arXiv:2304.04361v3 [quant-ph] 4 Jul 2023

Equality cases in monotonicity of quasi-entropies,

Lieb’s concavity and Ando’s convexity

Fumio Hiai^1

1 Graduate School of Information Sciences, Tohoku University, Aoba-ku, Sendai 980-8579, Japan

Abstract We revisit and improve joint concavity/convexity and monotonicity properties of quasi-entropies due to Petz in a new fashion. Then we characterize equality cases in the monotonicity inequalities (the data-processing inequalities) of quasi-entropies in several ways as follows: Let Φ : B(H) → B(K) be a trace-preserving map such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map. When f is an operator monotone or operator convex function on [0, ∞), we present several equivalent conditions for the equality S^K_f (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_f (ρ‖σ) to hold for given positive operators ρ, σ on H and K ∈ B(K). The conditions include equality cases in the monotonicity versions of Lieb’s concavity and Ando’s convexity theorems. Specializing the map Φ we have equivalent conditions for equality cases in Lieb’s concavity and Ando’s convexity. Similar equality conditions are discussed also for monotone metrics and χ^2-divergences. We further consider some types of linear preserver problems for those quantum information quantities.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification: 81P45, 81P16, 94A17 Key words and phrases: quasi-entropy, standard f-divergence, monotone metric, χ^2- divergence, Lieb’s concavity, Ando’s convexity, monotonicity inequality, trace-preserving, Schwarz map, TPCP map, relative modular operator, multiplicative domain, operator monotone function, operator convex function

Contents

1 Introduction 2

2 Monotonicity of quasi-entropies, revisited 4 2.1 Definition of quasi-entropies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 2.2 Monotonicity properties of quasi-entropies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 2.3 Lieb’s concavity/convexity and Ando’s convexity, revisited . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

3 Equality cases in monotonicity of quasi-entropies 14 3.1 List of equality conditions and theorems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 3.2 Proofs of theorems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 3.3 Further results on equality cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 3.4 Examples . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

4 Equality cases for monotone metrics and χ^2-divergences 32

1E-mail: hiai.fumio@gmail.com

5 Maps preserving quasi-entropies and monotone metrics 36

References 42

1 Introduction

Among significant ingredients of quantum information theory is the notion of quantum divergences, the most notable one of which is the relative entropy introduced by Umegaki [64] in 1962, defined for positive operators ρ, σ as follows: D(ρ‖σ) := { Tr ρ(log ρ − log σ) if ρ^0 ≤ σ^0, +∞ otherwise,

(1.1)

where ρ^0 is the support projection of ρ. (This was later extended by Araki [3, 4] to the general von Neumann algebra setting.) There have been several different types of extensions of the relative entropy so far. A distinguished one is a class of so-called quasi-entropies, first considered by Kosaki [36] and further studied by Petz [55, 56] in the finite-dimensional B(H) setting as well as in the von Neumann algebra setting, which are given in the form S^K_f (ρ‖σ) for positive operators ρ, σ with parametrization of functions f on (0, ∞) and reference operators K. Standard f-divergences S_f (ρ‖σ) = S^I_f (ρ‖σ) (I being the identity operator) are specialized cases of quasi-entropies. For instance, the relative entropy D(ρ‖σ) is S_f (ρ‖σ) with f(x) := x log x. The operational significance of the relative entropy was established in [25, 53], as an optimal error exponent in the hypothesis testing of quantum Stein’s lemma. Moreover, in recent development of other types of quantum hypothesis testing, the importance of two different families of Rényi divergences has emerged; see, e.g., [5, 18, 23, 46, 47, 50, 52]. The one is the conventional (or standard) Rényi divergences and the other is the sandwiched Rényi divergences [48, 67], both of which are defined with parameter α > 0, α ≠ 1, and the relative entropy becomes their limit as α → 1.

The primary property common to quantum divergences S(ρ‖σ) is monotonicity under quantum operations, which is stated as S(Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) ≤ S(ρ‖σ) (1.2) for a given family of trace-preserving positive maps Φ, typically TPCP (trace-preserving completely positive) maps. This inequality is also called DPI (data-processing inequality), and heuristically means that the distinguishability of two states becomes less after applying a quantum operation to the states. Another common property of quantum divergences is joint convexity stated as

S(λρ_1 + (1 − λ)ρ_2‖λσ_1 + (1 − λ)σ_2) ≤ λS(ρ_1‖σ_1) + (1 − λ)S(ρ_2‖σ_2) (1.3)

for positive operators ρ_i, σ_i (i = 1, 2) and 0 < λ < 1. With the assumption that S satisfies the positive homogeneity S(λρ‖λσ) = λS(ρ‖σ) for λ > 0 and the additivity S(ρ_1 ⊕ ρ_2‖σ_1 ⊕ σ_2) = S(ρ_1‖σ_1) + S(ρ_2‖σ_2) for ρ_i, σ_i on H_i (i = 1, 2), it is widely known (see, e.g., [12, 68]) that joint convexity (1.3) is an immediate consequence of monotonicity (1.2) under TPCP maps, and vice versa based on Stinespring’s representation of TPCP maps.

In the present article we are concerned with monotonicity inequalities and their equality cases for quasi-entropies in the finite-dimensional B(H) setting. In Sec. 2 we revisit joint convexity/concavity and monotonicity properties of quasi entropies, formerly discussed in [36, 55, 56, 62, 65], and improve the previous results by removing certain additional assumptions on ρ, σ and Φ. To this end, in Sec. 2 we reconsider the definition of quasi-entropies S^K_f (ρ‖σ) along the lines of the definition of standard f-divergences in [24, 22]. Then we update their monotonicity inequality as follows (see Theorems 2.14 and 2.16): Let Φ : B(H) → B(K) be a trace-preserving map such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map. Let ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ (positive operators on H) and K ∈ B(K). If h is operator monotone on [0, ∞), then

S^K_h (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) ≥ S^{Φ∗(K)}_h (ρ‖σ). (1.4)

If f is operator convex on (0, ∞) and K belongs to the multiplicative domain of Φ^∗, then

S^K_f (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) ≤ S^{Φ∗(K)}_f (ρ‖σ). (1.5)

Here, we note that the reversal between inequalities (1.4) and (1.5) is natural because an operator monotone h is operator concave, i.e., −h is operator convex so that a “right” quasientropy is S^K_{−h} = −S^K_h . Hence inequality (1.4) is considered as a particular case of (1.5), while the assumption of K being in the multiplicative domain of Φ^∗ is unnecessary for (1.4).

As is well known and easily verified, the quasi-entropy S^K_f (ρ‖σ) when f(x) = x^α is rewritten as Tr K^∗ρ^αKσ^{1−α}, as far as ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} (invertible positive operators on H), so that the concavity/convexity result of quasi-entropies (see Proposition 2.11) reduces to Lieb’s so-called Wigner–Yanase– Dyson–Lieb concavity theorem [41] and Ando’s convexity theorem [1]. Moreover, the monotonicity inequalities in (1.4) and (1.5) give the monotonicity inequality versions of Lieb’s concavity and Ando’s convexity. This type of monotonicity inequalities have recently been studied in [7] in detail.

Various characterizations of equality in different types of quantum information inequalities have been known so far, including equality cases in the strong subadditivity of von Neumann entropy and in the joint convexity/concavity of relative entropy, trace functions of Lieb type, and so on [14, 22, 24, 28, 32, 34, 35, 57, 58, 61, 62, 65]. Most notably, in [57, 58, 34] Petz and Jenčová characterized sufficiency of subalgebras and reversibility of quantum operations via equality cases in the monotonicity inequalities of the relative entropy and the transition probability (equivalently, the standard Rényi divergence for α = 1/2) in the von Neumann algebra setting. In [24, 22] we discussed, in the finite-dimensional case, reversibility and error correction of quantum operations for given states via equality cases in the monotonicity of standard f-divergences (see also [21] for reversibility via standard f-divergences in the von Neumann algebra case). Furthermore, equality conditions of monotonicity (DPI) for quantum Rényi type divergences have recently been discussed by several authors [22, 29, 30, 31, 39, 66, 69]. As for quasi-entropies, the equality case in the monotonicity inequality in (1.5) was discussed in [62, 65] when Φ is a partial trace (hence any K ∈ B(K) is in the multiplicative domain of Φ^∗). Although equality conditions for DPI under TPCP maps can essentially be reduced to the partial trace case due to Stinespring’s representation (as carried out in [39, 66] in the case of the sandwiched Rényi divergence), our main aim of the paper is to study the equality cases in (1.4) and (1.5) under a more general class of trace-preserving maps Φ : B(H) → B(K) such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map.

In Sec. 3 we first propose a number of conditions for the equality case in (1.4) when h is operator monotone on [0, ∞), and further consider conditions for the equality case in (1.5) when f is operator convex on [0, ∞). Equality cases in the monotonicity inequality versions of Lieb’s concavity and Ando’s convexity show up among those equality conditions. We analyze the equivalence between the proposed equality conditions along the lines of arguments in [24, 22], see Theorems 3.2 and 3.3. The results obtained are also specialized to equality cases of joint concavity/convexity of quasi-entropies (including equality cases of Lieb’s concavity and Ando’s convexity).

Monotone metrics (also called quantum Fisher informations) studied by Petz [59] are Riemannian metrics on B(H)^{++} (being a Riemannian manifold) given as γ^h_σ (X, Y ) for σ ∈ B(H)^{++} and (self-adjoint) X, Y ∈ B(H) with parametrization of operator monotone functions h > 0 on (0, ∞), which are characterized by the monotonicity property

γ^h_{Φ(σ)}(Φ(X), Φ(X)) ≤ γ^h_σ (X, X) (1.6)

for every TPCP map Φ : B(H) → B(K). Quantum χ^2-divergences discussed in [63, 16] are given as χ^2_k(ρ, σ) for density operators ρ, σ on H with parametrization of operator monotone decreasing functions k > 0 on (0, ∞), which are written as monotone metrics (up to an additive constant) and have the monotonicity

χ^2_k(Φ(ρ), Φ(σ)) ≤ χ^2_k(ρ, σ) (1.7)

for every Φ as above. In Sec. 4 we show some equality conditions for the monotonicity in (1.6) and (1.7), which are slight improvements of Jenčová’s characterizations in [28]. The stated conditions are rather similar to those in Sec. 3 for quasi-entropies. This might be natural because the notions of quasi-entropies and monotone metrics are defined in a certain duality relation.

Finally, in Sec. 5 we determine special forms of maps Φ : B(H) → B(K) when equality conditions for S^K_f (ρ‖σ), γ^h_σ (K, K) and χ^2_k(ρ, σ) discussed in the previous sections are satisfied for sufficiently many K ∈ B(K) with some fixed invertible ρ, σ, or for sufficiently many ρ with some fixed invertible σ, see Theorems 5.1 and 5.3. These are considered as some types of linear preserver problems for those quantum information quantities.

2 Monotonicity of quasi-entropies, revisited

The notion of quasi-entropies was introduced by Kosaki [36] and Petz [55, 56] in both the von Neumann algebra setting and the finite-dimensional setting. In this section we revisit the monotonicity property of quasi-entropies in the finite-dimensional setting, and improve the results in [56].

Throughout the paper, let H, K be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Let B(H) be the space of all operators on H, and Tr be the usual trace on B(H). We write B(H)^+ and B(H)^{++} for the sets of positive operators and invertible positive operators in B(H), respectively. We write ⟨·, ·⟩_{HS} for the Hilbert–Schmidt inner product on B(H), i.e., ⟨X, Y ⟩_{HS} := Tr X^∗Y for X, Y ∈ B(H), and always consider B(H), B(K) as Hilbert spaces with this inner product. For A ∈ B(H) let L_A and R_A denote the left and right multiplications on B(H), respectively, i.e., L_AX := AX and R_AX := XA for X ∈ B(H). For A ∈ B(H)^+ we write Sp(A), A^0 and A^{−1} for the spectrum, the support projection and the generalized inverse (i.e., the inverse restricted on the support) of A, respectively.

Let Φ : B(H) → B(K) be a linear map, and the adjoint map Φ^∗ : B(K) → B(H) be defined in terms of the Hilbert–Schmidt inner product as ⟨X, Φ^∗(Y )⟩_{HS} = ⟨Φ(X), Y ⟩_{HS} for all X ∈ B(H), Y ∈ B(K). The map Φ is said to be trace-preserving (TP) if Tr Φ(X) = Tr X for all X ∈ B(H), or equivalently Φ^∗ is unital, i.e., Φ^∗(I_K) = I_H, where I_H, I_K are the identity operators on H, K, respectively (also written as I simply). For each n ∈ N the map Φ is said to be n-positive if id_n ⊗ Φ : M_n ⊗ B(H) → M_n ⊗ B(K) (M_n being the n × n matrix algebra) is positive, and Φ is said to be completely positive (CP) if it is n-positive for every n ∈ N. A TPCP map is called a quantum channel in quantum information. Furthermore, Φ is called a Schwarz map if Φ(X)^∗Φ(X) ≤ Φ(X^∗X) for all X ∈ B(H). Note that if Φ is 2-positive, then it is a Schwarz map (however, the converse does not hold). See, e.g., [19, Sec. 1.7] for different positivity notions of Φ.

A function f : (0, ∞) → R is said to be operator monotone if, for every A, B ∈ B(H)^{++} (of any H), A ≤ B =⇒ f(A) ≤ f(B), where f(A), f(B) are defined via usual functional calculus. Also, f is said to be operator convex if f(λA + (1 − λ)B) ≤ λf(A) + (1 − λ)f(B) for all A, B ∈ B(H)^{++} (of any H) and all λ ∈ (0, 1). The function f is said to be operator monotone decreasing if −f is operator monotone, and operator concave if −f is operator convex. The definitions are similar for f on [0, ∞), where A, B ∈ B(H)^{++} is replaced with A, B ∈ B(H)^+. In fact, when f is on [0, ∞), we always assume that lim_{x↘0} f(x) = f(0). (Note that an operator monotone or operator convex function f on [0, ∞) is automatically real analytic on (0, ∞), but not necessarily continuous at 0.) Below we write OM(0, ∞), OMD(0, ∞) and OC(0, ∞) for the sets of operator monotone, operator monotone decreasing and operator convex functions on (0, ∞), respectively. The similar sets of those functions on [0, ∞) are denoted by OM[0, ∞) etc. Moreover, we write

OM_+[0, ∞) := {f ∈ OM[0, ∞) : f(x) > 0 for all x > 0}, OMD_+(0, ∞) := {f ∈ OMD(0, ∞) : f(x) > 0 for all x > 0}.

2.1 Definition of quasi-entropies

Let ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ be given with the spectral decompositions ρ = ∑ a∈Sp(ρ) aP_a, σ = ∑ b∈Sp(σ) bQ_b, (2.1)

The relative modular operator Δ_{ρ,σ} is defined by Δ_{ρ,σ}X := L_ρR_σ−1 X = ρXσ^{−1}, X ∈ B(H), which is a positive operator on (B(H), ⟨·, ·⟩_{HS}) whose support projection is L_ρ0 R_σ0 .

Let us begin with the definition of quasi-entropies S^X_f (ρ‖σ) in the case where ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++}.

Definition 2.1 ([56]). For any function f : (0, ∞) → R, X ∈ B(H) and ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} the quasi-entropy is defined by

S^X_f (ρ‖σ) := ⟨Xσ^{1/2}, f(Δ_{ρ,σ})(Xσ^{1/2})⟩_{HS} = ⟨X, f(L_ρR^{−1}_σ )R_σX⟩_{HS}, (2.2)

where f(Δ_{ρ,σ}) is defined via the usual functional calculus of Δ_{ρ,σ}.

We write

J_f (ρ, σ) := f(Δ_{ρ,σ})R_σ = f(L_ρR^{−1}_σ )R_σ , ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++}, (2.3) whose spectral decomposition is given in terms of (2.1) as J_f (ρ, σ) = ∑ a∈Sp(ρ), b∈Sp(σ) bf (a b ) L_{Pa} R_{Qb} ,

so that we can write S^X_f (ρ‖σ) = ⟨X, J_f (ρ, σ)X⟩_{HS} = ∑ a,b bf (a b ) Tr X^∗P_aXQ_b. (2.4)

Note that J_f (ρ, σ) is the operator perspective of L_ρ, R_σ for the function f (see [11, 10]).

The next theorem is a slight improvement of [26, Theorems 5 and 6] (also [7, Sec. 1.12]), which gives a basis of our discussions on monotonicity of quasi-entropies. Theorem 2.2. For any function f : (0, ∞) → (0, ∞) the following conditions are equivalent:

(I) f ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) (with extension f(0) := lim_{x↘0} f(x)).

(II) For every TPCP map Φ : B(H) → B(K) (for arbitrary H, K) and for every ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} such that Φ(ρ), Φ(σ) ∈ B(K)^{++}, Φ^∗J_f (Φ(ρ), Φ(σ))^{−1}Φ ≤ J_f (ρ, σ)^{−1} on B(H).

(II^′) For every trace-preserving map Φ : B(H) → B(K) (for arbitrary H, K) such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map, and for every ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} such that Φ(ρ), Φ(σ) ∈ B(K)^{++}, Φ^∗J_f (Φ(ρ), Φ(σ))^{−1}Φ ≤ J_f (ρ, σ)^{−1} on B(H).

(III) For every Φ and ρ, σ as in (II), ΦJ_f (ρ, σ)Φ^∗ ≤ J_f (Φ(ρ), Φ(σ)) on B(K).

(III^′) For every Φ and ρ, σ as in (II^′), ΦJ_f (ρ, σ)Φ^∗ ≤ J_f (Φ(ρ), Φ(σ)) on B(K).

(IV) The map (ρ, σ, X) → ⟨X, J_f (ρ, σ)^{−1}X⟩_{HS} is jointly convex on B(H)^{++}×B(H)^{++}×B(H). Proof. Since it was proved in [26] that (I), (II), (III) and (IV) are equivalent, we need to show that (II^′) and (III^′) are also equivalent to the other conditions. The proof of (II) ⇐⇒ (III) in [26] gives (II^′) ⇐⇒ (III^′) as well, and (III^′) =⇒ (III) is obvious. Hence it suffices to show that (I) =⇒ (III^′). But this was indeed proved in [56, Theorem 4]. (Note that the assumption f(0) = 0 in [56, Theorem 4] is redundant.)

Remark 2.3. The proof for (I), (II), (III), (IV) in [26] is based on Lieb and Ruskai’s inequality [42]. Since this inequality was extended to 2-positive Φ in [9], the proof in [26] remains valid when Φ is 2-positive (as in [7]). However, Lieb and Ruskai’s inequality is not available for Φ in (II^′) and (III^′).

Lemma 2.4. If f is continuous on (0, ∞), then (ρ, σ, X) → S^X_f (ρ‖σ) is jointly continuous on B(H)^{++} × B(H)^{++} × B(H).

Proof. Immediate from the continuity of (ρ, σ) → Δ_{ρ,σ} for ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} and of continuous functional calculus.

When f is convex (resp., concave) on (0, ∞), we can define

f(0^+) := lim_{x↘0} f(x), f^′(∞) := lim_{x→∞} f(x) x , which are in (−∞, +∞] (resp., in [−∞, +∞)). The symbol f^′(∞) is natural since f^′(∞) = lim_{x→∞} f^′_+(x) (f^′_+(x) being the right-derivative). Below we will understand the expression bf(^a_b ) for a = 0 or b = 0 in the following way: bf (a b ) := { f(0^+)b for a = 0, b ≥ 0, f^′(∞)a for a > 0, b = 0,

(2.5)

where we use the convention that (+∞)0 := 0 and (+∞)a := +∞ for a > 0. In particular, we set 0f(^0 ) = 0. The above expression is justified as

lim_{ε↘0}(b + ε)f (a + ε b + ε ) = bf(^a_b ) if a, b > 0, bf(0^+) if a = 0, b > 0, af^′(∞) if a > 0, b = 0, 0 if a = b = 0.

