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The difficulty in manipulating quantum resources deterministically often necessitates the use of
probabilistic protocols, but the characterization of their capabilities and limitations has been lacking.
We develop a general approach to this problem by introducing a new resource monotone that obeys a
very strong type of monotonicity: it can rule out all transformations, probabilistic or deterministic,
between states in any quantum resource theory. This allows us to place fundamental limitations on state
transformations and restrict the advantages that probabilistic protocols can provide over deterministic
ones, significantly strengthening previous findings and extending recent no-go theorems. We apply
our results to obtain a substantial improvement in bounds for the errors and overheads of probabilistic
distillation protocols, directly applicable to tasks such as entanglement or magic state distillation, and
computable through convex optimization. In broad classes of resources, we strengthen our results
to show that the monotone completely governs probabilistic transformations — its monotonicity
provides a necessary and sufficient condition for state convertibility. This endows the monotone with a
direct operational interpretation, as it can exactly quantify the highest fidelity achievable in resource
distillation tasks by means of any probabilistic manipulation protocol.

The extent of our ability to manipulate different quan-
tum resources determines howwellwe can utilize them in
practice. This can be broadly formulated as the question
of resource convertibility: when can one resource state be
transformed into another under the restrictions imposed
by a given physical setting? A representative example
of such conversion is the process of distillation (purifica-
tion), indispensable in the applications of resources such
as quantum entanglement [1] and magic states [2] due to
the noise inherent in the preparation and manipulation
of quantum systems. Understanding the exact conditions
for the existence of physical transformations between
quantum states has attracted significant attention from
the early days of quantum information theory [3–20].
In addition to providing insight into practical resource
manipulation protocols, such results establish the ulti-
mate limits of resource manipulation in the form of no-go
theorems that identify the regimes in which certain trans-
formations are not simply difficult to perform, but truly
physically impossible. This latter aspect is particularly
important as it allows one to certify the optimality of
practical protocols and reveal fundamental restrictions
imposed by the laws of quantum mechanics.

The formalism of quantum resource theories [21, 22]
provides the tools to understand and constrain the con-
version of resources in a unified approach across different
physical settings. An important part of such toolsets are
resource monotones, which can establish restrictions on
feasible conversion schemes. Although this avenue has
lately seen significant attention in the context of general
resource theories [13, 15, 16, 19, 23–30], it has several
limitations. First, deciding the convertibility between
states in general settings typically requires one to com-
pare infinitely many monotones [7, 13, 15, 31], hindering
the practical applicability of these methods. Another
major downside to many of such approaches is that they

can only characterize deterministic transformations, i.e.,
ones which succeed with certainty. Due to the diffi-
culty in realizing such exact transformations, practical
protocols typically exploit measurement-based schemes
that are inherently probabilistic in nature [32, 33]. It
is already known from the theory of quantum entan-
glement that probabilistic manipulation methods, such
as stochastic local operations and classical communica-
tion (SLOCC), can significantly enhance our capability
to perform certain transformations [5, 34–36]. It then be-
comes an important problem to extend general resource-
theoretic approaches to completely characterize also non-
deterministic resource manipulation.

To address this, we introduce a new resourcemonotone,
the projective robustness ΩF, which obeys the strongest
type of monotonicity: it can never increase under any
resource transformation, deterministic or probabilistic.
The measure is computable through convex optimization,
providing an accessible criterion that can rule out all
transformations between pairs of states, including the
most general forms of probabilistic protocols. We use
this to significantly strengthen and extend previously
known no-go theorems in the probabilistic manipulation
of resources. In particular, we provide tighter bounds
on the errors and overheads incurred in probabilistic dis-
tillation tasks, revealing fidelity thresholds that cannot
be achieved through any physical means. Our results es-
tablish the ultimate limitations on the performance of all
resource manipulation protocols, thus also constraining
the advantages that can be gained by employing prob-
abilistic transformations over deterministic ones. The
methods rely only on the basic laws of quantum me-
chanics and are therefore directly applicable in a wide
variety of physical contexts, which we exemplify through
applications to concrete settings such as entanglement,
coherence, and magic state distillation.

ar
X

iv
:2

10
9.

