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Abstract—Historically, entanglement and coherence distillation
focused on the distillable rate under full knowledge of the initial
state. In this paper, we develop a unified finite-blocklength and
asymptotic theory for universal distillation from convex compact
sequences of possible states stable under tensor products. We
first resolve an open question by showing that two regular-
ized variants of the generalized quantum Hoeffding divergence
need not coincide, and establish fundamental properties of the
Hoeffding divergence and anti-divergence. For universal entan-
glement distillation, we connect finite-blocklength performance
under non-entangling, PPT-preserving, and dually free operations
to composite correlated hypothesis testing, yielding reliability
functions for non-entangling and PPT-preserving operations
characterized by regularized quantum Hoeffding divergences and
strong converse bounds via the anti-divergence. We recover the
entanglement concentration error exponent, zero-rate exponents
under a continuity condition, and distillable entanglements, and
characterize the dually free cases by regularized relative entropies
under restricted measurements. Additionally, five concrete noise
models justify the black-box assumptions for both resources.
For coherence distillation under maximally incoherent and
dephasing-covariant incoherent operations, we extend the one-
shot semidefinite program characterization to universal inputs;
relating a relaxed optimization to hypothesis testing yields the
high-rate reliability function. A coherent-seed approach extends
the single-state formula to the entire direct regime when the
zero-error rate is positive. Finally, we completely characterize the
states with positive zero-error coherence distillation rate, show
that the rate equals the order-zero Petz Rényi relative entropy of
coherence, and derive dimension-independent one-shot bounds
that recover the asymptotic coherence distillation rate without
invoking operational inclusions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement was initially seen as a peculiar physical phe-
nomenon [1]–[5], but is now regarded as a resource [6]. It fuels
quantum teleportation [7] and superdense coding [8], plays a
critical role in quantum key distribution [9]–[11], and enhances
quantum [12], [13] and private [14], [15] communications on
noisy channels. Coherence is another important quantum fea-
ture that marks the departure of quantum mechanics from the

classical realm [16]. Coherence also serves as a key resource
for numerous quantum information tasks, such as cryptogra-
phy [17], metrology [18], randomness generation [19], [20],
thermodynamics [21]–[25] and biological systems [26], [27].

Distillation is a central task in quantum resource theo-
ries: many noisy resource states are converted into fewer
nearly ideal units that can be used in quantum information
processing [28]. Entanglement distillation aims to generate
maximally entangled states [29]–[31], whereas coherence dis-
tillation extracts maximally coherent states with respect to
a fixed reference basis [19]. Over the past two decades,
significant attention has been focused on the distillation rate,
leading to breakthroughs for entanglement under one-way
local operations and classical communication [32], (asymptot-
ically) non-entangling operations [33], [34], and dually non-
entangling operations [35], while for coherence, the asymp-
totic distillation rate under incoherent operations (IO) [36],
dephasing-covariant incoherent operations (DIO) [37], [38],
and maximally incoherent operations (MIO) [37] is uniformly
characterized by the relative entropy of coherence [39].

Although their asymptotic rates are well understood, rates
alone do not capture the behavior of finite-blocklength exper-
iments or the speed of asymptotic convergence. A complete
operational analysis must also quantify the finite-blocklength
or one-shot error, the reliability function below the distillable
rate, the strong converse exponent above the distillable rate,
as well as the zero-rate error exponent and the zero-error
distillation rate. Another practical challenge stems from the
incomplete characterization of the initial state. The standard
independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) setting assumes
complete knowledge of a single state, whereas unknown
noise or adversarial effects naturally specify only a set of
possible states and may introduce correlations across copies.
We therefore study universal distillation from sequences of
convex compact state sets that are stable under tensor products.
The protocol is independent of a specific initial state and is
evaluated in the worst case over the entire set.
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Before proceeding to the formal analysis of distillation, we
first resolve an open question raised by Fang and Hayashi [40]
concerning the reliability function: they introduced two ver-
sions of the generalized quantum Hoeffding divergence with-
out determining whether their regularized forms coincide. By
constructing explicit counterexamples, we provide a definitive
negative answer — the two regularized divergences are in-
equivalent (Theorem 6), thereby clarifying the correct quantity
for the reliability function. Furthermore, we show the basic
properties of two central quantities (Proposition 8 and 9) —
the quantum Hoeffding divergence and the quantum Hoeffding
anti-divergence — including the data processing inequality,
joint convexity with respect to the two component states,
continuity, convexity, and monotonicity in the parameter r,
subadditivity with respect to product states and stable se-
quences, positivity and faithfulness, as well as invariance under
isometries.

For entanglement distillation, earlier work established one-
shot bounds under non-entangling operations [41], the error
exponent for pure-state concentration under local operations
and classical communication (LOCC) [42], the zero-rate error
exponent under non-entangling operations [43], and distillable
entanglement under non-entangling operations [33] and dually
non-entangling operations [35]. We improve and extend these
results within a single framework. For non-entangling and
PPT-preserving operations, we derive an exact equivalence be-
tween universal entanglement distillation and composite corre-
lated hypothesis testing in the finite-blocklength regime (The-
orem 10). To the best of our knowledge, this may be the first
result that requires no additional correction terms. As for the
dually free operations, we provide upper and lower bounds on
the distillation error in terms of the type-II error of hypothesis
testing under restricted measurements (Theorem 11). These
bounds are sufficiently tight for analyzing the error exponent.
Thus, for all four free operations, the reliability function of
universal entanglement distillation can be connected to the
error exponent of composite correlated hypothesis testing in
the corresponding setting (Theorem 12). In particular, under
non-entangling and PPT-preserving operations, the reliability
function of universal entanglement distillation is precisely
characterized by the regularized quantum Hoeffding diver-
gence (Theorem 13). Concretely, we obtain the following
explicit expressions:

Erf(R,FNE, r) = H∞
r (R∥S),

Erf(R,FPPT, r) = H∞
r (R∥PPT ),

where H∞
r (·∥·) denotes the regularized quantum Hoeffding

divergence, and S and PPT denote the sets of separable
states and PPT states, respectively. The two expressions endow
the regularized quantum Hoeffding divergence with a new
operational interpretation. For maximally correlated initial
states, our framework yields a single-letter expression for the
reliability function (Corollary 14); in the special case of a pure
initial state, this reduces to the same error exponent formula for
entanglement concentration established by Hayashi et al. [42].
A complementary recent work [44] combines decoupling-
based LOCC achievability with our non-entangling converse

to establish the optimal high-rate exponent for maximally
correlated states already under one-way LOCC. Furthermore,
our analysis holds for any fixed entanglement distillation
rate below the distillable entanglement. For cases where the
regularized Petz Rényi relative entropy with respect to the set
of free states is continuous at α = 1, our result provides
an alternative approach to obtaining the result of Lami et
al. [43] by taking the distillation rate to zero (Section III-C1).
By exploiting the symmetry between the two types of errors
in Hoeffding’s hypothesis testing framework and letting the
type-II error exponent tend to zero, we recover the distillable
entanglement under non-entangling operations established by
Brandão and Plenio [33], and additionally obtain the dis-
tillable entanglement under PPT-preserving operations (Sec-
tion III-C2). We also establish that the zero-error universal en-
tanglement distillation rate is characterized by the regularized
order-zero Petz Rényi relative entropy (Section III-D) and that
the strong converse exponent is lower-bounded by the regu-
larized quantum Hoeffding anti-divergence for non-entangling
and PPT-preserving operations (Proposition 23). When the free
operations are dually free operations, we characterize both
the zero-rate error exponent and the distillable entanglement
in terms of the regularized relative entropy under restricted
measurements (Section III-E). In the special case where the
initial state is fully known, our framework reproduces the
result of Lami and Regula [35] on the distillable entanglement
for the exact state under dually non-entangling operations.

In addition, to further ground the black-box setting in
physical reality, we present five concrete noise models that
naturally give rise to the required properties of the black-box
sequence R (Section III-G) — convexity, compactness, and
stability under tensor products, as well as closedness under
permutations of the systems and compatibility with separable
and PPT measurements — thereby establishing a clear link
between abstract theoretical assumptions and realistic noise
processes and providing a physical justification for the abstract
formalism adopted throughout this work.

For coherence distillation under MIO and DIO, we extend
the equivalence between the distillation fidelity and a semidefi-
nite program, originally established by Regula et al. [37], to the
black-box setting (Theorem 24). However, the exact constant-
diagonal constraint prevents an immediate identification with
hypothesis testing. We resolve this by relaxing the exact
optimization problem to a relaxed one, which yields precisely
a composite hypothesis testing problem between the set I of
incoherent states and the set C of initial states (Lemma 25).
We establish quantitative bounds between the exact and re-
laxed optimization problems (Lemma 26), which yield that
the reliability function for high distillation rates is given by
the regularized quantum Hoeffding divergence (Theorem 27).
In particular, when full knowledge of the initial state ω is
available, we obtain a single-letter expression above an explicit
critical rate. More concretely, the reliability function takes the
form

Erf(ω,O, r) = sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −DP,α(ω∥I)

)
,

where DP,α(·∥I) denotes the Petz Rényi relative entropy
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of coherence, and O stands for either MIO or DIO. We
further introduce a seed-assisted approach that connects re-
laxed tests to exact distillation protocols (Theorem 29). A
maximally coherent seed gives an exact identity between the
two optimization problems (Theorem 30). When the initial
state has a positive zero-error distillation rate, such a seed
can be distilled from an asymptotically negligible fraction
of the input, extending the above reliability formula to the
entire direct regime (Theorem 33). Finally, we provide a
complete characterization of the states for which the zero-
error distillation rate is positive (Theorem 35). Furthermore,
again by means of the relaxed optimization program, the zero-
error distillation rate is shown to be given by the order-zero
Petz Rényi relative entropy of coherence (Theorem 36). We
also derive dimension-independent bounds on the one-shot
distillation rate in terms of the hypothesis testing relative
entropy of coherence (Theorem 37), which directly recover
the asymptotic distillation rate under both MIO and DIO
without resorting to the operational inclusion relation with
IO (Corollary 38).

Table I summarizes the main characterization results estab-
lished in this work, distinguishing new results, generalizations
of previous results, and recovered known results.

II. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARIES

A. Notation

A quantum system A is mathematically represented by a
Hilbert space HA. The set of positive semi-definite operators
on HA is denoted as P(HA). The support of an operator
R is denoted by supp(R). Quantum states of system A
are modeled as density operators, i.e., positive semi-definite
operators on HA with trace one. Let D(HA) be the set of
density operators on HA. We omit the Hilbert space subscript
whenever there is no ambiguity. For entanglement theory, we
consider the bipartite quantum system AB with Hilbert space
HAB := HA⊗HB . A bipartite positive semi-definite operator
R ∈ P(HAB) is called separable if it can be decomposed
in the form R =

∑N
i=1 Pi ⊗ Qi, where Pi and Qi are

positive semi-definite operators on HA and HB respectively,
and N ∈ N, and is called the positive-partial-transpose (PPT)
if it satisfies RΓ ≥ 0, where Γ denotes the partial transpose.
Separable states and PPT states are unit-trace operators that
are separable and PPT, respectively. Let Sn denote the set of
separable states and PPT n the set of PPT states on H⊗n

AB

with respect to the bipartition A1, . . . , An : B1, . . . , Bn. In
this paper, they are instances of the set of free states Fn. We
denote by F = {Fn}n∈N the sequence of free state sets1,
as well as by S = {Sn}n∈N and PPT = {PPT n}n∈N
the sequences for separable and PPT states, respectively. A
quantum state is called entangled if it is not separable, e.g., the
two-qubit maximally entangled state Φ2 := |Φ2⟩⟨Φ2|, where
|Φ2⟩ := 1√

2
|00⟩+ |11⟩.

Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space with a fixed
orthonormal basis {|i⟩}. A state is said to be incoherent if it
is diagonal in this basis; the set of all such states is denoted

1The notation F is abused to denote sets of states or sequences thereof,
depending on context; likewise for S,A , R, etc. in what follows.

by I(H) := {
∑

i pi|i⟩⟨i| : pi ≥ 0,
∑

i pi = 1}. Otherwise, it
is said to be coherent. For the n-fold tensor product H⊗n, we
denote by In the set of incoherent states on H⊗n, i.e., density
operators that are diagonal in the n-fold computational basis.
Similarly, by a slight abuse of notation, we collectively write
the sequence of incoherent state sets as I = {In}n∈N. For
any integer K ≥ 2, the maximally coherent state is defined as
ΨK := |ΨK⟩⟨ΨK | with |ΨK⟩ := 1√

K

∑K
i=1 |i⟩.

A quantum channel Λ is a completely positive and trace-
preserving (CPTP) linear map acting on quantum states. A
quantum measurement is mathematically represented by a set
of positive semi-definite operators M = {Mx}x satisfying the
normalization condition

∑
xMx = 1. The set of all measure-

ments is denoted by ALL. When the measurement operators
are restricted to being separable and PPT, respectively, the
corresponding measurements are referred to as separable mea-
surements and PPT measurements, denoted by SEP and PPT,
respectively. These are instances of the allowed measurement
set M, i.e., M ∈ {ALL, SEP, PPT}.

In many practical scenarios, the sequences of sets under
consideration are not arbitrary but possess a structure that
is compatible with tensor products. This property, known
as stability (or closedness) under tensor products, is formal-
ized as follows: A sequence of sets {An}n∈N with An ⊆
P(H⊗n) is called stable under tensor product if An⊗Am ⊆
An+m for all n,m ∈ N, where An ⊗ Am := {P ⊗ Q :
P ∈ An, Q ∈ Am}. It is evident that the sequences
of separable states, PPT states and incoherent states satisfy
stability. Regarding the sequence of sets of initial entangled
states and initial coherent states in the black-box scenario,
further details are given in Section III-G.

The floor function, denoted by ⌊·⌋, gives the greatest integer
less than or equal to a real number, while the ceiling function,
denoted by ⌈·⌉, gives the smallest integer greater than or equal
to a real number. Given any set A , the convex hull generated
by A is denoted by conv(A ), and the convex cone generated
by A is denoted by cone(A ). Throughout this paper, all
logarithms are taken to the base 2 unless otherwise specified.

B. Quantum Divergences
A functional D : D(H)× P(H) → R is called a quantum

divergence if it satisfies the data-processing inequality: for any
quantum channel Λ and any (ρ, σ) ∈ D(H)×P(H), it holds
that D(Λ(ρ)∥Λ(σ)) ≤ D(ρ∥σ). In the following, we introduce
several quantum divergences that will be used throughout this
work. We also define quantum divergences between two sets
of quantum states and their regularized versions.

Definition 1 (Umegaki relative entropy and M-relative en-
tropy). For any (ρ, σ) ∈ D(H)×P(H), the Umegaki relative
entropy [45] is defined by

D(ρ∥σ) := Tr[ρ(log ρ− log σ)],

if supp(ρ) ⊆ supp(σ), and +∞ otherwise. The relative
entropy under the restricted measurement M—also called the
M-relative entropy [46]—is defined as

DM(ρ∥σ) := sup
{Mx}x∈M

∑
x

Tr(Mxρ) log
Tr(Mxρ)

Tr(Mxσ)
.
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TABLE I
SUMMARY OF RESOURCE DISTILLATION CHARACTERIZATIONS.

