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Abstract

The asymptotic equipartition property (AEP) states that in the limit of a large number of
independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random experiments, the output sequence is
virtually certain to come from the typical set, each member of which is almost equally likely.
This property is a form of the law of large numbers and lies at the heart of information the-
ory. In this work, we prove a generalized quantum AEP beyond the i.i.d. framework where
the random samples are drawn from two sets of quantum states. In particular, under suitable
assumptions on the sets, we prove that all operationally relevant divergences converge to the
quantum relative entropy between the sets. More specifically, both the quantum hypothe-
sis testing relative entropy (a smoothed form of the min-relative entropy) and the smoothed
max-relative entropy approach the regularized relative entropy between the sets. Notably, the
asymptotic limit has explicit convergence guarantees and can be efficiently estimated through
convex optimization programs, despite the regularization, provided that the sets have effi-
cient descriptions. The generalized AEP directly implies a new generalized quantum Stein’s
lemma for conducting quantum hypothesis testing between two sets of quantum states. This
addresses open questions raised by Branddo et al. [IEEE TIT 66(8):5037-5054 (2020)] and
Mosonyi et al. [IEEE TIT 68(2):1032-1067 (2022)], which seek a Stein’s lemma with com-
putational efficiency. Moreover, we propose a new framework for quantum resource theory
in which state transformations are performed without requiring precise characterization of
the states being manipulated, making it more robust to imperfections. We demonstrate the
reversibility (also referred to as the second law) of such a theory and identify the regularized
relative entropy as the unique measure of the resource in this new framework.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

The asymptotic equipartition property (AEP) is a form of the law of large numbers in informa-
tion theory, stating that —% log p(X1, Xo,- -+, X,) is close to the entropy H (X ), where X; are
independent, identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables and p(X1, Xo, -+ , X},) is the prob-
ability of observing the sequence X1, Xo,--- , X,, [Cov99]. The AEP was first stated by Shannon
in his seminal 1948 paper [Sha48], where he proved the result for i.i.d. processes and stated the
result for staionary ergodic processes. McMillan [McMS53] and Breiman [Bre57] then proved the
AEP for ergodic finite alphabet sources. The result is now referred to as the AEP or the Shan-
non-McMillan-Breiman theorem. This property lies in the heart of information theory, forming
the mathematical foundation for applications such as data compression ', channel coding [Sha48]
and cryptography [HV93, VV95, Cac97].
The AEP can be represented in a more generic form in terms of entropic quantities:

lim tim D.(P"Q%") = D(P] Q) 1)
e—>0n—oon
where P is a probability distribution, () is a nonnegative function on a finite set and ID is a di-
vergence of interest, € is a smoothing parameter and D is the Kullback—Leibler divergence, also
called the relative entropy [KL51]. For instance, considering () to be a constant function equal to
1 and DD be the min-relative entropy and max-relative entropy, then the above equation reduce to
the Shannon—-McMillan—-Breiman theorem.
The AEP has been generalized to quantum information theory, by replacing the probability
distribution with the density matrix of a quantum state and using quantum divergences,

1
lim lim —D.(p*"(lc®") = D(po), 2)

e—>0n—oco N

The AEP has been proved to be almost equivalent to the source coding theorem by [VH97], which reinforces the
prominent role played by the AEP in information theory.



where p is the density matrix, o is a positive semidefinite operator. In particular, Hiai and
Petz [HP91] proved the case when . is the quantum hypothesis testing relative entropy and
D is the Umegaki relative entropy. Ogawa and Nagaoka [NOOO] then strenghtened the result by
removing the dependence of ¢ in the outer limit. These together formed the well-known quantum
Stein’s lemma in quantum information theory. Tomamichel et al. [TCR09] proved the case when
pAB is a bipartite quantum state and 0 4 = 14 ® pp and Dy is the quantum min-relative entropy
and quantum max-relative entropy [Ren05]. As the classical AEP plays an essential role in classi-
cal information theory, the quantum AEP has also found plenty of applications, including quantum
data compression [Sch95], quantum state merging [Ber09], quantum channel coding [DMHB13],
quantum cryptography [Ren05] and quantum resource theory [FWTD19].

For many problems, the situation is not so simple and p®” and ¢®" are not fully known and
do not necessarily possess the i.i.d. structure. All one knows is that they belong to two sets
of quantum states, 7, and 4, respectively, making the existing quantum AEPs not applicable.
Such as scenario has been extensively studied in the classical information theory and applied to
practical problems (refer to [LMO02] and references therein) such as classification with training
sequences (e.g. speech recognition, signal detection and digital communication) and detection of
messages via unknown channels (e.g. radar target detection, identification problem and watermark
detection). This motivates us to explore a more general notion of the quantum AEP by extending
beyond the i.i.d. structure of the source and beyond the singleton case. Specifically, we consider
the following limit:

.1 . .
nlbngo E]D)g(szan@n) =7 with D.(4,|%B,) = p;g{n De(pnllon) (3)
on€EPBn

where o7, is a set of quantum states and %, is a set of positive semidefinite operators acting
on H®", where H is a finite-dimensional Hilbert space. This is a very general framework that
encompasses almost all existing studies of quantum AEP in the literature. For instance, if Dy is
the hypothesis testing relative entropy, then .7, is seen as a composite null hypothesis and %, as
a composite alternate hypothesis. Specific examples that were recently studied include composite
hypothesis testing where <7, and %,, are convex mixtures of i.i.d. states [BBH21], as well as
the generalized quantum Stein’s lemma, where 27, is an i.i.d. state and 4, is a set of quantum
states [BP10, HY24, Lam24].

1.2 Main Results
Generalized quantum AEP

Under some structural assumptions on the sets .27, and %,,, in particular the stability of the sets and
their polars under tensor products, we prove that the limit in Eq. (3) exists for both the hypothesis
testing relative entropy Dy . (a smoothed form of the min-relative entropy) and the max-relative
entropy Dmax,e, Which represent two extreme cases in a family of quantum divergences. Both
limits converge to the quantum relative entropy between the sets. More specifically, we establish
the following:

Theorem 1. (Generalized AEP, informal) Let {7, } nen and { By }nen be two sequences of sets
of states such that each set is convex, compact, permutation invariant, and the sequences as well
as their polar sets are closed under tensor product. Then for any ¢ € (0, 1), it holds that
nD>® (|| B) — O(n*3logn) < Dy (|| %B,) < nD>®(||B)+ On*>logn), (4)
nD> (|| B) — O(n*3logn) < Diax.e (9, || Bn)< nD> (| B) + O(n?*3logn), (5

where D*®(o/ || B) := limy, 00 L D(,||%,,), which can be estimated with explicit convergence
guarantees and can be efficiently computed given that <, and %, have efficient descriptions.



A central ingredient to the proof of this result is the superadditivity of the measured relative
entropy between two sets of quantum states under the stability assumption of the polar set,

DM(JZJ{erkH%erk) Z DM(JZ{er%m) + DM(«Q{kHr@k) (6)

This superadditivity result makes crucial use of the variational expression of the measured relative
entropy [PetO8, BFT17]. We note that [RT24, RTT24] used a condition that is similar to the
stability assumption of the polar set to show additivity of the relative entropy of entanglement for
various classes of states. We now proceed with some remarks concerning Theorem 1:

* (Generality.) All assumptions, except for the one regarding polar sets, are standard in most
existing literature (e.g., [BP10, BHLP20, HY24, Lam24]). The polar assumption, while
technical, is satisfied in many cases of interest (see Table 2 later). For instance, it holds
when the set is a singleton of i.i.d. state, as in the existing quantum AEP; when the set con-
sists of the identity operator tensored with all density operators, which is relevant for condi-
tional quantum entropies; or when it is the image of a quantum channel or a set of quantum
channels, a scenario that naturally arises in quantum channel discrimination [FFF25a].

* (Relaxation.) Even in cases where the polar assumption is not directly satisfied, we can relax
the original problem to meet the required conditions. This approach provides an efficient
approximation to the original problem, which may be difficult to solve directly. We illustrate
this approach in [FFF25b] through applications in entanglement manipulation and magic
state distillation and anticipate that this approach has the potential for more applications
beyond the specific cases discussed therein.

* (Efficiency.) The leading order in the generalized AEP is characterized by a regularized
quantity, which will be shown to be necessary in general through specific examples. How-
ever, the asymptotic limit comes with explicit convergence guarantees and can still be ef-
ficiently estimated via convex optimization programs, despite the regularization, provided
that o7, and %,, have efficient descriptions. The detail of this computational aspect is pro-
vided in the accompanying paper [FFF25b].

* (Explicit finite n estimate.) Our generalized AEP has a leading term that is independent of
€, corresponding to the strong converse property in information theory. Moreover, while
the leading order is characterized by a regularized quantity, we can still provide an explicit
estimate for finite n, making its convergence controllable in the finite block length regime.
Even though the bound we obtain on the second order term is O(n?/3logn) instead of the
usual O(y/n), this is a rare case where we can explicitly bound the convergence rate for a
regularized quantity.

* (Divergences.) The results apply to the two extreme cases of quantum divergence; therefore,
any divergence that lies between the hypothesis testing relative entropy and the max-relative
entropy, or is equivalent to these, will yield a similar result.

Generalized quantum Stein’s lemma

Quantum hypothesis testing is a pivotal concept in quantum information theory, forming the foun-
dation for numerous applications, including quantum channel coding, quantum illumination, and
the operational interpretation of quantum divergences. A central task in hypothesis testing is to
discriminate between quantum states corresponding to the different hypotheses, with the goal of
determining which state is actually provided. In this work, we investigate quantum hypothesis
testing between two sets of quantum states, <%, and %,,. The fundamental difficulty in analyzing
such a hypothesis testing is that both hypotheses are composite and extend beyond the i.i.d. struc-
ture. We need to control the type-I error a(.47,, M,,) within a constant threshold whenever the



sample is drawn from 7,, in order to prevent the extremely bad case from passing the test. The
asymmetric setting then seeks to determine the optimal exponent at which the type-II error prob-
ability decays (%, M,,), known as the Stein’s exponent, while keeping the type-1 error within a
fixed threshold e. Specifically, the goal is to evaluate

5&(%71,”?@71) = OSiI\I}fSI {ﬁ(%nu Mn) : a(%na Mn) < 5} . (7
Theorem 2. (Another generalized quantum Stein’s lemma, informal.) Given the same assump-
tions on { <y, }nen and { By }nen as stated in Theorem 1. Then for any € € (0, 1), it holds that

Tim L log (| B,) = D (/|8). ®)

This result extends the well-known quantum Stein’s lemma to a significantly broader setting.
Notably, by leveraging the generalized AEP in Theorem 25, the rate of convergence in our version
of Stein’s lemma can be explicitly quantified. Furthermore, the Stein’s exponent can be efficiently
computed via convex optimization programs, despite the regularization involved, provided that
<, and %, have efficient descriptions. This addresses open questions of considerable interest in
the community, particularly those seeking a Stein’s lemma with efficient estimation, as discussed
in [BHLP20, Section 3.5] and [MSW22, Section VI].

The discussion on the reduction to the classical case and the comparison with various versions
of the quantum Stein’s lemma is presented below:

* (Reduction to the classical case.) If {7, }nen and { %), }nen are classical probability dis-
tributions, then the measured relative entropy coincides with the quantum relative entropy.
In this case, we can show that D(.7,|%,) is additive. Therefore, the Stein’s exponent
D> (4 || %) can be replaced by the one-shot quantity D (.27 ||.%1) without regularization.

* (Quantum Stein’s lemma.) Let o, = {p®"} and B,, = {o®"™} be two singletons. Then it is
easy to check that these sets satisfy all the required assumptions. Therefore, our generalized
quantum Stein’s lemma covers the quantum Stein’s lemma [HP91, NOOO] as a special case.

* (Generalized quantum Stein’s lemma.) Theorem 2 is incomparable to the generalized quan-
tum Stein lemma of [BP10, HY24, Lam24]. It is weaker in the sense that we have the
additional assumption on the stability of the polar sets under tensor product for the alternate
hypothesis 4, but it is stronger at least in two ways: it allows for a composite null hypoth-
esis o7, whereas the results of [BP10, HY24, Lam?24] are restricted to 2«7, = {,0®”}, and
in addition we can obtain efficient and controlled approximations of the Stein’s exponent as
presented in Theorem 1.

