arXiv:1909.06981v3 [quant-ph] 22 Jul 2021

Universal proofs of entropic continuity bounds via majorization flow

Eric P. Hanson^∗ and Nilanjana Datta^†

Department of Applied Mathematics and Theoretical Physics University of Cambridge

July 22, 2021

Abstract

We introduce a notion of majorization flow, and demonstrate it to be a powerful tool for deriving simple and universal proofs of continuity bounds for Schur concave functions with a particular emphasis on entropic functions relevant in information theory. In particular, for the case of the α-Rényi entropy, whose connections to thermodynamics are discussed in this article, majorization flow yields a Lipschitz continuity bound for the case α > 1, thus resolving an open problem and providing a substantial improvement over previously known bounds.

1 Introduction

Majorization is an ordering of vectors^1 which provides a means to describe one vector as being more disordered, less disordered, or incomparable with another vector. Majorization has natural connections to entropies, which quantify disorder or randomness of probability distributions or quantum states, and thus provide a measure of information encoded in a random variable or a quantum state. In fact, almost every entropy considered in the information-theoretic literature is Schur concave, meaning if one vector is more disordered than another, according to the majorization order, then it has higher entropy than the other. Perhaps as a consequence, majorization has proven to be a very useful tool in quantum and classical information theory.

In quantum information theory, majorization plays a key role in the theory of bipartite pure state entanglement due to Nielsen’s theorem [Nie99]. This result states that given two pure states ψ_{AB} and ϕ_{AB} of a bipartite system AB, the state ψ_{AB} can be transformed into ϕ_{AB} via local operations and classical communication if and only if the reduced state of ψ_{AB} for a subsystem (A or B) is majorized by the corresponding reduced state of ϕ_{AB}.

Entropies provide a way to quantify uncertainty, and hence play a vital role in information theory. In classical information theory, the Shannon entropy gives the data compression limit of a source, while the analogous von Neumann entropy gives the data compression limit of a quantum information source. The classical (resp. quantum) Rényi entropies [Rén61] and Tsallis entropies [Tsa88] constitute families of entropies which generalize the Shannon entropy (resp. von Neumann entropy). In quantum information theory, entropies are also used to quantify

∗Email: ericpatrickhanson@gmail.com †Email: n.datta@damtp.cam.ac.uk 1Technically, it is a pre-order.

entanglement, e.g. the entanglement entropy of a bipartite pure state is the entropy of one of its marginals.

Recently, it has been shown that the majorization order on probability vectors behaves well with respect to the total variation distance, in the sense that given any probability vector p and ε > 0, there exists a minimal and maximal probability vector in majorization order in the ε-ball around p with respect to the total variation distance; both these probability vectors were independently found in [HD18; HOS18], and in fact the minimal vector was already found in [HY10]). In the quantum setting, this provides a natural connection between majorization and trace distance (and between majorization and the total variation distance in the classical setting). This connection was exploited to establish local entropic continuity bounds in [HD18]. In this work, we develop a notion of majorization flow, which traces out the path of the minimizer in majorization order over the ε-ball as ε is changed infinitesimally.

Majorization flow turns out to be a very useful tool for obtaining remarkably simple and universal proofs of continuity bounds for numerous well-known families of entropies, including Rényi entropies [Rén61], Tsallis entropies [Tsa88], the so-called unified entropies [RT91], entropies induced by f-divergences [Pet85], and the concurrence [Woo01]. In particular, it allows us to establish Lipschitz continuity bounds for the α-Rényi entropy with α > 1. This resolves a longstanding open problem, which was also presented at the Open Problem Session of the workshop 2017 Beyond I.I.D. in Information Theory (held in Singapore), and provides a substantial improvement over previously known bounds.

Overview and summary of contributions

• In Section 3, we introduce the notion of majorization flow, and show how it can yield short, simple and universal proofs of continuity bounds for entropic functions. In Theorem 3.1 we also introduce two important relations (7) and (8) satisfied by the majorization flow. The first describes the path traced out by the majorization flow in terms of its generator, while the second gives an integral formula for the change of an entropic function in terms of a directional derivative along the flow. We also provide a necessary and sufficient condition for a Schur concave function which is continuously differentiable on the interior of the probability simplex to be Lipschitz continuous on the whole probability simplex in Theorem 3.2.

• In Section 4, we show the equivalence between continuity bounds for quantum states and for classical probability distributions for single-partite entropies.

• In Section 5, we describe the generator of the majorization flow with respect to total variation distance, and prove Theorem 3.1.

• In Section 6, we recall the definition of a large family of entropies called the (h, ϕ)-entropies [Sal+93], which include most of the known entropic quantities which are of relevance in information theory. We consider two subclasses of (h, ϕ)-entropies, namely Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies and Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies. In Theorem 6.2, we establish tight uniform continuity bounds for all Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies by using majorization flow, and provide necessary and sufficient conditions for such an entropy to be Lipschitz continuous in Theorem 6.3. The latter proposition also establishes that all smoothed Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies are Lipschitz continuous. In Theorem 6.4, we state necessary and sufficient conditions for Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies to be Lipschitz continuous, and provide bounds on their optimal Lipschitz constant.

In Section 6.1, we apply these results to Tsallis and Rényi entropies. In Theorem 6.5, we prove that α-Tsallis entropies are Lipschitz continuous if and only if α > 1, and determine their optimal Lipschitz constant in the latter case. In Theorem 6.6, we prove that the α-Rényi entropy is Lipschitz continuous if and only if α > 1, and establish bounds on its optimal Lipschitz constant in the latter case. This provides a continuity bound on the α-Rényi entropy for α > 1 which is much tighter than previously known bounds in the literature. In Section 6.2.1, we discuss why the previous techniques fail to provide good continuity bounds on the α-Rényi entropies for large α or large dimension d, and how majorization flow gives insight into the previously-used techniques. In Section 6.2.2, we discuss the connection between α-Rényi entropies and thermodynamic free energies (which was introduced by [Bae11]), and interpret our continuity bounds for Rényi entropies through the lens of free energies.

In Section 6.3, we apply the results of Section 6 to the von Neumann entropy (or, equivalently in this case, to the Shannon entropy), the so-called (s, α)-unified entropies, entropies induced by f-divergences, and the concurrence.

• In Section 7 we show that the cumulative probability distribution for the number of distinct elements obtained from N i.i.d. samples of {1, . . . , M} is Lipschitz continuous in the underlying probability distribution, and obtain a tight uniform continuity bound on the expected number of distinct elements. In particular, we show the optimal Lipschitz constant for the expected number of distinct elements is given simply by N, and in particular is independent of M.

2 Notation and definitions

In this article, we consider both probability vectors p ∈ P ⊂ R^d ,

P := { p = (p_1, . . . , p_d) ∈ R^d : p_i ≥ 0 for i = 1, . . . , d, d∑ i=1 p_i = 1 }

as well as quantum states ρ ∈ D(H) where H is a d-dimensional Hilbert space, and D(H) = {ρ ∈ B(H) : ρ ≥ 0, Tr(ρ) = 1} , where B(H) is the set of operators on H. As discussed in Section 4, for the continuity bounds discussed in this article, the two frameworks are equivalent. The extremal elements of P are permutations of the probability vector ψ := (1, 0, . . . , 0). The extremal elements of D(H) are rank-1 projections, and are called pure states.

We denote the completely mixed state by τ :=^1_d ∈ D(H), and the analogous uniform distribution by u := (^1_d , . . . ,^1_d ) ∈ P. A pure state is a rank-1 density matrix; we denote the set of pure states by D_{pure}(H). For two quantum states ρ, σ ∈ D(H), the trace distance between them is given by T (ρ, σ) = 1 2 ‖ρ − σ‖_1 where ‖A‖_1 = Tr |A| for A ∈ B(H). The trace distance T (ρ, σ) has an operational interpretation in terms of the optimal success probability p in distinguishing between two quantum states ρ and σ by a 2-outcome POVM: p = 1 2 (1 + T (ρ, σ)). Hence, the trace distance can be seen as a measure of indistinguishability between ρ and σ. Analogously, the total variation distance between p, q ∈ P is defined as

TV(p, q) = 1 2 ‖p − q‖_1 and is also endowed with an interpretation in terms of distinguishability.

Recall that a function F : D(H) → R is k-Lipschitz (with respect to the trace distance) if for all ρ, σ ∈ D(H), |F (ρ) − F (σ)| ≤ k T (ρ, σ). The smallest k > 0 such that F is k-Lipschitz is called the optimal Lipschitz constant for F . The function F is said to be Lipschitz continuous if it is k-Lipschitz for some k > 0.

For ε > 0, we define the ε-ball (in trace distance) around σ ∈ D(H) as the set B_ε(σ) = {ω ∈ D(H) : T (ω, σ) ≤ ε}, (1) and likewise the ε-ball (in total variation distance) around a probability vector p ∈ P as the set B_ε(p) = {q ∈ P : TV(p, q) ≤ ε}. (2) For any A ∈ B_{sa}(H), let λ_+(A) and λ_−(A) denote the maximum and minimum eigenvalue of A, respectively, and k_+(A) and k_−(A) denote their multiplicities. Let λ_j(A) denote the jth largest eigenvalue, counting multiplicity; that is, the j^{th} element of the ordering λ_1(A) ≥ λ_2(A) ≥ · · · ≥ λ_d(A). We set ⃗λ(A) := (λ_i(A))^d_{i=1} ∈ R^d and denote the spectrum of A ∈ B_{sa}(H) (i.e. its set of eigenvalues) by spec A ⊂ R.

The set of probability vectors with strictly positive entries is denoted P_+. For a vector r ∈ R^d , r_+ denotes its largest entry, and r_− denotes its smallest entry. We use log x for the base-2 logarithm of x and ln x for the natural logarithm of x.

Majorization of vectors Given x ∈ R^d , write x^↓ = (x^↓_j )^d_{j=1} for the permutation of x such that x^↓_1 ≥ x^↓_2 ≥ · · · ≥ x^↓_d. For x, y ∈ R^d , we say x majorizes y, written x ≻ y, if k∑ j=1 x^↓_j ≥ k∑ j=1 y^↓_j ∀k = 1, . . . , d − 1, and d∑ j=1 x^↓_j = d∑ j=1 y^↓_j . (3)

We say a function φ : P → R is Schur convex on a set S ⊂ P if for p, q ∈ S, p ≺ q =⇒ φ(p) ≤ φ(q). If S = P, we simply say φ is Schur convex. We say φ is Schur concave on S if −φ is Schur convex on S, and likewise, φ is Schur concave if −φ is Schur convex. One useful characterization of Schur convex functions is if φ : P → R is differentiable and symmetric, then it is Schur convex if and only if

(p_i − p_j) [ ∂_{pi} φ(p) − ∂_{pj} φ(p) ] ≥ 0 ∀i, j (4) for each p ∈ P [Mar11, Section 3.A, Equation (10)].

Majorization of quantum states Given two quantum states ρ, σ ∈ D(H), we say σ majorizes ρ, written ρ ≺ σ if ⃗λ(ρ) ≺ ⃗λ(σ). We say that φ : D(H) → R is Schur convex if φ(ρ) ≤ φ(σ) for any ρ, σ ∈ D(H) with ρ ≺ σ. If φ(ρ) < φ(σ) for any ρ, σ ∈ D(H) such that ρ ≺ σ, and ρ is not unitarily equivalent to σ, then φ is strictly Schur convex. We say φ is Schur concave (resp. strictly Schur concave) if (−φ) is Schur convex (resp. strictly Schur convex).