THE TABLE DISTINGUISHES NEW RESULTS (SHOWN IN ORANGE),
GENERALIZATIONS OF PREVIOUS RESULTS (IN VIOLET), AND RECOVERED KNOWN RESULTS (IN LIGHT BLUE).

Resource Free
Operation

Finite-Blocklength
Analysis

Reliability
Function

Zero-Rate
Error Exponent

Distillable
Rate

Zero-Error
Distillation Rate

Entanglement

FNE
Exact hypothesis-testing

equivalence H∞
r (R∥S) D∞(S∥R)

under endpoint condition
Brandão–Plenio

single-state result
D∞

P,0(R∥S)

FPPT
Exact hypothesis-testing

equivalence H∞
r (R∥PPT )

D∞(PPT ∥R)
under endpoint condition

PPT analogue
single-state result

D∞
P,0(R∥PPT )

FDNE
SEP-measurement

hypothesis testing bounds
SEP-measurement

error exponent bounds DSEP,∞(S∥R)
Lami–Regula

universal setting –

FDPPT
PPT-measurement

hypothesis testing bounds
PPT-measurement

error exponent bounds DPPT,∞(PPT ∥R)
PPT analogue

universal setting –

Coherence
MIO Exact optimization

characterization
H∞

r (C ∥I)
high-rate regime

H∞
r (ω∥I)

positive zero-error rate

– dimension-independent
lower bound DP,0(ω∥I)

DIO Exact optimization
characterization – dimension-independent

lower bound DP,0(ω∥I)

Definition 2 (Petz Rényi divergence and Sandwiched Rényi
divergence). For any (ρ, σ) ∈ D(H)×P(H) and α ∈ (0, 1)∪
(1,∞), the Petz Rényi divergence [47] is defined by

DP,α(ρ∥σ) :=
1

α− 1
log Tr

[
ρασ1−α

]
,

and the sandwiched Rényi divergence [48], [49] is defined by

DS,α(ρ∥σ) :=
1

α− 1
log Tr

[
σ

1−α
2α ρσ

1−α
2α

]α
,

if either α < 1 and ρ ̸⊥ σ or α > 1 and supp(ρ) ⊆ supp(σ).
Otherwise, the divergences are set to +∞.

For later use, we also consider the order-zero Petz Rényi
divergence, defined as the limit of the Petz Rényi divergence
as α tends to zero. For any ρ ∈ D(H) and σ ∈ P(H),

DP,0(ρ∥σ) := lim
α→0

DP,α(ρ∥σ) = − log Tr(Πρσ),

where Πρ denotes the projection onto the support of ρ.

Definition 3 (the fidelity). For state ρ and σ on Hilbert space
H, the fidelity between them is defined as

F (ρ, σ) := ∥√ρ
√
σ∥21 = Tr

(√√
σρ

√
σ

)2

.

In particular, when one of the states is a pure state ψ, the
fidelity F (ρ, ψ) = Tr(ρψ).

Definition 4 (Quantum divergence between two sets of states
and its regularized version). Let D be a quantum divergence
between two quantum states. Then for any sets A ,B ⊆
D(H), the quantum divergence between these two sets is
defined by

D(A ∥B) := inf
ρ∈A ,σ∈B

D(ρ∥σ).

Let A = {An}n∈N and B = {Bn}n∈N be two sequences of
sets of quantum states, where each An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n). The
regularized divergence between these sequences is defined by

D∞(A ∥B) := lim
n→∞

1

n
D(An∥Bn),

if the limit exists.

C. Composite Correlated Hypothesis Testing

We set up a hypothesis testing problem with the composite
correlated null hypothesis comprising all free states Fn,
against the composite alternative hypothesis which is the set
of initial states Rn. The decision between the hypotheses is
made via the quantum measurement M. Two types of error can
occur. The type-I error is the probability that we incorrectly
accept the resource state Rn while it is actually the free state
Fn, and the type-II error corresponds to the converse situation.
Under the constraint that the type-I error is at most ϵn, the
optimal type-II error is defined as

βn(Fn,Rn,M, ϵn)

:= min
{Mn,1−Mn}∈M

maxσn∈Fn Tr((1−Mn)σn)≤ϵn

max
ρn∈Rn

TrMnρn.

For two sequences of state sets F = {Fn}n∈N and R =
{Rn}n∈N and a sequence of allowed measurements M, we
define the lower and upper hypothesis testing error exponents
at rate r > 0 as

EHT (F ,R,M, r) := lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(Fn,Rn,M, 2−nr),

EHT (F ,R,M, r) := lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(Fn,Rn,M, 2−nr).

Whenever the two quantities coincide, we denote their com-
mon value by

EHT (F ,R,M, r).

Since both r 7→ EHT (F ,R,M, r) and r 7→
EHT (F ,R,M, r) are non-increasing, their left limits exist
as extended real numbers. We denote

EHT (F ,R,M, r−) := lim
δ→0

EHT (F ,R,M, r − δ),

EHT (F ,R,M, r−) := lim
δ→0

EHT (F ,R,M, r − δ).

For the case where all measurements ALL are permitted,
Fang and Hayashi [40] studied the error exponent of com-
posite correlated hypothesis testing. For ease of reading, we
reformulate it in our notation as follows.
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Theorem 5 (Fang and Hayashi [40]). Let H be a finite-
dimensional Hilbert space. Let A = {An}n∈N and B =
{Bn}n∈N be two stable sequences of convex compact sets
of quantum states with each An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n). Let r be
a real number with 0 < r < D∞(A ∥B). Assume that
DP,α(A1∥B1) <∞ for α ∈ (0, 1). Then

EHT (B,A ,ALL, r) = H∞
r (A ∥B), (1)

where the right-hand side follows Definition 4 and is induced
by the quantum Hoeffding divergence

Hn,r(ρn∥σn) := sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(nr −DP,α(ρn∥σn)).

In fact, Fang and Hayashi [40] explored two approaches
in generalizing the quantum Hoeffding divergence. The first
approach as shown above is

Hn,r(An∥Bn) : = inf
ρn∈Anσn∈Bn

Hn,r(ρn∥σn),

H∞
r (A ∥B) : = lim

n→∞

1

n
Hn,r(An∥Bn).

The second approach is

Hn,r(An∥Bn) : = sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(nr −DP,α(An∥Bn)) ,

H∞
r (A ∥B) : = sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

P,α(A ∥B)
)
.

They have shown that Hn,r(An∥Bn) = Hn,r(An∥Bn).
However, in the regularized sense, they only obtain

H∞
r (A ∥B) ≥ H∞

r (A ∥B). (2)

They asked whether equality holds in Equation (2). We give
a negative answer to this question for sequences A and B
satisfying the same conditions as in Theorem 5.

Theorem 6. There exist two stable sequences of convex
compact sets of quantum states

A = {An}n∈N, B = {Bn}n∈N,

with each An,Bn ⊆ D(H⊗n), and with DP,α(A1∥B1) <∞
for all α ∈ (0, 1), and a real number r satisfying 0 < r <
D∞(A ∥B), such that

H∞
r (A ∥B) > H∞

r (A ∥B).

Proof: Construct the sequences A and B. Let

X ≃ C3, E ≃ C2, H := X ⊗ E.

Define commuting states on X by

ρ = diag
(3
4
,
1

4
, 0
)
, σ = diag

(1
4
,
1

4
,
1

2

)
,

and let τE := 1E/2.
For each n ≥ 1, let Wn : H⊗n → X⊗n ⊗ E⊗n be the

canonical shuffle unitary

Wn

(
(x1⊗e1)⊗· · ·⊗(xn⊗en)

)
=(x1⊗· · ·⊗xn)⊗(e1⊗· · ·⊗en).

Set Sn := |0⟩E1
⊗ E⊗(n−1) ⊆ E⊗n and

D(Sn) := {ω ∈ D(E⊗n) : suppω ⊆ Sn}.

Now define

An :=
{
W †

n

(
ρ⊗n ⊗ ω

)
Wn : ω ∈ D(Sn)

}
,

Bn :=
{
W †

n

(
σ⊗n ⊗ τ⊗n

E

)
Wn

}
=
{
(σ ⊗ τE)

⊗n
}
.

Verification of conditions. The sequence B is a singleton
and thus trivially a stable sequence of convex compact sets.
The set An is convex because D(Sn) is convex and the
map ω 7→ W †

n(ρ
⊗n ⊗ ω)Wn is affine. It is compact as the

continuous image of the compact set D(Sn).
For stability under tensor products, take arbitrary

am =W †
m(ρ⊗m ⊗ ωm)Wm ∈ Am,

an =W †
n(ρ

⊗n ⊗ ωn)Wn ∈ An,

with suppωm ⊆ Sm and suppωn ⊆ Sn. Under the canonical
shuffle on m+ n copies,

Wm+n(am ⊗ an)W
†
m+n = ρ⊗(m+n) ⊗ (ωm ⊗ ωn).

Clearly supp(ωm⊗ωn) ⊆ Sm+n, we have am⊗an ∈ Am+n.
Hence A is stable under tensor products.

Because B1 consists solely of the full-rank state σ⊗1E/2,
we have DP,α(A1∥B1) <∞ for every α ∈ (0, 1).

Preliminary calculation. Compute the Petz Rényi diver-
gence

dα := DP,α(ρ∥σ) =
1

α− 1
log
(1 + 3α

4

)
.

Endpoint limits:

lim
α→0

dα = 1, lim
α→1

dα =
3

4
log 3.

For any ω ∈ D(Sn), additivity yields

DP,α

(
ρ⊗n ⊗ ω

∥∥σ⊗n ⊗ τ⊗n
E

)
= ndα +DP,α(ω∥τ⊗n

E ).

When ω is the maximally mixed state on Sn, the second term
attains its minimum 1. Thus

DP,α(An∥Bn) = ndα + 1, D∞
P,α(A ∥B) = dα.

Similarly, using the Umegaki relative entropy,

D(An∥Bn) = nD(ρ∥σ) + 1, D∞(A ∥B) =
3

4
log 3 ≈ 1.19.

Take r = 1, which satisfies 0 < 1 < D∞(A ∥B).
First variant.

Hn,1(An∥Bn)=Hn,1(An∥Bn)= sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

[
n−(ndα+1)

]
.

As α tends to 0, dα tends to 1; consequently Hn,1(An∥Bn) =
+∞ for every n. Therefore H∞

1 (A ∥B) = +∞.
Second variant.

H∞
1 (A ∥B) = sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(1− dα) = 1− 1

2
log 3.

The mechanism behind the inequality derived from this
example is a nonuniform boundary effect near α = 0. For
each finite block length, DP,α(An∥Bn) = ndα + 1. This
additive correction +1 vanishes after regularization, giving
D∞

P,α = dα. In the first variant, the supremum over α is taken
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before regularization, multiplying the constant by the divergent
factor (1 − α)/α, so Hn,1 = +∞ for every n and hence
H∞

1 = +∞. In the second variant, regularization removes the
constant first, leaving the finite product (α−1)(1−dα)/α and
yielding H∞

1 = 1− 1
2 log 3.

In fact, from the perspective of hypothesis testing we can
construct a measurement to gain clearer insight. Let Pρ =
|0⟩⟨0| + |1⟩⟨1| be the support projector of ρ, and let ΠSn

be
the projector onto Sn. Consider the test

1−Mn =W †
n

(
P⊗n
ρ ⊗ΠSn

)
Wn.

Every state in An is supported on 1−Mn, so the worst-case
type-II error is exactly zero. For the unique state in Bn,

Tr
[
(σ⊗n ⊗ τ⊗n

E )(P⊗n
ρ ⊗ΠSn)

]
= (TrσPρ)

n
Tr
(
τ⊗n
E ΠSn

)
=

(
1

2

)n
2n−1

2n

= 2−(n+1)

≤ 2−n.

Thus the type-I error constraint at rate r = 1 is satisfied while
the type-II error is zero. This directly shows that the error
exponent is infinite. Therefore, in this paper we still adopt
the first generalization approach of the quantum Hoeffding
divergence.

For the exponential analysis of universal entanglement
distillation, including the reliability function and the strong
converse exponent, we formally introduce two quantities. The
two quantities initially emerged as the error exponent [50]–
[52] and the strong converse exponent [53] in independent
and identically distributed hypothesis testing. They were later
refined into the divergence and the anti-divergence in [40]. In
this paper, we endow them with new operational interpreta-
tions in universal entanglement distillation. For convenience,
we directly present their definitions in the n-copy form along
with their fundamental properties.

Definition 7. Let r > 0 be a real number, n ∈ N, and
ρn, σn ∈ D(H⊗n). The quantum Hoeffding divergence is
defined as

Hn,r(ρn∥σn) := sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(nr −DP,α(ρn∥σn)), (3)

and the quantum Hoeffding anti-divergence is defined as

H̃n,r(ρn∥σn) := sup
α>1

α− 1

α
(nr −DS,α(ρn∥σn)). (4)

The properties presented below are inherited from those of
the Petz and sandwiched Rényi relative entropies, and can be
obtained with the aid of simple analytical techniques.

Proposition 8. For the quantum Hoeffding divergence
Hn,r(ρn∥σn), the following properties hold:

1) Data-Processing Inequality. For any quantum channel Λ,
it holds that

Hn,r(Λ(ρn)∥Λ(σn)) ≤ Hn,r(ρn∥σn).

2) Joint Convexity. For any probability distribution {pi}Ni=1

and states {ρin, σi
n}Ni=1, the following inequality holds:

Hn,r

(
N∑
i=1

piρ
i
n∥

N∑
i=1

piσ
i
n

)
≤

N∑
i=1

piHn,r(ρ
i
n∥σi

n)

3) Continuity, Convexity, and Non-Increasing in r.
• When r < 1

nDP,0(ρn∥σn), Hn,r(ρn∥σn) = +∞;
When r > 1

nDP,0(ρn∥σn), it is finite and continu-
ous with respect to r.

• For any r1, r2 > 0 and λ ∈ [0, 1], it holds that

Hn,λr1+(1−λ)r2 ≤ λHn,r1 + (1− λ)Hn,r2 .

• For any 0 < r1 < r2, it holds that

Hn,r1(ρn∥σn) ≥ Hn,r2(ρn∥σn).

4) Subadditivity. For any ρm, σm ∈ D(H⊗m) and ρn, σn ∈
D(H⊗n), it holds that

H(m+n),r(ρm⊗ρn∥σm⊗σn)≤Hm,r(ρm∥σm)+Hn,r(ρn∥σn).

Furthermore, for any two stable sequences of quantum
state sets A and B, it holds that

H(m+n),r(Am+n∥Bm+n)≤Hm,r(Am∥Bm)+Hn,r(An∥Bn).

5) Positivity and Faithfulness. The quantum Hoeffding di-
vergence satisfies Hn,r(ρn∥σn) ≥ 0, and equality holds
if and only if nr ≥ D(ρn∥σn).

6) Isometric Invariance. For all isometries V ,

Hn,r(ρn∥σn) = Hn,r(V ρnV
†∥V σnV †).

