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Channel simulation using coherence, which refers to realizing a target channel with coherent states and free
operations, is a fundamental problem in quantum resource theory. The limitations of the accuracy of deter-
ministic channel simulation motivate us to consider the more general probabilistic framework. In this work,
we show the relation between the maximal success probability and the accuracy of channel simulation with
free operations. When the chosen free operation is the maximally incoherent operation (MIO), we provide an
efficiently computable semidefinite program (SDP) to calculate the maximal success probability and derive the
analytic expression of success probability for some special cases. When the chosen free operation is dephasing-
covariant incoherent operations (DIO), it is proved that if the target channel is not a resource nonactivating
channel, then one cannot simulate it exactly both deterministically and probabilistically. The SDP for maximal
success probability of simulating channel by DIO is also given correspondingly.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, many efforts have contributed to establish-
ing the framework of quantum resource theory [1, 2] to un-
derstand the unique properties of quantum mechanical sys-
tems such as coherence [3–12], entanglement [13–17], and
magic [18–23]. In general, the resource theory is defined by
the free states and free operations. Free states are states that
do not possess the resource under consideration, while free
operations are operations that preserve the resource in the set
of free states. Take the resource theory of entanglement as
example [13–17], the free states are separable states, which is
not entangled, and one of the free operation set is local op-
eration and classical communication (LOCC) [24, 25], which
do not generate entanglement. Similar to entanglement, co-
herence is another important topic in quantum resource the-
ory [1], which refers to the property of the superposition of
states. It empowers various quantum tasks, such as cryptog-
raphy [26], metrology [27–29], thermodynamics [30–32], and
channel simulation [33, 34].

In the resource theory of coherence [32], the free states
are defined as classical states, i.e., density operators that are
diagonal in a given reference orthogonal basis {|i⟩}. Such
states are called incoherent states and denoted as I. The cor-
responding maximally coherent state in dimension m is the
state |Ψm⟩ = 1√

m

∑m−1
j=0 |j⟩. In this work, we denote the

density matrix of a maximally coherent state with rank m as
Ψm = |Ψm⟩⟨Ψm| for convenience. Unlike LOCC in the en-
tanglement resource theory, the resource theory of coherence
fails to identify a single, physically motivated class of oper-
ations. Thus, it is necessary to characterize the operational
properties and applications of quantum coherence under sev-
eral different sets of operations, such as dephasing-covariant
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incoherent operations (DIO) [35], and maximally incoherent
operations (MIO) [34]. The DIO is defined as operations M
such that [∆,M] = 0, or equivalently M(|i⟩⟨i|) ∈ I and
∆(M(|i⟩⟨j|)) = 0, ∀i ̸= j, where ∆ is the diagonal map
(completely dephasing channel), i.e., ∆(·) =

∑
i |i⟩⟨i| · |i⟩⟨i|.

The MIO is defined to be all operations M such that M(ρ) ∈
I for any free state ρ ∈ I. From the definition, DIO is the
subset of MIO, i.e., DIO ⊂ MIO. More details are shown in
Appendix A.

FIG. 1. (a) Arbitrary channel N is applied to given quantum state
ρ. (b) Utilizing free operation M and resource state ω to implement
channel L. The realized channel L is supposed to as close to the
target channel N as possible.

Channel simulation using resource is one of the most fun-
damental tasks in the quantum resource theory. Specifically,
the channel simulation using resources is to use a resource
state ω and a free operation M to realize a quantum channel
L such that L close to the target channel N as much as pos-
sible. Such a process is shown in Fig. 1. Quantum teleporta-
tion [36] is one of the well-known channel simulations using
entanglement, where the resource state is Bell state and the
free operation is LOCC. Channel simulation using coherence
is another important topic in the quantum resource theory, and
many efforts have contributed to establishing the framework
of deterministic channel simulation [33, 34, 37]. At the same

ar
X

iv
:2

40
4.

06
77

5v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
0 

A
pr

 2
02

4

mailto:benchizhao@gmail.com
mailto:kosuke.ito.qiqb@osaka-u.ac.jp
mailto:fujii@qc.ee.es.osaka-u.ac.jp


2

time, the limitations of deterministic channel simulation are
also shown. The deterministic protocol may be not sufficient
to simulate the target channel within desired error tolerance.
In Ref. [33, 34], it has been proved that any CPTP map can
be simulated by free operations MIO deterministically with a
certain resource state ω. However, if we can only access to
the resource state ω, whose robustness of coherence is smaller
than the requirement of the channel simulation, then it is im-
possible to simulate the target channel with no error. Besides,
in Ref. [37], the authors found that any coherent unitary chan-
nel cannot be simulated by DIO exactly (e.g. the Hadamard
gate) no matter what resource state ω is provided.

The limitation of deterministic channel simulation moti-
vates us to consider such a task in a more general probabilis-
tic framework, in which the channel simulation will succeed
only with some probability. The probabilistic framework has
been applied to many quantum tasks and shown advantages
over deterministic ones. For example, in Ref. [38], the au-
thor observes that one can transfer the quantum state from ρ
to σ probabilistically, while such transformation is forbidden
in the deterministic scenario. Moreover, in the task of coher-
ence distillation [5], with the same input state, the output state
by probabilistic distillation is closer to the maximal coherent
state than deterministic distillation.

