro < =By (pl|0) = Hy (pllo),  r>0.  latices [27], [28].
- The cutoff rateg”,; (7| &) can again be defined in the same
By (19), H; (p[| o) = —|x|r — ¥(|x]) for everyr > 0, where ay as in (22) (with the scale/n replaced withl /c(n) in the
¢ is given in (20). On the other hand, foy. := —¢/(|x|)  definition of 7., (7|| #)). The same argument as in the proof

we haved(s) > 9 (|k|) + (s — [])¢'(|x]), s > 0, due to the of Theorem III.1 leads to the following:

convexity ofy) and hence, )
Theorem IIl.4. Under the assumptions of Theorem III.3, we

H, (pll0) = sup{si? (1]) = 0(s)} = sl (1) = (s)) ~ have
= il — D(Ix]). C, (7] 5) = |—i|5 w (F1F) =81 @GP

TFr| 1+1k]
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for everyrx < 0, or equivalently, for everyv € (0,1), Fora € (1,2], f(p) > Trp*(1+¢e)t72 > (14+¢)t7adt~2,
due to (18). Fora € (0,1), the operator monoton|C|ty
Sa (P 6) = mc (Pllo) = C%l @11 7)- of the functionz — 2'=% 2 > 0, yields that f(p) >
Tr p®(el)t=* > et~ for all p € K. Since
IV. EQUIVALENCE OF CAPACITIES
Let W : X — S(H) be a classical-quantum channel ag/fx(p) — f(p)| = f(p) Iilo) 1‘ > inf f(p) 1ip) -1,
fp) peX fp)

in the Introduction. Our aim in this section is to show that
the capacities defined in (8)—(10) are equal to each Othgg gee thaff (p)/f(p) converges td uniformly in p ask —
when D = S, is a Rényi relative entropy with parameter, . and hence

€ (0,2]. We will assume thatan W is compact inS(H).

This assumption is satisfied whé# is a CPTP map on the 1 fe(p
state space of an input Hilbert space as well as wheis a Sa(pllox +eI) — Sa(plloo +el) = p—] log f((p))
finite set.

Note thatS(#) is a compact convex subset of the Euclideagonverges to 0 uniformly in  p, due to which
spaceB(#)., (with the Hilbert-Schmidt norm). Lek be a limi—oc fa,c(p,0%) = fa,:(p; 00). ]

compact subset of(H) and M(K) be the set of all Borel o _ _
probability measures oiC. Let Cr(K) be the real Banach To simplify hotation, we fix ar € (0, 2]\ {1} for the rest.
space of all real continuous functions &nwith the sup-norm; We have the following:
then M(K) is identified with a w*-compact convex subset oproposition IV.3. For everye > 0, there exists ar. € S(H)
the dual Banach spadgx (K)*. We also introduce the subsetg;ch that
M (K) of M(K), consisting of finitely supported measures.

For everya € (0,2] \ {1} ande > 0, define the functions  max f, .(p,0.)

fae @andga.. on M(K) x S(H) by pEM(K)
= mln max fa E(I)7 ) — max mln fa €(p7 )
occS(H M(K) M(K)oeS(H
fae(p,0) :=/ Sa(pllo + I) dp(p), €S(H) peM( PEM(K) o0E€S(H) 5
Joa,e (p,o /Qa pllo +el) dp(p). Zgé%l(l?l{)rglea/éisa(pﬂo—ksf):rglealécsa(pﬂaa—i—gl).
(26)

Note that for every fixedr, the functionsS,, (-|| o + ¢I) and
Qo (+]| o +€I) are continuous foe > 0 and, by (12) and Moreover, the same relations hold if the maxima oxe(K)
(13), are lower semicontinuous fer= 0. Hence, the integrals are replaced with maxima ovek1 (/).

defining f. . and g, . exist for alle > 0. Furthermore, by

(12), (13), and Beppo Levi's theorem, Proof: For a fixed o, fu.(-,0) is continuous

and, consequentlyp — min,csey) fa,c(p,0) IS upper
fao(p,0) = lim fo(p,0) = sup fac(p,o), p € M(K), semicontinuous and therefore they reach their suprema
eN0 e>0 (24) ©On the compact setM(K). Moreover, fo.(p,0) <

i 1 1 sup €su SOC (p||0'+€]),p € M(’C)v g € S(H)'
and the same holds if we replagg, With ga,o and fo,- with yielés that the maximum 0f o.c(-,0) on M(K) is reached

