arXiv:2110.02212v3 [quant-ph] 5 Nov 2022

One-Shot Yield–Cost Relations in General Quantum Resource Theories

Ryuji Takagi,^{1, ∗} Bartosz Regula,^{2, 1, †} and Mark M. Wilde^{3, ‡} 1Nanyang Quantum Hub, School of Physical and Mathematical Sciences, Nanyang Technological University, 637371, Singapore 2Department of Physics, Graduate School of Science, The University of Tokyo, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo 113-0033, Japan 3Hearne Institute for Theoretical Physics, Department of Physics and Astronomy, and Center for Computation and Technology, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803, USA

Although it is well known that the amount of resources that can be asymptotically distilled from a quantum state or channel does not exceed the resource cost needed to produce it, the corresponding relation in the non-asymptotic regime hitherto has not been well understood. Here, we establish a quantitative relation between the one-shot distillable resource yield and dilution cost in terms of transformation errors involved in these processes. Notably, our bound is applicable to quantum state and channel manipulation with respect to any type of quantum resource and any class of free transformations thereof, encompassing broad types of settings, including entanglement, quantum thermodynamics, and quantum communication. We also show that our techniques provide strong converse bounds relating the distillable resource and resource dilution cost in the asymptotic regime. Moreover, we introduce a class of channels that generalize twirling maps encountered in many resource theories, and by directly connecting it with resource quantification, we compute analytically several smoothed resource measures and improve our one-shot yield–cost bound in relevant theories. We use these operational insights to exactly evaluate important measures for various resource states in the resource theory of magic states.

I. INTRODUCTION

Resource distillation and dilution are two fundamental resource manipulation tasks concerned, respectively, with the purification of noisy quantum resources and with the synthesis of general resources from pure ones. There have been many efforts to investigate the optimal rates of these tasks, known respectively as distillable resource yield and resource dilution cost, under various physical settings in the asymptotic regime with vanishing error [1–6] and the non-asymptotic regime with non-zero error [7–12]. In the asymptotic regime, an operational argument paralleling the second law of thermodynamics implies that the distillable resource is bounded from above by the dilution cost, because otherwise one could produce an unbounded amount of resources by repeating the distillation-dilution cycle ad infinitum [2, 5, 13–19]. (See also Refs. [20–22] for related discussions of second-order asymptotics in the context of entanglement theory.) However, in the non-asymptotic regime, the relation between the distillable resource and the resource cost is more subtle, especially when errors incurred in the transformations are also taken into account.

The recent work of Ref. [23] established a quantitative relation in the non-asymptotic regime for entanglement transformations that use local operations and classical communication, and it recovered the well-known asymptotic relation as a limit of the one-shot bound. A natural question following these findings is to what extent we can strengthen the relations obtained there and establish the corresponding bounds in more general settings beyond the distillation and dilution of entangled states.

∗ ryuji.takagi@ntu.edu.sg † bartosz.regula@gmail.com ‡ mwilde@lsu.edu

One possibility is to extend the result for entanglement manipulation to the manipulation of other types of quantum resources, such as quantum superposition [9, 10, 24, 25] and thermal non-equilibrium [3, 26]. The ultimate form of this extension is to consider general resource theories [27], which encompass diverse types of physical resources in a single framework. Results obtained for general resource theories are not only readily applicable to practical settings of interest but also provide foundational insights into what properties are universally shared by wide classes of quantum resources, which might seem very different from each other on the surface. Despite the apparent difficulty of getting meaningful results out of this abstract setup, recent years have seen significant development in the understanding of operational aspects of general resource theories, including the settings of resource erasure [28, 29], discrimination tasks [30–35], resource quantification [27, 36, 37], and resource transformations [4, 12, 16, 19, 31, 38–42].

Another possible extension is to the setting of quantum channel manipulation. Although research in resource theories has largely focused on quantum states, there are various situations in which quantum dynamics, generally represented by quantum channels, play the role of the main objects of study. As a framework to accommodate these settings, resource theories of quantum channels have recently been under rapid development [11, 31, 43–69]. These dynamical resources include resource theories of states as special cases, because quantum states can be equivalently represented as quantum channels that prepare them. Thus, channel theories are strictly more general than state theories, and results that hold for arbitrary quantum channel resources are automatically carried over to state theories. Importantly, we can impose additional structures to channels under study so that the resulting resource theory can describe various settings involving quantum channels with pre-determined structures, such as the scenario of Bell non-locality represented by no-signalling boxes [70–72], and measurement incompatibility [73], where a channel describes a set of POVMs [63]. Although the performance of channel distillation and one-shot channel manipulation in general resource theories has recently been studied [58, 59, 63, 67, 68], the relation between the one-shot distillable resource and resource cost under arbitrary free channel transformations has still been elusive.

In this work, we establish a fundamental quantitative relation between the one-shot distillable resource and dilution cost that is applicable to general resource theories of quantum channels, accomplishing the two extensions in a single framework. We further extend the one-shot bound to the asymptotic regime and obtain strong converse bounds between transformation rates, revealing also new relations in the asymptotic manipulation of quantum states. Our framework not only accommodates well-known quantum resources that have been previously studied using related approaches — such as quantum entanglement and coherence — but also other settings that involve dynamical resources as central objects of study, e.g., quantum communication. Notably, a major part of our main results does not even assume the convexity or closedness of the set of free channels, unlike most of the works dealing with general resource theories. Moreover, our bounds hold for all chosen sets of free operations satisfying only minimal requirements, thus accommodating all physically motivated choices of free operations, including ones that may be equipped with complex structures.

An important technical aspect of our result is that, for the bounds to be most effective, they require the collapse of a class of resource measures based on Rényi divergences. Focusing on resource theories of states, we provide an operational interpretation for this and related conditions in terms of a special class of free operations that reflects the essential features of the “twirling” operation commonly encountered in various theories [74, 75]. We use this class of operations to obtain analytical expressions for a number of smoothed resource measures, leading also to an improved yield–cost bound for the case of state manipulation. Finally, to demonstrate the applicability of our results, we use these operational insights in the resource theory of magic [54, 76, 77] and compute resource measures for several special states of interest.

We focus on discussing the main results and their implications in the main text, while deferring all proofs and technical details to the Appendices.

II. RESOURCE THEORIES OF STATES

We begin by introducing the framework of resource theories of quantum states, in which quantum states are the central objects under study [78]. Quantum information processing necessarily involves the manipulation of quantum states but commonly is performed under some physical restrictions, which limits the accessible set of quantum states and operations. A primary example is a scenario in which two parties,

Alice and Bob, are physically separated. Unless they are connected by a quantum communication channel, they can only apply local quantum operations and exchange classical messages. This restriction limits the accessible set of operations to the class known as local operations and classical communication (LOCC). Importantly, LOCC channels cannot create entanglement for free but can only prepare states that are separable [79].

The framework of resource theories allows us to deal formally with such restrictions [27]. It provides a recipe to quantify the amount of resource that cannot be created due to the restriction and characterize feasible resource manipulation using only accessible operations. Each resource theory comes with a set F of free states and a set O of free operations. They are subsets of quantum states and quantum channels (completely positive trace-preserving maps), respectively, and are considered to be accessible for free under a given setting. The minimal requirement for free operations is that they should not create resourceful states out of free states, i.e., Λ ∈ O ⇒ Λ(𝜎) ∈ F, ∀𝜎 ∈ F. Physical considerations usually impose more constraints, but it is useful to consider the set of free operations consisting of all the operations satisfying this minimal requirement; we call this the maximal set of free operations and write it as O_{max}. Consequently, any valid set of free operations is a subset of O_{max}.

A major strength of resource theories is that they allow us to evaluate the resourcefulness of a given state quantitatively. It is made possible by introducing resource measures, which are functions from quantum states to real numbers that represent the amount of resource contained in the state. The requirement for resource measures is that they output the same value for free states, and they do not increase under the application of free operations.

Here, we consider two resource measures that can be defined for an arbitrary set F of free states and an arbitrary set O of free operations. The first one is known as the generalized robustness, or alternatively, max-relative entropy measure [80– 83] defined as

𝐷_{max,F} (𝜌) � inf � log(1 + 𝑠) � � � 𝜌 + 𝑠𝜏 1 + 𝑠

∈ F, 𝜏 ∈ D �

= inf � 𝜆 � � 𝜌 ≤ 2_𝜆𝜎, 𝜎 ∈ F� , (1)

where D is the set of all quantum states. The other type of resource measure relevant to this work is min-relative entropy measure [82], defined as

𝐷_{min,F} (𝜌) � inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷_{min} (𝜌‖𝜎), (2)

where 𝐷_{min} (𝜌‖𝜎) � − log Tr[Π_𝜌𝜎], with Π_𝜌 denoting the projector onto the support of 𝜌.

These quantities lay out a platform for establishing relations between resource manipulation and resource quantification. Resource distillation and dilution particularly stand out as important subclasses of resource manipulation tasks. Resource distillation is a protocol to transform a given state to a state in the family T of reference states using free operations, while resource dilution is the opposite task in which a reference state is to be transformed to the desired state. The optimal performance of these tasks is characterized by the one-shot distillable resource and dilution cost, defined respectively as

𝑑^𝜖_O (𝜌) � sup � ℜ_F (Φ) � � � 𝐹(Λ(𝜌), Φ) ≥ 1−𝜖, Φ ∈ T, Λ ∈ O � , 𝑐^𝜖_O (𝜌) � inf � ℜ_F (Φ) � � 𝐹(𝜌, Λ(Φ)) ≥ 1−𝜖, Φ ∈ T, Λ ∈ O� , (3) where 𝐹(𝜌, 𝜎) � ‖ √ 𝜌 √ 𝜎‖^2_1 is the fidelity [84], and ℜ_F refers to an arbitrary resource monotone. For simplicity, we take ℜ_F = 𝐷_{min,F} in the above definition throughout this manuscript.

To provide more insight into these definitions and connect them with notions of distillation and dilution familiar from commonly encountered resource theories, let us consider the case of quantum entanglement. Here, F denotes all separable quantum states, and the family T of reference states can be taken simply as copies of the maximally entangled qubit Bell state:

T = {Φ^{⊗𝑛}_2 | 𝑛 ∈ N}, (4)

where |Φ_2⟩ �^1√_2 (|00⟩ + |11⟩) and we use the shorthand notation Φ_2 = |Φ_2⟩⟨Φ_2 |. Combined with the fact that [85]

𝐷_{min,F} (Φ^{⊗𝑛}_2 ) = 𝑛, (5)

the quantities 𝑑^𝜖_O and 𝑐^𝜖_O can be alternatively understood as asking, respectively, how many copies of |Φ_2⟩ can be obtained from a given state, or how many copies of |Φ_2⟩ are necessary to produce a given state. We use more general definitions of distillation yield and resource cost to accommodate potentially more complex families of reference states and resource theories where a simple choice of reference states T might not be available.

III. RESOURCE THEORIES OF CHANNELS

We now introduce resource theories of quantum channels, extending the framework described in the previous section. To take into account the various structures that may be imposed on channels, we employ the approach of Ref. [63] and consider a subset O_{all} of quantum channels as the set of channels of interest. Each situation designates a set O ⊂ O_{all} of free channels that does not contain any resource considered precious under the given setting. We also need to introduce the set of free operations that are accessible to manipulate channels. General channel transformations are described by quantum superchannels [86, 87]. Superchannels are linear maps that map quantum channels to quantum channels, and they are physically realizable by sandwiching an input channel with a pre-processing channel and a post-processing channel, both of which can also be connected by a quantum memory. Letting O^′_{all} denote the set of output channels of interest, the set of relevant superchannels is specified as

S_{all} � � Ξ � � � Ξ(E) ∈ O^′_{all}, ∀E ∈ Oall � . (6)

Then, one can consider a subset S ⊂ S_{all} of superchannels as free superchannels, serving as free operations. The minimal requirement for free operations forces Θ ∈ S ⇒ Θ(M) ∈ O^′, ∀M ∈ O. Analogous to the case of state theories, we also define the maximal set of free superchannels as the set of superchannels satisfying the above minimal condition and call it S_{max}.

We can analogously introduce resource quantifiers that do not increase under any set of free superchannels. The relevant channel resource measures that we need are the max-relative entropy measure [31, 46, 56, 57], defined for every E ∈ O_{all} as

𝐷_{max,O} (E) � inf_{M ∈O} sup_𝜓 𝐷_{max} (id ⊗ E(𝜓)‖id ⊗ M(𝜓)), (7)

and the min-relative entropy measure [56, 57], defined as

𝐷_{min,O} (E) � inf_{M ∈O} sup_𝜓 𝐷_{min} (id ⊗ E(𝜓)‖id ⊗ M(𝜓)), (8)

where the optimization is restricted to every pure input state 𝜓, without loss of generality [88].

Then, we can formalize the tasks of resource distillation and dilution. Resource distillation is a task that transforms a given channel E ∈ O_{all} to a channel in the set T ⊂ O^′_{all} of reference channels using free superchannels S, while resource dilution transforms a reference channel to the desired channel E. The optimal performance of these tasks is characterized by the oneshot distillable resource and dilution cost, defined respectively as 𝑑^𝜖_S (E) � sup � ℜ_O′ (T ) � � 𝐹(Θ(E), T ) ≥ 1−𝜖, T ∈ T, Θ ∈ S � , 𝑐^𝜖_S (E) � inf � ℜ_O′ (T ) � � 𝐹(E, Θ(T )) ≥ 1−𝜖, T ∈ T, Θ ∈ S� , (9) where

𝐹(E_1, E_2) � min_𝜓 𝐹(id ⊗ E_1 (𝜓), id ⊗ E_2(𝜓)) (10)

is the worst-case fidelity [88] (also called channel fidelity), and ℜ_O refers to an arbitrary resource monotone, which we take as ℜ_O = 𝐷_{min,O} in the above definition for simplicity.

In our discussion below, we will make the natural assumption that the reference channel T is a pure target channel, in the sense that id ⊗ T (𝜓) is pure for every pure state 𝜓. This covers general types of distillation processes encountered in physical resource theories, where T plays the role of a noiseless resource. If the input and output systems are identical, then the condition implies that T is unitary, while if the input and output systems have different dimensions, then it implies that T is an isometry. When the input space is trivial — which is the case, e.g., in the special case of resource theories of states — then T reduces to a pure-state preparation channel.

IV. YIELD–COST RELATIONS

Our first main result is a relation between the one-shot distillable resource and dilution cost, which we dub a yield–cost relation, applicable to (1) dynamical resource theories of channels, (2) any set of free channels, and (3) any set of free superchannels defined for the given free channels.

Theorem 1. Suppose that for every channel T in the chosen reference set T, id ⊗ T (𝜓) is pure for every pure state 𝜓, and T satisfies 𝐷_{min,O} (T ) = 𝐷_{max,O} (T ). Then, for all 𝜖_1 ∈ [0, 1) and 𝜖_2 ∈ [0, 1−𝜖_1], for every quantum channel E,and for every set S ⊆ S_{max} of free superchannels, the following inequality holds

𝑑^{𝜖1}_S (E) ≤ 𝑐^{𝜖2}_S (E) + log 𝑓 (𝜖_1, 𝜖_2), (11)

where 𝑓 (𝜖_1, 𝜖_2) is a function defined as

𝑓 (𝜖_1, 𝜖_2) � min � (1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2)^{−1}, ( � 1 − 𝜖_2 − √ 𝜖_1)^{−2} � (12) for 𝜖_1 + √ 𝜖_2 < 1 and

𝑓 (𝜖_1, 𝜖_2) � ( � 1 − 𝜖_2 − √ 𝜖_1)^{−2} (13)

otherwise.

For 𝜖_1 + √ 𝜖_2 < 1, each quantity can be tighter than the other for certain error regions. Indeed, direct calculation reveals that (1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2)^{−1} ≤ ( √ 1 − 𝜖_2 − √ 𝜖_1)^{−2} if and only if 1 2 (1 − � 1 − 𝜖_2)(1 − √ 𝜖_2) ≤ 𝜖_1 ≤ 1 2 (1 + � 1 − 𝜖_2)(1 − √ 𝜖_2). (14) This gives a fundamental relation between distillable resource and dilution cost in the one-shot regime under any chosen set of free superchannels. In particular, when transformation errors are taken into account, the one-shot cost could be smaller than the one-shot yield. Our result establishes a quantitative trade-off relation between a potential yield–cost gap and the transformation inaccuracy.

The only assumption required for the result to hold is the choice of reference channels which satisfy 𝐷_{min,O} (T ) = 𝐷_{max,O} (T ). The collapse of the two measures to the same value is a common property of maximally resourceful states or channels [12, 41, 63], which are precisely the most appropriate references employed in distillation and dilution protocols in practice. We review examples of reference states and channels in several physical settings in Appendix B. We will also return to this condition in Section V to provide more intuition behind the assumption and give an operationally motivated understanding of it.

Theorem 1 is a direct consequence of the following lemma.

Lemma 2. Let E be an arbitrary quantum channel, and let 𝜖_1, 𝜖_2 be arbitrary real numbers such that 𝜖_1 ∈ [0, 1), 𝜖_2 ∈ [0, 1 − 𝜖_1]. Also, let T_1 be a channel for which id ⊗ T_1 (𝜓) is pure for every pure state 𝜓 and there exists Θ_1 ∈ S such that 𝐹(Θ_1 (E), T_1) ≥ 1 − 𝜖_1, and let T_2 be an arbitrary channel for which there exists Θ_2 ∈ S such that 𝐹(Θ_2 (T_2), E) ≥ 1 − 𝜖_2. Then

𝐷_{min,O} (T_1) ≤ 𝐷_{max,O} (T_2) + log 𝑓 (𝜖_1, 𝜖_2). (15)

where 𝑓 (·, ·) is the function introduced in Theorem 1.

A natural question following these results is whether they smoothly connect to an asymptotic yield–cost relation. In asymptotic distillation (and analogously for dilution), the goal of the tasks is commonly to obtain as many copies of a fixed reference channel as possible from multiple copies of the given channel, in such a way that the transformation error vanishes in the limit of infinite copies. The figure of merit is then the ratio of the number of obtained copies of the reference channel to the number of used copies of the given channel. The following result provides a relation between the optimal rates for the asymptotic distillation and dilution in a more general setting, in which the errors do not necessarily approach zero in the asymptotic limit.

Theorem 3. Let E be an arbitrary input channel, and let T be some target reference channel for which id ⊗ T (𝜓) is pure for every pure state 𝜓. Let 𝑑 be any rate of distillation such that there exists a sequence {Θ_𝑛}_𝑛 of free superchannels with

1 − 𝐹 � Θ_𝑛 (E^{⊗𝑛}), T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛⌋} � � 𝛿_𝑛. (16)

Also, let 𝑐 be any rate of dilution such that there exists a sequence {Θ_𝑛 }_𝑛 of free superchannels with

1 − 𝐹 � Θ_𝑛 (T^{⊗ ⌈𝑐𝑛⌉} ), E^{⊗𝑛} � � 𝜖_𝑛. (17)

Suppose that the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) It holds that lim inf_{𝑛→∞} 𝜖_𝑛 + 𝛿_𝑛 < 1;

(ii) The resource theory is closed under tensor products; that is, M_1, M_2 ∈ O ⇒ M_1 ⊗ M_2 ∈ O.

Then the following inequality holds

𝑑 · 𝐷^∞_{min,O} (T ) ≤ 𝑐 · 𝐷^∞_{max,O} (T ), (18)

where

𝐷^∞_{min,O} (T ) � lim_{𝑛→∞} 1 𝑛 𝐷_{min} � T^{⊗𝑛} � , 𝐷^∞_{max,O} (T ) � lim_{𝑛→∞} 1 𝑛 𝐷_{max} � T^{⊗𝑛} � . (19)

Let us briefly discuss the assumptions of Theorem 3. Condition (i) simply means that the errors of distillation and dilution do not get too large at the same time; it is satisfied, for instance, when we take lim_{𝑛→∞} 𝜖_𝑛 = 0 and lim inf_{𝑛→∞} 𝛿_𝑛 < 1 or vice versa. Condition (ii) is a basic property obeyed by virtually all theories encountered in practice.

Although the result of Theorem 3 is appealing since it follows straightforwardly from our one-shot relation in Theorem 1, one can ask whether it is possible to derive asymptotic relations that have better dependence on quantities such as 𝐷^∞_{max,O} (T ) and 𝐷^∞_{min,O} (T ), as well as are free from the constraint on the target channel T , that is, the constraint that id ⊗ T (𝜓) is pure for every pure state 𝜓. We discuss several variations on this idea in Appendix C, where we present other bounds that are potentially tighter and do not impose any condition on T but come with an additional condition on the sequences {𝜖_𝑛 }_𝑛 and {𝛿_𝑛}_𝑛 of achievable errors or require the computation of more complicated regularized quantities. For our purposes, it will be sufficient to use the condition of Theorem 3, and indeed we will see that the reliance on the max-/min-relative entropies is not a problem in most theories of practical interest.

