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Abstract

Recent understanding of the thermodynamics of small-scale systems have enabled the
characterization of the thermodynamic requirements of implementing quantum processes
for fixed input states. Here, we extend these results to construct optimal universal imple-
mentations of a given process, that is, implementations that are accurate for any possible
input state even after many independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) repetitions of
the process. We find that the optimal work cost rate of such an implementation is given by
the thermodynamic capacity of the process, which is a single-letter and additive quantity
defined as the maximal difference in relative entropy to the thermal state between the input
and the output of the channel. As related results we find a new single-shot implementa-
tion of time-covariant processes and conditional erasure with nontrivial Hamiltonians, a
new proof of the asymptotic equipartition property of the coherent relative entropy, and
an optimal implementation of any i.i.d. process with thermal operations for a fixed i.i.d.
input state. Beyond being a thermodynamic analogue of the reverse Shannon theorem for
quantum channels, our results introduce a new notion of quantum typicality and present a
thermodynamic application of convex-split methods.
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1 Introduction

In the information-theoretic approach to thermodynamics, a careful analysis of the resources re-
quired to perform thermodynamic tasks has allowed to consistently and systematically describe the
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thermodynamic behaviour of quantum systems at the nano-scale [1]. In particular, thermodynamics
can be phrased as a resource theory [2–4]. In a resource theory, one specifies which operations
can be carried out at no cost — the free operations — and then one studies how much of external
resources (e.g., thermodynamic work) one needs to provide to carry out operations that are not
free. Two established resource theories for quantum thermodynamics are thermal operations [2, 3]
and Gibbs-preserving maps [5, 6]. In the former, the free operations consist of energy-conserving
interactions of the system with a heat bath, while in the latter, the free operations are any quantum
operation that preserves the thermal state. It is reasonable to assume that thermal operations can be
realized in an idealized setting, making them a good choice of framework for constructing explicit
protocols, whereas Gibbs-preserving maps encompass a broader class of operations, allowing us to
derive stronger fundamental limits.

The resource theory approach to thermodynamics has revealed close connections with measures of
information known from quantum information theory [7, 8]. Namely, single-shot thermodynamic and
information-theoretic tasks are both quantified by relevant entropy measures [9–11]. Consequently,
tools from quantum Shannon theory can be used to characterize tasks in thermodynamics, for instance
to derive second-order asymptotics of the work cost of state transformations [12]. Recently, focus was
shifted to understand the resource costs of quantum processes, rather than state transformations [13–
16]. The information measure associated with quantum processes is the quantum capacity, along
with its many variants [17]. A natural question arises: What is the thermodynamic analogue of the
quantum capacity?

Here, we ask how much work is required to implement a given quantum process, with the
requirement that the implementation is accurate for any possible input state. In the single-instance
regime, we find that the answer is a variation of the results obtained in Ref. [16]. However, in
the regime where we consider many independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) copies of the
process, important differences arise due to typicality. We find that the optimal work cost of such an
implementation in the i.i.d. regime is given by the thermodynamic capacity, defined as the maximal
difference between the input and output free energy of the process over all possible input states.
The fact that no implementation can perform better than the thermodynamic capacity follows fairly
straightforwardly from the results of Ref. [16]. The technically challenging part of the present paper
is to show that there exist protocols that achieve this limit.

We provide three different constructions of such protocols, each valid in different settings. In
the first construction, we make the simplifying assumption that Hamiltonian of the system is trivial
as in Ref. [13]. We then show that simple properties of one-shot entropy measures, coupled with
the post-selection technique [18], provide an existence proof of the required implementation. The
implementation is given in terms of thermal operations. In our second construction, we develop
novel quantum typicality tools which we use along with the post-selection technique to explicitly
construct an implementation in terms of Gibbs-preserving maps for any i.i.d. process and for any
system Hamiltonian. In our third construction, we assume that the i.i.d. process is time-covariant,
i.e., commutes with the time evolution. We then use recent results on the convex-split lemma and
position-based decoding [19] to construct an implementation of a time-covariant i.i.d. process with
thermal operations.
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Our results imply that the thermodynamic resource theory of channels becomes reversible in the
i.i.d. limit [20]. Namely, invoking the results in Ref. [21], we see that the work rate that is required to
implement a given i.i.d. process is the same as what can be extracted if the i.i.d. process is provided
to us as a black box. This provides a thermodynamic analogue of the reverse Shannon theorem from
quantum information theory. This theorem states that the quantum mutual information of the channel
uniquely characterizes the resources required to simulate the channel with noiseless channel uses
and shared entanglement, as well as to distil a noiseless channel from many uses of the channel and
shared entanglement [22, 23]. Indeed, our proof techniques are inspired by Refs. [22, 24–26].

Finally, we provide some additional results that can be of independent interest: A significantly
simpler proof of the asymptotic equipartition property of the quantity studied in Ref. [16], a new
protocol for Landauer erasure with side information for systems with a general non-interacting
Hamiltonian and in a time-covariant state, and a protocol for implementing any general i.i.d. process
for a fixed i.i.d. input state, using thermal operations and a small source of coherence.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 gives the necessary preliminaries
and fixes some notation. Section 3 introduces two resource theories for thermodynamics, thermal
operations and Gibbs-preserving maps. In Section 4 we introduce the thermodynamic capacity
and present some elementary properties. In Section 5, we provide our first construction for a
trivial Hamiltonian. In Section 6 we provide our second construction, which is valid in the general
setting and provides an implementation in terms of Gibbs-preserving maps. Section 7 provides our
third construction, valid for time-covariant i.i.d. processes, and built with thermal operations. In
Section 8, we provide three related results that use techniques developed in the above constructions.
Our conclusions are presented in Section 9. Various more technical proof details are deferred to
Appendices A–F.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Quantum states, quantum processes, and distance measures

Each quantum system considered lives in a finite-dimensional Hilbert space. A quantum state
is a positive semi-definite operator ρ satisfying tr[ρ] = 1. A sub-normalized quantum state is a
positive semi-definite operator ρ satisfying tr[ρ] 6 1. To each system S is associated a standard
basis, usually denoted by {|k〉S}. For any two systems A,A′, we denote by A' A′ the fact that they
are isometric. In that case, we consider a representation in which the isometry maps the standard
basis onto the standard basis, i.e., idA→A′(|k〉〈k|A) = |k〉〈k|A′ for all k, where idA→A′ denotes the
identity process. For any two systems A' A′, we define the non-normalized maximally entangled
reference ket |Φ〉A:A′ = ∑k |k〉A⊗ |k〉A′ . Matrix inequalities are with respect to the positive semi-
definite cone: A6 B signifies that B−A is positive semi-definite. A completely positive map EX→X ′

is a linear mapping that maps Hermitian operators on X to Hermitian operators on X ′ and that satisfies
EX→X ′(ΦX :RX ) > 0, where RX ' X . The adjoint E †

X←X ′ of a completely positive map EX→X ′ is the
unique completely positive map X ′→ X that satisfies tr[E (Y )Z] = tr[YE †(Z)] for all operators Y,Z.
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A completely positive map EX→X ′ is trace-preserving if E †(1X ′) = 1X and trace non-increasing if
E †(1X ′)6 1X .

Proximity of quantum states can be measured by the fidelity F(ρ,σ) = ‖√ρ
√

σ‖1, where the
one-norm of an operator is defined as ‖A‖1 = tr

[√
A†A

]
. The fidelity is extended to sub-normalized

states ρ,σ as the generalized fidelity, F̄(ρ,σ) = ‖√ρ
√

σ‖1 +
√
(1− tr[ρ])(1− tr[σ ]), noting that

F(·, ·) = F̄(·, ·) whenever at least one of the states is normalized. An associated metric can be defined
for any sub-normalized states as P(ρ,σ) =

√
1− F̄2(ρ,σ), called the purified distance [10, 11, 27],

or root infidelity, and is closely related to the Bures distance and the quantum angle [28]. The
proximity of two sub-normalized quantum states ρ,σ may also be measured in the trace distance
D(ρ,σ) = 1

2‖ρ−σ‖1. We note that the one-norm of a Hermitian operator A can be expressed as

‖A‖1 = max
‖Z‖∞61

tr[ZA] = min
∆±>0

A=∆+−∆−

tr[∆+]+ tr[∆−] , (2.1)

where the first optimization ranges over Hermitian Z operators and where the second over positive
semi-definite operators ∆±. For any two states ρ,σ (one can even be sub-normalized), the purified
distance and the trace distance are related via

D(ρ,σ)6 P(ρ,σ)6
√

2D(ρ,σ) . (2.2)

Similarly, we may define a distance measure for channels: For two completely positive, trace
non-increasing maps TX→X ′ and T ′

X→X ′ , the diamond norm distance is defined as

1
2

∥∥TX→X ′−T ′
X→X ′

∥∥
� = max

σXR
D
(
TX→X ′(σXR),T

′
X→X ′(σXR)

)
, (2.3)

where the optimization ranges over all bipartite quantum states over X and a reference system R' X .
The optimization may be restricted to pure states without loss of generality.

2.2 Entropy measures

The von Neumann entropy of a quantum state ρ is H(ρ) =− tr[ρ lnρ]. In this work, all entropies
are defined in units of nats, using the natural logarithm ln(·), instead of units of (qu)bits. A number
of nats is equal to ln(2) times the corresponding number of qubits. The conditional von Neumann
entropy of a bipartite state ρAB is given by

H(A |B)ρ = H(AB)ρ −H(B)ρ = H(ρAB)−H(ρB) . (2.4)

The quantum relative entropy is defined as

D(ρ ‖σ) = tr
[
ρ
(
lnρ− lnσ

)]
, (2.5)

where ρ is a quantum state and where σ is any positive semi-definite operator whose support contains
the support of ρ .
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One of our proofs relies on the hypothesis testing relative entropy [29–33] in its form as presented
in [34]. For any sub-normalized quantum state ρ and for any positive semi-definite operator σ whose
support contains the support of ρ , we define it via the following equivalent optimizations, which are
semi-definite programs [35] in terms of the primal variable Q> 0 and the dual variables µ,X > 0:

exp
{
−Dη

H(ρ ‖σ)
}

= minimize : η
−1 tr[Qσ ] (2.6)

subject to : Q6 1

tr[Qρ]> η

= maximize : µ−η
−1 tr[X ] (2.7)

subject to : µρ 6 σ +X .

We also define for convenience the closely related quantity

Dη

h (ρ ‖σ) = Dη

H(ρ ‖σ)− ln(η) , (2.8)

which is sometimes also referred to as the hypothesis testing relative entropy.

2.3 Schur-Weyl duality

Consider a Hilbert space HA and n ∈ N. The group GL(dA)×Sn acts naturally on H ⊗n
A , where

X ∈ GL(dA) acts as X⊗n and where the permutation group permutes the tensor factors. We follow
closely the notation of Refs. [24, 25]. Schur-Weyl tells us that the full Hilbert space decomposes as

HA '
⊕

λ

Vλ =
⊕

λ

Qλ ⊗Pλ , (2.9)

where λ ∈ Young(n,d) are Young diagrams with n boxes and (at most) d rows, and where Qλ , Pλ

are irreducible representations of GL(dA) and Sn, respectively. The number of Young diagrams in
the decomposition above is at most poly(n), if dA is kept constant. We write poly(n) = O(poly(n))
in big O notation for terms whose absolute value is upper bounded by some polynomial nc for c ∈ N
in the asymptotic limit n→ ∞.

We denote by Πλ
An the projector in H ⊗n

A onto the term labelled by λ in the decomposition above.
We denote by qλ (X) a representing matrix of X ∈ GL(dA) in the irreducible representation labelled
by λ ; the operator qλ (X) lives in Qλ . We furthermore introduce the following notation, for any
Y ∈Qλ ⊗Pλ ,

[ Y ]λ = 1(Qλ⊗Pλ )→An Y 1†
(Qλ⊗Pλ )←An , (2.10)

which represents the canonical embedding of an operator Y on Qλ ⊗Pλ into the space H ⊗n
A , i.e.,

mapping Y onto the corresponding block in (2.9). In particular,

Π
λ
An [ Y ]λ Π

λ
An = [ Y ]λ . (2.11)
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Any operator XAn acting on the n copies which commutes with all the permutations admits a
decomposition of the form

XAn = ∑
λ

[ Xλ ⊗1Pλ
]λ (2.12)

for some set of operators Xλ ∈Qλ . In particular, [XAn ,Πλ
An ] = 0. We can make this more precise for

i.i.d. states. For any X ∈ GL(dA), we have that

[Πλ
An ,X⊗n] = 0 (2.13)

X⊗n = ∑
λ

[ qλ (X)⊗1Pλ
]λ . (2.14)

For a given λ ∈ Young(n,d), it is often useful to consider the corresponding normalized probability
distribution λ/n = (λi/n)i. The entropy of this distribution is given by

H̄(λ ) = H(λ/n) =−∑
i

λi

n
ln

λi

n
, (2.15)

where λi is the number of boxes in the i-th row of the diagram.

If we have n copies of a bipartite system HA⊗HB, then we may Schur-Weyl decompose
H ⊗n

A , H ⊗n
B and (HA⊗HB)

⊗n under the respective actions of GL(dA)× Sn, GL(dB)× Sn and
GL(dAdB)× Sn. A useful property we will need here is that the projectors onto the respective
Schur-Weyl blocks commute between these decompositions.

Lemma 2.1. Consider two spaces HA,HB and let Πλ
AnBn and Πλ ′

An be the projectors onto Schur-Weyl
blocks of H ⊗n

AB and H ⊗n
A , respectively, with λ ∈ Young(dAdB,n) and λ ′ ∈ Young(dA,n). Then, we

have

[Πλ
AnBn ,Πλ ′

An⊗1Bn ] = 0 . (2.16)

Proof. Πλ ′
An⊗1Bn is invariant under the action of Sn permuting the copies of A⊗B, and so it admits

a decomposition of the form (2.12) and commutes with Πλ
AnBn . �

The following is another lemma about how much overlap Schur-Weyl blocks have on a bipartite
system versus on one of the two systems. This lemma forms the basis of our universal typical
subspace.

Lemma 2.2. Consider n ∈ N copies of a bipartite system HA ⊗HB. Then, for any
λ ∈ Young(dAdB,n) and λ ′ ∈ Young(dB,n), we have

Π
λ ′
Bn trAn

[
Π

λ
AnBn

]
Π

λ ′
Bn 6 poly(n)en(H̄(λ )−H̄(λ ′))

Π
λ ′
Bn (2.17)

noting that [1An⊗Πλ ′
Bn ,Πλ

AnBn ] = 0. (Proof on page 47.)
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The proof is provided in Appendix A.

2.4 Estimating entropy

Measuring the Young diagram λ — that is, performing the projective measurement with operators
{Πλ

An}λ — yields a good estimation of the spectrum of a state ρA when given ρ
⊗n
A [25]. An estimate

for the entropy of ρ is thus obtained by calculating the entropy H(λ/n) corresponding to the
probability distribution λ/n.

Proposition 2.1 (Spectrum and entropy estimation [22, 24, 25]). Consider n ∈ N copies of a system
HA. Then, the family of projectors {Πλ

An}λ given by Schur-Weyl duality forms a POVM obeying the
following property: For any δ > 0, there exists an η > 0 such that for any state ρA, we have

tr

[(
∑

λ : H̄(λ )∈[H (ρ)±δ ]

Π
λ
An

)
ρ
⊗n
A

]
> 1−poly(n)exp(−nη) . (2.18)

(Proof on page 47.)

The proof is provided in Appendix A.

2.5 Estimating energy

Proposition 2.2. Consider any observable HA on HA and write ΓA = e−HA . Then, the set of
projectors

{
Rk

An

}
onto the eigenspaces of Γ

⊗n
A forms a POVM satisfying the following properties:

(i) There are at most poly(n) POVM elements, with the label k running over a set k∈Kn(HA)⊂R;

(ii) We have [Rk
An ,Γ⊗n

A ] = 0 and e−nk Rk
An = Rk

An Γ
⊗n
A ;

(iii) For any δ > 0 and for any state ρA,

tr
[
R≈δ tr[ρAHA]

An ρ
⊗n
A

]
> 1−2e−nη (2.19)

with η = δ 2/(2‖HA‖2
∞) and where we defined for any h ∈ R that

R≈δ h
An = ∑

k∈Kn(HA) : |k−h|6δ

Rk
An ; (2.20)

(iv) For any h ∈ R, we have

e−n(k+δ )R≈δ h
An 6 R≈δ h

An Γ
⊗n
A 6 e−n(k−δ )R≈δ h

An . (2.21)

(Proof on page 48.)

The proof is provided in Appendix A.
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2.6 Post-selection technique

The post-selection technique is useful for bounding the diamond norm of a candidate smoothed
channel to a target ideal i.i.d. channel.

Theorem 2.1 (Post-selection technique [18]). Let X ,X ′ be quantum systems, EX→X ′ be a completely
positive, trace-preserving map, and TXn→X ′n be a completely positive, trace non-increasing map.
Furthermore, let R̄' X,

ζXn = trR̄n

[∫
dφXR̄ |φ〉〈φ |⊗n

XR̄

]
=
∫

dσX σ
⊗n
X , (2.22)

where dφXR̄ denotes the Haar-induced measure on the pure states on X ⊗ R̄, and dσX its induced
measure on X after partial trace, and let |ζ 〉XnR be a purification of ζXn . Then, we have

1
2
‖T −E ⊗n‖� 6 poly(n)D

(
T (ζXnR),E

⊗n(ζXnR)
)
. (2.23)

Moreover, for all n ∈ N there exists a set {|φi〉XR̄} of at most poly(n) states, and a probability
distribution {pi}, providing a purification of ζXn as

|ζ 〉XnR̄nR′ = ∑
i

√
pi |φi〉⊗n

XR̄⊗|i〉R′ (2.24)

with a register R′ of size poly(n).

The first part of the theorem is [18, Eq. (4)] and the second part is, e.g., found as [23, Cor. D.6].
The following proposition shows that a given channel is close to an i.i.d. channel, if it behaves as
expected on all i.i.d. states with exponentially good accuracy.

Proposition 2.3. For three systems X ,X ′,E, let VX→X ′E be an isometry and WXn→X ′nEn be an isometry
which commutes with the permutations of the n systems. Furthermore, assume that there exists η > 0
independent of n such that for all pure states |σ〉〈σ |XRX with a reference system RX ' X, we have

Re
{
〈σ |⊗n

XRX
(V †

X←X ′E)
⊗nWXn→X ′nEn |σ〉⊗n

XRX

}
> 1−poly(n)exp(−nη) . (2.25)

For EX→X ′(·) = trE
[
VX→X ′E (·)V †

]
and TXn→X ′n(·) = trEn

[
WXn→X ′nEn (·)W †

]
we then have

1
2

∥∥TXn→X ′n−E ⊗n
X→X ′

∥∥
� 6 poly(n)exp(−nη/2) . (2.26)

(Proof on page 48.)

The proof is provided in Appendix A.
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3 Resource theory of thermodynamics

3.1 Gibbs-preserving maps

We consider the framework of Ref. [16], where for each system S considered a positive semi-definite
operator ΓS > 0 is associated. A trace non-increasing, completely positive map ΦA→B is allowed
for free if it satisfies ΦA→B(ΓA) 6 ΓB. In the case of a system S with Hamiltonian HS, and in the
presence of a single heat bath at inverse temperature β , the relevant thermodynamic framework is
given by setting ΓS = e−βHS . In the remainder of this paper, when using the present framework, it is
convenient to work with the Γ operators on an abstract level. The results then also apply to situations
where several different thermodynamic baths are considered, or in more general settings where a
specific operator needs to be conserved by the spontaneous evolution of the system [16].