* (Composite quantum Stein’s lemma.) The composite quantum hypothesis testing studied
in [BBH21, MSW22] does not satisfy the stability assumption of the sets. Therefore, it is
not comparable to our result or the previous generalized quantum Stein’s lemma [BP10,
HY24, Lam24].

* (Quantum Stein’s lemma for restricted measurements.) In [BHLP20, Theorem 16], the
authors proved a quantum Stein’s lemma for restricted measurements, assuming that the
measurements and the set of quantum states are compatible [Pia09]. In this work, we do not
impose constraints on the performed measurements. As a result, the measurements and the
set of quantum states in our result may not be compatible in their context, making our result
not directly comparable to theirs. It is also worth noting that our Stein’s lemma possesses
the strong converse property (i.e., its convergence is independent of €), whereas the Stein’s
lemma for restricted measurements [BHLP20, Theorem 16] only exhibits a weak converse
property (i.e., it requires taking ¢ — 0).



Second law of quantum resource theory

The existing generalized quantum Stein’s lemma is closely related to the second law of quan-
tum resource theory, which states that transformations between p®” and o®™ can be performed
reversibly [BP10, HY24, Lam24]. Based on the new generalized quantum Stein’s lemma, we
propose an extended framework that enables state transformations without requiring precise char-
acterization of the states being manipulated. This approach enhances the framework’s robustness
to imperfections. Specifically, let .%,, denote the set of free states and RNG represent the set
of asymptotically resource non-generating operations. If it is possible to transform an unknown
source state p, € .o, into a specific target state o,,, € %,, under RNG, we define m/n as an
achievable rate. We show that the optimal achievable rate in the asymptotic limit, denoted as

r (d BNG, %’) , is characterized by the following theorem.

Theorem 3. (Second law of resource manipulation, informal.) Let {,}nen, {PBn}nen and
{Z ) }nen e threes sequences of sets satisfying the same assumptions in Theorem 1 where <7, C
D(HE™) and B, C D(HE™) are the sets of source states and the sets of target states, respectively,
and F,, C P(H®™) are the sets of free states. Then it holds that

RNG _ D*(A||ZF)
r (o % ) = D@7 ©)
Asa Consequence,
r(%%%)r(%%ﬂ):l. (10)

This result demonstrates the reversibility of the proposed framework, indicating that transfor-
mations between <7, and %,, can be performed without any loss. Moreover, the transformation
rate is entirely characterized by the regularized quantum relative entropy, establishing it as the
“unique” measure of resource within this new framework.

1.3 Organization

The organization of the remaining content is as follows. In Section 2, we introduce necessary
notations and preliminary results on convex optimization and quantum divergences that will be
used throughout this work. In Section 3, we present the variational formula and superadditivity
of the measured relative entropy between two sets of quantum states, which serve as the main
technical tools for proving our main results. In Section 4, we present our main result on the
generalized AEP and its formal proof. In Section 5, we derive another generalized quantum Stein’s
lemma by applying the generalized AEP. In Section 6, we introduce a new framework of quantum
resource theory and prove its reversibility. In Section 7, we give a conclusion of this work with
several open problems for further study.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notations

In this section we set the notations and define several quantities that will be used throughout this
work. Some frequently used notations are summarized in Table 1. Note that we label different
physical systems by capital Latin letters and use these labels as subscripts to guide the reader by
indicating which system a mathematical object belongs to. We drop the subscripts when they are
evident in the context of an expression (or if we are not talking about a specific system).



Notations | Descriptions

Ha Hilbert space on system A
| Al Dimension of H 4
Z(A) Linear operators on H 4

H(A) Hermitian operators on H 4
H(A) Positive semidefinite operators on H 4
H.+(A) | Positive definite operators on H 4

2(A) Density matrices on H 4

o/ B, 6 | Setof linear operators

¢° Polar set ° := {X : Tr[XY] < 1,VY € €} of €

€Y Polar set restricted to positive semidefinite cone €° N JZ;

C;, Polar set restricted to positive definite operators €° N .77,

¢* Reverse polar set €* := {X : Tr[XY] > 1,VY € €} of ¢

Cr Reverse polar set restricted to positive semidefinite cone ¢* N J7;
Cr Reverse polar set restricted to positive definite operators €™* N 72,
CPTP Completely positive and trace preserving maps

CP Completely positive maps

log(z) Logarithm of x in base two

Table 1: Overview of notational conventions.

2.2 Polar set and support function

In the following, we introduce the definitions of the polar set and support function, along with
some fundamental results that will be used in our discussions.

Definition 4 (Polar set and support function). Let € C & be a convex set. Its polar set is defined
by

¢° ={X Tr[XY]<LVY €€} ={X : he(X) <1} (11)
where h is the support function of € :

he (w) = sup Tr[wo]. (12)
0€E?
Let €7 = €° N J and €7, = €° N H;y be the intersections with positive semidefinite
operators and positive definite operators, respectively.
Similarly, the reverse polar set of € is defined as:

¢ ={X :Tr[XY]>1,VY € ¢} = {X : he(X) > 1} (13)
where hy is the reverse support function of € :

he(w) = inf Trlwo]. 14

Iy () i= inf Trfwo] (14
The support and reverse support functions are defined as convex programs. When % is con-

tained in the cone of positive semidefinite operators, we have the following dual representation.

Lemma 5. Let € C S, be a convex set contained in the cone of positive semidefinite operators,
and let w € ;.. Then hg(w) = inf{t > 0 : w € t€7}, where we set the infimum to be +oo if
{t>0:wetél} =0 and hy(w) =sup{t > 0: w € tE€}}, where we set the supremum to be
0if{t >0:weter} =0



Proof. We write the proof for he, for he the proof is similar. We start from “>" direction. Let
s > hg(w) > 0. We have hy(w/s) = hy(w)/s < 1. Sow/s € €y and therefore w € s%;. This
implies that s is a feasible solution for inf{t > 0 : w € t%;}, and we get s > inf{t > 0: w €
167 }. As this holds for any s > hy(w), we get hy(w) > inf{t > 0 : w € t€;}. Now we prove
the “<” direction. Let z be any feasible solution to inf{t > 0 : w € t&;}. We have w = zX with
X € 7. Then hy(w) = zhg(X) < z because X € €, implies hy(X) < 1. As this holds for
any feasible solution z, we have hy (w) < inf{t > 0:w € t€7}. 0

Definition 6. (Stability.) Let H1 and Ho be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Consider three sets
o C H(Hy), 9o C A (Ha), and 9 C H(Hi1 @ Ha). We call { oA, ots, A2} is closed
under tensor product if for any X1 € @1, Xo € b, we have X1 @ Xo € fo. In short, we write
A @ o C .

The following lemma provides an equivalent condition for determining if the polar sets of
interest are closed under tensor product, which can be easier to validate for specific examples.

Lemma 7. Let Hi and Ha be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Consider three sets o1 C
Ho(Hy), oty C I (Ho), and Sho C 5 (H1 @ Ha). Their polar sets are closed under ten-

sor product if and only if their support functions are sub-multiplicative. That is,
(1) ® (#4); € (A2)] = hopy (X1 © X2) < hoy (X1) by (X2), VX € HL(Hi). (15)

Similarly, the reverse polar sets are closed under tensor product if and only if the reverse support
functions are super-multiplicative. That is,

()5 @ ()% C (F2)] = hy, (X1 © Xo) 2 by (X1)hy (Xo), VX € HL(Hi). (16)

Proof. We focus on establishing Eq. (15), Eq. (16) is analogous. We start from “=-" direction.
Consider any Xy € S, (H1), Xy € #,.(Hz2). Let t1 and t, be any feasible solutions of the dual
programs in Lemma 5 for h; (X1) and h, (X2), respectively. Then we have X € t;(<%); and
X5 € tg(%)i. This implies X; ® X, € tth(JZfl)i X (5272)_?_ - tltg(ﬂm)i and therefore ¢t is
also a feasible solution for the dual program of h g, (X1 ® X2). S0 hgy, (X1 ® Xo) < tita. As
this holds for any feasible solutions ¢1, ta, we have hg, (X1 ® X2) < hey (X1)he, (X2). Now
we prove the “<” direction. For any Y7 € (/)] and Y3 € (2%);, we have 0 < h, (Y1) < 1 and
0 < h,(Y2) < 1. This implies that h,, (Y7 ® Y2) < 1 and therefore, Y1 ® Y2 € (#42);. This
shows () & ()] C (2):. .

2.3 Quantum divergences

A functional D : ¥ x 7, — R is a quantum divergence if it satisfies the data-processing inequality
D(E(p)||E(0)) < D(p|lo) for any CPTP map £ and (p,0) € Z x . In the following, we
will introduce several quantum divergences and their fundamental properties, which will be used
throughout this work. Additionally, we will define quantum divergences between two sets of
quantum states, which will be the main quantity of interest in this work.

Definition 8. (Petz Rényi divergence [Pet86].) Let o € (0,1) U (1,400). For any p € 2 and
o € J¢,, the Petz Rényi divergence is defined by

Dro(pllo) := log Tr [p®c' 7], (17)

a—1
if supp(p) C supp(o), and +00 otherwise.

Definition 9. (Sandwiched Rényi divergence [MLDS" 13, WWYI14].) Let o € (0,1) U (1, +00).
Forany p € 9 and o € I, the sandwiched Rényi divergence is defined by

1 l-a 1-a]®
Ds o (pllo) == p— log Tr [a 20 po 20 } , (18)

if supp(p) C supp(o), and 400 otherwise.



Definition 10. (Umegaki relative entropy [Ume54].) For any p € &9 and o € 5¢,, the Umegaki
relative entropy is defined by

D(pllo) := Tr[p(log p — log o)], (19)
if supp(p) C supp(o) and +oo otherwise.

When o« — 1, both Dy, and Ds , converge to the Umegaki relative entropy [MLDS™ 13,
WWY14],

lim Dy o(pllo) = lim Ds o(p|lo) = D(p||o). (20)
a—1 a—1

When o — 07, the Petz Rényi divergence converges to the min-relative entropy or the Petz Rényi
divergence of order 0,

lim_Do.a(pllo) = Dunin(plr) = Dolpllor) i= — log Te[TL 01, en

with 11, the projection on the support of p. When o — oo, the sandwiched Rényi divergence
converges to the max-relative entropy [Dat09, Ren05],

lim Ds a(pllo) = Dimax(pllo) = loginf {t e R : p<to}, (22)

if supp(p) C supp(o) and +oo otherwise. Let F(p, o) := ||/pv/7 |1 + /(1 — Trp)(1 — Tr o)
be the generalized fidelity and P(p, o) := /1 — F%(p, o) be the purified distance. Lete € (0,1).
Then the smoothed max-relative entropy is defined by

D = inf D / 23
maX,s(pHU) p’:P(I/I)1/7p)§6 max (0 [|7), (23)

where the infimum is taken over all subnormalized states that are e-close to the state p.

Definition 11. (Hypothesis testing relative entropy.) Let € € [0,1]. Forany p € 9 and o € I,

the quantum hypothesis testing relative entropy is defined by Dy, .(p||o) := —log B (p||c) where
= i : — <e}.
Be(pllo) = min {TrloM]: Trlp(I — M)] < e} (24)

The following lemma combines [CMW 16, Lemma 5] and [QWW 18, Proposition 3].

Lemma 12. (One-shot equivalence.) Let o € (0,1), & € (1,+00) ande € (0,1). Foranyp € 9
and o € J¢,, it holds that

a /

1
log . (25)
a—1

1—¢

1 o
lOgg S DH,a(pHU) S Ds7a,(p||0-) + a/

Dyalpllo) + L

Definition 13. (Measured relative entropy [Don86, HP91].) For any p € 2 and o € -, the
measured relative entropy is defined by

DM(IOHU) = SUP) D(Pp,M”PG,M)a (26)
M

)

where D is the Kullback—Leibler divergence and the optimization is over finite sets X and positive
operator valued measures M on X such that M, > 0 and Zze;\’ M, = I, P, p is a measure on
X defined via the relation P, p1(x) = Tr[M,p| for any x € X.

A variational expression for D), is given by [BFT17, Lemma 1],

Dy(p|lo) = sup Tr[plogw]+ 1 — Tr[ow]. (27)

wE S+



Definition 14. (Measured Rényi divergence [BFT17].) Let o € (0,1) U (1,00). Forany p € 9
and o € F¢,, the measured Rényi divergence is defined as

DM,a(pHU) ‘= Ssup Da(Pp,MHPa,M)a (28)
(X,M)

where D, is the classical Rényi divergence.