3 Majorization flow

Majorization, as defined in (3) above, is a pre-order, meaning it is reflexive (p ≺ p) and transitive (p ≺ q ≺ r =⇒ p ≺ r), and on the set of sorted probability vectors, P^↓ = { p ∈ R^d : p_1 ≥ · · · ≥ p_d ≥ 0, ∑_d i=1 p_i = 1 } , it is a partial order, meaning it is also antisymmetric (p ≺ q and q ≺ p implies p = q). It also satisfies the so-called lattice property [CV02], meaning for any pair p, q ∈ P^↓, there is a unique greatest lower bound inf(p, q) ∈ P^↓, which satisfies

• inf(p, q) ≺ p and inf(p, q) ≺ q

• if r ∈ P^↓ is any other lower bound, meaning r ≺ p and r ≺ q, then r ≺ inf(p, q).

Likewise, there is a unique least upper bound sup(p, q) ∈ P^↓ such that p ≺ sup(p, q), q ≺ sup(p, q), and sup(p, q) ≺ r for any r ∈ P^↓ satisfying the relations p ≺ r and q ≺ r.

In fact, majorization satisfies the stronger complete lattice property, meaning the infimum and supremum of an arbitrary subset S of P^↓ exist and are unique, and can be obtained by an explicit algorithm [YG19] (see also [Bos+19]). For a possibly non-sorted set S ⊆ P, the supremum and infimum exist but are non-unique, since any permutation of a supremum (resp. infimum) is another supremum (resp. infimum). We will be particularly interested in the case S = B_ε(r) := {q ∈ P : TV(q, r) ≤ ε} for ε ≥ 0, where TV(q, r) :=^1_2 ‖q−r‖_1 =^1_2 ∑_d i=1 |q_i −r_i| is the total variation distance. Although the vectors in S may not be sorted, we can define inf B_ε(r) := π^{−1}(inf(B_ε(r)^↓)) where for a set S ⊂ P, S^↓ := { p^↓ : p ∈ S }

where p^↓ is a permutation of p sorted in decreasing order, and π is the permutation which sorts the elements of r in decreasing order. This choice of ordering of the infimum minimizes the total variation distance between the infimum and the center r of the ball B_ε(r).

The choice to use the total variation distance as the metric to define B_ε(r) is not arbitrary; in fact, the total variation ball admits the property that the majorization infimum inf(B_ε(r)) is attained on B_ε(r): inf(B_ε(r)) ∈ B_ε(r).

This is a very useful fact, which was first used by [HY10] in the proof of their Theorem 2, in order to maximize the Shannon entropy over the total variation ball. This fact was independently rediscovered twice more, in [HOS18] and by the present authors in [HD18], and was subsequently connected more directly to the notions of infima and suprema in [Bos+19]. Henceforth, we write min(B_ε(r)) ≡ inf(B_ε(r)) to emphasize the fact that the infimum is attained in the set itself.

In this work, we make a refined analysis which allows us to derive the path traced by the majorization minimizer as ε is increased infinitesimally, and hence introduce the notion of majorization flow. The latter notion is then used to provide simple proofs of uniform continuity bounds as well as novel Lipschitz continuity bounds for large classes of Schur concave functions, in both the classical and quantum setting (see Section 4).

The majorization flow Consider the map for ε ≥ 0 M_ε : P → P r → min(B_ε(r)).

We call (M_s)_{s≥0} the majorization flow. In [HD18], the present authors have shown that (M_s)_{s≥0} is a non-linear semigroup on P, in the sense that for s, t ≥ 0,

M_0 = id M_{s+t} = M_s ∘ M_t. (5) [HOS18] established the additional property that M_s is majorization–preserving, meaning that if p ≺ q, then M_s(p) ≺ M_s(q), for any s ≥ 0. In this work, we show that this semigroup can be characterized by a (nonlinear) generator L : P → R^d such that

∂^+_s M_s | s=0 = L (6)

where ∂^+_s indicates the one-sided derivative from above. This leads to the following formulas.

Theorem 3.1. Let ε > 0 and (M_s)_{s≥0} be as defined above. Then

M_ε(r) = r + ∫_ε 0 L(M_s(r)) ds. (7)

Additionally, for H : P → R which is continuously differentiable on P_+, the quantity Γ_H (r) := ∂^+_s H(M_s(r))|_{s=0} exists and satisfies

H(M_ε(r)) = H(r) + ∫_ε 0 Γ_H (M_s(r)) ds. (8)

This result is proven in Section 5.

Remark. The relations (7) and (8) are of particular importance. Equation (7) allows one to determine properties of M_s(r) by simply analyzing L, while (8) allows one to analyze continuity properties of H using Γ_H .

For r ∈ P, define the path γ(t) = M_t(r). We call the path (γ(t))^1_{t=0} ⊆ P as the path of majorization flow starting from r, with respect to the total variation distance. Intuitively speaking, along this path the probability vector decreases in majorization order as quickly as possible, while changing at constant speed in 1-norm (as we will see,^1_2 ‖L(r)‖_1 = 1 for all r ∈ P).

Majorization flow provides a simple and powerful tool for understanding how the majorization order changes with respect to total variation distance. Using this tool, we prove Theorem 6.1 which provides a universal proof for many known entropic continuity bounds, and Theorem 6.4 which establishes novel Lipschitz continuity bounds, including bounds on the α-Rényi entropy (for α > 1) with an exponentially-improved dependence on α over previously known results.

Continuity bounds from majorization flow For ε > 0 and Schur concave H (meaning H(p) ≥ H(q) if q ≺ p), we have H(M_ε(r)) = max_{p∈Bε(r)} H(p) since M_ε(r) = min(B_ε(r)). In this case, using (8) we obtain

Δ^H_ε (r) := max_{p∈Bε(r)} H(p) − H(r) = ∫_ε 0 Γ_H (M_s(r)) ds. (9)

In other words, the amount H can locally increase near r (quantified by Δ^H_ε (r)) is determined by Γ_H . Moreover, the global continuity properties of H are determined by sup_{r∈P} Δ^H_ε (r). To see this, note that if p, q ∈ P satisfy TV(p, q) ≤ ε, then

|H(p) − H(q)| ≤ max{Δ_ε(p), Δ_ε(q)} ≤ sup_{r∈P} Δ_ε(r) (10)

This fact and (9) have two immediate consequences for the continuity properties of H:

1. If Γ_H is Schur convex, then by (9), Δ^H_ε is Schur convex too, as M_s is majorization preserving for all s ∈ [0, 1]. This provides the upper bound Δ^H_ε (r) ≤ Δ_ε(ψ) for ψ = (1, 0, . . . , 0), (since ψ majorizes every r ≺ ψ for every r ∈ P) which yields a tight uniform continuity bound by (10).

2. If Γ_H can be upper bounded by k > 0 on P_+, then by (9), Δ^H_ε (r) ≤ εk. This immediately yields a Lipschitz continuity bound for H by (10).

The second point can be rephrased as the following corollary to Theorem 3.1.

Corollary 3.2. Let H : P → R be a Schur concave function which is continuously differentiable on P_+. We write H(r_1, . . . , r_d) ≡ H(r) for r ∈ P. Next, for r ∈ P, let i_+ ∈ {1, . . . , d} be an index such that r_+ = r_{i+} , and similarly i_− ∈ {1, . . . , d} such that r_− = r_{i−} . Define

Γ_H : P_+ → R r → (∂_{ri+} − ∂_{ri−} )H(r_1, . . . , r_d). (11)

Note that this definition does not depend on the choice of i_± since H is permutation invariant. Then H is Lipschitz continuous if and only if

k := sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r)

satisfies k < ∞. Moreover, in the latter case k is the optimal Lipschitz constant for H.

This is proven in Section 5.

Comparison to other flows The notion of a flow arises naturally in various branches of physics, mathematics and engineering. It is interesting to compare and contrast the notion of majorization flow that we have introduced to the notion of gradient flow that arises in optimal transport and differential geometry, and has been applied to study open quantum systems.

The gradient flow induced by a function F in a metric space can be loosely interpreted as the flow that decreases F as quickly as possible [Vil09, p. 645]; in a similar sense, the majorization flow decreases the majorization order as quickly as possible (while following a unit speed path in total variation distance). However, there are several complications that prevent making the connection between majorization flow and gradient flow more precise:

• Perhaps the most obvious one: decreasing in majorization order requires non-increasingness of all the partial sums given in (3), while decreasing a function only requires decreasing a scalar value.

• The theory of gradient flow is well-developed on continuous spaces, such as probability measures on R^d equipped with a Wasserstein metrc (see, e.g. [Vil09]), but much less well-developed in the discrete case considered here (probability measures on {1, . . . , d}).

• Here we consider the total variation distance, which can be seen as the 1-Wasserstein distance induced by the Hamming distance on the set {1, . . . , d}. Almost all of the literature in discrete or continuous space takes the metric to be the p-Wasserstein distance for p > 1 (for smoothness reasons).

4 Quantum to classical reduction

So far, we have only discussed majorization flow in the classical context of probability vectors r ∈ P ⊂ R^d . Majorization of quantum states has also proven to be a useful concept (see e.g. [Nie99]). In fact, every result in this article carries over to the framework of quantum states on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H, by mapping quantum states ρ ∈ D(H) to the corresponding probability vectors ⃗λ^↓(ρ) ∈ P (consisting of eigenvalues of ρ arranged in non-increasing order), due to (12) below.

Let A ∈ B_{sa}(H). Then let Eig^↓(A) = diag(⃗λ^↓(A)) be the diagonal matrix with diagonal entries λ^↓_1(A) ≥ λ^↓_2(A) ≥ · · · ≥ λ^↓_d(A)

are the sorted eigenvalues of A, counted with multiplicity, and we denote ⃗λ^↓(A) := (λ^↓_i (A))^d_{i=1}). By [Bha97, p. IV.62], we have for A, B ∈ B_{sa}(H) | | | | | |Eig^↓(A) − Eig^↓(B) | | | | | | ≤ |||A − B||| (12) for any unitarily invariant norm |||·|||. Moreover, in the case of the trace distance, 1 2 ‖ Eig^↓(A) − Eig^↓(B)‖_1 = 1 2 ‖⃗λ^↓(A) − ⃗λ^↓(B)‖_1 is the total variation distance between the sorted vectors of eigenvalues of A and B.

This inequality justifies a natural definition of M_ε for quantum states ρ ∈ D(H): if ρ = U Eig^↓(ρ)U^∗ for unitary U, then define

M_ε(ρ) := U diag(M_ε(⃗λ(ρ)))U^∗.

In other words, in the sorted eigenbasis of ρ, the majorization flow (M_t)_{0≤t≤ε} simply updates the eigenvalues. Then M_ε(ρ) ∈ B_ε(ρ) for all ε ≥ 0 by (12), and M_ε(ρ) is the majorization minimizer of B_ε(ρ). H

Next, let H : D(H) ⊂ B_{sa}(H) → R be a unitarily invariant function. Then H(A) = H(Eig^↓(A)) is a function of the eigenvalues of A alone: H(A) = H_{cl}(⃗λ^↓(A)) for some function H_{cl} : P → R.

Hence, if^1_2 ‖ρ − σ‖ ≤ ε, then^1_2 ‖⃗λ^↓(ρ) − ⃗λ^↓(σ)‖_1 ≤ ε as well, and |H(ρ) − H(σ)| = |H_{cl}(⃗λ^↓(ρ)) − H_{cl}(⃗λ^↓(σ))| and it remains to bound this difference in terms of ε, using^1_2 ‖⃗λ^↓(ρ) − ⃗λ^↓(σ)‖_1 ≤ ε. This is precisely the task of establishing a classical continuity bound. Hence, the continuity bounds discussed in this article immediately extend to the quantum case.

5 Generator of majorization flow and proof of Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2

In [HY10; HD18; HOS18], it was shown that for any r ∈ P and ε ≥ 0, there exists a probability vector r^∗_ε ∈ P such that:

1. r^∗_ε ∈ B_ε(r)

2. r^∗_ε ≺ q for any q ∈ B_ε(r).