The resources required to enable non-free operations are counted using an explicit system that
provides these resources, such as an information battery. An information battery is a large register W
whose associated operator ΓW is simply ΓW = 1W (i.e., HW = 0). The information battery is required
to be in a state of the special form τm

W = Pm
W/ tr[Pm

W ] where Pm
W is a projector of rank em. That is, τm

W
has uniform eigenvalues over a given rank em. We denote the charge or resource value of a battery
state τm

W by w(τm
W ) = ln(d)−m, where d is the dimension of the information battery. The value

w(τ) measures the amount of purity present in the state τ , which is the basic resource required to
implement maps that are not already Gibbs-preserving maps. We choose to measure w(τ) in units of
number of pure nats, equal to ln(2) times a number of pure qubits. A Gibbs-preserving map that acts
jointly on a system and an information battery, and which maps the input battery state τ to the output
battery state τ ′, is deemed to consume an amount of work w = w(τ)−w(τ ′).

The resources can be counted in terms of thermodynamic work in units of energy if we are given a
heat bath at inverse temperature T . Recall that a pure qubit can be converted to kT ln(2) work using a
Szilárd engine, where k is Boltzmann’s constant [36]. By counting purity in nats instead of qubits, we
get rid of the ln(2) factor: A number λ of pure nats can be converted into λ kT thermodynamic work
using a Szilárd-type engine. We count work exclusively in equivalent of pure nats, for simplicity,
as opposed to units of energy. The two are directly related by a factor β−1 = kT . Furthermore,
this eliminates the factor β from otherwise essentially information-theoretic expressions, and our
theorems thus directly apply to cases where ΓX ,ΓX ′ are any abstract positive semi-definite operators
which are not necessarily defined via a Hamiltonian.

Let ΦXW→X ′W be a Gibbs-preserving map acting on an information battery W , and let τm
W , τm′

W
be two information battery states. An implementation running the operation ΦXW→X ′W with the
given input and output battery states is tasked to (a) make available the input battery state, (b) apply
the operation ΦXW→X ′W , and (c) check that the output battery state is appropriate (e.g., for possible
future re-use). For the verification in Point (c) it is sufficient to measure the two-outcome POVM
{Pm′

W ,1−Pm′
W }; as long as the first outcome is observed, it is always possible to bring the state to τm′

W
by applying a completely thermalizing operation on the support of Pm′

W (here, this is a completely
randomizing or completely symmetrizing operation). In the constructions presented in the present
paper, we allow this verification measurement to fail with a small fixed probability ε > 0.
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A convenient mathematical object to characterize what the operation does on the system is the
following. The effective work process TX→X ′F associated with ΦXW→X ′W and (τm

W ,τm′
W ) is the trace

non-increasing map defined as

TX→X ′(·) = trW

[
Pm′

W ΦXW→X ′W
(
(·)⊗ τ

m
W
)]

. (3.1)

The question of implementing a process E becomes the issue of finding a Gibbs-preserving map
along with battery states such that the associated effective work process is close to E . Specifically, if
‖TX→X ′−EX→X ′‖� 6 ε , then we can assert that the failure probability in Point (c) above is bounded
by ε for all possible inputs on X ; the operation therefore implements EX→X ′ accurately with high
success probability.

A useful characterization of which processes can be implemented using an information battery is
given by the following proposition.

Proposition 3.1 ([16, Proposition I]). Let ΓX ,ΓX ′ > 0, TX→X ′ be a completely positive, trace non-
increasing map, and w ∈ R. Then, the following are equivalent:

(i) We have TX→X ′(ΓX)6 ew ΓX ′;

(ii) For all δ > 0 there exists an information battery W and two battery states τW ,τ ′W such that
w(τW )−w(τ ′W )6 w+δ , and there exists a Gibbs-preserving map ΦXW→X ′W with TX→X ′ the
effective work process associated with ΦXW→X ′W and (τW ,τ ′W ).

Therefore, to show that one can implement EX→X ′ with Gibbs-preserving maps while expending
work w, it suffices to exhibit a map TX→X ′ that is ε-close to EX→X ′ in diamond distance and that
satisfies TX→X ′(ΓX)6 ewΓX ′ . From the proof in [16] we know in Point (ii) above that W , τW ≡ τm

W
and τ ′W ≡ τm′

W can be chosen freely as long as m′−m=w(τW )−w(τ ′W )>w and that the corresponding
Gibbs-preserving map is given by

ΦXW→X ′W (·) = TX→X ′
[
trW
(
Pm

W (·)
)]
⊗ τ

m′
W . (3.2)

In Ref. [16], the resource cost w of implementing a process EX→X ′ (any completely positive,
trace-preserving map) up to an accuracy ε > 0 in terms of proximity of the process matrix given a
fixed input state σX , counted in pure nats, was shown to be given by the coherent relative entropy

w =−D̂ε

X→X ′(EX→X ′(σXRX )‖ΓX ,ΓX ′) = ln min
T (ΓX )6αΓX ′

P(T (σXRX ),E (σXRX ))6ε

α , (3.3)

where σXRX is the purification of σX on a system RX ' X given by |σ〉XR = σ
1/2
X |Φ〉X :RX , and where

the optimization ranges over completely positive, trace non-increasing maps TX→X ′ . The coherent
relative entropy enjoys a collection of properties in relation to the conditional min- and max-entropy,
and to the min- and max-relative entropy. It satisfies the following asymptotic equipartition property:
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For a completely positive, trace-preserving map EX→X ′ and quantum state σX we have for 0 < ε < 1
that

lim
n→∞

1
n

D̂ε

Xn→X ′n
(
E ⊗n

X→X ′(σ
⊗n
XR )

∥∥Γ
⊗n
X ,Γ⊗n

X ′
)
= D(σX ‖ΓX)−D(E (σX)‖ΓX ′) . (3.4)

3.2 Thermal operations

The framework of Gibbs-sub-preserving maps is technically convenient, but it is unclear whether any
Gibbs-sub-preserving operation can be implemented at no work cost using other frameworks. This
includes for example thermal operations that might be considered more operational

Here, we consider the alternative framework of thermal operations [2, 3, 8]. Each system S of
interest has an associated Hamiltonian HS and is not interacting with the other systems. For a given
fixed inverse temperature β , we allow the following operations to be carried out for free:

(i) Apply any unitary operation that commutes with the total Hamiltonian;

(ii) Bring in any ancillary system in its Gibbs state at inverse temperature β ; and

(iii) Discard any system.

The most general transformation a system S can undergo under this set of rules is a thermal operation.
A thermal operations is any process that can be implemented using an additional system B with any
Hamiltonian HB and with any unitary USB satisfying [USB,HS +HB] = 0, resulting in the completely
positive, trace-preserving map

ΦS(·) = trB
[
USB

(
(·)⊗ γB

)
U†

SB

]
, (3.5)

where γB = e−βHB/ tr[e−βHB ] is the Gibbs state of the bath system B. Observe that any concatenation
of thermal operations is again a thermal operation.

Clearly, any thermal operation ΦS leaves the thermal state γS = e−βHS/ tr[e−βHS ] on S invariant.
Hence, any lower bound on the work cost of an implementation derived in the framework of Gibbs-
preserving maps also applies to thermal operations. We use the same definitions of work and the
effective work process for thermal operations as we defined for Gibbs-preserving maps earlier: an
information battery is used to account for work, and the effective work process associated with a
thermal operation ΦXW→XW with respect to battery states (τm

W ,τm′
W ) is also defined by (3.1).

When considering only states that commute with the Hamiltonian, a powerful tool to characterize
possible state transformations is the notion of thermomajorization [8]. In the fully quantum regime,
there is in contrast no known simple mathematical characterization of the work required to implement
a quantum process with thermal operations. In fact, because thermal operations are time-covariant, it
is impossible to implement processes that are not time-covariant, even if the latter might admit an
implementation with a Gibbs-preserving map [6].

We will later use a primitive that transforms a thermal state into a pure energy eigenstate. The
next statement follows directly from [8, Eq. (8) and Suppl. Note 4].
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Proposition 3.2. Let γX = e−βHX/ tr[e−βHX ] be the thermal state on a system X with Hamiltonian
HX , and let |E〉X be a pure energy eigenstate of HX . There exists a thermal operation ΦXW on an
information battery with battery states (τW ,τ ′W ) such that ΦXW

(
γX ⊗ τW

)
= |E〉〈E|X ⊗ τ ′W and such

that w(τW )−w(τ ′W ) can be chosen arbitrarily close to βE + ln tr[e−βHX ].

4 Thermodynamic capacity

4.1 Definition

Let X ,X ′ be quantum systems, EX→X ′ be a quantum process, and ε > 0. We seek a free thermody-
namic operation (either a thermal operation or a Gibbs preserving map) ΦXnW→X ′nW that acts on X⊗n

and a battery W , with output on X ′⊗n and W , as well as information battery states τ
(i)
W and τ

(f)
W , such

that:

(i) The effective work process TXn→X ′n of ΦXnW→X ′nW with respect to
(

τ
(i)
W ,τ

(f)
W

)
is ε-close in

diamond distance to E ⊗n
X→X ′ ;

(ii) We seek to minimize the work consumption per copy w given by

w =
1
n

[
w
(

τ
(i)
W

)
−w

(
τ
(f)
W

)]
. (4.1)

Our main result is a collection of three independent constructions of such implementations in
different regimes, using either Gibbs-preserving maps or thermal operations. In each case, the amount
of work consumed per copy is given by a quantity which we call the thermodynamic capacity of the
process, and which turns out to be the minimal work cost an implementation satisfying the above
conditions can achieve. The thermodynamic capacity of a completely positive, trace-preserving map
EX→X ′ relative to operators ΓX ,ΓX ′ > 0 is defined as

T (E ) = sup
σX

{
D(EX→X ′(σX)‖ΓX ′)−D(σX ‖ΓX)

}
. (4.2)

In a fully thermodynamic context where ΓX = e−βHX and ΓX ′ = e−βH ′X ′ , one can choose to express
the thermodynamic capacity in units of energy rather than in nats, in which case a pre-factor β−1

may be included in the definition above such that the thermodynamic capacity is a difference of free
energies

T (E ) = sup
σ

{
FH ′(E (σ))−FH(σ)

}
with FH(ρ) = β

−1D(ρ ‖e−βH) . (4.3)

Construction for trivial Hamiltonians First, in Section 5 we consider the special case where
ΓX = 1X and ΓX ′ = 1X ′ corresponding to trivial Hamiltonians and show that simple considerations
based on properties of known entropy measures guarantee the existence of a universal implementation
of E ⊗n with either thermal operations or Gibbs-preserving maps.
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Construction using Gibbs-preserving maps Second, in Section 6 we consider the case of general
ΓX ,ΓX ′ and we construct a universal implementation of E ⊗n

X→X ′ with Gibbs-preserving maps, based
on new typicality considerations.

Construction using thermal operations Third, for arbitrary Hamiltonians we construct in Section
7 a universal implementation of E ⊗n

X→X ′ with thermal operations, assuming that E is time-covariant,
i.e., that it commutes with the time evolution operation.

4.2 Properties

The thermodynamic capacity is a convex optimization program. Namely, the objective function of
the optimization in (4.2) can be written as

D(EX→X ′(σX)‖ΓX ′)−D(σX ‖ΓX)

=−H(EX→X ′(σX)) +H(σX)− tr[EX→X ′(σX) lnΓX ′ ]+ tr[σX lnΓX ]

= H(E |X ′)ρ − tr[EX→X ′(σX) lnΓX ′ ]+ tr[σX lnΓX ] , (4.4)

where we defined the state ρEX ′ =VX→X ′EσXV † using a Stinespring dilation VX→X ′E of EX→X ′ into
an environment system E, satisfying EX→X ′(·) = trE

[
V (·)V †

]
. The conditional entropy is concave in

the quantum state as H(E |X ′)ρ =−D(ρEX ′ ‖1E ⊗ρX ′) and the quantum relative entropy is jointly
convex. The other terms in (4.4) are linear. Hence, the optimization (4.2) is a convex optimization
that can be carried out efficiently for small system sizes [37]. Indeed, we have successfully computed
the thermodynamic capacity of simple example quantum channels acting on few qubits with Python
code, using the QuTip framework [38, 39] and the CVXOPT optimization software [40] (see also
[41] for a direct algorithm).

The thermodynamic capacity is additive [21]. As a consequence of this property, it is not
necessary to include a stabilization over a reference system in the definition of the thermodynamic
capacity. That is, had we optimized over bipartite states σXR with a reference system R for any ΓR,
on which the process acts as the identity process, we would be effectively computing T (E ⊗ idR).
However, additivity implies that T (E ⊗ idR) = T (E ).

Proposition 4.1 (Additivity of thermodynamic capacity [21]). For ΓX ,ΓX ′ ,ΓZ,ΓZ′ > 0 and quantum
channels EX→X ′ , FZ→Z′ we have

T (E ⊗F ) = T (E )+T (F ) . (4.5)

For completeness we provide an independent proof of additivity, to ensure validity in the general
setting of abstract Γ operators.
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Proof. Let σX ,τZ be states achieving the thermodynamic capacity of T (E ) and T (F ), respectively.
Then, σX ⊗ τZ is a candidate for T (E ⊗F ), yielding

T (E ⊗F )> D
(
E (σ)⊗F (τ)

∥∥ΓX ′⊗ΓZ′
)
−D

(
σ ⊗ τ

∥∥ΓX ⊗ΓZ
)

= D(E (σ)‖ΓX ′)−D(σ ‖ΓX)+D(F (τ)‖ΓZ′)−D(τ ‖ΓZ)

= T (E )+T (F ) . (4.6)

Now, let ζXZ achieve the optimum for T (E ⊗F ). Let VX→E1X ′ , WZ→E2Z′ be Stinespring isometries
of E and F respectively, such that E (·) = trE1

[
V (·)V †

]
and F (·) = trE2

[
W (·)W †

]
. Let ρE1E2X ′Z′ =

(V ⊗W )ζ (V ⊗W )†. Then, we have

T (E ⊗F ) = D
(
(E ⊗F )(ζ )

∥∥ΓX ′⊗ΓZ′
)
−D

(
ζXZ

∥∥ΓX ⊗ΓZ
)

= H(E1E2 |X ′Z′)ρ − tr[ρX ′Z′ ln(ΓX ′⊗ΓZ′)]+ tr[ζXZ ln(ΓX ⊗ΓZ)] ,

= H(E1E2 |X ′Z′)ρ − tr[ρX ′ ln(ΓX ′)]− tr[ρZ′ ln(ΓZ′)]

+ tr[ζX ln(ΓX)]+ tr[ζZ ln(ΓZ)] (4.7)

since ln(A⊗B) = ln(A)⊗1+1⊗ ln(B). Invoking the chain rule of the von Neumann entropy,
and then strong sub-additivity of the entropy, we see that H(E1E2 |X ′Z′)ρ = H(E1 |X ′Z′)ρ +

H(E2 |E1X ′Z′)ρ 6 H(E1 |X ′)ρ +H(E2 |Z′)ρ . Hence, we have

(4.7)6 H(E1 |X ′)ρ − tr[ρX ′ ln(ΓX ′)]+ tr[ζX ln(ΓX)]

+H(E2 |Z′)ρ − tr[ρZ′ ln(ΓZ′)]+ tr[ζZ ln(ΓZ)]

6 T (E )+T (F ) , (4.8)

where the last inequality holds because the reduced states ζX ,ζZ are optimization candidates for
T (E ) and T (F ), respectively. �

A special case worth mentioning is when ΓX = 1X , ΓX ′ = 1X ′ , which corresponds to the situation
where the Hamiltonians of X and X ′ are trivial. For any quantum channel EX→X ′ , let VX→X ′E be a
Stinespring dilation isometry with EX→X ′(·) = trE

[
V (·)V †

]
. Then, we have

T (E ) = sup
σ

{H(σX)−H(E (σX))}= sup
σ

H(E |X ′)V σV † . (4.9)

That is, the thermodynamic capacity characterizes by how much the channel is capable of reducing
the entropy of its input, or equivalently, how much entropy the channel is capable of dumping into
the environment when conditioned on the output. We note that the quantity −T (E ) has previously
been studied in the information theory literature as the entropy gain of quantum channels [42–49].
Our work can be seen as giving a precise operational interpretation to this quantity.
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4.3 Optimality

Here, we show that any universal implementation that obeys our stated conditions in Section 4.1
must necessarily consume an amount of work that is lower bounded by the thermodynamic capacity.
That is, any universal implementation that consumes an amount of work equal to the thermodynamic
capacity is optimal. This lower bound is simple to prove, because a universal implementation of a
process must necessarily be a good implementation for any individual i.i.d. input state, a situation
where the optimal work cost is known [16]. Furthermore, any scheme that satisfies the requirements
of Section 4 at work cost w per copy counted with standard battery states of Ref. [16], has an effective
process TXn→X ′n on the systems that obeys T (Γ⊗n

X )6 enwΓ
⊗n
X ′ . This is because any thermal operation

is in particular a Gibbs-preserving map, and the work cost is characterized by Proposition 3.1. The
following shows that for any such implementation, the work consumed w per copy cannot be less
than the thermodynamic capacity of the process.

Proposition 4.2. Let ε > 0, ΓX ,ΓX ′ > 0, EX→X ′ a completely positive, trace-preserving map, and
TXn→X ′n a completely positive, trace non-increasing map such that we have ‖T −E ⊗n‖�/26 ε . For
w ∈ R such that TXn→X ′n(Γ

⊗n
X )6 enw Γ

⊗n
X ′ , we have in the limit n→ ∞ that w> T (E ).

Proof. Let T with 1
2‖E −T ‖� 6 ε , σX be a quantum state, and |σ〉XRX = σ

1/2
X |Φ〉X :RX . Then, by

definition of the diamond norm it must hold that D
(
E (σXRX ),T (σXRX )

)
6 ε , which implies that

P
(
E (σXRX ),T (σXRX )

)
6
√

2ε . We have that T is a valid optimization candidate for the definition
of the coherent relative entropy and thus

−D̂
√

2ε

Xn→X ′n
(
E ⊗n

X→X ′(σ
⊗n
XRX

)
∥∥Γ
⊗n
X ,Γ⊗n

X ′
)
6 nw . (4.10)

For n→ ∞, we can employ the asymptotic equipartition of the coherent relative entropy (3.4) to see
that

D(E (σX)‖ΓX ′)−D(σX ‖ΓX)6 w . (4.11)

Since this inequality holds for all σX , we deduce that T (E )6 w. �

5 Construction #1: Trivial Hamiltonians

5.1 Statement and proof sketch

Instead of constructing explicitly an implementation that satisfies the requirements of Section 4,
one might hope that the implementation could be given implicitly as the solution of a semi-definite
program representing an entropy measure. This proof idea was indeed exploited in other contexts in
Refs. [23, 50]. Here, we define the one-shot entropy-like quantity

W ε

X→X ′(EX→X ′ ‖ΓX ,ΓX ′) = min
T (ΓX )6ewΓX ′
1
2 ‖T −E ‖�6ε

w , (5.1)
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where TX→X ′ ranges over all trace non-increasing, completely positive maps. The proof strategy
would then be to relate this entropy measure to the coherent relative entropy, and to exploit known
properties of the latter in the i.i.d. regime to provide an upper bound to the expression

1
n

W ε

Xn→X ′n(E
⊗n

Xn→X ′n ‖Γ
⊗n
X ,Γ⊗n

X ′ ) . (5.2)

Should this upper bound behave like T (E ) to leading order, then the T equal to the optimal solution
to (5.1) defines an implementation in terms of Gibbs-preserving maps thanks to Proposition 3.1. It
turns out that this proof strategy works well in the special case of trivial Hamiltonians, but fails in the
general case.