In this work, we focus on the probablistic channel sim-
ulation using coherence, characterizing the relation between
the maximum success probability and the distance from sim-
ulated channel L and target channel N . In the first part, we
show three cases of channel simulation with MIO depending
on the types of the resource state. (i) If the resource state is
the rank-m maximally coherent state ω = Ψm, we provide
the analytical expression of maximal success probability. (ii)
If the resource state ω is a pure coherent state, we derive the
non-zero success probability. (iii) If the resource state ω is a
general coherent state, we provide an efficiently computable
semidefinite programs (SDP) to achieve the maximal success
probability. In the second part, we concentrate on the chan-
nel simulation with DIO. We proved that if the target channel
N is not a resource nonactivating channel [39], then it cannot
be simulated exactly by DIO with any resource state, both de-
terministically and probabilistically. We then provide the ef-
ficiently computable SDP for achieving the maximal success
probability of channel simulation with DIO. Our work fills an
important gap in the literature by establishing the probabilistic
toolbox for the key resource of quantum coherence.

II. THE PROBLEM OF PROBABILISTIC CHANNEL
SIMULATION

To quantify the coherence of a quantum channel, the ro-
bustness of coherence of a quantum channel was proposed

Definition 1 [34] The robustness of coherence of a quantum
channel N , CR(N ) is defined by

1 + CR(N ) := min{λ : N ≤ λM,M ∈ MIO}. (1)

The inequality of N ≤ λM can be understood as the map
λM−N is completely positive.

Definition 2 [34] The smoothed version of the robustness of
the channel is called ε-robustness of coherence, which is de-
fined by

Cε
R(N ) := min

{
CR(L) :

1

2
∥N − L∥⋄ ≤ ε

}
. (2)

If we consider replacement channel Nσ , whose output is in-
dependent of the input state ρ, i.e., Nσ(ρ) = Tr[ρ]σ, then the
robustness of a channel (Definition 1) reduces to the robust-
ness of states [8]. The definition of the robustness of quantum
states is shown in Appendix B. Similar to the robustness of a
state, the robustness of a channel quantifies the minimal mix-
ing required to destroy all the coherence in a quantum channel
N . Note that the robustness of coherence of quantum channel
CR(N ), as well as ε-robustness of coherence can be effec-
tively calculated by SDP [34], which are shown in the Ap-
pendix C.

The task of probabilistic channel simulation can be defined
as follows. For a given target channel NA→B , and resource
state ω, we aim to find a free operation M such that M(ω⊗·)
probabilistically outputs a channel close to N (·). A single-bit
classical flag register F is used to indicate if the simulation is
successful. If the register F is found to be |0⟩, then it implies
the output state L(·) simulates our target N (·) up to an error ε.
Otherwise, the simulation fails and we discard the "rubbish"
output K(·). When the channel simulation fails, we can per-
form a replacement channel N I

d
, which replaces input state

into identity, on the quantum state K(·) as post-operation, i.e.,
N I

d
◦ K(·) = Tr[·]I/d, where I is identity and d is the di-

mension of the system. Note that such post-operation won’t
change the success probability. Our goal is to maximize the
success probability of channel simulation. Here, we can de-
fine the problem as follows

Problem 1 Given triplet (N , ω, ε), what is the maximum
probability PO(N , ω, ε) to simulate channel N up to error
ε with the given resource state ω and free operation class
O ∈ {MIO,DIO}? Mathematically, we have

PO(N , ω, ε) = max p; (3a)
s.t. MRA→FB(ω ⊗ ·) = p|0⟩⟨0|F ⊗ L(·);

+ (1− p)|1⟩⟨1|F ⊗ Tr[·] I
d
; (3b)

1

2
||L − N||⋄ ≤ ε; (3c)

M ∈ O. (3d)

System R is the reference system containing the resource
state, and system F is the flag system, indicating if the chan-
nel simulation is successful. || · ||⋄ is known as diamond
norm [40], which has two operational meanings: First, it
quantifies how well one physically discriminates between two
quantum channels [41]. If we set ε = 0, it implies the exact
implementation of the target channel. Second, it quantifies the
cost for simulating a general hermitian preserving map with
physical implementations [42, 43].
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III. PROBABILISTIC CHANNEL SIMULATION WITH
MIO

In this section, we are going to prove that arbitrary quan-
tum channels can be simulated by MIO probabilistically, and
any coherent pure state is useful in this task. We also provide
an expression that can compute the maximum probability ef-
ficiently. Then we take the qubit unitary channels as a study
case.