04
48

1v
3 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
5 

M
ar

 2
02

2



2

Notably, our no-go theorems can serve not only as
necessary conditions for resource manipulation, but also
as sufficient ones. We show that in several types of
quantum resources — e.g. in the whole class of affine
resource theories, which includes important examples
such as coherence, asymmetry, and imaginarity, as well
as in the distillation of quantum entanglement with non-
entangling operations — the projective robustness ΩF
completely governs probabilistic convertibility between
states. This establishesΩF as an operationallymeaningful
monotone that plays a fundamental role in understanding
the manipulation of quantum resources, exactly quanti-
fying the best achievable fidelity in resource distillation
achievable through any probabilistic protocol.

Here we introduce the main concepts and results. The
detailed technical derivations, aswell as additional details
and extensions can be found in [37].

Resource transformations

Resource theories are frameworks concerned with ma-
nipulating quantum systems under some physical con-
straints on the allowed states and operations [21, 22]. Any
such restriction singles out the free states F and the free
operations O that are allowed within the restricted setting.
For our results to be as general as possible, we only make
two basic assumptions about the set of free states F: that
it is closed and convex. In a similar axiomatic manner,
we take O to be the maximal physically consistent set of
free operations, namely, all channels that do not generate
a given resource. Deterministic transformations ℰ ∈ O
are then completely positive and trace-preserving maps
for which ℰ(�) ∈ F for all free �.
We will model probabilistic transformations using

stochastic quantum operations, that is, ones that are not
necessarily trace preserving. Suchmaps can be thought of
as being part of a quantum instrument [38, 39] composed
of free operations. The question of probabilistic convert-
ibility between two states then reduces to the existence
of a map ℰ(�) = ?�′ for some ? ∈ (0, 1] where ℰ is a sub-
normalized free operation, that is, a completely positive
and trace–non-increasing map such that ℰ(�) ∝ �′ ∈ F
for all � ∈ F. We use O to denote both deterministic
and probabilistic (trace–non-increasing) free maps. In
the settings of interest discussed in this work, this is
the largest possible choice of free probabilistic transfor-
mations, meaning that all no-go results shown for the
operations O will necessarily apply to any other physical
type of free operations.

Resource monotones

A resource monotone "F is any function which is
monotonic under deterministic free operations, that is,
"F(�) ≥ "F(ℰ(�)) for a channel ℰ ∈ O [22, 40]. Any
such monotone can be used to rule out the existence of a

transformation between two states — if "F(�) < "F(�′),
then there cannot exist a free operation that transforms �
to �′ with certainty. The situation is more complicated
when probabilistic transformations are concerned [40],
and in fact most known resource monotones can never be
used to rule out the existence of such stochastic protocols.
Two monotones that have found a variety of uses in

the description of quantum resources are the (generalized)
robustness 'F [41, 42] and the resource weight,F [43]. The
two measures can both be expressed in terms of the max-
relative entropy �max [42], the non-logarithmic variant
of which we define as

'max(�‖�) B 2�max(�‖�) = inf
{
�

�� � ≤ ��
}
, (1)

where the inequality � ≤ �� means that �� − � is
positive semidefinite. We can then write 'F(�) B
min�∈F 'max(�‖�) and,F(�) B [min�∈F 'max(�‖�)]−1.
Although both the robustness and weight are opera-

tionally useful monotones [19, 29, 30, 44–47], they gen-
erally do not provide tight restrictions on probabilistic
transformations [29, 30]. The starting point of this Letter
is the observation that stronger limitations can be ob-
tained by introducing a new monotone which combines
the properties of the two.