A variational expression for Dy, is given by [BFT17, Lemma 3],

inf aTr[pW]+ (1 — ) Tr [awﬁ} , ifae(0,1/2),

WeAt
. a—1 .
Dyo(pllo) = p— log WIEI.lf"fﬁ.+ a'Tr [pW o } +(1—-a)Tr[cW], ifac(l/2,1), (29)
sup aTr [pWaT_l} + (1 —a) Tr[cW], ifac(1,00).
W et

When o — 1, the measured Rényi divergence converges to the measured relative entropy. It is
known that [RSB24, Lemma 2] D, 4 is jointly convex for a € (0, 1] and jointly quasi-convex for
a € (1,00). For any £ € CPTP and a > 0, the data-processing inequality holds [RSB24, Lemma
5]

Dra(E(P)IE(9)) < Dualpllo)- (30)
The following result shows the ordering relation among different relative entropies.
Lemma 15. Let o € [1/2,1). Forany p € 9 and o € H,,
Duin(pllo) < Daalpllo) < Dulpllo) < D(pllo). €29

Proof. The last two inequalities follow from the monotonicity in « of the classical Rényi diver-
gences and the data processing inequality for D. As D, , is monotone increasing in «, it remains
to show the first inequality for o = % By the variational formula in [BFT17, Eq. (21)], we have

Dyi1/2(pllo) = —log  inf Tr[pw ™! Tr[ow], (32)
wWEHy
which is the same as the Alberti’s theorem for quantum fidelity (see e.g. [Wat18, Corollary 3.20]).

Consider a feasible solution w. = II, + (I —II,) € S, with ¢ > 0. Tt gives Dy, 1 /5(pllo) >
—log Tr[pw- 1] Tr[ow.]. Since p has trace one, it gives Tr[pw_ '] = Tr[p] = 1. Then we have

Dy 1/2(pllo) = —log Tr[owe] = —log[(1 — &) Tr,0 +€]. (33)

As the above holds for any ¢ > 0, we take ¢ — 0" and get Dy, 1/2(pllo) > —log Tr[Il,0] =
Diin(p||o), which completes the proof. 0

Lemma 16. Let o € [1/2,00). Forany p € 9 and o € S, it hold
Dya(pllo) < Dsalpllo) < Daalpllo) +2log|[spec(a)], (34)
where |spec(o)| is the number of mutually different eigenvalues of o.

Proof. The first inequality is given by [BFT17, Theorem 6]. Now we prove the second inequality.
Let P, be a pinching map with respect to o. Then we have

Dgo(pllo) < Dso(Ps(p)llo) + 21log [spec(o)] (35)
= Dy,a(Ps(p)lo) + 21og [spec(a)| (36)
= Du,a(Po(p)|Po(0)) + 2log [spec(o)] (37
< Dua(pllo) +21log [spec(a)]| (38)

where the first line follows from [HT 16, Lemma 3], the second line follows because P, (p) and o
commute and therefore Ds o(Py(p)||0) = Dy o(Pos(p)||o), the third line follows by P,(0) = o
and the last line follows from the data processing inequality. O
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Lemma 17. Let X be a permutation-invarant operator on £ (A®™) with | A| = d. Then |spec(X)| <
(n+ 1)4(n 4 d)* = poly(n)[FF21, Lemma A.1].

In this work, we will focus on the study of quantum divergences between two sets of quantum
states.

Definition 18. (Quantum divergence between two sets of states.) Let D be a quantum divergence
between two quantum states. Then for any sets &/ C 9 and #B C I, the quantum divergence
between these two sets of quantum states is defined by

D(/|) = inf Di(p|o). (39)
cER

Note that if D is lower semicontinuous (which is true for most quantum divergences of inter-
est), and .« and 4 are compact sets, the infimum in the above expression is always attained and
can thus be replaced by a minimization [KZ05, Theorem 7.3.1]. From a geometric perspective,
this quantity characterizes the distance between two sets .27 and %8 under the “distance metric” D.
In particular, if o = {p} is a singleton, we write D(p||Z) := D({p}||#). For two sequences of
sets { ), }nen and { %), }nen, the regularized divergence is defined by

D7 ||B) = lim ~D(t||Bn), (40)
n—oo N

whenever the limit on the right-hand side exists.

3 Variational formula and superadditivity

Unlike other quantum relative entropies, which are defined by closed-form expressions, the mea-
sured relative entropy requires maximization over all possible quantum measurements, making it
inherently challenging to compute. This complexity is compounded in the case of divergences
between different sets of quantum states, where additional layers of optimization transform it into
a minimax problem. The following results address this issue by providing variational formulas
for Dy (/|| %) and Dy o (97| #), reformulating them as more tractable convex optimization pro-
grams. Based on these variational formulas, we establish their superadditivity, which serves as a
key technical tool for the main results of this work in the subsequent sections.

Lemma 19. Let &7 C 9 and B C F be two compact convex sets. Then it holds that

Du(#||%#) = sup —hy(—logW), (41)
We#s,

where the objective function on the right-hand side is concave in W.

Proof. By the variational formula of the measured relative entropy in Eq. (27), we have

Dy (|| B) = inf sup Tr[plogW]+1— Tr[oW]. (42)
PEZ) W e+

Note that all <7, %, .7, are convex sets, with .o/, 8 being compact. Moreover, the objective
function is linear in (p, o) and concave in W. So we can apply Sion’s minimax theorem [Si058,
Corollary 3.3] to exchange the infimum and supremum and get

Dy (|| #) = sup inf Tr[plogW]+ 1 — Tr[cW] (43)

= sup inf Tr[plogW]+ 1 — sup Tr[cW]. (44)
W ey PET oceR

11



By using the definition of the support function, we have

Dy (|| #B) = sup —hy(—logW)+1—hg(W). (45)
W et
Next, we aim to simplify the objective function by moving the term 1—h j(W) into the constraint.
For this, let W be a feasible solution in the above optimization and define W= W/hg(W). Then
h %(W) — 1 and we will see that IV achieves an objective value no smaller than WW. Indeed

~hey(—1ogW) = —hey (= log W) = log hyg (W) > —hy(—log W) + 1= hy(W)  (46)
where the inequality follows from the fact that log x < « — 1. Therefore, we can reformulate

Dy(#|| %) = sup —hgy(—logW). (47)
Westst
hog (W)=1

Using the same argument as above, we relax the condition hz(W) = 1to hg(W) < 1 and get

Du(/|B) = sup  —ho(~logW). 48)
WeHA+
hag(W)<1

Finally, noting that h»(W) < 1 if and only if W € 2%°, we have the expression in Eq. (41). Let
f(W) = —hy(—logW) = inf ,c,» Tr[plog W] be the objective function. Consider any convex
combination AW + (1 — X\)Wa with A € (0,1). We have

FAWL + (1= )W) = inf Telplog(AWi + (1 — )W) (49)
> inf ATr[plog Wi] + (1 — X) Tr[plog Ws] (50)
peA
> X\ inf Tr[plogWi] + (1 — A) inf Tr[plog W] (51)
pE pES
= Af(W1) + (1 = A) f(Wa) (52)

where the second line follows from the operator concavity of logarithm and the third line follows
by putting infimum to both parts. This proves the concavity of the objective function. O

Following the same argument, we can show the variational formula for the measured Rényi
divergence between two sets of quantum states.

Lemma 20. Let &7 C 9 and BB C F be two compact convex sets. Then it holds that

«
Du,o(||%) = — log(*) (53)
with
inf hy (W) st.W e, Ve, Wai<V, ifac(0,1/2),
. o a—1 .
(x) = ‘}I?‘f/h%(V) st We A, WeRB, Wa <V, ifacll/2,1), (54)

suph, (V) st.W e H,, We B, W >V >0, ifae(1,+00),
w,v

where the right-hand side is a convex program.
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Proof. We prove the result for & € [1/2,1) here. The other parameter ranges are similar, and
they are detailed in Appendix A for completeness. For any fixed p € o/ and 0 € %, we have by
Eq. (29) that

Qu,a(pllo) == Wlen/£"++ aTr [le_é] + (1 — ) Tr[oW] (55)
= inf Tr [pV] + (1 — a) Tr[eW], 56
L aTe[pV] 4 (1 a) TefoW] (56)

wi-a<v

where the second equality follows by introducing an additional variable V. Then we have

sup Q¥ (pllo) =sup inf  aTr[pV]+ (1 —a) Tr[cW]. (57)
peot pEot Wedst
ocERB occER Wlfé <V

Note that all o7, % and {(W,V) : W € 4, wi-a < V'} are convex sets, with .7, % being
compact. Moreover, the objective function is linear in (p, o), and also linear in (W, V). So we
can apply Sion’s minimax theorem [Sio58, Corollary 3.3] to exchange the infimum and supremum
and get

sup Q¥ (pllo)= inf  sup aTr[pV]+ (1 — a) Tr[cW] (58)
pEA Wefi‘h pEA
cER wl-a<y o€
= inf asup Ir [pV]| + (1 — «) sup Tr|cW]. 59
e PVI+ (1= a) sup Trlo W] (59)
Wl-a<v

By using the definition of the support function, we have

sup Qu(pllo) = inf  ahy(V)+ (1 —a)hg(W) (60)
pE W et
ocER Wlfégv

= inf  hy(V)%hg(W)—® 61

it (V) hg(W) ~2, (61)
wl-a<v

where the second line follows from the weighed arithmetic-geometric mean inequality acz + (1 —
a)y < 2%~ (with equality if and only if z = y) and the fact that (W, V) is a feasible solution
implies (KW, k'~1/*V') is also a feasible solution for any k > 0. Therefore, we can choose
k = (hy (V))*(hg(W))~®, which implies h,, (k'~1/*V) = hg(kW) and therefore the equality
of the weighed arithmetic-geometric mean is achieved. Similarly, for any feasible solution (W, V')
we can always construct a new solution (W/hg(W), Vhz(W)Y/*~1) achieves the same objective
value. This implies

0 Qo) = inf (V)= ing (V)" ©
ﬁ%ﬁa Wit <v W1*% <V
ha(W)=1 ha(W)<1

where the second equality follows by the same reasoning. Finally, noting that h»(W) < 1 if and
only if W € 2°, we have the asserted result in Eq. (54). It is easy to check that the objective
function h (V') is convex in V' and the feasible set is also a convex set. O

The variational formula helps establish the following superadditivity of the divergence be-
tween two sets of quantum states, which serves as a key technical tool for the applications dis-
cussed in the subsequent sections.
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Lemma 21. Let H,, Ho be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Consider convex and compact sets
ay C D(Ha), o C D(Ha), and oy C Z(H1 ® Ha) and also B, C Hi(H1), Bo C
I (H2), and B1o C Ao (H1 @ Ha). For a € (0, 1), assume that (4); ® (94), C (2)] and
(931)‘; ® (‘@2)3 C (9312)3 then,

Do (12| $12) > Do (941 ||%1) + Do (95| %2). (63)

For o > 1, Eq. (63) holds provided (1)} @ (o) C (e#2); and (%) @ ($2) C (B12)}.

Proof. Let a € [1/2,1). Consider the convex program in Lemma 20 for Dy (% |%1) and
Dy o (95| #2). Let (W7, V1) and (Wa, V) be any feasible solutions for these programs, respec-
tively. Then we will see that (W1 ® Wa, Vi ® V3) is also a feasible solution for Dy o (2712 %12)
with a higher objective value. To see this, using the assumption, we have that W7 € (%) and
Wy € (%5)S implies that W1 ® Wo € (%12)S. Then by the multiplicativity of the power function,
we have

a—1 a—1 a—1

(Wi @Wy) o = (W) o« @(Wa) « <Vi®Vs. (64)

This confirms that (W;@Ws, V1®V3) is a feasible solution for the optimization of Dy o (%712 %#12).
By the assumption of (&) ® (24); C (#2); and Lemma 7, we have hgy, (Vi @ V3) <
R, (Vi) heg (Va), which implies

@ « a
. log hey, (V1 @ Vo) > l log hey (V1) +

] log hes (V2). (65)

As the above relation holds for any feasible solutions, we have the asserted result in Eq. (63). The
other ranges for « follow the same reasoning. O

Next, we demonstrate the superadditivity of the measured relative entropy between two sets
of quantum states (i.e., the case a« = 1). Instead of relying directly on the variational formula,
we employ a continuity argument. This approach allows us to avoid the assumption that the set
is closed under partial trace. In fact, the natural direct proof of superadditivity via the variational
formula seems to require this assumption (see more details in Appendix C).