Theorem 1 Given arbitrary channel N as a target and max-
imally coherent state Ψm as a resource state, where m ≥ 2 is
the rank, the optimal success probability of the exact channel
simulation with MIO is

PMIO(N ,Ψm, ε = 0) = min
{
1,

m− 1

CR(N )

}
(4)

Proof When we say a channel N can be simulated by MIO,
it means that given a maximally coherent state Ψm with rank
m ≥ 2, there exists an MIO M such that

M(Ψm ⊗ ·) = p|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ N (·) + (1− p)|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ I
d
, (5)

with p > 0. In order to simplify this proof, we can transfer
the problem from probabilistic channel simulation of N into
deterministic channel simulation of L, which is

L(·) = p|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ N (·) + (1− p)|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ I
d
. (6)

In Ref. [34], it has been proved that if m − 1 ≥ CR(L), then
there exist a CPTP map L′ such that (L + (m − 1)L′)/m is
MIO. In our case, from the convexity of the robustness of the
quantum channel, we have pCR(N ) ≥ CR(L). SinceCR(N )
is a finite value [34], we can always find a positive probability
p such that

m− 1 ≥ pCR(N ). (7)

Make the following ansatz for a channel M that is feasible for
the simulation

M(ω ⊗ ·) = Tr[Ψmω]L(·) + Tr[(I−Ψm)ω]L′(·). (8)

M is MIO if and only if M(|i⟩⟨i| ⊗ ·) is MIO for any diag-
onal elements |i⟩⟨i|. Substitute ω = |i⟩⟨i| in Eq. (8), we have
M(|i⟩⟨i| ⊗ ·) = 1

mL + m−1
m L′, which is MIO by construc-

tion. From Eq. (7), the maximal success probability is taken
as m−1

CR(N ) , since CR(Ψm) = m − 1, we can also write it as

P (N ,Ψm, ε = 0) = CR(Ψm)
CR(N ) . Note that the probability can-

not exceed 1, the optimal success probability is

P (N ,Ψm, ε = 0) = min
{
1,

m− 1

CR(N )

}
. (9)

The proof is complete. ■
The robustness of quantum channel CR(N ) is finite, it im-

plies the success probability of simulating a channel by using
MIO and maximal coherent states is always greater than 0,

i.e., P (N ,Ψm, ε = 0) > 0 with m ≥ 2. In other words, any
quantum channel can be simulated by MIO probabilistically
with Ψm.

In the proof of Theorem. 1, if given enough resource, i.e.,
CR(Ψm) = m − 1 ≥ CR(N ), it implies the success proba-
bility equals to one, thus we can simulate channel determin-
istically. Otherwise, if we can only access the quantum states
with a limited amount of coherence, i.e., CR(Ψm) = m−1 <
CR(N ), then the channel can only be simulated probabilisti-
cally, which is the ratio between the robustness of resource
state Ψm and the robustness of coherent channel N , i.e.,

p =
m− 1

CR(N )
. (10)

If the robustness of coherence of the given quantum state is
less than the requirement of channel simulation, it is impos-
sible to realize the target exactly [34]. However, in the prob-
abilistic scenario, such a task can be realized with a certain
success probability.

If we are allowed to simulate target channel N up to error
ε, it is equivalent to simulate channel L exactly with the con-
straint 1

2∥L − N∥⋄ ≤ ε. From the definition of ε-robustness
of coherence, we have minL CR(L) = Cε

R(N ), which leads
to the following corollary directly.

Corollary 2 Given arbitrary channel N as target and maxi-
mally coherent state Ψm as resource state, the optimal success
probability of channel simulation with MIO up to error ε is

PMIO(N ,Ψm, ε) = max
L

PMIO(L,Ψm, 0)

= min
{
1,

m− 1

minL CR(L)

}
= min

{
1,

m− 1

Cε
R(N )

}
(11)

From Corollary 2, we can approximately simulate the target
channel. If more error we are allowed, the higher the success
probability we can simulate it.

For a further step, instead of using a maximally coherent
state, we consider a general pure coherent state and arrive at a
new corollary, which is shown in the following.

Corollary 3 Given target channel N and coherent pure state
ψ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|, where |ψ⟩ =

∑n
i=1 ψi|i⟩, ψi ̸= 0, n ≥ 2, the

maximal success probability of channel simulation with MIO
up to error ε is lower bounded by

PMIO(N , ψ, ε) ≥ PMIO(N ,Ψm, 0)× P distill
MIO (|ψ⟩⟨ψ| → Ψm),

(12)

≥ n2

m(
∑n

i=1 |ψi|−2)
×min

{
1,

m− 1

Cε
R(N )

}
,

(13)

where P distill
MIO (|ψ⟩⟨ψ| → Ψm) is the success probability of

coherence distillation with MIO from input state |ψ⟩⟨ψ| to the
rank-m maximally coherent state.
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Proof Before starting the proof, we need to note that arbitrary
coherent pure state |ψ⟩ can be distilled into maximal coherent
state Ψm by MIO with non-zero probability [5], which is

P distill
MIO (ψ → Ψm) ≥ n2

m(
∑n

i=1 |ψi|−2)
> 0, (14)

where m ≥ 2 is an integer.
In order to simulate channel N using a given coherent pure

state ψ, one feasible method is to probabilistically distill the
maximally coherent state Ψm from ψ first, then probabilisti-
cally implement the target channel using the distilled maxi-
mally coherent state. Therefore, the maximum success proba-
bility is lower bounded as

PMIO(N , ψ, ε) ≥ PMIO(N ,Ψm, 0)× P distill
MIO (|ψ⟩⟨ψ| → Ψm).