Projective robustness

We define the projective robustness ΩF as

ΩF(�) B min
�∈F

'max(�‖�)'max(�‖�). (2)

The quantity owes its name to the fact that, for fixed �
and �, the expression ln'max(�‖�)'max(�‖�) is known
as the Hilbert projective metric [8, 48, 49]. This metric
has found use in understanding transformations of pairs
of quantum states [8, 12], but has not been applied as a
resource monotone before.
The projective robustness obeys a number of useful

properties [37]. It is important to note that ΩF will not
be finite for all states: ΩF(�) < ∞ if and only if there
exists a free state � such that supp � = supp �. In most
commonly encountered resource theories, this means
that ΩF will always be finite for full-rank states, but will
diverge to infinity for resourceful pure states. However,
since adding a small amount of noise can make any state
full rank, we will see that it can lead to useful results even
when pure states are considered.

Importantly, ΩF can always be computed as a convex
optimization problem. We have that

ΩF(�) = inf
{
� ∈ R+

�� � ≤ �̃ ≤ ��, �̃ ∈ cone(F)
}

= sup
{

Tr��
Tr ��

���� �, � ≥ 0,
Tr��
Tr �� ≤ 1 ∀� ∈ F

}
,

(3)
where cone(F) =

{
��

�� � ∈ R+ , � ∈ F} denotes the cone
generated by the set of free states. In many relevant
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cases of resources— such as quantum coherence, magic,
or the theory of non-positive partial transpose — this
optimization reduces to a semidefinite program.

No-go theorem for resource transformations

Anotable property of the projective robustness is the very
strong form of monotonicity that it obeys: ΩF cannot be
increased by any free operation, not even probabilistically.

Theorem 1. If there exists a free transformation from � to �′,
probabilistic or deterministic, then ΩF(�) ≥ ΩF(�′).

The Theorem thus establishes a necessary condition for
the existence of any probabilistic transformation between
two states, valid in all quantum resource theories.

At the basic level, the result shows that whenever there
exists a free probabilistic operation ℰ ∈ O which trans-
forms � to some output state with non-zero probability,
it necessarily holds that ΩF(�) ≥ ΩF(ℰ(�)) = ΩF

(
ℰ(�)

Trℰ(�)

)
.

However, the statement of Theorem 1 is actually stronger
than this. An intriguing phenomenon in probabilistic
resource manipulation is that there exist cases where
the transformation � → �′ is impossible with any non-
zero probability, but one can nevertheless approach �′

arbitrarily closely [36]. Then, there can exist a sequence
of operations (ℰ=)= ∈ O such that Trℰ=(�) → 0 but
ℰ= (�)

Trℰ= (�) → �′. That is, the transformation might only
be possible asymptotically, with probability of success
vanishing as the fidelity approaches 1. The monotonicity
of ΩF covers also this case: whenever such a protocol
exists, we must have ΩF(�) ≥ ΩF(�′). Put another way:
wheneverΩF(�) < ΩF(�′), there cannot exist any physical
free transformation taking � arbitrarily close to �′.
In addition to providing quantitative limitations that

wewill explore shortly, the restriction imposedhere imme-
diately strengthens and generalizes the no-go theorems
of Ref. [24]— no state with a finiteΩF can be transformed
to a state �′ for which ΩF(�′) = ∞, where the latter
includes all pure resourceful states. This also extends
previous results that dealt with the impossibility of entan-
glement [36, 50–53] and coherence purification [54, 55].
Another monotone with similar type of monotonicity

is the Schmidt number in entanglement theory [56], but
this quantity is significantly more difficult to compute
than ΩF for general quantum states, and its discrete
character makes it unclear whether it could lead to tight
quantitative bounds like the ones that we consider in this
work.

Sufficient condition for probabilistic transformations

Wewill now show that Theorem1 can also give a sufficient
condition for transforming resources. In such cases, it
follows that the projective robustness ΩF completely
governs the ability to transform one state into another

through probabilistic means, as long as all resource–non-
generating operations O are considered [57]. This result
will require us to consider different types of resource
theories separately.
We begin with an important class of theories dubbed

affine resource theories [13], which includes quantum co-
herence [58], asymmetry [59], thermodynamics [10], or
the recently studied imaginarity [60, 61]. Such theories
are distinguished by the fact that the set of free states F is
the intersection of some affine subspace with the set of
all states.