(2.6)

Lemma 2.5. Assume that f is convex (resp., concave) on (0, ∞). Then for every ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and X ∈ B(H), the limit lim_{ε↘0} S^X_f (ρ + εI‖σ + εI) exists in (−∞, +∞] (resp., in [−∞, +∞)) and it has the expression

lim_{ε↘0} S^X_f (ρ + εI‖σ + εI) = ∑ a∈Sp(ρ), b∈Sp(σ) bf (a b ) Tr X^∗P_aXQ_b (2.7)

in terms of the spectral decompositions of ρ, σ in (2.1).

Proof. By (2.4) we write S^X_f (ρ + εI‖σ + εI) = ∑ a,b (b + ε)f (a + ε b + ε ) Tr X^∗P_aXQ_b.

Hence the result follows from (2.6).

Now we extend the definition of quasi-entropies to all ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} as follows:

Definition 2.6. When f is convex (or concave) on (0, ∞), for every ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and X ∈ B(H) we can define S^X_f (ρ‖σ) by expression (2.7). When ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++}, this definition is compatible with Definition 2.1 by Lemma 2.4.

We note that the standard f-divergence S_f (ρ‖σ) is the special case of quasi-entropies (specialized to X = I) as S_f (ρ‖σ) = S^I_f (ρ‖σ), ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+. Note that the expression ⟨Xσ^{1/2}, f(Δ_{ρ,σ})(Xσ^{1/2})⟩_{HS} makes sense for any ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and any function f on [0, ∞) by regarding f(Δ_{ρ,σ}) as the functional calculus of Δ_{ρ,σ}. The next lemma gives the precise relation between the above expression and S^X_f (ρ‖σ), which will be useful in our later discussions. In fact, one can directly define S^X_f (ρ‖σ) for general ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ by (2.8), extending (2.2) when ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++}. Lemma 2.7. Let f be a convex or concave function on [0, ∞) with f(0) = f(0^+) ∈ R. For every ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and X ∈ B(H), S^X_f (ρ‖σ) = ⟨Xσ^{1/2}, f(Δ_{ρ,σ})(Xσ^{1/2})⟩_{HS} + f^′(∞)Tr X^∗ρX(I − σ^0). (2.8) Hence, if f^′(∞) = 0 or σ^0 = I, then S^X_f (ρ‖σ) = ⟨Xσ^{1/2}, f(Δ_{ρ,σ})(Xσ^{1/2})⟩_{HS}.

Proof. For ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ with the spectral decomposition (2.1), by Definition 2.6 we have S^X_f (ρ‖σ) = ∑ a,b b (a b ) Tr X^∗P_aXQ_b = ∑ a,b>0 bf (a b ) Tr X^∗P_aXQ_b + ∑ a=0, b>0 bf(0)Tr X^∗P_aXQ_b + ∑ a>0, b=0 af^′(∞)Tr X^∗P_aXQ_b = ∑ a,b>0 bf (a b ) Tr X^∗P_aXQ_b + f(0)Tr X^∗(I − ρ^0)Xσ + f^′(∞)Tr X^∗ρX(I − σ^0),

(2.9)

where bf(a/b) for a = 0 or b = 0 is given in (2.5). On the other hand, since the spectral decomposition of Δ_{ρ,σ} is Δ_{ρ,σ} = ∑ a,b>0 a b L_{Pa} R_{Qb} + 0 ∑ a = 0 or b = 0 L_{Pa} R_{Qb} , one can write f(Δ_{ρ,σ}) = ∑ a,b>0 f (a b ) L_{Pa} R_{Qb} + f(0) ∑ a = 0 or b = 0 L_{Pa} R_{Qb} and hence ⟨Xσ^{1/2}, f(Δ_{ρ,σ})Xσ^{1/2}⟩_{HS} = ∑ a,b>0 f (a b ) Tr σ^{1/2}X^∗P_aXσ^{1/2}Q_b + f(0) ∑ a = 0 or b = 0

Tr σ^{1/2}X^∗P_aXσ^{1/2}Q_b = ∑ a,b>0 bf (a b ) Tr X^∗P_aXQ_b + f(0) ∑ a=0, b>0 bTr X^∗P_aXQ_b = ∑ a,b>0 bf (a b ) Tr X^∗P_aXQ_b + f(0)Tr X^∗(I − ρ^0)Xσ.

(2.10)

Therefore, (2.8) follows from (2.9) and (2.10). The latter assertion is now immediate.

Concerning the term Tr X^∗ρX(I − σ^0) in (2.8), another simple lemma is included here for later use.

Lemma 2.8. For any ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and X ∈ B(H), the following conditions are equivalent:

(a) Tr X^∗ρX(I − σ^0) = 0;

(b) ρ^0X(I − σ^0) = 0;

(c) σ^0X^∗ρXσ^0 = X^∗ρX.

Proof. Assume (a). Since Tr (ρ^{1/2}(I − σ^0)X)^∗(ρ^{1/2}X(I − σ^0)) = 0, one has ρ^{1/2}X(I − σ^0) = 0 and hence (b) follows. If (b) holds, then

σ^0X^∗ρXσ^0 = (σ^0X^∗ρ^0)ρ(ρ^0Xσ^0) = (X^∗ρ^0)ρ(ρ^0X) = X^∗ρX.

Hence (b) =⇒ (c). Finally, since

Tr X^∗ρX(I − σ^0) = Tr X^∗ρX − Tr σ^0X^∗ρXσ^0,

(c) =⇒ (a) follows.

Remark 2.9. It might be instructive to make a historical comment on the definition of quasientropies. Petz [56] introduced the quasi-entropy S^X_f (ρ‖σ) with (2.2), while he restricted ρ, σ to operators in B(H)^{++}. To extend the definition to all ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+, we take the limit in Lemma 2.5, and as it turns out, S^X_f (ρ‖σ) has the expression in the RHS of (2.7) in terms of the spectral decompositions of ρ, σ with specification (2.5). This way of definition is compatible with that of standard f-divergences in [24, 22]. On the other hand, S^X_f (ρ‖σ) was defined in [62, 65] by (2.2) directly for all ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+, which does not seem a rigorous way. Although the expression in the RHS of (2.7) was mentioned in [62, 65], the boundary values in (2.5) when a = 0 or b = 0 are not explicitly specified there. Here, we stress the boundary term f^′(∞)Tr X^∗ρX(I − σ^0) that appears in (2.8), which will play a crucial role in our discussions below. Without this term, for instance, S^I_{x log x}(ρ‖σ) cannot coincide with the relative entropy D(ρ‖σ) in (1.1).

Remark 2.10. One can extend J_f (ρ, σ) in (2.4) and Theorem 2.2 for ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} to all ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ as J_f (ρ, σ) := ∑ a,b b (a b ) L_{Pa} R_{Qb} with convention (2.5), which is though no longer bounded, but lower semibounded when f is convex on (0, ∞). Then one may regard expression (2.7) as ⟨X, J_f (ρ, σ)X⟩_{HS} (∈ (−∞, +∞]). It might be more natural to consider the operator perspective of ρ, σ (instead of commuting L_ρ, R_σ ). Indeed, for any convex function f on (0, ∞), the extended operator perspective, denoted by ϕ_f (ρ, σ), was recently introduced in [27, Sec. 7] for every ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ in the method of the Pusz–Woronowicz functional calculus. Then one can think of another type of quasi-entropy given by ⟨X, ϕ_f (ρ, σ)X⟩_{HS} = Tr X^∗ϕ(ρ, σ)X (∈ (−∞, +∞]). When f is operator convex and X = I, we note that Tr ϕ_f (ρ, σ) becomes the so-called maximal fdivergence studied in [43, 22, 21], which is different from the standard f-divergence S_f (ρ‖σ).

2.2 Monotonicity properties of quasi-entropies In this subsection we improve, based on the definition described in Sec. 2.1, the monotonicity properties (DPIs) of quasi-entropies, as well as joint convexity/concavity and lower semicontinuity, formerly shown in [56].

Proposition 2.11. Assume that f is operator convex (resp., operator concave) on (0, ∞). Then for every X ∈ B(H), (ρ, σ) → S^X_f (ρ‖σ) is jointly convex (resp., jointly concave) and jointly subadditive (resp., jointly superadditive) on B(H)^+ × B(H)^+.

Proof. Assume that f ∈ OC(0, ∞). From Definitions 2.1 and 2.6 it is easily verified that S^X_f (ρ‖σ) is positively homogeneous in (ρ, σ), i.e., S^X_f (λρ‖λσ) = λS^X_f (ρ‖σ) for all λ ≥ 0 and ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+. So we may only show joint subadditivity. Let ρ_i, σ_i ∈ B(H)^{++}, i = 1, 2. Since the operator perspective for an operator convex function is jointly convex (equivalently, jointly subadditive) (see [11, 10]), we have f(L_{ρ1+ρ2} R^{−1}_{σ1+σ2} )R_{σ1+σ2} ≤ f(L_{ρ1} R^{−1}_{σ1} )R_{σ1} + f(L_{ρ2} R^{−1}_{σ2} )R_{σ2} , and hence S^X_f (ρ_1 + ρ_2‖σ_1 + σ_2) ≤ S^X_f (ρ_1‖σ_1) + S^X_f (ρ_2‖σ_2).

For general ρ_i, σ_i ∈ B(H)^+, by Definition 2.6 we have

S^X_f (ρ_1 + ρ_2‖σ_1 + σ_2) = lim_{ε↘0} S^X_f (ρ_1 + ρ_2 + 2εI‖σ_1 + σ_2 + 2εI) ≤ lim_{ε↘0} [ S^X_f (ρ_1 + εI‖σ_1 + εI) + S^X_f (ρ_2 + εI‖σ_2 + εI) ] = S^X_f (ρ_1‖σ_1) + S^X_f (ρ_2‖σ_2).

The proof for operator concave f is similar (or just apply the above case to −f). Lemma 2.12. Assume that f ∈ OC(0, ∞) with f(1) = 0. Then for every ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and X ∈ B(H), S^X_f (ρ‖σ) = sup_{ε>0} S^X_f (ρ + εI‖σ + εI). Proof. Note that S^X_f (I‖I) = 0 from the assumption f(1) = 0. For 0 < ε^′ < ε we have by Proposition 2.11 S^X_f (ρ + εI‖σ + εI) ≤ S^X_f (ρ + ε^′I‖σ + ε^′I) + (ε − ε^′)S^X_f (I‖I) = S^X_f (ρ + ε^′I‖σ + ε^′I). Hence S^X_f (ρ‖σ) = lim_{ε↘0} S^X_f (ρ + εI‖σ + εI) = sup_{ε>0} S^X_f (ρ + εI‖σ + εI), as desired.

Proposition 2.13. If f ∈ OC(0, ∞), then (ρ, σ, X) → S^X_f (ρ‖σ) is jointly lower continuous on B(H)^+ × B(H)^+ × B(H). Proof. Note that S^X_f (ρ‖σ) = S^X_{f−f(1)}(ρ‖σ) + S^X_{f(1)}(ρ‖σ)

= sup_{ε>0} S^X_{f−f(1)}(ρ + εI‖σ + εI) + f(1)Tr σX^∗X by Lemma 2.12. It follows from Lemma 2.4 that (ρ, σ, X) → S^X_f (ρ + εI‖σ + εI) is jointly continuous on B(H)^+ × B(H)^+ × B(H). Also (σ, X) → Tr σX^∗X is jointly continuous on B(H)^+ × B(H). Hence the result follows.

The next theorem improves [56, Theorem 4].

Theorem 2.14. Assume that h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞). Let Φ : B(H) → B(K) be a trace-preserving map such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map. Then for every ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and K ∈ B(K), S^K_h (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) ≥ S^{Φ∗(K)}_h (ρ‖σ). (2.11) Proof. In the case that ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} and Φ(ρ), Φ(σ) ∈ B(K)^{++}, the result is included in Theorem 2.2 (as (I) =⇒ (III^′)). Let now ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ be arbitrary. For any δ ∈ (0, 1) define a unital map Ψ_δ : B(K) → B(H) by Ψ_δ(Y ) := (1 − δ)Φ^∗(Y ) + δτ(Y )I_H, Y ∈ B(K), where τ := (dim K)^{−1}Tr is the normalized trace on B(K). Note that Ψ_δ is a Schwarz map since

Ψ_δ(Y^∗Y ) − Ψ_δ(Y )^∗Ψ_δ(Y ) ≥ (1 − δ)Φ^∗(Y )^∗Φ^∗(Y ) + δ|τ(Y )|^2I − Ψ_δ(Y )^∗Ψ_δ(Y ) = δ(1 − δ)[Φ^∗(Y ) − τ(Y )I]^∗[Φ^∗(Y ) − τ(Y )I] ≥ 0.

Hence Φ_δ := Ψ^∗_δ : B(H) → B(K) is a trace-preserving map such that Φ^∗_δ = Ψ_δ is a Schwarz map. Moreover, since the dual map of Y ∈ B(K) → τ(Y )I_H is X ∈ B(H) → (dim K)^{−1}(Tr X)I_K, Φ_δ(ρ + εI) and Φ_δ(σ + εI) are in B(K)^{++} for any ε > 0. Therefore, from the above case we see that S^K_h (Φ_δ(ρ + εI)‖Φ_δ (σ + εI)) ≥ S^{Φ∗δ (K)}_h (ρ + εI‖σ + εI). By Proposition 2.13 applied to operator convex f = −h and Lemma 2.4 we have S^K_h (Φ(ρ + εI)‖Φ(σ + εI)) ≥ lim sup_{δ↘0} S^K_h (Φ_δ(ρ + εI)‖Φ_δ (σ + εI)) ≥ lim_{δ↘0} S^{Φ∗δ (K)}_h (ρ + εI‖σ + εI) = S^{Φ∗(K)} h (ρ + εI‖σ + εI). By Proposition 2.13 again and Definition 2.6, letting ε ↘ 0 yields (2.11). Remark 2.15. The assumption h(0) ≥ 0 is essential in Theorem 2.14. Indeed, when h(x) ≡ α, inequality (2.11) reduces to αTr σΦ^∗(K^∗K) ≥ αTr σΦ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K), which is not necessarily true for α < 0.

The multiplicative domain of a unital Schwarz map Ψ : B(K) → B(H) is defined by M_Ψ := {X ∈ B(K) : Ψ(X^∗X) = Ψ(X)^∗Ψ(X), Ψ(XX^∗) = Ψ(X)Ψ(X)^∗}. (2.12)

An important fact proved by Choi [8] for unital 2-positive maps and then extended in [24, Lemma 3.9] to the case of unital Schwarz maps is the following: M_Ψ = {X ∈ B(K) : Ψ(Y X) = Ψ(Y )Ψ(X), Ψ(XY ) = Ψ(X)Ψ(Y ) for all Y ∈ B(K)},

(2.13)

and hence M_Ψ is a C^∗-subalgebra of B(K). More specifically, Ψ(X^∗X) = Ψ(X)^∗Ψ(X) (resp., Ψ(XX^∗) = Ψ(X)Ψ(X)^∗) holds if and only if Ψ(Y X) = Ψ(Y )Ψ(X) (resp., Ψ(XY ) = Ψ(X)Ψ(Y )) for all Y ∈ B(K).

The next theorem improves [56, Theorem 1].

Theorem 2.16. Assume that f ∈ OC(0, ∞). Let Φ : B(H) → B(K) be a trace-preserving map such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map. Then for every ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and any K ∈ M_Φ∗ , S^K_f (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) ≤ S^{Φ∗(K)}_f (ρ‖σ). (2.14) Proof. According to [20, Sec. III] (also [21, Sec. 2.2]), one has a sequence of functions f_n ∈ OC(0, ∞) of the form f_n(x) = f_n(0^+) + f^′_n(∞)x − h_n(x), x ∈ (0, ∞), (2.15) where f_n(0^+), f^′_n(∞) are finite and h_n is in OM[0, ∞) with h_n(0) = h^′_n(∞) = 0 such that f_n(0^+) ↗ f(0^+), f^′_n(∞) ↗ f^′(∞), f_n(x) ↗ f(x), x ∈ (0, ∞). (2.16) From the assumption K ∈ M_Φ∗ and Proposition 2.14 one has

S^K_{fn} (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = f_n(0^+)Tr Φ(σ)K^∗K + f^′_n(∞)Tr Φ(ρ)KK^∗ − S^K_{hn} (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) ≤ f_n(0^+)Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K) + f^′_n(∞)Tr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K) − S^{Φ∗(K)}_{hn} (ρ‖σ) = S^{Φ∗(K)} f_n (ρ‖σ). With the spectral decompositions in (2.1) we see by expression (2.4) that S^{Φ∗(K)} f_n (ρ‖σ) = ∑ a,b bf_n ( a b ) Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗P_aΦ^∗(K)Q_b ↗ ∑ a,b bf (a b ) Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗P_aΦ^∗(K)Q_b = S^{Φ∗(K)}_f (ρ‖σ)

as n → ∞ thanks to (2.16). Similarly, by taking the spectral decompositions of Φ(ρ), Φ(σ) we have S^K_{fn} (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) ↗ S^K_f (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) as n → ∞. Therefore, the required inequality follows.

Remark 2.17. The assumption K ∈ M_Φ∗ is indeed necessary to guarantee (2.14) for f(x) ≡ 1 and f(x) = x, so Theorem 2.16 seems the best possible result on monotonicity (DPI) of quasi-entropies for operator convex f.

Remark 2.18. Theorem 2.16 was shown in [56] when Φ is a conditional expectation, and in [62, 65] when Φ is a partial trace. In fact, a slightly more general monotonicity S^K_f (Tr_Kρ‖Tr_Kσ) ≤ S^{K⊗V}_f (ρ‖σ) (2.17) was shown in [65] for ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+, K ∈ B(H) and any unitary V on K, where Tr_K : B(H ⊗ K) → B(H) is the partial trace over K and f is in OC(0, ∞). Since, as easily verified, Tr_Kρ = Tr_K((I_H ⊗ V )^∗ρ(I_H ⊗ V )), S^{K⊗V}_f (ρ‖σ) = S^{K⊗IK}_f ((I_H ⊗ V )^∗ρ(I_H ⊗ V )‖σ), (2.18)

we note that (2.17) can be reduced to S^K_f (Tr_Kρ‖Tr_Kσ) ≤ S^{K⊗IK}_f (ρ‖σ), that is (2.14) for Φ = Tr_K. In connection with this remark, see also Remark 3.5 in Sec. 3.1.

The main properties of the standard f-divergence S_f (ρ‖σ) – joint convexity, joint lower semicontinuity and monotonicity (DPI) – shown in [24, 22, 20] are also recaptured by Propositions 2.11, 2.13 and Theorem 2.16.

2.3 Lieb’s concavity/convexity and Ando’s convexity, revisited For each α ∈ R we define the function f_α on (0, ∞) by f_α(x) := x^α for x ∈ (0, ∞), which continuously extends to [0, ∞) when α ≥ 0. As is well known, f_α ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) if α ∈ [0, 1], and f_α ∈ OC(0, ∞) if α ∈ [−1, 0] ∪ [1, 2]. For any ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and any X ∈ B(H) we write

⟨Xσ^{1/2}, f_α(Δ_{ρ,σ})(Xσ^{1/2})⟩_{HS} = { Tr X^∗ρ^αXσ^{1−α} if α ≠ 0, Tr σX^∗X if α = 0, where σ^0 (when α = 1) is the support projection of σ. Then, in view of Lemma 2.7, the following can be regarded as special cases of Proposition 2.11:

• Lieb’s concavity [41, Corollary 1.1]: The function (ρ, σ) → Tr X^∗ρ^αXσ^{1−α} is jointly concave on B(H)^+ × B(H)^+ for every α ∈ [0, 1] and any X ∈ B(H).

• Ando’s convexity [1, p. 221]: The function (ρ, σ) → Tr X^∗ρ^αXσ^{1−α} is jointly convex on B(H)^{++} × B(H)^{++} for every α ∈ [−1, 0] ∪ [1, 2] and any X ∈ B(H).

Furthermore, Theorem 2.2 (IV) for h(x) = x^α, α ∈ [0, 1], means

• Lieb’s 3-variable convexity [41, Corollary 2.1]: The function (ρ, σ, X) → Tr X^∗ρ^{−α}Xσ^{α−1} is jointly concave on ∈ B(H)^{++} × B(H)^{++} × B(H) for every α ∈ [0, 1].

The inequalities in the next corollary are the monotonicity versions of Lieb’s concavity/convexity and Ando’s convexity.