(15)

By considering Eq. (14) and Corollary 2, we arrive at the
lower bound of the maximal success probability as

PMIO(N , ψ, ε) ≥ n2

m(
∑n

i=1 |ψi|−2)
×min

{
1,

m− 1

Cε
R(N )

}
.

(16)

The proof is completed. ■
This corollary implies that if we take an arbitrary coher-

ent pure state as a resource state, we can simulate an arbi-
trary channel by MIO with non-zero probability. In other
words, any coherent pure state is "useful" in the task of
channel simulation with MIO. Even if only having a few re-
sources, coherent pure states ψ possess the potential to simu-
late the target channel, albeit with a small probability of suc-
cess PMIO(N , ψ, ε) > 0.

So far, we have analytically researched the success proba-
bility of channel simulation using pure coherent states. How-
ever, the given resource state can be arbitrary. In the general
case, the analytical description of channel simulation will be
hard. Here we try to convert the probabilistic channel sim-
ulation problem to an SDP problem, which could help us to
calculate the success probability. Due to the non-linearity of
Eq. (3b), we cannot formulate Problem 1 into an SDP di-
rectly. Thus, we consider a generalization of the set of free
operation O to the class of subnormalized quantum operation
Osub, which is completely positive and traces non-increasing
maps. By adopting this generalization, we convert the prob-
ability optimization into the following expression. A similar
technique is also applied in Ref. [44, 45].

Lemma 4 For any triplet (N , ω, ε) and operation class O,
the maximal success probability of coherence channel simula-
tion PO(N , ω, ε) = max{p ∈ R+|E(ω ⊗ ·) = pL(·), 12 ||L −
N||⋄ ≤ ε, E ∈ Osub}

Proof For any quantum operation Λ(ω⊗ρ) = |0⟩⟨0|⊗E0(ω⊗
ρ)+|1⟩⟨1|⊗E1(ω⊗ρ), where E0 and E1 are two subnormalized
operations, we can check that Λ ∈ O if and only if E0, E1 ∈
Osub, and E0 + E1 is trace preserving. Thus, the optimization
in Eq. (3) is equivalent to find the optimal subnormalized op-
erations E0 and E1 such that E0(ω⊗ρ) = pL(ρ), E1(ω⊗ρ) =

(1 − p)I/d, 12 ||L − N||⋄ ≤ ε, and E0 + E1 is trace preserv-
ing. Since we can take E1(ω ⊗ ρ) = (1 − Tr[E0(ω ⊗ ρ)]) I

d ,
without compromising the success probability, the maximal
success probability of coherence channel simulation is only
dependent on E0, which complete the proof. ■

By generalizing the free operation into the subnormalized
version, Lemma 4 simplifies the optimization of the maxi-
mal success probability. For further steps, we formulate the
success probability optimization as an efficiently computable
SDP, which is shown as follows.

Proposition 5 For a given triplet (N , ω, ε), the maximal
probability to simulate the target channel with MIO is given
by PMIO(N , ω, ε) = 1/tmin, where tmin is given by

tmin =min t;

s.t.TrR[JẼ(ω
T ⊗ IA ⊗ IB)] = JLAB

; (17a)
JẼ ≥ 0,TrB [JẼ ] ≤ tIRA; (17b)

TrRA[JẼ(|i⟩⟨i|
T
RA ⊗ IB)]

= ∆(TrRA[JẼ(|i⟩⟨i|
T
RA ⊗ IB)]), ∀i; (17c)

TrB [JL] = IA; (17d)
Z ≥ 0, Z ≥ JL − JN ,TrB [Z] ≤ εIA. (17e)

Proof To get rid of the non-linearity, we consider the map
Ẽ = tE , where t = 1/p, the inverse of success probability, and
E is the subnormalized MIO. The notations of JẼ and JL are
the Choi-Jamiołkowski matrix of maps Ẽ and L, respectively.
JN is the Choi-Jamiołkowski matrix of the target channel N .
Eq. (17a) corresponds to the constraint Ẽ(ω ⊗ ·) = L(·).
Eq. (17b) and Eq. (17c) implies that E is a subnormalized
MIO. From the result of Ref. [40], Eq. (17d) and Eq. (17e)
guarantee that the simulated channel L is the target channel
N up to error ε, which is 1

2 ||L − N||⋄ ≤ ε. ■
A general qubit unitary possesses four real parameters.

However, we can transform unitaries into each other with-
out any additional cost by incorporating coherent unitaries
before or after them. This observation implies the existence
of an equivalence relation among qubit unitaries up to co-
herent unitaries. A unique representative of each equivalence
class [33, 34] is given in Eq. (18).

Uθ =

(
cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

)
, (18)

Here we choose the unitary channel U l
θ, U l

θ(·) = U⊗l
θ ·U†⊗l

θ ,
as the target channel to simulate. The success probability of
unitary channel simulation U l

θ can be derived from the robust-
ness of the channel. The specific statement is shown in the
following.