In [HD18; HOS18], a complementary probability vector r_{∗,ε} ∈ B_ε(r) was also constructed such that q ≺ r_{∗,ε} for any q ∈ B_ε(r). We will, however, only focus on r^∗_ε in this article, however. The form of r^∗_ε can be derived by maximizing the Shannon entropy over B_ε(r) using a waterfilling argument (as was done in [HY10]), or as a special case of the form of maximizers of concave functions over B_ε(r) (as was shown in [HD18]), or by constructing the majorization infimum of B_ε(r) (as suggested in [Bos+19]). Quantum states corresponding to such probability vectors were also constructed in the more general thermal-majorization setting in [Mee16; MNW17].

The explicit construction of r^∗_ε was given in [HY10; HD18; HOS18], and is somewhat involved. However, the semigroup property (5) of M_ε shows that only the generator L of majorization flow is needed to construct and analyze the behavior of r^∗_ε for any ε ∈ [0, 1]. Hence, in this article, instead of recalling the explicit form of r^∗_ε for all ε ∈ [0, 1], we simply use the semigroup property (5), and the form of r^∗_ε for small ε (small compared to a certain quantity δ(r) defined below).

First, setting M_ε(r) = r^∗_ε , we have the crucial semigroup property mentioned in (5) that

M_{ε1+ε2} = M_{ε1} ∘ M_{ε2}

for all ε_1, ε_2 ∈ [0, 1], where we define M_ε(r) = u for ε > 1, where u = (^1_d , . . . ,^1_d ) is the uniform distribution. This property was established in [HD18].

The second property is as follows: let r ∈ P. Then r^∗_ε is a linear perturbation of r for ε small enough, in the sense that r^∗_ε = r + εL(r) ∀ε ≤ δ(r) (13) where L(r) ∈ R^d and δ(r) ≥ 0 are defined as follows. If r = u is the uniform distribution, set L(r) = 0. For r ≠ u, denote

• the largest entry of r as r_+, and its multiplicity by k_+

• the second largest (distinct) entry of r as μ_+

• the smallest entry of r as r_−, and its multiplicity by k_−

• and the second smallest (distinct) entry of r as μ_−.

Then, L(r) ∈ R^n is a vector defined by

L(r)_i =

−^1_{k+} r_i = r_+ 1 k_− ri = r− 0 else,

(14)

for i = 1, . . . , d, and δ(r) is defined as

δ(r) := { 0 r = u min {k_+(r_+ − μ_+), k_−(μ_− − r_−)} else.

Note that δ(r) > 0 if r ≠ u. With these definitions, equation (13) follows directly from the constructions presented in [HY10; HD18; HOS18]. Together, (5) and (13) provide all the information needed to construct r^∗_ε for any ε ∈ [0, 1]; moreover, ε → r^∗_ε is piecewise affine, with at most d pieces.

Now, we may turn to the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1 To establish (7), note that equation (13) immediately yields

∂^+_ε M_ε(r) | |_{ε=0} = L(r)

where ∂^+_ε indicates the one-sided derivative in ε from above. Then

∂s^+M_s(r) | s=t = ∂^+_t M_{s+t}(r) | t=0 = ∂^+_t M_t(M_s(r)) | t=0 = L(M_s(r))

follows using the semigroup property. As the path s → M_s(r) is piecewise affine with at most d pieces, for each fixed r ∈ P, the two-sided derivative ∂_sM_s(r) exists for all but at most d elements s ∈ [0, 1]. Then, using the fundamental theorem of calculus,

M_ε(r) = r + ∫_ε 0 L(M_s(r)) ds. This establishes (7). Equation (8) follows in the same manner by considering H ∘ M_ε(r) instead of M_ε(r), and using that H is continuously differentiable on P_+.

Since^1_2 ‖L(r)‖_1 = 1 for all r ∈ P \{u} as shown by (14), and L(u) = 0, the triangle inequality ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_ε 0 L(M_s(r)) ds ‖ ‖ ‖_1 ≤ ∫_ε 0 ‖L(M_s(r))‖_1 ds

immediately yields 1 2 ‖M_ε(r) − r‖_1 ≤ ε. We summarize the properties of M_ε in the following proposition.

Proposition 5.1 (Properties of M_ε). Let σ ∈ D(H). We have the following properties of M_ε, for any ε ∈ (0, 1].

a. Maps probability vectors to probability vectors: M_ε : P → P.

b. Minimal in majorization order: M_ε(r) ∈ B_ε(r) and for any p ∈ B_ε(r), we have M_ε(r) ≺ p.

c. Semigroup property: if ε_1, ε_2 ∈ (0, 1] with ε_1 +ε_2 ≤ 1, we have M_{ε1+ε2} (σ) = M_{ε1} ∘M_{ε2} (σ).

d. Majorization-preserving: let p, q ∈ P such that p ≺ q. Then M_ε(p) ≺ M_ε(q).

e. u = (1/d, . . . , 1/d) ∈ P is the unique fixed point of M_ε, i.e. the unique solution to r = M_ε(r) for r ∈ P.

f. For any state r ∈ B_ε(u), we have M_ε(r) = u.

g. For any extremal probability vector q, i.e. q = π(1, 0, . . . , 0) for some permutation π, the probability vector M_ε(q) has the form

M_ε(q) = { π(1 − ε,^ε_{d−1} , . . .^ε_{d−1} ) ε < 1 −^1_d u = (1/d, . . . , 1/d) ε ≥ 1 −^1_d . (15)

Proof. The proof of properties (a) and (b) can be found in [HD18; HOS18]; the property (c) was proved in in [HD18], property (d) can be found in Lemma 2 of [HOS18]. The property (e) is immediate from (13). Lastly, the properties (f) follows from the majorization minimizer property, and (g) follows from (13).

Calculation of Γ_H for symmetric H Letting r_± be the largest and smallest elements of r, note that

Γ_H (r) = d dy H(M_y(r)) | | |_{y=0} = d∑ i=1 L(r)_iH_i(r) = ∑ i:r_i=r_+ −1 k_+

H_i(r) + ∑ i:r_i=r_− 1 k_− H_i(r) where H_i(r) = ∂_{ri} H(r). Assume H is symmetric^2 (invariant under permutations of r). Then H_i(r) = H_j(r) if r_i = r_j . In that case, Γ_H (r) = H_−(r) − H_+(r) (16) where H_±(r) = H_i(r) for any i such that r_i = r_±. That is, Γ_H (r) is simply the difference between two partial derivatives of H, evaluated at r.

Moreover, if H is Schur concave, then (16) shows that Γ_H (r) ≥ 0 ∀r ∈ P using (4), and likewise if H is Schur convex, then Γ_H (r) ≤ 0 for all r ∈ P.

With (16) established, we now prove Theorem 3.2.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. In the case that sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r) = ∞, for each n ∈ N, there exists r^{(n)} ∈ P_+ such that

lim_{s↓0}

H(M_s(r^{(n)})) − H(r^{(n)}) s > n. Additionally, r^{(n)} ≠ u, otherwise the numerator would be zero. Hence, for any ε > 0 there exists 0 < s_n < TV(r^{(n)}, u) such that H(M_{sn} (r^{(n)})) − H(r^{(n)}) s_n > n − ε. Since s_n < TV(r^{(n)}, u), we have s_n = TV(M_{sn} (r^{(n)}), r^{(n)}), and hence H(M_{sn} (r^{(n)})) − H(r^{(n)})

TV(M_{sn} (r^{(n)}), r^{(n)}) > n − ε. Any Lipschitz constant k must be larger than the left-hand side, for any n, and hence must be ∞. Next, consider the case in which sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r) is finite. Equation (16) shows that the quantity defined in Theorem 3.2 is the Γ_H of Theorem 3.1. Hence, in the case that sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r) < ∞ holds, (9) and (10) show that sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r) is indeed a Lipschitz constant for H. It remains to show this constant is optimal.

Assume there is some Lipschitz constant k^′ < sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r). For each ε > 0, let r^{(ε)} ∈ P_+ satisfy Γ_H (r^{(ε)}) > sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r) − ε. Then k^′ ≥ H(M_s(r^{(ε)})) − H(r^{(ε)}) 1 2 ‖M_s(r^{(ε)}) − r^{(ε)}‖_1 ≥ H(M_s(r^{(ε)})) − H(r^{(ε)}) s for each s ∈ (0, 1]. Taking the limit s → 0 yields k^′ ≥ Γ_H (r^{(ε)}) > sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r) − ε.

Taking ε → 0 shows k^′ ≥ sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r), which contradicts k^′ < sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r). Hence, the quantity sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r) is indeed the optimal Lipschitz constant.

2Note that symmetry is implied by Schur concavity.

6 Establishing entropic continuity bounds via majorization flow

There are several families of single-partite entropies: α-Rényi entropies, Tsallis entropies, unified entropies, and so forth (definitions and references for these can be found in Sections 6.1 and 6.3). These various entropies have a lot of similarities, in particular sharing a functional form: for r ∈ P_d, H(r) = h (_d ∑ i=1 ϕ(r_i) ) (17)

for a pair of scalar functions h and ϕ. However, they exhibit different mathematical properties, most notably concavity or lack thereof. For example, the α-Rényi entropies, defined by

H_α(r) = 1 1 − α log (_d ∑ i=1 r^α_i )

are concave for α ∈ (0, 1), but are neither concave nor convex for α > 1. Certain properties of the latter have proven particularly difficult to study, perhaps as a consequence of the lack of concavity.

While Audenaert proved a tight uniform continuity bound for the α-Rényi entropies for α ∈ (0, 1) in 2007 ([Aud07]; see (31) below), a uniform continuity bound on the α-Rényi entropies for α > 1 was not established until 2011. At that time, Rastegin [Ras11] proved the bound |H_α(p) − H_α(q)| ≤ d^{2(α−1)} α − 1 [1 − (1 − ε)^α − ε^α(d − 1)^{1−α}] (18)

where ε = TV(p, q), for α > 1. This bound, however, suffers from an exponential dependence on α (and for fixed α, polynomial dependence on d), while scaling linearly with ε, as 1 − (1 − ε)^α ≈ αε −^1_2 α(α − 1)ε^2 + O(ε^3). Since the inequality |H_α(p) − H_α(q)| ≤ 2 log d holds trivially, for even moderately large α, (18) provides a non-trivial bound for a very small range of ε.

In 2017, Chen et al ([Che+17]) improved upon this bound, showing that for α > 1, |H_α(p) − H_α(q)| ≤ d^{α−1} α − 1 [1 − (1 − ε)^α − ε^α(d − 1)^{1−α}] (19)

However, this bound still suffers from exponential dependence on α. The proof of both bounds proceeds by reducing to the case of the Tsallis entropy,

T_α(p) = 1 1 − α ( (^d∑ i=1 p^α ) − 1 ) , picking up an exponential prefactor along the way.

In this article, we prove that the dimensional dependence is at most linear^3, and in fact |H_α(p) − H_α(q)| ≤ dα α − 1 1 ln(2) ε (20)

for TV(p, q) ≤ ε and α > 1. In fact, we prove that the Tsallis entropy increases the fastest near the corners of the probability simplex (i.e. the extremal points which are permutations of (1, 0, . . . , 0)) and the slowest near the center of the simplex (see Theorem 6.1), while the α-Rényi

3This is also established in-effect by [WH19, Theorem 7, (2)], which was developed independently and posted slightly later than the first preprint of this article in which we established the linear bound discussed here.

entropy increases the fastest close to the center of the probability simplex. This mismatch shows why bounding the difference of Rényi entropies of two probability vectors by the difference of Tsallis entropies of the same two distributions does not work well: a large prefactor is needed to bound the rapidly-changing Rényi entropies near the center of the simplex by the Tsallis entropies which change the slowest there. With the benefit of hindsight (and our proof techniques), we can find that indeed, a linear prefactor suffices to compare the maximum differences in Rényi entropies between two probability vectors which are at a fixed total variation distance apart, and the maximum difference in Tsallis entropies between two distributions at the same distance apart; however, these two maximum differences occur at very different parts of the probability simplex. These two effects can be seen quantitatively in Theorem 6.9.