The result of Theorem 3 implies in particular the strong converse bounds given in Corollary 4 below, for the rates of resource manipulation tasks. Before stating this result, let us recall the definitions of the basic asymptotic quantities involved. We define the asymptotic distillable resource 𝑑^∞_S as the largest achievable rate at which copies of T can be extracted from a given channel, and, analogously, the asymptotic resource cost 𝑐^∞_S as the least rate at which copies of T are needed to produce a given channel. Imposing that the error in such transformations vanishes in the asymptotic limit, we have

𝑑^∞_S (E, T ) � sup � 𝑑 � � � � � lim_{𝑛→∞} sup_{Θ𝑛 ∈S} 𝐹 � Θ_𝑛 (E^{⊗𝑛}), T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛⌋} � =1 �

𝑐^∞_S (E, T ) � inf � 𝑐 � � � � lim_{𝑛→∞} sup_{Θ𝑛 ∈S} 𝐹 � Θ_𝑛 (T^{⊗ ⌈𝑐𝑛⌉} ), E^{⊗𝑛} � =1 � . (20) As counterparts to the above asymptotic quantities, we define also the corresponding strong converse quantities as [17, 89]

𝑑̃^∞_S (E, T ) � inf � 𝑑 � � � � lim_{𝑛→∞} sup_{Θ𝑛 ∈S} 𝐹 � Θ_𝑛 (E^{⊗𝑛}), T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛⌋} � =0 �

𝑐̃^∞_S (E, T ) � sup � 𝑐 � � � � lim_{𝑛→∞} sup_{Θ𝑛 ∈S} 𝐹 � Θ_𝑛 (T^{⊗ ⌈𝑐𝑛⌉} ), E^{⊗𝑛} � =0 � , (21) with the interpretation of the strong converse distillable resource as the smallest rate at which the error is guaranteed to converge to one in the asymptotic limit, and that for the strong converse dilution cost as the largest rate at which the error is guaranteed to converge to one. The following equivalent expressions for the strong converse quantities hold:

𝑑̃^∞_S (E, T ) =sup � 𝑑 � � � � � lim sup 𝑛→∞ sup_{Θ𝑛 ∈S} 𝐹 � Θ_𝑛 (E^{⊗𝑛}), T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛⌋} � > 0 �

𝑐̃^∞_S (E, T ) =inf � 𝑐 � � � � � lim sup 𝑛→∞ sup_{Θ𝑛 ∈S} 𝐹 � Θ_𝑛 (T^{⊗ ⌈𝑐𝑛⌉} ), E^{⊗𝑛} � > 0 � , (22) which can alternatively be understood as weakening the requirements imposed on the transformation error in Eq. (20). Here the interpretation is as follows: unlike the quantities in (20), the strong converse quantities no longer ask that the error converges to zero, but represent the best rates at which the error does not converge to one — they therefore provide a general threshold on achievable asymptotic transformations even when perfect conversion is not required. Note that 𝑑^∞_S (E, T ) ≤ 𝑑̃^∞_S (E, T ) and 𝑐^∞_S (E, T ) ≥ 𝑐̃^∞_S (E, T ) by definition.

Theorem 3 implies the following strong converse bounds.

Corollary 4. Let E be an arbitrary input channel, and let T be some target reference channel for which id ⊗ T (𝜓) is pure for every pure state 𝜓. Suppose that the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) The resource theory is closed under tensor products; that is, M_1, M_2 ∈ O ⇒ M_1 ⊗ M_2 ∈ O;

(ii) The target channel satisfies 𝐷_{min,O} (T ) = 𝐷_{max,O} (T ) and 𝐷_{min,O} (T^{⊗𝑛}) = 𝑛𝐷_{min,O} (T ) for every 𝑛.

Then the following inequalities hold:

𝑑^∞_S (E, T ) ≤ 𝑐̃^∞_S (E, T ), 𝑑̃^∞_S (E, T ) ≤ 𝑐^∞_S (E, T ). (23)

We remark here that the definitions of strong converse quantities and Corollary 4 imply the following fundamental inequality:

𝑑^∞_S (E, T ) ≤ 𝑐^∞_S (E, T ). (24)

Here, condition (i) is generally satisfied in physical theories, but condition (ii) imposes non-trivial requirements on the choice of a suitable target channel T . In particular, in addition to the collapse of the max- and min-relative entropy measures to the same value, it requires that the min-relative entropy measure is additive, i.e. 𝐷_{min,O} (T^{⊗𝑛}) = 𝑛𝐷_{min,O} (T ). Although this constitutes a seemingly restrictive condition, the existence of channels or states satisfying this requirement is actually a common property of important resource theories, obeyed, e.g., by quantum entanglement, quantum thermodynamics, magic, and quantum communication (cf. [58, Table 1]). Intuitively, the condition can be thought of as characterizing how well the given reference T serves as an intermediary channel in distillation and dilution protocols.

We stress that all the results in this section automatically provide bounds for state theories as special cases; when one is interested in a resource theory of quantum states with free states F and free operations O, the same results hold by replacing free superchannels S with free operations O and free channels O with free states F. Furthermore, in the case of state transformations, the generalized quantum Stein’s lemma [15, 90] implies that the asymptotic distillable resource coincides with its strong converse rate when the set of free states and the reference state satisfy some mild assumptions — see Appendix D for details. When the generalized quantum Stein’s lemma holds, for the asymptotic distillation and dilution for an arbitrary state 𝜌 with respect to a reference state Φ under free operations O, we can improve the bound in Corollary 4 to

𝑑̃^∞_O (𝜌, Φ) ≤ 𝑐̃^∞_O (𝜌, Φ). (25)

This applies in particular to the resource theory of quantum entanglement, which solves an open problem posed in Ref. [23]. The implication of (25) is that the yield–cost relation still holds even when neither of the errors is required to vanish in the asymptotic limit, which gives a significant strengthening of the inequalities in (23).

We remark that another approach to asymptotic transformation rates of states and the consequent relations between asymptotic resource yield and cost in general resource theories was considered in Ref. [19].

V. OPERATIONAL ACCOUNT FOR REFERENCE STATES

We saw that the relation between 𝐷_{min,O} and 𝐷_{max,O} plays a major role in establishing the yield–cost relation in general resource theories. Here, we give operational insights into the properties of these quantifiers and in particular the condition 𝐷_{min,O} (T ) = 𝐷_{max,O} (T ) that we have encountered previously. By studying the interplay between these and other related measures, we will be able to quantify a number of smoothed resource monotones for target reference states in general resource theories. In this section, we restrict our attention to theories of quantum states, and we use F and O to specify the set of free states and free operations, respectively. In what follows, we also assume that F is a convex and closed set.

In addition to 𝐷_{min,F} and 𝐷_{max,F}, we also consider another type of robustness measure known as the standard robustness [80], defined as

𝐷_{𝑠,F} (𝜌) � inf � log(1 + 𝑠) � � 𝜌 + 𝑠𝜏 1 + 𝑠

∈ F, 𝜏 ∈ F � , (26)

We also define two smooth robustness quantities as [82, 90]

𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (𝜌) � inf � 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (𝜌^′) � � 𝐹(𝜌_′, 𝜌) ≥ 1 − 𝜖� , (27)

𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (𝜌) � inf � 𝐷_{max,F} (𝜌^′) � � � 𝐹(𝜌^′, 𝜌) ≥ 1 − 𝜖 � , (28)

and two types of hypothesis-testing relative entropy measures [10, 41, 90]:

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,F}(𝜌) � inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷^𝜖_𝐻 (𝜌‖𝜎),

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,aff(F)} (𝜌) � inf_{𝜎 ∈aff (F)} 𝐷^𝜖_𝐻 (𝜌‖𝜎),

(29)

where

𝐷^𝜖_𝐻 (𝜌‖𝜎) � sup_{0≤𝑃≤1}

Tr(𝑃𝜌) ≥1−𝜖

log Tr(𝑃𝜎)^{−1} (30)

is the hypothesis-testing relative entropy [7, 91, 92]. We used aff(F) to denote the affine hull of F, which is the smallest affine subspace that contains F. The min-relative entropy is obtained as a special case of the hypothesis-testing relative entropy measure as 𝐷_{min,F} (𝜌) = 𝐷^{𝜖 =0}_{𝐻 ,F}(𝜌). We use this correspondence to define the affine min-relative entropy measure [41, 63] as

𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (𝜌) � 𝐷^{𝜖 =0}_{𝐻 ,aff (F)} (𝜌)

= inf_{𝜎 ∈aff (F)} 𝐷^{𝜖 =0}_𝐻 (𝜌‖𝜎).

(31)

Then, the following ordering holds for an arbitrary state 𝜌:

𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (𝜌) ≤ 𝐷_{min,F} (𝜌) ≤ 𝐷_{max,F} (𝜌) ≤ 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (𝜌), (32) where the first inequality follows because F ⊆ aff(F), the second inequality because 𝐷_{min} (𝜌‖𝜎) ≤ 𝐷_{max} (𝜌‖𝜎) for all states 𝜌 and 𝜎, and the third inequality from the definitions of the generalized and standard robustness measures. Depending on the structure of F, some of these measures may exhibit drastic behavior. 𝐷_{min,F} and 𝐷_{max,F} take finite values for every state 𝜌 as long as F contains at least one full-rank state, which is satisfied by most of the relevant theories. However, 𝐷_{𝑠,F} may diverge if F is reduced dimensional [41], meaning that F has zero volume in the set of all states and span(F) is not the whole space of self-adjoint operators. Examples of reduced-dimensional theories include the theories of coherence and thermal non-equilibrium. On the other hand, for full-dimensional theories, which are not reduced dimensional and include the theories of entanglement and magic as examples, 𝐷_{𝑠,F} remains finite but 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} takes the value zero for every state 𝜌. Therefore, 𝐷_{𝑠,F} is usually a relevant resource quantifier in full-dimensional theories while 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} is relevant in reduced-dimensional theories [41, 63].

Although these measures have been introduced in a rather abstract manner, they play crucial roles in the quantitative characterization of distillation and dilution — under certain assumptions on the target state Φ, the value of the one-shot resource yield 𝑑^𝜖_O (𝜌) under the maximal set of free operations is directly related to 𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,F}(𝜌) or 𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,aff (F)} (𝜌), while the value of the resource cost 𝑐^𝜖_O(𝜌) corresponds to the value of 𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (𝜌) or 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (𝜌) [12, 41]. A necessary requirement for a precise description of distillation or dilution to be possible was that, when evaluated on the reference state Φ, the resource measures all collapse to the same value; specifically, in full-dimensional theories one needs that

𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ), (33)

while in reduced-dimensional theories one instead requires

𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ). (34)

In some theories, such as entanglement or coherence, the existence of such states is natural: the maximally entangled or coherent states always satisfy the requirement. It is rather remarkable that maximally resourceful states satisfy 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) in any convex resource theory [41], but this is still not sufficient to guarantee that Eqs. (33)–(34) hold in general — we expect this to be a resource-dependent property which needs to be verified explicitly in each specific setting.

Here, we find that Eqs. (33)–(34) can have operational implications, which then help evaluate other resource measures introduced in this section. In particular, we provide an understanding of the conditions (33)–(34) in terms of a twirling-like free operation.

Lemma 5. If a state Φ satisfies 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) or 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ), there exists a free operation Λ ∈ O_{max} defined by an operator 0 ≤ 𝑃^★ ≤ 1 with Tr[𝑃^★Φ] = 1 of the form

Λ(·) = Tr[𝑃^★·]Φ + Tr[(1 − 𝑃^★)·]𝜎^★, (35) such that 𝜎^★ is a state orthogonal to Φ, satisfying Tr[𝑃𝜎^★] = Tr[Φ𝜎^★] = 0. When 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ), one can further take 𝜎^★ to be a free state.

This free operation possesses a property similar to wellknown group twirling operations such as the isotropic twirling ∫ 𝑈 ⊗ 𝑈^∗(·)𝑈^† ⊗ 𝑈^{∗†} d𝑈 in entanglement theory [75], in that it maps states to the given reference state or its complement, while stabilizing a specific state Φ. Such twirling operations were found to be useful to evaluate several entanglement measures for states invariant under them [93]. In particular, the existence of such an operation allows us to obtain exact expressions for smoothed resource measures, which a priori require a non-trivial optimization over all states within an error 𝜖.

Proposition 6. If a state Φ satisfies 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) =: 𝑟, then for every 𝜖 ∈ [0, 1) it holds that

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,F}(Φ) = 𝑟 + log 1 1 − 𝜖

(36) and 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ) = 𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (Φ) = max � 𝑟 − log 1 1 − 𝜖 , 0 � . (37)

Similarly, if a state Φ satisfies 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) =: 𝑟, then

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,aff(F)} (Φ) = 𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,F}(Φ) = 𝑟 + log 1 1 − 𝜖

(38) and 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ) = max � 𝑟 − log 1 1 − 𝜖 , 0 � . (39)

A crucial property which makes this result possible is that optimal states in the optimization of the smoothed resource measures can always be taken of the form Φ_𝜅 = 𝜅Φ + (1 − 𝜅)𝜎^★, as obtained through the operation in Lemma 5. Such states share many useful properties with isotropic states of entanglement theory, and indeed several quantitative insights in the description of isotropic states in works such as Ref. [93] can be extended to general resource theories. In particular, the entropic resource quantifiers can be computed exactly for such states.

Proposition 7. Suppose a state Φ satisfies 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) =: 𝑟, and let 𝜎^★ be the state in (35). Then,

𝐷_{min,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = � 0 0 ≤ 𝜅 < 1 𝑟 𝜅 = 1,

(40) and 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ_𝜅 )

= max � 𝑟 − log 1 𝜅 , 0 � (41) for every Φ_𝜅 = 𝜅Φ + (1 − 𝜅)𝜎^★ with 𝜅 ∈ [0, 1]. Similarly, if a state Φ satisfies 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) =: 𝑟, then

𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ_𝜅 ) = 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = � � � � �

0 0 < 𝜅 < 1 log^1_{1−2−𝑟} 𝜅 = 0 𝑟 𝜅 = 1,

(42)

and 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = max � 𝑟 − log 1 𝜅 , log

1 − 𝜅 1 − 2^{−𝑟} � (43)

for every Φ_𝜅 = 𝜅Φ + (1 − 𝜅)𝜎^★ with 𝜅 ∈ [0, 1].

We present a more complete discussion of the quantitative properties of the isotropic-like states Φ_𝜅 in Appendix E, where we also show how the smoothed entropic measures can be computed for this class of states.

These exact evaluations of the resource measures allow us to employ the argument in Ref. [23] to obtain an alternative bound to that given in Theorem 1.

Theorem 8. If the chosen reference set obeys 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) ∀Φ ∈ T or 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) ∀Φ ∈ T, then for every set O ⊆ O_{max} of free operations and all 𝜖_1, 𝜖_2 ≥ 0 satisfying 𝜖_1 + 𝜖_2 < 1, the following inequality holds

𝑑^{𝜖1}_O (𝜌) ≤ 𝑐^{𝜖2}_O (𝜌) + log 1 1 − 𝜖^′

, (44)

where 𝜖^′ � � 𝜖_1 (1 − 𝜖_2) + � 𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖_1)

�_2 . This improves the bound in Theorem 1, as it gives a tighter upper bound for all regions of (𝜖_1, 𝜖_2) with 𝜖_1 + 𝜖_2 < 1, as we prove in Appendix G. We also remark that this bound becomes essentially tight when O = O_{max}, 𝜌 ∈ T, and either 𝜖_1 or 𝜖_2 is 0. This can be shown by using 𝑑^{𝜖1}_{Omax} (𝜌) = 𝐷^{𝜖1}_{𝐻 ,F} (𝜌) and 𝑐^{𝜖2}_{Omax} (𝜌) = 𝐷^{𝜖2}_{𝑠,F} (𝜌) when 𝐷_{min,F} (𝜌) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (𝜌), and 𝑑^{𝜖1}_{Omax} (𝜌) = 𝐷^{𝜖1}_{𝐻 ,aff(F)} (𝜌) and 𝑐^{𝜖2}_{Omax} (𝜌) = 𝐷^{𝜖2}_{max,F} (𝜌) when 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (𝜌) = 𝐷_{max,F} (𝜌) (up to some floor or ceiling due to a discrete structure of T) [63], as well as explicitly evaluating these measures by Proposition 6.

So far we have employed the property of several resource measures evaluated for a reference state to show the existence of a twirling-like operation (35) and presented its applications. We now also investigate the opposite direction, asking whether the existence of a certain type of free operation provides insights into the relation between different resource measures. The following result addresses this question.

Lemma 9. Let S(Φ) be a set of channels stabilizing Φ, defined as S(Φ) � � Tr[𝑃·]Φ + Λ̃(·) � � � 0 ≤ 𝑃 ≤ 1, Tr[Φ𝑃] = 1, Λ̃ ∈ CP � (45) where CP is the set of completely positive maps. Then, if there exists a free operation Λ ∈ O_{max} ∩ S(Φ), the equality

𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) (46) holds. In addition, if Λ is completely free, i.e., id ⊗ Λ ∈ O_{max} where id is the identity map on an arbitrary ancillary system, then

𝐷_{min,F} (Φ^{⊗𝑛}) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ^{⊗𝑛}), ∀𝑛. (47)

Moreover, if Λ̃ can be taken as a free subchannel in (45), i.e., Λ̃(𝜎) ∝ cone(F), ∀𝜎 ∈ F, then

𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ), (48)

where cone(𝑋) � � 𝜆𝑥 � � � 𝜆 ≥ 0, 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋 � . Together with Lemma 5, we conclude a general operational correspondence between the collapse of resource measures and the existence of twirling-like free operations: we have that 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) if and only if there exists a map of the form (35) with a free state 𝜎^★.

However, it is not always easy to find a channel Λ ∈ O_{max} ∩ S(Φ) to apply Lemma 9. The following result helps to find such a channel by formally relating the group-theoretic twirling operations inspired by the original LOCC twirlings [74, 75] to the form of (45) necessary to apply Lemma 9.

Proposition 10. Let Φ be a pure state. Suppose that there exists a convex set O ⊆ O_{max} of free operations and a finite or a compact Lie group 𝐺 with a unitary representation {𝑈(𝑔)}_{𝑔∈𝐺} that satisfies 𝑈(𝑔) · 𝑈(𝑔)^† ∈ O and 𝑈(𝑔) |Φ⟩ = 𝑒^{𝑖𝜙𝑔} |Φ⟩ ∀𝑔 ∈ 𝐺 for some set of eigenvalues {𝑒^{𝑖𝜙𝑔} }_𝑔. If |Φ⟩ is the unique simultaneous eigenvector of all 𝑈(𝑔)’s with eigenvalues {𝑒^{𝑖𝜙𝑔} }_𝑔, then 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) holds. Moreover, if O is completely free, then 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ^{⊗𝑛}) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ^{⊗𝑛}) holds for every positive integer 𝑛.

This result allows us to find an appropriate free operation to ensure the condition required in Theorems 1 and 8. We indeed find that Lemma 9 and Proposition 10 are helpful to obtain new insights into specific resource theories, which we now demonstrate.

VI. APPLICATION: THEORY OF MAGIC

As we emphasized before, our results immediately hold in general types of quantum resources of both states and channels, and we direct the interested reader, e.g., to the recent Refs. [12, 58, 59, 63, 67] as well as to Appendix B for a discussion of how such general methods can be applied in specific theories such as quantum communication. Here, we discuss a non-trivial example in which the quantification of resource measures for many important states has still not been understood — the theory of magic (non-stabilizerness) [76, 77]. Applying the results of our work, we show how they can be used to provide new quantitative insights and reveal broad and useful relations for this resource.

To realize scalable fault-tolerant quantum computation, it is essential to encode the whole computation in a higherdimensional space using an error-correcting code. Clifford gates particularly stand out as a subset of quantum gates that admits efficient fault-tolerant encoding on many error-correcting codes. However, to form a universal gate set, we also need to implement a non-Clifford gate. It is usually accomplished by the gate teleportation technique [94, 95], which simulates the action of a non-Clifford gate by combining a Clifford operation and a magic state, which cannot be created solely by Clifford operations. Since magic states are hard to produce in a faulttolerant manner, they are precious resources under this setting, motivating us to consider the quantification and manipulation of them using a resource-theoretic formalism [76, 77].

In particular, the optimal performance of magic state distillation and dilution has been a central question in the field, as it is the most resource-demanding part to realize fault-tolerant universal quantum computation. Our results establish a relation between the optimal performance of these two, under the assumption that the reference resource states satisfy the aforementioned conditions on resource measures. Here, we investigate these conditions for some well-known states that can be good candidates for reference states in distillation and dilution protocols. We find that our approach, particularly Lemma 9 and Proposition 10, provides new operational insights into the evaluation of resource measures, which may be of independent interest.

Stabilizer states are those that can be represented by a probabilistic mixture of eigenstates of Pauli operators. In the resource theory of magic, stabilizer states form the set F_{STAB} of free states. Although it is often assumed that quantum computation is carried out in multi-qubit systems,higher-dimensional qudit systems also stand as potential candidates for a largescale quantum computing architecture [96, 97]. Resource theories have been developed for both settings [76, 77, 98], and we will consider several standard magic states defined in these scenarios.

Let us start with multi-qubit systems. For single-qubit states, the farthest states from the set of stabilizer states are positioned at^1√_3 (±1, ±1, ±1) in Bloch coordinates, which are connected to each other by Clifford unitaries. We call one of them the face state, which is written as

|𝐹⟩⟨𝐹| =

1 + (𝑋 + 𝑌 + 𝑍)/ √ 3 2 , (49)

where 𝑋,𝑌, 𝑍 are qubit Pauli operators. Then, Lemma 9 and Proposition 10 allow us to obtain the following relation:

Proposition 11. The qubit face state satisfies

𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝐹^{⊗𝑛}) = 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝐹^{⊗𝑛}). (50)

for every integer 𝑛 ≥ 1.

Since the face state is a maximizer of 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} , called a golden state [12, 41], the case of 𝑛 = 1 recovers the result in Ref. [12]. Also, noting that the stabilizer extent introduced in Ref. [99] is identical to 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} [36], Eq. (50) can be shown by using the additivity of 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝐹^{⊗𝑛}) and 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝐹^{⊗𝑛}), as well as the equivalence of 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝐹) and 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝐹) shown in Ref. [99]. Our result provides a different operational approach to this relation based on a strategy with a broad potential applicability.