Lemma 22. Let &/ C 9 and BB C F, be two compact convex sets. Then

lim Dyo(/|B) = sup Dya(|B) = Dy(||B). (66)
a—1= a€e(0,1)

Proof. Since D\, , is monotonically increasing in «, we have for any o > 3,
Dl\/Iya(b(Z{”%) - inf DI\/I,Ol(pHO-) Z inf DNLﬁ(pHO-) - DM7/3(dH<@)‘ (67)
pecz; p@é
= =

So the divergence Dy (47| %) is also monotonically increasing in c. This implies the first
equality in Eq. (66). Now we prove the second equality. Note that Dy o(p| o) is lower semi-
continous on 7, x s, for every a > 0 [MH23, Proposition III.11] and it is montonic increasing
in a for every (p,0) € Z x 9. Therefore, we can apply the minimax theorem given by [MHI11,
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Corollary A.2] and get

sup Dy o(#||#B) = sup inf Dy (pllo) (68)
a€(0,1) ae(0,1) PEF
cEH
= 12; sSup DM,a(PHU) (69)
geg{? a€e(0,1)
pEA
ocER
where the third line follows from the continuity of Dy, at o = 1 for quantum states. O

Combining Lemma 21 and Lemma 22, we have the superadditivity for measured relative en-
tropy as follows.

Lemma 23. Let H1, Ho be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Consider convex and compact sets
o C D(Hq), 9 C D(Ha), and 1o C P(H1 @ Hz) and also By C 5 (H1), B2 C H(Ha),
and P12 C I, (H1®@Hz). Assume that (4, ® (o) C (H2); and (%) ®($2)S C (Br2)S.
Then, it holds that

Di(12(|%12) = Du(1 (| B1) + Da (2| %2)- (72)

Remark 1 The above superadditivity is different than the result by Piani [Pia09, Theorem 1]
under compatible assumptions. Here we do not put constrains on the performed measurements.
Therefore, the measurements and the set of quantum states may not be compatible in the case here.

4 Generalized quantum AEP

The asymptotic equipartition property (AEP) is a fundamental concept in information theory that
describes the behavior of sequences of random variables as the sequence length increases [Cov99,
HR11]. It essentially states that, for a large number of independent and identically distributed
(i.i.d.) random variables, the sequences exhibit regular and predictable behavior when considered
collectively, despite individual randomness. This concept has been extended to quantum informa-
tion theory, where the quantum version of the AEP applies to quantum states and quantum entropy
(e.g. [TCRO9, Tom16]). This extension is particularly useful in the study of quantum source cod-
ing and other quantum communication protocols. In this work, we further generalize the quantum
AEP beyond the i.i.d. framework by considering quantum states drawn from two sets that satisfy
the following assumptions.

Assumption 24. Consider a family of sets {7y, }nen satisfying the following properties,
* (A.1) Each <, is convex and compact;
* (A.2) Each <y, is permutation-invariant;
* (A.3) oy, @ Ay, C ik, forallm,k € N;
* (Ad) (), @ ()T C (Dppyr)s, forallm, k € N.
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Note that the first three assumptions are standard in most existing literature (e.g. [BP10,
BHLP20, HY24, Lam24]), and the new assumption (A.4) is indeed satisfied by many cases of
interest (see Table 2).

Sets Mathematical descriptions

Singleton {p®"} with p € 2(H)
Conditional states | {I,, ® py, : pn € 2(H®™)}
Channel image {N®(p,) : pp € P(H™)} with a quantum channel A/

Recovery set {Ngn_on(pg) : N € CPTP(B™ : C™)} with p € Z(AB)

Extensions set {wn € Z(A"B") : Trpn wy, = p3"} with pa € 2(A)

Incoherent states | {p, € Z(H®") : p, = A(p,)} with the completely dephasing channel A
Rains set {pn € H.(A"B") : || pp B1 B |1 < 1} with the partial transpose T,

Nonpositive mana | {p,, € J4(H®") : ||pn|lw.1 < 1} with the Wigner trace norm|| - ||w;1

Table 2: A list of sets that satisfy Assumption 24.

For instance, the assumptions hold when the set is a singleton of tensor product i.i.d. states,
as in the existing quantum AEP; when it consists of the identity operator tensored with the set of
all density operators, which is relevant for conditional quantum entropies; or when it is the image
of a quantum channel or a set of quantum channels, a scenario that naturally arises in adversarial
quantum channel discrimination. The assumptions are also satisfied by the set of recovery states
used in quantum state redistribution [BHOS15, FR15, BT16, BFT17] and the extensions set used
in Uhlmann’s theorem [Uhl76, FFF25c] and the set of incoherent states used in quantum coherence
theory [BCP14, RFWA18, DFW 18, FWL*18, HFW21].

It is also worth mentioning that even in cases where assumption (A.4) is not directly met, we
can relax the original set to fulfill the required conditions. For example, the set of separable states
does not satisfy the polar assumption, but we can relax it to the Rains set [Rai0l, ADMVWO02],
which is widely used in entanglement theory and satisfies all required assumptions. We can also
relax the set of stabilizer states to those with non-positive mana [WWS20], a technique used in
fault-tolerant quantum computing. Exploiting this idea, we can obtain efficient and improved
bounds for quantifying quantum resources in several tasks of interest [FFF25b].

Now we proceed to present our main result in this work as follows.

Theorem 25. (Generalized AEP.) Let { .o, } nen and { By, } nen be two sequences of sets satisfying
Assumption 24 and <, C D(H®"), By, C H.(H®"). Let d = dim H. Assume moreover that
Diax (|| Br) < en, forall n € N and a constant ¢ € R,. Then for any € € (0, 1), it holds that
1 1
lim —Dy (4, ||%Br) = Im —Diax (|| %) = D°(||B). (73)
n—oo N n—00 N

In addition, D*° (<7 || ) can be estimated using the following bounds: for any m > 1, we have

1 1
— Doy (| Bm) < DA |B) < D B) (74)
with explicit convergence guarantees
1 1 1
— D( || Br) — —Dri(Frn|| Br) < —2(d? + d) log(m + d). (75)
m m m
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If there is a constant C such that for any n > 1 and p, € %, 0, € Bpn, Dmax(pnllon) <
Cn/4 and log Tr(o,) < Cn/4,>we can obtain explicit bounds of the form.:

—C'f(n,¢) < Dy (|| Bn) — nD> (|| B) < C'f(n,1 —¢), (76)
and

1 2
—C'f(n,1 —2¢) — log - < Duax (|| %Brn) — nD® (|| B) < C' f(n,e) + log = (77)

where f(n,e) = n?/3logn logl/3 % and C' only depends on C and the local dimension d.

Remark 2 (Approximating D> (<7 ||%) efficiently.) Eq. (74) provides converging upper and
lower bounds on D> (<7 || %) in terms of convex optimization programs as both D and D, are
convex. In addition, if 7,, and %,,, are semidefinite representable (i.e., can be written as the fea-
sible sets of a semidefinite program), then the upper bound %D(;z/m||<%’m) is a quantum relative
entropy program [CS17, FF18] that can be solved using interior point methods [FS23]. For the
lower bound L D\(#, %), we use Lemma 19 to write

Dy (|| Brn) = a}l}g{—hdm (X)W € (Bm)s,, X > —logW} (78)
= sup {—t+s:t>0, We(Bn),,X+slect(d,)],,X>—logW}
W, X,t,s
(79)

where we used the fact that h, is monotone (i.e., ho, (X) < hg, (V) if X <Y) since o7, C
., and that hy, (X +sI) = hgy, (X)+sas o, C P sothathy, (X) = inf{hy, (X+sl)—s:
X+sI >0} =inf{t—s:t > 0and X+sI € to,, X+sI > 0}. If o7, and Z,, are semidefinite
representable, then, using semidefinite programming duality, we know that the sets (%,,)S and
{(t,s,X) : t > 0Oand X + sI € t(,),} are semidefinite representable. The last constraint
in (79) is convex since the matrix logarithm is operator concave, and the whole maximization
problem (79) can also be solved using interior-point methods [FS23]. Further details on this
computational aspect are provided in the accompanying paper [FFF25b].

The proof of Theorem 25 is provided in the following section.

4.1 Lemmas required to prove the generalized AEP

The proof of Theorem 25 requires the following lemmas.

Lemma 26. (Subadditivity.) Let D be a quantum divergence that is additive or subaddtive under
tensor product of quantum states. Let { <ty } nen and { By, }nen be two sequences of sets satisfying
(A.1) and (A.3) in Assumption 24 and <, C D(H®"), B, C H:(H®"), and D(ty, || By) < cn
for all n € N and a constant ¢ € R,. Then for any m, k € N, it holds that

D(Mm—l—kn'@m—kk) < D('dmn‘%m) + D(Mknﬂk) (80)

2 A slightly weaker condition is sufficient, see (x).
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Proof. Note that the assumption D(.7,|%,,) < cn ensures that all divergences considered here
are finite. For any p,, € 9, 0y, € B, pr. € S and o, € KBy, we know that p,,, ® pr € Pk
and 0., ® 0k € B +i by the assumption (A.3). This gives

D( ikl Bmsr) < D(pm @ prllom @ or) < D(pmllom) + D(prllow), (81)

where the second inequality follows by the additivity or subadditivity assumption of . As the
above holds for any p,, om, pr, ok, We have

D( k|| Brnsr) < inf D(ppml|lom) + inf D(pgl|lox) = D( || PBm) + D(k||Br),
=i 4957
Om€EPBm oREHBY,

(82)
which completes the proof. O
Remark 3 Note that Dy, 1 /2(pllo) = Dg1/2(pllo) = —log F'(p||o). Since the recovery set satis-

fies Assumption 24, Lemmas 21 and 26 together imply that the fidelity of recovery is multiplica-
tive, as previously proven in [BT16].

Note that if a sequence of numbers {ay, } e satisfies a4+ < an + am, then a,, /n is conver-
gent [Dav07, Lemma 4.1.2]. Therefore, if D satisifies the above assumptions, we have

D¥(o(|%) = inf —D(| Bn). (83)

Lemma 27. (Continuity.) Let { %, }nen and { Ay, }nen be two sequences of sets such that <, C
D(HE™), By, C H(HO") and Diax (|| Bn) < cn, for alln € N and a constant ¢ € R,. If
these sets satisfy (A.1), (A.3) in Assumption 24, it holds that

inf D5 (/| #)= D>(/ || #). (84)
a> ’
If these sets satisfy (A.1), (A.4) in Assumption 24, it holds that

sup Dy (|| #)= Dyy (o || 2). (85)
a€e(0,1)

Proof. Note that the assumption on Dyax (%, || %, ) ensures that all the divergences considered
here are finite. Then the following chain of relations hold

. 1
é‘;fl DS (|| ) = Sfifl ;Lgfl EDS,Q(% | %) (86)
1
= inf inf inf —Dgo(pnllon 7
Inf inf inf - Dsalpnllon) 7

Unez%)n
|
= 20, 2 Pselenllon) (88)
on€EPBn
—inf inf 2 D(pu]low) (89)
_n>1 pn€Ey N Prllon
UnE-%n
1
= inf —D(,|| %,
Inf 2 D(n]|%n) G0
— D® (/| B) o1)
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where the first and the last equalities follow from the assumptions (A.1) and (A.3) and therefore
the subadditivity of Ds (%, ||%,) and D(.47,||%,) from Lemma 26, and the fourth equality uses
the continuity of the sandwiched Rényi divergence at « = 1 for quantum states.