Joue: at a Dirac probability measure and hence,
Lemma IV.1. For everyo € S(H) ande > 0, f,.(-,0) and
ga,(+,0) are affine and continuous an (KC). max  foe(p,0) =max S, (p|lo+el)
pEM(K) pek
Proof: The claims about the affinity are obvious, and the = max fa.(p,o) (27)
continuity of the functionsS,, (- || o 4+ ¢I) andQy, (- || o + 1) PEM;(K)

yields, by definition, thatf, -(-,o) andg..(-,o) are contin- o )
uous in the vi-topology. m foreveryo € S(H). Contlnuny of fcly_rs(p,.-) yields that

o — maxye m(x) fa,e(p, o) is lower semicontinuous ofi(#)
Lemma IV.2. For everyp € M(K) ande > 0, fa.c(p,-) and and hence it reaches its infimum at some peintwhich yields
Ja.c(p, -) are convex and continuous &(#). ming e s(3) MaXpe M) foe (P 0) = Maxpe p() fa,e (P, 0c)-
The identity of the two expressions in (25) follows by Sion’s

Proof: Convexity follows from Theorem 1.1 and (15). "™
minimax theorem [29], [30], due to Lemmas IV.1 and IV.2.

Let {0 }ren be a sequence (%), converging to some

o0 € S(H). Let fu(p) == Trp® (o, + eI)'== and f(p) := ;I'r:le forTuIas ; (26)df0r|1|0\,\:‘ fromh (27). The last asslertlon
Tr p® (09 + 1)1, p € K. Since ollows from (27) and the fact thafa [, (x)xsx) also
satisfies the conditions in Sion’s minimax theorem. [ |
| Tr p® (o + 1)~ = Tr p* (o0 +e1)' For the rest, for every > 0 we fix a 0. as given in
<Trp®-||(ox + D) = (00 4+ €)' oo, Proposition 1V.3. Note that the compactness&ifH) yields

that there exists a sequenge, }ren and acy € S(H) such

andTr p* < d for everya > 0, we see thakim. fx(p) = f(p)  thatlimy, =, = 0 andlimy, 0., = oo.

uniformly in p. This yields the continuity 0§ (p,-)-
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Proposition IV.4. Let oy be a limit point as above. Then, Thus,

inf fa,O(an) 2 énln fa,O(pv U)

sup f(!,o(pa UO) UGS(H)++
PEM(K) > min  fao(p, (1 —€)o +e(1/d)I)
= min sup  fa, 0(p7 o) = sup min fq, o(p, o) 7€S()
7E€S(H) pe M(K) peM(K) 7€S(H) +log(1 —¢)
(28) > il faolp.o) +log(l—e),

= Hél(r?l{) sup Sy, (p|| o) = sup Sa (p|| 00) - (29) o€S(H) 4+

c pek pek and by taking the supremum ines, we get

infoesry,, fao(p,0) = mingesm) faolp,o). The

Moreover, the same relations hold if the suprema a¥¢(/C)

are replaced with suprema ovevt ;(K). assertion about the other two minima can be obtained by

repeating the same argument after taking the supremum over
Proof: By (24), fao(p,-) is lower semicontinu- p € K in (31) and the supremum overe M(K) in (32),
ous on S(H) and hence so is the functiom ~» respectively. u

SUPye (i) fa0(p o), 0 € B(H).. Therefore, they reach pomark 1v.6. The first supremum i28) and the last one in
their infima onS(#). For everyk € N, (29) can be replaced with maxima.

Proof: By Proposition IV.4
[e}% i I [0} i !
péﬁi’“ﬁc)f o(poe, +enl) = pe”}i“fqu (D, o)

= max min fo. (p,0)

sup Sa (p | 00) = glsi(g{)supSa (pllo)
PEM(K) 0€S(H) pek pek

< sup min fao(p,0), : ;gps ell/dl) = 2161’;2 tlogd = Sa(e)}
peEM(K) cE€ES(H)
(30) <logd.
o o o _ Thus, S, (p||o—0) is finite, and therefore it is given as
where the first identity is by definition, the second is dug (plloo) = =i7logTrp®os~* for every p € K. This
to Proposition V.3, and the inequality follows from (24)y|elds thatp — Sa (p||o0) on K andp — fao(p,00) On
Furthermore, M(K) are continuous, and hence they reach their suprema.
[ |
sup  min foo(p,0) < min  sup fao(p, o) Since in the proofs of Propositions IV.3 and IV.4 we only
pEM(K) 7ES(H) 7€S(H) peM(x) used the properties of,, . established in Lemmas IV.1 and
< sup fao(p,00) IV.2, which are common with the properties @f ., we have
pEM(K) the following:
<liminf sup fao(p,oc, +erl) » ) -
k=00 pem(x) Proposition IV.7. The assertions of Propositions I1V.3 and 1V.4
< sup  min fao(p,o) hold true if we replacef, . with g, . for all ¢ > 0, and S,