Theorem 2. In any affine resource theory, there exists a free
probabilistic transformation � → �′ if and only if ΩF(�) ≥
ΩF(�′).

The proof of this result combines insights from the
characterization of affine resource measures in Ref. [19]
with a proof method of Ref. [8], where transformations
of pairs of quantum states were considered.
The case of non-affine theories requires a slightly dif-

ferent approach. Let us introduce a variant of the max-
relative entropy 'max as

'Fmax(�‖�) B inf
{
�

�� � ≤F ��} , (4)

where � ≤F � ⇐⇒ � − � ∈ cone(F). The standard
robustness 'FF [41], also known as free robustness, is a re-
source monotone defined as 'FF(�) B min�∈F 'Fmax(�‖�).
We analogously define the free projective robustness as

ΩFF(�) B min
�∈F

'Fmax(�‖�)'max(�‖�). (5)

Notice that ΩFF(�) ≥ ΩF(�) in general. ΩFF is not useful in
affine resource theories as it diverges for all resourceful
states; it can, however, be applied in theories where
the set of free states F is of full measure in the set of
all states. Such theories are known as full dimensional,
and include e.g. quantum entanglement [32] or magic
(non-stabilizerness) [62, 63]. We then give the following
sufficient condition, which we will see to be necessary
and sufficient in relevant cases.

Theorem 3. In any full-dimensional resource theory, there
exists a free probabilistic transformation �→ �′ if ΩF(�) ≥
ΩFF(�′). Conversely, when such a transformation exists, then
ΩF(�) ≥ ΩF(�′) and ΩFF(�) ≥ Ω

F
F(�′).

Probabilistic resource distillation

The task of distillation is concerned with extracting some
noiseless, pure resource state ) from a noisy state �. Since
such transformations are often very difficult to achieve
exactly, we allow for a small error in the conversion.
We are then concerned with achieving a transformation
� → � probabilistically, where � is a state close to the
target state in fidelity: �(�, )) ≥ 1− �. Our aim will be to
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establish thresholds on the fidelity achievable through
any such protocol.

First studied in entanglement theory [34, 36, 50, 52, 64–
66], purification tasks of this type have recently been
investigated in the context of general resource theories.
Of particular relevance are recent bounds based on the
robustness 'F [19, 29] and the resourceweight,F [29, 30],
although most of their applications were limited to de-
terministic protocols. In a different approach, Ref. [24]
showed a relation that we will refer to as the eigenvalue
bound, aiming to understand trade-offs between the error
� and the achievable probability ? of successful transfor-
mation. However, we can show [37] that, as a restriction
on achievable probabilities, the bound of Ref. [24] is vac-
uous: its dependence on the probability ? is superficial,
and the bound holds equally for all probabilistic proto-
cols. We will also see that, as a bound on distillation
error, it performs much worse than restrictions obtained
using ΩF.
We now use the projective robustness to establish a

general error threshold that cannot be exceeded by any
probabilistic protocol in any quantum resource theory.

Theorem 4. If there exists a free transformation � → � such
that � is a state satisfying �(�, )) ≥ 1− � for some resourceful
pure state ), then

� ≥
(

�F())
1 − �F())

ΩF(�) + 1
)−1

(6)

where �F()) = max�∈F 〈) |� |)〉.
Such probabilistic distillation thresholds have previ-

ously attracted significant attention in the study of quan-
tum entanglement [36, 50, 52, 64], but even in that case no
general quantitative bound was known. In entanglement
theory, the maps O correspond to all non-entangling pro-
tocols, and the result can be thought of as a threshold for
the manipulation of entanglement under such extended
transformations, or under the more restricted class of
LOCC.