Similarly, we have the following

1
sup Dy o (||#B) = sup sup — Dy o(%|%n) (92)
a€(0,1) ac(0,1)n>1 N
1
= Sup Ssup *DM,a (dn”ﬁn) (93)
n>1ae(0,1) T
1
= sup — Dy ([ %) 94)
n>1T1
= Dy (¥ 2) (95)

where the first and the last equalities follow from the assumptions (A.1) and (A.4) and therefore
the superadditivity from Lemma 21 and Lemma 23, and the third equality uses the continuity of
Dy o(9,|| %) at a = 1 from Lemma 22. This completes the proof. 0

Lemma 28. (Asymptotic equivalence.) Let { <, }nen and { Py }nen be two sequences of sets
satisfying (A.1) and (A.2) in Assumption 24 and </, C D(H®"), B, C H.(H®") and
Drax (|| Br) < cn, forall n € N and a constant ¢ € R,. Let d = dim(H) and @ € [1/2,00).
Then it holds that

1 1 1 1
EDM,O((%H&@”) < EDS,Q(%H@”) < EDM’Q(,Q/,IH%n) + E2(d? +d)log(n +d). (96)

As a consequence, it holds that

Dyt o ||B) = DS (|| B). ©7)

Proof. Since Dy o(p|lo) < Ds o(pllo), it is clear that

1 1
ﬁDM,a(L‘Z{nH%n) S ﬁDS,a(ﬂin”%n) (98)

Now we prove the second inequality. Let 7 be the twirling operation under permutation group.
Then for any p,, € 47, and 0,, € AB,,, we have T (p,,) € <, and T (0,,) € %, by the permutation-
invariant assumption (A.2) of {47, },,en and { %), }nen. This gives

DS,a(fQ{nH%n) < DS,a(T(Pn)”T(UN)) (99)
< Dao(T (o) | T (o)) + 21og [spec(T (on))] (100)
< Duo(T ()| T(00)) + 210g [(n +1)%n + d)ﬂ (101)
< Dualpullon) + 21og [(n + 1) (n + a)”] | (102)

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 16, the third inequality follows from Lemma 17
and the fact that 7 (o, ) is permutation invariant, the last inequality follows from the data-processing
inequality of Dy;. As the above holds for any p,, € <, and o,, € %,,, we have

1 1 2
=Dy %) < - Duva( 4| Ba) + ~log [(n+ 10 + )] (103)

Finally, noting that log[(n + 1)%(n + d)d2] < (d? + d) log(n + d), we have the result in Eq. (96).
Taking lim,,_, ., in Eq. (96), we have the relation in Eq. (97). O
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Lemma 29. (Finite estimation.) Let {7y, }nen and { B, }nen be two sequences of sets satisfying
Assumption 24 and <, C D(H®"), B, C H(H®™) and Dox (|| Br) < cn, for alln € N
and a constant ¢ € R,. Then it holds that

1 1

m

Proof. By the superadditivity of the measured relative entropy in Lemma 23 and the subadditivity
of the Umegaki relative entropy in Lemma 26 (by choosing av = 1), we have

1
DY (| %) = sup — Dy(Ginl|Bim), (105)
m>1 T
This gives
1 1
—Du(n|| Bm) < DY (|| 2B) = DX(A||B) < — D(rn | Zim) (107)

where the equality follows from the asymptotic equivalence in Eq. (97) by choosing o = 1. O

In order to obtain the explicit error bound, we use the following lemma.

Lemma 30. Let {7, }en and { P }nen be two sequences of sets satisfying Assumption 24 and
Ay C D(HE™), By, C H(HE™). Let m > 2 and assume there is a constant C' > 0 such that

C C
Foralla € [1/2,1] : P3/2(p7(f:)||0,(fl")) < 7m and  forall o, € By, : log Tr(oy,) < 7

(%)
where psrof) € A, o) € B, satisfy Dpa(p,,?)Ham ) = Dp o (|| Brm)-
Forl—m < «a < 1, we have
0 < D®(/||B) — %DM@(%mH%m) <(1-a)@+Cpmy AL Dloglm+d) 00
andforl <a <1+ (2+C)m, we have
0 < L Do (| B10) — D=(o018) < (o= 1)(2 4 O+ XET DB ED - 10,

Proof. We start by establishing (109). For that, we use the continuity of Ds , as & — 17 as stated
in Lemma 35 (Appendix D). More specifically,

1 1
o Dsal ml|Bm) = = 10 Dsalpmlom) (110)
U’mec%m
1
< — f D m m —1)(1 m2 111
—mpr,f&f (pmllom) + (o — 1)(log 7im) (111)
UnvEﬁm
S—D Wty + (o — 1)(log ') (112)
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for « € (1,1 + 1/logn,,) where /1, = max(4,22DP73/2("’m”"m) + 272Ppay2(pmllom) 4 1)
(L),.(1) () (1)

and \/nfﬁ) = max(4,22DP’3/2(p"1’ lom’) 4 92D j2(el’lom’) 4 1). The assumption (x) gives

DP73/2('0£'1L)HU§%)) < %m and —DP,1/2(P£}L)||U§%)) < IOgTr(US;}L)) < %m. As a result, 77%) <(3-

20m/2)2 which implies log 77%) < 2log3+Cm < (24 C)m. Finally, for a € (1, 1+

we have

Dy (| Bn) < D | B) + (00 = 1)(2 + C)om (113)

1
(2+C)m) ’

—3 |~

< RDM(&%H(@) + %2(612 +d)log(m+d) + (a—1)(2+ C)*m (114)
< D (/|| B) + %2(612 +d)logm+d) +(a—1)2+C)P2m (115

using Lemma 28 then Lemma 29.
Now, we move to the approximation from below in (108). We have

1 1 1
DOO(WH%}) - %DM,a(de@m) < RD(ﬂmHv@m) - %DS,a(JZ/mH%m) (116)
1 1
+ 7DS,a(”Q{mH=%)m) - —DM@(;zme{%’m). (117)
m m

For the term £ D o (.|| %m) — = Dui.o (|| Bim), we use Lemma 28 and obtain the bound

2
< 2(d +d)log(m+d)'

1 1
—Ds o (Dl Bim) — — Du,a(Finl| Bim) < (118)
m m

m
For the term =D (|| %) — £ Dg o (|| %m), we use the continuity bound for @ — 17 in
Lemma 34 (Appendix D). For € (1/2, 1), we use the relation between the sandwiched and Petz
Rényi divergences

Dy o (|| PBr) > inf aDrp o(pmllom) — (1 — a)log Trop, (119)
Pm ELm, ,0m EBm,
C
> Dr(p102)) — (1~ @)Dy (o 1oe)) + ) (120)

C
> D lof) - (1 - @) Gogn)? + DI + Gm) . a2

(@) () (@) ()
provided « € (1—1/logn7(ﬁ), 1) with 177(7?) = max(4, 142Pps/2(om”llom”) L 9=De.1/2(pm lom™)),

Again we have log 777(,?) < 2log3 4+ C'm. As aresult, we get
%Ds,a(ﬂmyy@m) > %D(dm\\ﬁm) ~(1-a)((2log3 +Cm)?/m+Cf2)  (122)
> %D(dm\|%m) —(1-a)2+C)2m, (123)
for m > 2 and where we used Lemma 29. O

Now we are ready to prove the generalized AEP in Theorem 25.

4.2 Proof of the generalized AEP

We prove the results first for Dy .. The results for Dy, will follow easily at the end. By
using the relation of hypothesis testing relative entropy and the sandwiched Rényi divergence (see
Lemma 12), it holds that for any ¢ € (0,1) and a > 1,

(e

Duc(pllo) < Dsalpllo) + —=

log (124)

1—¢
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This implies

«
-1

log L (125)

1 1 1
— Dy (9, %)) < —Dg o, || %) + — .
—Duue(al|Ba) < Dol Ba) + -~ —— log ——

We start by establishing the upper bound on the asymptotic statement (73) for Dy .. Taking n go
to infinity, we have

. 1 : 1

limsup — Dy ¢ (|| %Bn) < limsup —Ds o (|| PBn) = DS (|| B). (126)
n—oo N n—soo N

As the above relation holds for any o > 1, we can take the infimum of « on the right-hand side

and get

lim sup — Dy - (54| Bp) < inf D, (/| B) = D= (/| B), (127)
n—oo N a>1 ’
where the equality follows from the continuity in Lemma 27.
We now establish the explicit upper bound (76). We start from (125) and first use the subad-
ditivity of Ds , (Lemma 26) and write for some m > 2 to be chosen later and n = m|n/m| +r
with 0 < r < m:

«
Dy (|| %Bn) < [n/m]Ds oD || Bm) + Ds.ol || %) + o—1 log 1_ (128)
«a 1
< .
< [n/m|Ds o( % || PBm) + Cm + =] log - (129)
We now use Lemma 30 form > 2and o < 1 + m to get
1 oo o 2(d® + d)log(m +d)
- Dsa( | Pm) < D= (]| B) + (o = 1)(2 + C)m + - . (130)
2
Let us now choose o — 1 = gfé% and assume that m > max <d, (%i—‘?) > so that the
condition o < 1 + m is satisfied and log(m + d) < 2log m. With this choice, we have
Dso( || Bi) < mD>® (|| B) + 16d* log m. (131)
Getting back to (129), we get
- 2(2+ C)*m? 1
Dy (|| Bn) < |n/m|mD™ (|| B) + |n/m|16d* logm + Cm + (8d2 log)m log T
(132)
Note that if D>°(.<7||%) > 0, we have
[n/m|mD> (|| B) < nD> (|| AB) (133)

and otherwise,
[n/m|mD>(c/ | ) < nD*(e/ | B) — mD*(c/ | B) < nD*(/||B) + Cm,  (134)
using the condition % log Tr(oy,) < C forany n > 1 and 0,, € %,,. As aresult,

16d? 2(2 2m? 1
L6 o 4 90m 4+ 22T, . (135)

< oo
Dy (|| #rn) < nD>™(||2) + m 8d%logm 1—¢
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1/3
4
We now choose m = ((2+06)42d10ng1) and get
1—¢

1/3
Dy (|| %) < nD>®(o | B) + C'n**logn <10g ) : (136)

1—¢
for some constant C’ that only depends on d and C.
Now we prove the other direction starting first with the asymptotic statement (73). Using the

relation of hypothesis testing relative entropy and the Petz Rényi divergence (see Lemma 12), it
holds that for any ¢ € (0,1) and o € (0, 1),

« 1 «
log— > D
11982 = Dualello) + ——

1
Due(pllo) = Dralpllo) + log (137)

where the second inequality follows from the data-processing inequality of the Petz Rényi diver-
gence. Applying this to two sets of quantum states, we get

1 1 1 « 1
— Dy (|| Brn) > — Do ||PBr) + — log —. (138)
n n na—1 €
Taking n to infinity, we get
1 1
lim inf — Dy (9, [|%y) > liminf —Dy; o (9, || Bn) = Dipo (|| B). (139)
n—oo N n—oo N ’

As the above relation holds for any « € (0, 1), we take the supremum of « and get

liminf =Dy (| B0) > sup DS (/||2) = D (/|1 %) = D¥(||B)  (140)
n—oo N a€e(0,1) '
where the first equality follows from the continuity in Lemma 27 and the second equality follows
from the asymptotic equivalence in Lemma 28. Putting Eqs. (127) and (140) together, we have
the asserted result in Eq. (73) about the hypothesis testing relative entropy.
We now prove the explicit lower bound statement in (76). Starting from (138) and using the
superadditivity statement in Lemma 23 with n = m|n/m] + r, we have

!
Dy (|| #Bn) = [n/m]| D% PBm) + Do || Br) + o —

a

1
> |n/m| Dy || Brm) — Cm + log - (142)

a—1

where we used the fact that Dy; o (%7, #,) > Dpo(4,||%B,) > inf, e, —logTro, > —Cr as
per Lemma 15.