pEM(K) 7ES(H) ’ with Q.
where the first two inequalities are obvious, the third Now we are ready to prove the following:
one follows from the lower semicontinuity obr +~ Theorem IV.8. Let W : X — S(H) be a classical-quantum
SUP,e (k) fo,0(p,0), 0 € B(H)+, and the last inequality is channel with compact image. Then, the capacities defined in
due to (30). This gives the identities in (28), and the idedi (8)-(10) are equal to each other whe® = S, is a Rényi
in (29) follow the same way as in Proposition 1V.3. The lagklative entropy with parametex € (0, 2].
assertion follows by repeating the argument above with the

suprema and maxima ovér (K) replaced with suprema overties (2) and (3), so for the rest we assume that (0, 2]\ {1}.

M (K). Let K := ran V. Proposition IV.4 yields that
Remark IV.5. Note that the minima ove§(#) in (28) and .

(29) can be replaced with infima ove?(H) . Xs,2(W) = p;\}:ﬂx Uelg(f?—l) Zp o (Wzllo)

in zp o (pllo)

Proof: The assertion is obvious for = 1 from the identi-

Proof: The trivial inequality(1—¢)o+<(1/d)I > (1—¢)o

yields pE./\/lf(lC) UGS(H)
= sup min faO( o)
So (p|| (1 —&)o +e(1/d)I) +1log(l —¢) < Sa (p]| o) (31) pEM  (K) TES(H)
= min supS (pllo)

for everye € (0,1), p € K ando € B(H), and hence, for o€5(H) p

(
everyp € M(K), = Rs, (ran W)'
Let id be the identical channel o/l = ranW, and let
faolp, (1 —e)o+e(1/d)I)+1og(l —¢) < fao(p,0). (32) id : p — I, ® p be its lifting as in the Introduction. Using
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Proposition IV.7, we have While this bound might be rather loose for one single use of
. the channel, it is asymptotically optimal in the sense that i
X5.,1(W) yields the Holevo capacity as a lower bound on the optimal
= sup inf S, (]EpW [|p® g) asymptotic transmission rate of the channel [14].
pEM;(X) 7ES(H) In order to give an upper bound on the capacity, one has to
= sup inf )Sa (Epia I1p® C,) find an upper bound on the success probability for any code

peEM(K)oES(H (M, ¢, E) in terms of M. Such a bound was given in [31],
that we briefly outline below. Note that the functien— Tw

logsign(ar —1)ga,0(p; o) is operator monotonic increasing for € [1,+oc) and thus
1

1 —(We )= M a )
= logsign(aw —1) sup  min ga,0(p,0) We(k) (Ww(k)) < (Zm:l Wemy) - Hence, the average
o —

1 pEM;(K)oES(H) success probability is upper bounded as

= sup inf
peEM ;£ (K) ceS(H) a — 1

1
= logsign(a — 1) min sup Q. (p||o)

M M a
— 1
a—1 0ES(H) pek P.(M, ¢, E) < 52 TrEy <Z Wg(m)>
= min sup log sign(a — 1)@, o k=1 m=1
[ Din, sup S logsig (@=1)Qa(pllo) 1 y .
= Rg, (ran W). = <Z §<m>>
n m=1 .
— Mk—a T = 1 Woc :
V. THE ONE-SHOT CLASSICAL CAPACITY OF QUANTUM - : mz_:l MM
CHANNELS 1o e
. <M=  sup QTXQ(P)’ (33)
Let W : X — S(H) be a classical-quantum channel. In - PEM ()

order to transmit (classical) information through the afen

the sender has to encode the messages into signals at the i%\.‘fre

of the channel, and the receiver has to make a measurement o =
at the outcome to determine which message was sent.\A(p) := — . log Trw(p), w(p) := <Z p(:v)Wf) :
code is a triple (M, ¢, E), where {1,..., M} labels the @

possple messages (o transmt; {L,..., M} — &is the As it was pointed out in [13], [32], for any € S(H) and
encoding map, and the positive operator valued measuremer%tM (X) we have
E:{l,....,M} = B(H)+, Zj‘il E; = 1, is the decoding. b f

The average probability of an erroneous decoding is given by S, (]E,,W Hﬁ ® 0)

. w(p) w(p)

Pe Trw(p)) + 5 (Trw(p) H 7
where P, (M, ¢, E) is the success probability. The one-shot =y, (p) + S, ( w(p) H 0‘) , (34)
e-capacity of the channel is defined as the logarithm of the Trw(p)

maximal humber of messages that can be transmitted througltl hence
the channel with error not exceediag

reX

M

1 .