The core technical statement that underlies our Construction #1 is summarized in the following
theorem.

Theorem 5.1. Let EX→X ′ be a completely positive, trace-preserving map, and ε > 0. Then we have

lim
n→∞

1
n

W ε

Xn→X ′n(E
⊗n

Xn→X ′n ‖1Xn ,1X ′n) = T (E ) , (5.3)

where T (E ) = maxσX {H(σX)−H(E (σX))}.

This implementation is constructed by taking the implicit optimal solution TXn→X ′n in the semi-
definite program (5.1) for 1

nW ε

Xn→X ′n(E
⊗n

X→X ′ ‖1Xn ,1X ′n), and using Proposition 3.1 to construct an
associated Gibbs-preserving map acting on battery states via (3.2). In summary, for any δ ′ > 0, for n
large enough and choosing any m,m′ such that m−m′ 6 nT (E )+δ ′, the full implementation map in
terms of TXn→X ′n becomes

ΦXnW→X ′nW (·) = TXn→X ′n
(
trW [Pm

W (·)]
)
⊗ τ

m′
W . (5.4)

We emphasise that Theorem 5.1 exactly covers the entropy gain of quantum channels as studied in
[42–49].

Proof of Theorem 5.1. By using the post-selection technique (Theorem 2.1) and recalling that the
fixed-input state case is given by the coherent relative entropy, we find

W ε

Xn→X ′n
(
E ⊗n

X→X ′
∥∥1Xn ,1X ′n

)
6−D̂ε/poly(n)

Xn→X ′n
(
E ⊗n

X→X ′(ζXnRn
X
)
∥∥1Xn ,1X ′n

)
. (5.5)

In the case of trivial Hamiltonians, the coherent relative entropy reduces to the smooth max-entropy
(cf. [16, Props. 28 and 26] and also Ref. [51]). More precisely, we have

D̂ε

X→X ′
(
ρX ′RX

∥∥1X ,1X ′
)
>−Hcεα

max(E |X ′)ρ +g(ε) , (5.6)

where |ρ〉X ′RX E is a pure state, where c > 0, 0 < α < 1, g(ε) are universal and do not depend on the
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state or the dimensions of the systems, and the smooth max-entropy is defined as

Hε
max(E |X ′)ρ = min

P(ρ̂,ρ)6ε

Hmax(E |X ′)ρ̂ ; (5.7)

Hmax(E |X ′)ρ̂ = max
0≤ωX ′≤1

ln
∥∥ρ̂

1/2
EX ′ω

1/2
X ′
∥∥2

1 . (5.8)

Thus, we have

(5.5)6 Hεα/poly(n)
max (En |X ′n)ρ +g(ε) , (5.9)

where ρX ′nEn =V⊗n
X→X ′EζXn(V †)⊗n =

∫
dσ (V σV †)⊗n and VX→X ′E is a Stinespring dilation isometry

of EX→X ′ as EX→X ′(·) = trE
[
VX→X ′E (·)V †

]
. At this point we invoke two facts. First, note that the de

Finetti state can be written as a mixture of only poly(n) i.i.d. states, instead of a continuous average
(Theorem 2.1): There exists a set {σi} of at most poly(n) states and a distribution {pi} such that
ζXn = ∑i piσ

⊗n
i . Second, we invoke the property that the conditional max-entropy is quasi-convex

up to a penalty term, namely, that the conditional max-entropy of ∑i piρi is less than or equal to the
maximum over the set of max-entropies corresponding to each ρi, plus a term proportional to the
logarithm of the number of terms in the sum [52, Lemma 11]. Hence, with ρi =V σiV †, we get

(5.9)6max
i

Hεα/poly(n)
max (En |X ′n)

ρ
⊗n
i
+ ln(poly(n))+g(ε) . (5.10)

Now, we are in business because the max-entropy is evaluated on an i.i.d. state, and we
know that it asymptotically goes to the von Neumann entropy in this regime [53]. Also,
limn→∞(1/n)

{
ln(poly(n))+g(ε)

}
= 0 and hence

lim
n→∞

1
n

W ε

Xn→X ′n
(
E ⊗n

X→X ′
∥∥1Xn ,1X ′n

)
6max

i
H(E |X ′)ρi

= max
i
{H(σi)−H(E (σi))}

6max
σ
{H(σ)−H(E (σ))}

= T (E ) (5.11)

noting that H(E |X ′) = H(EX ′)−H(X ′) = H(X)−H(X ′). �

5.2 Challenges for extension to non-trivial Hamiltonians

Naturally, one might ask whether it is possible to extend this proof to the case of non-trivial Γ

operators. Interestingly, this is not possible, at least not in a naive way. The problem is that we need
a quasi-convexity property of the form

− D̂ε

X→X ′
(
EX→X ′(σXRX )

∥∥ΓX ,ΓX ′
)
?
6max

i

(
−D̂ε

X→X ′
(
EX→X ′(σ

i
XRX

)
∥∥ΓX ,ΓX ′

))
+ (penalty) , (5.12)
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where σX = ∑ piσ
i
X and |σ〉XR = σ

1/2
X |Φ〉X :RX , |σ i〉XR = (σ i

X)
1/2 |Φ〉X :RX , and where the (penalty)

term scales in a favourable way in n, say of order ln(poly(M)) where M is the number of terms in the
convex decomposition as for the max-entropy. In fact, Eq. (5.12) is false, as can be shown using an
explicit counterexample on a two-level system which we present below. As this example is based on
physical reasons, the coherent relative entropy is not even approximately quasi-convex. We note that
a priori we cannot rule out a quasi-convexity property that might have a penalty term that depends on
properties of the Γ operators, yet such a term is likely to scale unfavourably with n.

Our example is as follows. Consider a two-level system with a Hamiltonian H with energy
levels |0〉, |1〉 at corresponding energies E0 = 0 and E1 > 0. The corresponding Γ operator is
Γ = g0|0〉〈0|+ g1|1〉〈1| with g0 = 1, g1 = e−βE1 . Consider the process consisting in erasing the
input and creating the output state |+〉, where we define |±〉= [|0〉± |1〉]/

√
2. That is, we consider

the process E (·) = tr[·] |+〉〈+|. Suppose the input state is maximally mixed, σ = 1/2, such that
ρX ′RX = |+〉〈+|X ′⊗1RX/2. If E0 = 0 and E1→∞, then this process requires a lot of work; intuitively,
with probability 1/2 we start in the ground state |0〉 and need to prepare the output state |+〉 which
has high energy.

For ε = 0, we can see this because the input state is full rank, hence T = E ; then E (Γ) =

tr[Γ]|+〉〈+| and the smallest α such that E (Γ)6 αΓ is given by

α/ tr[Γ] =
∥∥Γ
−1/2|+〉〈+|Γ−1/2∥∥

∞
= 〈+ |Γ−1 |+〉= (g−1

0 +g−1
1 )/2

= (1+ eβE1)/2> eβE1/2 . (5.13)

Noting that tr[Γ]> 1, we have α > eβE1/2, and hence the energy cost of the transformation 1/2→|+〉
is

energy cost =−β
−1D̂X→X ′(EX→X ′(σXRX )‖Γ,Γ) = β

−1 lnα > E1−β
−1 ln(2) . (5.14)

Clearly, this work cost can become arbitrarily large if E1→ ∞. On the other hand, we can perform
the transformation |+〉 → |+〉 obviously at no work cost; similarly, |−〉 → |+〉 can be carried out by
letting the system time-evolve under its own Hamiltonian for exactly the time interval required to
pick up a relative phase (−1) between the |0〉 and |1〉 states. This also costs no work because it is a
unitary operation that commutes with the Hamiltonian. We thus have our counter-example to the
quasi-convexity of the coherent relative entropy. The transformation 1/2→ |+〉 is very hard, but the
individual transformations |±〉 → |+〉 are trivial, noting that 1/2 = (1/2)|+〉〈+|+(1/2)|−〉〈−|.

We show in Appendix D how to make the above claim robust against an accuracy tolerance ε ≥ 0.

6 Construction #2: Gibbs-preserving maps

6.1 Statement and proof sketch

Here, we present a general construction of a universal implementation of an i.i.d. process using
Gibbs-preserving maps according to the requirements of Section 4.1. The idea is to explicitly
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construct an implementation using a novel notion of quantum typicality. We introduce notions of
quantum typicality that apply to quantum processes and universally capture regions of the Hilbert
space where the conditional entropy (respectively the relative entropy difference) has a given value.
This generalizes existing notions of typical projectors to a quantum typical operator that applies to
bipartite states, is relative to a Γ operator, and universal.

The main result behind the construction in this section is the following theorem.

Theorem 6.1. Let ΓX ,ΓX ′ > 0, EX→X ′ be a completely positive, trace-preserving map, and ε > 0.
Then, for δ > 0 and n ∈ N large enough there exists a completely positive map TXn→X ′n such that:

(i) TXn→X ′n is trace non-increasing;

(ii)
∥∥TXn→X ′n−E ⊗n

X→X ′
∥∥
� 6 ε;

(iii) TXn→X ′n
(
Γ
⊗n
X

)
6 en[T (E )+4δ+n−1 ln(poly(n))] Γ⊗n

X ′ .

Note that we have n−1 ln(poly(n))→ 0 as n→∞, and that we can take δ → 0 after taking n→∞.
Thanks to Proposition 3.1, the mapping TXn→X ′n defines an implementation of the i.i.d. process
E ⊗n

X→X ′ in terms of Gibbs-preserving maps and a battery, whose work cost rate is given to leading
order by the thermodynamic capacity T (E ) after taking δ → 0.

As for Construction #1, the full Gibbs-preserving map implementing the required process
is assembled in two steps, first constructing the map TXn→X ′n in Theorem 6.1 and then using
Proposition 3.1 to obtain the full Gibbs-preserving map. Let VX→X ′E be a Stinespring dilation
isometry of EX→X ′ . For δ > 0, we introduce a universal conditional and relative typical smoothing
operator Mx,δ

EnX ′n (see later Definition 6.1 and Proposition 6.1) with x = −nT (E ) and relative to
ΓX ′E ≡V ΓXV † and ΓX ′ . The map TXn→X ′n is then constructed as

TXn→X ′n(·) = trEn

[
Mx,δ

EnX ′n V⊗n
X→X ′E (·)V †⊗n

X←X ′EMx,δ †
EnX ′n

]
. (6.1)

Finally, we employ Proposition 3.1 to construct an associated Gibbs-preserving map acting on battery
states via (3.2). For any δ ′ > 0, for n large enough and choosing any m,m′ such that m−m′ 6
nT (E )+4δ +n−1 lnpoly(n)+δ ′, the full implementation map in terms of TXn→X ′n becomes

ΦXnW→X ′nW (·) = TXn→X ′n
(
trW [Pm

W (·)]
)
⊗ τ

m′
W . (6.2)

6.2 Construction via universal conditional and relative typicality

The main ingredient of our proof is a notion of a universal conditional and relative typical smoothing
operator that enables us to discard events that are very unlikely to appear in the process while
accounting for how much they contribute to the overall work cost. This operator is inspired by similar
constructions in Refs. [54, 55]. However, in additional to being “relative” as in [54] our smoothing
operator is also simultaneously “conditional” and “universal”.
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Definition 6.1. Let ΓAB,Γ
′
B > 0 and x ∈ R. A universal conditional and relative typical smoothing

operator Mx,δ
AnBn with parameter δ > 0 is an operator on AnBn that satisfies the following conditions:

(i)
(
Mx,δ

AnBn

)† Mx,δ
AnBn 6 1 ;

(ii) There exists ξ > 0 independent of n with the following property: For any pure state |ρ〉ABR

with ρAB (respectively ρB) in the support of ΓAB (respectively Γ′B) and such that D(ρAB ‖ΓAB)−
D(ρB ‖Γ′B)> x, it holds that

Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR Mx,δ
AnBn |ρ〉⊗n

ABR

}
> 1−poly(n)exp(−nξ ) ; (6.3)

(iii) trAn

[
Mx,δ

AnBn Γ
⊗n
AB

(
Mx,δ

AnBn

)†
]
6 poly(n)e−n(x−4δ ) Γ

′⊗n
B .

Note that the smoothing operator is defined as a general operator of norm bounded by one, as
opposed to the usual definition of typical subspaces or typical projectors. The main reason is that it
is not known to us in general if such an object can be chosen to be a projector. By using the real part
in Point (ii) above, we ensure that a process that applies the operator Mx,δ

AnBn preserves coherences
when it is applied to a superposition of several states {|ρ〉⊗n

ABR}. This property would not have been
ensured if instead, we had merely asserted that Mx,δ

AnBn |ρ〉⊗n
ABR and |ρ〉⊗n

ABR have high absolute value
overlap or are close in fidelity. If Mx,δ

AnBn is a projector then the expression reduces to tr(Mx,δ
AnBnρ) as

one usually considers for projectors on typical subspaces.

The core technical statement of Construction #2 is to show the existence of a universal conditional
and relative smoothing operator, which is as follows.

Proposition 6.1. Let ΓAB,Γ
′
B > 0, x ∈ R, as well as n ∈ N and δ > 0. There exists a universal

conditional and relative typical smoothing operator Mx,δ
AnBn that is furthermore permutation-invariant.

Moreover, if [ΓAB,1A⊗Γ′B] = 0, then Mx,δ
AnBn can be chosen to be a projector satisfying [Mx,δ

AnBn ,Γ
′⊗n
B ] =

0 and [Mx,δ
AnBn ,Γ

⊗n
AB ] = 0.

In the following, we present the proof of Theorem 6.1 based on the existence of such the
smoothing operator from Proposition 6.1. The more technical proof of Proposition 6.1 is then given
in Section 6.3.

Proof of Theorem 6.1. Let VX→X ′E be a Stinespring dilation of EX→X ′ into an environment system
E ' X⊗X ′. For n ∈ N we need to find a suitable candidate implementation TXn→X ′n . Let

x =−max
σX

{
D(E (σX)‖ΓX ′)−D(σX ‖ΓX)

}
=−T (E ) . (6.4)

For any δ > 0 let Mx,δ
EnX ′n be the operator constructed by Proposition 6.1, with the system E playing

the role of the system A, with VX→X ′E ΓX V †
X←X ′E as ΓAB and with ΓX ′ as Γ′B. Now, define

TXn→X ′n(·) = trEn

[
Mx,δ

EnX ′nV
⊗n
X→X ′E

(
·
) (

V †
X←X ′E

)⊗n(Mx,δ
EnX ′n

)†
]

(6.5)
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noting that TXn→X ′n is trace non-increasing by construction thanks to Property (i) of Definition 6.1.

Let |σ〉XRX be any pure state, and define |ρ〉X ′ERX = VX→X ′E |σ〉XRX . By construction,
D
(
ρEX ′

∥∥(VX→X ′EΓXV †)
)
−D(ρX ′ ‖ΓX ′) = D(σX ‖ΓX)−D(E (σX)‖ΓX ′)> x. Then Property (ii) of

Proposition 6.1 tells us that there exists a ξ > 0 independent of both ρ and n such that

Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

X ′ERX
Mx,δ

EnX ′n |ρ〉
⊗n
X ′ERX

}
> 1−poly(n) exp(−nξ ) . (6.6)

The conditions of Proposition 2.3 are fulfilled, with WXn→X ′nEn = Mx,δ
AnBn V⊗n

X→X ′E , thanks furthermore
to the fact that Mx,δ

EnX ′n is permutation-invariant as guaranteed by Proposition 6.1. Hence, we have

1
2

∥∥TXn→X ′n−E ⊗n
X→X ′

∥∥
� 6 poly(n) exp(−nξ/2) . (6.7)

For n ∈ N large enough this becomes smaller than any fixed ε > 0. Furthermore, by Property (iii) of
Definition 6.1, we have that

TXn→X ′n
(
Γ
⊗n
X

)
= trEn

[
Mx,δ

EnX ′n
(
VX→X ′E ΓXV †

X←X ′E

)⊗n
(Mx,δ

EnX ′n)
†]

6 poly(n)e−n(x−4δ )
Γ
⊗n
X ′ (6.8)

as required. �

6.3 Universal conditional and relative typical smoothing operator

We now turn to the proof of Proposition 6.1, giving an explicit construction of a universal conditional
and relative typical smoothing operator. As the proof of Proposition 6.1 is quite lengthy, it can be
instructive to consider a simpler version of our typical smoothing operator which applies in the case
where the Hamiltonians are trivial. We carry out this analysis in Appendix E.

Proof of Proposition 6.1. First, we claim that we can assume ΓAB > 0 and Γ′B > 0 without loss of
generality. Indeed, if either operator is not positive definite, then we can first construct the operator
M̃x,δ

AnBn associated with modified operators Γ̃AB > 0 and Γ̃′B > 0 where all the zero eigenvalues of
ΓAB and Γ′B are replaced by some arbitrary fixed strictly positive constant (e.g., one); we can then
set Mx,δ

AnBn = PΓ′
BnM̃x,δ

AnBnPΓ
AnBn , where PΓ

AnBn (respectively PΓ′
Bn) is the projector onto the support of Γ

⊗n
AB

(respectively Γ
′⊗n
B ). The operator Mx,δ

AnBn constructed in this way satisfies all of the required properties.
For the remainder of this proof we thus assume that ΓAB > 0 and Γ′B > 0.

Let
{

Rk
AnBn

}
be the POVM constructed by Proposition 2.2 for HAB =− ln(ΓAB). Similarly, let

{
S`Bn

}
be the corresponding POVM constructed in Proposition 2.2 for H ′B =− ln(Γ′B). Also, as before, we
denote by Πλ

AnBn and by Π
µ

Bn the projectors on the Schur-Weyl blocks labelled by the Young diagrams
λ ∈ Young(dAdB,n) and µ ∈ Young(dB,n). Let

Mx,δ
AnBn = ∑

k,`,λ ,µ :
k−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ

S`Bn Π
µ

Bn Π
λ
AnBn Rk

AnBn . (6.9)
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Note that [S`Bn ,Π
µ

Bn ] = 0 because S`Bn is permutation-invariant, and [1An ⊗ S`Bn ,Πλ
AnBn ] = 0 because

1An⊗S`Bn is permutation-invariant. Recall also that [1An⊗Π
µ

Bn ,Πλ
AnBn ] = 0 for the same reason. The

operator Mx,δ
AnBn is permutation-invariant by construction. Then, we have

Mx,δ †
AnBn Mx,δ

AnBn = ∑
k,`,λ ,µ,

k′,`′,λ ′,µ ′ :
k−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ

k′−H̄(λ ′)−`′+H̄(µ ′)>x−4δ

Rk
AnBn Π

λ
AnBn Π

µ

Bn S`BnS`
′

Bn Π
µ ′

Bn Π
λ ′
AnBn Rk′

AnBn

= ∑
k,k′,`,λ ,µ :

k−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ

k′−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ

Rk
AnBn

(
Π

λ
AnBn Π

µ

Bn S`Bn

)
Rk′

AnBn

= ∑
k,k′

Rk
AnBn

 ∑
`,λ ,µ

k−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ

k′−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ

Π
λ
AnBn Π

µ

Bn S`Bn

Rk′
AnBn

6∑
k,k′

Rk
AnBnRk′

AnBn

= ∑
k

Rk
AnBn = 1AnBn (6.10)

recalling that the operators (Πλ
AnBn ,Π

µ

Bn ,S`Bn) form a commuting set of projectors, and where in the
third line the inner sum is taken to be the zero operator if no triplet (`,λ ,µ) satisfies the given
constraints. This shows Property (i).