We now apply Lemma 30 form > 2and o > 1 — m to get
1 2(d? 4 d)1 d
Dy | ) = D*(/|8) = (1= 0) (2 + C)*m + @+ )n‘;g(m SR RS
2
Let us now choose 1 — o = (g‘fcl,% and assume that m > max <d, (%) > so that the
condition o > 1 — m is satisfied and log(m + d) < 2log m. With this choice, we have
Dy oo || Br) > mD™ (o || B) — 16d° log m. (144)

Getting back to (141), we get

- 22+ C)*m* 1
Dy (|| By) > |n/m|mD> (| B) — |n/m|16d*logm + Cm — (8dQlog?m og -
1

(145)
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Note that if D> (<7 ||%) > 0, we have
[n/m|mD>=(|B) 2 nD=(||B) — mD> (|| B) = nD>* (|| B) —mC  (146)

because for all n > 1, D(.,|| %) > Deo(%||%#r) > inf,, cz, —log Tr(o,) > —Cn. Other-
wise, if D*°(o7|| %) < 0, then

[n/m|mD™ (7| ) > nD™ (/| ) (147)
As a result,
2 2,2
Duu (Aol #) > nD>(e1|) — YL 1ogm — 20m — 22ED™ 00 L (ag)
’ 8d?logm €
1/3
We now choose m = ((24%)%) and get
1\1/3
Dy o (|| B) > nD>® (|| B) — C'n?*logn <1og 6) . (149)

for some constant C’ that only depends on d and C.
The analogous statements for D,y . follow directly from known relations between Dyyax ¢
and Dy .. In fact, we have for any ¢ € (0,1) and ¢’ € (0,1 —¢),
2
Dy (pllo) +1og (1 — & =€) < Dmaxe(pllo) < Dy y_1.2(pllo) + log (82> . (150)
The upper bound is from [DKF* 14, Proposition 4.1] and the lower bound from [DMHB 13, Theo-

rem 11]. Taking the infimum over p € 7, and o,, € %, and then the limit as n — oo, we get the
Diyax - statement in (73). Moreover, combining this bound with &’ = 1 — 2¢ and (76) gives (77).

5 Generalized quantum Stein’s lemma beyond i.i.d. and singleton

Given many i.i.d. copies of a quantum system described by either the state p or o (referred to as
the null and alternative hypotheses, respectively), what is the optimal measurement to determine
the true state? In asymmetric hypothesis testing, the objective is to minimize the probability
of mistakenly identifying p as o, while keeping the probability of identifying ¢ as p below a
small, fixed threshold. The well-known quantum Stein’s lemma [HP91, NOOO] establishes that the
asymptotic exponential rate at which this error probability tends to zero is given by the quantum
relative entropy between p and o. This result was later extended to distinguish between an i.i.d.
state and a set of quantum states by Branddo and Plenio [BP10]. However, a gap in the original
proof was discovered [FGW21, BBG 23, BBG™24], which was recently resolved by [HY24],
with an alternative proof provided by [Lam24].

In this section, we propose a new generalization of the quantum Stein’s lemma that distin-
guishes between two sets of quantum states beyond the i.i.d. framework. Our results allows both
a composite null hypothesis and composite alternate hypothesis.

5.1 Operational setting: quantum hypothesis testing between two sets of states

Let us first introduce the operational setting for quantum hypothesis testing between two sets
of quantum states. In this setting, a tester draws samples from two sets of quantum states, .7,
and %, and performs measurements to determine which set the sample belongs to. The null
hypothesis assumes that the sample comes from .27;,, while the alternative hypothesis assumes it is
drawn from Z,,. An illustration of this task is provided in Figure 1. Such a setting provides a very
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general framework. For instance, it includes the standard quantum Stein’s lemma when .27, and
A, are two singletons of i.i.d. states [HP91, NOOO]. It also encompasses the generalized quantum
Stein’s lemma [HY24, L.am24], where the null hypothesis .7, is a singleton of i.i.d. states and %,
is a set of quantum states. Additionally, it covers the composite quantum Stein’s lemma setting,
as explored in [BBH21], which deals with mixtures of i.i.d. states in both 7, and %,. This
framework can further accommodate the correlated states setting, as studied in [HMOO08, MO15],
where o7, and 48, are particular sets of correlated states on a finite spin chain.

Tester A

1A

Figure 1: An illustration of the quantum hypothesis testing between two sets of quantum states <7, and
B.,. A tester draws samples from the sets and performs quantum measurement to determine which class
the sample belongs to. The null hypothesis is that the sample is from .<7,, which typically represents the
bad case, and the alternative hypothesis is that the sample is from Z,,.

As in standard hypothesis testing, the tester will make two types of errors:

* Type-I error: The sample is from .27, but the tester incorrectly classifies it as from %,

* Type-II error: The sample is from 2, but the tester incorrectly classifies it as from .27,.

In general, we take the null hypothesis as the more challenging case and aim to control the
type-1 error rate within a constant threshold. Under this constraint, the goal is to minimize the
type-1I error as much as possible. To distinguish between two sets .7, and %,,, we use a quantum
measurement { M,,, I — M, }. Since we aim to control the discrimination errors for any state within
the given sets, regardless of which one is drawn, the type-I error is defined by

a(ﬂnaMn) ‘= Ssup Tl"[pn(f— Mn)]a (151)
pneﬂn

and the type-II error is defined by

B(PBp, M,,) := sup Tr[o,M,]. (152)

On ee@n

The asymmetric setting then seeks to determine the optimal exponent at which the type-II error
probability decays, known as the Stein’s exponent, while keeping the type-I error within a fixed
threshold €. Specifically, the goal is to evaluate:

Be( | B) = | int_ {B(Bn, M)+ (e, My) < £} (153)

5.2 Generalized quantum Stein’s lemma

Before presenting our generalized quantum Stein’s lemma, we first show that the operational quan-
tity (o, ||%,) in Eq. (153) is given by the hypothesis testing relative entropy between two sets
of quantum states <7, and %,,, as mathematically defined in Definition 18.
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Lemma 31. Let &7 C 9 and B C H, be two convex sets. For any € € (0,1), it holds that

—log B:(|| %) = DH,E('Q{H'%) (154)

Proof. 1tis worth noting that, unless both .7 and 4 are singletons, the result does not follow triv-
ially from their definitions. This is because the left-hand side represents an operational quantity,
while the right-hand side is a mathematical generalization. To establish this result, it suffices to
demonstrate that

Be(||#) = inf < sup Tr[oM]: sup Tr[p(I — M)] < e » = sup sup S(pllo). (155)
0SM<I | ez pEd pEA cERB

This requires pulling the supremum over 7 in the condition and the supremum over 4 in the
objective function to the left-hand side of infy<ps<7, which is a non-trivial task. First observe that
we can write:

Be(, B) = 0<i]1{14f<1 {sgg TrloM] : sgg Tr[p((1 —e)l — M)] < O} (156)
=S oES 1%
= inf sup sup sup TrjoM] + 2z Tr[p((1 — ) — M)] (157)

0SM<I e pee 2>0

since sup,~q TrjoM] + 2z Tr[p((1 —e)I — M)] = Tr[oM] if Tr[p((1 —e)I — M)] < 0 and +o0
otherwise. By doing the change of variables p’ = zp € Cone(«”) where Cone(/) is the convex
cone generated by .27, we can write:

Be (e, B) = ogiz?}gl p’e(sjllrg(d) TrjoM] + Tr[p'(1 — )l — M)] (158)
cEH
Define
f(M,p' o) =TrloM]+ 2 Tr[p'((1 — &) — M)] (159)

which is linear in M for (p/, o) fixed, and vice-versa. Furthermore the set {M : 0 < M < I}
is convex compact, and Cone(2/) x 4 is convex. So Sion’s minimax theorem [Sio58, Corollary
3.3] applies and we can write

Be(of,B) =  sup inf TrjoM]+ Tr[p (1 —e)l — M)] (160)
p'€Cone(e7) O0SM<I
ocR
= jgg ig% Ugizr\l/[fngr[UM] + 2 Tr[p((1 —e) — M)] (161)
oER
= 2;1}; ogijr\l4fgl 21>113 TrjoM] + z Tr[p((1 — &)l — M)] (162)
ocER
— jggogﬁfSI{Tr[aM] :Tr[p((1 —e)I — M)] < 0} (163)
oc#

= sup B:(p,0) (164)
peAd
ogeR

where in the third line we applied Sion’s minimax theorem again to interchange the sup, . with
the info<ar<;. This completes the proof. An alternative proof is given in Appendix B. O
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Due to the above relation between the optimal type-II error [.(47|| %) and the hypothesis
testing relative entropy Dy -(97||%), we can now apply the generalized AEP in Theorem 25 to
derive a generalized quantum Stein’s lemma as follows.

Theorem 32. (Generalized quantum Stein’s lemma.) Let {,}nen and {By}nen be two
sequences of sets satisfying Assumption 24 and <, C D(H®"), B, C H(H®") and
Drax (|| Br) < en, for all n € N and a constant ¢ € R,. Then for any € € (0,1), it holds that

) 1
lim —— log e (|| Bn) = D™ (| B). (165)
n—oo N
Proof. This is a direct consequence of Theorem 25 and Lemma 31. O

Note that Theorem 32 is incomparable to the generalized quantum Stein lemma of [BP10,
HY24, Lam?24]. It is weaker in the sense that we have the additional assumption on the stability of
the polar sets under tensor product (see (A.4) on Assumption 24) for the alternate hypothesis %,
but it is stronger in that it allows for a composite null hypothesis and in addition we can obtain
efficient and controlled approximations of the Stein exponent as presented in Theorem 25.

6 Second law of resource manipulation with partial information

In this section, we introduce a new framework of quantum resource theory with partial information
and prove that such a theory is reversible under asymptotically resource non-generating operations,
identifying the regularized quantum relative entropy between two sets as the “unique” measure of
resource in this new framework.

6.1 Operational setting: resource manipulation with partial information

Quantum resource theory is a framework that finds great success in studying different quantum
resource features in recent years (see e.g. [CG19] for an introduction). A standard resource theory
is built upon a set of free operations 2 and a set of free states .% (in contrast to resource states).
Take the entanglement theory as an example, .% consists of the separable (unentangled) states, and
local operations and classical communication (LOCC) is a standard choice of €2. In principle, .#
and €) can be adaptively defined, which give rise to a wide variety of meaningful resource theories,
as long as they follow a golden rule: any free operation can only map a free state to another free
state, i.e. A(p) € F,Vp € F VA € Q. Whether some resource state can be (approximately)
converted to another by certain free operations is a fundamental type of problem in quantum
information [FL20, FL22, TFG25].

Existing studies on quantum resource theory require precise characterization of the source and
the target states, and impose an i.i.d. structure, that is, considering transformation p®” to ¢®™ and
evaluating the rate of transformation m/n. A standard approach to obtain a precise characteriza-
tion of the state is quantum tomography, which is a resource-intensive task. In practical scenarios,
full knowledge of the source state may be unavailable, and different copies of the sources can
exhibit correlation by nature. For instance, when establishing entangled photons over a remote
distance in a quantum network [FZL 23], the environmental noise affecting the states can vary
over time for different copies of the entangled state, making the precise description of the shared
state unclear.

Motivated by this, we propose a new framework of quantum resource theory in this section that
works with resource manipulation with partial information. A particular case in quantum thermo-
dynamics has been recently studied in [WT24]. More specifically, we consider the transformation
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of an unknown quantum state p,, € Z(A®") to another quantum state 0, € Z(B®™). In this
case, we do not have complete information about the specific states p,, and o,,. All we know is
that the source state lies within a certain set of quantum states <7, (for example, we may know
the range of noise affecting the source). Our goal is to design a resource manipulation protocol
A such that regardless of the specific state in .o7,, it universally transforms this state into a target
state that falls within the target range %,,. A comparison of this setting with the standard resource
manipulation is depicted in Figure 2.

7N
Q O

p®n 6®m

Standard resource manipulation Resource manipulation with partial information

Figure 2: Tllustration of the standard quantum resource manipulation (left) that transforms an i.i.d. state
p®™ to another i.i.d. state ®™ and the quantum resource manipulation with partial information (right) that
transforms an unknown quantum state in .27, to a quantum state in the target range %,,.

6.2 Reversibility of resource manipulation

Let A(p,0) := %Hp — 0|1 be the trace distance between two quantum states. Consider quantum
state transformation from .27, to %,, via free operation class €2,,, and define the transformation
error by

A(dn%%m) = inf sup inf A(An(pn),om). (166)

An €y pnEoln, OmEBm
That is, there exists a free operation A,, € €2, such that it universally transforms any state in

o Qn . .
Pn € 9, to a quantum state o, € %, within the error A (;zfn — %m) Based on this notion
of error measure, we can introduce the asymptotic rate of transformation by

n—oo N N0

r (;zi £, %) ‘= sup {limsupmn : lim A (szn LLN %mn> = O} , (167)

which is the optimal achievable rate of transformation with vanishing error.