To prove the bound (20), as well as determine where each entropy increases the fastest, we take a unified approach to establishing entropic continuity bounds. While concavity only holds for certain entropies, we exploit the fact that all the above entropies are Schur concave, meaning they are decreasing in the majorization order: H(q) ≤ H(p) if p ≺ q. Majorization thus provides a tool for understanding properties of a wide class of entropies in a unified manner.

We consider a class of entropic functionals called (h, ϕ)-entropies, which were introduced by [Sal+93]. These are defined by the formula H_{(h,ϕ)}(r) := h (_d ∑ i=1 ϕ(r_i) )

for r ∈ P, and likewise by H_{(h,ϕ)}(ρ) = h(Tr(ϕ(ρ))) for ρ ∈ D(H), using the functional calculus. The concept of (h, ϕ)-entropies for quantum states was introduced by [Bos+16]. In other words, the (h, ϕ)-entropy of a quantum state is defined by the (h, ϕ)-entropy of the probability vector given by its eigenvalues.

We will consider two classes of (h, ϕ)-entropies which capture almost all single-partite entropies considered in the literature.

• We say a function S : P → R is a Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy if S = H_{(h,ϕ)} for some ϕ : [0, 1] → R which is continuously differentiable on (0, 1] and h : [ϕ(1), ϕ(^1_d )d] ⊂ R → R which is continuously differentiable on (ϕ(1), ϕ(^1_d )d], such that ϕ(0) = 0 and h(ϕ(1)) = 0, with h strictly increasing and (not necessarily strictly) concave, and ϕ strictly concave.

• We say a function S : P → R is a Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy if S = H_{(h,ϕ)} for some ϕ : [0, 1] → R which is continuously differentiable on (0, 1] and h : [ϕ(^1_d )d, ϕ(1)] ⊂ R → R which is continuously differentiable on [ϕ(^1_d )d, ϕ(1)), such that ϕ(0) = 0 and h(ϕ(1)) = 0, with h strictly decreasing and (not necessarily strictly) convex, and ϕ strictly convex.

Both classes of (h, ϕ)-entropies are strictly Schur concave; this follows immediately from the fact that symmetric and strictly convex (resp. strictly concave) functions are strictly Schur convex (resp. strictly Schur concave), and that the composition with a strictly increasing function preserves strict Schur convexity and strict Schur concavity. In contrast, composition with a strictly decreasing function swaps strict Schur convexity and strict Schur concavity. Likewise, both classes of (h, ϕ)-entropies are continuously differentiable on P_+.

Examples of (h, ϕ)-entropies

• The α-Rényi entropy for α < 1, the α-Tsallis entropy for α > 0, the von Neumann entropy (or Shannon entropy in the classical case), the (s, α)-unified entropies for α ∈ (0, 1) and s ≤ 1, and entropies induced by f divergences with strictly convex f are all Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies.

• The α-Rényi entropy for α > 1 and the (s, α)-unified entropies for α > 1 and s ≤ 1 are Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies.

The Rényi and Tsallis entropies are discussed in more detail in Section 6.1, and the other entropies are discussed in Section 6.3.

While both Concave-Type and Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies are Schur concave, Concave- Type (h, ϕ)-entropies are additionally concave, as the composition of a concave increasing function with a concave function. On the other hand, in general Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies are neither convex nor concave. In this article, we investigate the continuity properties of these two classes of entropies.

Let H = H_{(h,ϕ)} be an (h, ϕ)-entropy (of either type). By (16), we have immediately that

Γ_H (r) = d dt H_{(h,ϕ)}(M_t(r)) | | |_{t=0} = h^′( ∑ iϕ(r_i))(ϕ^′(r_−) − ϕ^′(r_+)) (21)

where r_+ denotes the largest element of r, and r_− the smallest. Note that r → r_− is Schur concave, while r → r_+ is Schur convex.

Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies We see that for a Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy H ≡ H_{(h,ϕ)},

r → (ϕ^′(r_−) − ϕ^′(r_+))

is Schur convex and strictly positive for r non-uniform, and likewise r → h^′( ∑ iϕ(r_i)) is strictly positive and strictly Schur convex. Hence, Γ_H is strictly Schur convex on P_+. Then, following the discussion at the start of Section 6, we obtain the following results.

Theorem 6.1. Let H_{(h,ϕ)} be a Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy. Then Γ_H is strictly Schur convex on P_+, and r → sup_{p∈Bε(r)} H_{(h,ϕ)}(p) − H_{(h,ϕ)}(r) is strictly Schur convex on P.

Corollary 6.2 (Tight uniform continuity bounds for Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies). For ε ∈ (0, 1] and any states p, q ∈ P such that TV(p, q) ≤ ε, we have |H_{(h,ϕ)}(p) − H_{(h,ϕ)}(q)| ≤ g(ε) (22) where g(ε) := { h(ϕ(1 − ε) + (d − 1)ϕ(^ε_{d−1} )) ε < 1 −^1_d h(dϕ(^1_d )) ε ≥ 1 −^1_d

(23)

and d is the dimension. Moreover, equality in (22) occurs if and only if one of the two distributions (say, q) is extremal (i.e. a permutation of (1, 0, . . . , 0)), and either

1. ε < 1 −^1_d and p = π(1 − ε,^ε_{d−1} , . . . , . . . ,^ε_{d−1} ) for some permutation π, or

2. ε ≥ 1 −^1_d , and p = u is uniform.

This provides a tight uniform continuity bound for the Tsallis entropies, the α-Rényi entropies for α ∈ (0, 1), the Shannon entropy, the (s, α)-unified entropies with α ∈ (0, 1) and s ≤ 1, and any entropy induced by an f-divergence or maximal f-divergence with strictly convex f. See Section 6.3 for more details and references.

Given an (h, ϕ)-entropy, we may also consider its smoothed variant,

H^δ_{(h,ϕ)}(p) := max_{q∈Bδ (p)} H_{(h,ϕ)}(q) = H_{(h,ϕ)} ∘ M_δ(p) (24)

for δ ∈ [0, 1]. If H_{(h,ϕ)} is Concave-Type, we can simply establish Lipschitz continuity bounds for any δ > 0 by using the Schur concavity of Γ_{H(h,ϕ)} and Theorem 3.2.

Corollary 6.3. Let H^δ_{(h,ϕ)} be the smoothed variant of a Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy, for δ ∈ [0, 1] (as defined in (24)). Then H^δ_{(h,ϕ)} is Lipschitz continuous on P if and only if

k := lim_{ε→0} g(ε + δ) − g(δ) ε < ∞ (25)

where g(ε) := H_{(h,ϕ)}(ψ^∗_ε ) for ψ^∗_ε = diag(1 − ε,^ε_{d−1} , . . . ,^ε_{d−1} ) is given in (23). Moreover, if k is finite, then it is the optimal Lipschitz constant for H^δ_{(h,ϕ)}. In particular, if δ > 0, then

k = g^′(δ) = h^′(ϕ(1 − δ) + (d − 1)ϕ(^δ_{d−1} ))(ϕ^′(^δ_{d−1} ) − ϕ^′(1 − δ))

and H^δ_{(h,ϕ)} is Lipschitz continuous.

Proof. If δ = 0, the result follows from Theorem 6.2. Hence, consider the case δ > 0. For r ∈ P_+,

Γ_Hδ_{(h,ϕ)} (r) = lim_{s↓0} 1 s ( H^δ_{(h,ϕ)}(M_s(r)) − H^δ_{(h,ϕ)}(r) )

= lim_{s↓0} 1 s ( H_{(h,ϕ)}(M_{s+δ}(r)) − H_{(h,ϕ)}(M_δ(r)) )

= lim_{s↓0} 1 s ( H_{(h,ϕ)}(M_s(M_δ(r)) − H_{(h,ϕ)}(M_δ(r)) ) = Γ_{H(h,ϕ)} (M_δ(r)).

Since Γ_{H(h,ϕ)} is strictly Schur convex on P_+ by Theorem 6.1, and for any δ > 0, the map M_δ : P → P_+ is majorization-preserving, we have that r → Γ_{H(h,ϕ)} (M_δ(r)) is strictly Schur convex on P. Hence, it is maximized at r = ψ := (1, 0, . . . , 0) (or any permutation thereof). Invoking Theorem 3.2 completes the proof.

Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies For a Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy H ≡ H_{(h,ϕ)},

r → (ϕ^′(r_+) − ϕ^′(r_−))

is Schur convex and strictly positive for non-uniform r, while r → −h^′( ∑ iϕ(r_i)) is strictly Schur concave and strictly positive. Hence, Γ_H is the product of a Schur convex and Schur concave function. The former only depends on the largest and smallest entries of r, however. In the case d = 2, these are all the entries, and for x ∈ (0,^1_2 ],

Γ_H ({x, 1 − x}) = h^′(ϕ(x) + ϕ(1 − x))(ϕ^′(x) − ϕ^′(1 − x)) = bin^′_{(h,ϕ)}(x) is the derivative of the binary (h, ϕ)-entropy, where bin_{(h,ϕ)}(x) := H_{(h,ϕ)}({x, 1 − x}). In the case d > 2, define r̄ = (r_1, z, . . . , z d−2 times , r_d) where without loss of generality, r_1 ≥ r_2 ≥ · · · ≥ r_d are the sorted elements of r. Then Γ_H (r) ≤ Γ_H (r̄), as r̄ ≺ r while having the same largest and smallest elements.

Theorem 6.4. Let H_{(h,ϕ)} be a Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy. If d = 2, then

sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r) = sup

0<x≤^1_2

bin^′_{(h,ϕ)}(x). (26)

If d > 2, then

sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r) = sup_{x,y:} 0<x≤^1_d ≤y x≤z≤y −h^′(ϕ(y) + (d − 2)ϕ(z) + ϕ(x))(ϕ^′(y) − ϕ^′(x)), z := 1 − y − x d − 2 (27)

In either case, if ϕ is differentiable at zero and h is differentiable at ϕ(1), then H_{(h,ϕ)} is Lipschitz continuous, and the optimal Lipschitz constant is given by sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r).

Proof. The discussion before Theorem 6.4 and (21) establishes the expressions for sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r), and the proof concludes by Theorem 3.2.

Remark. While (26) (resp. (27)) do not provide a closed-form expression for sup_{r∈P+} Γ_H (r), they reduce the naively d-dimensional optimization problem to a 1- (resp. 2-) dimensional problem.

6.1 Continuity bounds for the Rényi and Tsallis entropies Rényi entropies The α-Rényi entropy [Rén61] for α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1, ∞), of a quantum state ρ ∈ D(H) is defined by H_α(ρ) := 1 1 − α log (Tr ρ^α) .

H_α is the (h, ϕ)-entropy with h(x) =^1_{1−α} log x for x ∈ R and ϕ(x) = x^α for x ∈ [0, 1]. For α ∈ (0, 1), h is concave and strictly increasing and ϕ is strictly concave. For α > 1, h is convex and strictly decreasing, and ϕ is strictly convex. Hence, H_α is a Concave-Type (h, ϕ)- entropy for α ∈ (0, 1), and is a Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy for α > 1. It is known that lim_{α→1} H_α(ρ) = H(ρ), and lim_{α→∞} H_α(ρ) = H_∞(ρ) := − log λ_{max}(ρ), where λ_{max}(ρ) denotes the largest eigenvalue of ρ.

For a probability distribution p ∈ P, the above quantity reduces to

H_α(p) = 1 1 − α log (_d ∑ i=1 p^α_i ) , and H_∞(p) = − log max_{1≤i≤d} p_i.