Corollary 2.19. Let Φ : B(H) → B(K) be a trace-preserving map such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map.

(1) For every α ∈ [0, 1], any ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and any K ∈ B(K), Tr K^∗Φ(ρ)^αKΦ(σ)^{1−α} ≥ Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−α}.

(2) For every α ∈ [−1, 0] ∪ [1, 2], any ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} such that Φ(ρ), Φ(σ) ∈ B(K)^{++}, and for any K ∈ M_Φ∗ , Tr K^∗Φ(ρ)^αKΦ(σ)^{1−α} ≤ Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−α}. (2.19)

(3) For every α ∈ [0, 1], any ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} such that Φ^∗(ρ), Φ^∗(σ) ∈ B(K)^{++}, and for any K ∈ B(H), Tr Φ(K)^∗Φ(ρ)^αΦ(K)Φ(σ)^{α−1} ≤ Tr K^∗ρ^αKσ^{α−1}.

Proof. For α ∈ (0, 1) the assertion (1) is a consequence of Theorem 2.14 by Lemma 2.7, while the α = 0, 1 cases follow by taking the limits from the relevant inequality for α ∈ (0, 1) as α ↘ 0 or α ↗ 1. (2) and (3) are consequences of Theorem 2.16 and Theorem 2.2 (II^′), respectively.

Corollary 2.19 slightly improves monotonicity results in Carlen’s recent survey paper [7]. For instance, (2.19) was given in [7, Theorem 1.10] in the restricted case that Φ is a partial trace (note that M_Φ∗ = B(K) in this case, see the proof of Corollary 3.4). Remark 2.20. Corollary 2.19 (2) holds true for slightly more general ρ, σ. When α ∈ [1, 2], by Theorem 2.16 and Lemma 2.7 it holds for any ρ ∈ B(H)^+ and σ ∈ B(H)^{++} such that Φ(σ) ∈ B(K)^{++}. Furthermore, when α = 1, equality holds in (2.19) for any ρ ∈ B(H)^+ and σ ∈ B(H)^{++}. Indeed,

Tr K^∗Φ(ρ)KΦ(σ)^0 ≤ Tr K^∗Φ(ρ)K = Tr ρΦ^∗(KK^∗) = Tr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗ = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K)σ^0,

where the second equality is due to K ∈ M_Φ∗ , and the reverse inequality is by Corollary 2.19 (1). On the other hand, the restriction of K to K ∈ M_Φ∗ is essential in Corollary 2.19 (2) (see Example 3.18 below).

3 Equality cases in monotonicity of quasi-entropies

In this section we present several equivalent conditions for equality cases in the monotonicity inequalities of quasi-entropies given in Theorems 2.14 and 2.16 for operator monotone/convex functions as well as in Lieb’s concavity and Ando’s convexity described in Sec. 2.3.

First of all, we recall the integral expressions of operator monotone functions and operator convex functions on [0, ∞). It is well known (see, e.g., [6, 19]) that a function h ∈ OM[0, ∞) has the integral expression

h(x) = h(0) + h^′(∞)x + ∫ (0,∞) x(1 + t) x + t dμ_h(t), x ∈ [0, ∞), (3.1) where μ_h is a (unique) finite positive measure on (0, ∞). We write supp μ_h for the (topological) support of μ_h consisting of t ∈ (0, ∞) such that μ_h((t − ε, t + ε)) > 0 for any ε > 0.

It is also known (see [24, Theorem 8.1]) that a function f ∈ OC[0, ∞) has the integral expression

f(x) = f(0) + ax + bx^2 + ∫ (0,∞) ( x 1 + t − x x + t ) dν_f (t), x ∈ [0, ∞), (3.2) where a ∈ R, b ≥ 0 and ν_f is a positive measure with ∫ (0,∞)(1 + t) −2 dν_f (t) < +∞ (a, b and ν_f are unique). The support supp ν_f of ν_f is similar to that of μ_h above. For notational convenience, we set for t ∈ (0, ∞),

φ_t(x) := x x + t = 1 − t x + t , x ∈ [0, ∞), (3.3) ψ_t(x) := x 1 + t − x x + t = x 1 + t − φ_t(x), x ∈ [0, ∞). (3.4) 3.1 List of equality conditions and theorems Throughout this section, let Φ : B(H) → B(K) be a trace-preserving map such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map. Moreover, let ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and K ∈ B(K). Let us first summarize several equality conditions for the monotonicity of quasi-entropies with operator monotone functions and for the monotonicity version of Lieb’s concavity theorem as follows:

(i) S^K_h (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_h (ρ‖σ) for all h ∈ OM[0, ∞).

(ii) S^K_h (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_h (ρ‖σ) for all h ∈ OM[0, ∞) with h(0) = h^′(∞) = 0. (iii) S^K_h (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_h (ρ‖σ) for some h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) such that supp μ_h has a limit point in (0, ∞).

(iv) S^K_h (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_h (ρ‖σ) for some h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) such that |supp μ_h| ≥ |Sp(Δ_{ρ,σ}) ∪ Sp(Δ_{Φ(ρ),Φ(σ)})|. (3.5) (v) Tr Y Φ(ρ)^zKΦ(σ)^{1−z} = Tr Φ^∗(Y )ρ^zΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−z} for all Y ∈ B(K) and all z ∈ C . (vi) Tr K^∗Φ(ρ)^z KΦ(σ)^{1−z} = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^zΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−z} for all z ∈ C . (vii) Tr K^∗Φ(ρ)^αKΦ(σ)^{1−α} = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−α} for some α ∈ (0, 1). (viii) σ^0Φ^∗(Y Φ(ρ)^zKΦ(σ)^{−z})σ^0 = σ^0Φ^∗(Y )ρ^zΦ^∗(K)σ^{−z} for all Y ∈ B(K) and all z ∈ C . (ix) σ^0Φ^∗(K^∗Φ(ρ)^αKΦ(σ)^{−α})σ^0 = σ^0Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{−α} for some α ∈ (0, 1). (x) Φ^∗(Φ(ρ)^{it}KΦ(σ)^{−it})σ^0 = ρ^{it}Φ^∗(K)σ^{−it} for all t ∈ R.

In conditions (v)–(x), σ^z and Φ(σ)^z for z ∈ C are defined with restriction to the respective supports of σ and Φ(σ), and similarly for ρ^z and Φ(ρ)^z .

In addition to the equality conditions (i)–(x) listed above, we consider the following equality conditions for the monotonicity of quasi-entropies with operator convex functions and for the monotonicity version of Ando’s convexity: (i^′) S^K_f (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_f (ρ‖σ) for all f ∈ OC(0, ∞).

(iv^′) S^K_f (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_f (ρ‖σ) < +∞ for some f ∈ OC[0, ∞) with f(0) = 0 and f^′(∞) = +∞ such that (3.5) is satisfied for ν_f in place of μ_h.

(vii^′) Tr K^∗Φ(ρ)^αKΦ(σ)^{1−α} = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−α} for some α ∈ (1, 2). (ix^′) σ^0Φ^∗(K^∗Φ(ρ)^αKΦ(σ)^{−α})σ^0 = σ^0Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{−α} for some α ∈ (1, 2).

For later discussions, it is convenient to summarize easy implications between the above equality conditions in the next lemma.

Lemma 3.1. For the conditions stated above, the following implications hold: (i) =⇒ (ii) =⇒ (vii) =⇒ (iii) =⇒ (iv), (viii) =⇒ { (v) =⇒ (vi) (ix) } =⇒ (vii), (vi) =⇒ (vii^′), (viii) =⇒ (ix^′), (ix^′) =⇒ (vii^′). Proof. When h(x) = x^α with α ∈ (0, 1), note that supp μ_h = (0, ∞) and S^X_h (ρ‖σ) = Tr X^∗ρ^αXσ^{1−α} for any X ∈ B(H). Hence (ii) =⇒ (vii) =⇒ (iii) holds. (viii) =⇒ (v) follows by multiplying σ to both sides of the equality in (viii) from the left and taking the trace. (ix) =⇒ (vii) and (ix^′) =⇒ (vii^′) are similarly shown by replacing Y with K. All other implications are obvious.

The following are our main results of this section, whose proofs will be given in the next subsection.

Theorem 3.2. Let ρ, σ, Φ and K be as stated above.

(1) Conditions (ii), (iii), (vi) and (vii) are equivalent.

(2) Assume that ρ^0 = σ^0. Then conditions (ii)–(ix) are equivalent.

(3) Assume that K ∈ M_Φ∗ (see (2.12) and (2.13)). Then conditions (i)–(x) are all equivalent.

Theorem 3.3. Let ρ, σ, Φ and K be as above.

(1) Conditions (i^′) and (i) are equivalent.

(2) Assume that K ∈ M_Φ∗ . Then condition (iv^′) holds if and only if (iv) holds together with ρ^0Φ^∗(K)(I_H − σ^0) = 0.

(3) Assume that K ∈ M_Φ∗ and ρ^0Φ^∗(K)(I_H − σ^0) = 0 (in particular, the latter is the case if σ ∈ B(H)^{++}). Then conditions (i)–(x) (i^′), (iv^′), (vii^′) and (ix^′) are all equivalent.

Corollary 3.4. Let Φ := Tr_K : B(H⊗K) → B(H) be the partial trace over K. Then conditions (i)–(x) are all equivalent for every ρ, σ ∈ B(H ⊗ K)^+ and any K ∈ B(H). Moreover, if ρ^0(K ⊗ I_K)(I_{H⊗K} − σ^0) = 0 (in particular, if σ ∈ B(H ⊗ K)^{++}), then conditions (i)–(x) (i^′), (iv^′), (vii^′) and (ix^′) are all equivalent.

Proof. Since Φ^∗(K) = K ⊗ I_K for all K ∈ B(H), Φ^∗ is a *-homomorphism so that any K ∈ B(H) is obviously in M_Φ∗ . Hence the result follows from Theorems 3.2 (3) and 3.3 (3).

Remark 3.5. In the situation of Theorem 3.2 (2), condition (x) does not imply (ix) unlike Theorem 3.2 (3). For instance, let Φ = E_A : B(H) → B(H) be the trace-preserving conditional expectation onto a C^∗-subalgebra A of B(H). Note that E^∗_A = E_A and A = M_{EA} = {X ∈ B(H) : E_A(X^∗X) = E_A(X)^∗E_A(X)}, as easily seen from E_A((X − E_A(X))^∗(X − E_A(X))) = E_A(X^∗X) − E_A(X)^∗E_A(X). Let ρ = σ = I. Then (x) reduces to E_A(K) = E_A(K) that is null, but (ix) means E_A(K^∗K) = E_A(K)^∗E_A(K) and hence K ∈ A.

Remark 3.6. Let Φ = E_A : B(H) → B(H) be as given in Remark 3.5. For every ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and any K ∈ A, Theorem 3.2 (3) says that the following conditions are equivalent, which are (i), (vii) and (x) in the present setting:

• S^K_h (E_A(ρ)‖E_A(σ)) = S^K_h (ρ‖σ) for all h ∈ OM[0, ∞),

• Tr K^∗E_A(ρ)^αKE_A(σ)^{1−α} = Tr K^∗ρ^αKσ^{1−α} for some (equivalently, any) α ∈ (0, 1),

• E_A(ρ)^{it}KE_A(σ)^{−it}σ^0 = ρ^{it}Kσ^{−it} for all t ∈ R.

In the particular case that K = I, the equivalence of the above conditions was given in [35, Theorem 9].

Remark 3.7. Sharma [62] and Vershynina [65] discussed equality conditions for the monotonicity of quasi-entropies under partial traces (as in Corollary 3.4), to be more precise, conditions for the equality

S^K_f (Tr_Kρ‖Tr_Kσ) = S^{K⊗IK}_f (ρ‖σ), (3.6)

where ρ, σ ∈ B(H ⊗ K), K ∈ B(H) and f ∈ OC(0, ∞) under a somewhat strong assumption on ν_f . Furthermore, the paper [65] treated a slightly more general equality

S^K_f (Tr_Kρ‖Tr_Kσ) = S^{K⊗V}_f (ρ‖σ) (3.7)

with a unitary V ∈ B(K). In view of (2.18), equality (3.7) is rewritten as S^K_f (Tr_Kρ^′‖Tr_Kσ) = S^{K⊗IK} f (ρ^′‖σ) where ρ^′ := (I_H ⊗ V )^∗ρ(I_H ⊗ V ), and the condition ρ^0(K ⊗ V )(I_{H⊗K} − σ^0) = 0 in Corollary 3.4 is equivalent to ρ^{′0}(K ⊗ I_K)(I_{H⊗K} − σ^0) = 0. In this way, we see that the characterization problem for (3.7) is equivalent to that for (3.6). Conditions (vi) and (x) (in the partial trace case) showed up in [62] and [65], respectively. The monotonicity and its equality case of quasi-entropies under TPCP maps (i.e., quantum channels) are essentially reduced to the partial trace case in view of Stinespring’s representation of those maps, while in the present paper we treat more general trace-preserving positive maps than TPCP maps (as in Theorems 3.2 and 3.3).

Remark 3.8. In particular, when K = I_K, since the two assumptions in Theorem 3.3 (3) are obviously satisfied for any ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ with ρ^0 ≤ σ^0, Theorems 3.2 (3) and 3.3 (3) together reduce to [24, Theorem 5.1] (also [22, Theorem 3.18]). Here, we note that the assumption ρ^0Φ^∗(K)(I_H − σ^0) = 0 is essential in Theorem 3.3 (3) as the counterpart of ρ^0 ≤ σ^0 assumed in [24, Theorem 5.1], without which condition (iv^′) never shows up (in view of Lemma 2.7).

3.2 Proofs of theorems

Throughout the rest of this section, for notational simplicity we write

ρ̃ := Φ(ρ), σ̃ := Φ(σ), Δ := Δ_{ρ,σ}, Δ̃ := Δ_{ρ̃,σ̃}.

Proof of Theorem 3.2 (1). By Lemma 3.1 it suffices to prove that (ii) =⇒ (vi) and (iii) =⇒ (ii) hold.

(ii) =⇒ (vi). Apply (ii) to h(x) = x^α for any α ∈ (0, 1). We then have

Tr K^∗ρ̃^αKσ̃^{1−α} = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−α}, α ∈ (0, 1), which implies (vi) by analytic continuation.

(iii) =⇒ (ii). Assume that S^K_h (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_h (ρ‖σ) for some h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) and with the condition stated in (iii). By (3.1) we write h(x) = h(0)+h^′(∞)x+h_0(x), where h_0 ∈ OM[0, ∞) with h_0(0) = h^′_0(∞) = 0. Then the assumption says that

h(0)Tr σ̃K^∗K + h^′(∞)Tr ρ̃KK^∗ + S^K_{h0} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = h(0)Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K) + h^′(∞)Tr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗ + S^{Φ∗(K)}_{h0} (ρ‖σ).

Since Tr σ̃K^∗K = Tr σΦ^∗(K^∗K) ≥ Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K), Tr ρ̃KK^∗ = Tr ρΦ^∗(KK^∗) ≥ Tr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗ as well as S^K_{h0} (ρ̃‖σ̃) ≥ S^{Φ∗(K)}_{h0} (ρ‖σ) by Proposition 2.14, we have S^K_{h0} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_{h0} (ρ‖σ). Note that the integral expression in (3.1) for h_0 is written as h_0(x) = ∫ (0,∞) φ_t(x)(1 + t) dμ_{h0} (t), x ∈ [0, ∞), (3.8)

where φ_t is given in (3.3). Hence it follows that S^K_{h0} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = ∫ (0,∞) S^K_{φt} (ρ̃‖σ̃)(1 + t) dμ_{h0} (t), S^{Φ∗(K)} h_0 (ρ‖σ) = ∫ (0,∞) S^{Φ∗(K)} φ_t (ρ‖σ)(1 + t) dμh0 (t), (3.9)

and by Proposition 2.14, S^K_{φt} (ρ̃‖σ̃) ≥ S^{Φ∗(K)}_{φt} (ρ‖σ), t ∈ (0, ∞). Therefore, we find a T ⊂ supp μ_{h0} (= supp μ_h) such that T has a limit point in (0, ∞) and S^K_{φt} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_{φt} (ρ‖σ) for all t ∈ T . By Lemma 2.7 this means that ⟨Kσ̃^{1/2}, Δ̃(Δ̃ + tI_{B(K)})^{−1}(Kσ̃^{1/2}⟩_{HS}

= ⟨Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}, Δ(Δ + tI_{B(H)})^{−1}(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2})⟩_{HS}, t ∈ T.

(3.10)

Both side functions in t ∈ (0, ∞) of the above equality extend to analytic functions in {z ∈ C : Re z > 0}. Hence the coincidence theorem for analytic functions yields that (3.10) holds for all t ∈ (0, ∞), i.e., S^K_{φt} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_{φt} (ρ‖σ) for all t ∈ (0, ∞). Thus, (ii) follows by making use of the integral expressions for any h stated in (ii) like (3.9).

Next, we prove the statement (3) before (2) of Theorem 3.2.

Proof of Theorem 3.2 (3). By Lemma 3.1 it suffices to prove the implications (iv) =⇒ (x) =⇒ (viii) and (v) =⇒ (i).

(v) =⇒ (i). By (v) with Y = K^∗ and z = n ∈ N ∪ {0} we have Tr K^∗ρ̃^nKσ̃^{1−n} = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^nΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−n}, which is rewritten as

⟨Kσ̃^{1/2}, Δ̃^n(Kσ̃^{1/2})⟩_{HS} = ⟨Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}, Δ^n(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2})⟩_{HS}, n ∈ N ∪ {0}. (3.11) Let f be any continuous function f on [0, ∞). Approximate f uniformly on an interval [0, c] including Sp(Δ) ∪ Sp(Δ̃) by polynomials and use (3.11) to obtain ⟨Kσ̃^{1/2}, f(Δ̃)(Kσ̃^{1/2})⟩_{HS} = ⟨Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}, f(Δ)(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2})⟩_{HS}. (3.12) Now, for any h ∈ OM[0, ∞), write h(x) = h(0) + h^′(∞)x + h_0(x) with h_0(0) = h^′_0(∞) = 0 as in the proof of Theorem 3.2 (1). From Lemma 2.7 and (3.12) for f = h_0 it follows that S^K_{h0} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_{h0} (ρ‖σ). Moreover, by the assumption K ∈ M_Φ∗ , S^K_1 (ρ̃‖σ̃) = Tr σ̃K^∗K = Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_1 (ρ‖σ), S^K_x (ρ̃‖σ̃) = Tr ρ̃KK^∗ = Tr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗ = S^{Φ∗(K)}_x (ρ‖σ).

(3.13)

Combining the above equalities yields (i).

(iv) =⇒ (x). Assume that S^K_h (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_h (ρ‖σ) for some h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) and (3.5). Then, as in the proof of Theorem 3.2 (1), we can choose a T ⊂ supp μ_h such that |T | ≥ |Sp(Δ) ∪ Sp(Δ̃)| and S^K_{φt} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_{φt} (ρ‖σ), t ∈ T. (3.14) Since

‖Φ^∗(Y )σ^{1/2}‖^2_{HS} = Tr σΦ^∗(Y^∗)Φ^∗(Y ) ≤ Tr σΦ^∗(Y^∗Y ) = ‖Y σ̃^{1/2}‖^2_{HS}, Y ∈ B(K), one can define a linear contraction V : B(K) → B(H) by V (Y σ̃^{1/2}) := Φ^∗(Y )σ^{1/2} for Y ∈ B(K) and V (Y ) := 0 for Y ∈ (B(K)σ̃)^⊥, that is, V (Y ) := Φ^∗(Y σ̃^{−1/2})σ^{1/2}, Y ∈ B(K). (3.15) Then one has for every Y ∈ B(K), ⟨Y, V^∗ΔV (Y )⟩_{HS} = ⟨Φ^∗(Y σ̃^{−1/2})σ^{1/2}, ΔΦ^∗(Y σ̃^{−1/2})σ^{1/2}⟩_{HS} = ⟨Φ^∗(Y σ̃^{−1/2})σ^{1/2}, ρΦ^∗(Y σ̃^{−1/2})σ^{−1/2}⟩_{HS} = Tr ρΦ^∗(Y σ̃^{−1/2})σ^0Φ^∗(Y σ̃^{−1/2})^∗ ≤ Tr ρΦ^∗(Y σ̃^{−1}Y^∗) = Tr ρ̃Y σ̃^{−1}Y^∗ = ⟨Y, Δ̃Y ⟩_{HS}, which shows that V^∗ΔV ≤ Δ̃ on (B(K), ⟨·, ·⟩_{HS}). Therefore, it follows from [17, Theorem 2.1] that φ_t(Δ̃) ≥ φ_t(V^∗ΔV ) ≥ V^∗φ_t(Δ)V. (3.16) On the other hand, since V (Kσ̃^{1/2}) = Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}, by (3.14) and Lemma 2.7 (with φ^′_t(∞) = 0) one has ⟨Kσ̃^{1/2}, [ φ_t(Δ̃) − V^∗φ_t(Δ)V ] (Kσ̃^{1/2})⟩_{HS} = 0, t ∈ T.