Pe(M, . E) = - > (1= Te Wy Ei) = 1— Pu(M, ¢, E), =5, (EpW
=1

Ya(p) = inf S, (E,W|p®c), (35)
C.(W) := max{log M | I(M, ¢, E) such that w)=_ 2, ( P )
P.(M,p,E) <e}. which in turn yields
Let x3, (W) andxg_ (W) denote the generalizations of sup  xa(p) = x5 L (W). (36)
the Holevo capacity ofl as defined in (7), for a Hoeffding PEM;(X) -

distance with parameter and for a Rényi relative entropy The above observations lead to the following:
with parametery, respectively. For any > 0 and anyc > 0, '

the one-shot-capacity can be lower bounded as Theorem V.1. For anye > 0, we have
. 24+c+1/c , . a 1
CE(W) 2XH10g((1+C)/5),O(W) — log (f) CE(W) < ggfl {XSQ,I(W) + o—1 log 1— E} .
— sup —alog () s (W) Proof: Assume that for a codéM, ¢, E) we have
0<a<1 l-« So0 P.(M, ¢, E) <e. Then, by the above,
24+c+1/c -1
~log (%) : log(1 - £) < log Pu(M. 0, ) < “— (x&, 1(W) — log M)

where the inequality was shown in [14], and the identity i®r everya > 1, from which the assertion follows immedi-
obvious from the definition (19) of the Hoeffding distancesately. [ |
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For eachn € N, consider thenth i.i.d. extension ofl//, VI. REMARKS ON THE DIVERGENCE RADIUS
H n) . n ®mn
defined gy’ : ™ — S(H®"), Let ¥ be a subset of the state spa®€H), and letRp (%)
W (T1,...,xp) = W(r) @...0 W(z,). denote itsD-radius as given in (6). A state* which reaches

the infimum in (6) is called @&-centrefor >. As we have seen
in the previous section, th&,-radii of the range of a channel
are related to the direct part of channel coding dog [0, 1)

and to the converse part for € (1,4oc]. In both cases, the

The rate R(C) of a sequence of code§ = {C™ =
(MM o) BN} oy is R(C) = liminf, o L log M™),
and theasymptotics-capacityof W (with product encoding)

is defined as asymptotically relevant quantities are the divergencé veith
C.(W) :=sup {R(C) ’ lim sup pe(c(n)) < 5}7 « close tol. On the other hand, for state discrimination the
n—oo relevant quantity turns out to be the-radius. More precisely,
where the supremum is taken over sequences of codes sittiss,...,p, € S(H) then the optimal success probability
fying the indicated criterion. One can easily see that of discriminating them by POVM measurements is given by
_ _ Py = (1/r)exp (Rs,..{pr}) [33], whereSy.x is the max-
lim inf %Cs(W(n)) <C(W) < Co (W) relativt(e énirop])py([24]. ) B
1 ) Related to state discrimination is the following geometiric
= I;H;ggfgcs”(W ) problem: givenps,...,p, € S(H), find the largesty such
for any 0 < ¢ < ¢ < . The upper bound in Theorem,that there exist states, ..., 7 such thatgp; + (} —q)7 IS
V.1 is asymptotically sharp in the sense that it yields tHBdependentof. Such afamily of states;, ..., 7, is called an

Holevo capacity as an upper bound on the optimal informati(?ﬂ?ti_rlnal HEIS::@T family Witg pa_ramegqrin [34]. As one can
carrying capacity in the asymptotic limit. The details o th€aSlly See, the largest sughs given yexp (= Rs,,..1pk}),

roof of the following Theorem are supplied in Appendix 1A 4pi + (1 — ¢)7i is an Swax-centre for{p;};_,. When
P g PP PP r = 2, the results of Holevo [35] and Helstrom [36] yield that