Proposition 6 Given the triplet (U l
θ,Ψm, ε = 0), the optimal

success probability of channel simulation is

PMIO(U l
θ,Ψm, ε = 0) = min

{
1,

m− 1

(1 + sin 2θ)l − 1

}
. (19)
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Proof The cohering power [46, 47] of a channel PR(N ) is
defined as

PR(N ) = max
i

log(1 + CR(N (|i⟩⟨i|))). (20)

We denote i∗ to be the optimal solution, i.e., PR(N ) =
log(1 + CR(N (|i∗⟩⟨i∗|))). In [34], it has been proved that
the cohering power of a channel PR(N ) is equivalent to the
log-robustness of the channel, which is PR(N ) = log(1 +
CR(N )). It is straightforward to have

CR(N ) = CR(N (|i∗⟩⟨i∗|)). (21)

If we replace the unitary channel U l=1
θ into the equation,

we can deduce CR(U1
θ ) = CR(U1

θ (|i∗⟩⟨i∗|)) directly. For sin-
gle qubit, the robustness of a state is equal to its l1-norm of
coherence [8], which is the summation of the absolute value
of all non-diagonal elements [9]. Then, we have

CR(U1
θ ) = CR(U1

θ (|i∗⟩⟨i∗|)) = Cl1(U1
θ (|i∗⟩⟨i∗|)) = sin 2θ.

(22)
Note that the robustness is multiplicative under the tensor
product of states [48], specifically

1 + CR(ρ1 ⊗ ρ2) = (1 + CR(ρ1))(1 + CR(ρ2)). (23)

We correspondingly have

CR(U l
θ) = (1 + sin 2θ)l − 1. (24)

Recall Theorem 1, the optimal success probability is the ratio
between the robustness of the resource state and the robust-
ness of the target coherent channel, also the success probabil-
ity p cannot exceed 1. Then we have

PMIO(U l
θ,Ψm, ε = 0) = min

{
1,

m− 1

(1 + sin 2θ)l − 1

}
, (25)

which completes the proof. ■
In previous, we discussed the exact probabilistic channel

simulation with MIO and provided the success probability.
We also conduct numerical experiments to show the approx-
imate probabilistic channel simulation. We consider 2-qubit
unitary channels U l=2

θ (0 ≤ θ ≤ π/4) as the target channels.
The resource state used is the rank-2 maximally coherent state
Ψ2. For different error tolerance ε ∈ {0, 0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2},
the success probability of channel simulation with MIO is dis-
played in Fig. 2.

The robustness of the unitary channel CR(U2
θ ) increases

with respect to the increase of the rotation angle θ. When the
angle is small, the resource state Ψ2 has more resources than
the required resource of the task, so we can simulate such a
channel deterministically. When the rotation angle exceeds
some threshold, the coherence of the resource state Ψ2 is not
enough for its deterministic implementation. Thus, one can
never implement the target channel exactly in the determin-
istic scenario, and can only realize it approximately. While
in the probabilistic scenario, one can exactly implement the
target channel with a probability.

FIG. 2. Success probability p of unitary channel simulation with
coherent state Ψ2 and MIO. The rotation angle θ is the parameter
of target unitary channel U2

θ , which is chosen from 0 to π/4. The
resource state is the rank-2 maximally coherent state Ψ2. The five
curves from bottom to top correspond to the error tolerance ε equal-
ing to {0, 0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2}, respectively.

IV. PROBABILISTIC CHANNEL SIMULATION WITH DIO

In this section, we show if the target channel is not a re-
source nonactivating channel [39], then it cannot be simulated
by DIO exactly both deterministically and probabilistically.
Also, SDP for calculating the success probability of the chan-
nel simulation is provided. The replacement channel is con-
sidered a case study.

In the previous part, we discussed that arbitrary channels
can be simulated by using an appropriate resource state and
MIO. But for DIO, it is not the same story. Explicitly, we
have the following theorem.

Theorem 7 For some resource state ω, if a quantum channel
N can be implemented by a DIO channel M using ω, i.e.
M(ω ⊗ ·) = N (·), then N satisfies ∆ ◦ N = ∆ ◦ N ◦∆.

Proof Since N (ρ) = M(ω ⊗ ·) holds for any quantum state,
we directly have ∆◦N (·) = ∆◦M(ω⊗·). Considering M is
a DIO channel, which means ∆ ◦M(ω⊗·) = M◦∆(ω⊗·).
We arrive

∆ ◦ N (·) = M◦∆(ω ⊗ ·). (26)

Apply the completely dephasing channel on both sides,

∆ ◦∆ ◦ N (·) = ∆ ◦M ◦∆(ω ⊗ ·) (27)
⇒ ∆ ◦ N (·) = ∆ ◦ N ◦∆(·). (28)

Eq. (28) holds for any quantum state, which implies ∆ ◦N =
∆ ◦ N ◦ ∆, i.e., N is resource nonactivating channel. The
proof is complete. ■

In other words, this theorem implies that if a quantum chan-
nel N satisfies the condition ∆◦N = ∆◦N ◦∆ (also known
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as resource nonactivaing channel [39]), then it can be sim-
ulated by DIO. Besides, it is straightforward to extend this
theorem to the probabilistic scenario, which is shown in the
following.