Tsallis entropies The α-Tsallis entropy [Tsa88] for α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1, ∞) of a quantum state ρ ∈ D(H) is defined by T_α(ρ) := 1 1 − α [Tr(ρ^α) − 1], and in the case of a probability vector p ∈ P,

T_α(p) = 1 1 − α [_d ∑ i=1 p^α_i − 1 ] . The Tsallis entropy can be seen as a version of the Rényi entropy in which the logarithm has been linearized (up to a factor of ln 2), using the first-order Taylor series log x ≈^1_{ln 2} (x − 1). The Tsallis entropy is not additive under tensor products (it is nonextensive) and instead satisfies the relation T_α(ρ ⊗ σ) = T_α(ρ) + T_α(σ) + (1 − α)T_α(ρ)T_α(σ) (28)

for α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1, ∞) and ρ, σ ∈ D(H), as can be verified by direct computation.

We have that T_α = H_{(h,ϕ)} for h(x) = x and ϕ(x) =^{xα−x}_{1−α} and hence is a Concave-Type(h, ϕ)- entropy.

Previously known continuity bounds for Tsallis entropies Raggio [Rag95, Lemma 2] showed that T_α is Lipschitz continuous for α > 1: |T_α(ρ) − T_α(σ)| ≤ 2α α − 1 ε (29)

if T (ρ, σ) ≤ ε, while Zhang [Zha07b, Theorem 1] proved that if T (ρ, σ) ≤ ε and α > 1, then |T_α(ρ) − T_α(σ)| ≤ {_1

1−α (ε^α(d − 1)^{1−α} + (1 − ε)^α − 1) ε < 1 −^1_d d^{1−α}−1 (1−α) ε ≥ 1 − 1 d (30)

using a coupling technique^4. In fact, (30) also holds in the case 0 < α < 1 as was shown by [Aud07, (A.2)] via a direct optimization method (adapting the proof of (41)). This bound for all α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1, ∞) also appears as [Che+17, Lemma 1.2], whose proof appears to follow the same direct optimization method as Audenaert. Zhang [Zha07b, Remark 4] also derived (29) from (30), and (41) from the limit α → 1 of (30).

[FYK07, Theorem 2.4] showed that if α ∈ [0, 2] and p, r ∈ P such that TV(p, r) = ε ≤ α^{1/(1−α)}, then |T_α(p) − T_α(r)| ≤ (2ε)^α ln_α(d) + η_α(2ε)

where η_α(x) = −x^α ln_α(x) and ln_α(x) =^{x1−α−1}_{1−α} . This bound is less tight than (30), however.

Previously known continuity bounds for Rényi entropies Audenaert proved a tight uniform continuity bound for the α-Rényi entropies for α ∈ (0, 1) in 2007 ([Aud07]), namely for ε ∈ [0, 1] and ρ, σ ∈ D with T (ρ, σ) ≤ ε, |H_α(ρ) − H_α(σ)| ≤ {_1

1−α log((1 − ε)^α + (d − 1)^{1−α}ε^α) ε < 1 −^1_d log d ε ≥ 1 −^1_d ,

(31)

See (18) and (19) of Section 6 for the previously known continuity bounds in the case α > 1. Note also [WH19, Theorem 7] provides continuity bounds for the α-Rényi-entropy, although in the case α ∈ (0, 1) bounds are not optimal (in contrast to (31)), and in the case α > 1, are not as tight as the bounds presented here.

4In fact, [Zha07b, Theorem 1] considers the case T (ρ, σ) = ε; in (30), their bound has been monotonized to hold for T (ρ, σ) ≤ ε.

New continuity bounds Theorem 6.2 provides an alternate proof of (30) for any α > 0 and of (31) for α ∈ (0, 1) and establishes that in either case for equality to occur, it is necessary and sufficient for one state to be pure, and the other state to have spectrum {1 − ε,^ε_{d−1} , . . . ,^ε_{d−1} ) if ε < 1 −^1_d , or {^1_d , . . . ,^1_d } if ε ≥ 1 −^1_d .

Proposition 6.5. The α-Tsallis entropies are Lipschitz continuous for α > 1, with optimal Lipschitz constant^α_{α−1} .

Proof.

Γ_{Tα} (r) = α 1 − α (r^{α−1}_− − r^{α−1}_+ ) = α α − 1 (r^{α−1}_+ − r^{α−1}_− ) ≤ α α − 1 with equality achieved by r = (1, 0, . . . , 0).

Remark. This improves upon (29) by a factor of 2, but can also be derived directly from (30).

The following is a corollary of Theorem 6.4.

Proposition 6.6. The α-Rényi entropy is Lipschitz continuous if and only if α > 1. In the latter case, the optimal Lipschitz constant k_α satisfies α α − 1 (d − 2)^{1−1/α} 1 2 ln(2) ≤ k_α ≤ dα α − 1 1 ln(2)

. (32)

For certain values of α, we compute k_α exactly or provide tighter bounds. We have

k_∞ = 1 ln(2) d, (33)

k_2 =

{_2

ln(2) d = 2 d−2 √ d−1−1 1 ln(2) d > 2,

(34)

and for α ∈ (1, 2), k_α ≤ α α − 1 d^{α−1} ln(2) < dα α − 1 1 ln(2) . Additionally, for α ∈ (0, 1) and any δ ∈ (0, 1], the smoothed entropy H^δ_α is Lipschitz continuous, with optimal Lipschitz constant α 1 − α 1 ln(2)

(^δ_{d−1} )^{α−1} − (1 − δ)^{α−1} (1 − δ)^α + (d − 1)^{α−1}δ^α . Remark. [WH19, Theorem 7 (2)] can be used to establish the bound k_α ≤ 2^{dα}_{α−1}^1_{ln(2)} by a different technique.

Proof. The fact that the α-Rényi entropies are not Lipshitz for α ≤ 1 follows from the fact that g(ε) defined in (23) has^{g(ε)}_ε^{ε→0}−−−→ ∞.

Let us prove (32); consider α > 1. We have h(x) =^1_{1−α} log x and ϕ(x) = x^α. Then for α > 1, we have ϕ(x) ≥ 0 and ϕ^′(x) ≥ 0 for x ∈ [0, 1]. Hence, since −h^′ is strictly decreasing,

−h^′(ϕ(y) + (d − 2)ϕ(z) + ϕ(x))(ϕ^′(y) − ϕ^′(x)) ≤ −h^′(ϕ(y))(ϕ^′(y) − ϕ^′(x)) ≤ −h^′(ϕ(y))ϕ^′(y) = −(h ∘ ϕ)^′(y).

Then −(h ∘ ϕ)^′(y) = α α − 1 1 ln(2) 1 y ≤ α α − 1 1 ln(2) d since y ≥^1_d . Next, consider the lower bound. Let x = 0, y =^1_{(d−2)1−1/α} =^1_{(d−2)(α−1)/α} , z =^{1−y}_{d−2} , and let r = (x, z, . . . , z, y) ∈ P^↓. Then

Γ_{Hα} (r) = α α − 1 1 ln(2) y^{α−1} − x^{α−1} x^α + y^α + (d − 2)z^α = α α − 1 1 ln(2) y^{α−1} y^α + (d − 2)z^α = α α − 1 1 ln(2) y^{α−1} y^α + (1 − y)^α(d − 2)^{1−α} = α α − 1 1 ln(2) 1 y 1 1 + (1/y − 1)^α(d − 2)^{1−α} ≥ α α − 1 1 ln(2) 1 y 1 1 + y^{−α}(d − 2)^{1−α} ≥ α α − 1 1 ln(2) 1 y 1 1 + 1 = α α − 1 1 2 ln(2) (d − 2)^{1−1/α}. The proof for α = 2 is in Appendix A, and for α = ∞ is in the next proposition. The proof for α ∈ (1, 2) follows from Theorem 6.5 and (39). Lastly, for α < 1 and δ > 0, we find

lim_{ε→0} g(ε + δ) ε = α 1 − α 1 log_e(2)

(^δ_{d−1} )^{α−1} − (1 − δ)^{α−1} (1 − δ)^α + (d − 1)^(α − 1)δ^α . from which the optimal Lipschitz constant follows by Theorem 6.3.

For α = ∞, we can obtain both a tight uniform continuity bound and the optimal Lipschitz continuity constant.

Proposition 6.7. |H_∞(p) − H_∞(q)| ≤ log(1 + εd) if TV(p, q) ≤ ε. In particular, H_∞ has an optimal Lipschitz constant of^d_{ln(2)} .

Proof. Since H_∞(r) = − log r_+, for r ≠ u, (16) yields

Γ_{H∞} (r) = (∂_− − ∂_+)H_∞(r) = ∂_+ log r_+ = 1 ln(2) 1 r_+ , whereas Γ_{H∞} (u) = 0 as L(u) = 0. The optimal Lipschitz constant follows from the fact that r_+ ≥^1_d and for some probability vectors, r_+ =^1_d .

Moreover, r →^1_{ln(2)}^1_{r+} is Schur concave (as the composition of a decreasing function and the Schur convex function r → r_+). Hence, Γ_{H∞} is Schur concave on P \ {u}. Since M_s is majorization-preserving for all s ∈ [0, 1], we have

r → Δ^{H∞}_ε := H_∞(M_ε(r)) − r = ∫_ε 0 Γ_{H∞} (M_s(r)) ds

is Schur concave on P \ B_ε(u). This uses the fact that for r ∈ P \ B_ε(u), TV(r, u) > ε and hence M_s(r) ≠ u for all s ∈ [0, ε]. For any r ∈ P \ B_ε(u), M_t(r) ≺ r for t = TV(r, u). Hence,

max_{r∈P} H_∞(M_ε(r)) − r = max_{r∈Bε(u)} H_∞(M_ε(r)) − r = max_{r∈Bε(u)} log(d) − H_∞(r) using that M_ε(r) = u for r ∈ B_ε(u). Then max r∈B_ε(u) log(d) − H_∞(r) = max_{r∈Bε(u)} log(dr_+).

For r ∈ B_ε(u), r_+ ≤^1_d + ε, with equality for r = (^1_d + ε,^1_d , . . . ,^1_d ,^1_d − ε). Hence, putting it all together, max_{r∈P} H_∞(M_ε(r)) − r = log ( d ( 1 d + ε )) = log(1 + dε).

Remark. The proof of Theorem 6.7 shows the Schur concavity of Δ^{H∞}_ε on P \ B_ε(u). This contrasts strongly with the Schur convexity of Δ^H_ε on P for all Concave-Type (h, ϕ) entropies H proven in Theorem 6.1.

6.2 Rényi entropy of parameter α = 1 has optimal dimensional scaling in its continuity bound Note that the Rényi entropy of parameter α = 1 is the Shannon entropy (or von Neumann entropy, in the quantum case). There is a sense in which the continuity properties as a function of dimension d of the Rényi entropy H_α are much improved at α = 1 compared to α ≠ 1. Let us introduce some notation. Define C_α(d, ε) := sup_{p,q∈Pd} TV(p,q)≤ε |H_α(p) − H_α(q)|

as the optimal uniform continuity bound for H_α over P_d. Consider a sequence (ε_d)_{d∈N} such that ε_d^{d→∞} −−−→ 0. Clearly, if lim sup d→∞ C_α(d, ε_d) = 0 (35)

then for any sequences of distributions (p_d)_{d∈N} and (q_d)_{d∈N} with p_q, q_d ∈ P_d such that TV(p_d, q_d) ≤ ε_d, we have lim sup d→∞ |H_α(p_d) − H_α(q_d)| = 0.

Thus, any (ε_d)_{d∈N} satisfying (35) provides a dimensionally-aware notion of continuity for H_α. Moreover, the slower ε_d converges to zero, the stronger the statement of continuity provided by (35). The following proposition therefore demonstrates that the case α = 1 is the “most continuous” in this sense.