Achievability

In Figure 1 we plot our bound applied to one-shot co-
herence distillation, showing that Theorem 4 gives the
tightest possible restriction on the achievable error. This
motivates the question of whether our threshold can ex-
actly characterize probabilistic distillation of resources
in more general settings. Indeed, we show this to be the
case whenever the target pure state ) is chosen to be a
maximally resourceful state )★, a very natural choice in
practical distillation protocols — for instance, in entan-
glement theory, this can be understood as a maximally
entangled state of some dimension.

Theorem 5. Let )★ be a state that maximizes the robustness
'F among all states of the same dimension. Then, as long as
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FIG. 1. Bounding achievable error in coherence distillation.
We plot lower bounds on the error � incurred in distilling a max-
imally coherent state |+〉〈+| from the noisy state A�(|+〉〈+|)
under maximally incoherent operations [67, 68], where A�
is the amplitude damping channel with damping parameter
�. Plotted are bounds based on the projective robustness ΩF
(Theorem 4), robustness 'F [19, 69], weight,F [29, 30], and the
eigenvalue bound [24]. Achievable performance of probabilistic
protocols [54] is then plotted for ? ∈ {0.9, 0.5, 0.1} (from top to
bottom, respectively).
The robustness 'F is known to tightly bound deterministic
transformations, indicating the region (shaded green) that can
be achieved with probability 1 [19, 69]. On the other hand, we
see that ΩF tightly bounds the forbidden region, where the
given error cannot be achieved with any probability (shaded
red). This is indeed the best possible bound, since achievable
probabilistic protocols span the entire region between the deter-
ministically achievable error and our probabilistic no-go bound.
Conversely, the eigenvalue bound of Ref. [24] fails to provide
useful restrictions.

either: (i) the given resource theory is affine, or (ii) it holds that
'F()★) = 'FF()★), then there exists a protocol that achieves
the bound of Theorem 4. Specifically, for any state �,

inf
ℰ∈O

[
1 − �

( ℰ(�)
Trℰ(�) , )★

)]
=

(
�F()★)

1 − �F()★)
ΩF(�) + 1

)−1

.

(7)

Let us discuss the applicability of this result. In addi-
tion to the vast class of all affine resource theories, the
Theorem is valid in full-dimensional theories whenever
the robustness 'F()★) equals the standard robustness
'FF()★), which is satisfied in theories such as entangle-
ment [70] (including entanglement of higher Schmidt
rank [71] and genuine multipartite entanglement [72]) as
well as multi-level quantum coherence [71]. Theorem 5
thus gives an exact expression for the tightest achievable
fidelity threshold in resource theories such as coherence,
entanglement, or asymmetry.
Theorem 5 can alternatively be used to quantify the
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maximal resource that can be distilled from � probabilis-
tically, up to given accuracy. For instance, in the resource
theory of entanglement with the maximally entangled
states |)<〉 =

∑<
8=1

1√
<
|88〉, we have

sup
ℰ∈O

{
<

���� � ( ℰ(�)
Trℰ(�) , )<

)
≥ 1 − �

}
=

⌊ �
1 − �ΩF(�) + 1

⌋
.

(8)

Many-copy distillation overheads

In practice, one often aims tominimize the transformation
error by using more input copies of the given state. An
important application of Theorem 4 is to lower bound
the overhead required in many-copy transformations.

Corollary 6. Assume that the given resource theory is closed
under tensor product, i.e. � ∈ F⇒ � ⊗ � ∈ F.

Then, any free probabilistic transformation �⊗= → � such
that � is a state satisfying �(�, )) ≥ 1− � for some resourceful
pure state ) requires at least

= ≥ log
ΩF(�)

(1 − �)
[
1 − �F())

]
� �F())

(9)

copies of �.

We demonstrate the performance of this bound in
magic state distillation in Figure 2, where we see that it is
not much lower than the best known deterministic bound
given by the weight,F [29, 30]. This could then suggest
that employing probabilistic manipulation schemes can-
not give significant advantages over deterministic ones in
practical error regimes. However, a better understanding
of how closely the bounds can be approached by fea-
sible distillation protocols would be required to make
definitive conclusions.