Proposition 9. For the quantum Hoeffding anti-divergence
H̃n,r(ρn∥σn), the following properties hold:

1) Anti-Data Processing Inequality. For any quantum chan-
nel Λ, it holds that

H̃n,r(Λ(ρn)∥Λ(σn)) ≥ H̃n,r(ρn∥σn).

2) Mixture Lower Bound. For any probability distribution
{pi}Ni=1 and states {ρin, σi

n}Ni=1, the following inequality
holds:

H̃n,r

(
N∑
i=1

piρ
i
n∥

N∑
i=1

piσ
i
n

)
≥ sup

α>1

α− 1

α
(nr −max

i
DS,α(ρ

i
n∥σi

n)).

3) Continuity, Convexity, and Non-Decreasing in r.
• The quantum Hoeffding anti-divergence is continu-

ous with respect to r.
• For any r1, r2 > 0 and λ ∈ [0, 1], it holds that

H̃n,λr1+(1−λ)r2 ≤ λH̃n,r1 + (1− λ)H̃n,r2 .

• For any 0 < r1 < r2, it holds that

H̃n,r1(ρn∥σn) ≤ H̃n,r2(ρn∥σn).

4) Subadditivity. For any ρm, σm ∈ D(H⊗m) and ρn, σn ∈
D(H⊗n), it holds that

H̃(m+n),r(ρm⊗ρn∥σm⊗σn)≤H̃m,r(ρm∥σm)+H̃n,r(ρn∥σn).
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5) Positivity and Faithfulness. When supp(ρn) ⊆
supp(σn), H̃n,r(ρn∥σn) ≥ 0, with equality if and only
if nr ≤ D(ρn∥σn). When supp(ρn) ⊈ supp(σn),
H̃n,r(ρn∥σn) = −∞.

6) Isometric Invariance. For all isometries V ,

H̃n,r(ρn∥σn) = H̃n,r(V ρnV
†∥V σnV †).

For any two convex, compact, and stable sequences of
states A and B, the subadditivity of the quantum Hoeffding
divergence guarantees the existence of the limits of its regu-
larized versions H∞

r (A ∥B) . Since the quantum Hoeffding
anti-divergence obeys the anti-data processing inequality, the
supremum, rather than the infimum, is taken when extending
it to sets, i.e.,

H̃n,r(An∥Bn) := sup
ρn∈Anσn∈Bn

H̃n,r(ρn∥σn).

Fang and Hayashi [40] also show that the regularized quantum
Hoeffding anti-divergence H̃∞

r (A ∥B) exists.

III. UNIVERSAL ENTANGLEMENT DISTILLATION

Entanglement distillation involves two separated parties,
conventionally named Alice and Bob. In previous studies [32]–
[35], [43], two parties share multiple copies of a bipartite
entangled state ρAB and aim to convert them into a smaller
number of maximally entangled states. However, the initial
state is not fully accessible in practical implementations due
to unidentified noise and adversarial influence. Therefore,
considering the initial resource states as a black-box set Rn, it
becomes necessary to investigate universal distillation proto-
cols in “state-agnostic” scenarios. For this transformation, not
all quantum channels are available. Those that are admissible
are called free operations, denoted by O.

In this paper, we investigate universal entanglement
distillation under four types of free operations: non-entangling,
PPT-preserving, dually non-entangling, and dually
PPT-preserving operations. Specifically, non-entangling
operations and PPT-preserving operations are those that
preserve separability and PPT property of states, respectively.
The class of non-entangling operations is denoted by
FNE := {Λ ∈ CPTP : Λ(σ) ∈ S, ∀σ ∈ S}, and
the class of PPT-preserving operations is denoted by
FPPT := {Λ ∈ CPTP : Λ(σ) ∈ PPT , ∀σ ∈ PPT }.
Duality means that not only does the channel preserve the
property of states in the Schrödinger picture, but its adjoint
also preserves the property of measurement operators in the
Heisenberg picture. The collection of dually non-entangling
operations is denoted as FDNE := {Λ ∈ CPTP : Λ(σ) ∈
S, ∀σ ∈ S, and Λ†(M) ∈ cone(S), ∀ M ∈ cone(S)}, and
the collection of dually PPT-preserving operations is denoted
as FDPPT := {Λ ∈ CPTP : Λ(σ) ∈ PPT , ∀σ ∈
PPT , and Λ†(M) ∈ cone(PPT ), ∀ M ∈ cone(PPT )}.

A. Finite-Blocklength Analysis

Let Rn be a convex compact set of quantum states on
Hilbert space H⊗n

AB . When the distillation rate is r, which
means that the yield is ⌊rn⌋ copies of the two-qubit maximally

entangled states Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 , and the free operations are restricted

to O, the error of universal entanglement distillation is defined
as

ε(Rn
O−→Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ):= min

Λn∈O
max

ρn∈Rn

(1−F (Λn(ρn),Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 )).

We measure the distillation error by the infidelity 1−F , take
the worst case over all input states in black box Rn, and
then minimize over all allowed operations to achieve the best
possible performance.

In the finite-blocklength regime, by shifting our perspective
from the only integer-valued and thus discrete yield to the
continuously varying error, we establish an exact equivalence
between the error of entanglement distillation in the black-
box setting and the optimal type-II error in the composite
correlated hypothesis testing.

Theorem 10 (Finite-blocklength under FNE and FPPT). Let
Rn be a convex compact set of quantum states on H⊗n

AB , and
let r > 0 be a real number. Then the errors of universal entan-
glement distillation under non-entangling and PPT-preserving
operations equal the optimal type-II errors in hypothesis test-
ing with null hypothesis being the set of separable states Sn

and the set of PPT states PPT n, respectively, and alternative
hypothesis Rn, using all measurements ALL, with the type-I
error bounded by 2−⌊rn⌋,

ε(Rn
FNE−−−→ Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ) =βn(Sn,Rn,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋), (5)

ε(Rn
FPPT−−−→ Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ) =βn(PPT n,Rn,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋). (6)

Proof: To begin with, we prove the equality for the case of
non-entangling operations, i.e., Equation (5). The core idea of
the proof is to take an optimal strategy for one task and use
it to construct a feasible strategy for the other.
1). Proof of the upper bound: Construct a distillation protocol,

Λn(X)=Tr((1−Mn)X)Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 +Tr(MnX)

1− Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

(2⌊rn⌋)2−1
, (7)

where {1 −Mn, Mn} is the measurement that achieves the
optimal type-II error βn(Sn,Rn,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋).
First, prove that Λn constructed above belongs to non-

entangling channels. For any σn ∈ Sn,

Λn(σn)=Tr((1−Mn)σn)Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 +Tr(Mnσn)

1− Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

(2⌊rn⌋)2 − 1
.

It is known that the isotropic state

pΦ⊗m
2 + (1− p)

1− Φ⊗m
2

(2m)2 − 1

is separable for p ∈ [0, 2−m] [54, p. 319]. Due to Tr((1 −
Mn)σn) ≤ 2−⌊rn⌋, we obtain Λn ∈ FNE.

Then, we verify the figure of merit of distillation. For any
ρn ∈ Rn,

1− F (Λn(ρn),Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ) (8)

=1− Tr(Λn(ρn)Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ) (9)

=Tr(Mnρn) (10)
≤ max

ρn∈Rn

Tr(Mnρn), (11)
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where the first equality follows that Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 is a pure state,

and the second equality results from a direct computation upon
substituting Λn(ρn) according to Equation (7). Based on the
above, due to definition ε(Rn

FNE−−−→Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ), we get ε(Rn

FNE−−−→
Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ) ≤ βn(Sn,Rn,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋).
2). Proof of the lower bound: Let Λn be the optimal

distillation operation for ε(Rn
FNE−−−→ Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ). Construct a

measurement,

{Mn, 1−Mn} :=
{
1− Λ†

n

(
Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
, Λ†

n

(
Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)}
.

(12)

On the one hand, for any σn ∈ Sn,

Tr ((1−Mn)σn) = Tr
(
Λ†
n(Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 )σn

)
(13)

= Tr
(
Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 Λn(σn)

)
(14)

= Tr
(
(Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 )ΓΛn(σn)

Γ
)

(15)

= Tr

(
1

2⌊rn⌋
WΛn(σn)

Γ

)
(16)

≤ Tr

(
1

2⌊rn⌋
Λn(σn)

Γ

)
(17)

= 2−⌊rn⌋, (18)

where Γ is the partial transpose on Hilbert space H⊗n
B , and W

is the swap operator on the Hilbert space C⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ⊗ C⊗⌊rn⌋

2 .
The inequality is because W ≤ 1 and Λn(σn)

Γ is separable
since Λn is a non-entangling channel, and hence is positive
semi-definite. The final equality also follows from the fact that
Λn(σn)

Γ is a separable state.
On the other hand, for any ρn ∈ Rn,

Tr(Mnρn) = Tr((1− Λ†
n(Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ))ρn) (19)

= Tr((1− Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 )Λn(ρn)) (20)

= 1− F(Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ,Λn(ρn)) (21)

≤ max
ρn∈Rn

(
1− F (Λn(ρn),Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 )

)
. (22)

Due to definition βn(Sn,Rn,ALL, 2
−⌊rn⌋), we get

ε(Rn
FNE−−−→ Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ) ≥ βn(Sn,Rn,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋). For
the proof of the upper and lower bounds in both directions,
we provide a complete proof of the first equality.

Second, to prove Equation (6) for PPT-preserving free
operations, it suffices to replace the separable states in the
above proof with PPT states. Here we only note the clar-
ifications needed to make the proof go through. The dis-
tillation protocol constructed here remains as described in
Equation (7), except that the measurement now achieves the
optimal type-II error βn(PPT n,Rn,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋). Because
Tr((1−Mn)σn) ≤ 2−⌊rn⌋ holds for all σn ∈ PPT n, it follows
that Λn(σn) ∈ Sn ⊂ PPT n, which implies that Λn is PPT-
preserving. As for the distillation performance, Equations (8)–
(11) remain fully valid. Additionally, the construction of the
quantum measurement for hypothesis testing is the same as in
Equation (12). For the type-I error, because Λn(σn) is a PPT
state, its partial transpose Λn(σn)

Γ is positive semi-definite;
consequently, Equations (13)–(18) hold. For the type-II error,

Equations (19)–(22) hold directly. With these constructions in
both directions, we have proved Equation (6).

When the free operations are dually non-entangling and
dually PPT-preserving, we bound the error of universal en-
tanglement distillation from above and below by the type-II
error in hypothesis testing. These bounds are tight enough to
establish the relation between the error exponents for universal
entanglement distillation and hypothesis testing. The rigorous
statement is given in Theorem 12 of Section III-B.

Theorem 11 (Finite-blocklength under FDNE and FDPPT).
Let Rn be a convex compact set of quantum states on H⊗n

AB ,
and let r > 0 be a real number. Then the errors of universal en-
tanglement distillation under dually non-entangling and dually
PPT-preserving operations are bounded above and below by
the optimal type-II errors in hypothesis testing that distinguish
the separable set Sn and the PPT set PPT n from the initial
set Rn using measurements SEP and measurements PPT,
respectively, with the type-I error bounded by 2−⌊rn⌋ for the
upper bound and by 2 · 2−⌊rn⌋ for the lower bound,

ε(Rn
FDNE−−−−→Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 )≤βn(Sn,Rn, SEP, 2

−⌊rn⌋), (23)

ε(Rn
FDNE−−−−→Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 )≥βn(Sn,Rn, SEP, 2·2−⌊rn⌋), (24)

ε(Rn
FDPPT−−−−→Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 )≤βn(PPT n,Rn,PPT, 2

−⌊rn⌋), (25)

ε(Rn
FDPPT−−−−→Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 )≥βn(PPT n,Rn,PPT, 2·2−⌊rn⌋). (26)

Proof: The proofs of these inequalities share the same core
idea as Theorem 10, namely, to construct a feasible protocol
for one task from an optimal protocol for the other. There are
minor modifications and clarifications in the technical details.
For brevity, we highlight only the necessary adjustments rather
than reproducing the complete proofs.

First, for Equation (23), we construct a distillation protocol
still given by Equation (7), but with the measurement chosen
to attain the optimal type-II error βn(Sn,Rn, SEP, 2

−⌊rn⌋).
It is already known to be non-entangling in the Schrödinger
picture. Its adjoint map is

Λ†
n(Y ) = Tr(Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 Y )(1−Mn)

+
1

(2⌊rn⌋)2 − 1
Tr((1− Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 )Y )Mn. (27)

It is also non-entangling in the Heisenberg picture, since the
measurement operators {1−Mn,Mn} are separable. Hence,
the constructed Λn is dually non-entangling. As for the figure
of merit of distillation, Equations (8)–(11) are applicable here
as well.

Second, for Equation (24), the construction of the measure-
ment for composite correlated hypothesis testing is modified
to

Mn :=
2⌊rn⌋

2⌊rn⌋ + 1
Λ†
n(1− Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 ), (28)

1−Mn :=Λ†
n(Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 +

1− Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

2⌊rn⌋ + 1
). (29)

Because 1 − Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 and Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 + 1

2⌊rn⌋+1
(1 − Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 )

are separable and channel Λn belongs to FDNE, the above
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measurement is a separable measurement. To bound the type-
I error, for any separable state σn ∈ Sn, it holds that

Tr((1−Mn)σn) = Tr((Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 +

1− Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

2⌊rn⌋ + 1
)Λn(σn)) (30)

=
2⌊rn⌋

2⌊rn⌋+1
Tr(Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2 Λn(σn))+

1

2⌊rn⌋+1
(31)

≤ 2

2⌊rn⌋+1
(32)

≤ 2 · 2−⌊rn⌋, (33)

where the first inequality follows from Equations (14)–(18).
As for the type-II error, since 2⌊rn⌋

2⌊rn⌋+1
< 1, Equations (19)–

(22) are also valid.
Third, for Equation (25), we construct a distillation

protocol of the form in Equation (7) using the
measurement that achieves the optimal type-II error
βn(PPT n,Rn,PPT, 2

−⌊rn⌋). Since Λn(σn) ∈ Sn ⊂ PPT n

for any σn ∈ PPT n, it is PPT-preserving in the Schrödinger
picture; its dual is given by Equation (27), because
the measurement operator is PPT, its adjoint is also
PPT-preserving in the Heisenberg picture, and hence Λn is
dually PPT-preserving. The distillation performance remains
as described in Equations (8)-(11).

Finally, for Equation (26), the measurement operators are
constructed as in Equations (28)–(29), which is readily seen
to be a PPT measurement. The type-I error is controlled by
Equations (30)–(33) upon replacing separable states with PPT
states, and the type-II error is controlled by Equations (19)–
(22) due to 2⌊rn⌋

2⌊rn⌋+1
< 1.

B. The Reliability Function

We now turn to the asymptotic behavior of entanglement
distillation. Let R = {Rn}n∈N be a stable sequence of convex
compact sets of quantum states, where Rn ⊆ D(H⊗n

AB). Let
the free operations be O. We define the lower and upper
reliability functions of universal entanglement distillation at
rate r > 0 as

Erf(R,O, r) := lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
, (34)

E
rf
(R,O, r) := lim sup

n→∞
− 1

n
log ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
. (35)

When the limit exists, we define the reliability function of
universal entanglement distillation at rate r as

Erf(R,O, r) := lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
. (36)

Based on the finite-blocklength analysis established in The-
orem 10 and Theorem 11, we establish a correspondence
between the reliability function of universal entanglement
distillation and the error exponent of composite correlated
hypothesis testing.