We also get an analogous result for a special class of magic states that includes the 𝑇 state and the Toffoli state, which are usually used for gate teleportation protocols.

Proposition 12. Let 𝑉 be a unitary in the third level of the Clifford hierarchy, and let |𝜙⟩ be a stabilizer state defined on a multi-qudit system with local dimension 𝑑, where 𝑑 = 2 or 𝑑 is an odd prime. Then, the state |𝜓⟩ = 𝑉 |𝜙⟩ satisfies 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝜓^{⊗𝑛}) = 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝜓^{⊗𝑛}) for every integer 𝑛 ≥ 1.

This provides an alternative proof of the result in Ref. [99] and extends it to qudit systems, including the qudit generalization of the 𝑇 state [97]. Note that 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝜓^{⊗𝑛}) = 𝑛𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝜓) holds for every 𝜓 of up to three qubits [99], and indeed also for single-qubit mixed states [100].

Although 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} and 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} coincide for the above cases, one can actually show that for every single-qubit state, 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} is strictly less than 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} . The natural question is whether there exists a state for which the three quantities collapse to the same value, allowing us to use both Theorems 1 and 8. No such state has been previously known in the theory of multi-qubit magic, which prevented previously known bounds for one-shot distillation and dilution from being tight [12, 41]. To show that a suitable choice does indeed exist, let us consider the three-qubit fiducial Hoggar state [77, 101–104] defined as

|Hog⟩ = 1 √ 6 (1 + 𝑖, 0, −1, 1, −𝑖, −1, 0, 0)^𝑇 . (51)

The Hoggar state serves as one of the fiducial states from which group covariant SIC-POVMs can be generated [104]. We show that the three measures collapse for the Hoggar state.

Proposition 13. The three-qubit Hoggar state satisfies

𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (Hog) = 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (Hog) = 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} (Hog)

= log 12 5 , (52)

and 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (Hog^{⊗𝑛}) = 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (Hog^{⊗𝑛}) (53)

for every integer 𝑛 ≥ 1.

We note that the value of 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} (Hog) was reported in Ref. [77].

Let us now turn our attention to qutrit states. In the qutrit magic theory, two classes of states were identified to have the maximum sum negativity of the discrete Wigner function [76]. The first class is represented by the Strange state [76, 98, 105, 106], defined as

|𝑆⟩ � 1 √ 2 (|1⟩ − |2⟩). (54)

We can use Lemma 9 to show the collapse of the three measures for this state.

Proposition 14. The qutrit Strange state satisfies

𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝑆) = 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝑆) = 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} (𝑆) = 1 (55) and 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝑆^{⊗𝑛}) = 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝑆^{⊗𝑛}) (56)

for every integer 𝑛 ≥ 1.

Our results complement the findings in Ref. [98], which considered 𝐷_{min,F}′ and 𝐷_{max,F}′ with respect to a larger set of free operators (not necessarily normalized quantum states) based on the negativity of the discrete Wigner function and found that 𝐷_{min,F}′ (𝑆) = 𝐷_{max,F}′ (𝑆) = log(5/3).

Another maximizer of the sum negativity is the Norrell state [76] defined as

|𝑁⟩ � 1 √ 6 (− |0⟩ + 2 |1⟩ − |2⟩). (57)

We can get a similar collapse for the measures, but to a different value.

Proposition 15. The qutrit Norrell state satisfies

𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝑁) = 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝑁) = 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} (𝑁)

= log 3 2 . (58)

We note that 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝑁) = 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝑁) = log^3_2 was originally reported in Ref. [98].

These results may make one wonder whether there is a general characterization for when the three measures take the same value. Although we still do not have a definitive answer for this question, we can make the following observation. For a given state 𝜓, Lemma 5 implies that if 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝜓) = 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝜓), we must have 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝜓) < 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} (𝜓) unless there exists a free state acting on supp

�_{1−𝜓} 𝑑−1 � . This is equivalent to the condition that the weight resource measure [58, 107], defined for the set F of free states as

𝑊_F (𝜌) � sup � 𝑤 � � � 𝜌 = 𝑤𝜎 + (1 − 𝑤)𝜏, 𝜎 ∈ F � (59)

satisfies

𝑊_{FSTAB} � 1 − 𝜓 𝑑 − 1 � > 0. (60)

This condition can be explicitly verified to hold for the Strange state and Norrell state, for which we have seen the three measures to coincide. On the other hand, for the qutrit 𝑇 state [97], defined as

|𝑇⟩ � 1 √ 3 (𝑒^{2𝜋𝑖/9} |0⟩ + |1⟩ + 𝑒^{−2𝜋𝑖/9} |2⟩), (61)

one can check that 𝑊_{FSTAB}

�_{1−𝑇} 2 � = 0. Combining it with Proposition 12, we recover the fact that

𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝑇) = 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝑇) < 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} (𝑇). (62)

Interestingly, numerical investigations suggest that, for most qutrit states, the weight measure for the complement is equal to zero, indicating that the non-zero gap between 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} and 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} is a generic feature shared by the majority of qutrit states. We leave a thorough investigation on the relationship between the weight resource measure and the robustness measures for future work.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We established a quantitative relation between the one-shot distillable resource and resource cost for general quantum resource theories, including both state-based resources as well as dynamical resources of quantum channels. We also showed the corresponding bounds in the asymptotic regime and recovered the familiar relation between the distillable resource and resource cost in the form of strong converse bounds. We investigated the conditions that appear in the yield–cost relation and related it to a class of free operations that have similar properties to twirling operations. We employed such operations to obtain analytical expressions for several smoothed resource measures for general resource theories of states and tightened the yield–cost relation. We then applied our operational technique to evaluate resource measures for several standard resource states in the resource theory of magic, recovering previous results with different techniques and presenting new evaluations of measures for some magic states.

Outstanding questions include the extension of the results that were only shown for state theories in this work to channel theories, such as the two-sided strong converse bound (25) and the relation to the twirling-like operation. The difficulty in characterizing the manipulation of quantum channels, and in particular their asymptotic properties [60], makes such questions non-trivial to answer. Another interesting direction is to use the operational techniques introduced here to shed light on settings other than magic theory. On the other hand, it will also be beneficial to gain a deeper understanding of the structure of magic theory, for which additional operational insights might be helpful.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank an anonymous referee of Ref. [23] for suggesting to improve a result in Ref. [23] by using a tighter triangle inequality of the purified distance from Ref. [108], which eventually allowed us to arrive at the bound in Theorem 8. R.T. acknowledges the support from National Research Foundation (NRF) Singapore, under its NRFF Fellow programme (Award No. NRF-NRFF2016-02), the Singapore Ministry of Education Tier 1 Grant 2019-T1-002-015, and the Lee Kuan Yew Postdoctoral Fellowship at Nanyang Technological University Singapore. Any opinions, findings and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the author(s) and do not reflect the views of National Research Foundation,

Singapore. B.R. acknowledges support of the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS) KAKENHI Grant No. 21F21015, the JSPS Postdoctoral Fellowship for Research in Japan, and the Presidential Postdoctoral Fellowship from Nanyang Technological University, Singapore. M.M.W. acknowledges support from the NSF under Grant No. 1907615.

Appendix A: Proofs of Theorem 1, Lemma 2, and Theorem 3

Let us first define the smoothed channel divergences [46, 109]:

𝐷^𝜖_𝐻 (E‖M) � sup_𝜓 𝐷^𝜖_𝐻 (id ⊗ E(𝜓)‖id ⊗ M(𝜓))

𝐷^𝜖_{max} (E‖M) � inf_{𝐹 ( E′,E) ≥1−𝜖} 𝐷_{max} (E^′‖M),

(A1)

which construct the following resource monotones [46, 56, 57]:

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,O} (E) � inf_{M ∈O} 𝐷^𝜖_𝐻 (E‖M)

𝐷^𝜖_{max,O} (E) � inf_{M ∈O} 𝐷^𝜖_{max} (E‖M).

(A2)

We begin by showing some useful lemmas. The first two are channel extensions of the relations shown in Refs. [110, 111] between the hypothesis-testing relative entropy and the maxrelative entropy of quantum states. They have an interpretation in the resource theory of asymmetric distinguishability as a one-shot yield–cost relation for bits of asymmetric distinguishability [55].

Lemma 16. For all 𝜖_1, 𝜖_2 ≥ 0 with 𝜖_1 + √ 𝜖_2 < 1, two arbitrary channels E, M satisfy

𝐷^{𝜖1}_𝐻 (E‖M) ≤ 𝐷^{𝜖2}_{max} (E‖M) + log 1 1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2

. (A3)

Proof. Ref. [110] showed that

𝐷^{𝜖1}_𝐻 (𝜌‖𝜎) ≤ 𝐷^{𝜖2}_{max} (𝜌‖𝜎) + log 1 1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2

(A4)

for all 𝜖_1, 𝜖_2 ≥ 0, 𝜖_1 + √ 𝜖_2 < 1 and all states 𝜌, 𝜎. Then, we get 𝐷^{𝜖1}_𝐻 (E‖M) = sup_𝜓 𝐷^{𝜖1}_𝐻 (id ⊗ E(𝜓)‖id ⊗ M(𝜓)) (1) ≤ sup_𝜓 𝐷^{𝜖2}_{max} (id ⊗ E(𝜓)‖id ⊗ M(𝜓)) + log 1 1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2 = sup_𝜓 inf

𝐹 ( 𝜙,id⊗E (𝜓)) ≥1−𝜖_2

𝐷_{max} (𝜙‖id ⊗ M(𝜓))

+ log 1 1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2 (2) ≤ sup_𝜓 inf

𝐹 ( E^′,E) ≥1−𝜖_2

𝐷_{max} (id ⊗ E^′(𝜓)‖id ⊗ M(𝜓))

+ log 1 1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2 (3) ≤ inf

𝐹 ( E^′,E) ≥1−𝜖_2

sup_𝜓 𝐷_{max} (id ⊗ E^′(𝜓)‖id ⊗ M(𝜓))

+ log 1 1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2

= 𝐷^{𝜖2}_{max} (E‖M) + log 1 1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2 , (A5)

where we used (1): Eq. (A4), (2): the restriction of the optimization over 𝜙 to the form 𝜙 = id ⊗ E^′(𝜓) with 𝐹(E^′, E) ≥ 1 − 𝜖_2, which is justified by 𝐹(id ⊗ E^′(𝜓), id ⊗ E(𝜓)) ≥ 𝐹(E^′, E) ≥ 1 − 𝜖_2 for every 𝜓, (3): max-min inequality.

We note that alternative bounds with trace-distance and diamond-distance smoothing were shown in Refs. [55, 112].

We also have the following alternative bound.

Lemma 17. For all 𝜖_1, 𝜖_2 ≥ 0 with 𝜖_1 + 𝜖_2 < 1, two arbitrary channels E, M satisfy

𝐷^{𝜖1}_𝐻 (E‖M) ≤ 𝐷^{𝜖2}_{max} (E‖M) + log 1 �√ 1 − 𝜖_2 − √ 𝜖_1

�_2 . (A6)

Proof. The proof of [111, Theorem 4] established that

𝐷^{𝜖1}_𝐻 (𝜌‖𝜎) ≤ 𝐷^{𝜖2}_{max} (𝜌‖𝜎) + log 1 �√ 1 − 𝜖_2 − √ 𝜖_1

�_2 (A7)

for all 𝜖_1, 𝜖_2 ≥ 0, 𝜖_1 + 𝜖_2 < 1 and all states 𝜌, 𝜎. The statement for the channels follows by employing the same argument in the proof of Lemma 16.

We also recall monotonicity properties under one-shot channel transformations involving smooth measures.

Lemma 18 (Theorems 1 and 3 in Ref. [63]). If there exists a free superchannel Θ ∈ S_{max} such that 𝐹(Θ(E), N) ≥ 1 − 𝜖, then for every resource monotone ℜ_O,

ℜ_O (E) ≥ ℜ^𝜖_O(N) (A8) where

ℜ^𝜖_O(E) � inf

𝐹 ( E^′,E) ≥1−𝜖

ℜ_O(E^′). (A9)

In particular,

𝐷_{max,O} (E) ≥ 𝐷^𝜖_{max,O} (N). (A10)

Now let N be a channel such that id ⊗ N (𝜓) is pure for every pure state 𝜓. If there exists a free superchannel Θ such that 𝐹(Θ(E), N) ≥ 1 − 𝛿, then

𝐷^𝛿_{𝐻 ,O}(E) ≥ 𝐷_{min,O} (N). (A11)

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 1 and Lemma 2.

Proof of Theorem 1 and Lemma 2. Theorem 1 is obtained from Lemma 2 by maximizing the left-hand side over T_1 ∈ T and minimizing the right-hand side over T_2 ∈ T for fixed errors 𝜖_1, 𝜖_2. Thus, it suffices to show Lemma 2. Let T_1 be an arbitrary channel for which there exists Θ_1 ∈ S such that 𝐹(Θ_1 (E), T_1) ≥ 1 − 𝜖_1, and let T_2 be an arbitrary channel for which there exists Θ_2 ∈ S such that 𝐹(Θ_2 (T_2), E) ≥ 1 − 𝜖_2. Then,

𝐷_{min,O} (T_1) ≤ 𝐷^{𝜖1}_{𝐻 ,O} (E)

≤ 𝐷^{𝜖2}_{max,O} (E) + log 𝑓 (𝜖_1, 𝜖_2)

≤ 𝐷_{max,O} (T_2) + log 𝑓 (𝜖_1, 𝜖_2),

(A12)

where in the first and the third inequalities we used Lemma 18, and in the second inequality we used Lemmas 16 and 17.

Theorem 3 can be shown similarly.

Proof of Theorem 3. Let us first observe that the regularized quantities 𝐷^∞_{min,O} and 𝐷^∞_{max,O} are both well defined. This follows since 𝐷_{max,O} and 𝐷_{min,O} are subadditive under assumption (ii) — as can be seen from their definitions using the additivity of 𝐷_{max} and 𝐷_{min} on tensor-product arguments — and hence the limit in the definition of the regularized quantities exists by Fekete’s lemma. Now, by assumption (i), there exists a subsequence {𝑛_𝑘 }_𝑘 of indices such that lim_{𝑘→∞} 𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} + 𝛿_{𝑛𝑘} < 1. Then

𝑑 𝐷^∞_{min,O} (T ) (1) = lim_{𝑘→∞}

⌊𝑑𝑛_𝑘 ⌋ 𝑛_𝑘 1 ⌊𝑑𝑛_𝑘 ⌋

𝐷_{min,O} (T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛𝑘 ⌋} ) (2) ≤ lim_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘

𝐷^{𝛿𝑛𝑘}_{𝐻 ,O} (E^{⊗𝑛𝑘} ) (3) ≤ lim_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘 � 𝐷^{𝜖𝑛𝑘}_{max,O} (E^{⊗𝑛𝑘} ) + log 𝑓 (𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} , 𝛿_{𝑛𝑘} ) � (4) ≤ lim_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘 � 𝐷_{max,O} (T^{⊗ ⌈𝑐𝑛𝑘 ⌉} ) + log 𝑓 (𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} , 𝛿_{𝑛𝑘} ) � (5) = lim_{𝑘→∞}

⌈𝑐𝑛_𝑘 ⌉ 𝑛_𝑘 1 ⌈𝑐𝑛_𝑘 ⌉

𝐷_{max,O} (T^{⊗ ⌈𝑐𝑛𝑘 ⌉}) (6) = 𝑐 𝐷^∞_{max,O} (T )

(A13) where we used: (1) the fact that lim_{𝑘→∞}^{⌊𝑑𝑛𝑘 ⌋}_{𝑛𝑘} = 𝑑 and that

lim_{𝑘→∞} 1 ⌊𝑑𝑛_𝑘 ⌋

𝐷_{min,O} (T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛𝑘 ⌋} ) = 𝐷^∞_{min,O} (T ) (A14)

by definition; (2) Lemma 18; (3) Lemmas 16–17 and that lim_{𝑘→∞} 𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} + 𝛿_{𝑛𝑘} < 1; (4) Lemma 18; (5) lim_{𝑘→∞}^1_{𝑛𝑘} 𝑓 (𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} , 𝛿_{𝑛𝑘} ) = 0; (6) the same argument as in (1).

We remark that the subadditivity of 𝐷_{max,O} under assumption (ii) implies that 𝐷^∞_{max,O} (T ) ≤ 𝐷_{max,O} (T ), giving also the general bound

𝑑 𝐷^∞_{min,O} (T ) ≤ 𝑐 𝐷_{max,O} (T ). (A15)

Appendix B: Applicability to specific settings

We briefly review several examples of physical settings, as well as a reference channel T , that satisfy the conditions of Theorem 1. Examples discussed here are either state preparation channels with one-dimensional input or unitaries with input and output of the same dimension, ensuring that id ⊗ T (𝜓) is pure for every pure state 𝜓. They further satisfy 𝐷_{min,O} (T ) = 𝐷_{max,O} (T ) and thus serve as appropriate references for distillation and dilution protocols that meet the conditions in Theorem 1.

Let us first consider state theories, where O is a set of channels preparing free states (denoted by F in Section II). The theory of bipartite entanglement [79], in which separable states serve as free states, takes a maximally entangled state |Φ^+_𝑚⟩ =

�_{𝑚𝑖=1} 𝑚^{−1/2} |𝑖𝑖⟩ as a reference state and obeys 𝐷_{min,O} (Φ^+_𝑚) = 𝐷_{max,O} (Φ^+_𝑚) = log 𝑚. In the case of the theory of coherence [25], where the free states are the diagonal states with respect to a given preferred basis, a maximally coherent state, i.e., a uniform superposition of the basis states |𝜙^+_𝑚⟩ =

�_{𝑚𝑖=1}

𝑚^{−1/2} |𝑖⟩, meets the condition 𝐷_{min,O} (𝜙^+_𝑚) = 𝐷_{max,O} (𝜙^+_𝑚) = log 𝑚. The theory of thermal non-equilibrium [3] is defined by fixed temperature and Hamiltonian. The “work bit” represented by the eigenstate of the Hamiltonian with the highest energy is considered as a standard unit resource, and it also satisfies the conditions of Theorem 1. In fact, the above observation can be generalized to an arbitrary state theory; every theory with an arbitrary convex set F of free states is equipped with a golden state Φ_{gold} [12] such that 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ_{gold}) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ_{gold}) [41]. See also Section VI in the main text for further discussion on the theory of magic states.

Many important dynamical resource theories are relevant to the setting of quantum communication. A central purpose of quantum communication is to transmit a quantum state from one party to another. In such a scenario, the identity channel connecting the two parties is considered as the most useful channel. It is then natural to take the 𝑚-dimensional identity channel id_𝑚 as a reference in distillation and dilution protocols, and indeed, the identity channel satisfies the conditions in Theorem 1 under several coding schemes that are specified by different choices of O [58, 63]. For instance, in the theory of no-signalling–assisted communication, we get 𝐷_{min,O} (id_𝑚) = 𝐷_{max,O} (id_𝑚) = 2 log 𝑚, while in quantum communication assisted by LOCC, separable, or positive partial transpose codes we get 𝐷_{min,O} (id_𝑚) = 𝐷_{max,O} (id_𝑚) = log 𝑚. A related setting is a framework that quantifies how much quantum memory a given channel can preserve [47]. This theory takes the set of entanglement-breaking channels as free channels, and the identity channel again serves as an appropriate reference channel [53]. In relation to Section VI, dynamical resource theories of magic [54, 113] admit several unitary gates as reference channels satisfying the conditions in Theorem 1 [58].

Appendix C: Alternative asymptotic bounds

Besides Theorem 3, we can also show alternative asymptotic bounds, which are tighter but have additional conditions on the achievable errors. Another advantage of our alternative bounds is that they do not require the reference channel T to be pure, i.e., id ⊗ T (𝜓) does not need to be pure for every pure state 𝜓.

Let us begin by presenting some useful lemmas. We first introduce the smoothed hypothesis-testing relative entropy measure as

𝐷^{𝜖 , 𝛿}_{𝐻 ,O}(E) � inf

𝐹 ( E^′,E) ≥1−𝛿

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,O}(E^′). (C1)

Then, we can relate this smoothed measure and the standard hypothesis-testing measure as follows.

Lemma 19. For an arbitrary channel E and all 𝜖, 𝛿 ≥ 0 satisfying 𝜖 + √ 𝛿 ≤ 1,

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,O}(E) ≤ 𝐷^{𝜖 +} √ 𝛿, 𝛿 𝐻 ,O (E). (C2)

Proof. The hypothesis-testing measure can explicitly be written by

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,O}(E) = − log max_{M ∈O} min_𝜓 min_{0≤𝑃≤1}

Tr[𝑃id⊗E (𝜓) ] ≥1−𝜖

Tr[𝑃 id ⊗ M(𝜓)],

(C3) where we define log 0 � −∞ here and throughout the manuscript.