Conclusions

We introduced the projective robustness ΩF, a powerful
resource monotone that allowed us to reveal universal
restrictions on the manipulation of quantum resources.
We established no-go theorems for probabilistic transfor-
mations of quantum states in arbitrary resource theories,
which in fact become necessary and sufficient for certain
types of resources such as all affine theories. We demon-
strated the usefulness of the restrictions by applying
them to the problem of distillation, establishing bounds
that conclusively rule out the possibility of purifying
resources in certain error regimes.

Beyond general bounds on the capabilities of all proba-
bilistic protocols as established here, one might be inter-
ested in better understanding the achievable performance
of resource transformations with some probability, and
in particular the possible trade-offs between probabili-
ties and transformation errors. We address this in [37]
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FIG. 2. Bounding probabilistic magic state distillation over-
head. We plot lower bounds on the number of copies of a noisy
) state � = 3

4 |)〉〈) | +
1
81 necessary to distill a noiseless ) state

|)〉 ∝ |0〉 + 4 8�/4 |1〉 [2] up to the desired error. ΩF establishes
a lower bound on all transformations, including probabilistic
ones, while the bounds based on the weight and the robust-
ness both lower bound the deterministic overhead. The region
between the projective robustness bound and the determinis-
tic bounds therefore represents the range where deterministic
transformations are not allowed, but probabilistic ones might
be possible. We furthermore see that ΩF provides a substantial
improvement over the eigenvalue bound of Ref. [24].

with a complementary approach, also based on convex
optimization.

I would like to thank Alexander Streltsov and Ryuji
Takagi for useful discussions. This work was supported
by the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS)
KAKENHI Grant No. 21F21015 and the JSPS Postdoctoral
Fellowship for Research in Japan.

∗ bartosz.regula@gmail.com
[1] C. H. Bennett, D. P. DiVincenzo, J. A. Smolin, and W. K.

Wootters, Mixed-state entanglement and quantum error correc-
tion, Phys. Rev. A 54, 3824 (1996).

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

[3] P. M. Alberti and A. Uhlmann, A problem relating to positive
linear maps on matrix algebras, Rep. Math. Phys. 18, 163
(1980).

[4] M. A. Nielsen, Conditions for a Class of Entanglement Trans-
formations, Phys. Rev. Lett. 83, 436 (1999).

[5] G. Vidal, Entanglement of Pure States for a Single Copy, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 83, 1046 (1999).

[6] A. Chefles, R. Jozsa, and A. Winter, On the existence of
physical transformations between sets of quantum states, Int. J.

mailto:bartosz.regula@gmail.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.54.3824
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.71.022316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.71.022316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0034-4877(80)90083-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0034-4877(80)90083-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.436
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.1046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.1046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0219749904000031


6

Quantum Inform. 02, 11 (2004).
[7] F. Buscemi, Comparison of Quantum Statistical Models: Equiv-

alent Conditions for Sufficiency, Commun. Math. Phys. 310,
625 (2012).

[8] D. Reeb, M. J. Kastoryano, and M. M. Wolf, Hilbert’s
projective metric in quantum information theory, J. Math. Phys.
52, 082201 (2011).

[9] T. Heinosaari, M. A. Jivulescu, D. Reeb, and M. M. Wolf,
Extending quantum operations, J. Math. Phys. 53, 102208
(2012).

[10] M. Horodecki and J. Oppenheim, Fundamental limitations
for quantum and nanoscale thermodynamics, Nature Commu-
nications 4, 2059 (2013).

[11] A. M. Alhambra, J. Oppenheim, and C. Perry, Fluctuating
States: What is the Probability of a Thermodynamical Transition?
Phys. Rev. X 6, 041016 (2016).

[12] F. Buscemi and G. Gour, Quantum relative Lorenz curves,
Phys. Rev. A 95, 012110 (2017).

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

[14] G. Gour, D. Jennings, F. Buscemi, R. Duan, and I. Marvian,
Quantum majorization and a complete set of entropic conditions
for quantum thermodynamics, Nature Communications 9,
5352 (2018).