Theorem 12. Let R = {Rn}n∈N be a stable sequence
of convex compact sets of quantum states with each Rn ⊆

D(H⊗n
AB), and let r > 0. Then the lower and upper reliability

functions of universal entanglement distillation satisfy

EHT (F ,R,M, r) ≤ Erf(R,O, r)

≤ E
rf
(R,O, r) ≤ EHT (F ,R,M, r−), (37)

with the corresponding triples

(O,F ,M) ∈
{
(FNE,S,ALL), (FPPT,PPT ,ALL),
(FDNE,S,SEP), (FDPPT,PPT ,PPT)

}
.

In particular, if

EHT (F ,R,M, r) = EHT (F ,R,M, r−), (38)

then the reliability-function limit exists and

Erf(R,O, r) = EHT (F ,R,M, r) (39)

Proof: For each of the four classes of free operations, the
finite-blocklength results established above express the distil-
lation error either exactly as, or bound it between, hypothesis
testing type-II errors whose type-I constraints are of the form

c 2−⌊rn⌋, c ∈ {1, 2}. (40)

Fix 0 < δ < r. Then for all sufficiently large n,

2−nr ≤ c 2−⌊rn⌋ ≤ 2−n(r−δ). (41)

Since βn(Fn,Rn,M, ε) is non-increasing in the allowed type-
I error ε, Equation (41), together with the finite-blocklength
characterizations, implies

− 1

n
log βn(Fn,Rn,M, 2−nr)

≤− 1

n
log ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
≤− 1

n
log βn(Fn,Rn,M, 2−n(r−δ)) (42)

for all sufficiently large n.
Taking lim inf in the left inequality and lim sup in the right

inequality gives

EHT (F ,R,M, r) ≤ Erf(R,O, r)

≤ E
rf
(R,O, r) ≤ EHT (F ,R,M, r − δ).

(43)

Letting δ tend to 0 proves Equation (37).
Finally, if Equation (38) holds, the two outer bounds coin-

cide. Hence Erf = E
rf

, so the reliability-function limit exists
and equals their common value.

Using the error exponent established in Theorem 5 of
Fang and Hayashi for composite correlated hypothesis testing
under all measurements, together with the relationship between
the error exponents of universal entanglement distillation and
hypothesis testing given in Theorem 12, we obtain the reli-
ability functions of universal entanglement distillation under
non-entangling and PPT-preserving operations.

Theorem 13 (Reliability function under FNE and FPPT). Let
R = {Rn}n∈N be a stable sequence of convex compact sets
of quantum states with Rn ⊆ D(H⊗n

AB). Then the reliability
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functions of universal entanglement distillation under non-
entangling and PPT-preserving operations are given, respec-
tively, by

Erf(R,FNE, r)

=

{
+∞, 0 < r ≤ D∞

P,0(R∥S),

H∞
r (R∥S), D∞

P,0(R∥S) < r < D∞(R∥S),
(44)

and

Erf(R,FPPT, r)

=

{
+∞, 0 < r ≤ D∞

P,0(R∥PPT ),

H∞
r (R∥PPT ), D∞

P,0(R∥PPT )<r< D∞(R∥PPT ).

(45)

In particular, the canonical target sequence at the critical
zero-error rate can be distilled with zero error, and hence its
reliability exponent is +∞.

Proof: We prove both statements simultaneously. Let

(O,F ) ∈ {(FNE,S), (FPPT,PPT )} , (46)

and set

dn := DP,0(Rn∥Fn), r0 := D∞
P,0(R∥F ). (47)

By stability of R and F and additivity of the order-zero
Petz Rényi divergence under tensor products, the sequence
{dn}n∈N is subadditive:

dm+n ≤ dm + dn. (48)

Fekete’s lemma therefore gives

r0 = lim
n→∞

dn
n

= inf
n≥1

dn
n
. (49)

In particular,
dn ≥ nr0, ∀n ∈ N. (50)

We first consider the zero-error region

0 < r ≤ r0. (51)

Let
ΠRn :=

∨
ρn∈Rn

Πρn (52)

be the projection onto the linear span of the supports of all
states in Rn. Since the underlying Hilbert space is finite
dimensional, there exist finitely many states in Rn whose
supports span the range of ΠRn

. By convexity of Rn, a strictly
positive convex combination of these states belongs to Rn and
has support projection ΠRn . Consequently,

dn = − log max
σn∈Fn

Tr(ΠRnσn). (53)

By Equations (50) and r ≤ r0,

⌊nr⌋ ≤ nr ≤ nr0 ≤ dn. (54)

Define the hypothesis testing operator

Mn := 1−ΠRn
. (55)

For every ρn ∈ Rn,

Tr(Mnρn) = 0, (56)

while Equation (53) gives

max
σn∈Fn

Tr[(1−Mn)σn] = max
σn∈Fn

Tr(ΠRn
σn)

= 2−dn ≤ 2−⌊nr⌋. (57)

Thus Mn is feasible for

βn(Fn,Rn,ALL, 2
−⌊nr⌋) (58)

and achieves zero type-II error. Hence

βn(Fn,Rn,ALL, 2
−⌊nr⌋) = 0. (59)

By the finite-blocklength equivalence in Theorem 10,

ε
(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊nr⌋
2

)
= 0. (60)

Therefore,

Erf(R,O, r) = +∞, 0 < r ≤ r0. (61)

Notice that, when 0 < r < r0, this operational con-
clusion agrees with the Hoeffding divergence. Indeed, by
Equation (49),

nr < dn = DP,0(Rn∥Fn) (62)

for every n, and hence

Hn,r(Rn∥Fn) = +∞. (63)

Thus
H∞

r (R∥F ) = +∞, 0 < r < r0. (64)

We next consider the region

r0 < r < D∞(R∥F ). (65)

According to Theorem 12, it remains only to verify the left
continuity of the regularized quantum Hoeffding divergence
with respect to the rate parameter.

We first show that H∞
r (R∥F ) is finite in this region. By

Equation (49), there exists some k ∈ N such that

1

k
DP,0(Rk∥Fk) < r. (66)

It follows that
Hk,r(Rk∥Fk) <∞. (67)

Together with the subadditivity of the Hoeffding divergence,
this implies

H∞
r (R∥F ) <∞. (68)

Moreover, the map

r 7−→ H∞
r (R∥F ) (69)

is convex on (r0,∞). To see this, fix r1, r2 > r0 and first let
λ = p/q ∈ [0, 1] be rational. For every n ∈ N and η > 0,
choose ρ(i)n ∈ Rn and σ(i)

n ∈ Fn, i = 1, 2, such that

Hn,ri(ρ
(i)
n ∥σ(i)

n ) ≤ Hn,ri(Rn∥Fn) + ηn. (70)
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By stability, the concatenated states

ρqn :=
(
ρ(1)n

)⊗p ⊗
(
ρ(2)n

)⊗(q−p) ∈ Rqn, (71)

σqn :=
(
σ(1)
n

)⊗p ⊗
(
σ(2)
n

)⊗(q−p) ∈ Fqn. (72)

Using the additivity of the Petz Rényi divergence and

sup
α

(aα + bα) ≤ sup
α
aα + sup

α
bα, (73)

we obtain

Hqn,λr1+(1−λ)r2(Rqn∥Fqn)

≤ pHn,r1(Rn∥Fn) + (q − p)Hn,r2(Rn∥Fn) + qηn.
(74)

Dividing by qn, letting n → ∞, and then letting η tend to 0
gives

H∞
λr1+(1−λ)r2

(R∥F )

≤ λH∞
r1 (R∥F ) + (1− λ)H∞

r2 (R∥F ). (75)

This first holds for rational λ. Since H∞
r (R∥F ) is finite and

non-increasing on (r0,∞), it is locally bounded there; hence
rational convexity extends to arbitrary λ ∈ [0, 1]. Therefore,
H∞

r (R∥F ) is a finite convex function on (r0,∞) and is
consequently continuous there. In particular,

lim
δ→0

H∞
r−δ(R∥F ) = H∞

r (R∥F ), r > r0. (76)

For the rates in Equation (65), Theorem 12 and the com-
posite Hoeffding theorem give

H∞
r (R∥F ) ≤ Erf(R,O, r)

≤ E
rf
(R,O, r)

≤ lim
δ→0

H∞
r−δ(R∥F ). (77)

Using Equation (76), the two outer bounds coincide. Hence
the reliability-function limit exists and

Erf(R,O, r) = H∞
r (R∥F ), r0 < r < D∞(R∥F ). (78)

Taking (O,F ) = (FNE,S) and (O,F ) = (FPPT,PPT )
proves Equations (44) and (45), respectively.

Note from the above proof that when D∞
P,0(R∥F ) > 0,

if the distillation rate r lies in
(
0, D∞

P,0(R∥F )
]
, then the

reliability function H∞
r (R∥F ) = +∞. This is consistent with

the fact, established later in Section III-D, that the zero-error
distillation rate is characterized by D∞

P,0(R∥F ). At the critical
rate

r = D∞
P,0(R∥F ), (79)

the operational reliability exponent is +∞ because the canon-
ical target Φ⊗⌊nr⌋

2 is exactly achievable at every blocklength.
This conclusion follows from the finite-blocklength order-zero
criterion and the identity

D∞
P,0(R∥F ) = inf

n≥1

1

n
DP,0(Rn∥Fn). (80)

The equality

Erf(R,O, r) = H∞
r (R∥F ) (81)

is not asserted at this critical point unless one additionally
knows that H∞

r (R∥F ) = +∞ there.

Given complete information about the initial state, where
the distillation proceeds from a precisely known quantum
state, i.e., Rn = {ρ⊗n

AB}. Then, under non-entangling and
PPT-preserving free operations, the reliability functions of
entanglement distillation with full knowledge of the initial
state ρ are H∞

r (ρ∥S) and H∞
r (ρ∥PPT ), respectively.

In particular, when the initial state ρ is a maximally corre-
lated state ρmc

AB , that is, there exist bases {|ai⟩}i and {|bi⟩}i
of HA and HB such that the support of ρ is contained in
the subspace spanned by {|ai⟩|bi⟩}i, the Petz Rényi relative
entropy of the maximally correlated state with respect to both
the set of all separable states and the set of all PPT states is
additive [55, Corollary 5], i.e.,

DP,α

(
(ρmc)⊗n∥Fn

)
= nDP,α(ρ

mc∥F1).

Moreover, it can be expressed in closed form [55, Corollary 1]
as

DP,α(ρ
mc∥F1) =

1

α− 1
log
∥∥∥((ρmc)α)

diag
∥∥∥
1/α

, (82)

where ((ρmc)α)
diag denotes the diagonal matrix with the same

diagonal as (ρmc)α. In particular, as α approaches 1,

lim
α→1

DP,α(ρ
mc∥F1) = D(ρmc∥F1) = S(ρmc

A )− S(ρmc),

where ρmc
A is the reduced state of ρmc on system A, and

S(ρ) = −Tr(ρ log ρ) is the von Neumann entropy.
Therefore, when the initial state is a maximally correlated

state, we immediately obtain a single-letter expression for the
reliability function.

Corollary 14. Let ρmc be a maximally correlated state on
Hilbert space HAB . Let r ∈ (0, S(ρmc

A ) − S(ρmc)) be a
real number. When the distillation protocol is restricted to
non-entangling FNE or PPT-preserving FPPT operations, the
reliability function of entanglement distillation in both cases
is

Erf(ρmc,FNE, r) = Erf(ρmc,FPPT, r)

= sup
α∈(0,1)

1

α

(
(α− 1)r − log

∥∥∥((ρmc)α)
diag
∥∥∥
1/α

)
. (83)

Note that maximally correlated states include all pure states.
Furthermore, the errors of entanglement distillation for LOCC,
non-entangling and PPT-preserving operations coincide in
the distillation of pure entangled states [56]. Therefore, we
immediately reproduce the result of Hayashi et al. on the
exponential analysis of entanglement concentration for pure
entangled states under LOCC [42].

More specifically, let the distillation begin with a pure
state ψ, whose Schmidt decomposition is given by |ψ⟩ =∑d

i=1

√
λi|i⟩|i⟩. Note that the setting of Hayashi et al. [42]

differs from ours in that they define the error exponent as r and
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the distillation rate E(r) as a function of the error exponent
r. Thus, our result yields

E(r) = sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(r −DP,α(F1∥ψ))

= sup
α∈(0,1)

(− α

1− α
r +DP,α(ψ∥F1))

= sup
α∈(0,1)

(− α

1− α
r +

α

α− 1
log(

∑
i

λi
1
α ))

= sup
s≥1

1

1− s
(r + log

∑
i

λsi ). (84)

The first equality holds because of the symmetry between type-
I and type-II errors in the Hoeffding setting; see Section III-C2
for further explanation. The second equality follows by sub-
stituting 1 − α for α. The third equality follows from Equa-
tion (82). The last equality is obtained via the substitution
of α by 1

s . Equation (84) is precisely the result presented by
Hayashi et al. [42] in their equation (116).

C. Zero-Rate Error Exponent and Distillable Entanglement
under FNE and FPPT

In this section, we study two endpoint quantities associ-
ated with the reliability function established in the preced-
ing section: the zero-rate error exponent and the distillable
entanglement. The zero-rate error exponent characterizes the
largest exponential decay rate of the distillation error that can
be guaranteed for every fixed target size. We define the zero-
rate error exponent of universal entanglement distillation as

Erf(R,O) := sup{r ≥ 0 :

∀m ∈ N, lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ⊗m
2

)
≥ r}. (85)

Equivalently, since the distillation error is non-decreasing in
the target size m, the corresponding error exponent is non-
increasing in m, and hence

Erf(R,O) = lim
m→∞

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ⊗m
2

)
. (86)

The distillable entanglement refers to the maximum achievable
distillation rate when the distillation error tends to zero,

Ed(R,O) := sup
{
r : lim

n→∞
ε
(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
= 0
}
. (87)

We show below that both quantities can be obtained directly
as endpoint limits of the Hoeffding error-exponent regime,
without invoking a separate Stein or Sanov theorem.

1) Zero-Rate Error Exponent under FNE and FPPT: We
first characterize the zero-rate endpoint of the regularized
quantum Hoeffding divergence, which will serve as the key
ingredient in relating the fixed-rate reliability function to the
zero-rate error exponent.