Note that for an arbitrary channel E^′ satisfying 𝐹(E^′, E) ≥ 1 − 𝛿, an arbitrary positive semidefinite operator 𝑃 satisfying 0 ≤ 𝑃 ≤ 1, and an arbitrary state 𝜓,

|Tr[𝑃 id ⊗ E(𝜓)] − Tr[𝑃 id ⊗ E^′(𝜓)]| ≤ 1 2 ‖id ⊗ E(𝜓) − id ⊗ E^′(𝜓)‖_1 ≤ � 1 − 𝐹(E^′, E),

(C4)

where the first inequality is because of the optimization form of the trace distance^1_2 ‖𝜌 − 𝜎‖_1 = max_{0≤𝑃≤1} Tr[𝑃(𝜌 − 𝜎)] satisfied for arbitrary two states 𝜌 and 𝜎 [114], and the second inequality is because 1 2 ‖id ⊗ E(𝜓) − id ⊗ E^′(𝜓)‖_1

≤ � 1 − 𝐹(id ⊗ E(𝜓), id ⊗ E^′(𝜓)) ≤ � 1 − 𝐹(E, E^′), (C5)

where we used the relation between trace distance and fidelity [115] in the first inequality and the definition of channel fidelity (10) in the second inequality. This implies that as long as 𝐹(E^′, E) ≥ 1 − 𝛿, every 𝑃 with 0 ≤ 𝑃 ≤ 1 and state 𝜓 satisfying Tr[𝑃 id ⊗ E(𝜓)] ≥ 1 − 𝜖 also satisfy Tr[𝑃 id ⊗ E^′(𝜓)] ≥ 1 − 𝜖 − √ 𝛿. This gives

max_{M ∈O} min_𝜓 min_{0≤𝑃≤1}

Tr[𝑃id⊗E (𝜓) ] ≥1−𝜖

Tr[𝑃 id ⊗ M(𝜓)]

≥ max_{M ∈O} min_𝜓 max

𝐹 ( E^′,E) ≥1−𝛿 min 0≤𝑃≤1 Tr[𝑃id⊗E^′ (𝜓) ] ≥1−𝜖 − √ 𝛿 Tr[𝑃 id ⊗ M(𝜓)]

≥ max

𝐹 ( E^′,E) ≥1−𝛿

max_{M ∈O} min_𝜓 min_{0≤𝑃≤1}

Tr[𝑃id⊗E^′ (𝜓) ] ≥1−𝜖 − √ 𝛿 Tr[𝑃 id ⊗ M(𝜓)]

(C6) where in the last line we used the max-min inequality. Taking − log on both sides concludes the proof.

The following result, which is a variant of Theorem 1 in Ref. [63], is also useful.

Lemma 20. If there exists a free superchannel Θ ∈ S_{max} such that 𝐹(Θ(E), N) ≥ 1 − 𝜖, then for an arbitrary resource monotone ℜ_O,

ℜ^𝛿_O (E) ≥ ℜ^( √ 𝛿+ √ 𝜖 )^2

O (N) (C7)

for every 0 ≤ 𝛿 ≤ 1, where

ℜ^𝛿_O(E) � inf

𝐹 ( E^′,E) ≥1−𝛿

ℜ_O (E^′). (C8)

Proof. Let 𝑃(E, N) � � 1 − 𝐹(E, N) be the sine distance of quantum channels (also known as purified distance), which satisfies the triangle inequality

𝑃(E, T ) ≤ 𝑃(E, N) + 𝑃(N, T ) (C9)

for all channels E, N, T [88]. Noting that ℜ^𝛿_O is a resource monotone for all 𝛿, we can use Lemma 18 to get

ℜ^𝛿_O (E) ≥ inf

𝑃(N^′,N) ≤ √ 𝜖 ℜ^𝛿_O (N^′)

= inf

𝑃(N^′,N) ≤ √ 𝜖 inf 𝑃(N^{′′},N^′) ≤ √ 𝛿 ℜ_O (N^{′′}).

(C10)

Using the triangle inequality of the purified distance, we get 𝑃(N^{′′}, N) ≤ √ 𝜖 + √ 𝛿 for all channels N, N^′, N^{′′} that satisfy 𝑃(N^′, N) ≤ √ 𝜖 and 𝑃(N^{′′}, N^′) ≤ √ 𝛿. Noting also that 𝑃(N^{′′}, N) ≤ √ 𝜖 + √ 𝛿 is equivalent to 𝐹(N^{′′}, N) ≥ 1 − ( √ 𝜖 + √ 𝛿)^2, we get

ℜ^𝛿_O(E) ≥ inf

𝐹 (N^{′′},N) ≥1−( √ 𝜖 + √ 𝛿)^2

ℜ_O (N^{′′})

= ℜ^( √ 𝛿+ √ 𝜖 )^2

O (N).

(C11)

Remark. We can improve the triangle inequality (C9). Define the following “best-case” fidelity

𝐹_{max} (E, N) � sup_{𝜌𝑅𝐴} 𝐹(id_𝑅 ⊗ E(𝜌_{𝑅𝐴}), id_𝑅 ⊗ N (𝜌_{𝑅𝐴}))

= max_𝜌 𝐹(E(𝜌), N (𝜌)), (C12)

where the supremum in the first line is taken over every possible ancillary system 𝑅, and the second equality is due to the data-processing inequality, ensuring that tracing out the ancillary system does not decrease the fidelity. The last form particularly allows for an efficient computation via the following semidefinite program, which follows from (C12) and the known semi-definite program for fidelity [116]: � 𝐹_{max} (E, N) =

max_{𝜌≥0,}

𝑋 ∈L(H) � Re[Tr[𝑋]] � � � � E(𝜌) 𝑋^† 𝑋 N (𝜌) � ≥ 0, Tr[𝜌] = 1 � , (C13)

where L(H) denotes the set of linear operators acting on the output Hilbert space H for the channels E and N. Then, we have the following inequality.

Lemma 21. Every set of channels E, N, and T with 𝑃(E, N)^2 + 𝑃(N, T )^2 ≤ 1 satisfies

𝑃(E, T ) ≤ 𝑃(E, N) � 𝐹_{max} (N, T ) + 𝑃(N, T ) � 𝐹_{max} (E, N).

(C14)

Proof. Recall that the purified distance 𝑃(𝜌, 𝜎) � � 1 − 𝐹(𝜌, 𝜎) defined for arbitrary two states 𝜌 and 𝜎 satisfies the following triangle inequality [108]

𝑃(𝜌, 𝜏) ≤ 𝑃(𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝐹(𝜎, 𝜏) + 𝑃(𝜎, 𝜏) � 𝐹(𝜌, 𝜎) (C15)

for every set of three states 𝜌, 𝜎, 𝜏 such that 𝑃(𝜌, 𝜎)^2 + 𝑃(𝜎, 𝜏)^2 ≤ 1. We can employ this to obtain

𝑃(E, T ) = max_𝜓 𝑃(id ⊗ E(𝜓), id ⊗ T (𝜓))

≤ max_𝜓 𝑃(id ⊗ E(𝜓), id ⊗ N (𝜓)) � 𝐹_{max} (N, T )

+ max_𝜓 𝑃(id ⊗ N (𝜓), id ⊗ T (𝜓)) � 𝐹_{max} (E, N)

= 𝑃(E, N) � 𝐹_{max} (N, T ) + 𝑃(N, T ) � 𝐹_{max} (E, N).

(C16)

Eq. (C14) is tighter than (C9) in general because 𝐹_{max} (E, N) ≤ 1 for every E and N. Although (C9) and Lemma 20 suffice to establish the forthcoming results, Lemma 21 may find use in other different settings.

We are ready to show the first alternative asymptotic bound, which is tighter than Theorem 3 and does not assume anything on T , while having less flexibility in the achievable errors.

Proposition 22. Let E be an arbitrary input channel and let T be some target reference channel. Let 𝑑 be any rate of distillation such that there exists a sequence {Θ_𝑛 }_𝑛 of free superchannels with

1 − 𝐹 � Θ_𝑛 (E^{⊗𝑛}), T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛⌋} � � 𝛿_𝑛. (C17)

Also, let 𝑐 be any rate of dilution such that there exists a sequence {Θ_𝑛 }_𝑛 of free superchannels with

1 − 𝐹 � Θ_𝑛 (T^{⊗ ⌈𝑐𝑛⌉} ), E^{⊗𝑛} � � 𝜖_𝑛. (C18)

Suppose that

lim_{𝑛→∞} 𝛿_𝑛 = 0, lim inf_{𝑛→∞} 𝜖_𝑛 < 1. (C19)

Then, the following inequality holds

𝑑 · 𝐷̃^∞_{𝐻 ,O} (T ) ≤ 𝑐 · 𝐷̃^∞_{max,O} (T ), (C20)

where

𝐷̃^∞_{𝐻 ,O} (T ) � lim_{𝜖 →0} lim inf_{𝑛→∞} 1 𝑛 𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,O}(T^{⊗𝑛})

𝐷̃^∞_{max,O} (E) � lim_{𝜖 →0} lim sup 𝑛→∞ 1 𝑛 𝐷^𝜖_{max,O} (E^{⊗𝑛}).

(C21)

Proof. Let {𝑛_𝑘 }_𝑘 be a subsequence of indices such that 𝜖_∞ � lim_{𝑘→∞} 𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} < 1. Then, for every 𝜉 with 0 < 𝜉 < 1 − 𝜖_∞, we get 𝑐 𝐷̃^∞_{max,O} (T )

≥ lim_{𝜂→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞}

⌈𝑐𝑛_𝑘 ⌉ 𝑛_𝑘 1 ⌈𝑐𝑛_𝑘 ⌉

𝐷^𝜂_{max,O} (T^{⊗ ⌈𝑐𝑛𝑘 ⌉} )

≥ lim_{𝜂→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘

𝐷^( √ 𝜂+√𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} )^2 max,O (E

⊗𝑛_𝑘 )

≥ lim_{𝜂→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘 � 𝐷^𝜉_{𝐻 ,O}(E^{⊗𝑛𝑘} ) − log 𝑓 � 𝜉, ( √ 𝜂 + √ 𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} )^2 �

≥ lim_{𝜂→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘 � 𝐷^{𝜉 , 𝛿𝑛𝑘}_{𝐻 ,O} (T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛𝑘 ⌋} ) − log 𝑓 � 𝜉, ( √ 𝜂 + √ 𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} )^2 � ≥ lim_{𝜂→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘 � 𝐷^{𝜉−}

√_{𝛿𝑛𝑘}

𝐻 ,O (T

⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛_𝑘 ⌋ ) − log 𝑓 � 𝜉, ( √ 𝜂 + √ 𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} )^2 � . (C22) The second inequality follows from Lemma 20, the third inequality from Lemmas 16–17 and the fact that 𝜉 + ( √ 𝜂 + √𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} )_2 < 1 holds for 𝜂 sufficiently close to 0 and for sufficiently large 𝑘, the fourth inequality from Lemma 18 noting that 𝐷^𝜉_{𝐻 ,O} is a resource monotone for a fixed 𝜉, and the fifth inequality from Lemma 19 together with that 𝜉 − � 𝛿_{𝑛𝑘} ∈ [0, 1] for sufficiently large 𝑘.

The second term of the last line, log 𝑓 � 𝜉, ( √ 𝜂 + √𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} )^2 � /𝑛_𝑘 , vanishes at the limit of 𝑘 → ∞, which also removes the 𝜂 dependence. Also, for every 𝛿^′ > 0, we have √ 𝛿_𝑘 < 𝛿^′ for sufficiently large 𝑘. Noting that 𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,O} is nondecreasing with respect to 𝜖, we can bound the last line as

≥ lim_{𝛿′→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘

𝐷^{𝜉−𝛿′}_{𝐻 ,O} (T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛𝑘 ⌋} )

= lim_{𝛿′→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞}

⌊𝑑𝑛_𝑘 ⌋ 𝑛_𝑘 1 ⌊𝑑𝑛_𝑘 ⌋

𝐷^{𝜉−𝛿′}_{𝐻 ,O} (T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛𝑘 ⌋} ).

(C23)

Since this holds for every 𝜉 with 0 < 𝜉 < 1 − 𝜖_∞, we can further take lim_{𝜉→0} and use

lim_{𝜉→0} lim_{𝛿′→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞} 1 ⌊𝑑𝑛_𝑘 ⌋

𝐷^{𝜉−𝛿′}_{𝐻 ,O} (T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛𝑘 ⌋} ) ≥ 𝐷̃^∞_{𝐻 ,O} (T ) (C24) to get

𝑐 𝐷̃^∞_{max,O} (T ) ≥ 𝑑 𝐷̃^∞_{𝐻 ,O}(T ). (C25)

In particular, this gives a strong converse inequality

𝑐̃^∞_S (E, T ) 𝐷̃^∞_{max,O} (T ) ≥ 𝑑^∞_S (E, T ) 𝐷̃^∞_{𝐻 ,O}(T ). (C26)

In the case of state transformations with mild assumptions (c.f., Appendix D), the asymptotic equipartition property 𝐷̃^∞_{max,F} (Φ) = 𝐷̃^∞_{𝐻 ,F}(Φ) holds [90], and consequently we get

𝑑^∞_O (E, Φ) ≤ 𝑐̃^∞_O (E, Φ). (C27)

In addition, if Φ satisfies 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ^{⊗𝑚}) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ^{⊗𝑚}) = 𝑚𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) ∀𝑚, this leads to the double-sided strong converse inequality 𝑑̃^∞_O (𝜌, Φ) ≤ 𝑐̃^∞_O (𝜌, Φ) (C28)

as we discuss in Appendix D.

Finally, if we further impose a stronger condition to the achievable errors, we can obtain an even tighter bound.

Proposition 23. Let us consider the setting in which we instead have the condition lim_{𝑘→∞} 𝛿_{𝑛𝑘} = lim_{𝑘→∞} 𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} = 0 for some subsequence {𝑛_𝑘 }_𝑘 . For every resource monotone ℜ_O, define

ℜ^∞_O (E) � lim_{𝜖 →0} lim sup_{𝑛→∞} 1 𝑛 ℜ^𝜖_O(E^{⊗𝑛})

ℜ^∞_O (E) � lim_{𝜖 →0} lim inf_{𝑛→∞} 1 𝑛 ℜ^𝜖_O(E^{⊗𝑛}).

(C29)

Then,

𝑑 · ℜ^∞_O (T ) ≤ 𝑐 · ℜ^∞_O (T ). (C30)

Proof.

𝑐 ℜ^∞_O (T )

≥ lim_{𝜂→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞}

⌈𝑐𝑛_𝑘 ⌉ 𝑛_𝑘 1 ⌈𝑐𝑛_𝑘 ⌉

ℜ^𝜂_O(T^{⊗ ⌈𝑐𝑛𝑘 ⌉})

≥ lim_{𝜂→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘

ℜ^( √ 𝜂+√𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} )^2

O (E^{⊗𝑛𝑘} )

≥ lim_{𝜂→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘

ℜ^( √ 𝜂+√𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} +√ 𝛿_{𝑛𝑘} )^2

O (T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛𝑘 ⌋} ),

(C31) where the second and third lines follow from Lemma 20.

Since lim_{𝑘→∞} 𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} = lim_{𝑘→∞} 𝛿_{𝑛𝑘} = 0, for arbitrary constant 𝜉 > 0, it is ensured that 𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} < 𝜉 and 𝛿_{𝑛𝑘} < 𝜉 for sufficiently large 𝑘. Since ℜ^𝜖_O is nonincreasing with respect to 𝜖, we can bound the last expression as

≥ lim_{𝜂→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘

ℜ^( √ 𝜂+2 √ 𝜉)^2

O (T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛𝑘 ⌋} ). (C32)

Since this holds for every 𝜉 > 0, we can bound the expression in (C31) by taking the limit 𝜉 → 0 as

lim_{𝜂→0} lim_{𝜉→0} lim inf_{𝑘→∞} 1 𝑛_𝑘

ℜ^( √ 𝜂+√𝜖_{𝑛𝑘} +√𝛿_{𝑛𝑘} )^2

O (T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛𝑘 ⌋} )

≥ lim_{𝜂→0} lim_{𝜉→0} lim inf_{𝑛→∞} 1 𝑛 ℜ^( √ 𝜂+2 √ 𝜉)^2

O (T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛⌋} )

= lim_{𝜂→0} lim_{𝜉→0} lim inf_{𝑛→∞}

⌊𝑑𝑛⌋ 𝑛 1 ⌊𝑑𝑛⌋

ℜ^( √ 𝜂+2 √ 𝜉)^2

O (T^{⊗ ⌊𝑑𝑛⌋} )

≥ 𝑑 ℜ^∞_O (T ),

(C33)

resulting in the desired inequality in (C30).

This extends and complements similar relations known for state transformations in settings such as entanglement [14, 18] and a general class of resources [16, 19]. In particular, this reduces to the intuitive bound 𝑐 ≥ 𝑑 when ℜ^∞_O (T ) = ℜ^∞_O (T ) > 0. Note, however, that the regularized resource measure may take 0 for all channels in some cases [117].

Appendix D: Strong converse property of distillable resource

Ref. [90] discussed a generalization of quantum Stein’s lemma for resource theories satisfying mild assumptions. Using this, Ref. [15] characterized the asymptotic distillable entanglement under the set of non-entangling operations with the regularized relative entropy of entanglement. In fact, their argument shows more than that — the regularized relative entropy of entanglement also serves as a strong converse distillation rate.

Here, we extend this strong converse property to general resource theories by combining the results in Refs. [15] and [41] in the case when the generalized quantum Stein’s lemma holds. This can then turn the one-sided strong converse inequality in Corollary 4 to a double-sided inequality, making both quantities — yield and cost — strong converse rates for each other.

Before stating the result, we recall the following characterization of the fidelity of distillation.

Lemma 24 ([41]). For an arbitrary convex and closed set F, if 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) = 𝑟, then

sup_{E ∈O} 𝐹(E(𝜌), Φ) = 𝐺_F (𝜌; 2^𝑟 ), (D1)

where

𝐺_F (𝜌; 𝐾) � sup � Tr[𝑊 𝜌] � � � 0 ≤ 𝑊 ≤ 1, Tr[𝑊𝜎] ≤ 1 𝐾 ∀𝜎 ∈ F � . (D2)

Then, we get the following relations.

Proposition 25. Let F be a set of free states which:

1. is convex and closed,

2. contains a full-rank state,

3. is closed under partial trace and composition of free states.

Also, let Φ be a state that satisfies 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ^{⊗𝑚}) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ^{⊗𝑚}) = 𝑚𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) ∀𝑚. Then,

𝑑̃^∞_{Omax} (𝜌, Φ) = 𝑑^∞_{Omax} (𝜌, Φ). (D3)

In particular, for every O ⊆ O_{max} we have that

𝑑̃^∞_O (𝜌, Φ) ≤ 𝑐̃^∞_O (𝜌, Φ). (D4)

Proof. Let 𝐹_O (𝜌 → 𝜙) be the fidelity of distillation from 𝜌 to 𝜙 under free operations O, defined as

𝐹_O (𝜌 → 𝜙) � sup_{E ∈O} 𝐹(E(𝜌), 𝜙). (D5)

Lemma 24 and the assumed additivity of 𝐷_{min,F} gives

𝐹_{Omax} (𝜌^{⊗𝑛} → Φ^{⊗𝑛𝑦} ) = 𝐺_F (𝜌^{⊗𝑛}; 2^{𝑟𝑛𝑦} ), (D6)

where 𝑟 = 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ).

Note that 𝐺_F (𝜌; 𝐾) is a convex optimization program, and one can obtain its dual program by following standard techniques in convex optimization theory [118] (cf. [90]). For operators 𝑊 ≥ 0, 𝑌 ≥ 0, 𝑍 ∈ cone(F), consider the Lagrangian

L(𝜌, 𝑊; 𝑌, 𝑍) � Tr[𝑊 𝜌] + Tr [(1 − 𝑊)𝑌] + Tr [(1 − 𝐾𝑊)𝑍] = Tr[𝑌] + Tr[𝑍] + Tr[𝑊 (𝜌 − 𝑌 − 𝐾𝑍)]. (D7) This form leads to a dual program: inf � Tr[𝑌] + Tr[𝑍] � � 𝑌 ≥ 0, 𝑌 ≥ 𝜌 − 𝐾𝑍, 𝑍 ∈ cone(F) �

= inf � Tr[𝜌 − 𝐾𝑍]_+ + Tr[𝑍] � � � 𝑍 ∈ cone(F) � (D8) where we defined Tr[𝐴]_+ to be the trace over the positive part of the operator 𝐴. Since Slater’s condition [118, Sec. 5.2.3] is satisfied, which can be confirmed by taking 𝑊 = 1/(𝐾 + 1) in (D2), we get

𝐺_F (𝜌; 𝐾) = inf_{𝜎̃ ∈cone(F)} � Tr[𝜌 − 𝜎̃]_+ + 1 𝐾 Tr[𝜎̃] � . (D9)

Taking 𝜎̃ = 2^{𝑟𝑛𝑏} 𝜎 for some 𝑏 ∈ R and 𝜎 ∈ F allows us to write

𝐺_F (𝜌^{⊗𝑛}; 2^{𝑟𝑛𝑦} ) = inf_{𝜎 ∈F,𝑏∈R} � Tr[𝜌 − 2^{𝑟𝑛𝑏} 𝜎]_+ + 2^{−𝑟 (𝑦−𝑏)𝑛} � . (D10) for all 𝑛 and 𝑦. Let 𝑅^∞_{rel,F} (𝜌) be the regularized relative entropy resource measure [15, 16] defined as

𝑅^∞_{rel,F} (𝜌) � lim_{𝑛→∞} 1 𝑛 inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷(𝜌^{⊗𝑛} ‖𝜎), (D11)

where 𝐷(𝜌‖𝜎) is the relative entropy defined for arbitrary two states 𝜌 and 𝜎 taking Tr[𝜌 log 𝜌] − Tr[𝜌 log 𝜎] if supp(𝜌) ⊆ supp(𝜎) and +∞ otherwise. Let us take 𝑦 =^1_𝑟 𝑅^∞_{rel,F} (𝜌) + 𝜖 for some 𝜖 > 0. Then, for each 𝑛, we can take 𝑏 =^1_𝑟 𝑅^∞_{rel,F} (𝜌) +^𝜖_2 to get

𝐺_F (𝜌^{⊗𝑛}; 2^{𝑟𝑛(𝑅∞rel,F (𝜌)+𝜖 )} )

≤ inf_{𝜎 ∈F} � Tr[𝜌^{⊗𝑛} − 2^{𝑟𝑛( 1𝑟 𝑅∞rel,F (𝜌)+ 𝜖2 )} 𝜎]_+ � + 2^{− 𝑟𝑛𝜖2}

= inf_{𝜎 ∈F} � Tr[𝜌^{⊗𝑛} − 2^{𝑛(𝑅∞rel,F (𝜌)+ 𝑟 𝜖2 )} 𝜎]_+ � + 2^{− 𝑟𝑛𝜖2} .