This with (3.16) yields φ_t(Δ̃)(Kσ̃^{1/2}) = V^∗φ_t(Δ)(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}), t ∈ T, (3.17) which means by (3.3) that

[I − t(Δ̃ + tI)^{−1}](Kσ̃^{1/2}) = V^∗[I − t(Δ + tI)^{−1}](Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}), t ∈ T. (3.18) Moreover, one has for every Y ∈ B(K),

⟨V (Y ), Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}⟩_{HS} = ⟨Φ^∗(Y σ̃^{−1/2})σ^{1/2}, Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}⟩_{HS} = Tr Φ^∗(Y σ̃^{−1/2})^∗Φ^∗(K)σ = Tr Φ^∗(σ̃^{−1/2}Y^∗K)σ = Tr σ̃^{−1/2}Y^∗Kσ̃ = ⟨Y, Kσ̃^{1/2}⟩_{HS}, where the third equality above is due to K ∈ M_Φ∗ (see (2.13)). Therefore, Kσ̃^{1/2} = V^∗(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}). By this and (3.18) we have (Δ̃ + tI)^{−1}Kσ̃^{1/2} = V^∗(Δ + tI)^{−1}Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}, t ∈ T.

Since |T | ≥ |Sp(Δ) ∪ Sp(Δ̃)|, by a similar argument to [24, around (5.5)–(5.7)], we have for any function f on [0, ∞), V ( f(Δ̃)(Kσ̃^{1/2}) ) = f(Δ)(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}), that is, by (3.15), Φ^∗ ( f(Δ̃)(Kσ̃^{1/2})σ̃^{−1/2} ) σ^{1/2} = f(Δ)(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}).

Taking f(x) = x^z on (0, ∞) and f(0) = 0 for any z ∈ C yields Φ^∗ ( ρ̃^zKσ̃^{1/2}σ̃^{−z}σ̃^{−1/2} ) σ^{1/2} = ρ^zΦ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}σ^{−z} so that Φ^∗(ρ̃^zKσ̃^{−z})σ^0 = ρ^zΦ^∗(K)σ^{−z} , z ∈ C , (3.19) showing (x).

(x) =⇒ (viii). Put u_t := ρ̃^{it}Kσ̃^{−it} and w_t := ρ^{it}Φ^∗(K)σ^{−it} for t ∈ R. By (x) we have Φ^∗(u_t)σ^0 = w_t and σ^0Φ^∗(u^∗_t ) = w^∗_t so that

Tr σ ( Φ^∗(u^∗_t u_t) − Φ^∗(u^∗_t )Φ^∗(u_t) ) = Tr σ ( Φ^∗(u^∗_t u_t) − σ^0Φ^∗(u^∗_t )Φ^∗(u_t)σ^0 ) = Tr σ̃u^∗_t u_t − Tr σw^∗_t w_t = Tr σ̃σ̃^{it}K^∗ρ̃^0Kσ̃^{−it} − Tr σσ^{it}Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^0Φ^∗(K)σ^{−it} = Tr σΦ^∗(K^∗ρ̃^0Kσ̃^0)σ^0 − Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗ρ^0Φ^∗(K)σ^0 = Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(ρ̃^0Kσ̃^0)σ^0 − Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗ρ^0Φ^∗(K)σ^0, where the last equality is due to K ∈ M_Φ∗ . Letting t = 0 in (x) gives Φ^∗(ρ̃^0Kσ̃^0)σ^0 = ρ^0Φ^∗(K)σ^0.

We hence have Tr σ ( Φ^∗(u^∗_t u_t) − Φ^∗(u^∗_t )Φ^∗(u_t) ) = 0 so that σ^0(Φ^∗(u^∗_t u_t) − Φ^∗(u^∗_t )Φ^∗(u_t))σ^0 = 0.

For any Y ∈ B(K) and any t ∈ R, by Lemma 3.9 below we have σ^0Φ^∗(Y ρ̃^{it}Kσ̃^{−it})σ^0 = σ^0Φ^∗(Y u_t)σ^0 = σ^0Φ^∗(Y )Φ^∗(u_t)σ^0 = σ^0Φ^∗(Y )w_t = σ^0Φ^∗(Y )ρ^{it}Φ^∗(K)σ^{−it}, which implies (viii) by analytic continuation.

The next lemma is a slight modification of [8, Theorem 3.1] and [24, Lemma 3.9], while we give a proof for the convenience of the reader.

Lemma 3.9. Let Ψ : B(K) → B(H) be a unital Schwarz map, K ∈ B(K) and A ∈ B(H). If A^∗Ψ(K^∗K)A = A^∗Ψ(K)^∗Ψ(K)A, then for every Y ∈ B(K), A^∗Ψ(Y K)A = A^∗Ψ(Y )Ψ(K)A. (3.20) Proof. Define a B(H)-valued sesqui-linear form on B(K) × B(K) by D(Y_1, Y_2) := A^∗(Ψ(Y^∗_1 Y_2) − Ψ(Y_1)^∗Ψ(Y_2))A, Y_1, Y_2 ∈ B(K).

By assumption, D(K, K) = 0. For any B ∈ B(H)^+ and any Y ∈ B(K), by applying the Schwarz inequality to the positive sesqui-linear form Tr BD(Y_1, Y_2) we have |Tr BD(Y, K)| ≤ [Tr BD(Y, Y )]^{1/2}[Tr BD(K, K)]^{1/2} = 0, so that Tr BD(Y, K) = 0 for all B ∈ B(H)^+. Hence D(Y, K) = 0. This implies equality (3.20).

To prove Theorem 3.2 (2), it is convenient to consider the restriction map Φ̂ : B(σ^0H) → B(σ̃^0K), which we define below. Assume that ρ^0 ≤ σ^0; hence ρ̃^0 ≤ σ̃^0 holds as well. Since Φ(σ^0)^0 = σ̃^0, we can define Φ̂ : B(σ^0H) = σ^0B(H)σ^0 → B(σ̃^0K) = σ̃^0B(K)σ̃^0 by Φ̂(X) := Φ(X)|_{σ̃0 K} = σ̃^0Φ(X)σ̃^0|_{σ̃0 K}, X ∈ B(σ^0H). (3.21)

Since ρ^0 ≤ σ^0, note that Φ̂(ρ) = Φ(ρ) = ρ̃ and Φ̂(σ) = Φ(σ) = σ̃, where we use the same ρ, σ when they are considered as operators in B(σ^0H) and also the same ρ̃, σ̃ when considered in B(σ̃^0K). Note that the modular operator of ρ, σ on B(σ^0H) is the restriction of Δ := Δ_{ρ,σ} to B(σ^0H) and that of ρ̃, σ̃ on B(σ̃^0K) is the restriction of Δ̃ := Δ_{ρ̃,σ̃} to B(σ̃^0K). So we use the same symbols Δ and Δ̃ when they are considered as modular operators on B(σ^0H) and B(σ̃^0K), respectively, as there arises no confusion. Moreover, we write K̂ := σ̃^0Kσ̃^0 ∈ B(σ̃^0K). (3.22)

Lemma 3.10. With the above assumption and notations, Φ̂ is a trace-preserving map (hence Φ̂∗(σ̃0) = σ0), and Φ̂∗ is a Schwarz map. Furthermore, Φ̂^∗(σ̃^0Y σ̃^0) = σ^0Φ^∗(Y )σ^0, Y ∈ B(K). (3.23)

In particular, Φ̂^∗(K̂) = σ^0Φ^∗(K)σ^0. (3.24)

Proof. It is clear that Φ̂ is a trace-preserving map and hence Φ̂^∗(σ̃^0) = σ^0 (since σ^0, σ̃^0 are the identities of B(σ^0H), B(σ̃^0K), respectively). For every X ∈ B(σ^0H) and Y ∈ B(K), ⟨X, Φ̂^∗(σ̃^0Y σ̃^0)⟩_{HS} = ⟨Φ̂(X), σ̃^0Y σ̃^0⟩_{HS} = ⟨Φ(X), Y ⟩_{HS} = ⟨X, Φ^∗(Y )⟩_{HS} = ⟨X, σ^0Φ^∗(Y )σ^0⟩_{HS}.

Hence (3.23) follows. Furthermore, for every Y ∈ B(σ̃^0K), Φ̂^∗(Y^∗Y ) = σ^0Φ^∗(Y^∗Y )σ^0 ≥ σ^0Φ^∗(Y^∗)Φ^∗(Y )σ^0 ≥ Φ̂^∗(Y^∗)Φ̂^∗(Y ).

Hence Φ̂^∗ is a Schwarz map.

Lemma 3.11. Let ρ, σ, Φ, K be as above, and assume that ρ^0 ≤ σ^0. Then conditions (ii), (iii) and (v)–(ix) given in Sec. 3.1 for ρ, σ, Φ, K are, respectively, equivalent to (ii), (iii) and (v)–(ix) for ρ, σ, Φ̂, K̂. Condition (iv) for ρ, σ, Φ, K implies (iv) for ρ, σ, Φ̂, K̂.

Proof. Let h ∈ OM[0, ∞) with h(0) = h^′(∞) = 0. Since h(Δ̃) = Δ̃^0h(Δ̃)Δ̃^0, by Lemma 2.7 we have S^K_h (ρ̃‖σ̃) = ⟨Kσ̃^{1/2}, h(Δ̃)Kσ̃^{1/2}⟩_{HS} = ⟨Δ̃^0Kσ̃^{1/2}, h(Δ̃)Δ̃^0Kσ̃^{1/2}⟩_{HS} = ⟨K̂σ̃^{1/2}, h(Δ̃)K̂σ̃^{1/2}⟩_{HS} = S^{K̂}_h (ρ̃‖σ̃),

(3.25)

where the third equality above follows from Δ̃^0 = L_{ρ̃}0 R_{σ̃}0 and ρ̃^0 ≤ σ̃^0. Similarly we have S^{Φ∗(K)} h (ρ‖σ) = ⟨Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}, h(Δ)Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}⟩_{HS} = ⟨Δ^0Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}, h(Δ)Δ^0Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}⟩_{HS} = ⟨Φ̂^∗(K̂)σ^{1/2}, h(Δ)Φ̂^∗(K̂)σ^{1/2}⟩_{HS} = S^{Φ̂∗(K̂)}_h (ρ‖σ),

(3.26)

where the third equality follows from (3.24). Therefore, the assertion for (ii) holds.

Next, assume condition (iii) or (iv) for ρ, σ, Φ, K. As in the proof of Theorem 3.2 (1), writing h(x) = h(0) + h^′(∞)x + h_0(x) with h_0(0) = h^′_0(∞) = 0, we have S^K_{h0} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_{h0} (ρ‖σ). Similarly, S^{K̂}_{h0} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ̂∗(K̂)}_{h0} (ρ‖σ) if (iii) or (iv) holds for ρ, σ, Φ̂, K̂. Hence the assertion for (iii) holds by (3.25) and (3.26). Moreover, condition (3.5) on supp μ_h (= supp μ_{h0} ) still holds when Δ, Δ̃ are restricted on B(σ^0H), B(σ̃^0H). Hence the assertion for (iv) holds too.

The assertions for the remaining conditions (v)–(ix) are immediately shown by the following equalities: for any Y ∈ B(K) and z ∈ C , Tr Y ρ̃^zKσ̃^{1−z} = Tr Y σ̃^0ρ̃^zσ̃^0Kσ̃^0σ̃^{1−z}σ̃^0 = Tr Ŷ ρ̃^zK̂σ̃^{1−z}, Tr Φ^∗(Y )ρ^z Φ^∗(K)σ^{1−z} = Tr Φ^∗(Y )σ^0ρ^zσ^0Φ^∗(K)σ^0σ^{1−z}σ^0 = Tr Φ̂^∗(Ŷ )ρ^zΦ̂^∗(K̂)σ^{1−z}, σ^0Φ^∗(Y^∗ρ̃^zKσ̃^{−z})σ^0 = Φ̂^∗(σ̃^0Y σ̃^0ρ̃^zσ̃^0Kσ̃^0σ̃^{−z}σ̃^0) = Φ̂^∗(Ŷ ρ̃^zK̂σ̃^{−z}), σ^0Φ^∗(Y )ρ^zΦ^∗(K)σ^{−z} = σ^0Φ^∗(Y )σ^0ρ^zσ^0Φ^∗(K)σ^0σ^{−z} = Φ̂^∗(Ŷ )ρ^zΦ̂^∗(K̂)σ^{−z},

where Ŷ := σ̃^0Y σ̃^0 and we have used (3.23) and (3.24) repeatedly.

Proof of Theorem 3.2 (2). By Lemma 3.1 it suffices to prove that (v) =⇒ (ii) and (iv) =⇒ (viii). To do so, by Lemma 3.11 we may and do assume that σ, σ̃ are invertible. Hence ρ, ρ̃ are invertible too by assumption ρ^0 = σ^0.

(v) =⇒ (ii). Let us prove the stronger implication (v) =⇒ (i) in the present situation. By (v) with Y = K^∗ and z = n ∈ N ∪ {0} we have

Tr K^∗ρ̃^nKσ̃^{1−n} = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^nΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−n},

which is rewritten as

⟨Kσ̃^{1/2}, Δ̃^n(Kσ̃^{1/2})⟩_{HS} = ⟨Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}, Δ^n(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2})⟩_{HS}, n ∈ N ∪ {0}. (3.27)

For any continuous function f on [0, ∞), as in the proof of (v) =⇒ (i) of Theorem 3.2 (3), by (3.27) we have

⟨Kσ̃^{1/2}, f(Δ̃)(Kσ̃^{1/2})⟩_{HS} = ⟨Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}, f(Δ)(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2})⟩_{HS},

which is a stronger version of (i) in view of Lemma 2.7 (since σ and σ̃ are invertible here).

(iv) =⇒ (viii). Assume (iv). By the second paragraph of the proof of Lemma 3.11, we may and do assume that (iv) holds with an h ∈ OM[0, ∞) with h(0) = h^′(∞) = 0, so that h is given as in (3.8) and (3.3). Then, as in the proof of Theorem 3.2 (1) and also as in the proof of (iv) =⇒ (x) of Theorem 3.2 (3), we can choose a T ⊂ supp μ_h such that |T | ≥ |Sp(Δ)∪Sp(Δ̃)| and (3.14) holds. One can define a linear contraction V : B(K) → B(H) as in (3.15), which satisfies (3.16) and hence (3.17) as before.

Now we can modify the proof of [24, (5.5)]. We write Sp(Δ) ∪ Sp(Δ̃) = {x_i}^m_{i=1} ⊂ (0, ∞), where Sp(Δ) = {x_i}^k_{i=1} and Sp(Δ̃) = {x_i}^m_{i=l} with 1 ≤ k, l ≤ m and l ≤ k + 1. Choose distinct t_1, . . . , t_m from T and consider an m × m matrix

C := [ φ_{tj} (x_i) ]_m i,j=1 = [ x_i x_i + t_j ]_m i,j=1 . Note that C is invertible, since it is the product of diag(x_1, . . . , x_m) and a Cauchy matrix [_1 x_i+t_j ]_m i,j=1 . Hence, for any continuous function f : [0, ∞) → C define

(y_1, . . . , y_m)^t := C^{−1}(f(x_1), . . . , f(x_m))^t.

Then, with the spectral decompositions Δ = ∑_k i=1 x_iE_i and Δ̃ = ∑_m i=l x_iÊ_i we have

f(Δ̃)(Kσ̃^{1/2}) = m∑ i=l f(x_i)Ê_i(Kσ̃^{1/2}) = m∑ i=l (_m ∑ j=1 φ_{tj} (x_i)y_j ) Ê_i(Kσ̃^{1/2})

= m∑ j=1 y_jφ_{tj} (Δ̃)(Kσ̃^{1/2}) = m∑ j=1 y_jV^∗φ_{tj} (Δ)(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2})

= V^∗ k∑ i=1 (_m ∑ j=1 φ_{tj} (x_i)y_j ) E_i(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2})

= V^∗ k∑ i=1 f(x_i)E_i(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}) = V^∗f(Δ)(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}),

(3.28)

where (3.17) has been used for the fourth equality. When f(x) ≡ 1, since (3.28) gives ‖Kσ̃^{1/2}‖^2_{HS} = ‖V^∗Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}‖^2_{HS} ≤ ‖Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}‖^2_{HS} = Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K) ≤ Tr σΦ^∗(K^∗K) = Tr σ̃K^∗K = ‖Kσ̃^{1/2}‖^2_{HS}, one has Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K) = Tr σΦ^∗(K^∗K) and hence Φ^∗(K^∗K) = Φ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K) since σ ∈ B(H)^{++}. When f(x) = x^{1/2}, since (3.28) gives ρ̃^{1/2}K = Δ̃^{1/2}(Kσ̃^{1/2}) = V^∗Δ^{1/2}(Φ^∗(K)σ^{1/2}) = V^∗ρ^{1/2}Φ^∗(K), one has ‖ρ̃^{1/2}K‖^2_{HS} ≤ ‖ρ^{1/2}Φ^∗(K)‖_{HS} = Tr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗ ≤ Tr ρΦ^∗(KK^∗) = Tr ρ̃KK^∗ = ‖ρ̃^{1/2}K‖^2_{HS} and hence Φ^∗(KK^∗) = Φ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗ since ρ ∈ B(H)^{++}. Therefore, K ∈ M_Φ∗ in the present situation, so we can use Theorem 3.2 (3) already shown to obtain (iv) =⇒ (viii).

We now proceed to prove Theorem 3.3.

Proof of Theorem 3.3 (1). (i^′) =⇒ (i) is obvious since −h ∈ OC[0, ∞) if h ∈ OM[0, ∞) (see, e.g., [19, Corollary 2.5.6]). The converse implication can be shown similarly to the proof of Proposition 2.16. Indeed, for any f ∈ OC(0, ∞), choose sequences of functions f_n ∈ OC(0, ∞) and h_n ∈ OM[0, ∞) with h_n(0) = h^′_n(∞) = 0 for which (2.15) and (2.16) hold. Applying (i) to the functions 1, x and h_n, we have in turn

S^K_{fn} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = f_n(0)Tr σ̃K^∗K + f^′_n(∞)Tr ρ̃KK^∗ − S^K_{hn} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = f_n(0)Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K) + f^′_n(∞)Tr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗ − S^{Φ∗(K)}_{hn} (ρ‖σ) = S^{Φ∗(K)} f_n (ρ‖σ). Letting n → ∞ yields S^K_f (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_f (ρ‖σ). Hence (i) =⇒ (i^′) follows.

Proof of Theorem 3.3 (2). Assume (iv^′). Since S^K_f (ρ̃‖σ̃), S^{Φ∗(K)}_f (ρ‖σ) < +∞ and f^′(∞) = +∞, Lemma 2.7 yields Tr K^∗ρ̃K(I − σ̃^0) = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K)(I − σ^0) = 0.