Now, consider any state |ρ〉ABR, where R is any reference system, and assume that D(ρAB ‖ΓAB)−
D(ρB ‖Γ′B)> x. Rewrite this condition as

x6−H(ρAB)− tr[ρAB lnΓAB]+H(ρB)+ tr[ρB lnΓ
′
B] . (6.11)

We write

〈ρ|⊗n
ABR Mx,δ

AnBn |ρ〉⊗n
ABR = ∑

k,`,λ ,µ :
k−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ

〈ρ|⊗n
ABR

(
S`BnΠ

µ

BnΠ
λ
AnBnRk

AnBn

)
|ρ〉⊗n

ABR

= �1 + �2 , (6.12)

where we define

�1 = ∑
k,`,λ ,µ :

k>−tr[ρAB lnΓAB]−δ

H̄(λ )6H(ρAB)+δ

`6−tr[ρB lnΓ′B]+δ

H̄(µ)>H(ρB)−δ

〈ρ|⊗n
ABR

(
S`BnΠ

µ

BnΠ
λ
AnBnRk

AnBn

)
|ρ〉⊗n

ABR ; (6.13a)
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�2 = ∑
k,`,λ ,µ :

k−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ AND
[ k<−tr[ρAB lnΓAB]−δ OR

H̄(λ )>H(ρAB)+δ OR
`>−tr[ρB lnΓ′B]+δ OR

H̄(µ)<H(ρB)−δ ]

〈ρ|⊗n
ABR

(
S`BnΠ

µ

BnΠ
λ
AnBnRk

AnBn

)
|ρ〉⊗n

ABR , (6.13b)

further noting that the conditions in the sum defining �1 indeed imply that k− H̄(λ )− `+ H̄(µ)>
− tr[ρAB lnΓAB]−H(ρAB)+ tr[ρB lnΓ′B]+H(ρB)− 4δ > x− 4δ . We first consider �1. Define the
projectors

X1 = ∑
k>−tr[ρAB lnΓAB]−δ

Rk
AnBn ; X⊥1 = 1−X1 ; (6.14a)

X2 = ∑
H̄(λ )6H(ρAB)+δ

Π
λ
AnBn ; X⊥2 = 1−X2 ; (6.14b)

X3 = ∑
H̄(µ)>H(ρB)−δ

Π
µ

Bn ; X⊥3 = 1−X3 ; (6.14c)

X4 = ∑
`6−tr[ρB lnΓ′B]+δ

S`Bn ; X⊥4 = 1−X4 , (6.14d)

and observe that

Re{ �1 } = Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR

(
X4 X3 X2 X1

)
|ρ〉⊗n

ABR

}
. (6.15)

Thanks to Proposition 2.2, we have ‖ X⊥1 |ρ〉
⊗n
ABR‖6 2exp(−nη/2), recalling that ‖P|ψ〉‖=

√
tr[Pψ],

and hence

Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR X4 X3 X2 X1 |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

}
= Re

{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR X4 X3 X2 |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

}
−Re

{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR X4 X3 X2 X⊥1 |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

}
> Re

{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR X4 X3 X2 |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

}
−2exp(−nη/2) (6.16)

using Cauchy-Schwarz to assert that Re(〈χ |ψ〉) 6 |〈χ |ψ〉| 6 ‖|χ〉‖‖|ψ〉‖. Similarly, using
Proposition 2.1, we have ‖ X⊥2 |ρ〉

⊗n
ABR‖ 6 poly(n)exp(−nη/2). Also, we have ‖ X⊥3 |ρ〉

⊗n
ABR‖ 6

poly(n)exp(−nη/2), and ‖ X⊥4 |ρ〉
⊗n
ABR‖6 2exp(−nη/2), yielding

Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR X4 X3 X2 |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

}
> Re

{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR X4 X3 |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

}
−poly(n) exp(−nη/2) ; (6.17)

Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR X4 X3 |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

}
> Re

{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR X4 |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

}
−poly(n) exp(−nη/2) ; (6.18)

Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR X4 |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

}
> 1−2 exp(−nη/2) . (6.19)

We take all these η’s to be the same, by choosing if necessary the minimum of the four possibly
different ηs. Hence, we have

Re{ �1 } > 1−poly(n) exp(−nη/2) . (6.20)

24



Now we consider the term �2. We know that∥∥Rk
AnBn |ρ〉⊗n

ABR

∥∥6 exp(−nη/2) if k <− tr[ρAB lnΓAB]−δ ; (6.21a)∥∥∥Π
λ
AnBn |ρ〉⊗n

ABR

∥∥∥6 poly(n)exp(−nη/2) if H̄(λ )> H(ρAB)+δ ; (6.21b)∥∥S`Bn |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

∥∥6 exp(−nη/2) if ` >− tr[ρB lnΓ
′
B]+δ ; (6.21c)∥∥Π

µ

Bn |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

∥∥6 poly(n)exp(−nη/2) if H̄(µ)< H(ρB)−δ (6.21d)

recalling that ‖P|ψ〉‖=
√

tr[Pψ]. So, for each term in the sum (6.13b), we have∣∣∣〈ρ|⊗n
ABR

(
S`BnΠ

µ

BnΠ
λ
AnBnRk

AnBn

)
|ρ〉⊗n

ABR

∣∣∣= ∣∣∣(〈ρ|⊗n
ABRS`BnΠ

µ

BnΠ
λ
AnBn

)(
Rk

AnBn |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

)∣∣∣
6
∥∥ Rk

AnBn |ρ〉⊗n
ABR

∥∥ ·∥∥∥ (S`BnΠ
µ

BnΠ
λ
AnBn

)
|ρ〉⊗n

ABR

∥∥∥
6 poly(n) exp(−nη/2) (6.22)

using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and because at least one of the four conditions is violated,
causing at least one of the two the norms to decay exponentially (noting also that S`Bn ,Π

µ

Bn ,Πλ
AnBn all

commute). Because there are only at most poly(n) terms, we have

|�2 | 6 ∑
k,`,λ ,µ :

k−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ AND
[ k<−tr[σX lnΓX ]−δ OR

H̄(λ )>H(σX )+δ OR
`>−tr[ρX ′ lnΓX ′ ]+δ OR

H̄(µ)<H(E (σX ))−δ ]

∣∣∣〈ρ|⊗n
ABR

(
S`BnΠ

µ

BnΠ
λ
AnBnRk

AnBn

)
|ρ〉⊗n

ABR

∣∣∣

6 poly(n)exp(−nη/2) . (6.23)

Hence, we have

Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

ABR Mx,δ
AnBn |ρ〉⊗n

ABR

}
= Re{ �1 } + Re{ �2 }

> Re{ �1 } − | �2 |
> 1−poly(n)exp(−nη/2) (6.24)

proving Property (ii) for ξ = η/2. Note that ξ does not depend on the state |σ〉XR. Now, we prove
Property (iii). Using Lemma B.1 and dropping some subsystem indices for readability, we have

trAn
[
Mx,δ

AnBnΓ
⊗n
AB

(
Mx,δ

AnBn

)†]
6 poly(n) ∑

k,`,λ ,µ :
k−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ

trAn

[
S`Πµ

Π
λ Rk

Γ
⊗n Rk

Π
λ

Π
µS`
]
. (6.25)

Recall that, using Proposition 2.2 and Lemma 2.2,

Rk
AnBn Γ

⊗n
AB 6 e−nk Rk

AnBn 6 e−nk1AnBn ; (6.26)
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Π
µ

Bn trAn

[
Π

λ
AnBn

]
Π

µ

Bn 6 poly(n) exp(n(H̄(λ )− H̄(µ)))1Bn ; (6.27)

S`Bn 6 en` S`Bn Γ
′⊗n
B 6 en`

Γ
′⊗n
B (6.28)

further recalling that [Rk
AnBn ,Γ⊗n

AB ] = 0 and [S`Bn ,Γ′⊗n
B ] = 0. Combining these together yields

(6.25)6 poly(n) ∑
k,`,λ ,µ :

k−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ

e−nk S` Π
µ trAn

[
Π

λ
AnBn

]
Π

µ S`

6 ∑
k,`,λ ,µ :

k−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ

poly(n)e−nk+n(H̄(λ )−H̄(µ)) S`Bn

6 ∑
k,`,λ ,µ :

k−H̄(λ )−`+H̄(µ)>x−4δ

poly(n)e−n(k−H̄(λ )+H̄(µ)−`)
Γ
′⊗n
B

6 poly(n)e−n(x−4δ )
Γ
′⊗n
B . (6.29)

Finally, suppose that [ΓAB,Γ
′
B] = 0, meaning that we can choose a simultaneous eigenbasis for

ΓAB and ΓB′ . Then the operator Mx,δ
AnBn is a projector, as can be seen in (6.9) since in that case

{S`Bn},{Πµ

Bn},{Πλ
AnBn},{Rk

AnBn} are all complete sets of projectors all elements of which commute
pairwise between different sets. Furthermore, Γ

⊗n
B′ and Γ

⊗n
AB both commute with all of these projectors

and therefore also with Mx,δ
AnBn . �

7 Construction #3: Thermal operations

7.1 Statement and proof sketch

We now present a construction of a universal thermodynamic implementation of a time-covariant
i.i.d. process, using the framework of thermal operations instead of Gibbs-preserving maps.

Theorem 7.1. Let X be a quantum system, HX a Hermitian operator, β > 0, EX→X a completely
positive, trace-preserving map satisfying

EX→X(e−iHX t (·)eiHX t) = e−iHX t EX→X(·)eiHX t for all t ∈ R. (7.1)

Let ε > 0. Let δ > 0 be small enough and n ∈ N be large enough. Then, there exists an information
battery W, a thermal operation ΦXnW , and battery states τ

(i)
W and τ

(f)
W such that:

(i) The effective work process TXn→Xn associated with ΦXnW and
(

τ
(i)
W ,τ

(f)
W

)
satisfies

1
2
‖TXn→Xn−E ⊗n

X→X ′‖� 6 ε ; (7.2)
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(ii) The work cost per copy satisfies

lim
δ→0

lim
n→∞

1
n

[
w
(

τ
(i)
W

)
−w

(
τ
(f)
W

)]
= T (E ) . (7.3)

(Proof on page 34.)

The main idea in the present construction is to first carry out a Stinespring dilation unitary
explicitly using suitable ancillas as the environment system, and then to apply a conditional erasure
process that resets the ancillas to a standard state while using the output of the process as side
information. The idea of implementing a process in this fashion was also employed in Ref. [13].

Our core technical contribution for Construction #3 is to show how to build a thermodynamic
protocol for universal conditional erasure, using the idea of position-based decoding [19, 56–62].
The assembly of the full thermal operation is slightly more involved than Constructions #1 and #2,
because we cannot use Proposition 3.1. The construction will be illustrated in Figure 2, using a
conditional erasure primitive whose construction is illustrated in Figure 1.

7.2 Universal conditional erasure

Conditional erasure is a task that is of independent interest because it generalizes Landauer’s
erasure principle to situations where a quantum memory is available. A protocol for thermodynamic
conditional erasure of a system using a memory as quantum side information was given in ref. [63]
for trivial Hamiltonians. Here, we study the problem of finding a universal protocol for conditional
erasure, whose accuracy is guaranteed for any input state on n copies of a system, and where the
system and memory Hamiltonians can be arbitrary.

Definition 7.1 (Universal conditional erasure). Consider two systems S,M. Let σS be a fixed state,
let SSM = {ρSM} be an arbitrary set of states on S⊗M, and let δ ′ > 0. A universal conditional
δ ′-erasure process of S using M as side information is a completely positive, trace non-increasing
map TSM→SM such that for all ρSM ∈SSM, and writing |ρ〉SMR a purification of ρSM, we have

F
(
TSM→SM(ρSMR),σS⊗ρMR

)
> 1−δ

′ . (7.4)

We provide a thermodynamic protocol for universal conditional erasure.

Proposition 7.1. Let S,M be systems with Hamiltonians HS,HM and let γS refer to the thermal state
on S. Let SSM be an arbitrary set of states on S⊗M. Let m> 0 such that em is integer. Let PSM be
a Hermitian operator satisfying 06 PSM 6 1 and [PSM,HS +HM] = 0, and assume that there exists
κ,κ ′ > 0 such that for all ρSM ∈SSM we have

tr
[
PSM ρSM

]
> 1−κ ; (7.5a)

tr[PSM (γS⊗ρM)]6
κ ′

em . (7.5b)

Then, there exists a thermal operation RSMJ→SMJ acting on the systems SM and an information
battery J, such that the effective work process TSM→SM of RSMJ→SMJ with respect to the battery
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states (τm
J , |0〉J) is a universal conditional (2κ + 4κ ′)-erasure process with σS = γS for the set of

states S ′
SM, where S ′

SM is the convex hull of SSM. (Proof on page 31.)

The proof of Proposition 7.1 is developed in the rest of this section. We start by reformulating
the ideas of the convex-split lemma, the position-based decoding, and the catalytic decoupling
schemes [19, 56–62] to form a protocol for universal conditional erasure. The underlying ideas of the
following proposition are the same as, e.g., in Ref. [19]. Yet, our technical statement differs in some
aspects and that is why we provide a proof for completeness. The setting is depicted in Figure 1.

Lemma 7.1 (Conditional erasure unitary using position-based decoding). Consider two systems S,M
and fix m> 0 such that em is integer. Let J be a large register of dimension at least 2em, and choose
a fixed basis {| j〉J}. Now, let γS be any state, SSM an arbitrary set of quantum states on S⊗M, PSM

a Hermitian operator satisfying 06 PSM 6 1, and assume that there exists κ,κ ′ > 0 such that for all
ρSM ∈SSM the conditions (7.5) hold. Furthermore, let A = A1⊗·· ·⊗Aem be a collection of ancilla
systems with each A j ' S, and let A′ = A′1⊗ ·· ·⊗A′em be a copy of the full collection of ancilla
systems. We write a purification of γA j on A′j as |γ〉A jA′j = γ

1/2
A j
|Φ〉A j:A′j . Let S ′

SM be the convex hull

of SSM. Then, there exists a unitary operator W (m)
SMAJ→SMAJ satisfying the following property: For

any reference system R, for any pure tripartite state |ρ〉SMR with ρSM ∈S ′
SM, and for any | j〉J with

16 j 6 em, we have

Re
{(
〈τ̂ j(ρSMR)|RMSAA′⊗〈0|J

)
W (m)

SMAJ

(
|ρ〉RMS⊗|γ〉⊗em

A·A′·
⊗| j〉J

)}
> 1− (2κ +4κ

′) , (7.6)

where we have defined

|τ̂ j(ρSMR)〉RMSAA′ = |ρ〉A jMR⊗|γ〉SA′j ⊗ [|γ〉⊗(em−1)]AA′\A jA′j (7.7)

and by the notation AA′\A jA′j we refer to all AA′ systems except A jA′j. Moreover, for any observables

HS, HM such that [PSM,HS +HM] = 0, the unitary W (m)
SMAJ may be chosen such that [HS +HM +

∑HA j ,W
(m)
SMAJ] = 0, where HA j = HS.

Intuitively, we absorb the initial randomness present in the register J, e.g., given to us by the
environment in a mixed state, and return it in a pure state; J can therefore be identified as an
information battery. Similarly, A can be identified as a heat bath.

Proof. First observe that we can assume SSM to be a convex set, because any convex combination
of states in SSM also satisfies the conditions (7.5). For the rest of the proof we assume without loss
of generality that SSM = S ′

SM.

The operator W is defined in two steps. The first operation simply consists on conditionally swapping
S with A j, depending on the value stored in J. Then, we infer again from MA which j we swapped S
with, in order to coherently reset the register J back to the zero state (approximately). We define the
first unitary operation as W (1), acting on systems SAJ

W (1)
SAJ = ∑

j
FSA j ⊗| j〉〈 j|J , (7.8)

28



Figure 1: Construction of the thermal operation for universal conditional erasure using position-based
decoding [19], illustrating the construction in the proof of Proposition 7.1 and Lemma 7.1. We
define a map RSMJ that acts on a system S to reset, a quantum memory M and a register J, which
is promised to be initialized in the uniformly mixed state e−m1em of rank em for a fixed and known
value of m. A state ρSM of the system and the memory is purified by a reference system R (not
pictured). The map RSMJ outputs the system S in a state close to the thermal state γS and the register
J in a state close to the pure state |0〉J , all while ensuring that ρMR remains unchanged (up to small
errors), for all states ρSM in a given class of states SSM . The routine is provided a POVM effect PSM

whose task is to distinguish ρSM from γS⊗ρM in a hypothesis test for all ρSM ∈SSM. As long as
m is not too large (as determined by how well PSM can perform this distinguishing), the procedure
completes successfully. To implement RSMJ (shaded region) we involve em ancillas A = A1 . . .Aem

with A j ' S, each initialized in the thermal state γA j = γS. Then S and A j are coherently swapped
(FSA j ) conditioned on the value stored in J. If m is not too large, a POVM {Ω j

MA} can infer the value
j stored in J, up to a small error; the POVM is constructed from PSM . We then coherently reset the J
register to zero by conditioning on this outcome (up to a small error). The full procedure is a thermal
operation where the ancillas are the heat bath and J is an information battery such that m work has
been extracted in units of pure nats (see main text).
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where FSA j denotes the swap operator between the two designated systems. Observe that W (1) maps
ρ onto τ̂ j according to

W (1)
SQJ

(
|ρ〉RMS⊗|γ〉⊗em

A·A′·
⊗| j〉J

)
= |ρ〉RMA j ⊗|γ〉SA′j ⊗

[
|γ〉⊗(em−1)

]
AA′\A jA′j

⊗| j〉J

= |τ̂ j〉SRMAA′⊗| j〉J . (7.9)

The second step is more tricky. We need to infer from the systems MA alone which j was stored in J.
Fortunately the answer is provided in the form of position-based decoding [19], using a pretty good
measurement. Define

Λ
j
MA = PMA j ⊗1A\A j (7.10)

such that {Λ j
MA} is a set of positive operators. We can form a POVM {Ω j

MA} j ∪{Ω⊥MA} by normaliz-
ing the Λ j’s as follows:

Ω
j
MA = Λ

−1/2
MA Λ

j
MA Λ

−1/2
MA ; ΛMA = ∑

j
Λ

j
MA ; Ω

⊥
MA = 1−∑

j
Ω

j
MA . (7.11)

We would now like to lower bound tr[Ω j
MAτ̂

j
MA]. Following the proof of [19, Theorem 2], we first

invoke the Hayashi-Nagaoka inequality [64], which states that for any operators 06 A6 1, B> 0,
we have

1− (A+B)−1/2 A(A+B)−1/2 6 2(1−A)+4B . (7.12)