(D12)

Ref. [90, Prop. III.1] showed that the first term approaches 0 in the limit of 𝑛 → ∞ for every 𝜖 > 0. Therefore, combining it with (D6), we get that for all 𝜖 > 0,

lim_{𝑛→∞} 𝐹_{Omax} � 𝜌^{⊗𝑛} → Φ^{⊗𝑛(𝑅∞rel,F (𝜌)/𝑟+𝜖 )} � = 0. (D13)

On the other hand, if we take 𝑦 =^1_𝑟 𝑅^∞_{rel,F} (𝜌) − 𝜖, the optimum 𝑏 for each 𝑛 needs to satisfy 𝑏 < 𝑦 because otherwise 𝐺_F (𝜌^{⊗𝑛}, 𝑟^{𝑛𝑦} ) would diverge as 𝑛 → ∞. Therefore,

𝐺_F (𝜌^{⊗𝑛}; 𝑟^{𝑛𝑦} ) ≥ inf_{𝜎 ∈F} Tr[𝜌 − 2^{𝑛(𝑅∞rel,F (𝜌)−𝜖 𝑟)} 𝜎]_+. (D14)

The right-hand side approaches 1 for every 𝜖 > 0 [90] and thus leads to

lim_{𝑛→∞} 𝐹_{Omax} � 𝜌^{⊗𝑛} → Φ^{⊗𝑛(𝑅∞rel,F (𝜌)/𝑟−𝜖 )} � = 1 (D15)

for every 𝜖 > 0. (D13) and (D15) imply

𝑑^∞_{Omax} (𝜌, Φ) = 𝑑̃^∞_{Omax} (𝜌, Φ) =

𝑅^∞_{rel,F} (𝜌) 𝑟 = 𝑅^∞_{rel,F} (𝜌) 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) . (D16) Finally, combining this with Corollary 4, we get

𝑑̃_{Omax} (𝜌, Φ) ≤ 𝑐̃_{Omax} (𝜌, Φ). (D17)

Noting that

𝑑̃_O (𝜌, Φ) ≤ 𝑑̃_{Omax} (𝜌, Φ), 𝑐̃_{Omax} (𝜌, Φ) ≤ 𝑐̃_O(𝜌, Φ) (D18)

for every O ⊆ O_{max} immediately leads to

𝑑̃_O (𝜌, Φ) ≤ 𝑐̃_O(𝜌, Φ), (D19)

which concludes the proof.

We note that the fact that^1_𝑟 𝐷̃^∞_{max,O} (E) is a strong converse rate for distillation in general resource theories of channels was previously shown in Ref. [58]. However, the relation

𝐷̃^∞_{max,F} (𝜌) = 𝐷̃^∞_{𝐻 ,F}(𝜌) = 𝑅^∞_{rel,F} (𝜌) (D20) and in particular the fact that^1_𝑟 𝑅^∞_{rel,F} (𝜌) constitutes an achievable rate of distillation under O_{max} is a very non-trivial result established in Ref. [90], applicable only to resources of quantum states. It is an open question whether an extension of this result to channel theories can be obtained (cf. [60]). It would also be interesting to understand whether the double-sided strong converse bound described in this section can be shown without relying on the generalized quantum Stein’s lemma of Ref. [90].

Appendix E: Proof of Lemma 5, Proposition 6 and Proposition 7

We first show Lemma 5.

Proof of Lemma 5. Suppose 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ). By definition of the standard robustness and the closedness of the set F, there exist states 𝜏, 𝜎^★ ∈ F such that 𝜏 = Φ + (2^{𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} − 1)𝜎^★ 2^{𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)}

. (E1)

Also, by definition of 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) and noting that 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷^{𝜖 =0}_{𝐻 ,F}(Φ), one can confirm that an operator 𝑃^★ = Π_Φ satisfies 0 ≤ 𝑃^★ ≤ 1, Tr[𝑃^★Φ] = 1, and Tr[𝑃^★𝜂] ≤ 2^{−𝐷min,F (Φ)} , ∀𝜂 ∈ F. Using this operator, define the following channel

Λ(·) � Tr[𝑃^★·]Φ + Tr[(1 − 𝑃^★)·]𝜎^★. (E2)

One can check that Λ ∈ O_{max} as follows. For every 𝜂 ∈ F, we get

Λ(𝜂) = Tr[𝑃^★𝜂]Φ + Tr[(1 − 𝑃^★)𝜂]]𝜎^★ (E3)

with

Tr[𝑃^★𝜂] ≤ 2^{−𝐷min,F (Φ)} = 2^{−𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} . (E4)

The convexity of F and the form of (E1) implies that all states of the form

𝛼Φ + (1 − 𝛼)𝜎^★, 0 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 2^{−𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} (E5)

are free states. Therefore, (E4) ensures Λ(𝜂) ∈ F, ∀𝜂 ∈ F, implying Λ ∈ O_{max}.

Next, we show that Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] = Tr[Φ𝜎^★] = 0. If we apply Λ to 𝜏 in (E1), we get

Λ(𝜏) =

Λ(Φ) + (2^{𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} − 1)Λ(𝜎^★)

2^{𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} = Φ + (2^{𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} − 1) (Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★]Φ + Tr[(1 − 𝑃^★)𝜎^★]𝜎^★) 2^{𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} = � 2^{−𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} + Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] � 1 − 2^{−𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} � Φ + � 1 − 2^{−𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} � � 1 − Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] � 𝜎^★. (E6) Since 𝜏 ∈ F and Λ ∈ O_{max}, we have Λ(𝜏) ∈ F. Therefore, the definition of 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) (or in other words, Eq. (E5)) forces Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] � 1 − 2^{−𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} � ≤ 0. Since 2^{−𝐷𝑠,F (Φ)} ≤ 1, we must have that Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] = 0. Combining the fact that 𝑃^★ ≥ Φ because of Tr[𝑃^★Φ] = 1, we also have 0 = Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] ≥ Tr[Φ𝜎^★] ≥ 0, leading to Tr[Φ𝜎^★] = 0.

The proof for the case of 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) goes analogously. The only difference is that the inequality in (E4) becomes an equality, and 𝑃^★ does not necessarily coincide with Π_Φ. By definition of the generalized robustness, there exist a free state 𝜏 ∈ F and some state 𝜎^★ ∈ D such that 𝜏 = Φ + (2^{𝐷max,F (Φ)} − 1)𝜎^★ 2^{𝐷max,F (Φ)}

. (E7)

Also, by definition of 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) � 𝐷^{𝜖 =0}_{𝐻 ,aff(F)} , there exists an operator 𝑃^★ that satisfies 0 ≤ 𝑃^★ ≤ 1, Tr[𝑃^★Φ] = 1, and Tr[𝑃^★𝜂] ≤ 2^{−𝐷min,aff (F) (Φ)} , ∀𝜂 ∈ aff(F). In fact, these conditions impose a strong constraint

Tr[𝑃^★𝜂] = 2^{−𝐷min,aff (F) (Φ)} , ∀𝜂 ∈ F. (E8)

To see this, observe first that 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) ≥ 0 because in (30), the choice of 𝑃 = 1 ensures 𝐷^𝜖_𝐻 (𝜌‖𝜎) ≥ 0 for all 𝜎 ∈ aff(F) and all 𝜖, resulting in 𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,aff (F)} (𝜌) ≥ 0 for an arbitrary state 𝜌. This particularly ensures that

Tr[𝑃^★𝜂] ≤ 1, ∀𝜂 ∈ aff(F). (E9)

Then, suppose that there exist two free states 𝜂_1, 𝜂_2 ∈ F such that Tr[𝑃^★𝜂_1] ≠ Tr[𝑃^★𝜂_2], where we assume Tr[𝑃^★𝜂_1] − Tr[𝑃^★𝜂_2] =: Δ > 0 without loss of generality. Define an affine combination 𝜂(𝑐) � 𝑐𝜂_1 − (1 − 𝑐)𝜂_2 ∈ aff(F) for an arbitrary real number 𝑐. This operator realizes Tr[𝑃^★𝜂(𝑐)] = 𝑐Δ − Tr[𝑃^★𝜂_2]. However, since Δ > 0, one could violate (E9) by taking sufficiently large 𝑐, which is a contradiction. Thus, we must have Tr[𝑃^★𝜂] = const, ∀𝜂 ∈ F. Combining this with the definition of 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} leads to the condition (E8).

Using this operator, define the following channel

Λ(·) � Tr[𝑃^★·]Φ + Tr[(1 − 𝑃^★)·]𝜎^★. (E10)

It is now easy to check that Λ ∈ O_{max} using (E8) and (E7).

Next, we show that Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] = Tr[Φ𝜎^★] = 0. If we apply Λ to 𝜏 in (E1), we get

Λ(𝜏) = Λ(Φ) + (2^{𝐷max,F (Φ)} − 1)Λ(𝜎^★)

2^{𝐷max,F (Φ)} = Φ + (2^{𝐷max,F (Φ)} − 1) (Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★]Φ + Tr[(1 − 𝑃^★)𝜎^★]𝜎^★) 2^{𝐷max,F (Φ)} = � 2^{−𝐷max,F (Φ)} + Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] � 1 − 2^{−𝐷max,F (Φ)} � Φ + � 1 − 2^{−𝐷max,F (Φ)} � � 1 − Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] � 𝜎^★.

(E11) Since 𝜏 ∈ F and Λ ∈ O_{max}, we have Λ(𝜏) ∈ F. The definition of 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) states that 2^{−𝐷max,F (Φ)} is the maximum coefficient in front of Φ such that a mixture with another state becomes a free state. This forces Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] � 1 − 2^{−𝐷max,F (Φ)} � ≤ 0. Since 2^{−𝐷max,F (Φ)} ≤ 1, we must have that Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] = 0. Combining the fact that 𝑃^★ ≥ Φ because of Tr[𝑃^★Φ] = 1, we also have 0 = Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] ≥ Tr[Φ𝜎^★] ≥ 0, leading to Tr[Φ𝜎^★] = 0.

Using Lemma 5, we obtain the following simplification of the evaluation of resource measures:

Lemma 26. Let ℜ be a resource measure defined by

ℜ(𝜌) = inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷(𝜌, 𝜎) (E12)

where 𝐷 is a contractive measure under free operations, i.e., 𝐷(𝜌, 𝜎) ≥ 𝐷(Λ(𝜌), Λ(𝜎)), ∀𝜌, 𝜎 for an arbitrary free channel Λ ∈ O_{max}. Suppose 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) =: 𝑟 for some state Φ, and let 𝜎^★ be the state that appears in (35). Also, let D̃ and F̃ be the sets of states defined as

D̃ � � 𝜅Φ + (1 − 𝜅)𝜎^★ � � 0 ≤ 𝜅 ≤ 1� ,

F̃ � � 𝛼Φ + (1 − 𝛼)𝜎^★ � � � 0 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 2^{−𝑟} � . (E13)

Then, for every 𝜌 ∈ D̃, we can restrict the optimization in (E12) as ℜ(𝜌) = inf_{𝜎 ∈F̃} 𝐷(𝜌, 𝜎). (E14)

On the other hand, if 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) =: 𝑟, then every 𝜌 ∈ D̃ satisfies

ℜ(𝜌) = 𝐷(𝜌, 𝜎̃), 𝜎̃ � 2^{−𝑟} Φ + (1 − 2^{−𝑟} )𝜎^★. (E15)

Proof. When 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝑟, Lemma 5 ensures the existence of a channel Λ ∈ O_{max} of the form (35). Crucially, all states in D̃ are invariant under Λ. Thus, every 𝜌 ∈ D̃ satisfies

ℜ(𝜌) = inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷(𝜌, 𝜎)

≥ inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷(Λ(𝜌), Λ(𝜎))

= inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷(𝜌, Λ(𝜎))

≥ inf_{𝜎 ∈F̃} 𝐷(𝜌, 𝜎)

≥ inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷(𝜌, 𝜎)

= ℜ(𝜌)

(E16)

where we used the contractivity of 𝐷 in the second line, the fact that Λ(𝜌) = 𝜌 in the third line, Λ(𝜎) ∈ F̃ ∀𝜎 ∈ F due to Lemma 5 and the definition of the robustness measures in the fourth line, F̃ ⊆ F in the fifth line, leading to (E14).

When 𝐷_{max,F} (𝜌) = 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (𝜌) = 𝑟, the operator 𝑃^★ in (35) satisfies Tr[𝑃^★𝜎] = 2^{−𝑟} , ∀𝜎 ∈ F as in (E8). Thus, (E15) is obtained by replacing F̃ in (E16) with {𝜎̃}.

We are now ready to prove Propositions 6 and 7. We will in fact show a more general result, which immediately implies both of the Propositions and allows for the computation of the smoothed entropic measures for all isotropic-like states Φ_𝜅 .

Proposition 27. Suppose a state Φ satisfies 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) =: 𝑟, and let 𝜎^★ be the state in (35). Then, every state Φ_𝜅 = 𝜅Φ + (1 − 𝜅)𝜎^★ with 0 ≤ 𝜅 ≤ 1 satisfies

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,F}(Φ_𝜅 ) = � 0 𝜖 = 0, 0 ≤ 𝜅 < 1 𝑟 + log^1_{1−𝜖} 0 ≤ 𝜖 < 1, 𝜅 = 1.

(E17)

Also, let 𝜂^𝜖_{min} and 𝜂^𝜖_{max} be the minimum and maximum 𝜂 that satisfy 𝐹_{cl} ((𝜂, 1 − 𝜂), (𝜅, 1 − 𝜅)) ≥ 1 − 𝜖, where 𝐹_{cl} (𝑝, 𝑞) � �_𝑖 √

𝑝_𝑖 𝑞_𝑖

�_2 is the fidelity for two classical distributions. Then,

𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = 𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = max � 𝑟 − log 1 𝜂^𝜖_{min} , 0 � (E18)

for all 𝜖 ∈ [0, 1).

Similarly, if a state Φ satisfies 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) =: 𝑟, then

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,aff (F)} (Φ_𝜅 ) = 𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,F} (Φ_𝜅 )

= � � � � �

0 𝜖 = 0, 0 < 𝜅 < 1 1 1−2^{−𝑟} 𝜖 = 0, 𝜅 = 0

𝑟 + log^1_{1−𝜖} 0 ≤ 𝜖 < 1, 𝜅 = 1,

(E19)

and

𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = � � � � � 𝑟 − log^1_𝜂 𝜖_{min} 𝜂^𝜖_{min} ≥ 2^{−𝑟}

log^{1−𝜂 𝜖max}_{1−2−𝑟} 𝜂^𝜖_{max} ≤ 2^{−𝑟} 0 𝜂^𝜖_{min} ≤ 2^{−𝑟} ≤ 𝜂^𝜖_{max}

(E20)

for all 𝜖 ∈ [0, 1).

We remark that one can obtain an analogous result for smoothing with different distance measures. In particular, the trace-distance smoothing leads to simple expressions with 𝜂^𝜖_{min} = 𝜅 − 𝜖 and 𝜂^𝜖_{max} = 𝜅 + 𝜖.

Proof. Let us first consider the case when 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) = 𝑟. Since 𝐷^𝜖_𝐻 (·‖·) satisfies the data-processing inequality, we can use Lemma 26 to get

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = log min_{𝜏 ∈F} max_{0≤𝑄≤1}

Tr[𝑄Φ_𝜅 ] ≥1−𝜖

Tr[𝑄𝜏]^{−1}

= log min_{𝜏 ∈F̃} max_{0≤𝑄≤1}

Tr[𝑄Φ_𝜅 ] ≥1−𝜖

Tr[𝑄𝜏]^{−1}

(E21)

where F̃ is the set of free states defined in (E13). Let Λ and 𝑃^★ be the channel and operator in (35). Then, since Λ(Φ_𝜅 ) = Φ_𝜅 and Λ(𝜏) = 𝜏, ∀𝜏 ∈ F̃, if 𝑄 is a feasible solution in (E21), Λ^† (𝑄) = Tr[𝑄Φ]𝑃^★ + Tr[𝑄𝜎](1 − 𝑃^★) is also a feasible solution giving the same objective function, i.e., Tr[Λ^† (𝑄)𝜏]^{−1} = Tr[𝑄𝜏]^{−1}. Thus, it suffices to take the optimization over operators of the form 𝑄 = 𝜂𝑃^★ + 𝜆(1 − 𝑃^★). The conditions 0 ≤ 𝑄 ≤ 1, Tr[𝑄Φ_𝜅 ] ≥ 1 − 𝜖 are equivalent to 0 ≤ 𝜆 ≤ 1, 0 ≤ 𝜂 ≤ 1, 𝜂𝜅 + 𝜆(1 − 𝜅) ≥ 1 − 𝜖. (E22)

Let A be the set of (𝜆, 𝜂) that satisfies (E22). Then, we can compute 𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) as

log min

0≤𝛼≤2^{−𝑟} max (𝜆,𝜂) ∈A

Tr[{𝜂𝑃^★ + 𝜆(1 − 𝑃^★)}{𝛼Φ + (1 − 𝛼)𝜎^★}]^{−1}

= − log max

0≤𝛼≤2^{−𝑟} min (𝜆,𝜂) ∈A

[𝜂𝛼 + 𝜆(1 − 𝛼)]

(E23)

where we used Tr[𝑃^★Φ] = 1 and Tr[𝑃^★𝜎^★] = 0.

Let us first consider the case 𝜅 = 1. The condition for A in this case turns to

0 ≤ 𝜆 ≤ 1, 1 − 𝜖 ≤ 𝜂 ≤ 1. (E24)

Then, (E23) can be further computed as

− log max

0≤𝛼≤2^{−𝑟}

(1 − 𝜖)𝛼 = 𝑟 + log 1 1 − 𝜖

. (E25)

On the other hand, suppose 𝜖 = 0 and 0 ≤ 𝜅 ≤ 1. Then, the condition for A takes the form

0 ≤ 𝜆 ≤ 1, 0 ≤ 𝜂 ≤ 1, 𝜂𝜅 + 𝜆(1 − 𝜅) = 1. (E26)

From this, it is clear that for the case 0 < 𝜅 < 1, we must have 𝜆 = 𝜂 = 1, which makes the quantity in (E23) equal to 0. In the case of 𝜅 = 0, which forces 𝜆 = 1, 0 ≤ 𝜂 ≤ 1, the optimum in (E23) is achieved at 𝛼 = 𝜂 = 0, 𝜆 = 1, resulting in 0 also. The case of 𝜅 = 1 is included in (E25); we get 𝑟 by setting 𝜖 = 0.

To summarize, we showed

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,F}(Φ_𝜅 ) = � 0 𝜖 = 0, 0 ≤ 𝜅 < 1 𝑟 + log^1_{1−𝜖} 0 ≤ 𝜖 < 1, 𝜅 = 1.

(E27)

To show the expression for 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F}, note that

𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷^𝜖_{max} (Φ_𝜅 ‖𝜎)

= inf � log 𝑠 � � 𝜌 ≤ 𝑠𝜎, 𝜎 ∈ F̃, 𝐹(𝜌, Φ𝜅 ) ≥ 1 − 𝜖 � (E28) where in the second line we used Lemma 26 because 𝐷^𝜖_{max} (·‖·) satisfies the data-processing inequality for all quantum channels. Consider again the map Λ in (35), which maps an arbitrary state to a state in D̃ (c.f., (E13)), while stabilizing every state Φ_𝜅 ∈ D̃ and 𝜎 ∈ F̃ as Λ(Φ_𝜅 ) = Φ_𝜅 and Λ(𝜎) = 𝜎. Then, 𝜌 ≤ 𝑠𝜎 implies Λ(𝜌) ≤ 𝑠Λ(𝜎) = 𝑠𝜎, ∀𝜎 ∈ F̃. We also have

𝐹(Λ(𝜌), Φ_𝜅 ) = 𝐹 (Λ(𝜌), Λ(Φ_𝜅 )) ≥ 𝐹(𝜌, Φ_𝜅 ) ≥ 1 − 𝜖. (E29) Thus, the optimization in (E28) is achieved by the states of the form 𝜌 = 𝜂Φ+ (1−𝜂)𝜎^★, 𝜎 = 𝛼Φ+ (1−𝛼)𝜎^★ with constraints 0 ≤ 𝜂 ≤ 1, 𝐹(𝜌, Φ_𝜅 ) ≥ 1 − 𝜖, and 0 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 2^{−𝑟} . Noting that Tr[Φ𝜎^★] = 0 and thus 𝜌 = 𝜂Φ ⊕ (1 − 𝜂)𝜎^★, the condition on 𝜂 can equivalently be written as a condition for two classical distributions (𝜂, 1 − 𝜂) and (𝜅, 1 − 𝜅):

𝐹_{cl} ((𝜂, 1 − 𝜂), (𝜅, 1 − 𝜅)) ≥ 1 − 𝜖. (E30)

Let 𝜂^𝜖_{min} and 𝜂^𝜖_{max} be the minimum and maximum 𝜂 that satisfies (E30). Then, we can compute 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) as inf 𝛼∈[0,2^{−𝑟} ] 𝜂 ∈[𝜂^𝜖_{min},𝜂^𝜖_{max} ] � log 𝑠 � � � 𝜂Φ + (1 − 𝜂)𝜎^★ ≤ 𝑠(𝛼Φ + (1 − 𝛼)𝜎^★) �

= inf_{𝛼∈[0,2−𝑟 ]}

𝜂 ∈[𝜂^𝜖_{min} ,𝜂^𝜖_{max} ] � log 𝑠 � � � 𝑠𝛼 − 𝜂 ≥ 0, 𝑠(1 − 𝛼) − (1 − 𝜂) ≥ 0 �

= log inf_{𝛼∈[0,2−𝑟 ]}

𝜂 ∈[𝜂^𝜖_{min} ,𝜂^𝜖_{max} ] max � 𝜂 𝛼 , 1 − 𝜂 1 − 𝛼 � . (E31) Note that max

�_𝜂 𝛼 ,^{1−𝜂}_{1−𝛼} � is clearly lower bounded by 1, and it is achieved when 𝜂 = 𝛼. Thus, when 𝜂^𝜖_{min} ≤ 2^{−𝑟} , we immediately get 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = 0. On the other hand, when 𝜂^𝜖_{min} ≥ 2^{−𝑟} , we always have max

�_𝜂 𝛼 ,^{1−𝜂}_{1−𝛼} � =^𝜂_𝛼 , and the minimization over 𝛼 and 𝜂 gives 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = 𝑟 − log^1_𝜂 𝜖_{min} . These can concisely be written as

𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = max � 𝑟 − log 1 𝜂^𝜖_{min} , 0 � , (E32)

which concludes the proof for the expression of 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F}.