Proposition 6.8. For any s > 0, C_1(d, d^{−s})^{d→∞}−−−→ 0. (36) In fact, if (ε_d)_{d∈N} has ε_d log(d) → 0, then lim_{d→∞} C_1(d, ε_d) = 0. However, for α ∈ (0, 1)∪(1, ∞),

lim inf d→∞ C_α(d, d^{− |α−1|α} ) > 0. (37) and likewise lim inf_{d→∞} C_∞(d, d^{−1}) > 0.

Remark. Note that this result contrasts with the scenario of fixed dimension d. The fact that H_α is Lipschitz continuous on P_d if and only if α > 1 provides a notion in which H_α is “more continuous” for α > 1 than for α > 0. In other words, if α > 0, the only constant k satisfying

|H_α(p) − H_α(q)| ≤ k TV(p, q) is k = ∞, while for α > 1, finite k suffices. This notion is not “dimensionally-aware”, however, in the sense that d is fixed.

Additionally, the parameter α = 1 for the Tsallis entropy, which again coincides with the Shannon entropy, does not admit optimal scaling of the continuity bound out of the whole family of Tsallis entropies; in fact, (30) shows that the optimal bound actually decreases with dimension for α > 1. This is related to the nonextensivity of the Tsallis entropy; extensivity enforces the scaling H_α(p^{⊗n}) − H_α(q^{⊗n}) = n(H_α(p) − H_α(q)) and since TV(p^{⊗n}, q^{⊗n}) ≤ n TV(p, q) we find that C_α(d^n, nε_d) ≥ nC_α(d, ε_d), or, for d = 2^n, C_α(d, ε_d log(d)) ≥ log(d)C_α(2, ε_d).

Hence for any extensive entropy, the optimal continuity bound must grow at least logarithmically with dimension (up to the modification ε_d ⇝ log(d)ε_d).

Proof. For 0 ≤ ε < 1 −^1_d , the Audenaert-Fannes bound (41) gives

C_1(d, ε) = h_2(ε) + ε log(d − 1)

where h_2(ε) = −ε log(ε) − (1 − ε) log(1 − ε) is the binary entropy. Hence, if ε_d log(d) → 0, then ε_d → 0 and C_1(d, ε_d) = h_2(ε_d) + ε_d log(d − 1) → 0 as well. Since for any s > 0 we have d^{−s} log(d) → 0, we recover (36).

Next, let us establish (37) for 0 < α < 1. In this case, for 0 ≤ ε < 1 −^1_d (31) gives C_α(d, ε) = 1 1 − α log((1 − ε)^α + (d − 1)^{1−α}ε^α).

For ε_d = d^{− 1−α}α , we have (d − 1)^{1−α}ε^α_d → 1 while (1 − ε_d)^α → 0, and hence C_α(d, ε_d) →^1_{1−α} > 0.

For α > 1, we do not have an exact expression for C_α(d, ε). However, since a Lipschitz bound provides a uniform continuity bound, we have

C_α(d, ε) ≥ ε sup_{r∈P+} Γ_{Hα} (r)

using Theorem 3.2. Then Theorem 6.6 shows that k_α = sup_{r∈P+} Γ_{Hα} (r) satisfies k_α ≥ α α − 1 (d − 2)^{1−1/α} 1 2 ln(2) . Hence, if ε_d = d^{− α−1}α , then

ε_d(d − 2)^{1−1/α} = ε_d(d − 2)^{(1−α)/α} → 1.

Therefore lim inf_{d→∞} C_α(d, ε) ≥^α_{α−1}^1_{2 ln(2)} > 0. Likewise, for α = ∞, the optimal Lipschitz constant is given in Theorem 6.7 as k_∞ =^d_{ln(2)} , and hence lim inf_{d→∞} C_∞(d, d^{−1}) ≥^1_{ln(2)} > 0.

6.2.1 Discussion of previous continuity bounds for H_α with α > 1

As mentioned at the start of the section, continuity bounds on the α-Rényi entropy for α > 1 were not known until 2011, and the bounds known until now have poor scaling ∼ d^{α−1}. In this section, we use majorization flow as a tool to understand why the previous bounds performed poorly. The technique used to establish the previous bounds was to relate the difference in Rényi entropy of two distributions to the corresponding difference in Tsallis entropy [Ras11; Che+17]. In the following proposition, we show that even a relaxed version of this pointwise comparison must necessarily yield a bound scaling as d^{α−1}. In contrast, we show that the comparison between the maximum difference of the two entropies exhibits much better scaling, and in fact can yield the Lipschitz continuity bound of (32). This can be understood by the fact that the Tsallis entropy is a Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy, and hence it increases the slowest near the uniform distribution (in the sense that Theorem 6.1 holds). On the other hand, for α > 1, the α-Rényi entropy is a Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy, and increases quickest at a distribution of the form (x, z, . . . , z, y) for x ≤ z ≤ y as shown by Theorem 6.4, which can be close to uniform.

Proposition 6.9. The smallest constant c such that max q∈B_ε(r) (H_α(q) − H_α(r)) ≤ c max_{q∈Bε(r)}(T_α(q) − T_α(r)) (38)

for all r ∈ P and ε ∈ (0, 1] is c =^{dα−1}_{ln(2)} . However, the smallest constant c̃ such that

max_{r∈P} max q∈B_ε(r) (H_α(q) − H_α(r)) ≤ c̃ max_{r′∈P} max_{q∈Bε(r′)}(T_α(q) − T_α(r^′)) (39)

for all ε ∈ (0, 1] satisfies c̃ ≤^{αd}_{ln(2)} .

Proof. Since max q∈B_ε(r) (H_α(q) − H_α(r)) = ∫_ε 0 Γ_{Hα} (M_ε(r)) ds and max q∈B_ε(r) (T_α(q) − T_α(r)) = ∫_ε 0 Γ_{Tα} (M_ε(r)) ds

it suffices to bound the ratio^{ΓHα (p)}_{ΓTα (p)} uniformly in p ∈ P by c. On the other hand, for (39) to hold for all ε ∈ (0, 1] and r ∈ P, the same ratio must in fact be bounded by c. We have

Γ_{Hα} (p) = 1 ln(2) α α − 1 r^{α−1}_+ − r^{α−1}_− ∑_d i=1 p^α_i , Γ_{Tα} (p) = α α − 1 (r^{α−1}_+ − r^{α−1}_− )

and hence Γ_{Hα} (p) Γ_{Tα} (p) = 1 ln(2) (_d ∑ i=1 p^α_i )_{−1} . Since p → ∑_d i=1 p^α_i is Schur convex, the above ratio is Schur concave, and hence maximized at the uniform distribution. Thus, max_{p∈P} Γ_{Hα} (p) Γ_{Tα} (p) = 1 ln(2) ( d ( 1 d )_α)_{−1} = 1 ln(2) d^{α−1}. To estimate c̃, we simply rewrite the uniform continuity bound for T_α given in Equation (22) as:

max_{r′∈P} max q∈B_ε(r^′) (T_α(q) − T_α(r^′)) = 1 α − 1 (1 − (1 − ε)^α − (d − 1)^{1−α}ε^α), noting that the maximum is achieved at r^′ = (1, 0, . . . , 0). We have (1 − ε)^α ≤ 1 − ε and hence 1 − (1 − ε)^α ≥ ε. Then max_{r′∈P} max q∈B_ε(r^′) (T_α(q) − T_α(r^′)) ≥ ε α − 1 . On the other hand, max_{r∈P} max q∈B_ε(r) (H_α(q) − H_α(r)) ≤ ε α α − 1 d ln(2)

by (32).

As mentioned in the Introduction, our technique for proving entropic continuity bounds by using the notion of majorization flow has the additional advantage of providing an insight into the entropy landscape with respect to the TV distance. The above proposition shows how majorization flow can be used to better understand previous methods for establishing continuity bounds, in addition to establishing new ones.

6.2.2 Connection to thermodynamics

[Bae11] introduced an interesting connection between the α-Rényi entropy and free energies in thermodynamics. In this section, we recall this relationship, and remark on the resulting consequences of our continuity bounds for Rényi entropies of Gibbs states and their connection to changes in free energy.

The following holds in either a quantum or classical picture. We will work in quantum notation for consistency with [Bae11]. Consider a Gibbs state ρ(T ) = Z(T )^{−1}e^{−H/T} where H is the Hamiltonian, T ≥ 0 the temperature, Z(T ) = Tr(e^{−H/T} ) is the partition function, and we have set Boltzmann’s constant k_B ≡ 1. We can define the free energy as F (T ) = −T ln Z(T ). By direct calculation, we find that the α-Rényi entropy H_α satisfies

H T_{0T} (ρ(T_0)) = −

F (T ) − F (T_0) T − T_0 . (40)

for any T > 0 [Bae11, Equation (9)]. In the limit T → T_0, we recover the thermodynamic relation H(ρ(T_0)) = − dF dT | | | T_0

that the entropy is the derivative of the free energy with respect to temperature. Note that any full-rank state σ can be seen as a Gibbs state at temperature T associated to the Hamiltonian H = −^1_T log σ. This gives a physical interpretation to H_α(σ) for any full-rank state σ: consider σ to be the Gibbs state at initial temperature T_0 = 1. Then H_α(σ) equals the negative of the ratio of the change in free energy to the change in temperature when the temperature is changed from T_0 to α^{−1}T_0. This can be seen as the maximum amount of work the system, initially in thermal equilibrium at temperature T_0, can do when its temperature is suddenly changed from T_0 to α^{−1}T_0 as it moves to the new thermal equilibrium, divided by the change in temperature [Bae11].

The Schur concavity of H_α for all α > 0 can be interpreted through this physical picture as well. The relation ρ ≺ σ means that the distribution of the eigenvalues of ρ is “flatter” and “more disordered” than those of σ; correspondingly, H_ρ := −^1_T log ρ log-majorizes H_σ := −^1_T log σ, where log majorization is defined by A ≺_{log} B if log A ≺ log B. By Schur concavity, if ρ ≺ σ, then H_α(ρ) ≥ H_α(σ) for any α > 0. Hence, the Schur concavity of the α-Rényi entropy can be interpreted as a statement about how the distribution of energy levels of a Hamiltonian relates to the free-energy increase or decrease of the system (per unit change in temperature) under a sudden change in temperature.

Now, recall that the trace distance is endowed with an operational interpretation in terms of distinguishability under measurement. We say that ρ and σ are ε-indistinguishable if^1_2 ‖ρ−σ‖_1 ≤ ε. Consider an experiment in which the system is in a state σ which is not known precisely, but is ε-indistinguishable from a known state ρ, which is a Gibbs state, ρ = ρ(T_0). We pose the following question:

If the temperature is abruptly changed from T_0 → T , can one bound the ratio of the change in free energy and the corresponding change in temperature?

This quantity is exactly the α-Rényi entropy of order α = T_0/T by (40), and hence (31) and Theorem 6.6 provide an answer in the affirmative. Moreover, Theorem 6.6 shows that the α-Rényi entropy is Lipschitz continuous if and only if α > 1. In other words, if T_0 > T , then there exists k_{T0/T} < ∞ such that |H_{T0/T} (σ) − H_{T0/T} (ρ(T_0))| ≤ εk_{T0 /T} . If T_0 ≤ T , then no such linear bound can hold uniformly in σ and ρ(T_0), but (22) gives a tight uniform (nonlinear) bound.

6.3 Continuity bounds for other entropies

• The von Neumann entropy H(ρ) = − Tr(ρ log ρ).