Corollary 8 For some resource state ω, if a quantum channel
N can be simulated by a DIO channel M using ω with non-
zero probability p, i.e., M(ω ⊗ ·) = p|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ N (·) + (1 −
p)|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ Tr[·] Id , where I is the identity, d is the dimension,
then N satisfies ∆ ◦ N = ∆ ◦ N ◦∆.

Proof Denote N ′(·) = p|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ N (·) + (1 − p)|1⟩⟨1| ⊗
Tr[·] Id . From Theorem 7, N ′ is a nonactivating channel, then
we directly have ∆ ◦ N = ∆ ◦ N ◦ ∆, which complete the
proof. ■

Theorem 7 and its corollary tell us that not all quantum
channels can be simulated by DIO, even probabilistically.
Take single-qubit unitary channel U1

θ and quantum state|+⟩
as an example. One can easily obtain

∆ ◦ U1
θ (|+⟩) =

(
1
2 − cos θ sin θ 0

0 1
2 + cos θ sin θ

)
∆ ◦ U1

θ ◦∆(|+⟩) =
(

1
2 0
0 1

2 .

)
∆◦U1

θ ̸= ∆◦U1
θ ◦∆ represents a single qubit unitary chan-

nel U1
θ is not a resource nonactivating channel, which cannot

be simulated by DIO even probabilistically. A similar result
was also discovered in Ref. [37].

If a quantum channel N can be simulated by DIO, then the
success probability can be efficiently computed by the SDP as
shown in Proposition 9.

Proposition 9 For a given triplet (N , ω, ε), where N is DIO-
simulatable channel, the maximal probability to simulate the
target channel with DIO is given by PDIO(N , ω, ε) = 1/tmin,
where tmin is given by

tmin =min t;

s.t.TrR[JẼ(ω
T ⊗ IA ⊗ IB)] = JLAB

; (29a)
JẼ ≥ 0,TrB [JẼ ] ≤ tIRA; (29b)

TrRA[JẼ(|i⟩⟨i|
T
RA ⊗ IB)]

= ∆(TrRA[JẼ(|i⟩⟨i|
T
RA ⊗ IB)]), ∀i; (29c)

∆(TrRA(JẼ(|i⟩⟨j|
T
RA ⊗ IB))) = 0, ∀i ̸= j; (29d)

TrB [JL] = IA; (29e)
Z ≥ 0, Z ≥ JL − JN ,TrB [Z] ≤ εIA; (29f)

Compared with the SDP for success probability of chan-
nel simulation with MIO Eq. (17), the SDP in Eq. (29)
has one more constraint as Eq. (29d), which corresponds to
∆(M(|i⟩⟨j|)) = 0, ∀i ̸= j.

We conduct a numerical experiment to simulate qubit re-
set [49], characterized by a replacement channel, which is one
of the most important quantum processes as shown in Fig. 3.
Such an operation is widely used in quantum algorithms to re-
duce the width of quantum circuits [50]. In this experiment,

we set the target channel as replacement channel N|+⟩, which
outputs the |+⟩ state no matter what the input state is, i.e.,
N|+⟩(ρ) = Tr[ρ]|+⟩ for arbitrary quantum state ρ. The re-
source state is coherent pure state, |ψ⟩ =

√
α|0⟩+

√
1− α|1⟩

for α ∈ [0, 0.5]. The coherence of the state increases as the
increase of parameter α. When α = 0.5, the resource state
is a rank-2 maximally coherent state Ψ2. We accept different
error tolerance, ε ∈ {0, 0.02, 0.04, 0.06}, and compare the
corresponding success probability of the channel simulation.
The results are shown in the Fig. 3.

FIG. 3. Success probability of simulating a replacement channel
N|+⟩ with DIO and pure coherent state |ψ⟩ =

√
α|0⟩+

√
1− α|0⟩,

α ∈ [0, 1]. The curves correspond to different error tolerances
ε ∈ {0, 0.02, 0.04, 0.06} (from bottom to top), respectively.

We also analyze the high-dimension replacement channel
simulation with a low-dimension resource state. The details
refer to Appendix D.

V. CONCLUSION

We have focused on the probabilistic channel simulation
with MIO and DIO, respectively. For the MIO part, we talked
about three cases: If the resource state is the maximally coher-
ent state, we provide an analytical expression for the maximal
success probability. If we select any pure coherent state as the
resource state, the maximal success probability is guaranteed
to be greater than zero. If the resource state ω is a general co-
herent state, we offer an efficiently computable semidefinite
program (SDP) for achieving the maximal success probabil-
ity. For the DIO part, we prove that if a target channel N can
be realized by DIO with a certain resource state ω, it implies
that N is a resource nonactivating channel. Furthermore, we
present an efficiently computable SDP for attaining the maxi-
mal success probability of channel simulation with DIO.

For further research, it would be interesting to find out
the necessary and sufficient conditions for a DIO-simulatable
channel. Another interesting direction is to apply the frame-
work of probabilistic channel simulation to other important
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quantum resource such as entanglement and magic.
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Appendix for Probabilistic channel simulation of coherence

Appendix A: Relations between different free operations

• maximally incoherent operations (MIO) [4], is defined to be all operations M such that M(ρ) ∈ I for any free state
ρ ∈ I.