Theorem V.2. Assume thatan W is compact. Then, for any the optimal success probability is given B = (1+ D)/2,
e€[0,1), - whereD := (1/2) ||p1 — p2||,, and henceRs,.. ({p1,p2}) =
C(W) < xs(W). log(1+4 D). Moreover, anS,,..-centre is given by = (p; +
2X.)/(1+ D)= (p2+2X_)/(1 + D), whereX; and X _
1 are the positive and the negative parteof- po, respectively.
C.(W) < liminf =C., (W(n)) In [38] and [37], a suboptimal Helstrom family was used for
nee two statesp; andp, to show Fannes type inequalities. Using
< lim inf {EXEQJ(W(")) + 1 a log %} instead the above optimal Helstrom family in the proof of,[37
noroo (e na—1 l—e¢ Proposition 1], one obtains the following:

Proof: By Theorem V.1 and Proposition B.2,

= X5,.1(W) Proposition VI.1. Let# be a Hilbert space and : S(H) —
forany0 < ¢ < ¢ < 1 anda > 1. By Proposition B.5, C be a bounded function that satisfies
the assertion follows for every > 0, and the case = 0 is
immediate fromCo (W) < C.(W), £ > 0. [ |f(L=¢e)pr +ep2) — (L —&)f(p1) —ef(p2)| < h2(5237)
Remark V.3. Cutoff rates were also defined in [8] for channefor any two stategy, p and anye € [0, 1], wherehs(z) :=
coding in the following way: fors < 0, the x-cutoff rate —zlogz — (1 —z)log(l — ) is the binary entropy function.

C,.(W) is the largestR, for which Then, for any two states;, po on H, we have
lim sup 1 log P.(C™) < k(Ry — R) |f(p1) = flp2)| < 2ha(e) + 4eM, (38)
n—oo N B
. _llpi—pally — q
for any sequence of codes with rafe while for x > 0, the wheree := 515, —pall and M := sup e 1/ (0)|-

r-cutoff rate C,, (W) is the largestR, for which Proof: Let 7, 5 be the above optimal Helstrom family

1 ando* = (1—¢)p;+eT; be theSy,.x-centre of{ p1, p2}. Then,
lim sup — log Ps(C™) < k(Ro — R)

. nee nf g " [f(p1) = f(p2)]
or any sequence of codes with rale < — f(o®)] + *)
Inequality (33) and identity(36), together with the obser- |J;(p1) JEOIF17o7) = fe2)l
vations of Appendlx B, yleld that, far > 1, < Z |f(0_*) _ (1 _ E)f(pz) _ 5f(71)| + €|f(p1)| + €|,f(7-1)|
1 a—1 ;
li —log P,(C™) < L .(W)-R =l
imsup - log () < (X5,1(W) = R) < () + e M.
for any sequence of codes with raeand hence, -
Ce(W)>x5 , 1(W), 0<k<Ll The von Neumann entropy is known to satisfy (37), which
i in turn yields by a simple computation that the conditional

The above inequality was shown to hold as an equality feftropy and the relative entropy distance from a convex set
classical channels in [8]. containing a faithful state satisfy (37), too. Note that foe
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latter two quantities (38) yields a slight improvement oé thproperties of the Rényi relative entropies then wouldn’kena
result of [38] and of [37, Lemma 1], respectively, where thi possible to satisfy the continuity requirements of miaim
same bound was obtained with= ||p; — p2||;. theorems, and that's why we had to usgerturbations in

For the case wherd is the relative entropyS, it was Section IV.
shown in [12] that for any subsef of states, theS-centre Itis worth noting that Rényi relative entropies and the eerr
is unique and is inside the closed convex hai of X. sponding channel capacities are related to different regiof
This is no longer true for other Rényi relative entropies imformation-theoretic tasks for the parameter valaes (0, 1)
general. For instance, for the classical probability distions and fora € (1, +00). Indeed, the first interval is related to
p1 = (1/2,1/4,1/4), po := (1/2,1/6,1/3), an Sw.-centre the so-called direct part of problems, i.e., where a relevan
is given by o* = (6/13,3/13,4/13), and one can easily error probability decays exponentially for rates below the
verify that no S,.-centre can be found on the line segmeraptimal one, while the second interval is related to theo(sy)
connectingp; and ps. It is of some mathematical interest toconverse regions, where a relevant success probability igoe
find conditions onD ensuring the existence of a uniquie zero (exponentially) for rates above the optimal rate. Guto
centre ofX in coX for any subset of states. rates are also defined in an asymmetric way, separately for
the direct region £ < 0) and for the strong converse region
(k > 0); see Remark V.3 and [8] for more details.