Lemma 15 (Uniform endpoint of the Hoeffding reliability
function). Let A = {An}n∈N and B = {Bn}n∈N be stable
sequences of convex compact sets of quantum states. Suppose
that

sup
α∈(0,1)

D∞
P,α(B∥A ) = D∞(B∥A ). (88)

Then
lim
r→0

H∞
r (A ∥B) = D∞(B∥A ). (89)

Proof: For every r > 0, monotonicity of the Hoeffding
divergence in r gives

H∞
r (A ∥B) ≤ lim

n→∞

1

n
inf

ρn∈An

σn∈Bn

sup
α∈(0,1)

1− α

α
DP,α(ρn∥σn)

= D∞(B∥A ), (90)

where we used

sup
α∈(0,1)

1− α

α
DP,α(ρ∥σ) = D(σ∥ρ). (91)

For the converse direction, recall the second regularized
Hoeffding quantity

H∞
r (A ∥B) := sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

P,α(A ∥B)
)
, (92)

which satisfies

H∞
r (A ∥B) ≤ H∞

r (A ∥B) (93)

by [40]. Using

1− α

α
D∞

P,α(A ∥B) = D∞
P,1−α(B∥A ), (94)

and setting γ = 1− α, we obtain

H∞
r (A ∥B) = sup

γ∈(0,1)

{
D∞

P,γ(B∥A )− γ

1− γ
r

}
. (95)

Hence, for every fixed γ ∈ (0, 1),

lim inf
r→0

H∞
r (A ∥B) ≥ D∞

P,γ(B∥A ). (96)

Taking the supremum over γ and using Equation (88) yields

lim inf
r→0

H∞
r (A ∥B) ≥ D∞(B∥A ). (97)

Together with Equation (90), this proves Equation (89).
With the zero-rate endpoint of the regularized quantum Ho-

effding divergence characterized above, we now relate it to the
fixed yield distillation problem and derive the corresponding
zero-rate error exponent.

Theorem 16 (Zero-rate error exponent). Let R = {Rn}n∈N
be a stable sequence of convex compact sets of bipartite
quantum states, and assume D∞(R∥F ) > 0. Let O ∈
{FNE,FPPT}, and let F = S for O = FNE and F = PPT
for O = FPPT. Suppose that the regularized Petz Rényi
relative entropy satisfies the continuity condition

sup
α∈(0,1)

D∞
P,α(F∥R) = D∞(F∥R). (98)

Then the zero-rate error exponent of universal entanglement
distillation is

Erf(R,O) = D∞(F∥R). (99)

In particular,

Erf(R,FNE) = D∞(S∥R), (100)

Erf(R,FPPT) = D∞(PPT ∥R). (101)
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Proof: Fix an arbitrary m ∈ N. By the finite-blocklength
equivalence established in Theorem 10, the distillation error
for the fixed target Φ⊗m

2 is

ε
(
Rn

O−→ Φ⊗m
2

)
= βn(Fn,Rn,ALL, 2

−m). (102)

We first prove the lower bound

Erf(R,O) ≥ D∞(F∥R). (103)

Fix any r > 0 in the direct regime. For all sufficiently large
n,

2−nr ≤ 2−m. (104)

Since βn(Fn,Rn,ALL, ε) is non-increasing in the allowed
type-I error ε, it follows that

βn(Fn,Rn,ALL, 2
−m) ≤ βn(Fn,Rn,ALL, 2

−nr).
(105)

Therefore, by the fixed-rate reliability-function characteriza-
tion,

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ⊗m
2

)
≥ H∞

r (R∥F ). (106)

Since this holds for every sufficiently small fixed r > 0, letting
r tend to 0 and applying Lemma 15 gives

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ⊗m
2

)
≥ D∞(F∥R). (107)

Since m ∈ N was arbitrary, the definition in Equation (85)
yields

Erf(R,O) ≥ D∞(F∥R). (108)

We next prove the converse bound. Set

βn,m := βn(Fn,Rn,ALL, 2
−m), (109)

and let Mn be an optimal test. For arbitrary σn ∈ Fn and
ρn ∈ Rn, define

an := Tr[(1−Mn)σn], bn := Tr(Mnρn). (110)

By feasibility and optimality,

an ≤ 2−m, bn ≤ βn,m. (111)

Applying the data-processing inequality for the Umegaki rel-
ative entropy to the binary measurement {Mn,1−Mn} gives

D(σn∥ρn) ≥ D
(
(1− an, an)∥(bn, 1− bn)

)
= (1− an) log

1− an
bn

+ an log
an

1− bn

= (1− an) log
1

bn
− h2(an)− an log(1− bn)

≥ (1− an) log
1

bn
− h2(an)

≥ (1− 2−m) log
1

βn,m
− 1, (112)

where h2 denotes the binary entropy and we have used
h2(an) ≤ 1.

Since the preceding inequality holds for every σn ∈ Fn and
ρn ∈ Rn, taking the infimum over the two state sets yields

D(Fn∥Rn) ≥ (1− 2−m) log
1

βn,m
− 1. (113)

Hence

− 1

n
log βn,m ≤

1
nD(Fn∥Rn) +

1
n

1− 2−m
. (114)

Taking lim supn→∞ gives

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn,m ≤ D∞(F∥R)

1− 2−m
. (115)

In particular,

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn,m ≤ D∞(F∥R)

1− 2−m
. (116)

Using Equation (102) and the equivalent form (86) of the zero-
rate exponent, we obtain

Erf(R,O) = lim
m→∞

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ⊗m
2

)
≤ lim

m→∞

D∞(F∥R)

1− 2−m

= D∞(F∥R). (117)

Combining Equations (108) and (117) proves

Erf(R,O) = D∞(F∥R), (118)

as claimed.
Theorem 16 derives the zero-rate exponent entirely from

the Hoeffding reliability function and its endpoint behavior.
In the special case of complete knowledge of the initial
state, Rn = {ρ⊗n}, Lami et al. [43] obtained the zero-rate
error exponent D(S∥ρ) under non-entangling operations by
means of a generalized quantum Sanov theorem. Our argument
provides a different, Hoeffding-theoretic route: whenever the
continuity condition

sup
α∈(0,1)

D∞
P,α(S∥ρ) = D∞(S∥ρ) (119)

holds, Theorem 16, together with the additivity of the reverse
relative entropy in this setting, reproduces the same character-
ization.

2) Distillable Entanglement under FNE and FPPT: We
next derive the opposite endpoint of the reliability theory.
The key observation is that the roles of the two errors in
binary hypothesis testing can be exchanged exactly at every
blocklength.

Lemma 17 (Dual endpoint lemma). For every n, every a, b ∈
[0, 1], and arbitrary state sets An,Bn,

βn(Bn,An,ALL, a) ≤ b ⇐⇒ βn(An,Bn,ALL, b) ≤ a.
(120)

Consequently, if

C(A ,B) := sup
{
r : lim

n→∞
βn(Bn,An,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋) = 0
}
,

(121)
then

C(A ,B) = lim
ε→0

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(An,Bn,ALL, ε).

(122)

Proof: Suppose that βn(Bn,An,ALL, a) ≤ b. Then there
exists a test 0 ≤Mn ≤ 1 such that

max
σn∈Bn

Tr[(1−Mn)σn] ≤ a, max
ρn∈An

Tr(Mnρn) ≤ b.

(123)
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Replacing Mn by 1−Mn exchanges the two hypotheses and
the two errors, proving Equation (120). The converse follows
identically.

To prove Equation (122), denote its right-hand side by L.
If r < L, then for every sufficiently small fixed ε > 0 and all
sufficiently large n,

βn(An,Bn,ALL, ε) ≤ 2−⌊rn⌋. (124)

Equation (120) therefore gives

βn(Bn,An,ALL, 2
−⌊rn⌋) ≤ ε. (125)

Since ε > 0 is arbitrary, r is achievable, and hence
C(A ,B) ≥ L.

Conversely, if r is achievable, then for every fixed ε > 0
and all sufficiently large n,

βn(Bn,An,ALL, 2
−⌊rn⌋) ≤ ε. (126)

Using Equation (120) once more,

βn(An,Bn,ALL, ε) ≤ 2−⌊rn⌋, (127)

and hence

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(An,Bn,ALL, ε) ≥ r. (128)

Letting ε tend to 0 and taking the supremum over all achiev-
able r proves L ≥ C(A ,B).

We can now recover the distillable entanglement directly
from the opposite endpoint of the Hoeffding reliability func-
tion.

Theorem 18 (Distillable entanglement from the dual Hoeffd-
ing endpoint). Let R = {Rn}n∈N be a stable sequence
of convex compact sets of bipartite quantum states, and
assume D∞(F∥R) > 0. Let O ∈ {FNE,FPPT} with the
corresponding free-state sequence F ∈ {S,PPT }. Assume
that

sup
α∈(0,1)

D∞
P,α(R∥F ) = D∞(R∥F ). (129)

Then
Ed(R,O) = D∞(R∥F ). (130)

In particular,

Ed(R,FNE) =D
∞(R∥S), (131)

Ed(R,FPPT) =D
∞(R∥PPT ). (132)

Proof: By Theorem 10, for every r > 0,

ε
(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
= βn(Fn,Rn,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋). (133)

Hence, by the definition of distillable entanglement and
Lemma 17,

Ed(R,O) = C(R,F )

= lim
ε→0

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, ε).

(134)

It therefore remains to determine the fixed-threshold exponent
on the right-hand side.

We first prove the lower bound. Fix an arbitrary ε ∈ (0, 1)
and a rate

0 < s < D∞(F∥R). (135)

For all sufficiently large n,

2−ns ≤ ε. (136)

Since βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, ε) is non-increasing in the allowed
type-I error ε, we have

βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, ε) ≤ βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, 2
−ns). (137)

Therefore,

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, ε)

≥ EHT (R,F ,ALL, s)

= H∞
s (F∥R), (138)

where the last equality follows from the composite Hoeffding
theorem applied to the exchanged hypothesis testing problem
with null hypothesis R and alternative hypothesis F .

Since D∞(F∥R) > 0, the preceding relation holds for
all sufficiently small s > 0. Applying Lemma 15 to the pair
(A ,B) = (F ,R) and using Equation (129), we obtain

lim
s→0

H∞
s (F∥R) = D∞(R∥F ). (139)

Consequently, Equation (138) yields

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, ε) ≥ D∞(R∥F ) (140)

for every fixed ε ∈ (0, 1).
We next establish the converse bound. Let Mn be an optimal

test for βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, ε) and write

βn,ε := βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, ε). (141)

For arbitrary ρn ∈ Rn and σn ∈ Fn, define

an := Tr[(1−Mn)ρn], bn := Tr(Mnσn). (142)

By feasibility and optimality,

an ≤ ε, bn ≤ βn,ε. (143)

Applying the data-processing inequality for the Umegaki rel-
ative entropy to the binary measurement {Mn,1−Mn} gives

D(ρn∥σn) ≥ D
(
(1− an, an)∥(bn, 1− bn)

)
= (1− an) log

1− an
bn

+ an log
an

1− bn

≥ (1− an) log
1

bn
− h2(an)

≥ (1− ε) log
1

βn,ε
− 1, (144)

where h2 denotes the binary entropy and we have used
h2(an) ≤ 1.

Taking the infimum over ρn ∈ Rn and σn ∈ Fn yields

D(Rn∥Fn) ≥ (1− ε) log
1

βn,ε
− 1. (145)

Hence

− 1

n
log βn,ε ≤

1
nD(Rn∥Fn) +

1
n

1− ε
. (146)
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Taking lim supn→∞ gives

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, ε) ≤

D∞(R∥F )

1− ε
. (147)

In particular,

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, ε) ≤

D∞(R∥F )

1− ε
. (148)

Combining the lower and upper bounds, for every fixed ε ∈
(0, 1) we have

D∞(R∥F ) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, ε)

≤ D∞(R∥F )

1− ε
. (149)

Letting ε tend to 0 therefore yields

lim
ε→0

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(Rn,Fn,ALL, ε) = D∞(R∥F ).

(150)
Finally, substituting this identity into Equation (134) gives

Ed(R,O) = D∞(R∥F ), (151)

which proves Equation (130).
The two endpoint results therefore exhibit a simple dual

structure:

Erf(R,O) = D∞(F∥R), (152)

under the reverse Petz Rényi endpoint condition, i.e.,
D∞

P,α(F∥R) = D∞(F∥R).

Ed(R,O) = D∞(R∥F ), (153)

under the forward Petz Rényi endpoint condition, i.e.,
D∞

P,α(R∥F ) = D∞(R∥F ). Thus, the two extremal regimes
of the reliability theory naturally produce the regularized
relative entropy with the order of the two arguments reversed.

In particular, when the initial state is completely known,
Rn = {ρ⊗n}, the continuity result of Grinko and Lami [57]
gives

sup
α∈(0,1)

D∞
P,α(ρ∥F ) = D∞(ρ∥F ). (154)

Theorem 18 therefore yields

Ed(ρ,FNE) = D∞(ρ∥S), (155)
Ed(ρ,FPPT) = D∞(ρ∥PPT ). (156)

The first equality recovers the result of Brandão and Ple-
nio [33], while the second gives the corresponding character-
ization under PPT-preserving operations. Importantly, within
the present framework these conclusions are obtained from
the Hoeffding error-exponent analysis and its dual endpoint,
rather than by invoking a separate Stein theorem.

D. Zero-Error Distillation Rate under FNE and FPPT

In this section, we investigate the zero-error rate of univer-
sal entanglement distillation under non-entangling and PPT-
preserving operations. Specifically, we ask for the largest
asymptotic rate at which maximally entangled states can
be distilled perfectly and uniformly from every state in the
uncertainty set. For a stable sequence of convex compact
sets of bipartite states R = {Rn}n∈N and free operations
O ∈ {FNE,FPPT}, the universal zero-error distillation rate
Ed,0(R,O) is defined as the supremum of r ≥ 0 such that
for sufficiently large n, there exists Λn ∈ O such that

Λn(ρn) = Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2 , ∀ ρn ∈ Rn.

Thus, zero-error distillation requires exact distillation rather
than merely vanishing error in the asymptotic limit for all
input states in Rn.

Theorem 19. Let R = {Rn}n∈N be a stable sequence of
convex compact sets of bipartite quantum states. Then the
universal zero-error entanglement distillation rates under non-
entangling and PPT-preserving operations are, respectively,

Ed,0(R,FNE) = D∞
P,0(R∥S), (157)

Ed,0(R,FPPT) = D∞
P,0(R∥PPT ). (158)

Proof: We prove the two statements simultaneously, taking
Fn = Sn for non-entangling operations and Fn = PPT n

for PPT-preserving operations.
Recall that

DP,0(Rn∥Fn) := inf
ρn∈Rn

σn∈Fn

DP,0(ρn∥σn) (159)

= inf
ρn∈Rn

σn∈Fn

[− log Tr(Πρnσn)] . (160)

Let

ΠRn
:=

∨
ρn∈Rn

Πρn
(161)

be the projector onto the linear span of the supports of all
states in Rn. We first show that

DP,0(Rn∥Fn) = − log max
σn∈Fn

Tr(ΠRn
σn). (162)

Since Πρn
≤ ΠRn

for every ρn ∈ Rn,

Tr(Πρnσn) ≤ Tr(ΠRnσn). (163)

Conversely, since the underlying Hilbert space is finite dimen-
sional, there exist finitely many states ρ(1)n , . . . , ρ

(k)
n ∈ Rn

whose supports span the support of ΠRn
. By convexity of

Rn, for any strictly positive probabilities p1, . . . , pk,

ρn :=

k∑
i=1

piρ
(i)
n ∈ Rn, (164)

and

Πρn = ΠRn . (165)
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Therefore,

max
ρn∈Rn

σn∈Fn

Tr(Πρn
σn) = max

σn∈Fn

Tr(ΠRn
σn), (166)

which proves (162).
We next determine exactly when m two-qubit maximally

entangled states can be distilled with zero error. We claim
that Rn −→ Φ⊗m

2 with zero error under the corresponding
free operations if and only if

max
σn∈Fn

Tr(ΠRn
σn) ≤ 2−m. (167)

We first prove necessity. Suppose that there exists a non-
entangling, respectively PPT-preserving, channel Λn such that

Λn(ρn) = Φ⊗m
2 , ∀ ρn ∈ Rn. (168)

Since Φ⊗m
2 is pure, (168) implies

Tr
[
Λ†
n(Φ

⊗m
2 )ρn

]
= 1, ∀ ρn ∈ Rn. (169)

Moreover,

0 ≤ Λ†
n(Φ

⊗m
2 ) ≤ 1. (170)

Hence Λ†
n(Φ

⊗m
2 ) acts as the identity on the support of every

ρn ∈ Rn, and therefore

Λ†
n(Φ

⊗m
2 ) ≥ ΠRn

. (171)

For every σn ∈ Fn, the state Λn(σn) is separable in
the non-entangling case and PPT in the PPT-preserving case.
Every separable or PPT state τ on a 2m× 2m system satisfies

Tr(Φ⊗m
2 τ) ≤ 2−m. (172)

Combining this with (171), we obtain

Tr(ΠRn
σn) ≤ Tr

[
Λ†
n(Φ

⊗m
2 )σn

]
= Tr

[
Φ⊗m

2 Λn(σn)
]
≤ 2−m, (173)

for every σn ∈ Fn. Thus (167) is necessary.
Conversely, suppose that (167) holds. Define

Λn(X) = Tr(ΠRnX)Φ⊗m
2 +Tr[(1−ΠRn)X]

1− Φ⊗m
2

22m − 1
.