Applying this inequality with A = Λ
j
MA and B = ∑ j′ 6= j Λ

j′
MA we obtain

tr
[(
1−Ω

j)
τ̂

j
MA

]
6 2tr

[(
1−Λ

j
MA

)
τ̂

j
MA

]
+4 ∑

j′ 6= j
tr
[
Λ

j′
MAτ̂

j
MA

]
6 2tr[(1−PSM)ρSM]+4m tr[PSM(γS⊗ρM)]

6 2κ +4κ
′ . (7.13)

Now, let SHIFTJ(x) = ∑ j| j+ x〉〈 j|J denote the SHIFT operation on the J register, modulo em; note

that
(
SHIFTJ(x)

)†
= SHIFTJ(−x). We define

W (2)
MAJ =

(
∑

j
Ω

j
MA⊗SHIFTJ(− j)

)
; W ′SMAJ =W (2)

MAJW
(1)
SAJ (7.14)
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and we see that W ′†W ′ 6 1 thanks to Proposition B.1. Then, we have

W ′SMAJ

(
|ρ〉RMS⊗|φ〉⊗em

A·A′·
⊗| j〉J

)
=

(
∑
j′

Ω
j′
MA⊗SHIFTJ(− j′)

) (
|τ̂ j〉SRMAA′⊗| j〉J

)
= ∑

j′

(
Ω

j′
MA |τ̂

j〉RMSAA′
)
⊗| j− j′〉 . (7.15)

Thanks to Proposition C.1, the operator W ′SMAJ can be completed to a full unitary WSMAJ by using an
extra qubit in the J register, and such that 〈0|JWSMAJ| j〉J = 〈0|JW ′SMAJ| j〉J for all j = 1, . . . ,em (with
the convention that | j〉J for j 6 em forces the extra qubit to be in the zero state). So, recalling (7.13),(

〈τ̂ j|RMSAA′⊗〈0|J
)
WSMAJ

(
|ρ〉RMS⊗|φ〉⊗em

A·A′·
⊗| j〉J

)
=
(
〈τ̂ j|RMSAA′⊗〈0|J

)
W ′SMAJ

(
|ρ〉RMS⊗|φ〉⊗em

A·A′·
⊗| j〉J

)
= 〈τ̂ j |Ω j

MA | τ̂
j〉RMSAA′

> 1− (2κ +4κ
′) . (7.16)

To prove the last part of the claim, let HS,HM be observables such that [PSM,HS +HM] = 0 and
[HS,γS] = 0. Let HA j = HS and we write HA = ∑ j HA j . For all j, we have

[HS +HM +HA,Λ
j
MA] =

[
HS +∑ j′ 6= jHA j′ ,Λ

j
MA

]
+[HM +HA j ,PMA j ] = 0 . (7.17)

This implies that [HS +HM +HA,ΛMA] = 0, and in turn
[
HS +HM +HA,Λ

−1/2
MA

]
= 0, and thus also

[HS +HM +HA,Ω
j] = 0. Hence, we have[

HS +HM +HA,W
(2)
MAJ

]
= 0 . (7.18)

Clearly, [HS +HM +HA,W
(1)
SAJ] = 0, and hence [HS +HM +HA,W ′SMAJ] = 0. Using Proposition C.2

instead of Proposition C.1, we may further enforce [HS +HM +HA,WSMAJ] = 0, as required. �

We now give the proof of Proposition 7.1.

Proof of Proposition 7.1. Let W (m)
SMAJ be the energy-conserving unitary as in Lemma 7.1 and define

the thermal operation

RSMJ(·) = trA
[
W (m)

SMAJ

(
(·)⊗ γA

)
W (m)†

SMAJ

]
. (7.19)

Identifying J as an information battery, the associated effective work process of RSMJ with respect
to (τm

J , |0〉J) is

TSM→SM(·) = trA
[
〈0|JW (m)

SMAJ

(
(·)⊗ γA⊗ τ

m
J
)
W (m)†

SMAJ|0〉J
]
. (7.20)
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Let ρSM ∈S ′
SM and let |ρ〉SMR be a purification of ρSM. We have that the state vector

e−m/2
em

∑
j=1
〈0|JW m

SMAJ
(
|ρ〉SMR⊗|γ〉⊗em

AA′ ⊗| j〉J
)
⊗| j〉RJ (7.21)

is a purification of TSM→SM(ρSMR), where RJ is an additional register. Similarly, the state vector

e−m/2
em

∑
j=1
|τ̂ j(ρSMR)〉RMSAA′⊗| j〉RJ (7.22)

is a purification of γS⊗ρMR. Then, with Uhlmann’s theorem we find

F
(
TSM→SM(ρSMR),γS⊗ρMR

)
> e−m

em

∑
j=1

Re
{(
〈τ̂ j(ρSMR)|RMSAA′⊗〈0|J

)
W (m)

SMAJ

(
|ρ〉RMS⊗|γ〉⊗em

A·A′·
⊗| j〉J

)}
> 1− (2κ +4κ

′) , (7.23)

making use of (7.6). �

7.3 Construction via universal conditional erasure

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 7.1. The strategy is to exploit the fact that time-
covariant processes admit a Stinespring dilation with an energy-conserving unitary using an en-
vironment system with a separate Hamiltonian. This property enables us to map the problem of
implementing such a process directly to a conditional erasure problem with a system and memory
that are non-interacting.

The following lemma formalizes the property of time-covariant processes we make use of.
Various proofs of this lemma can be found in [65], [66, Appendix B] and [67, Theorem 25].

Lemma 7.2 (Stinespring dilation of covariant processes [65–67]). Let X be a quantum system with
Hamiltonian HX , and EX→X be a completely positive, trace-preserving map that is covariant with
respect to time evolution. That is, for all t we have

EX→X(e−iHX t (·)eiHX t) = e−iHX t EX→X(·)eiHX t . (7.24)

Then, there exists a system E with Hamiltonian HE including an eigenstate |0〉E of zero energy, as
well as a unitary VEX→EX such that

EX→X(·) = trE
[
V (|0〉〈0|E ⊗ (·))V †] (7.25)

as well as V (HX +HE)V † = HX +HE . (Proof on page 49.)

We provide an additional proof in Appendix A. The main idea behind the construction in the
following proof of Theorem 7.1 is depicted in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: The conditional erasure procedure in Figure 1 can be used to construct an i.i.d. imple-
mentation of a given time-covariant process (Theorem 7.1). First we apply an energy-conserving
Stinespring dilation of the process on all input copies, using a zero-initialized ancilla as environment
system E for each copy. We then invoke the conditional erasure procedure REnXnJ to reset En to the
thermal state γ

⊗n
E using X ′n as a memory, while extracting work using an information battery J. Here,

the projector that can distinguish ρ
⊗n
EX ′ from 1En⊗ρX ′n is the universal conditional typical projector

given by Proposition E.1. The fact that REnXnJ preserves the correlations [E (σXR)]
⊗n between the

memory (output systems X ′n) and the reference Rn ensures that the process is implemented accurately.
The amount of work extracted by REnXnJ is m∼ n[βFE +T (E )] but ∼ nβFE work has to be paid to
prepare the initially pure En ancillas, where βFE = − ln tr(e−βHE ). The overall work extracted is
∼ T (E ) per copy.
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Proof of Theorem 7.1. Thanks to Lemma 7.2, there exists an environment system E with Hamiltonian
HE , as well as an energy-conserving unitary VXE and a state |0〉E of zero energy such that (7.25)
holds. Let FE =−β−1 ln(ZE) with ZE = tr[e−βHE ]. We define

x = min
σ

{
D(σ ‖e−βHX )−D(E (σ)‖e−βHX )

}
=−T (E ) . (7.26)

Writing ρXE =VXE(|0〉〈0|E ⊗σX)V
†
XE , we have that x = minσX

{
−H(σX) +β tr[σX HX ]+H(ρX)−

β tr[ρX HX ]
}

. By tr[σX HX ] = tr
[
(|0〉〈0|E ⊗σX)(HX +HE)

]
= tr

[
ρXE(HX +HE)

]
, we see that

x = min
σX
{−H(ρXE) +H(ρX) +β tr[ρEHE ]} . (7.27)

Observe that for any such ρXE , we have

−H(E |X)ρ +β tr[ρEHE ]>−H(E)ρ +β tr[ρEHE ]+ ln(Z)− ln(Z)

= D(ρE ‖γE)+βFE > βFE (7.28)

using the sub-additivity of the von Neumann entropy and the fact that relative entropy is positive for
normalized states. Hence, we have x> βFE .

Let

SEnXn =
{

ρ
⊗n
EX : ρEX =VXE(|0〉〈0|E ⊗σX)V

†
XE for some σX

}
, (7.29)

noting that for all ρ
⊗n
EX ∈SEnXn , we have D(ρEX ‖e−β (HX+HE ))−D(ρX ‖e−βHX ) = D(σ ‖e−βHX )−

D(E (σ)‖e−βHX )> x. Let Px,δ
EnXn be the universal typical and relative conditional operator furnished

by Proposition 6.1, where ΓX = e−βHX and ΓXE = e−β (HX+HE ) = ΓX ⊗ΓE with ΓE = e−βHE . Since
ΓXE commutes with 1E ⊗ΓX , Proposition 6.1 guarantees that Px,δ

EnXn is a projector which furthermore
commutes with Γ

⊗n
XE and Γ

⊗n
X . We proceed to show that Px,δ

EnXn can perform a hypothesis test between
ρ
⊗n
EX and γ

⊗n
E ⊗ρ

⊗n
X . Recalling Definition 6.1 we have

tr
[
Px,δ

EnXnρ
⊗n
EX

]
> 1−κ , (7.30)

with κ = poly(n)e−nη for some η > 0 independent of ρ and n. By construction we have 1X ⊗ΓE =

Γ
−1/2
X ΓXEΓ

−1/2
X , and so thanks to Point (iii) of Definition 6.1 we can compute

trEn
[
Px,δ

EnXnΓ
⊗n
E

]
=
(
Γ
−1/2
X

)⊗n trEn
[
Px,δ

EnXnΓ
⊗n
XE

](
Γ
−1/2
X

)⊗n

6 poly(n)exp(−n(x−4δ ))1Xn , (7.31)

where we furthermore used the fact that Px,δ
EnXn commutes with Γ

⊗n
XE and with Γ

⊗n
X . We therefore see

using γE = ΓE/ tr[ΓE ] that

tr
[
Px,δ

EnXnρ
⊗n
X ⊗ γ

⊗n
E

]
6

1
tr[Γ⊗n

E ]
poly(n)exp

(
−n(x−4δ )

)
tr
[
ρ
⊗n
X

]
= poly(n) exp

(
−n(x−βFE −4δ )

)
. (7.32)
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Let

em =
⌊
exp
{

n(x−βFE −4δ −η)
}⌋

, (7.33)

such that tr
[
Px,δ

EnXnρ
⊗n
X ⊗ γ

⊗n
E

]
6 e−mκ ′ by choosing κ ′ = poly(n)e−nη .

Now let J be a register of dimension at least 2em and let REnXnJ be the thermal operation furnished
by Proposition 7.1 for S = En, M = Xn, SEnXn , Px,δ

EnXn , m, κ , and κ ′ as defined above. Here, we have
assumed that x > βFE , and that furthermore δ ,η are small enough such that 4δ +η < (x−βFE); if
instead x = βFE then we can set em = 1 and REnXnJ(·) = trEn(·)⊗ γ

⊗n
E (which is a thermal operation)

in the following.

We proceed to show that the effective work process T R
EnXn→EnXn of REnXnJ with respect to (τm

J , |0〉J)
is close to the partial trace map T

(0)
EnXn→EnXn(·) = trEn(·)⊗ γ

⊗n
E in diamond distance. We invoke the

post-selection technique (Theorem 2.1) to show this. Let ζEnXn be the de Finetti state which via (2.24)
can be written as the convex combination of a finite number of i.i.d. states

ζEnXn = ∑ piφ
⊗n
i . (7.34)

Hence ζEnXn lies in the convex hull of SEnXn , and from Proposition 7.1 and Definition 7.1 we see
that for a purification |ζ 〉EnXnR of ζEnXn we have

F
(
T R

EnXn→EnXn(ζEnXnR),γ
⊗n
E ⊗ trEn(ζEnXnR)

)
≥ 1− (2κ +4κ

′) . (7.35)

Using D(ρ,σ)≤
√

1−F(ρ,σ) along with Theorem 2.1 we find

1
2
‖T R

EnXn→EnXn−T
(0)

EnXn→EnXn‖� 6
√

2κ +4κ ′ = poly(n)e−nη/2 . (7.36)

We can start piecing together the full process. Our overall protocol needs to (a) bring in a heat bath
En, i.e., ancillas initialized in their thermal state, (b) prepare the states |0〉⊗n

E on the ancillas using
an auxiliary information battery (denoted by W ′ below), (c) apply the energy-conserving unitary
V⊗n

XE , (d) apply REnXnJ using an information battery J initialized in the state τm
J , and (e) discard the

ancillas.

As explained in Section 3, there exists a thermal operation Φ̃EnW ′ on the ancillas and an information
battery W ′ along with battery states (τ

(1)
W ′ ,τ

(2)
W ′ ) such that Φ̃EnW ′(γ

⊗n
E ⊗ τ

(1)
W ′ ) = |0〉〈0|

⊗n
E ⊗ τ

(2)
W ′ and

with w(τ(1)
W ′ )−w(τ(2)

W ′ ) arbitrarily close to −βnFE . Now let W = J⊗W ′, τ
(i)
W = τ

(1)
W ′ ⊗ τm

J , τ
(f)
W =

τ
(2)
W ′ ⊗|0〉〈0|J , and define

ΦXnW (·) = trEn

[
REnXnJ

(
V⊗n

XE Φ̃EnW ′
(
(·)⊗ γ

⊗n
E

)
(V⊗n

XE )
†
)]

. (7.37)

The map ΦXnW is a thermal operation because it is a concatenation of thermal operations. The
overall heat bath is formed of the systems En, the ancillas An used in the implementation of REnXnJ ,
as well as the implicit heat bath used in the implementation of Φ̃EnW ′ . The system W = J⊗W ′ is
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the information battery. We can verify that the associated effective work process with respect to(
τ
(i)
W ,τ

(f)
W

)
is

TXn(·) =
〈
0
∣∣
J trEn

[
REnXnJ

(
V⊗n

XE trW ′
[
P(2)

W ′ Φ̃EnW ′
(
(·)⊗ τ

(1)
W ′ ⊗ τ

m
J ⊗ γ

⊗n
E

)]
(V⊗n

XE )
†
)]∣∣0〉J

= trEn

[〈
0
∣∣
JREnXnJ

([
V⊗n

XE

(
(·)⊗|0〉〈0|⊗n

E

)
(V⊗n

XE )
†]⊗ τ

m
J

)∣∣0〉J

]
= trEn

[
T R

EnXn

(
V⊗n

XE

(
(·)⊗|0〉〈0|⊗n

E

)
(V⊗n

XE )
†
)]

= trEn

[
V⊗n

XE

(
(·)⊗|0〉〈0|⊗n

E

)
(V⊗n

XE )
†
]
+∆Xn(·)

= E ⊗n
X→X(·)+∆Xn(·) , (7.38)

where ∆Xn(·) = trEn
(
T R

XnEn(·)−T
(0)

XnEn(·)
)

satisfies (1/2)‖∆Xn‖� 6 poly(n)e−nη/2. Therefore for
any fixed ε and for n large enough we have (1/2)‖TXn−E ⊗n

X→X‖� 6 ε .

The associated work cost per copy satisfies

lim
δ→0

lim
n→∞

1
n

[
w(τ(i)

W )−w(τ(f)
W )
]
= lim

δ→0
lim
n→∞

1
n

[
w(τ(1)

W ′ )−w(τ(2)
W ′ )−m

]
= lim

δ→0
lim
n→∞

1
n

[
−nβFE −n(x−βFE −4δ +η)+υ

]
= T (E ) , (7.39)

recalling (7.33), where 06 υ 6 2 accounts for the rounding error in (7.33) and a possible arbitrarily
small difference between −nβFE and w(τ(1)

W ′ )−w(τ(2)
W ′ ), and recalling that η → 0 as δ → 0. �

8 Related Results

8.1 Alternative proof of the asymptotic equiparition property of the coherent rela-
tive entropy

Here we have a new proof of the asymptotic equipartition property (AEP) for the coherent relative
entropy, with an explicit expression of a smoothing process which does the job. This isn’t directly
useful for our universality result, but it uses similar ideas and gives some intuition about the AEP
of the coherent relative entropy. Furthermore, we get an explicit process that is near-optimal in the
definition of the coherent relative entropy for an i.i.d. process matrix.

Recall the definition of the relative typical subspace [54, 55]:

Proposition 8.1 (Relative typical projector [54, 55]). Let ρ,τ > 0 be operators on a finite dimensional
Hilbert space H with tr(ρ) = 1, and let δ > 0. There exists a constant η > 0, and for all n there
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exists a projector Π
n,δ
ρ|τ such that the following conditions hold:

[
Π

n,δ
ρ|τ ,τ

⊗n]= 0 ; (8.1a)

e−n(M(ρ ‖τ)+δ )
Π

n,δ
ρ|τ 6 Π

n,δ
ρ|τ τ

⊗n
Π

n,δ
ρ|τ 6 e−n(M(ρ ‖τ)−δ )

Π
n,δ
ρ|τ ; (8.1b)

tr
(
Π

n,δ
ρ|τ ρ

⊗n)> 1−2e−nη , (8.1c)

where we have defined

M(ρ ‖τ) :=− tr(ρ lnτ) . (8.2)

The usual (weakly) typical projector for a state ρ is obtained by choosing τ = ρ:

Π
n,δ
ρ = Π

n,δ
ρ|ρ . (8.3)

The construction of the relative typical projector, as well as the proof of properties (8.1a)
and (8.1b) are presented in Refs. [54, 55]. Here we show property (8.1c).

Proof of Proposition 8.1. The construction of Refs. [54, 55] satisfies properties (8.1a) and (8.1b);
it remains to prove (8.1c). Consider the quantity tr

(
(1−Π

n,δ
ρ|τ)ρ⊗n

)
, and note that it corresponds

to the probability that a sequence of measurements of copies ρ of the observable − ln(τ) ensemble
averages to a quantity that is δ -far from M(ρ ‖τ) =− tr(ρ lnτ). Let Z j for j = 1, . . . ,n be random
variables where Z j is the outcome of the measurement of − ln(τ) on the j-th system of ρ⊗n. Then
using Hoeffding’s inequality we find

tr
(
(1−Π

n,δ
ρ|τ)ρ

⊗n)= Pr
[∣∣∣∣1n ∑Z j−

(
− tr(ρ lnτ)

)∣∣∣∣> δ

]
6 2exp(−nη) , (8.4)

for some η > δ 2/‖− lnτ‖∞, noting that the difference between the maximum and minimum eigen-
values of − lnτ is upper bounded by 2‖− lnτ‖∞. �

Now we may present the new proof of the asymptotic equipartition property of the coherent
relative entropy.