• dephasing-covariant incoherent operations (DIO) [10, 35], is defined as operations M such that [∆,M] = 0, or equiva-
lently M(|i⟩⟨i|) ∈ I and ∆(M(|i⟩⟨j|)) = 0, ∀i ̸= j, where ∆ is the diagonal map (completely dephasing channel), i.e.,
∆(·) =

∑
i |i⟩⟨i| · |i⟩⟨i|.

• incoherent operations (IO) [9], admits a set of incoherent Kraus operators {Kl} such that KlρK
†
l

Tr[KlρK
†
l ]

∈ I for all ρ ∈ I

• strictly incoherent operations (SIO)[51], if the Kraus operators Kl and K†
l of the channel are IOs, then such channel is

called SIO.

• physical incoherent operations (PIO)[35], has the following processes: (1) a joint unitary UAB is applied on the input state
ρA and some fixed incoherent state ρB , (2) an incoherent projective measurement is applied with system B encoding the
measurement outcome as a classical index, and (3) classical processing channel is applied to the measurement outcomes.
Equivalently, a CPTP map is said to be PIO if and only if it can be expressed as a convex combination of maps each having
Kraus operators {Kj}rj=1 of the form

Kj = UjPj =
∑
x

eiθx |πj(x)⟩⟨x|Pj , (A1)

where Pj forms an orthogonal and complete set of incoherent projectors on system A and πi are permutations.

FIG. 4. Relations between different free operations

Appendix B: Robustness of a state

Definition 3 Robustness of state Given an arbitrary quantum state ρ, the robustness of a state is defined as [8, 11]

CR(ρ) = min
τ

{
s ≥ 0

∣∣∣ρ+ sτ

1 + s
= σ ∈ I

}
, (B1)

where I refers to the set of free states.



9

The robustness of the state quantifies the minimum amount of another state s required such that its mixed state (ρ+sρ′)/(1+λ)
is the incoherent state. We need to note that the added state τ is not necessarily a free state. Let’s denote the s∗ to be the optimal
value of s, and the corresponding state is denoted as τ∗ and σ∗. then CR(ρ) = s∗, and

ρ = (1 + CR(ρ))σ
∗ − CR(ρ)τ

∗, (B2)

is said to realize an optimal pseudo mixture for ρ. It can be characterized by [11]

1 + CR(ρ) = min{λ|ρ ≤ λσ, σ ∈ I}, (B3)

where I is denoted as an incoherent state. Note the robustness is multiplicative under the tensor product of states [48]:

1 + CR(ρ1 ⊗ ρ2) = (1 + CR(ρ1))(1 + CR(ρ2)). (B4)

Appendix C: SDP for robustness of coherence

Definition 1 [34] The robustness of coherence of a quantum channel N , CR(N ) is defined by

1 + CR(N ) := min{λ : N ≤ λM,M ∈ MIO}. (C1)

The robustness of coherence can be computed efficiently by SDPs which is shown as follows.

1 + CR(N ) = min λ

s.t. JN ≤ JM, (C2a)
TrB [JM] = λIA, (C2b)

TrA[JM(|i⟩⟨i|T ⊗ I)] = ∆(TrA[JM(|i⟩⟨i|T ⊗ I)]), ∀|i⟩⟨i|. (C2c)

where JN and JM are Choi-Jamiołkowski matrix of channel N and M, respectively. Eq. (C2a) corresponding to N ≤ λM.
Note that N is completely positive, which implies JM′ ≥ JN ≥ 0, implies M′ is a completely positive map. Eq. (C2b) implies
the channel M′ is a trace scaling map. Eq. (C2c) comes from the definition of MIO, which is M(ρ) ∈ I, for any free state ρ.
Definition 2 [34] The smoothed version of robustness of channel is called ε-robustness of coherence, which is defined by

Cε
R(N ) := min

{
CR(L) :

1

2
∥N − L∥⋄ ≤ ε

}
. (C3)

The ε-robustness of coherence can be computed efficiently by SDPs which is shown as follows.

1 + Cε
R(N ) = min λ

s.t. JM ≥ JL (C4a)
TrB [JM] = λIA, (C4b)

TrA[JM(|i⟩⟨i|T ⊗ I)] = ∆(TrA[JM(|i⟩⟨i|T ⊗ I)]), ∀|i⟩⟨i|, (C4c)
V ≥ JL − JN , (C4d)
TrB [V ] ≤ εIA, (C4e)
TrB [JL] = IA, (C4f)
JL ≥ 0, V ≥ 0. (C4g)

Eq. (C4a), Eq. (C4b) and Eq. (C4c) are the same as Eq. (C2). The rest of the constraints, i.e., Eq. (C4d), Eq. (C4e), Eq. (C4f),
Eq. (C4g) corresponds to 1

2∥N − L∥⋄ ≤ ε.

Appendix D: Simulation replacement channel with DIO

We also conduct numerical experiments of channel simulation with DIO. For simplicity, the target channel is chosen as
replacement channel NΨ4

, which outputs a fixed quantum state no matter what is the input. Specifically NΨ4
(·) = Tr[·]Ψ4,

where Ψ4 is the rank-4 maximally coherent state. In the simulation, the resource state is set as rank-2 maximally coherent state
Ψ2. With different error tolerance of channel simulation, the results are shown in Fig. 5.