(174)

This is a quantum channel. Since Πρn ≤ ΠRn for every ρn ∈
Rn,

Tr(ΠRn
ρn) = 1, (175)

and hence

Λn(ρn) = Φ⊗m
2 , ∀ ρn ∈ Rn. (176)

It remains only to verify that (174) is a free operation. For
every σn ∈ Fn, write

p := Tr(ΠRnσn). (177)

By assumption, p ≤ 2−m, and

Λn(σn) = pΦ⊗m
2 + (1− p)

1− Φ⊗m
2

22m − 1
. (178)

The isotropic state in (178) is separable whenever 0 ≤ p ≤
2−m. Hence (174) is non-entangling in the first case and PPT-
preserving in the second case. This proves the sufficiency of
(167).

Combining (162) and (167), we conclude that exact distil-
lation of m two-qubit maximally entangled states is possible
if and only if

m ≤ DP,0(Rn∥Fn). (179)

Consequently, the maximal zero-error yield at blocklength n
is

⌊DP,0(Rn∥Fn)⌋ . (180)

It remains to pass to the asymptotic rate. By stability,

Rn ⊗ Rk ⊆ Rn+k, (181)
Fn ⊗ Fk ⊆ Fn+k. (182)

Since the order-zero Petz Rényi relative entropy is additive
under tensor products,

DP,0(ρn ⊗ ρk∥σn ⊗ σk) = DP,0(ρn∥σn) +DP,0(ρk∥σk),
(183)

we have

DP,0(Rn+k∥Fn+k)

≤ DP,0(Rn∥Fn) +DP,0(Rk∥Fk). (184)

Thus Fekete’s lemma gives

D∞
P,0(R∥F ) = lim

n→∞

1

n
DP,0(Rn∥Fn)

= inf
n≥1

1

n
DP,0(Rn∥Fn). (185)

Finally, dividing (180) by n and letting n→ ∞, the integer
rounding contributes at most 1/n, and hence

Ed,0(R,FNE) = D∞
P,0(R∥S), (186)

Ed,0(R,FPPT) = D∞
P,0(R∥PPT ). (187)

This completes the proof.

E. Zero-Rate Error Exponent and Distillable Entanglement
under Dually Free Operations

In this section, we investigate the zero-rate error expo-
nent and the distillable entanglement of universal entan-
glement distillation under dually non-entangling and dually
PPT-preserving operations. In contrast to the unrestricted-
measurement setting considered above, an explicit Hoeffding-
type characterization of the reliability function under restricted
measurements is not presently available. Nevertheless, the two
endpoint quantities can be determined exactly by combining
our finite-blocklength bounds with the quantum Stein’s lemma
for restricted measurements established by Brandão et al. [58,
Theorem 16].

We first recall the restricted-measurement Stein lemma in
the notation used in this paper. Let M = {Mn}n∈N be a
sequence of measurement classes and let A = {An}n∈N and
B = {Bn}n∈N be sequences of state sets. Following [58,
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Definition 4], a pair (M,A ) is said to be compatible if
A is closed under permutations and convex combinations,
and if conditioning a state in An+k on any outcome of a
measurement from Mk leaves, whenever the outcome has
nonzero probability, a state in An. More explicitly, for every
ρn+k ∈ An+k, Mk = {Mk

j }j ∈ Mk, and outcome j, the
unnormalized residual operator

ρ̃n := Trn+1,...,n+k

[
ρn+k

(
1n ⊗Mk

j

)]
(188)

satisfies
ρ̃n

Tr ρ̃n
∈ An (189)

whenever Tr ρ̃n > 0.
A measurement family M = {Mn}n∈N is called self-

consistent if it is closed under tensor products, tensoring with
identity measurements, permutations of the systems, and finite
labelled mixtures [58, Definition 5]. The quantum Stein’s
lemma for restricted measurements can then be stated as
follows.

Theorem 20 (Quantum Stein’s lemma for restricted mea-
surements [58, Theorem 16]). Let A = {An}n∈N and
B = {Bn}n∈N be closed families of quantum states, and let
M = {Mn}n∈N be a self-consistent family of measurements.
If both (M,A ) and (M,B) are compatible pairs, then

lim
ε→0

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(An,Bn,M, ε) = DM,∞(A ∥B).

(190)

The measurement families SEP and PPT are self-
consistent. Moreover, (SEP,S) and (PPT,PPT ) are com-
patible pairs. Hence, provided that the initial-state sequence
R is compatible with the corresponding measurement family,
all the assumptions of Theorem 20 are satisfied: compactness
of Rn implies closedness, while the separable and PPT state
sets are themselves closed.

We can now characterize both endpoint quantities under
dually free operations.

Theorem 21. Let R = {Rn}n∈N be a stable sequence of
convex compact sets of quantum states, with Rn ⊆ D(H⊗n

AB),
and suppose that each Rn is closed under permutations of the
systems.

If (SEP,R) is a compatible pair, then under dually non-
entangling operations FDNE, the zero-rate error exponent and
the distillable entanglement are given by

Erf(R,FDNE) = DSEP,∞(S∥R), (191)

Ed(R,FDNE) = DSEP,∞(R∥S). (192)

If (PPT,R) is a compatible pair, then under dually PPT-
preserving operations FDPPT, the corresponding quantities are

Erf(R,FDPPT) = DPPT,∞(PPT ∥R), (193)

Ed(R,FDPPT) = DPPT,∞(R∥PPT ). (194)

Proof: We prove all four statements simultaneously. Let
(O,F ,M) denote either

(FDNE,S,SEP) (195)

or
(FDPPT,PPT ,PPT). (196)

We first consider the zero-rate error exponent. For a fixed
target Φ⊗m

2 , Theorem 11 gives

βn(Fn,Rn,M, 2 · 2−m) ≤ε
(
Rn

O−→ Φ⊗m
2

)
≤βn(Fn,Rn,M, 2−m). (197)

Taking − 1
n log reverses the inequalities. Therefore,

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(Fn,Rn,M, 2−m)

≤ lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ⊗m
2

)
≤ lim sup

n→∞
− 1

n
log ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ⊗m
2

)
≤ lim sup

n→∞
− 1

n
log βn(Fn,Rn,M, 2 · 2−m). (198)

Both 2−m and 2 · 2−m tend to zero as m→ ∞. Applying the
restricted-measurement Stein lemma, Theorem 20, to the pair
(F ,R) therefore gives the zero-rate exponent

Erf(R,O) = DM,∞(F∥R). (199)

We next consider the distillable entanglement. The two
errors in the restricted hypothesis testing problem can be
exchanged exactly. Indeed, since both SEP and PPT are
closed under interchanging the two outcomes of a binary
measurement, for every a, b ∈ [0, 1],

βn(Fn,Rn,M, a) ≤ b ⇐⇒ βn(Rn,Fn,M, b) ≤ a.
(200)

Consequently, the largest rate for which

βn(Fn,Rn,M, 2−⌊rn⌋) −→ 0 (201)

is

lim
ε→0

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log βn(Rn,Fn,M, ε). (202)

The constant prefactor appearing in the lower finite-
blocklength bound does not affect this threshold rate: if

βn(Fn,Rn,M, 2 · 2−⌊rn⌋) −→ 0, (203)

then, for every δ > 0 and all sufficiently large n,

2 · 2−⌊rn⌋ ≤ 2−⌊(r−δ)n⌋, (204)

and hence the rate r − δ is achievable in the corresponding
hypothesis testing problem. Letting δ tend to 0 shows that the
finite-blocklength sandwich has the same threshold rate as the
hypothesis testing problem.

Applying Theorem 20 to the exchanged pair (R,F ) now
yields

Ed(R,O) = DM,∞(R∥F ). (205)

Substituting (O,F ,M) = (FDNE,S,SEP) and
(FDPPT,PPT ,PPT) into Equations (199) and (205)
proves the theorem.

Theorem 21 reveals the same dual structure as in the
unrestricted-measurement setting: the zero-rate error exponent
is governed by the regularized restricted relative entropy with
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the free-state sequence in the first argument, whereas the
distillable entanglement is governed by the same quantity
with the order of the two arguments reversed. Unlike the
preceding unrestricted analysis, however, no Rényi endpoint
continuity assumption is required here, since the restricted-
measurement Stein lemma directly characterizes the fixed-
threshold endpoint.

In particular, when the initial state is completely known,
R = {ρ⊗n}n∈N, we recover the result of Lami and Reg-
ula [35] that

Ed(ρ,FDNE) = DSEP,∞(ρ∥S). (206)

The same argument additionally gives

Ed(ρ,FDPPT) = DPPT,∞(ρ∥PPT ) (207)

for dually PPT-preserving operations.

F. The Strong Converse Exponent under FNE and FPPT

In this section, we continue to examine the asymptotic
behavior of universal entanglement distillation, now for rates
above the regularized relative entropy threshold. For conve-
nience of presentation, in this section we adopt the convention
that the free operations O denote the non-entangling opera-
tions FNE and the PPT-preserving operations FPPT, and the
free states F refer to the separable states S and the PPT
states PPT . Moreover, in the corresponding statements, FNE

is paired with S, and FPPT is paired with PPT .
Let R = {Rn}n∈N be a stable sequence of convex compact

sets of quantum states with each Rn ⊆ D(H⊗n
AB). We consider

rates

r > D∞(R∥F ), (208)

for which the distillation fidelity converges exponentially to
zero, or equivalently, the distillation error converges to one,
as shown in Proposition 23 below. To precisely describe the
asymptotic behavior in this regime, we define the fidelity of
universal entanglement distillation as

f
(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
:= max

Λn∈O
min

ρn∈Rn

F
(
Λn(ρn),Φ

⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
.

(209)

The strong converse exponent for universal entanglement dis-
tillation is defined as the convergence exponent of the fidelity,

Esc(R,O, r) := lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log f

(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
. (210)

A direct observation from the definitions is that the fidelity
and the error of universal entanglement distillation in the
black-box setting satisfy

f
(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
= 1− ε

(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
. (211)

Similar to the approach used in proving the reliability
function, it is useful to establish a connection with hypothesis
testing. We therefore consider detection probability [59] of Rn

under the constraint imposed by the free-state set Fn at level
2−⌊rn⌋:

1− βn

(
Fn,Rn,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋
)

= max
0≤Mn≤1

maxσn∈Fn Tr[(1−Mn)σn]≤2−⌊rn⌋

min
ρn∈Rn

(1− Tr(Mnρn)) .

(212)

From Theorem 10, we immediately derive the following
corollary.

Corollary 22. Let Rn be a convex compact set of quantum
states on Hilbert space H⊗n

AB . Let r > 0 be a real number, and
the distillation protocol is restricted to free operations O. Then
the fidelity of universal entanglement distillation is related to
the detection probability of hypothesis testing

f
(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
= 1− βn

(
Fn,Rn,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋
)
.

(213)

Applying the strong converse exponent bound for composite
correlated hypotheses established in [40, Theorem 2], together
with a careful treatment of the floor function, yields the
following result for universal entanglement distillation.

Proposition 23. Let R = {Rn}n∈N be a stable sequence
of convex compact sets of quantum states with each Rn ⊆
D(H⊗n

AB). Let r > D∞(R∥F ) be a real number, and the
distillation protocol is restricted to free operations O. Then the
strong converse exponent for universal entanglement distilla-
tion is lower bounded by the regularized quantum Hoeffding
anti-divergences

Esc(R,O, r) ≥ H̃∞
r (R∥F ). (214)

Moreover,
H̃∞

r (R∥F ) > 0. (215)

Consequently, the distillation fidelity converges exponentially
to zero, and the distillation error converges to one.

Proof: By Corollary 22,

Esc(R,O, r)

= lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log
[
1− βn

(
Fn,Rn,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋
)]
.

(216)

We first prove Equation (214). Fix

0 < δ < r −D∞(R∥F ). (217)

For all sufficiently large n, we have

⌊rn⌋ ≥ nr − 1 ≥ n(r − δ), (218)

and consequently

2−⌊rn⌋ ≤ 2−n(r−δ). (219)

Since
ε 7−→ βn(Fn,Rn,ALL, ε) (220)
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is non-increasing, its complement is non-decreasing. It follows
from Equation (219) that

1− βn

(
Fn,Rn,ALL, 2

−⌊rn⌋
)

≤ 1− βn

(
Fn,Rn,ALL, 2

−n(r−δ)
)
. (221)

Taking − 1
n log and then the limit inferior gives

Esc(R,O, r) (222)

≥ lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log
[
1− βn

(
Fn,Rn,ALL, 2

−n(r−δ)
)]
.

(223)

Since
r − δ > D∞(R∥F ), (224)

the strong converse exponent bound for composite correlated
hypotheses [40, Theorem 2] applies at rate r − δ, yielding

Esc(R,O, r) ≥ H̃∞
r−δ(R∥F ). (225)

We next verify that the regularized quantum Hoeffding anti-
divergence is continuous with respect to the rate parameter. For
every α > 1 and every pair of states ρn ∈ Rn and σn ∈ Fn,
we have

α− 1

α
(n(r − δ)−DS,α(ρn∥σn))

=
α− 1

α
(nr −DS,α(ρn∥σn))− nδ

α− 1

α
. (226)

Since
0 <

α− 1

α
< 1, (227)

taking the supremum over α > 1 gives

H̃n,r(ρn∥σn)− nδ ≤ H̃n,r−δ(ρn∥σn)
≤ H̃n,r(ρn∥σn). (228)

Taking the supremum over ρn ∈ Rn and σn ∈ Fn, we obtain

H̃n,r(Rn∥Fn)− nδ ≤ H̃n,r−δ(Rn∥Fn)

≤ H̃n,r(Rn∥Fn). (229)

Dividing by n and taking the regularized limit yields

H̃∞
r (R∥F )− δ ≤ H̃∞

r−δ(R∥F )

≤ H̃∞
r (R∥F ). (230)

Thus
lim
δ→0

H̃∞
r−δ(R∥F ) = H̃∞

r (R∥F ). (231)

Letting δ tend to 0 in Equation (225) proves Equation (214).
It remains to prove the strict positivity in Equation (215).