The smooth standard robustness can be computed similarly. Note that 𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (Φ) = inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (Φ‖𝜎) where

𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (𝜌_1 ‖𝜌_2) � inf � log(1 + 𝑠) � � � 𝜌^′_1 + 𝑠𝜏 1 + 𝑠

= 𝜌_2, 𝜏 ∈ F, 𝐹(𝜌^′_1, 𝜌_1) ≥ 1 − 𝜖 � , (E33)

and 𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} is contractive under every free operation E ∈ O_{max}, as for all states 𝜌 and 𝜎,

𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (𝜌‖𝜎) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (𝜌̃‖𝜎) ≥ 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (E(𝜌̃)‖E(𝜎)) ≥ 𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (E(𝜌)‖E(𝜎))

(E34)

where we set 𝜌̃ as the optimal state realizing the standard robustness, and in the third line we used that 𝐹(E(𝜌̃), E(𝜌)) ≥ 𝐹(𝜌̃, 𝜌) ≥ 1 − 𝜖. Thus, we can use Lemma 26 to compute 𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) as inf 𝛼∈[0,2^{−𝑟} ] 𝜂 ∈[𝜂^𝜖_{min},𝜂^𝜖_{max} ] � log 𝑠 � � � 𝜂Φ + (1 − 𝜂)𝜎^★ ≤F 𝑠(𝛼Φ + (1 − 𝛼)𝜎^★) �

= inf_{𝛼∈[0,2−𝑟 ]}

𝜂 ∈[𝜂^𝜖_{min} ,𝜂^𝜖_{max} ] � log 𝑠 � � � 𝑠𝛼 − 𝜂 ≥ 0, 𝑠(1 − 𝛼) − (1 − 𝜂) ≥ 0,

𝑠(1 − 𝛼) − (1 − 𝜂) 𝑠𝛼 − 𝜂

≥ 2^𝑟 − 1 �

= log inf_{𝛼∈[0,2−𝑟 ]}

𝜂 ∈[𝜂^𝜖_{min} ,𝜂^𝜖_{max} ] max � 𝜂 𝛼 , 1 − 𝜂 1 − 𝛼 , 1 − 2^𝑟 𝜂 1 − 2^𝑟 𝛼 �

(E35) where in the first line, we used the notation 𝐴 ≤_F 𝐵 ⇐⇒ 𝐵 − 𝐴 ∈ cone(F). When 𝜂^𝜖_{min} ≤ 2^{−𝑟} , we immediately get 𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = 0, which is achieved at 𝛼 = 𝜂. On the other hand, when 𝜂^𝜖_{min} ≥ 2^{−𝑟} , we have^𝜂_𝛼 >^{1−𝜂}_{1−𝛼} and^𝜂_𝛼 >^{1−2𝑟 𝜂}_{1−2𝑟 𝛼} , in which the minimization over 𝛼 and 𝜂 results in 𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = 𝑟 − log^1_{𝜂min} . These two can be combined as

𝐷^𝜖_{𝑠,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = max � 𝑟 − log 1 𝜂^𝜖_{min} , 0 � . (E36)

The proof for the case when 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) goes analogously, where we basically change the region of optimization over free states from F̃ to {𝜎̃} defined in (E15). Since 𝐷^𝜖_𝐻 (𝜌‖𝜎) satisfies the data-processing inequality even if 𝜎 is not a positive operator [63], we can employ the same argument as that in Lemma 26 to get

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,aff (F)} (Φ_𝜅 ) = log sup_{0≤𝑄≤1}

Tr[𝑄Φ_𝜅 ] ≥1−𝜖

Tr[𝑄𝜎̃]^{−1} (E37)

where we used that the map Λ in (35) transforms all 𝜎 ∈ aff(F) to 𝜎̃. We can then restrict the optimization to 𝑄 = 𝜂𝑃^★ +𝜆(1− 𝑃^★) with the condition (E22). Recall that A is the set of (𝜆, 𝜂) that satisfies (E22). Then, we can compute 𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,aff (F)} (Φ_𝜅 ) as

log sup

(𝜆,𝜂) ∈A

Tr[{𝜂𝑃^★ + 𝜆(1 − 𝑃^★)}{2^{−𝑟} Φ + (1 − 2^{−𝑟} )𝜎^★}]^{−1}

= − log inf_{(𝜆,𝜂) ∈A} [𝜂 2^{−𝑟} + 𝜆(1 − 2^{−𝑟} )].

(E38)

When 𝜅 = 1, the condition on A becomes (E24). Then, we evaluate this as

− log [(1 − 𝜖)2^{−𝑟} ] = 𝑟 + log 1 1 − 𝜖

. (E39)

On the other hand, when 𝜖 = 0 and 0 < 𝜅 < 1, we are constrained to 𝜆 = 𝜂 = 1, leading to value 0. When 𝜅 = 0, we have 𝜆 = 1, 0 ≤ 𝜂 ≤ 1, giving log^1_{1−2−𝑟} . When 𝜅 = 1, we have 0 ≤ 𝜆 ≤ 1, 𝜂 = 1, giving 𝑟.

Noting that the above argument gives the same conclusion for 𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,F} as well, we reorganize the above form to reach

𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,aff(F)} (Φ_𝜅 ) = 𝐷^𝜖_{𝐻 ,F}(Φ_𝜅 )

= � � � �

0 𝜖 = 0, 0 < 𝜅 < 1 log^1_{1−2−𝑟} 𝜖 = 0, 𝜅 = 0 𝑟 + log^1_{1−𝜖} 0 ≤ 𝜖 < 1, 𝜅 = 1

(E40)

As for 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F}, we follow the same argument up to (E31) to get 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = log inf_{𝜂 ∈[𝜂 𝜖min,𝜂 𝜖max ]} max � 𝜂 2^{−𝑟} , 1 − 𝜂 1 − 2^{−𝑟} � . (E41)

If 𝜂^𝜖_{min} ≥ 2^{−𝑟} , we always have^𝜂_{2−𝑟} ≥^{1−𝜂}_{1−2−𝑟} and thus 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = log^{𝜂 𝜖min}_{2−𝑟} . If 𝜂^𝜖_{max} ≤ 2^{−𝑟} , we always have

𝜂 2^{−𝑟} ≤ 1−𝜂 1−2^{−𝑟} and thus 𝐷 𝜖 max,F (Φ𝜅 ) = log

1−𝜂^𝜖_{max} 1−2^{−𝑟} . If 𝜂 𝜖 min ≤ 2^{−𝑟} ≤ 𝜂^𝜖_{max}, then 𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = 0, which is achieved at 𝜂 = 2^{−𝑟} .

Summarizing, we get

𝐷^𝜖_{max,F} (Φ_𝜅 ) = � � � � � 𝑟 − log^1_𝜂 𝜖_{min} 𝜂^𝜖_{min} ≥ 2^{−𝑟}

log^{1−𝜂 𝜖max}_{1−2−𝑟} 𝜂^𝜖_{max} ≤ 2^{−𝑟} 0 𝜂^𝜖_{min} ≤ 2^{−𝑟} ≤ 𝜂^𝜖_{max}

, (E42)

concluding the proof.

The generality of Lemma 26 has wide applicability beyond the above measures. As an example, it allows us to provide an exact evaluation for a measure based on the trace distance.

Proposition 28. Define the trace-distance measure 𝑅_{tr,F} (𝜌) � min_{𝜎 ∈F}^1_2 ‖𝜌 − 𝜎‖_1. If 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) =: 𝑟 or 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) =: 𝑟 then

𝑅_{tr,F} (Φ) = 1 − 2^{−𝑟} . (E43)

Proof. For the case when 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{𝑠,F} (Φ) =: 𝑟,

𝑅_{tr,F} (Φ) = min_{𝜎 ∈F̃} 1 2 ‖Φ − 𝜎‖_1

= min

0≤𝛼≤2^{−𝑟} 1 2 ‖Φ − � 𝛼Φ + (1 − 𝛼)𝜎^★ � ‖_1

= min

0≤𝛼≤2^{−𝑟}

(1 − 𝛼)

= 1 − 2^{−𝑟} ,

(E44)

where in the first line we used Lemma 26, and in the third line we used that Tr[Φ𝜎] = 0. The case for 𝐷_{min,aff (F)} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) can be shown analogously.

Appendix F: Proof of Theorem 8

Proof. The proof combines Proposition 6 and the argument in Ref. [23]. For two states Φ_1, Φ_2 ∈ T, consider the following sequence of transformations:

Φ_2^{𝜖2}−→_O 𝜌^{𝜖1}−→_O Φ_1. (F1)

Let Λ_2 and Λ_1 be free transformations corresponding to the first and the second transformation above. Define the purified distance 𝑃(𝜌, 𝜎) � � 1 − 𝐹(𝜌, 𝜎), which satisfies the following triangle inequality [108]

𝑃(𝜌, 𝜏) ≤ 𝑃(𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝐹(𝜎, 𝜏) + 𝑃(𝜎, 𝜏) � 𝐹(𝜌, 𝜎) (F2)

for every set of three states 𝜌, 𝜎, 𝜏 such that 𝑃(𝜌, 𝜎)^2 + 𝑃(𝜎, 𝜏)^2 ≤ 1. Applying this to our setting, we get that Λ_1 ∘ Λ_2 ∈ O achieves the transformation Φ_2^{𝜖 ′}−→_O Φ_1 with

𝜖^′ � � 𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖_1) + � 𝜖_1 (1 − 𝜖_2)

�_2

(F3) whenever 𝜖_1 +𝜖_2 ≤ 1 is satisfied. Moreover, 𝜖_1 +𝜖_2 < 1 ensures 𝜖^′ < 1. This can be shown as follows. Direct calculation gives

𝜖^′ = 𝜖_1 + 𝜖_2 + 2 √ 𝜖_1𝜖_2 � (1 − 𝜖_1)(1 − 𝜖_2) − √ 𝜖_1𝜖_2 � . (F4)

Let us change parameters as Δ � 1 − (𝜖_1 + 𝜖_2) and 𝑝 � 𝜖_1𝜖_2, which behave as independent variables under the condition that (1 − Δ)^2 − 4𝑝 ≥ 0, 0 < Δ ≤ 1, 𝑝 ≥ 0, noting that 𝜖_1, 𝜖_2 are solutions of the quadratic equation 𝑥^2 − (1 − Δ)𝑥 + 𝑝 = 0 while satisfying 𝜖_1, 𝜖_2 ≥ 0 and 𝜖_1 + 𝜖_2 < 1. Then, we get

1 − 𝜖^′ = Δ − 2 √ 𝑝 � Δ + 𝑝 − √ 𝑝 � . (F5)

This gives 𝜕 𝜕Δ (1 − 𝜖^′) = 1 − √ 𝑝 � Δ + 𝑝

> 0, (F6)

implying that 1 − 𝜖^′ is a strictly increasing function of Δ for an arbitrary fixed 𝑝. Since (1 − 𝜖^′)|_{Δ=0} = 0 for every 𝑝, we get that 1 − 𝜖^′ > 0 for all 𝜖_1 and 𝜖_2 satisfying 𝜖_1 + 𝜖_2 < 1.

Therefore, for every dilution operation Λ_2 with error 𝜖_2 and distillation operation Λ_1 with error 𝜖_1, we get

𝐷_{min,F} (Φ_1) ≤ 𝐷^{𝜖 ′}_{𝐻 ,F}(Φ_2)

= 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ_2) + log 1 1 − 𝜖^′ , (F7)

where the first line follows from Lemma 18 and the second line from Proposition 6. Optimizing over all feasible Λ_1 and Λ_2 and using the definition of distillable resource and resource cost gives the desired relation

𝑑^{𝜖1}_O (𝜌) ≤ 𝑐^{𝜖2}_O (𝜌) + log 1 1 − 𝜖^′

. (F8)

Appendix G: Comparing the bounds in Theorem 1 and Theorem 8

Here, we show that the bound in Theorem 8 is always tighter than the bound in Theorem 1.

Let us first compare the expression in Theorem 1 valid for 𝜖_1 + 𝜖_2 < 1 and the bound in Theorem 8. Comparing the denominators of the expressions inside the logarithm, we get

(1 − 𝜖^′) − � 1 − 𝜖_2 − √ 𝜖_1

�_2

= −2𝜖_1 + 2𝜖_1𝜖_2 − 2 � 𝜖_1𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖_2)(1 − 𝜖_1) + 2 � 𝜖_1 (1 − 𝜖_2) = 2 � 𝜖_1 (1 − 𝜖_2) � 1 − � 𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖_1) � − 2𝜖_1 (1 − 𝜖_2) = 2 � 𝜖_1 (1 − 𝜖_2) � 1 − � 𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖_1) − � 𝜖_1 (1 − 𝜖_2) �

= 2 � 𝜖_1 (1 − 𝜖_2) � 1 − √ 𝜖^′ � (G1) where 𝜖^′ is the one introduced in (F3). As shown in Appendix F, we have 𝜖^′ < 1 (and thus 1 − √ 𝜖^′ > 0) for all 𝜖_1 and 𝜖_2 satisfying 𝜖_1 + 𝜖_2 < 1. This implies

(1 − 𝜖^′) − �√ 1 − 𝜖_2 − √ 𝜖_1

�_2

> 0, and in particular log 1 1 − 𝜖^′

< log � 1 − 𝜖_2 − √ 𝜖_1

�_{−2}

(G2)

for 𝜖_1 + 𝜖_2 < 1.

We next compare the expression in Theorem 1 to the bound in Theorem 8 for 𝜖_1 + √ 𝜖_2 < 1. Direct calculation gives

(1 − 𝜖^′) − � 1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2 � = 𝜖_1 + √ 𝜖_2 − � 𝜖_1 (1 − 𝜖_2) + � 𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖_1)

�_2 = √ 𝜖_2 − 𝜖_2 + 2𝜖_1𝜖_2 − 2 � 𝜖_1𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖_1)(1 − 𝜖_2).

(G3)

Let us define 𝑔(𝜖_1, 𝜖_2) � (1 − 𝜖^′) − � 1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2 � and consider varying 𝜖_1 for a fixed 𝜖_2. Although we are interested in the region 0 ≤ 𝜖_1 < 1 − √ 𝜖_2, let us consider an extended region 0 ≤ 𝜖_1 < 1 − 𝜖_2 as a domain of 𝑔(𝜖_1, 𝜖_2). Since 1 − √ 𝜖_2 ≤ 1 − 𝜖_2, if we can show that 𝑔(𝜖_1, 𝜖_2) ≥ 0 for 0 ≤ 𝜖_1 ≤ 1 − 𝜖_2, then 𝑔(𝜖_1, 𝜖_2) ≥ 0 for 0 ≤ 𝜖_1 ≤ 1 − √ 𝜖_2 automatically follows.

Since 𝑔(0, 𝜖_2) = 𝑔(1 − 𝜖_2, 𝜖_2) = √ 𝜖_2 − 𝜖_2 ≥ 0, it suffices to show that 𝑔(·, 𝜖_2) ≥ 0 at local minima. Since 𝜕 𝜕𝜖_1 𝑔(𝜖_1, 𝜖_2) = 2𝜖_2 − 𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖_2)(1 − 2𝜖_1) � 𝜖_1𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖_1)(1 − 𝜖_2) ∝ 2 � 𝜖_1𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖_1)(1 − 𝜖_2) − (1 − 𝜖_2)(1 − 2𝜖_1), (G4) the local minima occur at 𝜖^★_1 such that 2 � 𝜖^★_1 𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖^★_1 )(1 − 𝜖_2) − (1 − 𝜖_2)(1 − 2𝜖^★_1 ) = 0, (G5)

for which we get a simplified form of 𝑔(𝜖^★_1 , 𝜖_2) as

𝑔(𝜖^★_1 , 𝜖_2) = √ 𝜖_2 − 𝜖_2 + 2𝜖^★_1 𝜖_2 − (1 − 𝜖_2)(1 − 2𝜖^★_1 ) = √ 𝜖_2 − 1 + 2𝜖^★_1 .

(G6)

Eq. (G5) can be alternatively written as

−1 + 𝜖^★_1 + � 𝜖^★_1 (1 − 𝜖_2) + � 𝜖_2 (1 − 𝜖^★_1 )

�_2

= 0, (G7)

leading to � 𝜖^★_1 (1 − 𝜖_2) = (1 − √ 𝜖_2) � 1 − 𝜖^★_1 , (G8)

for the region 𝜖^★_1 ≤ 1. This gives the expression of the local minimum as

𝜖^★_1 = 1 − √ 𝜖_2 2 . (G9)

Plugging this into (G6) gives

𝑔(𝜖^★_1 , 𝜖_2) = 0. (G10)

This concludes the proof that (1 − 𝜖^′) − � 1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2 � ≥ 0 for all 𝜖_1 and 𝜖_2 satisfying 𝜖_1 + √ 𝜖_2 < 1, and in particular, log 1 1 − 𝜖^′

≤ log 1 1 − 𝜖_1 − √ 𝜖_2

. (G11)

Appendix H: Proof of Lemma 9

Proof. Let us write Λ ∈ O_{max} ∩ S(Φ) as

Λ(·) = Tr[𝑃·]Φ + Λ̃(·) (H1)

where Tr[𝑃Φ] = 1 and Λ̃ ∈ CP. Let 𝜎 ∈ F be an arbitrary free state. Since Λ ∈ O_{max}, we get

Tr[𝑃𝜎]Φ + (1 − Tr[𝑃𝜎]) 𝜏 ∈ F (H2)

where we defined a state 𝜏 � Λ̃(𝜎)/Tr[Λ̃(𝜎)] and used that Tr[Λ̃(𝜎)] = 1 − Tr[𝑃𝜎] because Λ is trace preserving. Since this holds for every free state 𝜎, the first expression of 𝐷_{max,F} in (1) implies that

Tr[𝑃𝜎]^{−1} ≥ 2^{𝐷max,F (Φ)} , ∀𝜎 ∈ F. (H3)

Note that

2^{𝐷min,F (Φ)} = min_{𝜎 ∈F} max_{0≤𝑄≤1}

Tr[𝑄Φ]=1

Tr[𝑄𝜎]^{−1}

≥ max

0≤𝑄≤1 Tr[𝑄Φ]=1

min_{𝜎 ∈F} Tr[𝑄𝜎]^{−1}

(H4)

where the inequality is due to the max-min inequality. (This can be made into an equality by further using the convexity of F, the linearity of the trace, and Sion’s minimax theorem, which however we do not need here.) These give

2^{𝐷min,F (Φ)} ≥ max_{0≤𝑄≤1}

Tr[𝑄Φ]=1

min_{𝜎 ∈F} Tr[𝑄𝜎]^{−1}

≥ min_{𝜎 ∈F} Tr[𝑃𝜎]^{−1}

≥ 2^{𝐷max,F (Φ)} ,

(H5)

implying 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) ≥ 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ). On the other hand, note that 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) ≤ 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) for every Φ because

𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷_{min} (Φ‖𝜎),

𝐷_{max,F} (Φ) = inf_{𝜎 ∈F} 𝐷_{max} (Φ‖𝜎),

𝐷_{min} (Φ‖𝜎) ≤ 𝐷_{max} (Φ‖𝜎) ∀Φ, 𝜎.

(H6)

These result in 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ). The proof for 𝐷_{𝑠,F} goes analogously.

Furthermore, Λ^{⊗𝑛} takes the form

Λ^{⊗𝑛} = Tr[𝑃^{⊗𝑛}·]Φ^{⊗𝑛} + Λ^′(·) (H7)

where Λ^′ is another completely-positive map. Noting that 0 ≤ 𝑃^{⊗𝑛} ≤ 1, Tr[𝑃^{⊗𝑛}Φ^{⊗𝑛}] = 1, and

Λ^{⊗𝑛} = (Λ ⊗ id ⊗ · · · ⊗ id) ∘ (id ⊗ Λ ⊗ · · · ⊗ id) ∘ · · · ∘ (id · · · ⊗ id ⊗ Λ) (H8)

is in O_{max} because Λ is completely free, we get Λ^{⊗𝑛} ∈ O_{max} ∩ S(Φ^{⊗𝑛}). Thus, by using the same argument, we get 𝐷_{min,F} (Φ^{⊗𝑛}) = 𝐷_{max,F} (Φ^{⊗𝑛}) for every positive integer 𝑛.