By Lemma 2.8 the last equality to 0 is equivalent to ρ^0Φ^∗(K)(I − σ^0) = 0. Making use of the integral expression in (3.2) with f(0) = 0, we can rewrite S^K_f (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_f (ρ‖σ) < +∞ as aTr ρ̃KK^∗ + bS^K_x2 (ρ̃‖σ̃) + ∫ (0,∞) S^K_{ψt} (ρ̃‖σ̃) dν_f (t) = aTr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗ + bS^{Φ∗(K)}_{x2} (ρ‖σ) + ∫ (0,∞) S^{Φ∗(K)} ψ_t (ρ‖σ) dνf (t) < +∞, (3.29)

where ψ_t is given in (3.4). Since K ∈ M_Φ∗ , we have Tr ρ̃KK^∗ = Tr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗ and moreover by Proposition 2.16, S^K_x2 (ρ̃‖σ̃) ≤ S^{Φ∗(K)}_{x2} (ρ‖σ), S^K_{ψt} (ρ̃‖σ̃) ≤ S^{Φ∗(K)}_{ψt} (ρ‖σ), t ∈ (0, ∞). Hence equality (3.29) with b ≥ 0 implies that

S^K_{ψt} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_{ψt} (ρ‖σ) for ν_f -almost everywhere t ∈ (0, ∞).

Thanks to condition (3.5) for ν_f one can take a T ⊂ supp ν_f such that |T | = |Sp(Δ) ∪ Sp(Δ̃)| and S^K_{ψt} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_{ψt} (ρ‖σ), t ∈ T. Therefore, S^K_{φt} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = Tr ρ̃KK^∗ 1 + t − S^K_{ψt} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = Tr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗ 1 + t − S^{Φ∗(K)} ψ_t (ρ‖σ) = S^{Φ∗(K)} φ_t (ρ‖σ), t ∈ T, from which (iv) holds for h := ∑ t∈T φ_t ∈ OM[0, ∞) with h(0) = h^′(∞) = 0.

Conversely, assume (iv) and ρ^0Φ^∗(K)(I − σ^0) = 0. Since (vi) holds by Theorem 3.2 (3), one has

Tr K^∗ρ̃^βKσ̃^{1−β} = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^βΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−β} (3.30)

for any fixed β ∈ (1, 2). One has Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K)(I − σ^0) = 0 by Lemma 2.8, and moreover by Corollary 2.19 (1) (for α = 1),

Tr K^∗ρ̃Kσ̃^0 ≥ Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K)σ^0 = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K).

Furthermore, since K ∈ M_Φ∗ , Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K) = Tr ρΦ^∗(KK^∗) = Tr K^∗ρ̃K so that one has Tr K^∗ρ̃K(I −σ̃^0) = 0 as well. Therefore, by Lemma 2.7 and (3.30) we see that S^K_{xβ} (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)} x^β (ρ‖σ), that is, (iv

′) holds with f(x) = x^β.

Proof of Theorem 3.3 (3). Assume that K ∈ M_Φ∗ and ρ^0Φ(K)(I − σ^0) = 0. From the last part of the above proof of (2) we have (vii^′) =⇒ (iv^′). Hence the conclusion of (3) follows from Lemma 3.1, Theorem 3.2 (3) and Theorem 3.3 (1), (2) together.

Remark 3.12. Let Φ̂ and K̂ be as defined in (3.21) and (3.22). Note that (vii^′) for ρ, σ, Φ, K is equivalent to (vii^′) for ρ, σ, Φ̂, K̂, like (vii) in Lemma 3.11. However, since K ∈ M_Φ∗ does not imply K̂ ∈ M_{Φ̂∗} , the proof method of Theorem 3.2 (2) breaks down when one would try to remove the assumption ρ^0Φ^∗(K)(I − σ^0) = 0 for the equivalence of (vii) and (vii^′) in Theorem 3.3 (3). Indeed, Example 3.21 in Sec. 3.4 shows that (vii^′) is not equivalent to (vii), without ρ^0Φ^∗(K)(I − σ^0) = 0, even when K ∈ M_Φ∗ and ρ^0 = σ^0.

3.3 Further results on equality cases The next proposition is a supplement of Theorem 3.2, which clarifies when condition (i) holds in the situation of Theorem 3.2 (2).

Proposition 3.13. Let ρ, σ, Φ, K be as before, and assume that ρ^0 = σ^0. If Φ(σ)^0K = KΦ(σ)^0, then (i)–(ix) are all equivalent. Moreover, if σ is invertible and one (hence all) of (ii)–(ix) holds, then (i) holds if and only if Φ(σ)^0K = KΦ(σ)^0.

Proof. To show the first assertion, assume that σ̃^0K = Kσ̃^0. By Lemma 3.1 and Theorem 3.2 (2) we need to prove that if all of conditions (ii)–(ix) hold, then (i) does too. Since we have (ii), it suffices to show that S^K_h (ρ̃‖σ̃) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_h (ρ‖σ) for h(x) ≡ 1 and h(x) = x, i.e., Tr σ̃K^∗K = Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K), (3.31) Tr ρ̃KK^∗ = Tr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗. (3.32) Letting α ↘ 0 and α ↗ 1 in (vii) yields Tr K^∗ρ̃^0Kσ̃ = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^0Φ^∗(K)σ, (3.33) Tr K^∗ρ̃Kσ̃^0 = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K)σ^0. (3.34) Since ρ̃^0 = σ̃^0 follows from ρ^0 = σ^0, we have Tr K^∗Kσ̃ = Tr K^∗Kσ̃^0σ̃ = Tr K^∗ρ̃^0Kσ̃ = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^0Φ^∗(K)σ (by (3.33)) ≤ Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K)σ ≤ Tr Φ^∗(K^∗K)σ = Tr K^∗Kσ̃, which gives (3.31). Similarly, Tr K^∗ρ̃K = Tr K^∗ρ̃σ̃^0K = Tr K^∗ρ̃Kσ̃^0 = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K)σ^0 (by (3.34)) ≤ Tr ρΦ^∗(K)Φ^∗(K)^∗ ≤ Tr ρΦ^∗(KK^∗) = Tr ρ̃KK^∗, which gives (3.32).

To prove the second assertion, assume that ρ^0 = σ^0 = I_H and (i) holds (hence all (i)–(ix) hold). By (3.31) and (3.33) one has Tr σ̃K^∗K = Tr σΦ^∗(K)^∗ρ^0Φ^∗(K) = Tr σ̃K^∗ρ̃^0K = Tr σ̃K^∗σ̃^0K.

Hence Tr σ̃(σ̃^0K^∗(I − σ̃^0)Kσ̃^0) = 0, which gives (I − σ̃^0)Kσ̃^0 = 0. Therefore, Kσ̃^0 = σ̃^0Kσ̃^0. Also, by (3.32) and (3.34) one has Tr ρ̃KK^∗ = Tr ρΦ^∗(K)σ^0Φ^∗(K)^∗ = Tr ρ̃Kσ̃^0K^∗.

This gives K^∗σ̃^0 = σ̃^0K^∗σ̃^0 as above. Therefore, σ̃^0K = σ̃^0Kσ̃^0 = Kσ̃^0, as desired.

For a trace-preserving positive map Φ : B(H) → B(K) and a given σ ∈ B(H)^+, define a positive map Φ_σ : B(H) → B(K) by Φ_σ(X) := σ̃^{−1/2}Φ(σ^{1/2}Xσ^{1/2})σ̃^{−1/2}, X ∈ B(H). (3.35)

Since Φ_σ(I_H) = σ̃^0, Φ_σ is unital when we regard it as a map from B(H) into B(σ̃^0K) = σ̃^0B(K)σ̃^0. It is easy to see that the adjoint map Φ^∗_σ : B(K) → B(H) of Φ_σ is given by Φ^∗_σ(Y ) = σ^{1/2}Φ^∗(σ̃^{−1/2}Y σ̃^{−1/2})σ^{1/2}, Y ∈ B(K). (3.36) We call the map Φ^∗_σ, as usual, the Petz recovery map relative to σ. Note that Φ^∗_σ(σ̃) = σ, (3.37) and Φ^∗_σ is trace-preserving when restricted to B(σ̃^0K) (⊂ B(K)). According to [28, Proposition 2], Φ_σ is not necessarily a Schwarz map even when Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map. But, if Φ is 2-positive, then so are Φ^∗, Φ_σ and Φ^∗_σ.

Proposition 3.14. Let ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+, Φ : B(H) → B(K) and K ∈ B(K) be as before. (1) Assume that either (a) ρ^0 = σ^0, or (b) K ∈ M_Φ∗ . If one (hence all) of conditions (ii)–(ix) holds, then the following holds: (xi) σ^0Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K)σ^0 = Φ^∗_σ(K^∗Φ(ρ)K).

(2) Assume that Φ_σ is a Schwarz map, K ∈ M_Φ∗ is a unitary, and ρ^0Φ^∗(K)(I_H − σ^0) = 0.

Then condition (xi) becomes Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K) = Φ^∗_σ(K^∗Φ(ρ)K), and it is equivalent to any of conditions (i)–(x), (i^′), (iv^′), (vii^′) and (ix^′).

Proof. (1) Case (a). Let Φ̂ : B(σ^0H) → B(σ̃^0K) and K̂ be those defined in (3.21) and (3.22). Let Φ̂^∗_σ be the Petz recovery map for Φ̂ relative to σ. By (3.24) the LHS of (xi) is σ^0Φ^∗(K)^∗σ^0ρσ^0Φ^∗(K)σ^0 = Φ̂^∗(K̂)^∗ρΦ̂^∗(K̂).

On the other hand, since, by (3.23),

Φ^∗_σ(Y ) = σ^{1/2}σ^0Φ^∗(σ̃^{−1/2}Y σ̃^{−1/2})σ^0σ^{1/2} = σ^{1/2}Φ̂^∗(σ̃^0σ̃^{−1/2}Y σ̃^{−1/2}σ̃^0)σ^{1/2} = Φ̂^∗_σ(σ̃^0Y σ̃^0), Y ∈ B(K), the RHS of (xi) is Φ̂^∗_σ(σ̃^0K^∗ρ̃Kσ̃^0) = Φ̂^∗_σ(K̂^∗ρ̃K̂).

By the above expressions and Lemma 3.11 we may and do assume that ρ, σ, ρ̃ and σ̃ are all invertible. Assume that one (hence all) of (ii)–(ix) holds. Then by (viii) with Y = σ̃^{−1/2}K^∗ρ̃^{1/2} and z = 1/2 we have Φ^∗(σ̃^{−1/2}K^∗ρ̃Kσ̃^{−1/2}) = Φ^∗(σ̃^{−1/2}K^∗ρ̃^{1/2})ρ^{1/2}Φ^∗(K)σ^{−1/2}. (3.38) From the proof (iv) =⇒ (viii) of Theorem 3.2 (2), it follows that K ∈ M_Φ∗ . Then from the proof of (iv) =⇒ (x) of Theorem 3.2 (3), we see that (3.19) holds and its adjoint gives Φ^∗(σ̃^{−1/2}K^∗ρ̃^{1/2}) = σ^{−1/2}Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^{1/2}. (3.39) Therefore, by (3.38) and (3.39) we have Φ^∗(σ̃^{−1/2}K^∗ρ̃Kσ̃^{−1/2}) = σ^{−1/2}Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K)σ^{−1/2}, which implies (xi) by (3.36).

Case (b). The proof is similar to case (a). By (viii) with Y = σ̃^{−1/2}K^∗ρ̃^{1/2} and z = 1/2 we have

σ^0Φ^∗(σ̃^{−1/2}K^∗ρ̃Kσ̃^{−1/2})σ^0 = σ^0Φ^∗(σ̃^{−1/2}K^∗ρ̃^{1/2})ρ^{1/2}Φ^∗(K)σ^{−1/2}. (3.40)

Note that (x) holds by Theorem 3.2 (3), and the analytic continuation of the adjoint of (x) gives σ^0Φ^∗(σ̃^zK^∗ρ̃^{−z}) = σ^zΦ^∗(K)^∗ρ^{−z}, z ∈ C .

Hence with z = −1/2 we have

σ^0Φ^∗(σ̃^{−1/2}K^∗ρ̃^{1/2}) = σ^{−1/2}Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^{1/2}. (3.41)

Combining (3.40) and (3.41) gives

σ^0Φ^∗(σ̃^{−1/2}K^∗ρ̃Kσ̃^{−1/2})σ^0 = σ^{−1/2}Φ^∗(K)^∗ρΦ^∗(K)σ^{−1/2},

so that (xi) follows.

(2) Assume that K ∈ M_Φ∗ is a unitary and ρ^0Φ^∗(K)(I_H − σ^0) = 0. The first assertion is seen by Lemma 2.8. For the second assertion, by Theorem 3.3 (3) as well as the above statement (1), it suffices to show that condition (xi) implies (vii). Since

Φ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K) = Φ^∗(K^∗K) = Φ^∗(I_K) = I_H,

it follows that Φ^∗(K) is a unitary too. From (3.37) and (xi) we have for any α ∈ (0, 1),

Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−α} = Tr (Φ^∗(K)ρΦ^∗(K))^ασ^{1−α} ≤ Tr (K^∗ρ̃K)^ασ̃^{1−α} = Tr K^∗ρ̃^αKσ̃^{1−α},

where the inequality above is due to the monotonicity of S^I_xα under Φ^∗_σ. Since Corollary 2.19 (1) gives the reverse inequality, (vii) follows.

Remark 3.15. The formula in (xi) is considered as a type of reversibility of ρ from Φ(ρ). In fact, in the situation of Proposition 3.14 (2), the operator Φ^∗(K) is a unitary (as seen in the above proof) and (xi) gives

ρ = Φ^∗(K)Φ^∗_σ(K^∗Φ(ρ)K)Φ^∗(K)^∗. (3.42)

In particular, when K = I_K and ρ^0 ≤ σ^0, condition (xi) reduces to

ρ = Φ^∗_σ(Φ(ρ)), (3.43)

which is the standard expression of reversibility, so that Proposition 3.14 (2) more or less reduces to [24, Theorem 5.1] and [22, Theorem 3.18]. Here, note that (3.43) is equivalent to any of (i)–(ix^′) (with K = I_K) stated in Proposition 3.14 (2) even without the assumption that Φ_σ is a Schwarz map (hence without the 2-positivity assumption of Φ assumed in the above cited theorems in [24, 22]). Indeed, since Φ^∗_σ restricted to B(σ̃^0K) is a trace-preserving positive map, condition (3.43), together with (3.37), implies that D(Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = D(ρ‖σ) thanks to the monotonicity property of the relative entropy [49], which is condition (iv^′) (with K = I_K) for f(x) = x log x. Hence the assertion follows from Theorem 3.3 (3) and Proposition 3.14 (1).

In the next proposition, for any n ∈ N, n ≥ 2, we consider the TPCP map

Φ : B(H ⊕ · · · ⊕ H n ) = B(H ⊗ C^n ) → B(H), A_{11} · · · A_{1n} . . ... . . A_{n1} · · · A_{nn} → n∑ k=1 A_{kk}, (3.44)

which is indeed the partial trace Tr_C n : B(H ⊗ C^n ) → B(H). In the next proposition,

rewriting conditions (i)–(x) in this setting, we have equivalent conditions for equality cases

in joint concavity of quasi-entropies and in Lieb’s concavity, as well as in joint convexity of

quasi-entropies and in Ando’s convexity.

Proposition 3.16. Let ρ_k, σ_k ∈ B(H)^+, 1 ≤ k ≤ n, and let K ∈ B(H).

(1) The following conditions (I)–(X) are equivalent:

(I) S^K_h (∑_n k=1 ρ_k ‖ ∑_n k=1 σ_k ) = ∑_n k=1 S^K_h (ρ_k‖σ_k) for all h ∈ OM[0, ∞).

(IV) S^K_h (∑_n k=1 ρ_k ‖ ‖ ∑^n_{k=1} σ_k) = ∑^n_{k=1} SK_h (ρ_k‖σ_k) for some h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) with |supp μ_h| ≥ | | ⋃^n_{k=1} Sp(Δ_{ρk,σk} ) ∪ Sp(Δ∑_{nk=1 ρk ,}∑_{nk=1 σk} ) | |. (V) Tr Y (∑_n k=1 ρ_k )_z K (∑_n k=1 σ_k )_{1−z} = ∑_n k=1 Tr Y ρ^z_kKσ^{1−z}_k for all Y ∈ B(H) and z ∈ C . (VII) Tr K^∗ (∑_n k=1 ρ_k )_α K (∑_n k=1 σ_k )_{1−α} = ∑_n k=1 Tr K^∗ρ^α_k Kσ^{1−α}_k for some α ∈ (0, 1).

(IX) σ^0_j K^∗ (∑_n k=1 ρ_k )_α K (∑_n k=1 σ_k )_{−α} σ^0_j = σ^0_j K^∗ρ^α_j Kσ^{−α}_j , 1 ≤ j ≤ n, for some α ∈

(0, 1). (X) (∑_n k=1 ρ_k )_{it} K (∑_n k=1 σ_k )_{−it} σ^0_j = ρ^{it}_j Kσ^{−it}_j , 1 ≤ j ≤ n, for all t ∈ R.

If the above equivalent conditions hold, then the following holds too:

(XI) σ^0_j K^∗ρ_j Kσ^0_j = σ^{1/2}_j (∑_n k=1 σ_k )_{−1/2} K^∗ (∑_n k=1 ρ_k ) K (∑_n k=1 σ_k )_{−1/2} σ^{1/2}_j , 1 ≤ j ≤ n.

(2) If ρ^0_kK(I_H − σ^0_k) = 0 for 1 ≤ k ≤ n (in particular, if σ_k ∈ B(H)^{++} for 1 ≤ k ≤ n), then

conditions (I)–(X) in (1) and the following conditions (I^′)–(IX^′) are equivalent:

(I^′) S^K_f (∑_n k=1 ρ_k ‖ ∑_n k=1 σ_k ) = ∑_n k=1 S^K_f (ρ_k‖σ_k) for all f ∈ OC(0, ∞).

(IV^′) S^K_f (∑_n k=1 ρ_k ‖ ‖ ∑^n_{k=1} σ_k) = ∑^n_{k=1} SK_f (ρ_k‖σ_k) for some f ∈ OC[0, ∞) with f(0) =

0, f^′(∞) = +∞ and |supp ν_f | ≥ | ⋃_n k=1 Sp(Δ_{ρk ,σk} ) ∪ Sp ( Δ^∑n_{k=1 ρk,}^∑n_{k=1 σk} )| . (VII^′) Tr K^∗ (∑_n k=1 ρ_k )_α K (∑_n k=1 σ_k )_{1−α} = ∑_n k=1 Tr K^∗ρ^α_k Kσ^{1−α}_k for some α ∈ (1, 2).

(IX^′) σ^0_j K^∗ (∑_n k=1 ρ_k )_α K (∑_n k=1 σ_k )_{−α} σ^0_j = σ^0_j K^∗ρ^α_j Kσ^{−α}_j , 1 ≤ j ≤ n, for some α ∈

(1, 2).

(3) If K is a unitary and ρ^0_kK(I_H −σ^0_k) = 0 for 1 ≤ k ≤ n, then condition (XI) is equivalent

to any of (I)–(X) in (1) and (I^′)–(IX^′) in (2), where the LHS of the equality in (XI)

becomes K^∗ρ_kK.

Proof. Let ρ := ρ_1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ ρ_n, σ := σ_1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ σ_n, and Φ be defined by (3.44). Then conditions

(i)–(x) given in Sect. 3.1 and (xi) in Proposition 3.14 are respectively rewritten as (I)–(XI)

above (while not all of (i)–(x) are rewritten here). Also, conditions (i^′), (iii^′), (v^′) and (vii^′)

are respectively rewritten as (I^′), (IV^′), (VII^′) and (IX^′), and ρ^0Φ^∗(K)(I_{H⊗C} n − σ^0) = 0 is

equivalent to ρ^0_kΦ^∗(K)(I_H − σ^0_k) = 0 for 1 ≤ k ≤ n. Hence (1) and (2) follow from Corollary

3.4, and (3) does from Proposition 3.14 (2).

Remark 3.17. In the particular case that K = I_H, the equivalence of conditions (VII) (also (VII) for all α ∈ (0, 1)), (X) and (XI), as well as the equivalence of (I^′), (IV^′), (VII^′) (also (VII^′) for all α ∈ (1, 2)), (X) and (XI) when ρ^0_k ≤ σ^0_k for 1 ≤ k ≤ n, was given in [35, Theorem 10] and [24, Corollary 5.3].