[15] R. Takagi and B. Regula, General Resource Theories in Quan-
tum Mechanics and Beyond: Operational Characterization via
Discrimination Tasks, Phys. Rev. X 9, 031053 (2019).

[16] Z.-W. Liu, K. Bu, and R. Takagi,One-Shot Operational Quan-
tum Resource Theory, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 020401 (2019).

[17] F. Buscemi, D. Sutter, and M. Tomamichel, An information-
theoretic treatment of quantum dichotomies, Quantum 3, 209
(2019).

[18] M. Dall’Arno, F. Buscemi, and V. Scarani, Extension of the
Alberti-Ulhmann criterion beyond qubit dichotomies,Quantum
4, 233 (2020).

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

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

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

[22] E. Chitambar and G. Gour, Quantum resource theories, Rev.
Mod. Phys. 91, 025001 (2019).

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

[24] K. Fang andZ.-W. Liu,No-Go Theorems forQuantumResource
Purification, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 060405 (2020).

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

[26] C.-Y. Hsieh, Resource Preservability, Quantum 4, 244 (2020).
[27] K. Kuroiwa and H. Yamasaki, General Quantum Resource

Theories: Distillation, Formation and Consistent Resource Mea-
sures, Quantum 4, 355 (2020).

[28] G. Ferrari, L. Lami, T. Theurer, and M. B. Plenio, Asymp-
totic state transformations of continuous variable resources,
arXiv:2010.00044 (2020).

[29] B. Regula and R. Takagi, Fundamental limitations on distilla-
tion of quantum channel resources, Nat. Commun. 12, 4411
(2021).

[30] K. Fang and Z.-W. Liu, No-go theorems for quantum
resource purification: New approach and channel theory,

arXiv:2010.11822 (2020).
[31] G. Gour and C. M. Scandolo, Dynamical Resources,

arXiv:2101.01552 (2020).
[32] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and

K. Horodecki, Quantum entanglement, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81,
865 (2009).

[33] E. T. Campbell, B. M. Terhal, and C. Vuillot, Roads towards
fault-tolerant universal quantum computation,Nature 549, 172
(2017).

[34] H.-K. Lo and S. Popescu, Concentrating entanglement by local
actions: Beyond mean values, Phys. Rev. A 63, 022301 (2001).

[35] W. Dür, G. Vidal, and J. I. Cirac, Three qubits can be entangled
in two inequivalent ways, Phys. Rev. A 62, 062314 (2000).

[36] M. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, and R. Horodecki, General
teleportation channel, singlet fraction, and quasidistillation,
Phys. Rev. A 60, 1888 (1999).

[37] B. Regula, Tight constraints on probabilistic convertibility of
quantum states, arXiv:2112.11321 (2021).

[38] E. B. Davies and J. T. Lewis, An operational approach to
quantum probability, Commun. Math. Phys. 17, 239 (1970).

[39] M. Ozawa, Quantum measuring processes of continuous ob-
servables, J. Math. Phys. 25, 79 (1984).

[40] G. Vidal, Entanglement monotones, Journal ofModernOptics
47, 355 (2000).

[41] G. Vidal and R. Tarrach, Robustness of entanglement, Phys.
Rev. A 59, 141 (1999).

[42] N. Datta, Min- and Max-Relative Entropies and a New En-
tanglement Monotone, IEEE Transactions on Information
Theory 55, 2816 (2009).

[43] M. Lewenstein and A. Sanpera, Separability and Entangle-
ment of Composite Quantum Systems, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 2261
(1998).

[44] R. Takagi, B. Regula, K. Bu, Z.-W. Liu, and G. Adesso,
Operational Advantage of Quantum Resources in Subchannel
Discrimination, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 140402 (2019).

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

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

[47] E. Haapasalo, M. Sedlák, and M. Ziman, Distance to
boundary and minimum-error discrimination, Phys. Rev. A 89,
062303 (2014).