Proposition 8.2. Let ΓX ,ΓX ′ > 0, let RX ' X and let |σ〉X :RX be any state. Write ρX ′RX = E (σXRX ) =

ρ
1/2
RX

EX ′RX ρ
1/2
RX

writing EX ′RX = E (ΦX :RX ). Let ΓX ,ΓX ′ > 0. For any δ > 0, and for any n, let

SX ′n = Π
n,δ
ρX ′ |Γ

−1
X ′

; QX ′n = Π
n,δ
ρX ′

; PXn = Π
n,δ
σX |ΓRX

, RXn = Π
n,δ
σX . (8.5)

Then the completely positive map

TXn→X ′n(·) = SX ′n QX ′n E ⊗n
X→X ′

(
RXn PXn (·)PXn RXn

)
QX ′n SX ′n , (8.6)
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is trace-nonincreasing and satisfies

TXn→X ′n(Γ
⊗n
X )6 e−n[D(σX ‖ΓX )−D(ρX ′ ‖ΓX ′ )−4δ ]

Γ
⊗n
X ′ ; (8.7a)

P
(
TXn→X ′n

(
σ
⊗n
XRX

)
,ρ⊗n

X ′RX

)
6 4e−nη ′ , (8.7b)

for some η ′ > 0. This implies that for any ε > 0,

lim
n→∞

1
n

D̂ε

Xn→X ′n
(
ρ
⊗n
X ′RX

∥∥Γ
⊗n
X ,Γ⊗n

X ′
)
> D(σX ‖ΓX)−D(ρX ′ ‖ΓX ′) . (8.8)

Proof of Proposition 8.2. It will prove convenient to work in the purified space, so let E ' X ′⊗RX ,
and let |E〉X ′RX E be a purification of EX ′RX . Let VX→X ′E be the corresponding isometry which satisfies
|E〉X ′RX E =VX→X ′E |Φ〉X :RX ; this isometry is just a Stinespring dilation of E . Now define

|T 〉X ′nRn
X En = SX ′n QX ′n PRn

X
RRn

X
|E〉⊗n

X ′RX E , (8.9)

where PRn
X
= tXn→Rn

X
(PXn) and RRn

X
= tXn→Rn

X
(RXn). We begin by showing (8.7a). Writing ΓRX =

tX→RX (ΓX), we have

(Γ
−1/2
X ′ )⊗n trRn

X

[
TX ′nRn

X
Γ
⊗n
RX

]
(Γ
−1/2
X ′ )⊗n

= (Γ
−1/2
X ′ )⊗n SX ′nQX ′n trRn

X

[
RRn

X
E⊗n

X ′RX
RRn

X
(PRn

X
Γ
⊗n
RX

PRn
X
)
]

QX ′nSX ′n (Γ
−1/2
X ′ )⊗n

6 e−n(M(σX ‖ΓX )−δ ) (Γ
−1/2
X ′ )⊗n SX ′nQX ′n trRn

X

[
RRn

X
E⊗n

X ′RX
RRn

X

]
QX ′nSX ′n (Γ

−1/2
X ′ )⊗n , (8.10)

recalling that PRn
X

Γ
⊗n
RX

PRn
X
6 e−n(M(σX ‖ΓX )−δ ) 1Rn

X
. Now define RX ′nEn as the dual projector of

RRn
X

with respect to |E〉⊗n
X ′RX E : Indeed, we have |E〉X ′RX E = VX→X ′E |Φ〉X :RX ; we may thus define

RX ′nEn =(VX→X ′E)
⊗n RXn (V †)⊗n in such a way that RX ′nEn |E〉⊗n

X ′RX E =V⊗n
X→X ′E

(
RXn⊗1Rn

X

)
|Φ〉X :RX =

RRn
X
|E〉⊗n

X ′RX E . Then compute

QX ′n trRn
X

[
RRn

X
E⊗n

X ′RX
RRn

X

]
QX ′n

= QX ′n trRn
X En

[
RX ′nEn E⊗n

X ′RX E RX ′nEn

]
QX ′n

= QX ′n trEn
[
RX ′nEn E⊗n

X ′E RX ′nEn
]

QX ′n

6 QX ′n trEn [RX ′nEn ]QX ′n

6 en(S(ρX ′E )+δ )QX ′n trEn
[
RX ′nEnρ

⊗n
X ′ERX ′nEn

]
QX ′n

6 en(S(ρX ′E )+δ )QX ′n trEn
[
ρ
⊗n
X ′E

]
QX ′n

= en(S(ρX ′E )+δ )QX ′n ρ
⊗n
X ′ QX ′n

6 en(S(ρX ′E )−S(ρX ′ )+2δ )QX ′n

6 en(S(σX )−S(ρX ′ )+2δ )1X ′n . (8.11)
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where we have used the fact that EX ′E 6 1X ′E (since ERX 6 1RX ), the usual properties of the typical
projectors, the fact that [RX ′nEn ,ρ⊗n

X ′E ] = 0, as well as the fact that S(ρX ′E) = S(ρRX ) = S(σX) because
ρX ′RX E is a pure state. We may then return to

(8.10)6 e−n(M(σX ‖ΓX )−S(ρX ′E )+S(ρX ′ )−3δ ) SX ′n (Γ
−1
X ′ )
⊗n SX ′n

6 e−n(M(σX ‖ΓX )+M(ρX ′ ‖Γ
−1
X ′ )−S(ρX ′E )+S(ρX ′ )−4δ ) 1 , (8.12)

recalling that SX ′n and (Γ−1
X ′ )
⊗n commute. A simple calculation then yields

M(σX ‖ΓX)+M(ρX ′ ‖Γ
−1
X ′ )−S(σX)+S(ρX ′)

=− tr(σX lnΓX)+ tr(ρX ′ lnΓX ′)+ tr(σX lnσX)− tr(ρX ′ lnρX ′)

= D(σX ‖ΓX)−D(ρX ′ ‖ΓX ′) , (8.13)

which proves (8.7a). Now we go for (8.7b). Let ηR,ηP,ηQ,ηS > 0 be the corresponding parameters
provided by Proposition 8.1 for RXn , PXn , QX ′n , and SX ′n , and let η = min(ηR,ηP,ηQ,ηS). Then we
may compute

Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

X ′ERX

(
σ

1/2
RX

)⊗n |T 〉X ′nRn
X En

}
= Re

{
〈ρ|⊗n

X ′ERX
SX ′n QX ′n RX ′nEn PX ′nEn |ρ〉⊗n

X ′RX E

}
, (8.14)

where analogously to RX ′nEn we define PX ′nEn =V⊗nPXn(V †)⊗n, and noting that
(
σ

1/2
RX

)⊗n|E〉⊗n
X ′RX E =

|ρ〉⊗n
X ′RX E . Compute∥∥(1−PX ′nEn)|ρ〉⊗n

X ′RX E

∥∥2
= 〈ρ|⊗n

X ′RX E (1−PX ′nEn) |ρ〉⊗n
X ′RX E

= tr
(
σX (1−PXn)

)
6 2exp(−nη) ; (8.15a)∥∥(1−RX ′nEn)|ρ〉⊗n

X ′RX E

∥∥2
= tr

(
σX (1−RXn)

)
6 2exp(−nη) ; (8.15b)∥∥(1−QX ′n)|ρ〉⊗n

X ′RX E

∥∥2
= tr

(
ρX ′ (1−QX ′n)

)
6 2exp(−nη) ; (8.15c)∥∥(1−SX ′n)|ρ〉⊗n

X ′RX E

∥∥2
= tr

(
ρX ′ (1−SX ′n)

)
6 2exp(−nη) ; (8.15d)

exploiting each time property (8.1c) of the corresponding relative typical projector. Now we use the
fact that for any states |ψ〉, |ψ ′〉, and for any 06 X 6 1, we have Re{〈ψ ′ |X |ψ〉}= Re{〈ψ ′ |ψ〉}−
Re{〈ψ ′ |(1−X) |ψ〉} > Re{〈ψ ′ |ψ〉}−

∥∥|ψ ′〉∥∥∥∥(1−X)|ψ〉
∥∥, where the last inequality holds by

Cauchy-Schwarz. Then

(8.14)> Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

X ′ERX
SX ′n QX ′n RX ′nEn |ρ〉⊗n

X ′RX E

}
−
√

2exp(−nη/2)

> Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

X ′ERX
SX ′n QX ′n |ρ〉⊗n

X ′RX E

}
−2
√

2exp(−nη/2)

> . . .

> 1−4
√

2exp(−nη/2) . (8.16)

39



Since |ρ〉⊗n
X ′RX E is a purification of ρ

⊗n
X ′RX

, and
(
σ

1/2
RX

)⊗n|T 〉X ′nRn
X En is a purification of TXn→X ′n(σ

⊗n
XRX

),
we have

F
(
ρ
⊗n
X ′RX

,TXn→X ′n(σ
⊗n
XRX

)
)
>
∣∣〈ρ|⊗n

X ′ERX

(
σ

1/2
RX

)⊗n|T 〉X ′nRn
X En
∣∣

> Re
{
〈ρ|⊗n

X ′ERX

(
σ

1/2
RX

)⊗n|T 〉X ′nRn
X En
}

> 1−4
√

2exp(−nη/2) . (8.17)

Hence

P
(

ρ
⊗n
X ′RX

,TXn→X ′n(σ
⊗n
XRX

)
)
6
√

1− (1−4
√

2exp(−nη/2))2 6

√
8
√

2 exp(−nη/4) , (8.18)

using the fact that
√

1− (1− x)2 6
√

2x, thus proving (8.7b) noting that (8
√

2)1/2 6 4. �

8.2 Optimal implementation of any i.i.d. channel with thermal operations on an i.i.d.
input state

Here, we show that for any channel EX→X ′ , mapping a system X with Hamiltonian HX to a system X ′

with Hamiltonian HX ′ , and for any fixed input state σX , then there exists an optimal implementation
with thermal operations which uses a small amount of coherence, and an amount of work per copy
which is asymptotically equal to

WT.O. = β
−1D(E (σ)‖e−βHX ′ )−β

−1D(σ ‖e−βHX ) . (8.19)

The coherence is counted using a half-infinite energy latter with spacing x, i.e., with Hamilto-
nian HC = ∑

dC
k=0 kx|k〉〈k|C, as considered in Ref. [68]. The state is initialized in the state |ηL〉 :=

L−1/2
∑

L−1
k=0 |`0 + k〉, where `0 is a base energy offset. Such a system may be consumed entirely by the

process, i.e., at the end of the process we may return it in any state we like. We assume that, in some
reasonable setting, such a state on such a system can be prepared using an amount of work of the
same order as the dimension of the system dC. In the following, dC will be sublinear in the number
of copies n, so asymptotically for n→ ∞, the coherence source will require negligible resources to
create when counted per copy. Actually, we will use two such sources C1,C2: We think of each of
these as single-use disposable systems, and we need such systems at two stages in our protocol.

Proposition 8.3. Let X ,X ′ be systems, let HX ,HX ′ be the corresponding Hamiltonians, and let β > 0.
Let EX→X ′ be a completely positive, trace-preserving map, and let σX be any input state. Let R' X
and let |σ〉XR = σ

1/2
X |Φ〉X :R be a purification of σX . Then for any 0 < θ < 1/3, for any n and for

any δ > 0 there exists a thermal operation which acts on X → X ′ and an information battery W
whose process matrix is ε-close to E ⊗n

X→X ′(σ
⊗n
XR ) and which uses two coherence sources C1,C2 and an
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amount of work W n
T.O., with

1
n

W n
T.O. 6 F(ρX ′ ,HX ′)−F(σX ,HX)+O(n−1/2)+O(n−1 log(1/θ)) ; (8.20a)

ε 6 3θ +O(exp(−cnδ
2)) ; (8.20b)

dCi/n6 O
(
δ/θ

2) , (8.20c)

with F(σ ,H) = D(σ ‖e−βH) and for some c > 0 depending only on HX ,HX ′ .

The following corollary is obtained straightforwardly from the above proposition by choosing
δ = n−1/2+ξ , θ = n−ξ/2 for any choice of 0 < ξ < 1/4.

Corollary 8.1. Any i.i.d. channel E ⊗n
X→X ′ between n copies of systems X ,X ′ with Hamiltonians

HX ,HX ′ can be implemented on a fixed i.i.d. input state σ
⊗n
X using thermal operations at a work cost

rate per copy which is asymptotically equal to

WT.O., asympt. = F(E (σX),HX ′)−F(σX ,HX) , (8.21)

and using a vanishing amount of coherence per copy.

We need a technical lemma that tells us that whenever we have a Hamiltonian whose eigenvalues
are all close, we may replace that Hamiltonian by an exactly flat Hamiltonian at a cost of investing
an amount of coherence of the order of the energy spread we would like to flatten out.

Lemma 8.1 (Flattening Hamiltonians using [68]). Let A be a system with a Hamiltonian HA with
m eigenvalues all lying in a range [h−,h+]. Let B ' A be a system with a completely degenerate
Hamiltonian HB = [(h−+h+)/2]1B. We assume that the spacings of the eigenvalues of HA as well
as the value (h−+h+)/2 are multiple of some unit x. Fix θ > 0. Consider a coherence source C
of dimension dC, with Hamiltonian HC = ∑

dC
k=0 kx|k〉〈k|C. Assume that the coherence source starts

in the state |η〉C = L−1/2
∑

L−1
k=0 |`0 + k〉 such that `0 > (h−+ h+)/x and L > θ−2(h+− h−)/x and

dC > L+ `0 +(h−+h+)/x. Then there exists a partial isometry UAC→BC which commutes exactly
with the total Hamiltonians (UAC→BC(HA +HC) = (HB +HC)UAC→BC), such that for any ρAR on any
reference system R, we have that ρAR⊗|η〉〈η |C is in the support of UAC→BC⊗1R and

P
(

trC
(
U (ρAR⊗η)U†),ρBR

)
6 θ , (8.22)

where ρBR = idA→B(ρAR) denotes the same state as the initial state, but on the systems BR.

The reverse operation B→ A may also be carried out with the consumption of a similar coherence
source, at the same accuracy.

Proof of Lemma 8.1. First, we can reduce the problem to a system dimension m: Embed the system
into a bipartite system with a ancilla with trivial Hamiltonian storing the degeneracy index, and a
second system with nondegenerate Hamiltonian storing the actual energy. Then the problem reduces
to change the Hamiltonian of the second system. So we may assume without loss of generality that
the Hamiltonian HA is nondegenerate with m = dA.
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Consider the protocol of Åberg [68]. We would like to apply a result in the spirit of Åberg’s
Supplementary Proposition 2, but we need a tighter bound. Denoting the energy levels of A by
HA = ∑xz j| j〉〈 j| for integers z j, we apply the global energy-conserving unitary on A and C given by

UAC→BC = ∑
j
| j〉B〈 j|A⊗∆

z′−z j , (8.23)

where z′ = (h−+ h+)/(2x) represents the fixed energy of the output. Then, starting in the state
|ψ〉AA′ = ∑ψ j j′ | j j′〉AA′ using a reference system A′ ' A and the initial state |η〉C on C, we have

UAC→BC (|ψ〉AA′ |η〉C) = ∑
j j′

ψ j j′ | j j′〉BA′⊗ (∆z′−z j |η〉C) . (8.24)

We may calculate the overlap with the initial state,

Re{〈ψ|BA′〈η |C UAC→BC |ψ〉AA′ |η〉C}= ∑
j j′
|ψ j j′ |2 Re

{
〈η |C∆

z′−z j |η〉C
}
> 1− h+−h−

xL
, (8.25)

where we used the fact that tr(∆−a ηC) = max(0,1−a/L) and |z′− z j|6 (h+−h−)/x. Hence, using
the fact that the partial trace can only increase the fidelity,

F2(
Φ(|ψ〉〈ψ|AA′), |ψ〉〈ψ|BA′

)
> 1− h+−h−

xL
, (8.26)

where Φ(·) = trC
{

UAC→BC [(·)⊗|η〉〈η |C]U†
}

. Note that |ψ〉AA′ is arbitrary at this point. For any
state ρAR, using the joint concavity of the fidelity function, further noting that we may consider
without loss of generality reference systems of the form A′ ' A, we have

F2(ΦA→B(ρAR),ρBR)> min
|ψ〉AA′

F2(ΦA→B(|ψ〉〈ψ|AA′), |ψ〉〈ψ|BA′)> 1− h+−h−
xL

, (8.27)

and thus, since L> θ−2(h+−h−)/x,

P(ΦA→B(ρAR),ρBR)6

√
h+−h−

xL
6 θ . (8.28)

The same argument can be applied to the operation B→ A. �

Proof of Proposition 8.3. Let {Rk
Xn} be the POVM elements from Proposition 2.2 for the input

energy (for the Hamiltonian HX ) over the n systems, and let {L`
X ′n} be the corresponding output

measurement.

We exhibit a protocol as a sequence of gentle measurements and thermal operations. For any δ > 0,
we measure the projector R≈δ tr(HX σX )

Xn on the n inputs. This measurement fails with probability
6 2exp(−η1n) for η1 = 2δ 2/(∆HX)

2, where ∆HX is the difference between the maximal and
minimal eigenvalues of HX .

Assume that the input and output Hamiltonians HX and HX ′ have eigenvalues that are multiples
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of a spacing x (x may be very small). Now the state lies in a subspace of energies in the interval
[n(tr(HX σX)± δ )]. We invoke Lemma 8.1 to change this n-system Hamiltonian to one which is
entirely flat, H ′Xn := h1Xn with h = n tr(HX σX). Given the target approximation parameter θ > 0, the
cost of this operation is the consumption of a coherence source C1 of size dC1 = (θ−2+2)(2nδ/x)6
O(nδ/θ 2), because m = 2nδ/x.

Then we invoke the achievability result of Ref. [13], that one can implement any channel over
trivial Hamiltonians using thermal operations, and an amount of work given approximately by the
conditional entropy of the environment conditioned on the output. We use this step to implement the
channel

S≈δ tr(HX ′ρX ′ )
X ′n E ⊗n

Xn→X ′n(R
≈δ tr(HX σX )
Xn (·)R≈δ tr(HX σX )

Xn )S≈δ tr(HX ′ρX ′ )
X ′n (8.29)

up to an accuracy θ and investing an amount of work nH(E |X ′)ρ +O(
√

n)+∆(θ) with ∆(θ) =

O(log(1/θ)). We can now trivially shift the whole Hamiltonian H ′Xn → H ′X ′n := h′1X ′n with h′ =
n tr(HX ′ρX ′), investing an amount of work h′−h.

Finally, we have the state S≈δ tr(HX ′ρX ′ )
X ′n ρ

⊗n
X ′R S≈δ tr(HX ′ρX ′ )

X ′n but the Hamiltonian is still the trivial H ′X ′n .
Again we invoke Lemma 8.1 to change to the final Hamiltonian, up to accuracy θ , by consuming
another coherence source C2 of size dC2 6 O(nδ/θ 2).

Because the final state is S≈δ tr(HX ′ρX ′ )
X ′n ρ

⊗n
X ′R S≈δ tr(HX ′ρX ′ )

X ′n instead of ρ
⊗n
X ′R, we again pay a “gentle

measurement penalty” of O(e−nη2/2) where η2 ∼ δ 2 (cf. Lemma B.2).