3.4 Examples In this subsection we present four examples, which may help the us to understand the results in Secs. 3.1 and 3.3 in a more concrete fashion. The first example shows that equivalent conditions (i)–(x) in Corollary 3.4 can give the strongest restriction on K even when ρ = σ. Example 3.18. In the situation of Corollary 3.4, we consider the special case that ρ = σ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|, a pure state in H ⊗ K. For every K ∈ B(H) and any α > 0, note that Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗σ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−α} = Tr (K^∗ ⊗ I)|ψ⟩⟨ψ|(K ⊗ I)|ψ⟩⟨ψ| = ⟨ψ, (K ⊗ I)ψ⟩Tr (K^∗ ⊗ I)|ψ⟩⟨ψ| = Tr (K ⊗ I)|ψ⟩⟨ψ| · Tr (K^∗ ⊗ I)|ψ⟩⟨ψ| = Tr Kσ̃ · Tr K^∗σ̃ = |Tr Kσ̃|^2,

and the Schwarz inequality gives

|Tr Kσ̃|^2 = |Tr σ̃^{α2} Kσ̃^{1−α2} σ̃^{1/2}|^2 = |⟨σ̃^{1/2}, σ̃^{α2} Kσ̃^{1−α2} ⟩_{HS}|^2 ≤ ‖σ̃^{1/2}‖^2_{HS}‖σ̃^{α2} Kσ̃^{1−α2} ‖^2_{HS} = Tr σ̃^{1−α2} K^∗σ̃^αKσ̃^{1−α2} = Tr K^∗σ̃^αKσ̃^{1−α}.

Therefore, for any α > 0,

Tr K^∗σ̃^αKσ̃^{1−α} ≥ Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗σ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−α} (3.45)

and from the equality case of the Schwarz inequality, equality holds in (3.45) (i.e., condition (vii) in the present case) if and only if σ̃^α2 Kσ̃^{1−α}2 = λσ̃^{1/2} for some λ ∈ C . The last condition is equivalent to

σ̃^0Kσ̃^0 = λσ̃^0 for some λ ∈ C , (3.46)

which is a characterization for (i)–(x) to hold in this special case. When K = H and |ψ⟩⟨ψ| is a maximal entangled state (see, e.g., [60]) so that σ̃^0 = I_H, this becomes quite a strong condition that K = λI_H for some λ ∈ C .

In the next two examples, we specialize the conditional expectation considered in Remark 3.6 to show that conditions (i) and (xi) cannot be included in Theorem 3.2 (2) and Proposition 3.14 (1), respectively.

Example 3.19. Let {e_i}^d_{i=1} be an orthonormal basis of H and Φ : B(H) → B(H) be defined by Φ(K) := d∑ i=1 ⟨e_i, Ke_i⟩|e_i⟩⟨e_i|, K ∈ B(H), that is the trace-preserving conditional expectation E_A onto the abelian subalgebra A generated by {|e_i⟩⟨e_i|}^d_{i=1}, so that Φ^∗ = Φ. Let ρ = σ = |e_1⟩⟨e_1|. Then Φ(ρ) = Φ(σ) = |e_1⟩⟨e_1| and Φ̂ is the identity map on the one-dimensional B(σ^0H) = B(C e_1 ) ∼= C . Hence by Lemma 3.11 and Theorem 3.2 (2), conditions (ii)–(ix) hold trivially for any K ∈ B(H). Indeed, it is also easy to confirm this directly without using Lemma 3.11. On the other hand, (i) holds for ρ, σ and K if and only if (3.33) and (3.34) hold, i.e.,

Tr |e_1⟩⟨e_1|K^∗K = Tr |e_1⟩⟨e_1|Φ(K)^∗Φ(K), Tr |e_1⟩⟨e_1|KK^∗ = Tr |e_1⟩⟨e_1|Φ(K)Φ(K)^∗,

that is, ‖Ke_1‖^2 = ‖Φ(K)e_1‖^2, ‖K^∗e_1‖^2 = ‖Φ(K)^∗e_1‖^2.

These means that ⟨e_i, Ke_1⟩ = ⟨e_i, K^∗e_1⟩ = 0 for all i ≠ 1, or equivalently, C e_1 is a reducing subspace of K. This example shows that condition (i) is strictly stronger than (ii)–(ix) in the situation of Theorem 3.2 (2), and also that the assertion in Lemma 3.11 is invalid for condition (i).

Example 3.20. Let Φ be the trace-preserving conditional expectation E from B(C^2 ) = M_2 (the 2 × 2 matrices) onto the 2 × 2 diagonal matrices, and set K = [ x_{11} x_{12} x_{21} x_{22} ] , σ = I_2, ρ^{1/2} = [ a c c b ] . Assume that a, b > 0 and |c|^2 < ab, hence ρ is invertible so that case (a) of Proposition 3.14 (1) is met. Hence Proposition 3.14 (1) says that condition (vii) for α = 1/2 implies (xi). Here we show that the converse implication fails. In the present case, (vii) for α = 1/2 means that

Tr K^∗E(ρ)^{1/2}K = Tr E(K)^∗ρ^{1/2}E(K), (3.47)

while (xi) means that E(K)^∗ρE(K) = E(K^∗E(ρ)K). (3.48) A direct computation shows that (3.47) is explicitly rewritten as √ a^2 + |c|^2(|x_{11}|^2 + |x_{12}|^2) + √ b^2 + |c|^2(|x_{21}|^2 + |x_{22}|^2) = a|x_{11}|^2 + b|x_{22}|^2.

In view of the assumption a, b > 0, this holds if and only if

c = x_{12} = x_{21} = 0 or K = 0. (3.49)

On the other hand, we can directly rewrite (3.48) as [ (a^2 + |c|^2)|x_{11}|^2 (a + b)cx_{11}x_{22} (a + b)cx_{11}x_{22} (b^2 + |c|^2)|x_{22}|^2 ]

= [ (a^2 + |c|^2)|x_{11}|^2 + (b^2 + |c|^2)|x_{21}|^2 0 0 (a^2 + |c|^2)|x_{12}|^2 + (b^2 + |c|^2)|x_{22}|^2 ] , which holds if and only if

x_{12} = x_{21} = 0 and [c = 0 or x_{11} = 0 or x_{22} = 0]. (3.50)

It is obvious that (3.49) =⇒ (3.50), as Proposition 3.14 (1) says. However, when x_{11} = x_{12} = x_{21} = 0 and x_{22} ≠ 0 as well as 0 < |c|^2 < ab, (3.50) holds but (3.49) does not hold, so (xi) =⇒ (vi) fails, even when both assumptions (a) and (b) of Proposition 3.14 (1) are met.

The next example shows that the assumption ρ^0Φ^∗(K)(I_H−σ^0) = 0 is essential in Theorem 3.3 (3) .

Example 3.21. Let H, K and H_1 be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces of dimension ≥ 2. Let Φ := Tr_K : B(H ⊗ K) → B(H) be the partial trace over K, and choose a pure state σ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ| and K ∈ B(H) such that σ̃^0Kσ̃^0 ∉ C σ̃^0 where σ̃ := Φ(σ) = Tr_Kσ. Then, as shown in Example 3.18 (in particular, see (3.45) and (3.46)), it holds that

Tr K^∗Φ(σ)^αKΦ(σ)^{1−α} > Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗σ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−α}, α ∈ (0, ∞). (3.51)

Next, let ρ_1, σ_1 ∈ B(H_1)^{++} be non-commuting. Then by [24, Corollary A.5] (i.e., non-equality cases of Hölder’s and inverse Hölder’s inequalities),

(Tr ρ_1)^α(Tr σ_1)^{1−α} > Tr ρ^α_1 σ^{1−α}_1 , α ∈ (0, 1), (3.52)

(Tr ρ_1)^β(Tr σ_1)^{1−β} < Tr ρ^β_1 σ^{1−β}_1 , β ∈ (1, 2). (3.53)

Now define H_2 := (H ⊗ K) ⊕ H_1, K_2 := H ⊕ C , a CPTP map Φ_2 : B(H_2) → B(K_2) by

Φ_2 : [ A C D B ] → [ Φ(A) 0 0 Tr B ] for A ∈ B(H ⊗ K), B ∈ B(H_1),

and moreover K_2 := [ K 0 0 1 ] ∈ B(K⊕C ). Then it is immediate to see Φ^∗_2(K_2) = [ Φ^∗(K) 0 0 I_{H1} ]

and hence K_2 ∈ M_Φ∗_2 . For any β ∈ (1, 2), from (3.51) and (3.53) we can choose a λ > 0 such that

Tr K^∗Φ(σ)^β KΦ(σ)^{1−β} + λ(Tr ρ_1)^β (Tr σ_1)^{1−β} = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗σ^β Φ^∗(K)σ^{1−β} + λTr ρ^β_1 σ^{1−β}_1 .

Replacing ρ_1, σ_1 with λρ_1, λσ_1 we may assume λ = 1. Define ρ_2 := [ σ 0 0 ρ_1 ] σ_2 := [ σ 0 0 σ_1 ] ∈ B(H_2)^+; then we have

Tr K^∗_2 Φ_2(ρ_2)^βK_2Φ_2(σ_2)^{1−β} = Tr Φ^∗_2(K^∗_2 )ρ^β_2 Φ_2(K_2)σ^{1−β}_2 .

On the other hand, it follows from (3.51) and (3.52) that

Tr K^∗_2 Φ_2(ρ_2)^αK_2Φ_2(σ_2)^{1−α} > Tr Φ^∗_2(K^∗_2 )ρ^α_2 Φ_2(K_2)σ^{1−α}_2 , α ∈ (0, 1).

Therefore, for ρ_2, σ_2, Φ_2, K_2, condition (vii^′) holds but (vii) does not, so (vii^′) =⇒ (vii) is not true, where K_2 ∈ M_Φ∗_2 and ρ^0_2 = σ^0_2 are satisfied but ρ^0_2Φ^∗_2(K_2)(I_{H2} − σ^0_2 ) ≠ 0 (otherwise, (vii) must hold due to Theorem 3.3 (3)).

4 Equality cases for monotone metrics and χ^2-divergences

Recall that B(H)^{++} is a Riemannian manifold and the tangent space at each foot point σ ∈ B(H)^{++} is identified with B(H)^{sa}, the self-adjoint operators on H. By monotone metrics we mean a family of Riemannian metrics γ_σ(X, Y ) for σ ∈ B(H)^{++} and X, Y ∈ B(H)^{sa} with any finite-dimensional H such that

γ_{Φ(σ)}(Φ(X), Φ(X)) ≤ γ_σ(X, X), σ ∈ B(H)^{++}, X ∈ B(H)^{sa} for every TPCP map Φ : B(H) → B(K). In [59] Petz showed that such monotone metrics, when they satisfy γ_σ(X, X) = Tr σ^{−1}X^2 if σX = Xσ, are in the form γ_σ(X, Y ) = Tr XJ_h(σ, σ)^{−1}Y, σ ∈ B(H)^{++}, X, Y ∈ B(H)^{sa}, where h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) with h(1) = 1 and J_h(σ, σ) = h(Δ_σ)R_σ (see (2.3)). (This characterization was refined later in [38].) Monotone metrics are also called quantum Fisher informations because they are quantum analogs of the classical Fisher information.

In this section, following [26], we discuss the extended version of monotone metrics in two points ρ, σ and non-self-adjoint X, Y , which are defined by γ^h_{ρ,σ}(X, Y ) := ⟨X, J_h(ρ, σ)^{−1}Y ⟩_{HS}, ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++}, X, Y ∈ B(H), (4.1) with parametrization h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) (without assuming h(1) = 1). This extension is meaningful in the sense that it includes functions of Lieb type (as in (vi) of Theorem 4.1). Note that (II^′) of Theorem 2.2 says the monotonicity property

γ^h_{Φ(ρ),Φ(σ)}(Φ(X), Φ(X)) ≤ γ^h_{ρ,σ}(X, X) (4.2)

for any trace-preserving map Φ such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map, where the above LHS is defined as a two-point version of monotone metrics on B(QH)^{++} where Q := Φ(I_H)^0, since Φ(ρ), Φ(σ) ∈ B(QH)^{++} and Φ(X) ∈ B(QH). Note also that (IV) of Theorem 2.2 says the joint convexity of (ρ, σ, X) → γ^h_{ρ,σ}(X, X) on B(H)^{++} × B(H)^{++} × B(H). Since γ^h_{ρ,σ}(X, Y ) is positively homogeneous, i.e., γ^h_{αρ,ασ}(αX, αY ) = αγ^h_{ρ,σ}(X, Y ) for α > 0 as immediately verified, it is clear that the above joint convexity is equivalent to the joint subadditivity

γ^h_{ρ1+ρ2} (X_1 + X_2, X_1 + X_2) ≤ γ^h_{ρ1,σ1} (X_1, X_1) + γ^h_{ρ2,σ2} (X_2, X_2)

for ρ_i, σ_i ∈ B(H)^{++}, X_i ∈ B(H).

Furthermore, it is worth pointing out that γ^h_{ρ,σ}(X, X) = S^X_h∗ (ρ^{−1}‖σ^{−1}), ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++}, X ∈ B(H), (4.3) since J_h(ρ, σ)^{−1} = h^∗(Δ_ρ−1_{,σ}−1 )R_σ−1 , where h^∗(x) := h(x^{−1})^{−1} for x > 0, a function in OM_+[0, ∞) called the adjoint of h (see [37], [19, p. 194]). It is well known [15, 2] that a function k ∈ OMD_+(0, ∞) has the integral expression

k(x) = a + b x + ∫ (0,∞) 1 + t x + t dλ_k(t), x ∈ (0, ∞), (4.4) where a, b ≥ 0 and λ_k is a (unique) finite positive measure on (0, ∞). When h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) and k = 1/h on (0, ∞), the integral expression of h^∗ (like (3.1)) is given as

h^∗(x) = a + bx + ∫ (0,∞) 1 + t x^{−1} + t dλ_{1/h}(t) = a + bx + ∫ (0,∞) x(1 + t) x + t dλ_{1/h}(t^{−1}), x ∈ (0, ∞), (4.5)

so that dμ_h∗ (t) = dλ_{1/h}(t^{−1}). Expression (4.5) gives the integral expression

J_h(ρ, σ)^{−1} = aR^{−1}_σ + bL^{−1}_ρ + ∫ (0,∞) J_{ht} (ρ, σ)^{−1}(1 + t) dλ_{1/h}(t), (4.6) where h_t(x) := x + t and J_{ht} (ρ, σ)^{−1} = (Δ_{ρ,σ} + tI)^{−1}R^{−1}_σ .

The next theorem is concerned with equality conditions for the monotonicity of γ^h_{ρ,σ}(X, X) and for the monotonicity version of Lieb’s 3-variable convexity theorem [41, Corollary 2.1] (see Corollary 2.19 (3)). The theorem is a modification of Jenčová’s result in [28, Proposition 4], while we treat two-point version γ^h_{ρ,σ} and our assumption on Φ is slightly weaker than that in [28] (see Remark 4.4). The proof is similar to but simpler than those in Sec. 3.2 because of simplicity of (4.1) for ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} compared with (2.8) for ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+. We give a sketchy proof here for completeness and for the convenience of the reader. Theorem 4.1. Let Φ : B(H) → B(K) be a trace-preserving map such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map. Let ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} and K ∈ B(H). Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) γ^h_{Φ(ρ),Φ(σ)}(Φ(K), Φ(K)) = γ^h_{ρ,σ}(K, K) for all h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞).

(ii) γ^h_{Φ(ρ),Φ(σ)}(Φ(K), Φ(K)) = γ^h_{ρ,σ}(K, K) for some h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) with |supp λ_{1/h}| ≥ |Sp(Δ_{ρ,σ}) ∪ Sp(Δ_{Φ(ρ),Φ(σ)})| (see (4.4)).

(iii) S^{Φ(K)}_h (Φ(ρ)^{−1}‖Φ(σ)^{−1}) = S^K_h (ρ^{−1}‖σ^{−1}) for all h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞).

(iv) S^{Φ(K)}_h (Φ(ρ)^{−1}‖Φ(σ)^{−1}) = S^K_h (ρ^{−1}‖σ^{−1}) for some h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) with (3.5). (v) Tr Φ(K)^∗Φ(ρ)^{−z}Φ(K)Φ(σ)^{z−1} = Tr K^∗ρ^{−z}Kσ^{z−1} for all z ∈ C . (vi) Tr Φ(K)^∗Φ(ρ)^{−α}Φ(K)Φ(σ)^{α−1} = Tr K^∗ρ^{−α}Kσ^{α−1} for some α ∈ (0, 1). (vii) Φ^∗(Φ(ρ)^{−z}Φ(K)Φ(σ)^{z−1}) = ρ^{−z}Kσ^{z−1} for all z ∈ C .

Proof. (Sketch) By (4.3) and (4.5) we have (i) ⇐⇒ (iii) and (ii) ⇐⇒ (iv). (i) =⇒ (ii) and (v) =⇒ (vi) are trivial. (vi) =⇒ (ii) is immediately seen since (vi) means that (ii) holds for h(x) = x^α for some α ∈ (0, 1). (vii) =⇒ (v) is easy as well.

(i) =⇒ (vii). Condition (i) means that ⟨K, [Φ^∗J_h(Φ(ρ), Φ(σ))^{−1}Φ]K⟩_{HS} = ⟨K, J_h(ρ, σ)^{−1}K⟩_{HS}, which yields by Theorem 2.2 (II^′), [ J_h(ρ, σ)^{−1} − Φ^∗J_h(Φ(ρ), Φ(σ))^{−1}Φ ] K = 0. Hence (vii) follows by letting h(x) = x^α for any α ∈ (0, 1) and then by analytic continuation.

(ii) =⇒ (i). In view of expression (4.6) and Theorem 2.2 (II^′), condition (ii) implies that there exists a T ⊂ supp λ_{1/h} such that |T | ≥ |Sp(Δ_{ρ,σ}) ∪ Sp(Δ_{Φ(ρ),Φ(σ)})| and [ J_{ht} (ρ, σ)^{−1} − Φ^∗J_{ht} (Φ(ρ), Φ(σ))^{−1}Φ ] K = 0, t ∈ T. (4.7) One can define a linear contraction V : B(H) → B(K) by V (Xσ^{−1/2}) := Φ(X)Φ(σ)^{−1/2}, X ∈ B(H). Then (4.7) is equivalently written as

(Δ_{ρ,σ} + tI)^{−1}(Kσ^{−1/2}) = V^∗(Δ_{Φ(ρ),Φ(σ)} + tI)^{−1}(Φ(K)Φ(σ)^{−1/2}), t ∈ T. For an arbitrary function f on (0, ∞), similarly to [24, around (5.5)–(5.7)] one can obtain V^∗f(Δ_{Φ(ρ),Φ(σ)})(Φ(K)Φ(σ)^{−1/2}) = f(Δ_{ρ,σ})(Kσ^{−1/2}), which shows (i) by letting f = 1/h.

Remark 4.2. The point of Theorem 4.1 is that the equality case in the monotonicity in (4.2) of monotone metrics for a special function h(x) = x^α (i.e., condition (vi) of the theorem) implies that for all operator monotone functions h (i.e., condition (i)). A similar feature takes place in Theorems 3.2 and 3.3 as well.

Remark 4.3. In condition (ii) of Theorem 4.1, it might be more natural to take μ_h in place of λ_{1/h} in the support condition. This would be possible thanks to (4.5) if we have |supp μ_h| = |supp μ_h∗ |. However, an explicit relation between supp μ_h and supp μ_h∗ does not seem known, although the representing measures μ_h and μ_h∗ are determined in principle by the Stieltjes inversion formula (see, e.g., [6, Theorem V.4.12]). For example, if h(x) = 2x/(x + 1) and so h^∗(x) = (x+1)/2, then μ_h = δ_1 (point mass at 1) and μ_h∗ = 0, so that |supp μ_h| ≠ |supp μ_h∗ |.

Remark 4.4. Assume that ρ = σ in Theorem 4.1. Then the conditions in the theorem is also equivalent to

(viii) Φ^∗_σ(Φ(K)) = K, where Φ^∗_σ is the Petz recovery map given in (3.36).