In the case of hypothesis testing betwegeando, for rates

The idea of representing the Rényi relative entropies as< S (o ||p), the optimal exponential decay rates of the
cutoff rates is from Csiszér [8], and we essentially followeerror probabilities of the second kind are given explicily
his approach here. Note, however, that the analysis of tiee erthe Hoeffding distance#,. (p|| o), which are defined through
exponentsy, , k., b, in the classical case, on which the proothe Rényi relative entropieS,, (p||o), « € (0,1). For rates
of [8] relies, is based on the Hellinger arc and a represemtatr > S (o ||p), the success probabilities decay exponentially,
of the Hoeffding distances that have no equivalents in tlad the optimal decay rates are known in the classical case
quantum setting [2]. Instead, our analysis is based on @nbe given by the Han-Kobayashi bounds [2], [39], [40],
equivalent definition of the Hoeffding distances that can lefined throughS,, (p||o), @ € (1,400). In the quantum
defined also for quantum states, given in (19). That thimse, however, the exact error exponents for the converse pa
definition of the Hoeffding distances have the right opersi are not known and hence it is not possible to extend the sesult
meaning was proven recently under the name of the quantom[8] on the cutoff rates for: > 0 at the moment, though
Hoeffding bound [3]-[6]. Note that this representationloét the results of [2], [40] give inequalities between the chitof
Hoeffding distances allows for a somewhat simplified proohtes and the Rényi relative entropies that are expectedltb h
even in the classical case. Moreover, this proof works alss equalities. For channel coding, the exact error expsnent
for the more general setting of correlated states congidere are not known for every rate value even in the classical
Theorem I11.3. case, but we see the same picture, i.e., the exponentiay deca

The way to prove the identity of the different definitions obf error probabilities for rates below the Shannon capacity
the Rényi capacities using minimax results is also fromf8}. can be expressed in terms of, or upper bounded by, the
this, the convexity obr +— Q. (p|| o) ando + S, (p|| o) for  Rényi capacities¢s  with o € (0, 1), while for rates above
every fixedp are essential. These are obvious in the classidhe Shannon capacity, the exponential decay rate of success
case forQ,, and forS, whena € (0,1), and were proven probabilities can be expressed in terms of the Rényi capacit
for S, anda > 1 in [8]. That proof, however, cannot bexs with a € (1,+oc) [8].
extended to the quantum case and, as far as we are aware, oDue to finite-size effects, the one-shot capacities are dis-
Theorem I1.1 is a new result. Note that in the quantum case tbentinuous functions of the error bay and they depend on
fact thatx — '~ is not operator convex far > 2 yields a the parameters of the channel in a more intricate way than
strong limitation, and no convexity properties of thaelative their asymptotic counterparts. As a result, it doesn’t séem
entropies are expected to hold for parameters- 2. This be likely that they could be expressed in a similarly compact
limitation was overcome in [13], where a completely diffiere form as the asymptotic capacities, and if one is looking for
approach was used to prove thgf ; = Rs, (ran W) for all some universal statement on them, applicable to all channel
o > 1. Another subtle technical difference between the prooéd all possible error bars, then probably the best one can
for the classical (more precisely, finit®) and the general hope for are lower and upper estimates on their values. In
cases comes from the fact that in minimax theorems oneeéw of the above noted difference between the role of the
the sets has to be compact and convex, which in the first caseervalsa € (0,1) anda € (1, 400), it seems rather natural
can be chosen to h#1,(X), and the other space has to béo expect lower bounds in terms of the capacitigs with
convex, which is chosen to h&(#) . In the general case o € (0,1) and upper bounds in terms of the capacitigs
X is usually the state space of a quantum system, whichwith o € (1,+00). While we left the question of optimality
of infinite cardinality and henceé\;(X’) is convex but not open for the bounds provided in Section V (in fact, even to
compact, whereas replaciny ;(X') with M,,(ran¥) as in formulate what optimality might mean in this setting is a non
Appendix B yields a space that is compact but not conveivial question), it is somewhat reassuring that the optim
Hence we switched the role of the two spaces and cl§¢88 asymptotic capacity can be recovered by applying our bounds
to be the compact convex set. However, the (dis)continuity several copies of the channel and letting the number of

VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS
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copies go to infinity. for all x € X. Hence,
. N — s © < g . '
APPENDIXA min glggrf(ar,yz) min f(z,y*) < ;gg;nelgf(x,y)
A MINIMAX THEOREM N o
let X and ¥ b ; ¢ X xY Thus, all the conditions of Lemma A.1 are satisfied, from
_L€ an € non-empty Sets and ; x " which the assertion follows. [ |
R := RU {—o0,+00} be a function. Obviously, for any
o € X andy € Y we haveinf,cx f(x,v0) < f(zo0,y0) < APPENDIXB
sup,cy f(z0,y) and hence, THE LIMIT OF THE a-CAPACITIES
sup inf f(z,y) < inf sup f(x,y). (39) In this Appendix we collect some properties of the quarttitie
yey 2€X zeX yey

Xo andy;, that are needed for the proof of Theorem V.2. To
Minimax theorems give sufficient conditions on when theimplify notation, we introduce

above inequality holds with equality. The following Lemma » . .

A.1is a step in the proof of Sion’s minimax theorem in [30], XSo 1= XSol = XSa2 = fls, (ran W),

the proof of which we include for the readers’ conveniencethereW : X — S(H) is a fixed classical-quantum channel.
We will use the notatiorif(.,y) < ¢| to denote the level set We start with the following:

{zx € X : f(x,y) < ¢} for some number € R, and other

level sets are denoted similarly. Lemma B.1. Assume thatx > 1. Then, for anyp;,ps €

Ms(X), ne€(0,1) ando € S(H),
Lemma A.1. Assume thafX is a compact topological space

and f(., y) is lower semicontinuous for evegye Y. Assume, o (E(lfn)lernpzW [ (1 —=m)p1 + np2) ® 0) (41)
moreover, that for any finite subsgt C Y we have > YA YA
> (1 —mn)Sa (EmW |1 ® 0) +1Sa (EmW || P2 ® 0)
: - : '
Jnf max f (z,y) < sup nf f(z,y) (40) (42)
Then the infima ir(39) can be replaced with minima, and 2 (1 =mxa (P1) + 10X, (P2)- (43)

sup min f(z,y) = min sup f(z, 7). In particular, the functiorp — x.(p) iS concave oM ¢(X).

yey 7eX veXyey Proof: The inequality in (43) is obvious from (34). One
Proof: The lower semi-continuity off(.,y),y € Y can easily verify that the expression in (41) is equal to

implies the lower semi-continuity @ﬁlpyf(. ,y) and, sinceX 4o if and only if the expression in (42) is equal tpoo,

is compact, all the functiong(.,y), y € Y, andsup, f(.,¥) and otherwise the inequality between the two follows by a

reach their infima onX. Hence, we can replace the infimastraightforward computation from the concavity of the ftioie

with minima. —L log. The last assertion follows by taking the infimum in
To prove the main assertion, we have to show that o in the inequality between (41) and (43). [ |
min sup f(x,y) < sup min f(z,y). The following statement is essentially Lemma 2 from [31]:
zeX yey yey z€X

Proposition B.2. Assume thatan W is compact andv > 1.

Let ¢ < mingexsup,ey f(z,y) Or equivalently, letc be Then

o

such that f(,y) < ¢ = (. Lower semicontinuity . " y

of f(.,y) Qiflés[ Ehat)[f(.7y1 < ¢ is closed (and hence X5, (W) =mys, (W), neN.

compact) for every, € Y and hence, there exist finitely many Proof: Using the concavity established in Lemma B.1,

Y1, ...,y such that"._,[f(.,y:) < ¢] = 0 or equivalently, one can follow the proof of Lemma 2 in [31] to obtain the

¢ < mingey maxi<;<, f(z,y;). By the assumption (40), we assertion. (Note that in [31]¥ was assumed to be finite, but

obtainc < sup, ¢y mingex f(z,y). Since this holds for any that doesn’t make a difference in the proof.) ]

¢ < mingex sup,cy f(z,y), the assertion follows. [ ] Let m := (dimH)2 + 1, and let

Corollary A.2. Let X be a compact topological spacg, be . )

a subse}clof the real line and Igt:pX X Yp—> % be aF;unction. Mo (ran W) := {p € My(ran W) : [suppp| < m}

Assume that denote the set of probability measures supported on not
() f(.,y) is lower semicontinuous for evefye Y and ~ more thanm points inran . By Carathéodory's theorem

(i) f(z,.) is monotonic increasing for every € X, or [41, Theorem (2.3)], for every € M;(X), there exists a
f(z,.) is monotonic decreasing for everye X. p € My, (ran W) such that