Appendix I: Proof of Proposition 10

Proof. Let us define the group twirling operation

Ξ(·) � ∫ 𝐺 d𝑔 𝑈(𝑔) · 𝑈(𝑔)^† (I1)

where the integral is taken over the Haar measure of the group 𝐺. We first show a general form of how the twirling operation acts on an arbitrary state 𝜌 (in particular, Eq. (I11)). Although Eq. (I11) was already presented in Ref. [119, Sec. 2.6], we here provide a self-contained explanation for completeness.

An arbitrary unitary representation {𝑈(𝑔)}_{𝑔∈𝐺} of a finite or a compact Lie group 𝐺 can be decomposed into a direct sum of irreducible representations [120]. Accordingly, the Hilbert space that each 𝑈(𝑔) acts on admits the following decomposition: H = � 𝜇 H^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 ⊗ H^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 (I2)

where 𝜇 labels the irreducible representations, H^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 denotes the subspace on which each irreducible representation acts nontrivially, and H^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 denotes the multiplicity subspace. We write the dimensions of H^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 and H^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 as 𝑑^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 and 𝑑^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 respectively.

Each 𝑈(𝑔) can be written as

𝑈(𝑔) = � 𝜇 𝑈^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 (𝑔) ⊗ 1^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 . (I3)

Also, Schur’s lemma [120] imposes a structure to every symmetric state 𝜎 satisfying 𝑈(𝑔)𝜎𝑈(𝑔)^† = 𝜎 ∀𝑔 as 𝜎 = � 𝜇 𝑞_𝜇

1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

𝑑^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

⊗ 𝜂^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 (I4)

where {𝑞_𝜇}_𝜇 is a probability distribution, 𝜂^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 is a quantum state, and 1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 is the projector onto H^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 .

It is easy to see that every output of the group twirling operation is a symmetric state, because, for every 𝑔 ∈ 𝐺,

𝑈_𝑔Ξ(𝜌)𝑈^†_𝑔 = ∫ d𝑔^′𝑈(𝑔)𝑈(𝑔^′)𝜌𝑈(𝑔^′)^†𝑈(𝑔)^† = ∫ 𝐺 d𝑔^′ 𝑈(𝑔𝑔^′)𝜌𝑈(𝑔𝑔^′)^† = ∫ 𝐺 d𝑔^′ 𝑈(𝑔^′)𝜌𝑈(𝑔^′)^†

= Ξ(𝜌)

(I5)

where in the third line we used the left and right invariance of the Haar measure.

Let us also define the projection onto invariant subspaces as

P (·) � � 𝜇 1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 ⊗ 1^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 · 1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 ⊗ 1^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 . (I6)

The projection turns every state 𝜌 into the form

P (𝜌) = � 𝜇 𝑝_𝜇𝜎^{(𝑟,𝑚)}_𝜇 (I7)

where {𝑝_𝜇}_𝜇 is probability distribution, and 𝜎^{(𝑟,𝑚)}_𝜇 is a quantum state acting on H^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 ⊗ H^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 . Also, the forms of (I3) and (I6) imply that 𝑈_𝑔P (𝜌)𝑈^†_𝑔 = P (𝑈_𝑔 𝜌𝑈^†_𝑔) ∀𝜌, ∀𝑔 ∈ 𝐺, and hence

Ξ ∘ P (𝜌) = P ∘ Ξ(𝜌) = Ξ(𝜌)

(I8)

for every state 𝜌, where in the second line, we used the fact that Ξ maps every state to a symmetric state, which has the form (I4). Then,

Ξ(𝜌) = Ξ(P (𝜌)) = � 𝜇 ∫ 𝐺 d𝑔 𝑝_𝜇 � 𝑈^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 (𝑔) ⊗ 1^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 � 𝜎^{(𝑟,𝑚)}_𝜇 � 𝑈^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 (𝑔)^† ⊗ 1^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 � . (I9)

Since Ξ(𝜌) is a symmetric state having a structure of (I4), and 𝑈^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 in (I9) acts only on H^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 nontrivially, we must have ∫ 𝐺 d𝑔 𝑝_𝜇 � 𝑈^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 (𝑔) ⊗ 1^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 � 𝜎^{(𝑟,𝑚)}_𝜇 � 𝑈^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 (𝑔)^† ⊗ 1^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 �

= 𝑝_𝜇

1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

𝑑^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

⊗ 𝜎^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 , ∀𝜇.

(I10)

where 𝜎^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 � Tr_𝑟 [𝜎^{(𝑟,𝑚)}_𝜇 ] and Tr_𝑟 denotes the partial trace over the system with H^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 . Therefore, we get

Ξ(𝜌) = � 𝜇 𝑝_𝜇

1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

𝑑^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

⊗ 𝜎^{(𝑚)}_𝜇

= � 𝜇 1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

𝑑^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

⊗ Tr_𝑟 � P (𝜌)1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 ⊗ 1^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 �

= � 𝜇 1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

𝑑^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

⊗ Tr_𝑟 � 𝜌1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 ⊗ 1^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 � .

(I11)

We now show that this group twirling operation satisfies the condition for the operation that appears in Lemma 9. By assumption, |Φ⟩ is an eigenvector of 𝑈_𝑔 with eigenvalue 𝑒^{𝑖𝜙𝑔} for every 𝑔 ∈ 𝐺. This implies that |Φ⟩ is in the invariant subspace of 𝑈(𝑔) corresponding to the one-dimensional irreducible representation {𝑒^{𝑖𝜙𝑔} }_{𝑔∈𝐺} . We assign the label 𝜇^★ for this representation. Then, every 𝑈(𝑔) has the form

𝑈(𝑔) = � 𝑒^{𝑖𝜙𝑔} 1^{(𝑚)}_{𝜇★} � 𝜇≠𝜇^★ 𝑈 (𝑟) 𝜇 (𝑔) ⊗ 1^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 , � (I12)

implying that there exist 𝑑^{(𝑚)}_{𝜇★} simultaneous eigenvectors of all 𝑈(𝑔)’s with eigenvalues {𝑒^{𝑖𝜙𝑔} }_𝑔. Using the assumption that

|Φ⟩ is the unique simultaneous eigenvector with eigenvalues {𝑒^{𝑖𝜙𝑔} }_𝑔, we identify 𝑑^{(𝑚)}_{𝜇★} = 1. Noting 𝑑^{(𝑟)}_{𝜇★} = 1 and 1^{(𝑟)}_{𝜇★} = Φ, we get from (I11) that

Ξ(𝜌) = Tr[𝜌Φ]Φ + � 𝜇≠𝜇^★

1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

𝑑^{(𝑟)}_𝜇

⊗ Tr_𝑟 � 𝜌1^{(𝑟)}_𝜇 ⊗ 1^{(𝑚)}_𝜇 � . (I13)

The second term is a completely positive map. Also, the convexity of O and the assumption that 𝑈_𝑔 ·𝑈^†_𝑔 ∈ O imply that Ξ ∈ O ⊆ O_{max}. Thus, we can apply Lemma 9 to conclude the proof.

Appendix J: Proofs of Propositions 11–15

We first show Proposition 11.

Proof of Proposition 11. The face state is the +1 eigenstate of the Clifford unitary 𝐾 � 𝑆𝐻, which cycles Pauli operators as 𝑋 → 𝑍 → 𝑌. This implies that one can construct the dephasing map Λ with respect to |𝐹⟩ and the −1 eigenstate |𝐹⟩ of 𝐾 of the form

Λ(𝜌) = 1 2 𝜌 + 1 2 𝐾 𝜌𝐾^† = Tr[𝐹𝜌]𝐹 + Tr[(1 − 𝐹)𝜌]𝐹. (J1)

Since this is realized by a probabilistic application of the Clifford gate 𝐾, it is a stabilizer operation and thus Λ ∈ O_{all}. We get the statement by applying Lemma 9, or alternatively, Proposition 10.

This idea can be employed to prove Proposition 12.

Proof of Proposition 12. Consider a 𝑡-qudit system with local dimension 𝑑. Since 𝜙 is a stabilizer state, there exists a Clifford unitary𝑈 such that |𝜙⟩ = 𝑈 |0⟩^{⊗𝑡} where |0⟩ is the +1 eigenstate of {𝑍^𝑗 }^{𝑑−1}_{𝑗=0} with 𝑍 �

�_{𝑑−1} 𝑗=0 𝑒^{𝑖2𝜋 𝑗/𝑑} | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 |. Since 𝑈 is Clifford, 𝜙 is the +1 eigenvalue of the 𝑡(𝑑−1) generalized Pauli operators � 𝑈^†𝑍^𝑗_𝑘𝑈 � 𝑘, 𝑗

where 𝑍_𝑘 is the 𝑍 operator that only acts on the 𝑘 th qudit and acts trivially on the other qudits. Since 𝑉 is in the 3rd level of the Clifford hierarchy, 𝜓 is the unique +1 eigenstate of 𝑡(𝑑 − 1) Clifford unitaries � 𝑉^†𝑈^†𝑍^𝑗_𝑘𝑈𝑉 � 𝑘, 𝑗

. Let 𝑊_{𝑗𝑘} �

𝑉^†𝑈^†𝑍^𝑗_𝑘𝑈𝑉 and |𝜓_{�𝑧} ⟩ � 𝑉𝑈 |�𝑧⟩ with �𝑧 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝑑 − 1}^𝑡 be another eigenstate of 𝑊_{𝑗𝑘} parameterized by �𝑧, satisfying 𝑊_{𝑗𝑘} |𝜓_{�𝑧} ⟩ = 𝑒^{𝑖2𝜋 𝑗𝑧𝑘 /𝑑} |𝜓_{�𝑧} ⟩. The uniformly random application of Clifford unitaries

�_𝑡 𝑘=1 𝑊_{𝑗𝑘 𝑘} � 𝑗_1 ... 𝑗_𝑡 works as a dephasing

among {𝜓_{�𝑧} }_{�𝑧} because 1 𝑑^𝑡 𝑑−1�

𝑗_1=0

· · · 𝑑−1�

𝑗_𝑡 =0

�_𝑡 � 𝑘=1 𝑊_{𝑗𝑘 𝑘} � |𝜓_{�𝑧} ⟩⟨𝜓_{�𝑧′} |

�_𝑡 � 𝑘=1 𝑊^†_{𝑗𝑘 𝑘} �

= |𝜓_{�𝑧} ⟩⟨𝜓_{�𝑧′} | 1 𝑑^𝑡 � 𝑗_1,..., 𝑗_𝑡 𝑡� 𝑘=1 𝑒^{𝑖2𝜋 𝑗𝑘 (𝑧𝑘 −𝑧′𝑘 )/𝑑}

= |𝜓_{�𝑧} ⟩⟨𝜓_{�𝑧′} | 𝑡� 𝑘=1 � � � 1 𝑑 𝑑−1� 𝑗=0 𝑒^{𝑖2𝜋 𝑗 (𝑧𝑘 −𝑧′𝑘 )/𝑑}� � = |𝜓_{�𝑧} ⟩⟨𝜓_{�𝑧′} | 𝛿_{�𝑧 �𝑧′} .

(J2)

Thus, it acts as a projector onto {𝜓_{�𝑧} }_{�𝑧} as 1 𝑑^𝑡 𝑑−1�

𝑗_1... 𝑗_𝑡

�_𝑡 � 𝑘=1 𝑊_{𝑗𝑘 𝑘} � · �_𝑡 � 𝑘=1 𝑊^†_{𝑗𝑘 𝑘} � = � �𝑧 |𝜓_{�𝑧} ⟩⟨𝜓_{�𝑧} | · |𝜓_{�𝑧} ⟩⟨𝜓_{�𝑧} | .

(J3) Importantly, this is a free operation because any

�_𝑡 𝑘=1 𝑊_{𝑗𝑘 𝑘} is a Clifford unitary. On the other hand, this is clearly in S(𝜓) and thus we can apply Lemma 9, or alternatively, Proposition 10.

Next, we prove Proposition 13.

Proof of Proposition 13. The crucial property of the Hoggar state is that it has a completely flat representation in the Pauli basis, in the sense that

|⟨Hog|𝑃|Hog⟩| = 1 3 (J4)

for every non-trivial Pauli operator 𝑃 ≠ 1.

On the one hand, we know that Hog is a maximizer of 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} with 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} (Hog) = log^{12}_5 [77]. On the other hand, we will consider the stab-norm [121], defined for every 𝑛-qubit operator 𝐴 as

‖ 𝐴‖_{st} � 1 2^𝑛 � 𝑃∈P |Tr(𝐴 𝑃)| , (J5)

where P denotes all 𝑛-qubit Pauli operators. Crucially, since any stabilizer state satisfies ‖𝜎‖_{st} ≤ 1, we can define the set

F_P � � 𝜎 � � 𝜎 ≥ 0, Tr 𝜎 = 1, ‖𝜎‖st ≤ 1 � ⊇ F_{STAB}. (J6)

Then 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝜌) ≥ 𝐷_{min,FP} (𝜌) for every state 𝜌.

Take then the Hoggar state, which can be written as

|Hog⟩⟨Hog| = 1 2^3 � � � � � 1 + � 𝑃∈P\{1} 1 3 𝑒^{𝑖𝜙𝑃} 𝑃 � � � � � , (J7)

and consider any state 𝜎 ∈ F_P , which can always be written as 𝜎 = 1 2^3 � � � � � 1 + � 𝑃∈P\{1}

𝑧_𝑃 𝑃 � � � � � (J8) with

�_𝑃 |𝑧_𝑃 | ≤ 2^3 − 1 since ‖𝜎‖_{st} ≤ 1. Then

2^{−𝐷min,FP (Hog)} ≤ ⟨Hog|𝜎|Hog⟩ ≤ 1 2^3 � � � � � � 1 + � 𝑃∈P\{1} 1 3 𝑒^{𝑖𝜙𝑃} 𝑧_𝑃 � � � � � � ≤ 1 2^3 � 1 + 1 3 � 2^3 − 1 �

= 1 8 + 7 24 = 5 12 .

(J9)

Using the fact that 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} (Hog) ≥ 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (Hog) ≥ 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (Hog) ≥ 𝐷_{min,FP} (Hog) concludes the proof of the first part of the result.

To show the second part of the result, note that the Hoggar state |Hog⟩ is the +1 eigenvector of all unitaries in the group generated by two unitaries with order 7 and order 12 [104], defined as

𝑈̃_7 � 𝜔^5√ 2

� � � � � � � � � � �

0 0 1 0 −𝑖 0 0 0 0 0 𝑖 0 −1 0 0 0 0 0 0 −𝑖 0 −1 0 0 0 0 0 −1 0 −𝑖 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 −𝑖 0 −𝑖 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 −𝑖 0 0 0 0 0 −1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 𝑖

� � � � � � � � � � �

(J10)

𝑈̃_{12} � 𝜔^3√ 2

� � � � � � � � � � �

0 0 0 0 1 𝑖 0 0 0 0 0 0 −1 𝑖 0 0 1 −𝑖 0 0 0 0 0 0 −1 −𝑖 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 𝑖 0 0 0 0 0 0 −1 𝑖 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 −𝑖 0 0 0 0 0 0 −1 −𝑖

� � � � � � � � � � �

(J11)

where 𝜔 = 𝑒^{2𝜋𝑖/8}. Let us call this group 𝐺 and consider the representation {𝑈_𝑔}_{𝑔∈𝐺} that has the identical form to the element of the unitary group 𝐺. As one can explicitly check, 𝑈̃_{12} has a one-dimensional +1-eigenspace with the unique +1- eigenvector |Hog⟩, meaning that the Hoggar state is the unique simultaneous +1-eigenvector of all unitaries {𝑈_𝑔}_{𝑔∈𝐺}.

Since 𝑈̃_7 and 𝑈̃_{12} are Clifford unitaries, 𝐺 is a subgroup of the three-qubit Clifford group, and hence 𝑈_𝑔 ∈ O_{STAB} ∀𝑔 ∈ 𝐺. Noting also that O_{STAB} is completely free [113], we can apply Proposition 10 to conclude the proof.

We now focus on qutrit states. First, we show Proposition 14.

Proof of Proposition 14. The Strange state is a fiducial state for a SIC-POVM for dimension 3. Recall that a set {|𝜓_𝑗 ⟩⟨𝜓_𝑗 |}^{𝑑2−1}_{𝑗=0} of projectors is called a SIC-POVM if^1_𝑑

�_𝑗 |𝜓_𝑗 ⟩⟨𝜓_𝑗 | = 1 and | ⟨𝜓_𝑖 |𝜓_𝑗 ⟩ |^2 =^{𝑑 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 +1}_{𝑑+1} . Moreover, a SIC-POVM is called covariant with group 𝐺 if any state |𝜓_𝑖⟩ in the SIC-POVM can be constructed by applying some unitary representation 𝑈_{𝑔𝑖} , 𝑔_𝑖 ∈ 𝐺 to a fiducial state |𝜓_0⟩ as 𝑈_{𝑔𝑖} |𝜓_0⟩ = |𝜓_𝑖⟩. The SIC-POVM generated from the Strange state is covariant with respect to the Heisenberg-Weyl group, and the Strange state is stabilized by a subset of the Clifford group that is isomorphic to the special linear group SL(2, Z_3), which is the set of matrices with unit determinant whose entries are over Z_3 [105]. It was shown that there is a one-to-one correspondence between any 𝐹 ∈ SL(2, Z_3) and a Clifford unitary 𝑈_𝐹 (up to global phase) acting as

𝑈_𝐹 𝐷_k𝑈^†_𝐹 = 𝐷_{𝐹k}, (J12)

where 𝐷_k = 𝐷_{𝑘1,𝑘2} = −𝑒^{𝑖 𝜋/𝑑} 𝑋^{𝑘1} 𝑍^{𝑘2} [105, 106]. Noting that the projectors in the SIC-POVM generated from the Strange state can be parameterized by k as |𝜓_k⟩⟨𝜓_k| = 𝐷_k |𝑆⟩⟨𝑆| 𝐷^†_k, and 𝑈_𝐹 |𝜓_k⟩⟨𝜓_k| 𝑈_𝐹 = 𝑈_𝐹 𝐷_k𝑈^†_𝐹 |𝑆⟩⟨𝑆| 𝑈_𝐹 𝐷^†_k𝑈^†_𝐹 = |𝜓_{𝐹k}⟩⟨𝜓_{𝐹k}|

(J13)

where we used that 𝑈_𝐹 |𝑆⟩ = |𝑆⟩, we get that for k ≠ 0

Λ(𝜓_k) � 1 |SL(2, Z_3)| � 𝐹 ∈SL(2,Z_3)

𝑈_𝐹 𝜓_k𝑈^†_𝐹 = 1 8 � k^′≠0

𝜓_k′ = 31 − |𝑆⟩⟨𝑆| 8 .

(J14)

In the third equality, we used the fact that {^1_3 𝜓_k}_k constitutes a POVM and thus

�_k 𝜓_k = 31. The second equality follows from the following observation. The set of Clifford unitaries of the form (J12) is the collection of all possible mappings from a Pauli operator to another Pauli operator. This means that a certain given non-identity Pauli operator 𝐷_k can be mapped to an arbitrary non-identity Pauli operator 𝐷_k′ by some 𝑈_𝐹 . Let {𝑈^{( 𝑗)}_{k→k′} }^{𝑁k′}_{𝑗=1} be the set of Clifford unitaries that map 𝐷_k to 𝐷_k′ as in (J12), where 𝑁_k′ is the number of such Clifford unitaries, and we set that 𝑈^{( 𝑗1)}_{k→k′} ≠ 𝑈^{( 𝑗2)}_{k→k′} for 𝑗_1 ≠ 𝑗_2. The second equality of (J14) is equivalent to showing that 𝑁_k′ takes the same value for all k^′ ≠ 0. Suppose, to the contrary, that there exists k^′ such that 𝑁_k′ > 𝑁_k′′ for all k^{′′} ≠ k^′. Pick an arbitrary k^{′′} with k^{′′} ≠ k^′, and let {𝑈_k′_{→k}′′ }_k′′_{≠0} be a fixed set of unitaries that satisfies

𝑈_k′_{→k}′′ 𝐷_k′𝑈^†_{k′→k′′} = 𝐷_k′′ . (J15)

This implies that for every 𝑗, 𝑈_k′_{→k}′′𝑈^{( 𝑗)}_{k→k′} maps 𝐷_k to 𝐷_k′′ and thus is a member of the set {𝑈^{(𝑙)}_{k→k′′} }^{𝑁k′′}_{𝑙=1} . Moreover, we have

𝑈_k′_{→k}′′𝑈^{( 𝑗1)}_{k→k′} ≠ 𝑈_k′_{→k}′′𝑈^{( 𝑗2)}_{k→k′} , ∀𝑗_1 ≠ 𝑗_2 (J16)

because otherwise it would result in 𝑈^{( 𝑗1)}_{k→k′} = 𝑈^{( 𝑗2)}_{k→k′} , violating the assumption. This implies that for every 𝑈^{( 𝑗)}_{k→k′} , we can construct a corresponding element in {𝑈^{(𝑙)}_{k→k′′} }^{𝑁k′′}_{𝑙=1} , which are distinct from each other for different 𝑗’s. This shows that we must at least have 𝑁_k′′ ≥ 𝑁_k′ , but this violates the assumption that 𝑁_k′ > 𝑁_k′′ . This concludes the proof that 𝑁_k′ takes the same value for all k^′ ≠ 0, leading to the second equality in (J14).