Indeed, since this is the z = 1/2 case of the equality in (vii), it is clear that (vii) =⇒ (viii) =⇒ (vi). Furthermore, there is an alternative proof of (viii) =⇒ (ii) even without the assumption that Φ_σ is a Schwarz map. Set D_{σ,K} := {σ + sRe K + tIm K : s, t ∈ R} ∩ B(H)^{++}, where Re K and Im K are the real and imaginary parts of K. Since Φ^∗_σ is a trace-preserving positive map with Φ^∗_σ(Φ(σ)) = σ (see (3.37)), it follows from the monotonicity property of the relative entropy [49] that (viii) implies the equality D(Φ(σ_1)‖Φ(σ_2)) = D(σ_1‖σ_2) for all σ_1, σ_2 ∈ D_{σ,K} (see Remark 3.15 for a similar argument). Recall [40] that the so-called Bogoliubov (or Kubo–Mori) metric is the monotone metric corresponding to h_0(x) :=^{x−1}_{log x} ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) and

γ^{h0}_σ (X, Y ) = −

∂^2 ∂s∂t D(σ + sX‖σ + tY ) | |_{s=t=0}, X, Y ∈ B(H)^{sa}. Therefore, we see that (viii) yields γ^{h0}_{Φ(σ)}(Φ(X), Φ(Y )) = γ^{h0}_σ (X, Y ) for all X, Y ∈ {Re K, Im K}, which implies (ii).

Rewriting conditions of Theorem 4.1 in the situation where Φ is given in (3.44) as in Proposition 3.16, we have equivalent conditions for equality cases in joint convexity (equivalent to joint subadditivity as mentioned above) of monotone metrics and in Lieb’s convexity ([41, Corollary 2.1]). For ρ_i, σ_i ∈ B(H)^{++} and K_i ∈ B(H), 1 ≤ i ≤ n, the following are among such equivalent conditions, corresponding to (i), (iii), (vi) and (vii): (I) γ^{h∑}n_{i=1 ρi,}^∑n_{i=1 σi} (∑_n i=1 K_i, ∑_n i=1 K_i ) = ∑_n i=1 γ^h_{ρi,σi} (K_i, K_i) for all h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞).

(III) S ∑_n i=1 K_i h ( ( ∑_n i=1 ρ_i)^{−1}‖( ∑_n i=1 σ_i)^{−1} ) = ∑_n i=1 S^{Ki}_h (ρ^{−1}_i ‖σ^{−1}_i ) for all h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞).

(VI) Tr ( ∑_n i=1 K_i)^∗( ∑_n i=1 ρ_i)^{−α}( ∑_n i=1 K_i)( ∑_n i=1 σ_i)^{α−1} = ∑_n i=1 Tr K^∗_i ρ^{−α}_i K_iσ^{α−1}_i for some α ∈ (0, 1).

(VII) ( ∑_n i=1 ρ_i)^{−z} ( ∑_n i=1 K_i)( ∑_n i=1 σ_i)^{z−1} = ρ^{−z}_i K_iσ^{z−1}_i for all z ∈ C .

For each k ∈ OMD_+(0, ∞) with k(1) = 1, Temme et al. [63] introduced the quantum χ^2-divergence of ρ, σ ∈ S(H) with ρ^0 ≤ σ^0 relative to k by χ^2_k(ρ, σ) := ⟨ρ − σ, Ω^k_σ(ρ − σ)⟩_{HS} = ⟨ρ, Ω^k_σ ρ⟩_{HS} − 1, where Ω^k_σ := k(Δ_σ)R^{−1}_σ . In fact, the symmetry condition k(x^{−1}) = xk(x) was imposed in [63], which is though not essential since χ^2_k(ρ, σ) = χ^2_{ksym} (ρ, σ) for the symmetrized k_{sym}(x) := (k(x) + x^{−1}k(x^{−1}))/2 ∈ OMD_+(0, ∞). Since Ω^k_σσ = I_H and Ω^k_σ = J^{1/k}_h (σ, σ)^{−1} in our notation, we have χ^2_k(ρ, σ) = γ^{1/k}_σ (ρ, ρ) − 1, (4.8)

where γ^{1/k}_σ (ρ, ρ) is defined as a monotone metric on B(σ^0H)^{++}. By (4.2) we have the monotonicity χ^2_k(Φ(ρ), Φ(σ)) ≤ χ^2_k(ρ, σ) under trace-preserving maps Φ such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map. Joint convexity of χ^2_k(ρ, σ) in ρ, σ was shown in [16]. The important case discussed in [63] is k_α(x) := x^{−α} + x^{α−1} 2 , χ^2_α(ρ, σ) := χ^2_{kα} (ρ, σ) = Tr ρσ^{−α}ρσ^{α−1} − 1. The following are equality conditions for the monotonicity of χ^2-divergences, which were shown in [28] with a slightly stronger assumption on Φ. They are, in view of (4.8), rewritings of some conditions of Theorem 4.1, while those corresponding to (iii)–(v) are omitted here. Corollary 4.5. For any trace-preserving map Φ : B(H) → B(K) such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map, and for every ρ, σ ∈ S(H) with ρ^0 ≤ σ^0, the following conditions are equivalent:

(i^′) χ^2_k(Φ(ρ), Φ(σ)) = χ^2_k(ρ, σ) for all k ∈ OMD_+(0, ∞) with k(1) = 1. (ii^′) χ^2_k(Φ(ρ), Φ(σ)) = χ^2_k(ρ, σ) for some k ∈ OMD_+(0, ∞) with k(1) = 1 and |supp λ_k| ≥ |Sp(Δ_σ) ∪ Sp(Δ_{Φ(σ)})|. (4.9)

(vi^′) Tr Φ(ρ)Φ(σ)^{−α}Φ(ρ)Φ(σ)^{α−1} = Tr ρσ^{−α}ρσ^{α−1}, i.e., χ^2_α(Φ(ρ), Φ(σ)) = χ^2_α(ρ, σ) for some α ∈ (0, 1).

(vii^′) Φ^∗(Φ(σ)^{−z}Φ(ρ)Φ(σ)^{z−1}) = σ^{−z}ρσ^{z−1} for all z ∈ C .

5 Maps preserving quasi-entropies and monotone metrics

In this section we first determine the form of maps Φ : B(H) → B(K) which satisfy equality conditions given in Sec. 3.1 for a sufficient family of K ∈ B(K) with some (fixed) pair ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++}. Theorem 5.1. Let Φ : B(H) → B(K) be a trace-preserving map such that Φ^∗ is a Schwarz map, and let Q := Φ(I_H)^0. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(a) Φ satisfies all of (ii)–(ix) given in Sec. 3.1 for all ρ, σ ∈ Φ^∗(B(K)^+) and all K ∈ B(K). (b) Φ satisfies (i) (equivalently (i^′)) in Sec. 3.1 for all ρ, σ ∈ Φ^∗(B(K)^+) and all K ∈ B(K) with QK = KQ.

(c) There exist ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^{++} and a set T ⊂ B(K) such that QT Q ∪ {Q} (where QT Q := {QKQ : K ∈ T }) generates B(QK) as a C^∗-subalgebra and Φ satisfies one of (ii)–(ix) in Sec. 3.1 for ρ, σ and all K ∈ T .

(d) The multiplicative domain of Φ^∗|_{B(QK)} is B(QK). (e) M_Φ∗ = B(QK) ⊕ B(Q^⊥K) (= {Y ∈ B(K) : QY = Y Q}). (f) There exist a decomposition H = H_1 ⊗ H_2 and an isometry V : H_1 → K such that V V^∗ = Q and

Φ(X) = V (Tr_{H2} X)V^∗, X ∈ B(H). (5.1)

If Φ is in addition unital, then Φ satisfies one (equivalently, all) of (a)–(f) if and only if Φ is a unitary transformation, i.e., there exists a unitary U : H → K such that Φ(X) = UXU^∗ for all X ∈ B(H).

Proof. Let Φ̂ : B(H) → B(QK) be defined as in (3.21) with σ = I_H and so σ̃^0 = Q, that is, Φ̂ in the present case is Φ viewed as a map into B(QK) instead of B(K). By Lemma 3.10 note that Φ̂^∗ = Φ^∗|_{B(QK)} and Φ^∗(Y ) = Φ̂^∗(QY Q) = Φ^∗(QY Q) for any Y ∈ B(K). Hence conditions (d) and (f) for Φ are the same as (d) and (f) for Φ̂, respectively. Moreover, by Lemma 3.11, condition (c) for Φ implies (c) for Φ̂. Therefore, we may and do assume Q = I_K below to prove that (c) =⇒ (d) =⇒ (f).

(c) =⇒ (d). Assume that (c) holds with Q = I_K. By Theorem 3.2 (2) the equality in (vii) in Sec. 3.1 holds for all α ∈ (0, 1) and any K ∈ T . Letting α ↘ 0 and α ↗ 1 in the equality gives

Tr σΦ(K^∗K) = Tr σΦ(K)^∗Φ(K), Tr ρΦ(KK^∗) = Tr ρΦ(K)Φ(K)^∗, which imply that T ⊂ M_Φ∗ . Since M_Φ∗ is a C^∗-subalgebra of B(K), M_Φ∗ = B(K) (i.e., (d) in the case Q = I_K) follows.

(d) =⇒ (f). Since (d) (with Q = I_K) implies that Φ^∗ is a *-isomorphism from B(K) into B(H) (due to B(K) being a factor), it follows (see, e.g., [13, Lemma 2.2.2]) that Φ^∗(B(K))^′ ∩ B(H) is a factor and B(H) = Φ^∗(B(K)) ⊗ (Φ^∗(B(K))^′ ∩ B(H)), where Φ^∗(B(K))^′ ∩ B(H) is the commutant of Φ^∗(B(K)) in B(H). Hence one can write H as a tensor product space H_1 ⊗ H_2 so that Φ^∗(B(K)) = B(H_1) ⊗ I_2 where I_2 := I_{H2} , and there exists a unitary V : H_1 → K (this becomes an isometry when Q ≠ I_K) such that Φ^∗(Y ) = V^∗Y V ⊗ I_2 for any Y ∈ B(K). For any X ∈ B(H) one has

⟨Φ^∗(Y ), X⟩_{HS} = Tr (V^∗Y^∗V ⊗ I_2)X = Tr Y^∗V (Tr_{H2} X)V^∗, Y ∈ B(K). (5.2)

Therefore, (5.1) follows.

Let us now proceed to prove without the Q = I_K assumption. (e) =⇒ (d) is clear since Φ^∗(Y ) = Φ^∗(QY Q) for all Y ∈ B(K).

(f) =⇒ (e). Assume (f). Thanks to (5.1) and (5.2) (viewed in the converse direction) it follows that

Φ^∗(Y ) = V^∗Y V ⊗ I_2, Y ∈ B(K). (5.3)

For every Y ∈ B(K) one has

Φ^∗(Y^∗Y ) = Φ^∗(Y )^∗Φ(Y ) ⇐⇒ V^∗Y^∗Y V = V^∗Y^∗V V^∗Y V

⇐⇒ QY^∗Y Q = QY^∗QY Q ⇐⇒ (I_K − Q)Y Q = 0, and also Φ^∗(Y Y^∗) = Φ^∗(Y )Φ^∗(Y )^∗ ⇐⇒ (I_K − Q)Y^∗Q = 0 ⇐⇒ QY (I_K − Q) = 0. Hence (e) follows.

(a) =⇒ (c) and (b) =⇒ (c) are immediate by taking ρ = σ = I_H and T = B(QK) in (a) and (b).

(f) =⇒ (a). Assume (f) and let ρ, σ ∈ Φ^∗(B(K)^+); then in view of (5.3), ρ = ρ_1 ⊗ I_2 and σ = σ_1 ⊗ I_2 for some ρ_1, σ_1 ∈ B(H_1)^+. To prove that Φ satisfies (ii)–(ix) in Sec. 3.1 for all ρ, σ ∈ Φ^∗(B(K)^+) and all K ∈ B(K), it suffices by Lemma 3.1 that Φ satisfies (ii) and (viii) for those ρ, σ and K. Let h be as stated in (ii). With the spectral decompositions ρ_1 = ∑ a aP_a and σ_1 = ∑ b bQ_b we find by (5.1) and (5.3) that

S^K_h (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = (Tr I_2)S^K_h (V ρ_1V^∗‖V σ_1V^∗)

= (Tr I_2) ∑ a,b>0 bh ( a b ) Tr K^∗(V P_aV^∗)K(V Q_bV^∗)

= (Tr I_2) ∑ a,b>0 bh ( a b ) Tr (V^∗K^∗V )P_a(V^∗KV )Q_b = ∑ a,b>0 bh ( a b ) Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗(P_a ⊗ I_2)Φ^∗(K)(Q_b ⊗ I_2) = S^{Φ∗(K)}_h (ρ‖σ),

where we have repeatedly used expression (2.4) with h(0) = h^′(∞) = 0. Hence (ii) holds. For any K, Y ∈ B(K) and z ∈ C we have

σ^0Φ^∗(Y Φ(ρ)^zKΦ(σ)^{−z})σ^0 = σ^0 [( V^∗Y (V ρ^z_1V^∗)K(V σ^{−z}_1 V^∗)V ) ⊗ I_2 ] σ^0 = σ^0 [( (V^∗Y V )ρ^z_1(V^∗KV )σ^{−z}_1 ) ⊗ I_2 ] σ^0 = σ^0Φ^∗(Y )ρ^zΦ^∗(K)σ^{−z},

(5.4)

implying (viii). Hence (a) follows.

(f) =⇒ (b). Assume (f) so that (a) and (e) hold as proved above. Let ρ, σ ∈ Φ^∗(B(K)^+) and K ∈ B(K) with QK = KQ. Since K ∈ M_Φ∗ by (e), condition (b) holds by (a) and Theorems 3.2 (3) and 3.3 (1).

Therefore, it has been shown that (a)–(f) are all equivalent. Finally, if Φ is unital, then letting X = I_H in (5.1) gives (Tr I_2)Q = I_K, and this is the case when dim H_2 = 1 and V maps onto K. So the last assertion holds.

Remark 5.2. In the situation where one (hence all) of conditions (a)–(f) in Theorem 5.1 holds with Q ≠ I_K, one can never include condition (i) or (i^′) (in Sec. 3.1) in (a), as immediately seen from (e) and Proposition 3.13.

Finally, we are concerned with the special form of 2-positive Φ : B(H) → B(K) preserving a standard f-divergence S_f (ρ‖σ) = S^I_f (ρ‖σ), as well as a monotone metric γ^h_σ (K, K) and a χ^2-divergence χ^2_k(ρ, σ) discussed in Sec. 4, for sufficiently many ρ ∈ B(H)^+ or K ∈ B(H) with a fixed σ ∈ B(H)^{++}.

Theorem 5.3. Let Φ : B(H) → B(K) be a trace-preserving 2-positive map, and let Q := Φ(I_H)^0.

(1) The following conditions are equivalent:

(a) S_f (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = S_f (ρ‖σ) for all ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and for all f ∈ OC[0, ∞). (b) There exist a σ ∈ B(H)^{++}, a set D ⊂ B(H) and an f ∈ OC[0, ∞) with (3.5) for ν_f such that D ∪ {σ} generates B(H) as a C^∗-subalgebra and S_f (Φ(ρ)‖Φ(σ)) = S_f (ρ‖σ), ρ ∈ D. (c) There exist a σ ∈ B(H)^{++} and an h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) such that

|supp λ_{1/h}| ≥ |Sp(Δ_σ) ∪ Sp(Δ_{Φ(σ)})|, (5.5) γ^h_{Φ(σ)}(Φ(X), Φ(X)) = γ^h_σ (X, X), X ∈ B(H). (5.6)

(d) There exist a σ ∈ B(H)^{++}, a set T ⊂ B(H) and an h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞) with (5.5) such that T ∪ {σ} generates B(H) as a C^∗-subalgebra and

γ^h_{Φ(σ)}(Φ(K), Φ(K)) = γ^h_σ (K, K), K ∈ T .

(e) There exist a σ ∈ S(H)^{++} and a k ∈ OMD_+(0, ∞) with k(1) = 1 and (4.9) such that χ^2_k(Φ(ρ), Φ(σ)) = χ^2_k(ρ, σ), ρ ∈ S(H).

(f) There exists a σ ∈ B(H)^{++} such that Φ^∗_σ ∘Φ = id_{B(H)} where Φ^∗_σ is the Petz recovery map of Φ relative to σ.

(g) There exist a decomposition QK = K_1 ⊗ K_2, a unitary U from H onto K_1, and an η ∈ B(K_2)^{++} with Tr η = 1 such that

Φ(X) = (UXU^∗ ⊗ η) ⊕ 0, X ∈ B(H), (5.7)

where 0 is the zero operator on Q^⊥K. (2) If (g) holds, then

Φ^∗(Y ) = U^∗ [ Tr_{K2} ((I_{K1} ⊗ η^{1/2})QY Q(I_{K1} ⊗ η^{1/2})) ] U, Y ∈ B(K), (5.8) M_Φ∗ = (B(K_1) ⊗ I_{K2} ) ⊕ B(Q^⊥K), (5.9)

and Φ satisfies all of (i)–(x) and (i^′) in Sec. 3.1 for all ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and all K ∈ M_Φ∗ . (3) If Φ is in addition unital, then Φ satisfies one (equivalently, all) of (a)–(g) if and only if Φ is a unitary transformation.

Proof. (1) (a) =⇒ (b) is trivial.

(c) ⇐⇒ (e). Assume (e) and let h := 1/k. Then by (4.8) one has (5.6) for all X ∈ S(H), which extends to all X ∈ B(H) by polarization formula. The converse is also easy since we may assume h(1) = 1 in (c).

(a) ⇐⇒ (f). Since Φ is 2-positive, this is immediate from [24, Theorem 5.1]. (c) =⇒ (f). Assume (c). Then by (ii) =⇒ (vii) (for z = 1/2) of Theorem 4.1 one has

Φ^∗(Φ(σ)^{−1/2}Φ(X)Φ(σ)^{−1/2}) = σ^{−1/2}Xσ^{−1/2}, X ∈ B(H).

Hence Φ^∗_σ(Φ(X)) = X for all X ∈ B(H).

(g) =⇒ (c), (d). Assume (g), and let us show more strongly that (5.6) holds for any σ ∈ B(H)^{++} and any h ∈ OM_+[0, ∞). Let σ ∈ B(H)^{++} and X ∈ B(H) be arbitrary. Since γ^h_{Φ(σ)}(Φ(X), Φ(X)) is defined on B(QK), we may and do assume that Q = I_K so that Φ(σ) ∈ B(K)^{++}. For each n ∈ N ∪ {0} note that

Δ^n_{Φ(σ)}R^{−1}_{Φ(σ)}Φ(X) = L^n_{Φ(σ)}R^{−n−1}_{Φ(σ)} Φ(X) = (UσU^∗ ⊗ η)^n(UXU^∗ ⊗ η)(UσU^∗ ⊗ η)^{−n−1} = Uσ^nXσ^{−n−1}U^∗ ⊗ I_K = U(Δ^n_σR^{−1}_σ X)U^∗ ⊗ I_K.

Approximating 1/h uniformly on an interval [a, b] (0 < a < b) including Sp(Δ_σ) ∪ Sp(Δ_{Φ(σ)}) by polynomials, one has

J_h(Φ(σ), Φ(σ))^{−1}Φ(X) = (1/h)(Δ_{Φ(σ)} )R^{−1}_{Φ(σ)}Φ(X) (see (2.3)) = U((1/h)(Δ_σ )R^{−1}_σ X)U^∗ ⊗ I_K = U(J_h(σ, σ)^{−1}X)U^∗ ⊗ I_K so that

γ^h_{Φ(σ)}(Φ(X), Φ(X)) = Tr Φ(X)^∗J_h(Φ(σ), Φ(σ))^{−1}Φ(X) (see (4.1)) = Tr (UX^∗U^∗ ⊗ η)(U(J_h(σ, σ)^{−1}X)U^∗ ⊗ I_K) = Tr X^∗J_h(σ, σ)^{−1}X · Tr η = γ^h_σ (X, X).