Then the infima in(39) can be replaced with minima, and o
Yo (p) = Xa(p) 1= —— log Tr ( > ﬁ(w)of’)

o

sup min f(z, y) = min sup f(z,y).
ye

yey rzeX weran W
Proof: By the monotonicity assumption, for any finiteNOte thaty can also be defined by replacidg with ran W
subsetY’ = {yi,...,y.} C Y, there exists ay* € and W with the identity mapid on ran W in (35), i.e., for
{v1,...,y-} such that eachp € My (ran W),
) = * Vo — inf SQ(E'Ad . ) a4
lrél?gxrf(:zr,yl) flx,y") Xa(p) oelg(ﬂ) pid|[p® o (44)
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The functionsy; and y; are defined simply by replacing
with 1 in (35) and in (44), respectively. Note that

The following statement was shown in Lemma 3 of [31] for
the case wheré’ is finite. Here we give an alternative proof,
using the minimax theorem established in Appendix A, that

X5, (W) = Xa(p)

sup  Xa(p)
PEM 4 (X)

sup
pEM,, (ran W)

for everya € [0, +00).

Lemma B.3. The functionsy — x.(p) and a — x.(p) are
montonically increasing off0, +oo) for all p € M;(X) and
p € My(ran W), respectively, and 1.

lim Yo (p) = X1(p)-

a—1

lim xo(p) = x1(p),

a—1

Proof: The assertion on the monotonicity follows imme-
diately from the monotoncity of the Rényi relative entrapie
the parametedi. We prove the assertion on the limit separately
for 1 and fora N\, 1. In the second case, we have

fmxer) = nfxelr) = inf it e (B I1p e o)
B aelfsl(f?-[) Inf Sa (E”W 1P U)
= inf S(E,W|p ): .
Laub (p lp@a)=x1(p)

For fixed p € M;(X) and a € [0,400), the map
o= Sq (EpW [p®@o+ aI) is continuous on the compact
setS(#) and hence the map— S, (E,W || p @ o ) is lower
semicontinuous, due to (13). On the other hand, for fixed
o € S(H), the mapa — S, (E,W||p® o) is monotonic
increasing inoe and hence, by Corollary A.2, we have

li = inf S, (E,W||p
Jim x.(p) =sup inf ( P ||p®o)
= inf supS, (E,W||p
oES(H) ach CAERL)
= inf S(EW|poac)= :
ot ( oW D 0) x1(p) a
The proof forlim, 1 X« (p) goes exactly the same way.l
(2

The following Lemma was shown in [42]. For readers

conveniance, we include a proof here. [3]
Lemma B.4. If ran W is compact thenM,,,(ran W) can be 4
equipped with a topology with respect to whicb\t,,, (ran W) (4]
is compact andy,, is continuous.

5]

Proof: Let S,, := {(A1,...,Am) Aoy A >
0,7 A = 1} denote them-dimensional probability [6]
simplex, and defineQ,, (W) S X (ran W)™ 7]
{Aw) : A€ S, wi,...,wy, €ran W}, Compactness of
ran I yields that(,, (W) is compact with respect to its natu-[8]
ral topology. Letry, : Qm (W) = My (ran W), mn (A, w) := (g
>, Aib,, whered,,, denotes the Dirac measure concen-
trated atw;. We define the topology on M., (ran W) to

be the factor topology, i.e., the finest topology with respeg 1

to which =, is continuous. Being the continuous image of
a compact setM,,, (ran W)
see thaty, o m,, is continuous or2,, (W), which in turn is
equivalent to the continuity of,, with respect tor. [ |

decreasing in its second variable an :
continuous in its first variable on the compact space=
M, (ran W), due to Lemma B.4. Hence, we can apply the
minimiax theorem of Corollary A.2 to obtain

covers the general case.

Proposition B.5.

il—>m1 XS, (W) = XS(W)'

Proof: We prove separately the cases ™ 1 anda \,

In the first case, the assertion follows immediately from
Lemma B.3, as
lim x5, (W)= sup  sup xa(p)
a1 a€0,1) pe M (X)
= sup  sup Xa(p)
pEM;(X) a€l0,1)
= sup  xi(p) =x5(W).
pEM(X)
Note that the functionf(p,«) := —xa(p) is monotonic

(1,400) and

inf max
a>1peM,, (ran W)

max inf
pEMp, (ran W) a>1 Ao (p)

X1(p) = x5(W).

(lyl\f‘ml Xs, (W) Xa(p)

max
PEM,, (ran W)
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