H = H_{(h,ϕ)} for h(x) = x and ϕ(x) = −x log x, which is a Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy. The von Neumann entropy satisfies the following tight continuity bound: Given ε ∈ (0, 1] and ρ, σ ∈ D(H) with T (ρ, σ) ≤ ε, |H(ρ) − H(σ)| ≤ { ε log(d − 1) + h(ε) if ε < 1 −^1_d log d if ε ≥ 1 −^1_d

(41)

where h(ε) := −ε log ε − (1 − ε) log(1 − ε) denotes the binary entropy. This inequality is known in the quantum information theory literature as the Audenaert-Fannes bound, which is a strengthened version of the Fannes bound [Fan73] and was established in [Aud07] by a direct optimization argument. The bound was also proven via a coupling argument in [Pet08, Theorem 3.8], with credit to Csiszar. In the classical case, it was also proven by [Zha07a, Eq. (4)] by a coupling argument, and by Ho and Yeung [HY10, Theorem 6] via an optimization over local continuity bounds, similar in spirit to the techniques used in this paper (although with an analysis specific to the Shannon entropy, as opposed to Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropies more generally). The coupling argument was revisited in [Sas13, Theorem 3] and [Win16, Lemma 1]. In each case (except for [Pet08, Theorem 3.8]), it was shown that equality occurs if one state is pure, and the other state has the spectrum {1 − ε,^ε_{d−1} , . . . ,^ε_{d−1} }. These conditions were shown to be necessary in [HD18] by an analysis of the coupling argument.

Our contribution Theorem 6.2 provides an alternate proof for (41) and the necessary and sufficient conditions for equality as a consequence of the fact that the von Neumann entropy is a Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy, and Theorem 6.3 shows that H is not Lipschitz continuous with respect to the trace distance, but its smoothed variant H^δ is Lipschitz continuous for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with an optimal Lipschitz constant of

log(δ^{−1} − 1) + log(d − 1).

• The (s, α)-unified entropies,

E^s_α(ρ) = 1 s(1 − α) (Tr[ρ^α]^s − 1)

for α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1, ∞), s ∈ R \ {0}, were introduced in the quantum case by [HY06] and in the classical case by [RT91]. This family of entropies includes the Tsallis entropies in the case s = 1, and the α-Rényi entropies (up to a factor of ln(2)) in the limit s → 0. We have E^s_α = H_{(h,ϕ)} for ϕ(x) = x^α, and h(x) =^1_{s(1−α)} (x^s − 1), which satisfy ϕ(0) = 0, and h(ϕ(1)) = 0. If α ∈ (0, 1), h is strictly increasing and ϕ is strictly concave, while if α > 1, h is strictly decreasing, and ϕ is strictly convex. Additionally, h is convex if (s > 1 and α < 1) or if (s < 1 and α > 1), and is concave otherwise. Thus, if 0 < α < 1 and s ≤ 1, E^s_α is a Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy, and if α > 1 with s ≤ 1, then E^s_α is a Convex-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy. If s > 1, then for any α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1, ∞), E^s_α is an (h, ϕ)-entropy in the sense defined by [Sal+93], but not of Concave-Type or Convex-Type, and hence the results of Section 6 do not apply in that case.

Remark. [HY06, Proposition 5] incorrectly claims that the unified entropies are not Schur concave. However, they are indeed strictly Schur concave for all α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1, ∞) and s ∈ R \ {0}. Rastegin [Ras11] showed that for 0 < α < 1, s ∈ (−∞, −1] ∪ [0, 1], and T (ρ, σ) ≤^1_2 α^{11−α} , the bound |E^s_α(ρ) − E^s_α(σ)| ≤ (2ε)^α ln_α d + n_α(2ε) (42)

holds, where ln_α =^{x1−α−1}_{1−α} and n_α(x) =^{xα−x}_{1−α} . If α > 1 and s ∈ [−1, 0] ∪ [1, +∞],

|E^s_α(ρ) − E^s_α(σ)| ≤ χ_s[ε^α ln_α(d − 1) + t_α(ε)] (43)

where t_α(ε) := T_α({ε, 1 − ε}) is the binary Tsallis entropy. In [HY06, Proposition 6], the Lipschitz continuity bound |E^s_α(ρ) − E^s_α(σ)| ≤ α α − 1 ε (44)

for any ρ, σ ∈ D(H) with T (ρ, σ) ≤ ε for α > 1, and s ≥ 1 was proven. Our contribution:

For α ∈ (0, 1) and s ≤ 1, then E^s_α is not Lipschitz continuous on D(H) by Theorem 6.3, but satisfies the following tight uniform continuity bound by Theorem 6.2: If ε ∈ [0, 1] and ρ, σ ∈ D with T (ρ, σ) ≤ ε, |E^s_α(ρ) − E^s_α(σ)| ≤ {_1 s(1−α) [( (1 − ε)^α + (d − 1)^{1−α}ε^α )_s − 1 ] ε < 1 −^1_d 1 s(1−α) [ d^{s(1−α)} − 1 ] ε ≥ 1 −^1_d

(45)

with equality if and only if one state is pure, and the other state has spectrum {1 − ε,^ε_{d−1} , . . . ,^ε_{d−1} } if ε < 1 −^1_d , or {^1_d , . . . ,^1_d } if ε ≥ 1 −^1_d .

If α > 1 and s ≤ 1, then E^s_α is Lipschitz continuous on D(H) by Theorem 6.4, and the associated optimal Lipschitz constant k^s_α satisfies k^s_α ≤ {_α α−1 d^{1−αs} sα < 1 α α−1 sα ≥ 1. • Entropies induced by divergences. Denoting left multiplication by an operator A as L_A, and right multiplication by A as R_A, one defines the f-divergence

S_f (ρ‖σ) := Tr[σ^{1/2}f(k_ρR_σ−1 )(σ^{1/2})] (46)

which was first introduced by Petz [Pet85] (see [HM17] for a useful overview). The maximal f-divergence [PR98] is given by Ŝ_f (ρ‖σ) := Tr[σ^{1/2}f(σ^{−1/2}ρσ^{−1/2})σ^{1/2}]. (47)

From either divergence, one can define an associated entropy by evaluating at σ = 1 (and reversing the sign). The two entropies coincide, yielding

S_f (ρ) := −S_f (ρ‖1) = −Ŝ_f (ρ‖|1) = − Tr[f(ρ)]. (48)

For strictly convex f with f(0) = f(1) = 0 we can define ϕ = −f and h(x) = x, yielding a Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy.

Our contribution: For strictly convex f with f(0) = f(1) = 0, Theorem 6.2 gives that for ε ∈ [0, 1] and ρ, σ ∈ D(H) with T (ρ, σ) ≤ ε, |S_f (ρ) − S_f (σ)| ≤ { −f(1 − ε) − (d − 1)f(^ε_{d−1} ) ε < 1 −^1_d −df(^1_d ) ε ≥ 1 −^1_d .

(49)

Theorem 6.3 shows that S_f is Lipschitz continuous on D(H) if and only if

k := lim_{ε→0} − 1 ε f(1 − ε) − (d − 1) 1 ε f( ε d − 1 ) is finite. In the latter case, k is the optimal Lipschitz constant for S_f . Note that if f is differentiable at 0 and 1, then k = f^′(1) − f^′(0).

• The concurrence of a bipartite pure state ψ_{AB} is an entanglement monotone defined as

C(ψ_{AB} ) = √ 2(1 − Tr[ρ^2_A])

where ρ^ψ = Tr_B [ψ_{AB} ] is the reduced state on system A [Woo01; Run+01]. Regarded as a function of the reduced state, the concurrence can be seen as Concave-Type (h, ϕ)- entropy with ϕ(x) = −x^2 and h(x) = √ 2(1 + x), and hence Theorem 6.2 gives a tight uniform continuity bound in terms of the trace distance between the reduced states. If for some ε ∈ [0, 1], two bipartite pure states ψ_{AB} and ϕ_{AB} satisfy T (ψ_{AB} , ϕ_{AB} ) ≤ ε, then by monotonicity of the trace distance under partial trace, T (ρ^ψ, ρ^ϕ) ≤ ε as well. Hence, Theorem 6.2 yields |C(ψ_{AB} ) − C(ϕ_{AB} )| ≤ {√ 2(1 − (1 − ε)^2 − (d − 1)^{−1}ε^2) ε < 1 −^1_d √ 2(1 − d^{−1}) ε ≥ 1 −^1_d

(50)

for all bipartite pure states ψ_{AB} and ϕ_{AB} such that T (ψ_{AB} , ϕ_{AB} ) ≤ ε. The concurrence is not Lipschitz continuous, by Theorem 6.3.

7 A continuity bound for the number of distinct observations from N independent trials

In this section, we consider another application of the majorization flow to continuity bounds.

Consider an experiment in which outcome i ∈ {1, . . . , M} is observed with probability p_i, for some probability distribution p ∈ P. Repeat this experiment N times, independently, and consider the random variable K which denotes the number of distinct outcomes observed. In [WY73] it was shown that each entry of the cumulative distribution, namely

F_j ≡ F_j (p) := Pr[K ≤ j],

is a Schur convex function of p (Theorem 4.1 of the above article), and has the expression

F_j = j∑ i=1 (−1)^{j−i} ( M − i − 1 j − i ) ∑ 1≤l_1<l_2<···<l_i≤M (p_{l1} + · · · + p_{li} )^N

which is given in [WY73, Corollary 3.2]. Taking the derivative, we obtain ∂F_j ∂p_1 − ∂F_j ∂p_2 = f_j(p_1) − f_j(p_2) for f_j(s) = N j∑ i=1 (−1)^{j−i} ( M − i − 1 j − i ) ∑ 1<l_2<···<l_i≤M l_2,...,l_i≠1,2 (s + p_{l2} + · · · + p_{li} )^{N−1}

as was calculated in [WY73, Equation 11]. To compute the optimal Lipschitz constant for F_j , it remains to maximize this difference over p ∈ P. We leave that for future work, and simply show that F_j is a Lipschitz continuous function of p ∈ P by showing that f_j(p_1) − f_j(p_2) < ∞ for any p ∈ P. We can use that the summand (s + p_{l2} + · · · + p_{li} ) is less than 1 for s ∈ {p_1, p_2}, and that the number of elements in the second summation is (_{M−2} i ) to find the simple bound |f_j(s)| ≤ N j∑ i=1 ( M − i − 1 j − i )( M − 2 i ) < ∞ for s ∈ {p_1, p_2}, which completes the proof.

Next, [WY73, Corollary 3.3] shows that the expected number of distinct elements, E[K] satisfies

E [K] ≡ E_p [K] = M − M∑ i=1 (1 − p_i)^N .

In fact, we can identify E[K] − 1 as a Concave-Type (h, ϕ)-entropy, with h(x) = x − 1 and ϕ(x) = 1 − (1 − x)^N , as defined in Section 6. Hence, Theorem 6.2 shows that for ε > 0 if p, q ∈ P satisfy TV(p, q) ≤ ε, then |E_p [K] − E_q [K]| ≤ {_{(M−1)N −(M−1−ε)N} (M−1)^{N−1} − ε N ε ≤ 1 −^1_M M^N −(M−1)^N M^{N−1} − 1 ε > 1 − 1 M . In particular, using Theorem 6.3, |E_p [K] − E_q [K]| ≤ εN, (51) and N is the optimal Lipschitz constant. Note that (51) does not depend on M, but its derivation assumes M < ∞.

Acknowledgements The authors would like to thank Koenraad Audenaert for interesting discussions regarding bounding the Lipschitz constant for the α-Rényi entropy in the case α > 1. E.H. would like to thank George Hanson for introducing him to the notion of concurrence. E.H. is supported by the Cantab Capital Institute for the Mathematics of Information (CCIMI).

A Optimal Lipschitz constant for the collision entropy

It remains to calculate the right-hand side of (27) in the case that h(x) = − log x and ϕ(x) = x^2.

• In the case d = 2, α ∈ (1, 2], we aim to maximize the function h(x, y) = y^{α−1} − x^{α−1} x^α + y^α where y = 1 − x. For α ∈ (1, 2], we have the bound h(x, y) ≤ 1 ⇐⇒ y^{α−1} − x^{α−1} ≤ y^α + x^α ⇐⇒ y^{α−1} − y^α ≤ x^{α−1} + x^α ⇐⇒ y^{α−1}(1 − y) ≤ x^{α−1}(1 − x) ⇐⇒ y^{α−1}x ≤ x^{α−1}y ⇐⇒ y^{α−2} ≤ x^{α−2} using y = 1 − x and x = 1 − y. We find h(x, y) ≤ 1 since x ≤ y and α ∈ (1, 2]. On the other hand, h(0, 1) = 1 for all α.