The assumptions of the continuity result [60, Lemma 27] are
satisfied by the sequences R and F . Indeed, both sequences
are convex, compact, and stable under tensor products. It
remains only to verify the required linear upper bound on the
max-relative entropy.

Let
dAB := dimHAB , τAB :=

1AB

dAB
. (232)

The maximally mixed state is separable and hence PPT, so

τ⊗n
AB ∈ Sn ⊆ PPT n. (233)

Moreover, for every ρn ∈ Rn,

ρn ≤ 1⊗n
AB = dn

ABτ
⊗n
AB . (234)

It follows that

Dmax

(
ρn∥τ⊗n

AB

)
≤ n log dAB , (235)

and consequently

Dmax(Rn∥Fn) ≤ n log dAB . (236)

Therefore, [60, Lemma 27] gives

inf
α>1

D∞
S,α(R∥F ) = D∞(R∥F ). (237)

On the other hand, the equivalence between the two regular-
ized quantum Hoeffding anti-divergences established in [40]
gives

H̃∞
r (R∥F ) = sup

α>1

α− 1

α

(
r −D∞

S,α(R∥F )
)
. (238)

Since
r > D∞(R∥F ), (239)

Equation (237) ensures that there exists an αr > 1 such that

D∞
S,αr

(R∥F ) < r. (240)

Substituting this value into Equation (238), we obtain

H̃∞
r (R∥F ) ≥ αr − 1

αr

(
r −D∞

S,αr
(R∥F )

)
> 0, (241)

which proves Equation (215).
Combining the two parts of the proof, we conclude that

Esc(R,O, r) ≥ H̃∞
r (R∥F ) > 0. (242)

Consequently, there exists a constant c > 0 such that, for all
sufficiently large n,

f
(
Rn

O−→ Φ
⊗⌊rn⌋
2

)
≤ 2−cn. (243)

Therefore, the distillation fidelity converges exponentially to
zero, and by Equation (211), the distillation error converges
to one.

If, in addition, the endpoint condition in Theorem 18 holds,
then

Ed(R,O) = D∞(R∥F ). (244)

In this case, the rate condition in Proposition 23 is equivalently
r > Ed(R,O), and hence the proposition describes the strong-
converse regime above the distillable entanglement.

G. Concrete Physical Illustrations of Noise

This paper investigates universal entanglement distillation,
that is, the scenario where the initial state to be extracted is
not from a precisely known sequence {ρ⊗n}n∈N, but rather
from a black-box sequence R = {Rn}n∈N. The distillation
process must be effective for any unknown sequence of states
arbitrarily drawn from R. This section provides a concrete
physical interpretation of this black-box setting.

In both the finite-blocklength analysis (Theorems 10 and 11)
and the asymptotic analysis (Theorems 12 and 13) of uni-
versal entanglement distillation, the black-box sequence R is
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assumed to be very general: it need only satisfy convexity,
compactness, and stability under tensor products. Additionally,
to present the zero-rate error exponent and distillable entangle-
ment for universal entanglement distillation under dually free
operations (Theorem 21), it is required that R is closed under
permutations of the systems and is compatible with separable
measurements and PPT measurements. Working within the
framework of noise modeling, we illustrate that the derived R
naturally satisfies all the required conditions mentioned above.

We begin by introducing the Heisenberg–Weyl operators.
Let ζ = e2πi/d. On the computational basis {|j⟩}d−1

j=0 , define
the qudit generalizations of the Pauli-X and Pauli-Z operators,

X|j⟩ = |j + 1(mod d)⟩, Z|j⟩ = ζj |j⟩.

The Heisenberg–Weyl operators are then defined as

Wx,z = XxZz, x, z ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d− 1}.

We present five noise models, each formulated as a quantum
channel acting on a d-dimensional Hilbert space H. For any
input state ω ∈ D(H):

1) Shift Dit-Flip Channel:

Bp(ω) = (1− p)ω + pXωX†.

2) Generalized Phase-Flip Channel:

Pp(ω) = (1− p)ω + pZωZ†.

3) Depolarizing Channel:

Dp(ω) = (1− p)ω + p
1d

d
.

4) Erasure Channel:

Ep(ω) = (1− p)ω + p |e⟩⟨e|,

where |e⟩ denotes an erasure state orthogonal to the
system’s Hilbert space. At this point, the Hilbert space
can be regarded as H⊕ C|e⟩.

5) Mixed Unitary Channel:

R(ω) =

N∑
k=1

pk UkωU
†
k ,

where pk ≥ 0,
∑

k pk = 1, and {Uk}Nk=1 are N fixed
unitary operators.

Among the first four noise channels, each has a parameter p
that characterizes the level of noise contaminating the prepared
state. Let the noise threshold, i.e., the maximum tolerable noise
level, be denoted by pth ∈ (0, 1). We collectively denote the
first four channels by Np with p ∈ [0, pth].

At the beginning of entanglement distillation, suppose the
goal is to prepare an initial state ρAB . However, due to either
adversarial effects on the preparation device or unknown noise
contamination after perfect preparation, the state ρ evolves into
Np(ρ). It is easy to see that the set

{Np(ρ) : p ∈ [0, pth]}

is convex and compact; similarly, the set of quantum
states

{
R(ρ) : pk ≥ 0,

∑
k pk = 1, {Uk}Nk=1 fixed

}
obtained

by evolving ρ through mixed unitary channels is also convex

and compact. This is precisely R1 in the black-box setting of
universal entanglement distillation.

We now proceed to the n-fold preparation process. Due
to device instability or unpredictable noise, each round of
preparation yields a different state. Thus, the resulting state
is ρ1⊗ρ2⊗· · ·⊗ρn with ρi ∈ R1 for all i. Given two n-copy
states ρ1 ⊗ ρ2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ρn and ρ′1 ⊗ ρ′2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ρ′n, suppose
we decide which state to use for distillation by flipping an
unfair coin that lands heads with probability p and tails with
probability 1 − p. Then the overall effect is equivalent to
performing distillation on the mixed state

p ρ1 ⊗ ρ2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ρn + (1− p) ρ′1 ⊗ ρ′2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ρ′n.

Consequently, following the above procedure, the black box
in finite-blocklength universal entanglement distillation is

Rn = conv ({ρ1 ⊗ ρ2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ρn : ρi ∈ R1, ∀i}) .

It is clear that Rn induced by the aforementioned noise models
is convex, compact, and closed under permutations of the
systems, and that the sequence R = {Rn}n∈N is stable
under tensor products and compatible with both separable
measurements and PPT measurements.

IV. UNIVERSAL COHERENCE DISTILLATION

In this section, we analyze the one-shot distillation error and
the reliability function of universal coherence distillation. As
a complement, we also analyze the zero-error distillation rate
and the one-shot distillation rate. The distillation is performed
starting not only from a mixed coherent state ω but also from
a black-box set C , aiming to produce a maximally coherent
state of the largest possible dimension. We study two classes of
free operations: maximally incoherent operations (MIO) and
dephasing-covariant incoherent operations (DIO). A quantum
channel Λ belongs to MIO if it maps every incoherent state
to an incoherent state; i.e., Λ(I) ⊆ I. A quantum channel Λ
belongs to DIO if it commutes with the completely dephasing
channel ∆; that is, ∆ ◦ Λ = Λ ◦ ∆. Here ∆ is the map
that removes all off-diagonal elements in the fixed reference
basis, i.e., ∆(X) :=

∑
i |i⟩⟨i|X|i⟩⟨i|. Throughout this work,

we denote the set of MIO and DIO by the same symbols MIO
and DIO, respectively, and we will analyze the performance
of coherence distillation under these two families of free
operations.

Let C be a convex compact set of quantum states on the
Hilbert space H. Under the free operations O, the aim is
to extract a K-dimensional maximally coherent state ΨK .
Then the one-shot distillation fidelity of universal coherence
distillation is defined as

f(C
O−→ΨK) := max

Λ∈O
min
ω∈C

F (Λ(ω),ΨK),

where the inner minimum ensures the worst-case performance
over all possible input states in the convex compact set C , and
the outer maximum is taken over all allowed free operations
Λ ∈ O. The one-shot distillation error of universal coherence
distillation is defined as

ε(C
O−→ΨK):=1− f(C

O−→ΨK).
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A. One-Shot Characterization and High-Rate Reliability

We expect to translate the one-shot distillation error to the
type-II error of composite hypothesis testing that distinguishes
the initial-state set C from the incoherent-state set I, but
the connection is less direct than in the entanglement case.
To bridge this gap, we introduce two optimization problems
as intermediaries: the exact optimization problem corresponds
to the one-shot universal distillation error, while the relaxed
optimization problem corresponds to composite hypothesis
testing. By establishing crucial mutual bounds between the
two optimization problems, we obtain the reliability function
of universal coherence distillation for high distillation rates.

The exact optimization problem is formulated as

OP=(C ,K) := max
0≤G≤I

∆(G)=1/K

min
ω∈C

Tr(ωG), (245)

and the relaxed optimization problem is described as

OP≤(C ,K) := max
0≤G≤I

∆(G)≤1/K

min
ω∈C

Tr(ωG). (246)

We also denote the errors induced by the two optimization
problems as

ε=(C , 1/K) = 1−OP=(C ,K), (247)
ε≤(C , 1/K) = 1−OP≤(C ,K). (248)

First, we establish a precise equivalence between the one-
shot distillation fidelity and the exact optimization problem,
generalizing the result of [37] to the black-box setting.

Theorem 24. Let C be a convex compact set of quantum
states on H, with the goal of extracting a K-dimensional max-
imally coherent state ΨK . Then, for both MIO and DIO, the
fidelity of universal coherence distillation equals the optimum
of the exact optimization problem,

f(C
MIO−−−→ΨK) = f(C

DIO−−−→ΨK) = OP=(C ,K). (249)

Proof: Let Λ be the maximally incoherent operation that
achieves the optimal distillation in f(C

MIO−−−→ΨK). Set G :=
Λ†(ΨK). Since Λ† is completely positive and unital, it follows
that 0 ≤ G ≤ 1. Furthermore, for each incoherent basis vector
|i⟩, it holds that

⟨i|G|i⟩ = Tr[ΨKΛ(|i⟩⟨i|)] = 1

K
,

where the last equality holds because Λ(|i⟩⟨i|) is incoherent,
and Tr(ΨKδ) = 1

K for every incoherent state δ. Hence,
∆(G) = 1/K. Therefore, the constructed G is a feasible so-
lution to the exact optimization problem OP=(C ,K). Finally,

min
ω∈C

Tr(ωG) = min
ω∈C

Tr(ΨKΛ(ω)),

where the right-hand side is precisely f(C
MIO−−−→ ΨK). This

proves f(C
MIO−−−→ΨK) ≤ OP=(C ,K).

Conversely, Let G be the optimal solution to the exact
optimization problem OP=(C ,K). Construct a distillation
protocol,

Λ(X) := Tr(GX)ΨK + Tr[(I −G)X]
1−ΨK

K − 1
.

This is a CPTP map, and ∆(Λ(X)) = TrX
K 1 since ∆(ΨK) =

1/K. On the other hand, it holds that Λ(∆(X)) = TrX
K 1

since Tr[G∆(X)] = Tr[∆(G)X] = Tr[ 1KX] = TrX
K . There-

fore, the constructed Λ is a dephasing-covariant incoherent
operation. Furthermore, the figure of merit of distillation is

min
ω∈C

Tr(ΨKΛ(ω)) = min
ω∈C

Tr(Gω).

This shows f(C
DIO−−−→ΨK) ≥ OP=(C ,K).

Combining the inequality f(C
MIO−−−→ΨK) ≥ f(C

DIO−−−→ΨK),
which follows from the fact that MIO ⊇ DIO, we have proved
this theorem.

Second, we connect the relaxed optimization problem with
composite hypothesis testing. Following the previous notation,
the type-II error of composite hypothesis testing is denoted by

β(I,C ,ALL, 1/K) = min
{M,1−M}∈ALL

maxδ∈I Tr((1−M)δ)≤1/K

max
ω∈C

TrMω.

Lemma 25. In composite hypothesis testing where the null
hypothesis is the set of incoherent states I and the alternative
hypothesis is the set of initial states C , under all measurements
and with the type-I error constrained to 1/K, the optimal type-
II error equals the error induced by the relaxed optimization
problem,

β(I,C ,ALL, 1/K) = ε≤(C , 1/K). (250)

Proof: Recalling the definitions of both, the left-hand side is
actually

min
0≤G≤1

maxδ∈I Tr(Gδ)≤1/K

max
ω∈C

Tr((1−G)ω),

while the right-hand side is actually

min
0≤G≤1

∆(G)≤1/K

max
ω∈C

Tr((1−G)ω).

Therefore, it suffices to show that the two constraints
maxδ∈I Tr(Gδ) ≤ 1/K and ∆(G) ≤ 1/K are equivalent
in this case. This is guaranteed by

max
δ∈I

Tr(Gδ) = max
x

⟨x|G|x⟩ = ∥∆(G)∥∞.

Next, we establish a key bounding relation: the error in-
duced by the exact optimization problem is bounded from
above and below by the error induced by the relaxed opti-
mization problem. By virtue of the two equivalence relations
established in Theorem 24 and Lemma 25, this is equivalent to
bounding the one-shot distillation error of universal coherence
distillation from above and below by the type-II error of
composite hypothesis testing.

Lemma 26. Let C be a convex compact set of quantum states
on H and let c be a real number with 0 < c < 1. We have

ε≤(C , c) ≤ ε=(C , c) ≤
(√

ε≤(C , c) + 1−
√
1− c

)2

.

(251)
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Proof: Recalling the definitions of the two expressions above,
they can be simplified as:

ε=(C , c) = min
0≤H≤1

∆(H)=(1−c)1

max
ω∈C

Tr(ωH), (252)

ε≤(C , c) = min
0≤H≤1

∆(H)≥(1−c)1

max
ω∈C

Tr(ωH). (253)

Thus, the first inequality follows from the inclusion relation
of the feasible sets.

Let H be optimal in Equation (253), and hx := ⟨x|H|x⟩.
Since 1− c ≤ hx ≤ 1, the diagonal operator

D :=
∑
x

√
1− c

hx
|x⟩⟨x|

is a well-defined contraction. Set H ′ := DHD. We have

0 ≤ H ′ ≤ D2 ≤ 1, ⟨x|H ′|x⟩ = 1− c,

so H ′ is feasible for the exact problem ε=(C , c).
Let ω∗ be the state achieving the maximum

maxω∈C Tr(ωH ′). Using the Hilbert–Schmidt norm together
with the triangle inequality and Hölder inequality,√

Tr(ω∗H ′) = ∥
√
HD

√
ω∗∥2

≤ ∥
√
H
√
ω∗∥2 + ∥

√
H(I −D)

√
ω∗∥2

≤
√

Tr(ω∗H) + ∥I −D∥∞
≤
√
max
ω∈C

Tr(ωH) + 1−
√
1− c. (254)

From the definition of ε=(C , c), squaring Equation (254)
proves the second inequality.