On the other hand, for k = 0, we get Λ(𝜓_0) = Λ(𝑆) = 𝑆. Since {^1_3 𝜓_k}_k is informationally complete, any state 𝜌 can be expanded as 𝜌 = � k 𝑐_k𝜓_k. (J17)

This gives an action of Λ for an arbitrary state 𝜌 as

Λ(𝜌) = 𝑐_0𝑆 + (1 − 𝑐_0)

31 − 𝑆 8 = (1 − 𝜖_𝜌)𝑆 + 𝜖_𝜌

1 − 𝑆 2 (J18)

where we set 𝜖_𝜌 �^{3(1−𝑐0)}_4 . In order for Λ to be linear in 𝜌, 𝜖_𝜌 must have the form 𝜖_𝜌 = Tr[𝐻𝜌] for some Hermitian operator 𝐻. Combining this with the conditions Λ(𝑆) = 𝑆 and Λ �_{1−𝑆} 2 � =^{1−𝑆}_2 , we get

Λ(𝜌) = Tr[𝑆𝜌]𝑆 + Tr[(1 − 𝑆)𝜌]

1 − 𝑆 2 , (J19)

showing Λ ∈ S(𝑆).

Moreover,^{1−𝑆}_2 is a stabilizer state because Λ(|0⟩⟨0|) =^{1−𝑆}_2 while |0⟩ is a stabilizer state and Λ is a stabilizer operation. Indeed, we explicitly find

1 − 𝑆 2 = 1 4 (|0⟩⟨0| + |𝑥⟩⟨𝑥| + |𝑥𝑧⟩⟨𝑥𝑧| + |𝑥𝑧^2⟩⟨𝑥𝑧^2 |) (J20)

where |𝑥⟩ , |𝑥𝑧⟩ , |𝑥𝑧^2⟩ are the eigenstates of 𝑋 with eigenvalue +1, 𝑋 𝑍 with eigenvalue 𝑒^{𝑖2𝜋/3}, and 𝑋 𝑍^2 with eigenvalue 𝑒^{−𝑖2𝜋/3} respectively, defined as

|𝑥⟩ � 1 √ 3 (|0⟩ + |1⟩ + |2⟩)

|𝑥𝑧⟩ � 1 √ 3 (|0⟩ + 𝑒^{−𝑖2𝜋/3} |1⟩ + 𝑒^{−𝑖2𝜋/3} |2⟩)

|𝑥𝑧^2⟩ � 1 √ 3 (|0⟩ + 𝑒^{𝑖2𝜋/3} |1⟩ + 𝑒^{𝑖2𝜋/3} |2⟩).

(J21)

These allow us to apply Lemma 9 to get the statement. The value for 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝑆) can be explicitly calculated by computing the overlaps between the Strange state and all the pure stabilizer states and taking the logarithm of the inverse of the maximum overlap.

Finally, we show Proposition 15.

Proof of Proposition 15. 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} (𝑁) ≤ log^3_2 is obtained by noting

|𝑁⟩⟨𝑁 | + 1 2 |+⟩⟨+| = 1 2 (|1⟩⟨1| + |𝑥𝑧^′⟩⟨𝑥𝑧^′| + |𝑥𝑧𝑧^′⟩⟨𝑥𝑧𝑧^′ |) (J22) where

|+⟩ � 1 √ 3 (|0⟩ + |1⟩ + |2⟩)

|𝑥𝑧^′⟩ � 1 √ 3 (|0⟩ + 𝑒^{𝑖2𝜋/3} |1⟩ + |2⟩)

|𝑥𝑧𝑧^′⟩ � 1 √ 3 (|0⟩ + 𝑒^{−𝑖2𝜋/3} |1⟩ + |2⟩)

(J23)

are stabilizer states. On the other hand, the optimization in 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} is achieved by

𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝑁) = log ⟨𝑁 |𝑥𝑧𝑧^′⟩^{−2} = log 3 2 . (J24)

Using the inequalites 𝐷_{min,FSTAB} (𝑁) ≤ 𝐷_{max,FSTAB} (𝑁) ≤ 𝐷_{𝑠,FSTAB} (𝑁) concludes the proof.

[1] C. H. Bennett, G. Brassard, S. Popescu, B. Schumacher, J. A.

Smolin, and W. K. Wootters, Purification of noisy entanglement and faithful teleportation via noisy channels, Phys. Rev. Lett. 76, 722 (1996).

[2] C. H. Bennett, H. J. Bernstein, S. Popescu, and B. Schumacher, Concentrating partial entanglement by local operations, Phys. Rev. A 53, 2046 (1996).

[3] F. G. S. L. Brandão, M. Horodecki, J. Oppenheim, J. M. Renes, and R. W. Spekkens, Resource Theory of Quantum States Out of Thermal Equilibrium, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 250404 (2013).

[4] M. Horodecki and J. Oppenheim, (Quantumness in the context of) Resource theories, Int. J. Mod. Phys. B 27, 1345019 (2013).

[5] A. Winter and D. Yang, Operational resource theory of coherence, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 120404 (2016).

[6] I. Marvian, Coherence distillation machines are impossible in quantum thermodynamics, Nat. Commun. 11, 25 (2020).

[7] F. G. S. L. Brandão and N. Datta, One-shot rates for entanglement manipulation under non-entangling maps, IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 57, 1754 (2011).

[8] S. Bravyi and A. Kitaev, Universal quantum computation with ideal clifford gates and noisy ancillas, Phys. Rev. A 71, 022316 (2005).

[9] Q. Zhao, Y. Liu, X. Yuan, E. Chitambar, and X. Ma, One-shot coherence dilution, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 070403 (2018).

[10] B. Regula, K. Fang, X. Wang, and G. Adesso, One-shot coherence distillation, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 010401 (2018).

[11] P. Faist and R. Renner, Fundamental Work Cost of Quantum Processes, Phys. Rev. X 8, 021011 (2018).

[12] Z.-W. Liu, K. Bu, and R. Takagi, One-shot operational quantum resource theory, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 020401 (2019).

[13] M. Horodecki, J. Oppenheim, and R. Horodecki, Are the Laws of Entanglement Theory Thermodynamical? Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 240403 (2002).

[14] M. J. Donald, M. Horodecki, and O. Rudolph, The uniqueness theorem for entanglement measures, J. Math. Phys. 43, 4252 (2002).

[15] F. G. S. L. Brandão and M. B. Plenio, A Reversible Theory of Entanglement and its Relation to the Second Law, Commun. Math. Phys. 295, 829 (2010).

[16] F. G. S. L. Brandão and G. Gour, Reversible framework for quantum resource theories, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 070503 (2015).

[17] M. Hayashi, Quantum Information Theory: Mathematical Foundation (Springer, 2016).

[18] J. Watrous, The Theory of Quantum Information (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2018).

[19] K. Kuroiwa and H. Yamasaki, General Quantum Resource Theories: Distillation, Formation and Consistent Resource Measures, Quantum 4, 355 (2020).

[20] W. Kumagai and M. Hayashi, Entanglement concentration is irreversible, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 130407 (2013).

[21] K. Ito, W. Kumagai, and M. Hayashi, Asymptotic compatibility between local-operations-and-classical-communication conversion and recovery, Phys. Rev. A 92, 052308 (2015).

[22] W. Kumagai and M. Hayashi, Second-order asymptotics of conversions of distributions and entangled states based on rayleigh-normal probability distributions, IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 63, 1829 (2017).

[23] M. M. Wilde, Second law of entanglement dynamics for the nonasymptotic regime, in 2021 IEEE Information Theory Workshop (ITW) (2021) pp. 1–6, arXiv:2105.05867.

[24] T. Baumgratz, M. Cramer, and M. B. Plenio, Quantifying Coherence, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 140401 (2014).

[25] A. Streltsov, G. Adesso, and M. B. Plenio, Quantum coherence as a resource, Rev. Mod. Phys. 89, 041003 (2017).

[26] M. Horodecki and J. Oppenheim, Fundamental limitations for quantum and nanoscale thermodynamics, Nat. Commun. 4, 2059 (2013).

[27] E. Chitambar and G. Gour, Quantum resource theories, Rev.

Mod. Phys. 91, 025001 (2019).

[28] Z.-W. Liu, X. Hu, and S. Lloyd, Resource destroying maps, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 060502 (2017).

[29] A. Anshu, M.-H. Hsieh, and R. Jain, Quantifying resources in general resource theory with catalysts, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 190504 (2018).

[30] R. Takagi, B. Regula, K. Bu, Z.-W. Liu, and G. Adesso, Operational advantage of quantum resources in subchannel discrimination, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 140402 (2019).

[31] R. Takagi and B. Regula, General resource theories in quantum mechanics and beyond: Operational characterization via discrimination tasks, Phys. Rev. X 9, 031053 (2019).

[32] R. Uola, T. Kraft, J. Shang, X.-D. Yu, and O. Gühne, Quantifying quantum resources with conic programming, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 122, 130404 (2019).

[33] R. Uola, T. Bullock, T. Kraft, J.-P. Pellonpää, and N. Brunner, All Quantum Resources Provide an Advantage in Exclusion Tasks, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 110402 (2020).

[34] A. F. Ducuara and P. Skrzypczyk, Operational Interpretation of Weight-Based Resource Quantifiers in Convex Quantum Resource Theories, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 110401 (2020).

[35] B. Regula, L. Lami, G. Ferrari, and R. Takagi, Operational quantification of continuous-variable quantum resources, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 110403 (2021).

[36] B. Regula, Convex geometry of quantum resource quantification, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 51, 045303 (2018).

[37] T. Gonda and R. W. Spekkens, Monotones in General Resource Theories, arXiv:1912.07085 (2019).

[38] G. Gour, Quantum resource theories in the single-shot regime, Phys. Rev. A 95, 062314 (2017).

[39] W. Zhou and F. Buscemi, General state transitions with exact resource morphisms: a unified resource-theoretic approach, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 53, 445303 (2020).

[40] M. K. Vĳayan, E. Chitambar, and M.-H. Hsieh, Simple bounds for one-shot pure-state distillation in general resource theories, Phys. Rev. A 102, 052403 (2020).

[41] B. Regula, K. Bu, R. Takagi, and Z.-W. Liu, Benchmarking oneshot distillation in general quantum resource theories, Phys. Rev. A 101, 062315 (2020).

[42] K. Fang and Z.-W. Liu, No-go theorems for quantum resource purification, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 060405 (2020).

[43] K. Ben Dana, M. García Díaz, M. Mejatty, and A. Winter, Resource theory of coherence: Beyond states, Phys. Rev. A 95, 062327 (2017).

[44] E. Kaur and M. M. Wilde, Amortized entanglement of a quantum channel and approximately teleportation-simulable channels, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 51, 035303 (2017).

[45] S. Pirandola, R. Laurenza, C. Ottaviani, and L. Banchi, Fundamental limits of repeaterless quantum communications, Nat. Commun. 8, 15043 (2017).

[46] M. G. Díaz, K. Fang, X. Wang, M. Rosati, M. Skotiniotis, J. Calsamiglia, and A. Winter, Using and reusing coherence to realize quantum processes, Quantum 2, 100 (2018).

[47] D. Rosset, F. Buscemi, and Y.-C. Liang, Resource Theory of Quantum Memories and Their Faithful Verification with Minimal Assumptions, Phys. Rev. X 8, 021033 (2018).

[48] S. Bäuml, S. Das, X. Wang, and M. M. Wilde, Resource theory of entanglement for bipartite quantum channels, arXiv:1907.04181 (2019).

[49] G. Gour and C. M. Scandolo, Dynamical entanglement, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 125, 180505 (2020).

[50] G. Saxena, E. Chitambar, and G. Gour, Dynamical resource theory of quantum coherence, Phys. Rev. Research 2, 023298 (2020).

[51] T. Theurer, D. Egloff, L. Zhang, and M. B. Plenio, Quantifying Operations with an Application to Coherence, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 190405 (2019).

[52] T. Theurer, S. Satyajit, and M. B. Plenio, Quantifying dynamical coherence with dynamical entanglement, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 130401 (2020).

[53] X. Yuan, Y. Liu, Q. Zhao, B. Regula, J. Thompson, and M. Gu, Universal and operational benchmarking of quantum memories, npj Quantum Inf. 7, 108 (2021).

[54] X. Wang, M. M. Wilde, and Y. Su, Quantifying the magic of quantum channels, New J. Phys. 21, 103002 (2019).

[55] X. Wang and M. M. Wilde, Resource theory of asymmetric distinguishability for quantum channels, Phys. Rev. Research 1, 033169 (2019).

[56] Z.-W. Liu and A. Winter, Resource theories of quantum channels and the universal role of resource erasure, arXiv:1904.04201 (2019).

[57] Y. Liu and X. Yuan, Operational resource theory of quantum channels, Phys. Rev. Research 2, 012035 (2020).

[58] B. Regula and R. Takagi, Fundamental limitations on distillation of quantum channel resources, Nat. Commun. 12, 4411 (2021).

[59] K. Fang and Z.-W. Liu, No-go theorems for quantum resource purification: New approach and channel theory, PRX Quantum 3, 010337 (2022).

[60] G. Gour and A. Winter, How to Quantify a Dynamical Quantum Resource, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 150401 (2019).

[61] R. Takagi, K. Wang, and M. Hayashi, Application of the Resource Theory of Channels to Communication Scenarios, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 120502 (2020).

[62] R. Takagi, Optimal resource cost for error mitigation, Phys.

Rev. Research 3, 033178 (2021).

[63] B. Regula and R. Takagi, One-Shot Manipulation of Dynamical Quantum Resources, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 060402 (2021).

[64] G. Gour and M. M. Wilde, Entropy of a quantum channel, Phys.

Rev. Research 3, 023096 (2021).

[65] D. Rosset, D. Schmid, and F. Buscemi, Type-independent characterization of spacelike separated resources, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 210402 (2020).

[66] D. Schmid, D. Rosset, and F. Buscemi, The type-independent resource theory of local operations and shared randomness, Quantum 4, 262 (2020).

[67] X. Yuan, P. Zeng, M. Gao, and Q. Zhao, One-shot dynamical resource theory, arXiv:2012.02781 (2020).

[68] G. Gour and C. M. Scandolo, Dynamical Resources, arXiv:2101.01552 (2020).

[69] R. Salzmann, N. Datta, G. Gour, X. Wang, and M. M. Wilde, Symmetric distinguishability as a quantum resource, New J. Phys. 23, 083016 (2021).

[70] J. I. de Vicente, On nonlocality as a resource theory and nonlocality measures, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 47, 424017 (2014).

[71] J. Geller and M. Piani, Quantifying non-classical and beyondquantum correlations in the unified operator formalism, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 47, 424030 (2014).

[72] E. Wolfe, D. Schmid, A. B. Sainz, R. Kunjwal, and R. W.

Spekkens, Quantifying Bell: the Resource Theory of Nonclassicality of Common-Cause Boxes, Quantum 4, 280 (2020).

[73] T. Heinosaari, T. Miyadera, and M. Ziman, An invitation to quantum incompatibility, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 49, 123001 (2016).

[74] R. F. Werner, Quantum states with einstein-podolsky-rosen correlations admitting a hidden-variable model, Phys. Rev. A 40, 4277 (1989).

[75] M. Horodecki and P. Horodecki, Reduction criterion of separability and limits for a class of distillation protocols, Phys. Rev. A 59, 4206 (1999).

[76] V. Veitch, S. A. H. Mousavian, D. Gottesman, and J. Emerson, The resource theory of stabilizer quantum computation, New J. Phys. 16, 013009 (2014).

[77] M. Howard and E. Campbell, Application of a resource theory for magic states to fault-tolerant quantum computing, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 090501 (2017).

[78] In this manuscript, we restrict our attention to the cases in which underlying Hilbert spaces are finite dimensional.

[79] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and K. Horodecki, Quantum entanglement, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 865 (2009).

[80] G. Vidal and R. Tarrach, Robustness of entanglement, Phys.

Rev. A 59, 141 (1999).

[81] M. Steiner, Generalized robustness of entanglement, Phys. Rev.

A 67, 054305 (2003).

[82] N. Datta, Min- and Max-Relative Entropies and a New Entanglement Monotone, IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 55, 2816 (2009).

[83] N. Datta, Max-relative entropy of entanglement, alias log robustness, Int. J. Quantum Inform. 07, 475 (2009).

[84] A. Uhlmann, The “transition probability” in the state space of a *-algebra, Rep. Math. Phys. 9, 273 (1976).

[85] A. Shimony, Degree of Entanglement, Ann. NY Ac. 755, 675 (1995).

[86] G. Chiribella, G. M. D’Ariano, and P. Perinotti, Transforming quantum operations: Quantum supermaps, EPL Europhys. Lett. 83, 30004 (2008).

[87] G. Chiribella, G. M. D’Ariano, and P. Perinotti, Quantum Circuit Architecture, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 060401 (2008).

[88] A. Gilchrist, N. K. Langford, and M. A. Nielsen, Distance measures to compare real and ideal quantum processes, Phys. Rev. A 71, 062310 (2005).

[89] S. Khatri and M. M. Wilde, Principles of quantum communication theory: A modern approach, arXiv:2011.04672 [quant-ph] (2020).

[90] F. G. S. L. Brandão and M. B. Plenio, A Generalization of Quantum Stein’s Lemma, Commun. Math. Phys. 295, 791 (2010).

[91] F. Buscemi and N. Datta, The Quantum Capacity of Channels With Arbitrarily Correlated Noise, IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 56, 1447 (2010).

[92] L. Wang and R. Renner, One-Shot Classical-Quantum Capacity and Hypothesis Testing, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 200501 (2012).

[93] K. G. H. Vollbrecht and R. F. Werner, Entanglement measures under symmetry, Phys. Rev. A 64, 062307 (2001).

[94] D. Gottesman and I. L. Chuang, Demonstrating the viability of universal quantum computation using teleportation and singlequbit operations, Nature 402, 390 (1999).

[95] X. Zhou, D. W. Leung, and I. L. Chuang, Methodology for quantum logic gate construction, Phys. Rev. A 62, 052316 (2000).

[96] E. T. Campbell, H. Anwar, and D. E. Browne, Magic-state distillation in all prime dimensions using quantum reed-muller codes, Phys. Rev. X 2, 041021 (2012).

[97] M. Howard and J. Vala, Qudit versions of the qubit 𝜋/8 gate, Phys. Rev. A 86, 022316 (2012).

[98] X. Wang, M. M. Wilde, and Y. Su, Efficiently Computable Bounds for Magic State Distillation, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 090505 (2020).

[99] S. Bravyi, D. Browne, P. Calpin, E. Campbell, D. Gosset, and M. Howard, Simulation of quantum circuits by low-rank stabilizer decompositions, Quantum 3, 181 (2019).

[100] J. R. Seddon, B. Regula, H. Pashayan, Y. Ouyang, and E. T.

Campbell, Quantifying Quantum Speedups: Improved Classical Simulation From Tighter Magic Monotones, PRX Quantum 2, 010345 (2021).

[101] D. Andersson, I. Bengtsson, K. Blanchfield, and H. B. Dang, States that are far from being stabilizer states, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 48, 345301 (2015).

[102] B. C. Stacey, Geometric and information-theoretic properties of the Hoggar lines, arXiv:1609.03075 (2016).

[103] B. C. Stacey, Invariant Off-Diagonality: SICs as Equicoherent Quantum States, arXiv:1906.05637 (2019).

[104] H. Zhu, Quantum state estimation and symmetric informationally complete POMs, PhD thesis, National University of Singapore (2012).

[105] D. M. Appleby, Symmetric informationally complete–positive operator valued measures and the extended clifford group, J. Math. Phys. 46, 052107 (2005).

[106] H. Zhu, SIC POVMs and clifford groups in prime dimensions, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 43, 305305 (2010).

[107] M. Lewenstein and A. Sanpera, Separability and Entanglement of Composite Quantum Systems, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 2261 (1998).

[108] M. Tomamichel, Quantum information processing with finite resources: mathematical foundations (Springer, 2015).

[109] T. Cooney, M. Mosonyi, and M. M. Wilde, Strong converse exponents for a quantum channel discrimination problem and quantum-feedback-assisted communication, Commun. Math. Phys. 344, 797 (2016).

[110] N. Datta, M. Mosonyi, M.-H. Hsieh, and F. G. S. L. Brandão, A smooth entropy approach to quantum hypothesis testing and the classical capacity of quantum channels, IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 59, 8014 (2013).

[111] A. Anshu, M. Berta, R. Jain, and M. Tomamichel, A minimax approach to one-shot entropy inequalities, J. Math. Phys. 60, 122201 (2019).

[112] X. Wang and M. M. Wilde, Resource theory of asymmetric distinguishability, Phys. Rev. Research 1, 033170 (2019).

[113] J. R. Seddon and E. T. Campbell, Quantifying magic for multiqubit operations, Proc. R. Soc. A 475, 20190251 (2019).

[114] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation and Quantum Information, 10th ed. (Cambridge University Press, New York, NY, USA, 2011).

[115] C. Fuchs and J. van de Graaf, Cryptographic distinguishability measures for quantum-mechanical states, IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 45, 1216 (1999).

[116] J. Watrous, Simpler semidefinite programs for completely bounded norms, Chic. J. Th. Comp. Sci. 19, 1 (2013).

[117] G. Gour, I. Marvian, and R. W. Spekkens, Measuring the quality of a quantum reference frame: The relative entropy of frameness, Phys. Rev. A 80, 012307 (2009).

[118] S. Boyd and L. Vandenberghe, Convex Optimization (Cambridge University Press, New York, 2004).

[119] G. Chiribella, Optimal estimation of quantum signals in the presence of symmetry, PhD thesis, University of Pavia (2006).

[120] W. Fulton and J. Harris, Representation theory: a first course, Vol. 129 (Springer Science & Business Media, 2013).

[121] E. T. Campbell, Catalysis and activation of magic states in fault-tolerant architectures, Phys. Rev. A 83, 032317 (2011).