[48] P. J. Bushell,Hilbert’s metric and positive contraction mappings
in a Banach space, Arch. Rat. Mech. Anal. 52, 330 (1973).

[49] E. Kohlberg and J. W. Pratt, The Contraction Mapping Ap-
proach to the Perron-Frobenius Theory: Why Hilbert’s Metric?
Math. Oper. Res. 7, 198 (1982).

[50] A. Kent, Entangled Mixed States and Local Purification, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 81, 2839 (1998).

[51] E. Jane, Purification of two-qubit mixed states, Quant. Inf.
Comput. 2, 348 (2002), arXiv:quant-ph/0205107.

[52] P. Horodecki and M. Demianowicz, Fidelity thresholds in
single copy entanglement distillation, Physics Letters A 354,
40 (2006).

[53] B. Regula, K. Fang, X. Wang, and M. Gu, One-shot en-
tanglement distillation beyond local operations and classical
communication, New J. Phys. 21, 103017 (2019).

[54] K. Fang, X. Wang, L. Lami, B. Regula, and G. Adesso,
Probabilistic Distillation of Quantum Coherence, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 121, 070404 (2018).

[55] K.-D. Wu, T. Theurer, G.-Y. Xiang, C.-F. Li, G.-C. Guo,
M. B. Plenio, and A. Streltsov, Quantum coherence and state

http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0219749904000031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-012-1421-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-012-1421-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3615729
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3615729
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4755845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4755845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms3059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms3059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.6.041016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.012110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.062314
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-06261-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-06261-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.031053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.020401
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2019-12-09-209
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2019-12-09-209
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-02-20-233
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-02-20-233
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.062315
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.062315
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/abafe5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/abafe5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217979213450197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217979213450197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.91.025001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.91.025001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.070503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.060405
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.07085
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.07085
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-03-19-244
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-11-01-355
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.00044
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.00044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-24699-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-24699-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.11822
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.11822
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.01552
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.01552
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.865
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.865
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature23460
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature23460
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.63.022301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.62.062314
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.60.1888
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.11321
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.11321
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01647093
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.526000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09500340008244048
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09500340008244048
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.59.141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.59.141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TIT.2009.2018325
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TIT.2009.2018325
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.2261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.2261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.140402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.110402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.110401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.89.062303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.89.062303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00247467
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3689541
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.81.2839
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.81.2839
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0205107
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physleta.2006.01.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physleta.2006.01.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab4732
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.070404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.070404


7

conversion: Theory and experiment, npj Quantum Inf 6, 1
(2020).

[56] B. M. Terhal and P. Horodecki, Schmidt number for density
matrices, Phys. Rev. A 61, 040301 (2000).

[57] In Theorems 2 and 3, we make a minor technical assump-
tion that 'F(�′) < ∞; this is always satisfied in generally
encountered resource theories, and we only assume this
to avoid pathological cases, which are treated in [37] for
completeness.

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

[59] G. Gour and R. W. Spekkens, The resource theory of quantum
reference frames: Manipulations and monotones,New J. Phys.
10, 033023 (2008).

[60] A. Hickey and G. Gour, Quantifying the imaginarity of quan-
tum mechanics, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 51, 414009 (2018).

[61] K.-D. Wu, T. V. Kondra, S. Rana, C. M. Scandolo, G.-Y.
Xiang, C.-F. Li, G.-C. Guo, and A. Streltsov, Operational
Resource Theory of Imaginarity, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 090401
(2021).

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

[63] M. Howard and E. Campbell, Application of a Resource
Theory for Magic States to Fault-Tolerant Quantum Computing,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 090501 (2017).
[64] N. Linden, S. Massar, and S. Popescu, Purifying Noisy

Entanglement Requires Collective Measurements, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 81, 3279 (1998).

[65] G. Vidal, D. Jonathan, and M. A. Nielsen, Approximate
transformations and robust manipulation of bipartite pure-state
entanglement, Phys. Rev. A 62, 012304 (2000).
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