As the previous generalized quantum Stein’s lemma [BP10, HY24, Lam24] is deeply related
to the reversibility of quantum resource manipulation, here we show an analogy result in this
new framework. We say a quantum resource theory with partial information is reversible if the
asymptotic rate satisfies,

r(%%@)-r(%&%):L (168)

which means we can transform from 7 to % and then back from % to o/ without compromising
any resources. For this, we consider the asymptotically resource non-generating operations RNG
introduced in [BP10]. A quantum operation A is called J-resource nongenerating operation if for
every free state w € .#, we have R(A(w)) < 9, where

. p+ s
R(p) :== >0: F 169
(p) %15{8 > s € } (169)
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is the global robustness of p. Simple calculation tells that, log(R(p) + 1) = Dmax(p||-#). Then
we denote the set of all d-resource nongenerating operations by RNG(d). An asymptotically
resource nongenerating operation is a sequence of operations {A,, } ,en such that A,, € RNG(d,,)
and lim,,_,, d, = 0. With this, the asymptotic rate of transformation under RNG operations is
given by

r (42/ RNG, %) = sup {limsupmn : lim A (42%” M %mn) =0, li_>m On = 0}.

n—oo N MN—=00
(170)

The following result gives a precise characterization of this asymptotic rate, which identifies
the regularized quantum relative entropy between two sets as the “unique” measure of a resource
in the asymptotic limit. It also implies the reversibility (also referred to as the second law) of the
resource manipulation under RNG.

Theorem 33. Let {7, }nen, {PBn}nen and {Fy, }nen be threes sequences of sets satisfying As-
sumption 24 where <2, C P(H®"™) and B, € D(H®") are the sets of source states and the sets
of target states, respectively, and F,, C P(H®™) are the sets of free states, which defines the
operation class RNG. Let k := limsup,,_, ., + max,eq D(w||.%,) < 0o and D®(%||.F) > 0.
Then it holds that

RNG _ D>(#|.7)

As a consequence, if D> (a7 ||.%) > 0, it holds that

r (o BRG 2) v (8BRS, o) = 1. (172)
( )7 ( )

Proof. The proof applies the generalized AEP in Theorem 25 and follows a similar argument
in [BG15] and also a more detailed version in [Gou24, Chapter 11]. This proof contains the
converse and the achievable parts, and we will prove the converse part first.

1) Proof of the converse part: Suppose by contradiction that

DOO ar
r (;zi RNG, %) S DXANTF) | o5 (173)

D>(A||7)

for some small positive §. By definition, this means in particular that for sufficiently small € €
(0, 1), there exists an achievable rate  such that

D>(||.7)

>———Z 1§ 174
D% (%|.7) (7

That is, there exists a sequence {m,, }nen € N such that 7 = lim,, % and there exists another
sequence {0y, }neny C Ry with a limit of zero such that for every n € N,

A (42%” RNGEn), %mn> <e. (175)

This means that there exists A,, € RNG(6,,) such that for any p,, € <7,

A(An(pn), om,) <&, (176)
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for some o, € %, . By using the continuity in [Gou24, Theorem 10.2.2], we have
€
ID(An (o) | Fim,) — Do, | T )| < emne + (1 +e)h <1+ 5) ) (177)
where ¢,,,, := max,cy D(w| %, ) and h(z) is the binary Shannon entropy. This gives

Do, |Fn) < Do)l Fm) +me+ e (1) a7

Since D(Bm, || Fm.,,) < D(om,, || Fm,,) by definition, we get

D, ) < D) P+ e+ (1 (7). a7

Now, let w,, € %, be the optimizer satisfying D(py,||wn) = D(pn||-%,). Then we have

D(An(pn)|Fim,) = min  D(An(pn)|Tm,) (180)

Tmp €Fmp

< D(An(pn)|[An(wn)) + mig Dinax(An(wn)l| Tim,,) (181)

mn €EF mn

< D(pnllwn) + Dmax(An(wn) | Fm,,) (182)

where the first inequality follows from the triangle inequality D(p|lo) < D(p|lw) + Dmax(w||o)
(see e.g. [Gou24, Theorem 6.3.3]), and the second inequality follows from the data-processing
inequality of quantum relative entropy. Since wy, is a free state and A,, € RNG(J,,), the global
robustness of A,,(w,,) cannot exceed ¢,, by definition and in particular Dp,ax(Ap (wn)||Fm,,) <
log(1 + 6,,). Therefore,

D(Av(pn) | Fim,) < D(pnllFn) + log(1 + 6n), (183)

where we use the optimality assumption of w,, here. Taking this into Eq. (179), we get

D(Boy | Fm) < D(pull Fn) + log(1 + 6,) + cm, e + (1 + )R (1 i 5) . (184)

As this holds for any p,, € <7, we have

D(By | Fm.) < D( || Fn) + og(1 + 8n) + cmoe + (1 + ) <1 ig) . (185)

Noting that lim,,—,~ My, /n = r and lim,, o m%Lcmn < K, we have

1 1
lim — D(%u, || Fm,) < lim ———D(A|| Fn) + ke. (186)
n—00 My, n—o0 My N
That is,
1
D®(B||.7) < =D*(A||F) + ke. (187)
T
However, since r > % + 0 for sufficiently small € € (0, 1), we get a contradiction that

D> (A7) < %D"O(%Hﬂ) + ke < D (A||.F), (188)

by taking a small enough ¢ € (—o0, ID>(#||.#)/k) N (0,1). This concludes the converse part.
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2) Proof of the achievable part: For any

D>(|.7)

7 189
D (2| 7) (159)

we aim to show that 7 is an achievable rate. For this, we fix ¢ € (0, 1) and denote m,, := [nr]| so
that lim,, oo M., /1 = 7. Let M, be the optimal test for 3 (.%%,||.%,). That is, for any § > 0 (will
be determined later) and sufficiently large n, we have from the generalized AEP in Theorem 25,

sup Tr[p,(I — M,)] <
anJan

and  sup Trlw,M,] < 27 PT(IF)=0), (190)
wneyn

| ™

Let o7, and o,, be the optimizers satisfying
Dmax,a/? (‘@mn Hﬁmn) = DmaX,E/Q(O—;knn Hﬂ\mn) = DmaX(U;nn Hﬁmn) (191)

where A(o] < £/23. Define the sequence of maps

m’ m)
An(X) i= Te[M, X]ol, + Te[(1 — My)X)wnm,, (192)

where wy,, € %, is a free state. Then we can check that these operations give the expected
transformation within the error threshold, and they are indeed asymptotically resource nongener-
ating operations. For this, we can first check that for any p,, € 7,,

A(An(pn), o) < A(An(pn), o, ) + A( ’:nnv T ) (193)
= (1 —Tx[ npn])A(Wmna Om., )+ A( T mn) (194)
<eg, (195)

where the first inequality follows from the triangle inequality of the trace distance, the equality
follows by evaluating A,,(p;,) using the definition and the second inequality follows by Eq. (190)
and the fact that A(wp,,, 07, ) < 1. As this holds for any p,, € .2%,, we have

m

sup inf  A(An(pn),om, ) <e. (196)
prE Sy Omp €EBmn,

Then we check A,, € RNG(6,,) with 6,, = 27 and therefore lim,, _,, 6,, = 0 (note that & will
be determined later). We have the following

. 1
DOO(‘@H‘@\) = nh—{go miDmaX 5/2(<%mn||gzmn) (197)
— lim — Duax(0'y, | i) (198)
n—00 My,
1
= lim — = Dunax(0 [ Fm) (199)
n—00 My N
1 . 1
= — lim —Dyx(0o mnH,/mn) (200)
r n—oo N

where the first line follows from the generalized AEP in Theorem 25, the second line follows by
the optimality assumption of o7, in Eq. (191) and the last equality follows since limy, oo My /1 =

r. Since r < %, there exists 6 > 0 such that r < (D> (o ||.%) — 26)/D>*(A||F), or
equivalently,

rD®(B||F) < D*(||.F) — 26. (201)

3 Here we use trace distance for the definition of the smoothed max-relative entropy for convenience.
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Taking this into Eq. (200), we have for sufficiently large n,
Dinasc (0, [|Fim,,) < (D> (o ||.F) — 20). (202)

That is, the global robustness of o7, satisfies

R(o!, ) < 2MPT(FI1F)=20) _q (203)

To show that A, € RNG(0,), let n, € %, and denote by t,, := Tr[M,n,] and 7,,, := R(0;,, ).
From the convexity of global robustness we get

R(An(mn)) < tnR(U;nn) + (1= tp)R(wm,) (204)

= tnTm, (205)

S tn(,rmn + 1) (206)

< t,on(D=(|7)~2) (207)

< 9~ mo (208)

=6, (209)

where the second line follows because w,,, € %, ant therefore R(wy,,) = 0, the fourth line
follows by Eq. (203) and the fifth line follows as t, < 2P~ (Z1F)=0) by Eq. (190). This
concludes that A,, € RNG(4,,) and therefore concludes the proof of the achievable part. O

7 Discussion

The significance of this work is multifaceted. First, we established a very general quantum AEP
with explicit convergence guarantees and computational efficiency. Given that the AEP is cen-
tral to information theory and is evident in its broad applications in both classical and quan-
tum information theory, we expect that our generalized quantum AEP plays a similar role and
advances the study of quantum information science further. Second, our generalized quantum
Stein’s lemma addresses open questions raised by Branddo et al. [BHLP20, Section 3.5] and
Mosonyi et al. [MSW22, Section VI], which seek a Stein’s lemma with computational efficiency.
We also proposed a new framework for quantum resource theory in which state transformations
are performed without requiring precise characterization of the states being manipulated, making
it more robust to imperfections. Finally, we believe that the technical tools established in this
work—including the variational formula, superadditivity for measured relative entropy between
two sets of states—are of independent interest and are likely to have further applications.

Many problems remain open for future investigation. While we have obtained explicit bounds
on the second-order term for the generalized AEP of order O(nQ/ 3logn), such bounds are not
tight in general. Can one bound the second-order term by O(y/n) as in the AEP? Sharpening the
second-order term would provide a more comprehensive understanding of the convergence behav-
ior and enhance its accuracy in practical applications. We proved the asymptotic reversibility of
quantum resource theory under asymptotic resource non-generating operations. But the systematic
study of other different operational classes and settings are left for future exploration.
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Appendices

In Section A we present the variational formula for the measured relative entropy with different
parameters . In Section B we provide an alternative proof for Lemma 31. In Section C, we will
see that proving the superadditivity of Dy, (<] %) directly from its variational formula requires
the partial trace assumption. Some useful properties are presented in Section D.

A Variational formula for D,, (/|| %)

Proof of Lemma 20. The case for o € [1/2,1) has been proved in the main text. Now we prove
the other two cases. Let a € (0, 1/2). For any fixed p € o/ and o € %, we have by Eq. (29) that

Qualplle) = inf aTr[pW]+(1-a) Tr[oWaT] (210)
= inf Tr [pW 1—«)TrloV 211
pinf [pW]+ (1 —a)Tr[oV], (211)

Wa-T<y

where the second equality follows by introducing an additional variable V. Then we have

sup Q¥ (pllo) =sup inf  aTr[pW]+ (1 — a) Tr[eV]. (212)
pEA peot WEH it
oA 0ER Wa—1<V

Note that all 7, % and {(W,V) : W € J.,,Wa—1 < V} are convex sets, with o, % being
compact. Moreover, the objective function is linear in (p, o), and also linear in (W, V). So we
can apply Sion’s minimax theorem [Sio58, Corollary 3.3] to exchange the infimum and supremum
and get

sup Q¥ (pllo)= inf  sup aTr[pW]+ (1 — a) Tr[cV] (213)
pEd WeHtr  peos
cER Wa-1<V oc%#
= inf asup Tr|[pW] + (1 — «) sup Tr|oV]. 214
W, STV sp V] @
Wﬁsv

By using the definition of the support function, we have

sup Qg (pllo) = inf  ahy (W) + (1 —a)hg(V) (215)
pEA WeAtit
oER Wa—1<V

= inf  hy(W)%hg(V)17, 216

winf a(W)*hg(V) (216)
WasT<y

where the second line follows from the weighed arithmetic-geometric mean inequality oz + (1 —
a)y < 2%~ (with equality if and only if 2 = y) and the fact that (W, V) is a feasible solution
implies (KW, ko=1V) is also a feasible solution for any k£ > 0. Therefore, we can choose k =
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(hoy (W) /hgg(W))*~1, which implies h, (kW) = hg(kﬁV) and therefore the equality of the
weighed arithmetic-geometric mean is achieved. Similarly, for any feasible solution (W, V') we

can always construct a new solution (Whg(V) e , V/hs(V)) achieves the same objective value.
This implies

sup QM = inf (hy(W)*= _inf (hy(W))%, 217
W QUIe) = | nf (W) = int (s (1) @)
oER Wa-1<V Wa-1<Vv

hag(V)=1 ha(V)<1

where the second equality follows by the same reasoning. Finally, noting that hz(V) < 1 if and
only if V' € Z°, we have the asserted result in Eq. (54). It is easy to check that the objective
function h, (W) is convex in W and the feasible set is also a convex set.