Finally, counting the total work, total failure probability and total use of coherence proves the claim,
noting that tr(HX ′ρX ′)− tr(HX σX)+H(E |X ′)ρ = F(ρX ′ ,HX ′)−F(σX ,HX). �

8.3 Single-shot erasure protocol for fixed input state and for noninteracting system
and memory

In the position-based decoding of Ref. [19], one uses the optimal distinguishing POVM for PSM

obtained from the hypothesis testing entropy, and we see that for a constant error we can choose
ln(m) to be proportional to the hypothesis testing entropy. In fact, this gives us directly a new erasure
protocol in the case of a fixed input state, and in the case where the system and memory are not
interacting (HSM = HS +HM):

Corollary 8.2. Let S,M,R be quantum systems, with HS and HM the Hamiltonians on S and
M. Let |ρ〉SMR be any pure state such that [ρSM,HS + HM] = 0. Let ε > 0. Suppose that
D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖γS⊗ρM)> ln(2/ε). Then there exists an information battery J with battery states τJ,τ
′
J ,

and there exists a thermal operation RSMJ→SMJ acting on SMJ such that:

• The effective work process TSM→SM associated with RSMJ→SMJ and (τJ,τ
′
J) satisfies

F
(
TSM→SM(ρSMR) , γS⊗ρMR

)
> 1−6ε ; (8.30)
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• The associated work cost (in units of pure nats) satisfies

w
(
τJ
)
−w
(
τ
′
J
)
6−D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖γS⊗ρM)+ ln(2/ε) . (8.31)

If the register S is to be returned to a pure state instead of a thermal state, then this can be
done separately as a final step, and there is a fixed cost associated to this. For instance, for trivial
Hamiltonians, we have that

total work extracted in nats,
also return S to pure state

> D1−ε

h

(
ρSM

∥∥∥∥ 1S

dS
⊗ρM

)
− ln(dS)− ln(2/ε)

= D1−ε

h

(
ρSM

∥∥1S⊗ρM
)
− ln(2/ε) , (8.32)

and recalling that D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖1S⊗ ρM) ≈ −Hε
max(S |M)ρ [10, 34], we recover the expression in

Ref. [63] up to approximation terms.

Proof of Corollary 8.2. Let PSM be the optimal positive semidefinite operator satisfying 06 PSM 6
1SM given by D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖γS⊗ρM), i.e., such that

tr(PSM ρSM)> 1− ε ; (8.33)

tr(PSM (γS⊗ρM)) = exp
{
−D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖γS⊗ρM)
}
. (8.34)

We can always take [PSM,HS +HM] = 0 by dephasing PSM in energy blocks, if necessary, since ρSM

is time-covariant. Let

m = ln
⌊
ε exp

{
D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖γS⊗ρM)
}⌋

. (8.35)

Then em 6 ε exp
{

D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖γS⊗ρM)
}

and

tr(PSM (γS⊗ρM))6
ε

em . (8.36)

We may set κ = κ ′ = ε , and we are in the setting of Proposition 7.1 for the single-element set SSM =

{ρSM}. Proposition 7.1 ensures that there exists a thermal operation RSMJ→SMJ and battery states
τJ,τ

′
J that satisfies the condition (8.30). Furthermore according to Proposition 7.1, the associated

work cost is

w
(
τJ
)
−w
(
τ
′
J
)
=−m 6− ln

(
ε exp

{
D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖γS⊗ρM)
}
−1
)

=−D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖γS⊗ρM)− ln(ε)− ln
(

1− 1
ε

e−D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖γS⊗ρM)
)

6−D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖γS⊗ρM)− ln(ε)− ln(1/2) , (8.37)

using in the last inequality our assumption that ε exp
{

D1−ε

h (ρSM ‖γS⊗ρM)
}
> 2. We have

proven (8.31), thereby completing the proof of Corollary 8.2. �
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8.4 Single-shot protocol for implementing a time-covariant processes using thermal
operations

We can translate our protocol for conditional erasure into a protocol for implementing more general
processes. (A similar approach was taken in Ref. [13] in the case of trivial Hamiltonians). We obtain
the following result.

Corollary 8.3 (Single-shot protocol for a time-covariant process and input state). Let X be a quantum
system with a Hamiltonian HX , and let β > 0. Let EX→X be a completely positive, trace-preserving
map satisfying

EX→X(e−iHX t (·)eiHX t) = e−iHX t EX→X(·)eiHX t for all t ∈ R. (8.38)

Let σX be any quantum state that satisfies [σX ,HX ] = 0 and let ε > 0. There exists an information
battery W, a thermal operation ΦXW and battery states τW ,τ ′W such that:

• The effective work process TX→X associated with ΦXW and (τW ,τ ′W ) satisfies

F
(
TX→X

(
|σ〉〈σ |XR

)
,EX→X

(
|σ〉〈σ |XR

))
> 1−6ε , (8.39)

where |σ〉XR is a purification of σX ;

• The work cost (in units of pure nats) satisfies

w(τW )−w(τ ′W )6−D1−ε

h (ρEX ‖γE ⊗ρX)+ ln(tre−βHX )+ ln(2/ε) , (8.40)

where E is an additional system with Hamiltonian HE and where ρEX =V
(
|0〉〈0|E ⊗σX

)
V † is

the output of a time-covariant Stinespring unitary VXE→XE of EX→X with |0〉E an eigenstate
of HE with eigenvalue 0; i.e., the operator VX→E satisfies EX→X(·) = trE

[
V
(
|0〉〈0|E ⊗ (·)

)
V †
]
.

We note that ρX = EX→X(σX).

Observe that for any time-covariant process EX→X , the existence of VXE→XE with the desired
properties is guaranteed by Lemma 7.2.

Proof. We start with the system X and a reference system R in the pure state |σXR〉. The protocol is
assembled using the following steps:

• Bring in an ancilla E which can be used as the Stinespring environment system of EX→X . The
system E is initialized in its thermal state γE . This is a free operation;

• Reset the ancilla E to the state |0〉E , using Proposition 3.2, at a work cost arbitrarily close to
ln tr[e−βHX ];

• Apply the energy-conserving unitary VXE→XE at no work cost. The resulting state on XE is
ρXE ;
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• Invoke Corollary 8.2 to transform the state ρXE into a state ρ ′XE that is close to γE ⊗ρX , with

F
(
ρ
′
XE ,γE ⊗ρX

)
≥ 1−6ε , (8.41)

and at a work cost w satisfing w6−D1−ε

h (ρEM ‖γE ⊗ρM)+ ln(2/ε);

• Discard the system E, at no work cost.

The condition (8.39) is satisfied by construction. Furthermore, collecting the contributions to the
work cost yields (8.40). �

9 Discussion

Our results fits in the line of research extending results in thermodynamics from state-to-state
transformations to quantum processes. Implementations of quantum processes are difficult to
construct because they need to reproduce the correct correlations between the output and the reference
system, and not only produce the correct output state. Here, we have seen that it is nevertheless
possible to implement any quantum process at an optimal work cost: Any implementation that would
use less work would violate the second law of thermodynamics on a macroscopic scale. As a special
case this also provides an operational interpretation of the minimal entropy gain of a channel [42–49].

Our three constructions of optimal implementations of processes are valid in different settings,
and it remains unclear if they can be unified in a single protocol that presents the advantages of all
three constructions. Namely, is it possible to use a physically well-justified framework, e.g. thermal
operations, to universally implement any i.i.d. process? We expect this to be possible only if an
arbitrary amount of coherence is allowed, in analogy with the entanglement embezzling state required
in the reverse Shannon theorem [22, 23].

Finally, the notion of quantum typicality that we have introduced in Definition 6.1 and Propo-
sition 6.1 might be interesting in its own right. We anticipate that similar considerations might
provide pathways to smooth other information-theoretic quantities [61, 69, 70] and to study the joint
typicality conjecture [26, 71–74].
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Appendix

A Missing proofs

Proof of Lemma 2.2. A useful expression for Πλ
AnBn may be obtained following [25, Section V]

Π
λ
AnBn =

dim(Qλ )

sλ (diag(λ/n))

∫
dUAB Π

λ
AnBn

(
UAB diag(λ/n)ABU†

AB

)⊗n
Π

λ
AnBn

6 poly(n)enH̄(λ )
∫

dUAB

(
UAB diag(λ/n)ABU†

AB

)⊗n
, (A.1)

recalling that Πλ
AnBn commutes with any i.i.d. state, with sλ (X) = tr[qλ (X)] and using bounds on

dim(Qλ ) and sλ (diag(λ/n)) derived in Ref. [25]. Here, dUAB denotes the Haar measure over all
unitaries acting on HAB, normalized such that

∫
dUAB = 1. We then have

trAn

[
Π

λ
AnBn

]
6 poly(n)enH̄(λ )

∫
dUAB trAn

[(
UAB diag(λ/n)ABU†

AB

)⊗n
]
. (A.2)

Observe that for any state ωB, we have∥∥Π
λ ′
Bn ω

⊗n
B Π

λ ′
Bn

∥∥
∞
=
∥∥ [ qλ ′(ωB)⊗1P

λ ′ ]λ ′
∥∥

∞
= ‖qλ ′(ωB)‖∞ 6 tr[qλ ′(ωB)]

6 poly(n)e−nH̄(λ ′) (A.3)

as derived e.g. in [25, Eq. (9)], and thus for any state ωB,

Π
λ ′
Bn ω

⊗n
B Π

λ ′
Bn 6 poly(n)e−nH̄(λ ′)

Π
λ ′
Bn . (A.4)

Hence, we get

Π
λ ′
Bn trAn

[
Π

λ
AnBn

]
Π

λ ′
Bn

6 poly(n)enH̄(λ )
∫

dUAB Π
λ ′
Bn

(
trA

[
UAB diag(λ/n)ABU†

AB

])⊗n
Π

λ ′
Bn

6 poly(n)enH̄(λ )
∫

dUAB poly(n)e−nH̄(λ ′)
Π

λ ′
Bn

= poly(n)en(H̄(λ )−H̄(λ ′))
Π

λ ′
Bn , (A.5)

as required. �

Proof of Proposition 2.1. The Fannes-Audenaert continuity bound [75, 76] of the entropy states
that for any δ ′ > 0 there exists ξ (δ ′)> 0 such that for any quantum states ρ,σ with D(ρ,σ)6 δ ′

we have

|H(ρ)−H(σ)|6 ξ (δ ′) , (A.6)

47



and furthermore ξ (δ ′) is monotonically strictly decreasing and ξ (δ ′)→ 0 if δ ′ → 0. Now, let
δ > 0, let ξ−1 be the inverse function of ξ , and let δ ′ = ξ−1(δ ). Consider the set of Young diagrams
Λδ ′ = {λ ∈ Young(dA,n) : D(diag(λ/n),ρ)6 δ ′}. For all λ ∈Λδ ′ , we have that |H(ρ)− H̄(λ )|6 δ

thanks to the Fannes-Audenaert inequality. Then, we have

tr

[(
∑

λ : H̄(λ )∈[H(ρ)±δ ]

Π
λ
An

)
ρ
⊗n
A

]
> tr

[(
∑

λ∈Λ
δ ′

Π
λ
An

)
ρ
⊗n
A

]
(A.7)

because all terms in the sum in the right hand side are included in the sum on the left hand side. We
may now invoke [24, Eq. (6.23)] to see that

(A.7)> 1−poly(n)exp{−nη} , (A.8)

where η = δ ′2/2. �

Proof of Proposition 2.2. The fact that there are only poly(n) elements follows because there are
only so many types. Property (ii) holds by definition. Property (iv) holds because e−n(k±δ ) is the
minimum / maximum eigenvalue of Γ

⊗n
A in the subspace spanned by R≈δ h

An . Finally, we need to show
Property (iii): This follows from a large deviation analysis. More precisely, let Z j for j = 1, . . . ,n be
random variables where Z j represents the measurement outcome of HA on the j-th system of the i.i.d.
state ρ

⊗n
A . By Hoeffding’s inequality, we have that

Pr
[∣∣(1/n)∑Z j− tr[ρAHA]

∣∣> δ
]
6 2exp

(
−2nδ 2

∆H2
A

)
6 2exp

(
− nδ 2

2‖HA‖2
∞

)
, (A.9)

where ∆HA is the difference between the maximum and minimum eigenvalue of HA, and ∆HA 6
2‖HA‖∞. Thus, the event consisting of the outcomes k satisfying |k− tr[ρAHA]|6 δ happens with
probability at least 1−2e−nη , proving (2.19). �

Proof of Proposition 2.3. We use the post-selection technique (Theorem 2.1) to bound the diamond
norm distance between TXn→X ′n and E ⊗n

X→X ′ . Let |ζ 〉XnR̄nR′ be the purification of the de Finetti state
given by (2.24). Calculate

Re
{
〈ζ |XnR̄nR′(V

⊗n
X→EX ′)

†WXn→EnX ′n |ζ 〉XnR̄nR′
}

= ∑ pi Re
{
〈φi|⊗n

XR̄ (V
⊗n
X→EX ′)

†WXn→EnX ′n |φi〉⊗n
XR̄

}
> 1−poly(n)exp(−nη) (A.10)

which implies, recalling that F(|ψ〉, |φ〉) = |〈ψ |φ〉|> Re{〈ψ |φ〉} and that (1− x)2 > 1−2x,

F2(V⊗n
X→EX ′ |ζ 〉XnR̄nR′ ,WXn→EnX ′n |ζ 〉XnR̄nR′

)
> 1−poly(n)exp(−nη) (A.11)

and hence

P
(
V⊗n

X→EX ′ |ζ 〉XnR̄nR′ ,WXn→EnX ′n |ζ 〉XnR̄nR′
)
6 poly(n)exp(−nη/2) . (A.12)
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Recalling the relations between the trace distance and the purified distance, and noting that these
distance measures cannot increase under the partial trace, we obtain

D
(
T (ζXnR̄nR′),E

⊗n(ζXnR̄nR′)
)
6 P

(
T (ζXnR̄nR′) , E ⊗n(ζXnR̄nR′)

)
6 P

(
WXn→EnX ′n |ζ 〉XnR̄nR′ , V⊗n

X→EX ′ |ζ 〉XnR̄nR′
)
6 poly(n)exp(−nη/2) . (A.13)

The post-selection technique then asserts that

1
2
‖T −E ⊗n‖� 6 poly(n) exp(−nη/2) (A.14)

as claimed. �

Proof of Lemma 7.2. Let V ′X→XE be any Stinespring dilation isometry of EX→X , such that EX→X(·) =
trE
[
V ′X→XE (·)V ′†

]
. For the input state |Φ〉X :RX , consider the output state |ϕ〉XERX corresponding to

first time-evolving by some time t, and then applying V ′

|ϕ〉XERX =V ′ e−iHX t |Φ〉X :RX = e−iV ′HXV ′†t V ′ |Φ〉X :RX . (A.15)

Now, let us define |ϕ ′〉XERX = e−iHX t V ′ |Φ〉X :RX . By the covariance property of EX→X both |ϕ〉 and
|ϕ ′〉 have the same reduced state on XRX . Hence, they are related by some unitary W (t)

E on the system
E which in general depends on t

|ϕ〉XERX =W (t)
E |ϕ

′〉XERX . (A.16)

We have

trX
[
V ′e−iHX t

ΦX :RX eiHX tV ′†
]
=W (t)

E trX
[
V ′ΦX :RXV ′†

]
W (t)†

E (A.17)

so W (t)
E must define a representation of time evolution, at least on the support of the operator

trX
[
V ′ΦX :RXV ′†

]
. Hence, we may write W (t)

E = e−iHE t for some Hamiltonian HE , and from (A.16),
we have for all t

V ′X→XE e−iHX t = e−i(HX+HE )t V ′X→XE . (A.18)

Expanding for infinitesimal t we obtain

V ′X→XE HX = (HX +HE)V ′X→XE . (A.19)

Let |0〉E be an eigenvector of HE corresponding to the eigenvalue zero; if HE does not contain an
eigenvector with eigenvalue equal to zero, we may trivially add a dimension to the system E to
accommodate this vector. Then, the operator V ′X→XE〈0|E maps each state of a subset of energy levels
of XE to a corresponding energy level of same energy on XE; it may thus be completed to a fully
energy-preserving unitary VXE→XE . More precisely, let | j〉X be a complete set of eigenvectors of
HX with energies h j. Then |ψ ′j〉 = V ′X→XE | j〉X is an eigenvector of HX +HE of energy h j thanks
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to (A.19). We have two orthonormal sets
{
|0〉E ⊗| j〉X

}
and

{
|ψ ′j〉X

}
in which the j-th vector of

each set has the same energy; we can thus complete these sets into two bases {|χi〉XE}, {|χ ′i 〉XE} of
eigenvectors of HX +HE , where the i-th element of either basis has exactly the same energy. This
defines a unitary VXE→XE = ∑i|χ ′i 〉XE〈χi|XE that is an extension of V ′X→XE〈0|E , and that satisfies all
the conditions of the claim. �

B Technical lemmas

Lemma B.1 (Pinching-like operator inequality). Let {E i}M
i=1 be a collection of M operators and

T > 0. Then, we have (
∑E i)T

(
∑E j †)6M∑E i T E i† . (B.1)

Proof. Call our system S and consider an additional register C of dimension |C| = M, and let
|χ〉C = M−1/2

∑
M
k=1|k〉C. Then, we have(

∑E i
S
)

TS

(
∑E j †

S

)
= trC

[(
∑E i

S⊗|i〉C
)

TS

(
∑E j †

S ⊗〈 j|C
)
(1S⊗ (M |χ〉〈χ|C))

]
6M trC

[(
∑E i

S⊗|i〉C
)

TS

(
∑E j †

S ⊗〈 j|C
)
(1S⊗1C)

]
= M∑E i

S TS E i†
S , (B.2)

using |χ〉〈χ|C 6 1C. �

Lemma B.2 (Gentle measurement). Let ρ be a sub-normalized quantum state and 06 Q6 1. For
tr[Qρ]> 1−δ we then have

P(ρ,Q1/2
ρQ1/2)6

√
2δ . (B.3)

This is a cruder statement than that of, e.g., [77, Lemma 7], allowing for a more straightforward
proof.

Proof. We have

F̄(ρ,Q1/2
ρQ1/2)> F(ρ,Q1/2

ρQ1/2) = tr
[√

ρ1/2(Q1/2ρQ1/2)ρ1/2

]
= tr

[
Q1/2

ρ

]
> tr[Qρ]> 1−δ . (B.4)

Then, we get P(ρ,Q1/2ρQ1/2)6
√

1− (1−δ )2 6
√

2δ . �
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Proposition B.1 (Controlled-unitary using a POVM). Let {Q j} be a set of positive semi-definite
operators on a system X satisfying ∑Q j 6 1, {U j} be a collection of unitaries on a system Y , and

WXY = ∑
j

Q j
X ⊗U j

Y . (B.5)

Then, we have W †W 6 1.

Proof. Using an additional register K, define

VX→XK = ∑
√

Q j⊗| j〉K . (B.6)

Then, we have V †V = ∑Q j 6 1. Clearly, VV † 6 1XK because VV † and V †V have the same non-zero
eigenvalues. Now, let

W =V †
(
∑1X ⊗U j

Y ⊗| j〉〈 j|K
)

V . (B.7)

Because the middle term in parentheses is unitary, we manifestly have W †W 6 1. �

C Dilation of energy-conserving operators to unitaries

This appendix collects a few technical lemmas on constructing an energy-conserving unitary that
extends a given operator of norm less than one.

Proposition C.1. Let WX be an operator on a system X, such that W †W 6 1. Then, there exists a
unitary operator UXQ acting on X and a qubit Q such that for any |ψ〉X ,

〈0|QUXQ (|ψ〉X ⊗|0〉Q) =WX |ψ〉X . (C.1)

That is, any operator W with ‖W‖∞ 6 1 can be dilated to a unitary, with a post-selection on the
output.