• For d > 2, and α = 2, we consider h(x, y) = y − x x^2 + y^2 + (d − 2)z^2

where z ≡ z(x, y) =^{1−x−y}_{d−2} . Then for D = x^2 + y^2 + (d − 2)z^2,

D^2 d dx h(x, y) = −(x^2 + y^2 + (d − 2)z^2) − (y − x)(2x − 2z) = −(x^2 + y^2 + (d − 2)z^2) + 2(y − x)(z − x)

so^d_{dx} h(x, y) ≤ 0 iff

2(y − x)(z − x) ≤ x^2 + y^2 + (d − 2)z^2 2(yz − xz + x^2 − xy) ≤ x^2 + y^2 + (d − 2)z^2 2(yz − xz − xy) ≤ −x^2 + y^2 + (d − 2)z^2

We have 2yz ≤ y^2 + d^2 ≤ y^2 + (d − 2)z^2, so it remains to show −2(xz + xy) ≤ −x^2. But that follows from x^2 ≤ 4x^2 ≤ 2(xz + xy) using x ≤ y and x ≤ z. Thus, for any y ≥ x, such that x ≤ z ≤ y, h(x, y) is decreasing in x.

Hence, we consider x = 0. Then z =^{1−y}_{d−2} , and y is constrained only by y ∈ [^1_{d−1} , 1]. Then h(0, y) = y y^2 + (d − 2)^{−1}(1 − y)^2 = y(d − 2) (d − 2)y^2 + 1 − 2y + y^2 = (d − 2)y (d − 1)y^2 + 1 − 2y . We have

((d − 1)y^2 + 1 − 2y)^2∂_yh(0, y) = ((d − 1)y^2 + 1 − 2y)(d − 2) − (d − 2)y(2(d − 1)y − 2)

so ∂_yh(0, y) = 0 if and only if

(d − 1)y^2 + 1 − 2y = y(2(d − 1)y − 2) (d − 1)y^2 + 1 − 2y = 2(d − 1)y^2 − 2y 1 = (d − 1)y^2 y = 1 √ d − 1 . Note that with x = 0, y =^{1√}_{d−1} , we have 0 ≤ x ≤ z ≤ y ≤ 1 so the constraints are satisfied. It could be that this choice of y yields only a local maximum. To rule this case out, since y ∈ [^1_{d−1} , 1], we check h(0,^1_{d−1} ) = h(0, 1) = 1, while

h(0, (d − 1)^{−1/2}) = d − 2 2 √ d − 1 − 2 > 1 for d ≥ 3.

B An elementary property of concave functions

Given a function ϕ : I → R defined on an interval I ⊂ R, we define the “slope function,”

s(x_1, x_2) = ϕ(x_2) − ϕ(x_1)

x_2 − x_1 for x_1, x_2 ∈ I with x_1 ≠ x_2. Note that s is symmetric in its arguments. It can be shown that ϕ is concave (resp. strictly concave) if and only if s is monotone decreasing (resp. strictly decreasing) in each argument.

Proposition B.1. Let I ⊂ R be an interval and ϕ : I → R be concave. For any x_1, x_2, y_1, y_2 ∈ I such that x_1 ≠ x_2, y_1 ≠ y_2, x_1 ≤ y_1 and x_2 ≤ y_2 we have ϕ(x_2) − ϕ(x_1)

x_2 − x_1 ≥ ϕ(y_2) − ϕ(y_1) y_2 − y_1 . If ϕ is strictly concave, then equality is achieved if and only if x_1 = y_1 and x_2 = y_2. Proof. For ϕ concave, we have s(x_1, x_2) ≥ s(y_1, x_2) ≥ s(y_1, y_2). Next, assume ϕ is strictly concave. Then equality holds in the first inequality if and only if x_2 = y_2, and in the second if and only if x_1 = y_1, completing the proof.

References

[Aud07] Koenraad M R Audenaert. “A sharp continuity estimate for the von Neumann entropy”. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 40.28 (2007), p. 8127.

[Bae11] J. C. Baez. “Rényi Entropy and Free Energy”. ArXiv e-prints (Feb. 2011). arXiv: 1102.2098 [quant-ph].

[Bha97] Rajendra Bhatia. Matrix Analysis. Vol. 169. Springer, 1997. isbn: 978-0-387-94846-1. [Bos+16] G. M. Bosyk, S. Zozor, F. Holik, M. Portesi, and P. W. Lamberti. “A family of generalized quantum entropies: definition and properties”. Quantum Information Processing 15.8 (2016), pp. 3393–3420. issn: 1573-1332.

[Bos+19] G. M. Bosyk, G. Bellomo, F. Holik, H. Freytes, and G. Sergioli. “Optimal common resource in majorization-based resource theories”. arXiv:1902.01836 [quant-ph] (Feb. 2019). arXiv: 1902.01836.

[Che+17] Z. Chen, Z. Ma, I. Nikoufar, and S.-M. Fei. “Sharp continuity bounds for entropy and conditional entropy”. Science China Physics, Mechanics, and Astronomy 60, 020321 (Feb. 2017), p. 020321. arXiv: 1701.02398 [quant-ph].

[CV02] F. Cicalese and U. Vaccaro. “Supermodularity and subadditivity properties of the entropy on the majorization lattice”. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 48.4 (Apr. 2002). 00030, pp. 933–938. issn: 0018-9448.

[Fan73] M. Fannes. “A continuity property of the entropy density for spin lattice systems”. Communications in Mathematical Physics 31.4 (1973), pp. 291–294. issn: 1432-0916.

[FYK07] Shigeru Furuichi, Kenjiro Yanagi, and Ken Kuriyama. “A Generalized Fannes’ Inequality”. Journal of Inequalities in Pure and Applied Mathematics 8.1 (2007).

[HD18] Eric P. Hanson and Nilanjana Datta. “Maximum and minimum entropy states yielding local continuity bounds”. Journal of Mathematical Physics 59.4 (Apr. 2018), p. 042204. issn: 0022-2488.

[HM17] Fumio Hiai and Milán Mosonyi. “Different quantum f-divergences and the reversibility of quantum operations”. Reviews in Mathematical Physics 29.07 (July 2017), p. 1750023. issn: 0129-055X.

[HOS18] M. Horodecki, J. Oppenheim, and C. Sparaciari. “Extremal distributions under approximate majorization”. en. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 51.30 (June 2018), p. 305301. issn: 1751-8121.

[HY06] Xinhua Hu and Zhongxing Ye. “Generalized quantum entropy”. Journal of Mathematical Physics 47.2 (Feb. 2006), p. 023502. issn: 0022-2488.

[HY10] S. Ho and R. W. Yeung. “The Interplay Between Entropy and Variational Distance”. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 56.12 (Dec. 2010), pp. 5906–5929. issn: 0018-9448.

[Mar11] Albert Marshall. Inequalities: Theory of majorization and its applications. New York: Springer Science+Business Media, LLC, 2011. isbn: 978-0-387-40087-7.

[Mee16] Remco van der Meer. “The Properties of Thermodynamical Operations”. Bachelor’s thesis. Delft University of Technology, July 2016.

[MNW17] Remco van der Meer, Nelly Huei Ying Ng, and Stephanie Wehner. “Smoothed generalized free energies for thermodynamics”. Physical Review A 96.6 (Dec. 2017), p. 062135.

[Nie99] M. A. Nielsen. “Conditions for a Class of Entanglement Transformations”. Phys. Rev. Lett. 83 (2 July 1999), pp. 436–439.

[Pet08] Dénes Petz. Quantum Information Theory and Quantum Statistics. 1st ed. Theoretical and mathematical physics. Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg, 2008.

[Pet85] Dénes Petz. “Quasi-entropies for States of a von Neumann Algebra”. Publications of the Research Institute for Mathematical Sciences 21.4 (Aug. 1985), pp. 787–800. issn: 0034-5318.

[PR98] Dénes Petz and Mary Beth Ruskai. “Contraction of Generalized Relative Entropy Under Stochastic Mappings on Matrices”. Infinite Dimensional Analysis, Quantum Probability and Related Topics 01.01 (Jan. 1998). 00013, pp. 83–89. issn: 0219-0257.

[Rag95] G. A. Raggio. “Properties of q-entropies”. Journal of Mathematical Physics 36.9 (Sept. 1995), pp. 4785–4791. issn: 0022-2488.

[Ras11] A. E. Rastegin. “Some General Properties of Unified Entropies”. Journal of Statistical Physics 143 (June 2011), pp. 1120–1135. arXiv: 1012.5356 [quant-ph].

[Rén61] Alfréd Rényi. “On Measures of Entropy and Information”. EN. The Regents of the University of California, 1961.

[RT91] Pushpa N. Rathie and Inder Jeet Taneja. “Unified (r, s)-entropy and its bivariate measures”. Information Sciences 54.1 (Mar. 1991), pp. 23–39. issn: 0020-0255.

[Run+01] Pranaw Rungta, V. Buzek, Carlton M. Caves, M. Hillery, and G. J. Milburn. “Universal state inversion and concurrence in arbitrary dimensions”. Physical Review A 64.4 (Sept. 2001), p. 042315.

[Sal+93] M. Salicru, M. L. Menendez, D. Morales, and L. Pardo. “Asymptotic distribution of (h, φ)-entropies”. Communications in Statistics - Theory and Methods 22.7 (Jan. 1993), pp. 2015–2031. issn: 0361-0926.

[Sas13] Igal Sason. “Entropy Bounds for Discrete Random Variables via Maximal Coupling”. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 59.11 (Nov. 2013), pp. 7118–7131. issn: 0018-9448, 1557-9654.

[Tsa88] Constantino Tsallis. “Possible generalization of Boltzmann-Gibbs statistics”. Journal of Statistical Physics 52.1 (July 1988), pp. 479–487. issn: 1572-9613.

[Vil09] Cédric Villani. Optimal Transport: Old and New. en. Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften. 02784. Berlin Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag, 2009. isbn: 978-3- 540-71049-3.

[WH19] Mischa P. Woods and Michał Horodecki. “The Resource Theoretic Paradigm of Quantum Thermodynamics with Control” (Dec. 11, 2019). arXiv: 1912.05562 [math-ph, physics:quant-ph].

[Win16] A. Winter. “Tight Uniform Continuity Bounds for Quantum Entropies: Conditional Entropy, Relative Entropy Distance and Energy Constraints”. Communications in Mathematical Physics 347 (Oct. 2016), pp. 291–313. arXiv: 1507.07775 [quant-ph].

[Woo01] William K. Wootters. “Entanglement of Formation and Concurrence”. Quantum Info. Comput. 1.1 (Jan. 2001), pp. 27–44. issn: 1533-7146.

[WY73] C. K. Wong and P. C. Yue. “A majorization theorem for the number of distinct outcomes in n independent trials”. Discrete Mathematics 6.4 (Jan. 1973), pp. 391– 398. issn: 0012-365X.

[YG19] Xiao-Dong Yu and Otfried Gähne. “Detecting coherence via spectrum estimation”. en. Physical Review A 99.6 (June 2019). arXiv: 1808.08884, p. 062310. issn: 2469- 9926, 2469-9934.

[Zha07a] Z. Zhang. “Estimating Mutual Information Via Kolmogorov Distance”. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 53.9 (Sept. 2007), pp. 3280–3282. issn: 0018-9448.

[Zha07b] Zhengmin Zhang. “Uniform Estimates on the Tsallis Entropies”. en. Letters in Mathematical Physics 80.2 (May 2007), pp. 171–181. issn: 0377-9017, 1573-0530.