Let o € (1,4+00). For any fixed p € & and 0 € £, we have by Eq. (29) that

Qua(pllo) = sup aTr [pW%] + (1 — a) Tr[cW] (218)
Weit+
= sup aTr[pV]+ (1 — a) Tr[eW], (219)
W et
WS >V>0

where the second equality follows by introducing an additional variable V. Then we have

inf QN (p|lo) = inf sup  aTr[pV]+ (1 — ) Tr[oW]. (220)
peA pEA W e Ay
oER oER a—1

W a >V>0

Note that all o7,  and {(W, V) : W € J#,, W >V > 0} are convex sets, with <7, % being
compact. Moreover, the objective function is linear in (p, o), and also linear in (W, V). So we
can apply Sion’s minimax theorem [Sio58, Corollary 3.3] to exchange the infimum and supremum
and get
inf Q¥(pllo) =  sup inf aTr[pV]+ (1 — a) Tr[cW] (221)
pE W e Aoy pe
cER a—1 cER
W a >V>0
= su a inf Tr[pV] + (1 — «) inf TrlcW]. (222)
LS aind TV 4 (1) fnf TefolY)
WeE >V>0

Recall that ke (X) := inf e Tr[X p|, we have

inf Qu(pllo) = sup  ah,(V)+ (1 —a)hy(W) (223)
Peig W e+
7€ Woat V>0

= sup Dy (V)* hy(W)', (224)
W e+ '
Woa >V>0

where the second line follows from the weighed arithmetic-geometric mean inequality ax + (1 —
a)y <z~ (with equality if and only if # = y) and the fact that (W, V) is a feasible solu-
tion implies (KW, e V') is also a feasible solution for any & > 0. Therefore, we can choose
k = (hy(V)/hg(W))®, which implies hz(kW) = Qd(k%l V') and therefore the equality of
the weighed arithmetic-geometric mean is achieved. Similarly, for any feasible solution (W, V)
we can always construct a new solution (W/hz(W), Vﬁgg(W)l?Ta) achieves the same objective
value. This implies

nf QUplle) = swp (B, (V)7 = swp (b (V)" 25)
Pe‘;; W e+ W eHr+
oE! Wa;l ZVZO Wa;l ZVZO

hp (W)=1 hp (W)>1
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where the second equality follows by the same reasoning. Finally, noting that h (W) > 1 if and
only if W € #* :={X € 7, : Tr[XY] > 1,VY € A}, we have the asserted result in Eq. (54).
It is easy to check that the objective function h_, (V) is concave in V' and the feasible set is also a
convex set. O

B Alternative proof for Lemma 31

Here we give an alternative proof for Lemma 31, which follows the argument outlined in [BP10,
Section III]. Denote

fle,o,e) i=sup{Tr[oM]: 0 < M < I, Tr[pM] <e,Vp € o} . (226)
M

By using the definition of dual cone of a convex set, we get

f(e,o,e) =sup{Tr[oM]:0< M < I,el — M € &}, (227)
M

where &7* := {X : Tr[X p] > 0,Vp € o7} is the dual cone of .&/. Then introducing the Lagrange

multipliers X > 0,Y > 0and Z € Cone(%), with Cone(.%7) being the cone generated by <7, we
get the Lagrangian of (<7, 0,¢) as

L(o,e, M, X,Y, Z) :=Te[oM] + Te[XM] + Tx[Y (I — M)] + Tx[e] — M]Z  (228)

—Te[M(oc+ X —Y — Z)] + Te[Y] + e Tr[Z]. (229)

It is easy to see that M = (g/2)I is a strictly feasible solution to the optimzation problem in

Eq. (227). Therefore, by Slater’s condition [BV04], f(47, 0, €) is equal to its dual program, which
is given by

flel,o,e) = %;12 {Tr[Y]+eTr[Z] :0 <Y+ Z)Y >0,Z € Cone()}. (230)

Using that Tr[V,] = min {Tr[W]: W > 0,W > V} with V, being the positive part of V, we
have

f(e,0,e) = irZ1f {Tr[(c — Z)4] +eTr[Z] : Z € Cone(</)} (231)
= pigj gg {Tr[(oc — zp)4] + ex} (232)

where the second line follows by introducing Z = zp with p € &/ and the fact that &/ C P is a
set of normalized quantum states. Applying the above result to the case that o = {p}, we get

f(p,o,e) =sup{Tr[ocM]:0< M < I, Tr[pM] < e} = ir>1% {Tr[(c —xp)4] +ex}. (233)
M T

Taking this to Eq. (232), we have

f(ef,0,e) = inf sup{Tr[oM]:0< M < I, Tr[pM] < e}. (234)
ped M

Replacing M with I — M in Egs. (226) and (234), we get

%f{ TrjoM]:0< M < I, Tr[p(I — M)] <e,Vp € o} (235)
= sup inf {Tr[oM]: 0 < M < I, Tr[p(I — M)] < ¢e}. (236)
peA M

In a simpler notation, this shows

Be( |[{o}) = sup B:(pllo). (237)
pEA
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Now we are ready to prove the asserted result. Note thatboth Zand {M : 0 < M < [, (o, M) <
£} are convex with the later being compact. Moreover, the objective function Tr[ocM] is linear
in both o and M. Therefore, we can apply Sion’s minimax theorem [Sio58, Corollary 3.3] to
exchange the infimum and supremum and get

Be (|| 2#) = Ogllr\l/[fgl 5161% TrjoM] = 3161% OSIJI\I/[fSI TrjoM]. (238)
o/, M)<e oo ,M)<e

Combining with Eq. (237), we have

Be( || #) = sup Be(||{c}) = sup sup B (pll0). (239)
oEH oER pe

This completes the proof.

C Superadditivity of D,,(.<7 || %) from its variational formula

Here we show that if we attempt to prove the superadditivity of Lemma 23 by directly using the
variational formula in Lemma 19,

Dy(#||#) = sup —hy(—logW), (240)
We#,

we will require the stability assumption of .o7, under partial trace. Let 1¥/; and W5 be any feasible
solutions to Dy (&4 ||%1) and Dy (oh| %), respectively. It is clear that W1 @ Ws is also a
feasible solution to Dy (2#2||%12) by the polar assumption (%) ® (%2); C (%12);. Now we
aim to argue that this achieves an objective value no smaller than those by W; and W5. Note that
—hgy(—logW) = inf ,c .» Tr[plog W]. We hope to show

inf  Tr[piolog(W) @ Wa)] > inf Tr[p;logWi]+ inf Tr[pslog Wa). (241)
p12€212 p1ES p2C.als

For any p12 € 4712, we have

Tr[p12 log(W1 @ Wa)] = Tr[p12(log W1) & I] + Tr[p12] @ (log W3)] (242)
= Tr[Tra p12(log W1)] + Tr[Tr; p12(log Wa)]. (243)

If we had Tre p12 € @4 and Try p12 € 9, then we can conclude Eq. (241). It is however not
clear how to reach this conclusion without this assumption. This justifies our use of continuity
to prove superadditivity in Lemma 23, thereby avoiding the partial trace assumption and placing
fewer constraints on the subsequent theories.

D Useful properties

We establish an explicit continuity for D, was a — 1 with o« < 1. It is analogous to [TCR09,
Lemma 8] and [DFR20, Lemma B.8] and the proof is almost the same.

Lemma 34 (Explicit continuity of Rényi divergences as « — 1 from below). Let p € 2(H) and
2
o€ J(H). Letn = (max(4, 92Dp3/2(pllo) 4 9=2Dp1s2(pllo) 1)) .Forae (1—-1/logn,1),

we have
0 < D(pllo) = Dy alpllo) < (1 = a)(logn)*. (244)
As a result, we also have

0 < D(pllo) — Dsa(pllo) < (1 — ) ((logn)* + D(pllo) +log Tr(0)) . (245)
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Proof. We show the result for classical distributions P, () over X and then the result follows
immediately for the Petz Rényi divergence by applying it to the corresponding Nussbaum-Szkota
distributions [NS09] as was done in [DF19]. We follow the proof from [TCR09, Lemma 8].
Letting § = o« — 1 < 0, we have

Da(P|Q) = logZP ( $)>B- (246)

l‘

Letting t° = 1 + B1nt + rg(t), where 75(t) = t# — BInt — 1, we can write

Do(P|Q) = Blog<1+BZP 1ggg+;])($>rﬂ(géi;>>. (247)

reX

We now use the fact that In(1 4 y) < y. Thus,

P@) | prayys (P2
Dy (P|Q) > _51 5 (BZP In Q(ﬂf)er;aP( )5<Q($)>> (248)

— D(P||Q) + 511112 ;{ P(z)rs <gg§> . (249)

We now define sg(t) = 2(cosh(B1Int) — 1) as in [TCR09], but recall that we have 3 < 0. Note
that sg(t) = s_g(t) so we also have that it is monotonically increasing for ¢ > 1 and concave in
tfor 3 > —1/2 and t > 3. In addition, we have 75(t) = e’ + (—BInt + 1) — 2 < It 4
e Pt _2 = s4(t) forall t > 0. Note that we also have s5(t) = s5(1/t) and s5(t?) = sas(t). As
aresult, s5(t) < sog(1++/t++/1/t). As a consequence, because we assumed o > 1—1/ log 16,
we have 25 > —1/2and 1 + Vit + \/T/t > 3 and we can use the concavity of spg and get

1 P(z) Q(z)
D.(P||Q) > D(P||Q) + ) > P(x)sys (1 + \/Q($) + \/P($)> (250)

Tz€X:P(x)>0
1
D(P|Q) + Tz > (1 + \/ z) \/ < > (251)
. z€X:P(z)>0 .I‘ 'T
D(P|Q) + ﬁ11282ﬁ (1 + 92D3/2(PlQ) | 9=2D1/5 PHQ)) (252)
D(P|Q) + 51 s (Vi) (253)

Note that by Taylor’s theorem around z = 0, we have e* + e=% — 1 < 22(e* + e~%). As aresult

ALosas(V) > 75281 /i) cosh(281n/7) = Bllogn)?In2cosh(Blnn) > Allogn)?
where we used the fact that In 2 cosh(In 2) < 1, which proves that

Do(P|Q) = D(P|Q) — (1 — a)(log ). (254)

To prove the bound on the sandwiched Rényi divergence, we use the relation proved in [IRS16]
between the different divergences in the regime « € (0, 1):

Ds o(pllo) > aDp o (pl|lo) + (1 — a)(log Tr(p) — log Tr(o)). (255)
This implies
Dsa(pllo) = Dealpllo) = (1 = a)Dp.alpllo) — (1 — a)log Tr(o) (256)
> D(pllo) = (1 = @) ((logn)® + D(pllo) +log Tr(0)) (257)
O
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For o > 1, we use [TCR09, Lemma 8], with a slightly different parametrization. The proof is
the same as Lemma 34.

Lemma 35. Let p € P(H) and o € 5. (H). Forany o € (1,1 + 1/logn), we have

Dsa(pllo) < D(pllo) + (o — 1) (logn)?, (258)

where 1) — (max(4, 9D 32(6llo) | 9=Dp1j2pllo) 4 1))2,

43



	Introduction
	Background
	Main Results
	Organization

	Preliminaries
	Notations
	Polar set and support function
	Quantum divergences

	Variational formula and superadditivity
	Generalized quantum AEP
	Lemmas required to prove the generalized AEP
	Proof of the generalized AEP

	Generalized quantum Stein's lemma beyond i.i.d. and singleton
	Operational setting: quantum hypothesis testing between two sets of states
	Generalized quantum Stein's lemma

	Second law of resource manipulation with partial information
	Operational setting: resource manipulation with partial information
	Reversibility of resource manipulation

	Discussion
	Variational formula for DM,(AB)
	Alternative proof for Lemma 31
	Superadditivity of DM(AB) from its variational formula
	Useful properties