Proof. Setting VX→XQ =W⊗|0〉Q+
√
1−W †W⊗|1〉Q, we see that V †V =W †W +1−W †W =1X ,

and hence VX→XQ is an isometry. We can complete this isometry to a unitary UXQ that acts as V on the
support of 1X ⊗|0〉〈0|Q and that maps the the support of 1X ⊗|1〉〈1|Q onto the complementary space
to the image of V . It then follows that for any |ψ〉X , we have UXQ (|ψ〉X ⊗|0〉Q) =VX→XQ |ψ〉X =

(WX |ψ〉X)⊗|0〉Q +(. . .)⊗|1〉Q, and the claim follows. �

Proposition C.2. Let X be a quantum system with Hamiltonian HX and WX be an operator with
W †W 6 1 as well as [WX ,HX ] = 0. Then, there exists a unitary operator UXQ acting on X and a
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qubit Q with HQ = 0, that satisfies [UXQ,HX ] = 0 such that

〈0|QUXQ |0〉Q =WX . (C.2)

That is, any energy-preserving operator W with ‖W‖∞ 6 1 can be dilated to an energy-preserving
unitary on an ancilla with a post-selection on the output.

Proof. First we calculate [W †W,HX ] =W †[W,HX ]+[W †,HX ]W = 0− [W,HX ]
†W = 0. This implies

that [
√
1−W †W ,HX ] = 0, as W †W and

√
1−W †W have the same eigenspaces. We define

VX→XQ =W ⊗|0〉Q +
√
1−W †W ⊗|1〉Q . (C.3)

The operator VX→XQ is an isometry, because V †V =W †W +1−W †W = 1X . Furthermore, we have

VX→XQ HX = (WX HX)⊗|0〉+(
√
1−W †W HX)⊗|1〉 (C.4)

= (HXWX)⊗|0〉+(HX

√
1−W †W )⊗|1〉= HX VX→XQ (C.5)

and thus we find [VX→XQ,HX ] = 0. Let
{
| j〉X

}
be an eigenbasis of HX , and let |ψ ′j〉XQ =VX→XQ| j〉X ,

noting that both | j〉X and |ψ ′j〉XQ have the same energy. The two collections of vectors
{
| j〉X ⊗|0〉Q

}
and

{
|ψ ′j〉XQ

}
can thus be completed into two bases

{
|χi〉XQ

}
and

{
|χ ′i 〉XQ

}
of eigenvectors of HX +

HQ where the i-th element of both bases have the same energy. Define finally UXQ = ∑i|χ ′i 〉〈χi|XQ,
noting that by construction UXQ|0〉Q =VX→XQ and [UXQ,HX ] = 0. �

Proposition C.3. Let X be a quantum system with Hamiltonian HX and, WX an operator satisfying
W †W 6 1 such that [WX ,HX ] = 0. Then, for any ε > 0, there exists a unitary operator UX satisfying
[UX ,HX ] = 0 such that for any states |ψ〉X , |ψ ′〉X satisfying Re{〈ψ ′ |W |ψ〉} > 1− ε , we have
Re{〈ψ ′ |U |ψ〉}> 1−6ε1/4.

Proof of Proposition C.3. Let F =W †W 6 1 noting that F† = F . For some ν with 0 < ν < 1 to be
determined later, let P be the projector onto the eigenspaces of F corresponding to eigenvalues greater
or equal to ν . Define V =WF−1/2P. The operator V is a partial isometry, meaning that its singular
values are all equal to one or to zero, because V †V = PF−1/2W †WF−1/2P = PF−1/2FF−1/2P = P,
since P lies within the support of F . Observe that [F,H] = [W †W,H] =W †[W,H]− [W,H]†W = 0
and hence [F−1/2,H] = 0 and [P,H] = 0. Hence, we have [V,H] = [WF−1/2P,H] = 0. So we may
complete the partial isometry V into a full unitary U that also commutes with H by acting as the
identity on the remaining elements of the eigenbasis of H in which V is diagonal. We may thus write
U =V +X =WF−1/2P+X for some operator X satisfying XP = 0 and [X ,H] = 0.

Now, let |ψ〉, |ψ ′〉 such that Re{〈ψ ′ |W |ψ〉}> 1− ε , and write

Re
{
〈ψ ′ |U |ψ〉

}
= Re

{
〈ψ ′ |(U−W ) |ψ〉

}
+Re

{
〈ψ ′ |W |ψ〉

}
> Re

{
〈ψ ′ |(U−W ) |ψ〉

}
+1− ε . (C.6)

We have 〈ψ |P |ψ〉 > 〈ψ |PFP |ψ〉 = 〈ψ |F |ψ〉 − 〈ψ |(1−P)F |ψ〉 > 〈ψ |F |ψ〉 − ν , recalling
that 1 − P projects onto the eigenspaces of F whose eigenvalues are less than ν . Then,
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〈ψ |F |ψ〉= 〈ψ |W †W |ψ〉> 〈ψ |W † |ψ ′〉〈ψ ′ |W |ψ〉= |〈ψ ′ |W |ψ〉|2> (1−ε)2> 1−2ε , and hence∥∥(1−P)|ψ〉
∥∥2

= 〈ψ |(1−P) |ψ〉 6 1− (〈ψ |F |ψ〉−ν) 6 1− (1−2ε)+ν = 2ε +ν . Hence, we
get

Re
{
〈ψ ′ |(U−W ) |ψ〉

}
= Re

{
〈ψ ′ |(U−W )P |ψ〉

}
+Re

{
〈ψ ′ |(U−W )(1−P) |ψ〉

}
> Re

{
〈ψ ′ |(U−W )P |ψ〉

}
−2
√

2ε +ν (C.7)

since by Cauchy-Schwarz
∣∣〈ψ ′ |(U−W )(1−P) |ψ〉

∣∣ 6 ∥∥(U−W )†|ψ ′〉
∥∥∥∥(1−P)|ψ〉

∥∥, where
‖(U−W )†|ψ ′〉‖ 6 2. In order to continue, let |χ〉 = W †|ψ ′〉 − |ψ〉, and calculate 〈χ |χ〉 =
〈ψ ′ |WW † |ψ ′〉+ 〈ψ |ψ〉 − 2Re{〈ψ ′ |W |ψ〉} 6 2− 2(1− ε) = 2ε , and hence we deduce that∥∥|χ〉∥∥= ∥∥W †|ψ ′〉− |ψ〉

∥∥6√2ε . Then, with 〈ψ ′|W = 〈ψ|+ 〈χ| we have

Re
{
〈ψ ′ |(U−W )P |ψ〉

}
= Re

{
〈ψ ′ |W (F−1/2−1)P |ψ〉

}
= Re

{
〈χ |(F−1/2−1)P |ψ〉

}
+Re

{
〈ψ |(F−1/2−1)P |ψ〉

}
> Re

{
〈χ |(F−1/2−1)P |ψ〉

}
(C.8)

since 〈ψ |(F−1/2−1)P |ψ〉 = 〈ψ |P(F−1/2−1)P |ψ〉 > 0 as P commutes with F−1/2 and since
F = W †W 6 1 implies that F−1/2 > 1. To bound the remaining term we first write∣∣〈χ |(F−1/2−1)P |ψ〉

∣∣6 ∥∥|χ〉∥∥∥∥(F−1/2−1)P|ψ〉
∥∥6√2ε/ν; the last inequality follows since P

projects onto the eigenspaces of F with eigenvalues larger than or equal to ν , thus F−1/2P6 ν−1/2P
and hence

∥∥(F−1/2−1)P|ψ〉
∥∥6 ν−1/2−16 ν−1/2. Hence, we have

(C.8)>−
√

2ε

ν
(C.9)

Following the inequalities from (C.6), invoking (C.7) and with the above, we finally obtain

Re
{
〈ψ ′ |U |ψ〉

}
> 1− ε−2

√
2ε +ν−

√
2ε

ν
. (C.10)

Choosing ν = 2ε1/2, we obtain, using ε 6
√

ε ,

1−Re
{
〈ψ ′ |U |ψ〉

}
6 ε +2

√
2ε +2ε1/2 +

√
2ε

2ε1/2 6 (1+4+1)ε
1/4 = 6ε

1/4 (C.11)

as claimed. �

D Robust counterexample against extensions of Construction #1

In this appendix we show that the counterexample of Section 5.2 is robust to small errors on the
process. The process is EX→X ′(·) = tr[·]|+〉〈+|, where |+〉 = [|0〉+ |1〉]/

√
2 with |0〉, |1〉 energy

eigenstates of respective energies E0 = 0, E1 > 0; we write HX = ∑ j=0,1 E j| j〉〈 j| and ΓX = e−βHX .
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The initial state on X and a reference system RX ' X is the maximally entangled state |σ〉XRX =

[|00〉+ |11〉]/
√

2 = |Φ〉X :RX/
√

2.

We seek a map TX→X ′ such that

P(TX→X ′(σXRX ),EX→X ′(σXRX ))6 ε and TX→X(ΓX)6 αΓX ′ , (D.1)

for a α that is independent of E0,E1. Here we have X ' X ′ and ΓX = ΓX ′ .

Let ρX ′RX = EX→X ′(σXRX ). From (D.1) we find 1
2‖TX→X ′(σXRX )−ρX ′RX‖1 6 ε , which in turn im-

plies that (1/4)
∥∥TX→X ′(ΦX :RX )−|+〉〈+|X ′⊗1RX

∥∥
1 6 ε , and hence that TX→X ′(·) = tr[·] |+〉〈+|X ′+

∆(·) for some Hermiticity preserving map ∆(·) satisfying 1
2‖∆(ΦXRX )‖1 6 2ε .

Let ∆± > 0 be the positive and negative parts of ∆(Γ) = ∆+ − ∆−, noting that tr(∆−) 6
tr(∆−) + tr(∆+) = ‖∆(Γ)‖1 = ‖trRX

(
Γ

1/2
RX

∆(ΦX :RX )Γ
1/2
RX

)
‖1, defining ΓRX as the transpose of ΓX

onto the system RX , and continuing the computation we obtain tr(∆−)6 ‖Γ1/2
RX

∆(ΦX :RX )Γ
1/2
RX
‖1 6

‖ΓRX‖∞‖∆(ΦX :RX )‖1 6 4ε , using the fact that ‖ΓX‖∞ = max j{e−βE j}= 1.

The condition TX→X ′(Γ) 6 αΓ implies that αΓ > tr[Γ]|+〉〈+|+∆(Γ) > |+〉〈+|−∆−. Hence,
we have that α−1 |+〉〈+| 6 Γ+∆−/α . Hence, for any 0 < η 6 1 to be fixed later, µ = α−1 is
feasible for the dual problem (2.7) defining the hypothesis testing entropy Dη

H(|+〉〈+|‖Γ), and
e−Dη

H(|+〉〈+|‖Γ) > α−1− tr[∆−/α]/η > α−1
(
1−4ε/η

)
. Thus, we have ln(α) > Dη

H(|+〉〈+|‖Γ)+

ln(1−4ε/η). Choosing η = 8ε yields ln(1−4ε/η) =− ln(2).

On the other hand, by definition we have e−Dη

H(|+〉〈+|‖Γ) 6 tr[QΓ]/η for any 06Q6 1 satisfying
tr[Q|+〉〈+|]> η ; with Q = 2η |1〉〈1| we obtain e−Dη

H(|+〉〈+|‖Γ) 6 2e−βE1 and thus Dη

H(|+〉〈+|‖Γ)>
βE1− ln(2).

Then, ln(α)>− ln(2)+βE1− ln(2) =−2ln(2)+βE1. Now let α be the optimal candidate in
the coherent relative entropy D̂ε

X→X ′(ρX ′RX ‖Γ,Γ) =− ln(α). We finally see that the transformation
1/2→ |+〉 may require arbitrarily much energy if E1→ ∞, even for a small ε > 0, since

energy cost =−β
−1D̂ε

X→X ′(ρX ′RX ‖Γ,Γ) = β
−1 ln(α)> E1−2β

−1 ln(2) . (D.2)

E Universal conditional typical projector for trivial Hamiltonians

In the case of trivial Hamiltonians, Definition 6.1 can be simplified. We call the corresponding object
a universal conditional typical projector

Definition E.1. Consider two systems with Hilbert spaces HA,HB and let s ∈ R. We define
a universal conditional typical projector Ps,δ

AnBn with parameter δ > 0 as a projector acting on
(HA⊗HB)

⊗n such that:

(i) There exists η > 0 independent of n such that for any quantum state ρAB with H(A |B)ρ 6 s,
we have

tr
[
Ps,δ

AnBn ρ
⊗n
AB

]
> 1−poly(n)exp(−nη) ; (E.1)
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(ii) trAn
[
Ps,δ

AnBn

]
6 poly(n)en(s+2δ )1Bn .

Observe that we choose to define the object in Definition E.1 as a projector whereas we only
require the object in Definition 6.1 to be an operator of norm at most 1. The reason is that while we
can prove that a projector satisfying the conditions of Definition E.1 exists, we are currently not able
to guarantee the existence of a projector satisfying the criteria of Definition 6.1.

Proposition E.1. Consider two systems A,B and let s ∈ R. For any δ > 0 and n ∈ N there exists a
universal conditional typical projector Ps,δ

AnBn that is permutation-invariant.

The proof of Proposition E.1 is developed in the rest of this appendix. To understand why
the projector of Definition E.1 is conditional — as well as for a simple illustration of its use —
consider the smooth Rényi-zero conditional max-entropy, also known as the smooth alternative
max-entropy [11]. It is defined for a bipartite state ρAB as

Ĥε
max(A |B)ρ = min

ρ̂≈ε ρ

ln
∥∥trA

[
Π

ρ̂AB
AB

]∥∥
∞
, (E.2)

where Π
ρ̂AB
AB is the projector onto the support of ρ̂AB, and where the optimization ranges over sub-

normalized states ρ̂AB which are ε-close to ρAB in purified distance. We may understand the i.i.d.
behaviour of this quantity as follows. For δ > 0 and n ∈N let Ps,δ

AnBn be a universal conditional typical
projector with s = H(A |B)ρ . We define ρ̂AnBn = Ps,δ ρ

⊗n
AB Ps,δ . Then, we have ρ̂AnBn ≈ε ρ

⊗n
AB for

n ∈ N large enough, thanks to Property (i) and the gentle measurement lemma (Lemma B.2). On the
other hand, using Property (ii) we have

1
n

Ĥε
max(A

n |Bn)ρ⊗n 6
1
n

ln
∥∥trAn

[
Ps,δ ]∥∥

∞
6 H(A |B)ρ +2δ +

1
n

ln(poly(n)) (E.3)

such that taking the limits n→ ∞ and δ → 0, we get that the smooth Rényi-zero conditional entropy
is asymptotically upper bounded by the von Neumann conditional entropy in the i.i.d. regime.

We proceed to construct a universal conditional typical projector based on ideas from Schur-Weyl
duality. The construction presented here is similar to, and inspired by, techniques put forward in
earlier work [22, 24–26, 54, 55].

Proof of Proposition E.1. Let

Ps,δ
AnBn = ∑

λ ,λ ′ :
H̄(λ )−H̄(λ ′)6s+2δ

(1An⊗Π
λ ′
Bn)Π

λ
AnBn , (E.4)

where the respective projectors Πλ ′
Bn , Πλ

AnBn refer to Schur-Weyl decompositions of H ⊗n
B and of

(HA⊗HB)
⊗n, respectively, λ ∈Young(dAdB,n) and λ ′ ∈Young(dB,n). Observe that Ps,δ

AnBn is a pro-
jector: Each term in the sum is a projector as a product of two commuting projectors (Lemma 2.1), and
each term of the sum acts on a different subspace of (HA⊗HB)

⊗n. The projector Ps,δ
AnBn corresponds

to the measurement of the two commuting POVMs
{

Πλ
AnBn

}
and

{
Πλ ′

Bn

}
, and testing whether or not

the event H̄(λ )− H̄(λ ′)6 s+2δ is satisfied. Also by construction Ps,δ
AnBn is permutation-invariant.
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For any ρAB with H(A |B)ρ 6 s, the probability that the measurement of Ps,δ
AnBn fails on ρ

⊗n
AB can be

upper bounded as follows. The passing event H̄(λ )− H̄(λ ′)6 s+2δ is implied in particular by the
two events (a) H̄(λ )6H(AB)ρ +δ and (b) H̄(λ ′)>H(B)ρ−δ happening simultaneously, recalling
that H(AB)ρ −H(B)ρ = H(A |B)ρ 6 s. The probability of event (a) failing is

Pr
[
H̄(λ )> H(AB)ρ +δ

]
6 poly(n)exp(−nη) (E.5)

as given by Proposition 2.1, and similarly for event (b)

Pr
[
H̄(λ ′)< H(B)ρ −δ

]
6 poly(n)exp(−nη) . (E.6)

We can use the same η in both cases by picking the lesser of the two values given by Proposition 2.1,
if necessary. Note furthermore that η > 0 does not depend on ρ . Hence with this η , for any ρAB we
have

tr
[
Ps,δ

AnBn ρ
⊗n
AB

]
> 1−poly(n)exp(−nη) (E.7)

as required.

For the second property, we use Lemma 2.2 to write

trAn
[
Ps,δ

AnBn

]
= ∑

λ ,λ ′ :
H̄(λ )−H̄(λ ′)6s+2δ

Π
λ ′
Bn trAn

[
Π

λ
AnBn

]
Π

λ ′
Bn

6 ∑
λ ,λ ′ :

H̄(λ )−H̄(λ ′)6s+2δ

poly(n)en(H̄(λ )−H̄(λ ′))1Bn

6 poly(n)en(s+2δ )1Bn (E.8)

recalling that there are only poly(n) many possible Young diagrams and hence at most so many terms
in the sum. �

F Universal conditional erasure for n copies and trivial Hamiltonians

Corollary F.1 (Thermodynamic protocol for universal conditional erasure for n copies). Let S,M be
systems, let σS be the maximally mixed state on S. Let s < ln(dS), where dS is the dimension of S,
and let δ > 0 small enough. Let n ∈ N be large enough. Let J be a large enough information battery
and let any m6 n(ln(dS)− s−3δ ) such that em is integer.

Then, there exists η ′ > 0 and a thermal operation RSnMnJ→SnMnJ acting on the systems SnMnJ,
such that the effective work process TSnMn→SnMn of RSnMnJ→SnMnJ with respect to the battery states
(τm

J , |0〉J) is a universal conditional (poly(n)e−nη ′)-erasure process resetting Sn to the state σ
⊗n
S with

respect to the set of states S ′
SnMn , where S ′

SnMn is the convex hull of SSnMn =
{

ρ
⊗n
SM : H(S |M)ρ 6 s

}
.
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The case where s = ln(dS) is uninteresting as we cannot hope to extract any work. In such cases
one can simply set m = 0 and take RSnMnJ to be the thermal operation that completely thermalizes
Sn.

Proof. This is in fact a relatively straightforward application of Proposition 7.1 over n copies
of SM. Let Ps,δ

SnMn be given by Proposition E.1. We seek κ,κ ′ that satisfy (7.5). We can choose
κ = poly(n)exp{−nη(δ )} thanks to Definition E.1. Furthermore for any ρ

⊗n
SM ∈SSnMn we have

tr

[
PSnMn

(
1S

dS
⊗ρM

)⊗n
]
6 poly(n)en(s+2δ ) d−n

S tr[ρ⊗n
M ] = poly(n)e−n(ln(dS)−s−2δ )

6
poly(n)e−nδ

em (F.1)

and thus we may take κ ′ = poly(n)e−nδ . Finally, η ′ is given as η ′ = min{δ ,η(δ )}. �
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