In this experiment, we observe that the more errors are allowed, the higher the success probability is. In the simulation with
MIO, the success probability increases gradually as the error tolerance increases. However, in the channel simulation with DIO,
an interesting phenomenon appears the success probability of DIO jumps suddenly from 0 to 1 when the error tolerance surpasses
some threshold. The threshold is 1−m/n and the details are shown in the following proposition.
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FIG. 5. Success probability of channel simulation by MIO and DIO with different error tolerances. The target channel is set as replacement
channel NΨ4(·) = Ψ4, and the resource state is chosen as Ψ2. The discontinuity of the DIO curve occurs at error tolerance ε = 1/2.

Proposition 10 With given triplet (NΨn
,Ψm, ε), where NΨn

(·) = Ψn refers to replacement channel, and any integer m ≤ n,
it holds that

PDIO(NΨn
,Ψm, ε) =

1, ε ≥ 1− m

n
,

0, ε < 1− m

n
.

(D1)

Proof For ε ≥ 1 − m
n , It is straightforward to check that the constraints in Eq. (29) are satisfied with the following feasible

solution

JẼ =
1

n
IR ⊗ IA ⊗ IB +

1

n(n− 1)
(mΨm − I)R ⊗ IA ⊗ (nΨn − I)B (D2)

Z = (1− m

n
)IA ⊗Ψn, (D3)

which gives us the success probability 1. Note that the prime problem minimizes the value t. However, the t is the inverse of
success probability, thus Eq. (29) maximizes the probability p. In maximizing a problem, a feasible solution is usually smaller
than the optimal value. But in this case, we are dealing with probability, which cannot exceed 1. Therefore, the feasible solution
of J and Z is the optimal solution for ε ≥ 1− m

n .
For ε < 1− m

n , remind the original problem first

PDIO(NΨn
,Ψm, ε) = max

{
p
∣∣∣M(Ψm ⊗ ·) = p|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ L(·) + (1− p)|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ I

d
,
1

2
||L − NΨn

||⋄ ≤ ε,M ∈ DIO
}

(D4)

For the diamond norm, we can rewrite it into

ε ≥ 1

2
||L − NΨn

||⋄ (D5)

=
1

2
max
ρRA

||IR ⊗ LA(ρRA)− IR ⊗NΨn
(ρRA)||1 (D6)

≥ 1

2
max

ρ
||L(ρ)−NΨn

(ρ)||1 (D7)

≥ 1

2
||ω −Ψn||1, ∀ρ, (D8)
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where ω = L(ρ). The second equality comes from the definition of the diamond norm. The third inequality is caused by
removing the ancillary system R. The last inequality is because every possible quantum state is smaller than the maximal value.

For an arbitrary state ρ and a pure state ψ, we have

1

2
||ρ− ψ||1 ≥ 1− F (ρ, ψ), (D9)

where F (ρ, σ) = ||√ρ
√
σ||21 is the fidelity between states ρ and σ, and || · ||1 denotes the trace norm. Because the state Ψn is

pure, combining Eqs. (D8) and (D9), we obtain

ε ≥ 1

2
||ω −Ψn||1 ≥ 1− F (ω,Ψn), ∀ρ (D10)

At this stage, the original problem is converted to

P simulate
DIO (NΨn ,Ψm, ε) = max

{
p
∣∣∣M(Ψm ⊗ ρ) = p|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ ω + (1− p)|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ I

d
, F (ω,Ψn) ≥ 1− ε,M ∈ DIO

}
(D11)

Here we can add one more constraint that the input state ρ is a free state, i.e., an incoherent state. This problem reduces to
probabilistic coherence distillation with DIO [5].

P distill
DIO (Ψm → Ψn, ε) = max

{
p
∣∣∣M(Ψm) = p|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ ω + (1− p)|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ I

d
, F (ω,Ψn) ≥ 1− ε,M ∈ DIO

}
(D12)

Due to the relaxations, P distill
DIO (Ψm → Ψn, ε) ≥ P simulate

DIO (NΨn
,Ψm, ε). From [5], they proved that for any integer m ≥ n, it

holds that

P distill
DIO (Ψm → Ψn, ε) =

0, ε < 1− m

n
,

1, ε ≥ 1− m

n
.

(D13)

Thus, when ε < 1 − m
n , P simulate

DIO (NΨn
,Ψm, ε) ≤ P distill

DIO (Ψm → Ψn, ε) ≤ 0. Note that probability cannot be negative, it is
natural to get P simulate

DIO (NΨn
,Ψm, ε) = 0, which completes the proof. ■

A similar appearance is also witnessed in Ref. [5], where they noticed that the success probability drops to 0 discontinuously
when the infidelity exceeds a threshold in the task of probabilistic coherence distillation. They characterized such phenomenon
as “sudden death”. From the success probability gap between MIO and DIO, we are confident to conclude that MIO is much
more powerful than DIO in the task of channel simulation.
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