(b) =⇒ (g). Since Φ is 2-positive, by [22, Theorem 3.19] (see, e.g., [45] for more details) we have decompositions H = r⨁ j=1 H_{j,L} ⊗ H_{j,R}, QK = r⨁ j=1 K_{j,L} ⊗ K_{j,R}, (5.10)

operators ω_j ∈ B(H_{j,R})^{++}, unitaries U_j : H_{j,L} → K_{j,L}, and trace-preserving 2-positive maps Φ_j : B(H_{j,R}) → B(K_{j,R}) such that ( F_Φ∗_{σ ∘Φ}

)_+ = r⨁ j=1 B(H_{j,L})^+ ⊗ ω_j, (5.11)

Φ(X_{j,L} ⊗ X_{j,R}) = U_j X_{j,L}U^∗_j ⊗ Φ_j(X_{j,R}) (5.12)

for all X_{j,L} ∈ B(H_{j,L}), X_{j,R} ∈ B(H_{j,R}). (To be more more precise, the equalities in (5.12) hold up to unitary conjugation.) Here, F_Φ∗_{σ ∘Φ} denotes the set of X ∈ B(H)^+ such that Φ^∗_σ ∘ Φ(X) = X. By [24, Theorem 5.1] condition (b) implies that ρ, σ ∈ ( F_Φ∗_{σ ∘Φ}

)_+

(for all ρ ∈ D) so that we have by (5.11) ρ = r⨁ j=1 ρ_j ⊗ ω_j, σ = r⨁ j=1 σ_j ⊗ ω_j (ρ_j , σ_j ∈ B(H_{j,L})^+).

Let P_1 be any eigen-projection of ω_1. Then the above expressions imply in particular that all ρ ∈ D and σ commute with I_{H1,L} ⊗ P_1. Since D ∪ {σ} generates B(H) as a C^∗-subalgebra, it follows that I_{H1,L} ⊗ P_1 = I_H. This means that r = 1 and dim H_{1,R} = 1. Condition (g) then follows immediately from (5.12), by letting η := Φ_1(1) where 1 is the identity of B(H_{1,R}) ∼= C .

(d) =⇒ (g). Let us make use of the same decompositions as in (5.10)–(5.12). Assume (d). By Remark 4.4 we find that D_{σ,T} := {σ + sRe K + tIm K : K ∈ T , s, t ∈ R} ∩ B(H)^{++} is included in (F_Φ∗_{σ ∘Φ})^+. Since the assumption means that D_{σ,T} generates B(H) as a C^∗- subalgebra, (g) can be proved as in the above proof of (b) =⇒ (g).

(2) Assume that (g) holds. For any X ∈ B(H) and Y ∈ B(K), by (5.7) one has ⟨Φ(X), Y ⟩_{HS} = Tr (UXU^∗ ⊗ η)^∗QY Q = Tr (UX^∗U^∗ ⊗ I_2)(I_1 ⊗ η^{1/2})QY Q(I_1 ⊗ η^{1/2}) = Tr (UX^∗U^∗)Tr_{K2} ((I_1 ⊗ η^{1/2})QY Q(I_1 ⊗ η^{1/2})) = Tr X^∗U^∗ [ Tr_{K2} ((I_1 ⊗ η^{1/2})QY Q(I_1 ⊗ η^{1/2})) ] U, implying (5.8). Next, if Y = (Y_1 ⊗ I_2) ⊕ Y_0 where Y_1 ∈ B(K_1) and Y_0 ∈ B(Q^⊥K), then Φ^∗(Y^∗Y ) = U^∗ [ Tr_{K2} ((I_1 ⊗ η^{1/2})(Y^∗_1 Y_1 ⊗ I_2)(I_1 ⊗ η^{1/2})) ] U = U^∗Tr_{K2} (Y^∗_1 Y_1 ⊗ η)U = U^∗Y^∗_1 Y_1U = U^∗Y^∗_1 UU^∗Y_1U = Φ^∗(Y )^∗Φ^∗(Y ) and similarly Φ^∗(Y Y^∗) = Φ^∗(Y )Φ^∗(Y )^∗. Hence M_Φ∗ ⊃ (B(K_1) ⊗ I_2) ⊕ B(Q^⊥K). (5.13) On the other hand, define a unital CP map Ψ : B(QK) → B(K_1) by Ψ(Y ) := Tr_{K2} ((I_1 ⊗ η^{1/2})Y (I_1 ⊗ η^{1/2})), Y ∈ B(QK).

If Y ∈ B(K) belongs to M_Φ∗ , then it follows from (5.8) that Ψ(QY^∗Y Q) = Ψ(QY^∗Q)Ψ(QY Q), Ψ(QY Y^∗Q) = Ψ(QY Q)Ψ(QY^∗Q). Since Ψ(QY^∗Q)Ψ(QY Q) ≤ Ψ(QY^∗QY Q), one has Ψ(QY^∗(I_K − Q)Y Q) = 0 so that (I_K − Q)Y Q = 0 since Ψ is faithful on B(QK)^+. Similarly (I_K − Q)Y^∗Q = 0, and hence QY = Y Q, which implies that M_Φ∗ ⊂ B(QK) ⊕ B(Q^⊥K). (5.14) By (5.13) and (5.14), to show (5.9) we need to prove that A := M_Φ∗ ∩ B(QK) = B(K_1) ⊗ I_2. Note that A is a von Neumann subalgebra of B(K_1) ⊗ B(K_2) and A^′ ⊂ I_1 ⊗ B(K_2) by (5.13), where A^′ is the commutant of A. Hence A^′ = I_1 ⊗ B for some von Neumann subalgebra B of B(K_2). By von Neumann’s double commutant theorem we have A = B(K_1) ⊗ B^′. Now let Y_2 ∈ B^′; then I_1 ⊗ Y_2 ∈ M_Φ∗ . Since Φ^∗(I_1 ⊗ Y_2) = U^∗Tr_{K2} (I_1 ⊗ η^{1/2}Y_2η^{1/2})U = (Tr ηY_2)I_H, it follows that Tr ηY^∗_2 Y_2 = |Tr ηY_2|^2, from which it must hold that Y_2 = (Tr ηY_2)I_2. Therefore, B^′ = C I_2 and (5.9) has been shown. Finally, for any ρ, σ ∈ B(H)^+ and K ∈ M_Φ∗ so that

K = (K_1 ⊗ I_2) ⊗ K_0 where K_1 ∈ B(K_1) and K_0 ∈ B(Q^⊥K), one has Φ^∗(K) = U^∗[Tr_{K2} (K_1 ⊗ η)]U = U^∗K_1U. Hence for any α ∈ (0, 1),

Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗ρ^αΦ^∗(K)σ^{1−α} = Tr U^∗K^∗_1 Uρ^αU^∗K_1Uσ^{1−α} = Tr (K^∗_1 ⊗ I_2)(Uρ^αU^∗ ⊗ η^α)(K_1 ⊗ I_2)(Uσ^{1−α}U^∗ ⊗ η^{1−α}) = Tr K^∗Φ(ρ)^αKΦ(σ)^{1−α},

so that condition (vii) in Sec. 3.1 holds for these ρ, σ and K. Therefore, the last assertion of (2) holds due to Theorems 3.2 (3) and 3.3 (1).

(3) If Φ is unital, then (5.7) gives (I_{K1} ⊗ η) ⊕ 0 = I_K, and this is the case when Q = I_K and dim K_2 = 1. So the assertion holds.

It is worth noting that the forms of Φ in (5.1) of Theorem 5.1 and in (5.7) of Theorem 5.3 have some relationship like duality. Indeed, Φ^∗ in (5.8) is quite similar to Φ in (5.1). This might be natural from a certain duality between quasi-entropies and monotone metrics found in their definitions, see (2.2) and (4.1).

Remark 5.4. It is well known that B(K) with dim K = n for any n ∈ N is singly generated. Indeed, if K ∈ B(K) has n distinct eigenvalues and no two eigenvectors corresponding to different eigenvalues are orthogonal (for example, if A has a matrix representation

A = λ_1 1 λ_2 1 0 ... ... 0 λn−1 1_{λn} with λ_1 < λ_2 < · · · < λ_n), then B(K) is generated by a single K (see [54]). Take such a generator K of B(QK). Let ρ = σ = I_H and T = {K} in (c) of Theorem 5.1; then conditions (a)–(f) of Theorem 5.1 are equivalent to a single equality (the α = 1/2 case of condition (vii) in Sec. 3.1) Tr K^∗Φ(I)^{1/2}KΦ(I)^{1/2} = Tr Φ^∗(K)^∗Φ^∗(K).

Also, when Φ is 2-positive, let σ = I_H, T = {K} and h(x) = x^{1/2} in (d) of Theorem 5.3; then (a)–(g) of Theorem 5.3 are equivalent to a single equality

Tr Φ(K)^∗Φ(I)^{−1/2}Φ(K)Φ(I)^{−1/2} = Tr K^∗K.

Remark 5.5. A similar result to Theorem 5.3 (1) was given in [44] from a different point of view, where the authors proved that if f is a strictly convex function on [0, ∞) and a transformation (i.e., a bijection) ϕ on the set S(H) satisfies S_f (ϕ(ρ)‖ϕ(σ)) = S_f (ρ‖σ) for all ρ, σ ∈ S(H), then ϕ(ρ) = UρU^∗ (ρ ∈ S(H)) with either a unitary or an antiunitary U on H. Since the bijectivity of ϕ is essential in their proof based on Wigner’s theorem, it does not seem possible to apply the method in [44] to our case.

Acknowledgments

The author thanks Anna Jenčová, Milán Mosonyi, and Yoshimichi Ueda for discussions which helped to improve the paper. In particular, he is indebted to Jenčová ([33]) for the idea of proving (b) =⇒ (g) and (d) =⇒ (g) of Theorem 5.3.

References

[1] T. Ando, Concavity of certain maps on positive definite matrices and applications to Hadamard products, Linear Algebra Appl. 26 (1979), 203–241.

[2] T. Ando and F. Hiai, Operator log-convex functions and operator means, Math. Ann.

350 (2011), 611–630.

[3] H. Araki, Relative entropy of states of von Neumann algebras, Publ. Res. Inst. Math.

Sci. 11 (1976), 809–833.

[4] H. Araki, Relative entropy for states of von Neumann algebras II, Publ. Res. Inst. Math.

Sci. 13 (1977), 173–192.

[5] K. M. R. Audenaert, J. Calsamiglia, Ll. Masanes, R. Muñoz-Tapia, A. Acin, E. Bagan and F. Verstraete, Discriminating states: the quantum Chernoff bound, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98 (2007), 160501, 4 pp.

[6] R. Bhatia, Matrix Analysis, Springer, New York, 1996.

[7] E. A. Carlen, On some convexity and monotonicity inequalities of Elliott Lieb, Preprint, 2022. arXiv:2202.03591 [math.FA].

[8] M.-D. Choi, A Schwarz inequality for positive linear maps on C^∗-algebras, Illinois J.

Math. 18 (1974), 565–574.

[9] M.-D. Choi, Some assorted inequalities for positive linear maps on C^∗-algebras, J. Operator Theory 4 (1980), 271–285.

[10] A. Ebadian, I. Nikoufar, and M. E. Gordji, Perspectives of matrix convex functions, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 108 (2011), 7313–7314.

[11] E. G. Effros, A matrix convexity approach to some celebrated quantum inequalities, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 106 (2009), 1006–1008.

[12] R. L. Frank and E. H. Lieb, Monotonicity of a relative Rényi entropy, J. Math. Phys.

54 (2013), 122201, 5 pp.

[13] F. M. Goodman, P. de la Harpe and V. F. R. Jones, Coxeter Graphs and Towers of Algebras, Mathematical Sciences Research Institute Publications, Vol. 14, Springer, New York, 1989.

[14] P. Hayden, R. Jozsa, D. Petz and A. Winter, Structure of states which satisfy strong subadditivity of quantum entropy with equality, Comm. Math. Phys. 246 (2004), 359– 374.

[15] F. Hansen, Trace functions as Laplace transforms, J. Math. Phys. 47, (2006), 043504, 11 pp.

[16] F. Hansen, Convexity of quantum χ^2-divergence, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 108 (2011), 10078–10080.

[17] F. Hansen and G. K. Pedersen, Jensen’s inequality for operators and Löwner’s theorem, Math. Ann. 258 (1982), 229–241.

[18] M. Hayashi, Error exponent in asymmetric quantum hypothesis testing and its application to classical-quantum channel coding, Phys. Rev. A 76 (2007), 062301, 4 pp.

[19] F. Hiai, Matrix analysis: matrix monotone functions, matrix means, and majorization, Interdisciplinary Information Sciences 16 (2010), 139–248.

[20] F. Hiai, Quantum f-divergences in von Neumann algebras I. Standard f-divergences, J.

Math. Phys. 59 (2018), 102202, 27 pp.

[21] F. Hiai, Quantum f-Divergences in von Neumann Algebras: Reversibility of Quantum Operations, Mathematical Physics Studies. Springer, Singapore, 2021.

[22] F. Hiai and M. Mosonyi, Different quantum f-divergences and the reversibility of quantum operations, Rev. Math. Phys. 29 (2017), 1750023, 80 pp.

[23] F. Hiai, M. Mosonyi and T. Ogawa, Error exponents in hypothesis testing for correlated states on a spin chain, J. Math. Phys. 49 (2008), 032112, 22 pp.

[24] F. Hiai, M. Mosonyi, D. Petz and C. Bény, Quantum f-divergences and error correction, Rev. Math. Phys. 23 (2011), 691–747. Erratum: Quantum f-divergences and error correction, Rev. Math. Phys. 29 (2017), 1792001, 2 pp.

[25] F. Hiai and D. Petz, The proper formula for relative entropy and its asymptotics in quantum probability, Comm. Math. Phys. 143 (1991), 99–114.

[26] F. Hiai and D. Petz, From quasi-entropy to various quantum information quantities, Publ. Res. Inst. Math. Sci. 48 (2012), 525–542.

[27] F. Hiai, Y. Ueda and S. Wada, Pusz–Woronowicz functional calculus and extended operator convex perspectives, Integr. Equ. Oper. Theory 94 (2022), 1, 66 pp.

[28] A. Jenčová, Reversibility conditions for quantum operations, Rev. Math. Phys. 24 (2012), 1250016, 26 pp.

[29] A. Jenčová, Preservation of a quantum Rényi relative entropy implies existence of a recovery map, J. Phys. A 50 (2017), 085303.

[30] A. Jenčová, Rényi relative entropies and noncommutative L_p-spaces, Ann. Henri Poincaré 19 (2018), 2513–2542.

[31] A. Jenčová, Rényi relative entropies and noncommutative L_p-spaces II, Ann. Henri Poincaré 22 (2021), 3235–3254.

[32] A. Jenčová, Recoverability of quantum channels via hypothesis testing, arXiv:2303.11707 [quant.ph], 2023.

[33] A. Jenčová, private communication, 2023.

[34] A. Jenčová and D. Petz, Sufficiency in quantum statistical inference, Comm. Math. Phys.

263 (2006), 259–276.

[35] A. Jenčová and M. B. Ruskai, A unified treatment of convexity of relative entropy and related trace functions, with conditions for equality, Rev. Math. Phys. 22 (2010), 1099– 1121.

[36] H. Kosaki, Interpolation theory and the Wigner-Yanase-Dyson-Lieb concavity, Comm.

Math. Phys. 87 (1982), 315–329.

[37] F. Kubo and T. Ando, Means of positive linear operators, Math. Ann. 246 (1980), 205–224.

[38] W. Kumagai, A characterization of extended monotone metrics, Linear Algebra Appl.

434 (2011), 224–231.

[39] F. Leditzky, C. Rouzé and N. Datta, Data processing for the sandwiched Rényi divergence: A condition for equality, Lett. Math. Phys. 107 (2017), 61–80.

[40] A. Lesniewski and M. B. Ruskai, Monotone Riemannian metrics and relative entropy on noncommutative probability spaces, J. Math. Phys. 40 (1999), 5702–5724.

[41] E. H. Lieb, Convex trace functions and the Wigner-Yanase-Dyson conjecture, Advances in Math. 11 (1973), 267–288.

[42] E. H. Lieb and M.B. Ruskai, Some operator inequalities of the Schwarz type, Adv. Math.

12 (1974), 269–273.

[43] K. Matsumoto, A new quantum version of f-divergence, In: Reality and Measurement in Algebraic Quantum Theory, Springer Proc. Math. Stat., 261, Springer, Singapore, 2018, pp. 229–273.

[44] L. Molnár, G. Nagy and P. Szokol, Maps on density operators preserving quantum fdivergences, Quantum Inf. Process 12 (2013), 2309–2323.

[45] M. Mosonyi, Entropy, Information and Structure of Composite Quantum States, PhD thesis, Catholic University of Leuven, 2004; https://lirias.kuleuven.be/bitstream/1979/41/2/thesisbook9.pdf.

[46] M. Mosonyi and T. Ogawa, Quantum hypothesis testing and the operational interpretation of the quantum Rényi relative entropies, Comm. Math. Phys. 334 (2015), 1617–1648.

[47] M. Mosonyi and T. Ogawa, Two approaches to obtain the strong converse exponent of quantum hypothesis testing for general sequences of quantum states, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 61 (2015), 6975–6994.

[48] M. Müller-Lennert, F. Dupuis, O. Szehr, S. Fehr and M. Tomamichel, On quantum Rényi entropies: A new generalization and some properties, J. Math. Phys. 54 (2013), 122203, 20 pp.

[49] A. Müller-Hermes and D. Reeb, Monotonicity of the quantum relative entropy under positive maps, Ann. Henri Poincaré 18 (2017), 1777–1788.

[50] H. Nagaoka, The converse part of the theorem for quantum Hoeffding bound, Preprint, 2006, arXiv:quant-ph/0611289.

[51] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation and Quantum Information, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2000.

[52] M. Nussbaum and A. Szkoła, The Chernoff lower bound for symmetric quantum hypothesis testing, Ann. Stat. 37 (2009), 1040–1057.

[53] T. Ogawa and H. Nagaoka, Strong converse and Stein’s lemma in quantum hypothesis testing, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 46 (2000), 2428–2433.

[54] C. Pearcy, W^∗-algebras with a single generator, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 13 (1962), 831–832.

[55] D. Petz, Quasi-entropies for states of a von Neumann algebra, Publ. Res. Inst. Math.

Sci. 21 (1985), 787–800.

[56] D. Petz, Quasi-entropies for finite quantum systems Rep. Math. Phys. 23 (1986), 57–65.

[57] D. Petz, Sufficient subalgebras and the relative entropy of states of a von Neumann algebra, Comm. Math. Phys. 105 (1986), 123–131.

[58] D. Petz, Sufficiency of channels over von Neumann algebras, Quart. J. Math. Oxford Ser. (2) 39 (1988), 97–108.

[59] D. Petz, Monotone metrics on matrix spaces, Linear Algebra Appl. 244 (1996), 81–96.

[60] D. Petz, Quantum Information Theory and Quantum Statistics, Springer, Berlin- Heidelberg, 2008.

[61] M. B. Ruskai, Inequalities for quantum entropy: A review with conditions for equality, J. Math. Phys. 43 (2002), 4358–4375.

[62] N. Sharma, Equality conditions for quantum quasi-entropies under monotonicity and joint-convexity, In: 2014 Twentieth National Conference on Communications (NCC), IEEE, 2014, pp. 1–6.

[63] K. Temme, M. J. Kastoryano, M. B. Ruskai, M. M. Wolf and F. Verstraete, The χ^2- divergence and mixing times of quantum Markov processes, J. Math. Phys. 51 (2010), 122201.

[64] H. Umegaki, Conditional expectation in an operator algebra, IV: Entropy and information, Kōdai Math. Sem. Rep. 14 (1962), 59–85.

[65] A. Vershynina, On quantum quasi-relative entropy, Rev. Math. Phys. 31 (2019), 1950022, 37 pp.

[66] J. Wang and H. Wilming, Revisiting the equality conditions of the data-processing inequality for the sandwiched Rényi divergence, J. Math. Phys. 63 (2022), 052203, 12 pp. [67] M. M. Wilde, A. Winter and D. Yang, Strong converse for the classical capacity of entanglement-breaking and Hadamard channels via a sandwiched Rényi relative Entropy, Comm. Math. Phys. 331 (2014), 593–622.

[68] H. Zhang, From Wigner–Yanase–Dyson conjecture to Carlen–Frank–Lieb conjecture, Adv. Math. 365 (2020), 107053, 18 pp.

[69] H. Zhang, Equality conditions of data processing inequality for α-z Rényi relative entropies, J. Math. Phys. 61 (2020), 102201, 15 pp.