We now turn to the asymptotic behavior of universal coher-
ence distillation. Let C = {Cn}n∈N be a stable sequence of
convex compact sets of quantum states with Cn ⊆ D(H⊗n),
and let O ∈ {MIO,DIO}. For a sequence of target dimensions
{Kn}n∈N satisfying

lim
n→∞

1

n
logKn = r, (255)

or equivalently Kn = 2nr+o(n), we define the lower and upper
reliability functions of universal coherence distillation at rate
r > 0 as

Erf(C ,O, r) := lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε

(
Cn

O−→ ΨKn

)
, (256)

and

E
rf
(C ,O, r) := lim sup

n→∞
− 1

n
log ε

(
Cn

O−→ ΨKn

)
. (257)

Whenever the two quantities coincide and their common value
depends only on the asymptotic rate r, rather than on the par-
ticular choice of the sequence {Kn} satisfying Equation (255),
we denote this common value by

Erf(C ,O, r) := Erf(C ,O, r) = E
rf
(C ,O, r), (258)

and call it the reliability function of universal coherence
distillation at rate r.

Leveraging the preceding one-shot comparison between the
exact and relaxed optimization problems, we now derive the

reliability function of universal coherence distillation in the
high-rate regime, which is of greater physical significance.

Theorem 27. Let C = {Cn}n∈N be a stable sequence of
convex compact sets of quantum states with Cn ⊆ D(H⊗n),
and let the free operation O be MIO or DIO. Then, for any
distillation rate r satisfying

D∞
P,0(C ∥I) < r < D∞(C ∥I) (259)

and
1

2
H∞

r (C ∥I) < r, (260)

the reliability function of universal coherence distillation exists
and is given by

Erf(C ,O, r) = H∞
r (C ∥I). (261)

In particular, when the initial state is fully known, i.e., C =
{ω⊗n}n∈N, define

rcrit := sup
α∈(0,1)

1− α

1 + α
DP,α(ω∥I). (262)

Then, for every
r ∈

(
rcrit, D(ω∥I)

)
, (263)

the reliability function is

Erf(ω,O, r) = sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(r −DP,α(ω∥I)) . (264)

Proof: Let {Kn}n∈N be any sequence of target dimensions
satisfying

1

n
logKn −→ r, (265)

or equivalently,
Kn = 2nr+o(n). (266)

By Lemma 25, the error of the relaxed optimization problem
is exactly the type-II error of the composite hypothesis testing
problem,

ε≤

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
= βn

(
In,Cn,ALL,

1

Kn

)
. (267)

We first determine the exponential rate of the relaxed error.
Set

r0 := D∞
P,0(C ∥I). (268)

By assumption, r > r0. As established above (Equations (65)-
(76)), the regularized Hoeffding divergence

s 7−→ H∞
s (C ∥I) (269)

is finite and convex on (r0,∞) and is therefore continuous
throughout this interval.

Fix δ > 0 sufficiently small such that

r0 < r − δ < r + δ < D∞(C ∥I). (270)

Since K−1
n = 2−nr+o(n), for all sufficiently large n,

2−n(r+δ) ≤ 1

Kn
≤ 2−n(r−δ). (271)
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The function βn(In,Cn,ALL, ε) is non-increasing in the
allowed type-I error ε. Hence Equation (271) implies

βn(In,Cn,ALL, 2
−n(r+δ))

≥ βn

(
In,Cn,ALL,

1

Kn

)
≥ βn(In,Cn,ALL, 2

−n(r−δ)). (272)

Taking − 1
n log, followed by lim inf and lim sup, and using

Theorem 5, we obtain

H∞
r+δ(C ∥I) ≤ lim inf

n→∞
− 1

n
log ε≤

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
≤ lim sup

n→∞
− 1

n
log ε≤

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
≤ H∞

r−δ(C ∥I). (273)

Letting δ tend to 0 and using the continuity of H∞
s (C ∥I) at

s = r yields

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε≤

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
= H∞

r (C ∥I). (274)

Equivalently,

ε≤

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
= 2−nH∞

r (C∥I)+o(n). (275)

We next transfer this exponent from the relaxed optimization
problem to the exact one. Set

cn := K−1
n . (276)

Since cn = 2−nr+o(n), we have

1−
√
1− cn =

cn
1 +

√
1− cn

= 2−nr+o(n). (277)

By Lemma 26,

ε=

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
≤

(√
ε≤

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
+ 1−

√
1− cn

)2

=
(
2−nH∞

r (C∥I)/2+o(n) + 2−nr+o(n)
)2

≤ 4 · 2−nmin{H∞
r (C∥I), 2r}+o(n). (278)

Therefore,

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε=

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
≥ min {H∞

r (C ∥I), 2r} .
(279)

On the other hand, the first inequality in Lemma 26 gives

ε≤

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
≤ ε=

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
. (280)

Together with Equation (274), this implies

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε=

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
≤ H∞

r (C ∥I). (281)

Since
1

2
H∞

r (C ∥I) < r, (282)

we have

min {H∞
r (C ∥I), 2r} = H∞

r (C ∥I). (283)

Equations (279) and (281) therefore show that the limit exists
and

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε=

(
Cn,

1

Kn

)
= H∞

r (C ∥I). (284)

By Theorem 24, this is precisely the reliability function of
universal coherence distillation under either MIO or DIO,
proving Equation (261).

We finally specialize to the case of a fully known initial
state, Cn = {ω⊗n}. The Petz Rényi relative entropy of
coherence is additive, and hence

H∞
r (ω∥I) = sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(r −DP,α(ω∥I)) . (285)

Moreover, the sufficient high-rate condition
1

2
H∞

r (ω∥I) < r (286)

is ensured by

r > sup
α∈(0,1)

1− α

1 + α
DP,α(ω∥I) = rcrit. (287)

In addition,

rcrit ≥ lim
α→0

1− α

1 + α
DP,α(ω∥I) = DP,0(ω∥I). (288)

Thus every r > rcrit automatically lies strictly above the order-
zero critical rate, so the continuity requirement used above is
satisfied. Substituting Equation (285) into the general result
proves Equation (264).

Remark 28. The high-rate interval(
rcrit, D(ω∥I)

)
(289)

in Theorem 27 is always nonempty whenever

DP,0(ω∥I) < D(ω∥I). (290)

Indeed, define

gω(α) :=
1− α

1 + α
DP,α(ω∥I), α ∈ (0, 1). (291)

This function extends continuously to [0, 1], with

gω(0) = DP,0(ω∥I), gω(1) = 0. (292)

In particular,

rcrit = max
α∈[0,1]

gω(α) ≥ DP,0(ω∥I), (293)

so every rate r > rcrit also satisfies the condition r >
DP,0(ω∥I) required in the general part of Theorem 27.

For every α ∈ (0, 1), monotonicity of the Petz Rényi
divergence in its order gives

gω(α) < DP,α(ω∥I) ≤ D(ω∥I). (294)

Together with gω(0) < D(ω∥I) and gω(1) = 0 < D(ω∥I),
continuity on the compact interval [0, 1] implies

rcrit < D(ω∥I). (295)

Hence the interval
(
rcrit, D(ω∥I)

)
is nonempty.
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B. Seed-Assisted Approach and Full-Range Reliability

In this section, we adopt a different approach to study
the reliability function of coherence distillation. First, we
introduce an auxiliary seed system B and derive the reliability
function of coherence distillation on the principal system A
assisted by this seed. Then, we consider distilling the seed
from the initial state itself, thereby eliminating the need for
an external seed, and obtain the unassisted reliability function
for the full range of distillation rates without any critical
point. The final form of the reliability function coincides with
that given in Section IV-A. For convenience, we assume full
knowledge of the initial state throughout this section.

First, we consider the general case where the state on
the seed system is not a perfect maximally coherent state
but a generic state, and investigate the relation between the
performance of coherence distillation on the joint system and
the corresponding optimization problems on the individual
systems.

Theorem 29. Let ωA be a state on the principal Hilbert space
HA and ηB a state on the auxiliary seed Hilbert space HB ,
and let K,L ≥ 2 be integers. Then

OP=(ωA ⊗ ηB ,KL) ≥ OP≤(ωA,K)OP=(ηB , L), (296)

and consequently,

ε=(ωA ⊗ ηB , 1/(KL)) ≤ ε≤(ωA, 1/K) + ε=(ηB , 1/L).
(297)

Proof: Let QA be feasible for the relaxed problem,

0 ≤ QA ≤ 1A, ∆A(QA) ≤
1

K
1A, (298)

and define its diagonal deficit by

DQ :=
1

K
1A −∆A(QA). (299)

Then
0 ≤ DQ ≤ 1

K
1A ≤ 1A.

Let SB be feasible for the exact seed problem,

0 ≤ SB ≤ 1B , ∆B(SB) =
1

L
1B . (300)

Consider

TAB := QA ⊗ SB +DQ ⊗ 1B − SB

L− 1
. (301)

Both summands are positive, so TAB ≥ 0. To check the upper
bound, diagonalize

SB =
∑
j

sj |uj⟩⟨uj |, 0 ≤ sj ≤ 1.

In this decomposition,

TAB =
⊕
j

(
sjQA +

1− sj
L− 1

DQ

)
. (302)

Using QA ≤ 1A, DQ ≤ 1A, and L ≥ 2, each block is
bounded by (

sj +
1− sj
L− 1

)
1A ≤ 1A. (303)

Hence TAB ≤ 1AB . Furthermore,

∆B

(
1B − SB

L− 1

)
=

1

L
1B . (304)

It follows that

∆AB(TAB) = ∆A(QA)⊗
1

L
1B +DQ ⊗ 1

L
1B

=
1

KL
1AB . (305)

Thus TAB is exact feasible. Its objective value is

Tr[(ωA ⊗ ηB)TAB ] = Tr(ωAQA) Tr(ηBSB)

+ Tr(ωADQ)
1− Tr(ηBSB)

L− 1
≥ Tr(ωAQA) Tr(ηBSB). (306)

Optimizing over QA and SB proves Eq. (296).
Taking complements gives

ε=(ωA ⊗ ηB , 1/(KL)) ≤ ε≤(ωA, 1/K) + ε=(ηB , 1/L)

− ε≤(ωA, 1/K)ε=(ηB , 1/L),
(307)

and dropping its nonnegative product term gives Eq. (297).
Furthermore, when the state on the seed system is a

maximally coherent state, regardless of its dimension, the
inequality relation established in Theorem 29 above tightens
to an equality, i.e., the fidelity of coherence distillation on the
joint system transforms precisely into the relaxed optimization
problem on the principal system.

Theorem 30. For every state ωA on the Hilbert space HA

and integers K,L ≥ 2,

OP=(ωA ⊗ΨL,KL) = OP≤(ωA,K), (308)

and equivalently,

ε=(ωA ⊗ΨL, 1/(KL)) = ε≤(ωA, 1/K). (309)

Proof: Since ∆(ΨL) =
1
L and Tr(Ψ2

L) = 1, Theorem 29 with
SB = ΨL gives

OP=(ωA ⊗ΨL,KL) ≥ OP≤(ωA,K). (310)

For the reverse inequality, we first prove

OP≤(ωA ⊗ΨL,KL) = OP≤(ωA,K). (311)

If QA is feasible for OP≤(ωA,K), then QA ⊗ΨL is feasible
for the joint relaxed problem and has the same objective value.
This proves the “≥” direction.

Conversely, let TAB be feasible for the joint relaxed problem
and define

Q̃A :=
(
1A ⊗ ⟨ΨL|

)
TAB

(
1A ⊗ |ΨL⟩

)
. (312)

Clearly,
0 ≤ Q̃A ≤ 1A.

For each incoherent basis vector |i⟩ of A, set

Ti := ⟨i|TAB |i⟩ ≥ 0.
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The joint diagonal constraint gives

⟨j|Ti|j⟩ ≤
1

KL
(313)

for every j. Therefore,

⟨i|Q̃A|i⟩ = ⟨ΨL|Ti|ΨL⟩

≤ TrTi =

L∑
j=1

⟨j|Ti|j⟩ ≤
1

K
. (314)

Thus Q̃A is relaxed feasible, and

Tr(ωAQ̃A) = Tr
[
(ωA ⊗ΨL)TAB

]
. (315)

Optimizing over TAB proves the opposite direction in Equa-
tion (311). Finally,

OP=(ωA⊗ΨL,KL) ≤ OP≤(ωA⊗ΨL,KL) = OP≤(ωA,K).
(316)

Together with Equation (310), this proves the claim.
Consequently, we obtain the reliability function of coher-

ence distillation when assisted by a seed system in a maximally
coherent state of arbitrary dimension.

Corollary 31 (Seed-assisted reliability function). Let ωA be
a state on the Hilbert space HA, and let

r0 := DP,0(ω∥I). (317)

Consider MIO or DIO as the free operations, and let {Kn}n∈N
be any sequence of target dimensions satisfying

lim
n→∞

1

n
logKn = r, (318)

or equivalently, Kn = 2nr+o(n). Assisted by a maximally
coherent seed ΨL of any fixed dimension L ≥ 2, for every

r ∈
(
0, D(ω∥I)

)
\
{
DP,0(ω∥I)

}
, (319)

the reliability-function limit exists and is independent of the
particular choice of {Kn} satisfying the above asymptotic rate.
More precisely,

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε=

(
ω⊗n ⊗ΨL,

1

KnL

)
= sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(r −DP,α(ω∥I)) . (320)

In particular, the right-hand side is +∞ for 0 < r <
DP,0(ω∥I), while it is finite for

DP,0(ω∥I) < r < D(ω∥I). (321)

Proof: By Theorem 30, for every n and every Kn, the maxi-
mally coherent seed converts the relaxed optimization problem
on the principal system exactly into the exact optimization
problem on the joint system:

ε=

(
ω⊗n ⊗ΨL,

1

KnL

)
= ε≤

(
ω⊗n,

1

Kn

)
. (322)

It therefore suffices to determine the exponent of the relaxed
error.

We consider separately the two regions on either side of the
critical rate

r0 = DP,0(ω∥I). (323)

First, suppose that 0 < r < r0. As will be established in
Lemma 34 below, with

p∗ := max
i

⟨i|Pω|i⟩, r0 = − log p∗, (324)

one has

OP≤
(
ω⊗n,Kn

)
= 1 ⇐⇒ Kn ≤ p−n

∗ = 2nr0 . (325)

Since
1

n
logKn −→ r < r0, (326)

there exists δ > 0 such that r+δ < r0, and for all sufficiently
large n,

Kn ≤ 2n(r+δ) < 2nr0 = p−n
∗ . (327)

Hence, by Equation (325),

ε≤

(
ω⊗n,

1

Kn

)
= 0 (328)

for all sufficiently large n. Equation (322) then implies

ε=

(
ω⊗n ⊗ΨL,

1

KnL

)
= 0 (329)

for all sufficiently large n. Consequently,

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε=

(
ω⊗n ⊗ΨL,

1

KnL

)
= +∞. (330)

On the other hand, the quantum Hoeffding divergence satisfies

H∞
r (ω∥I) = +∞, 0 < r < DP,0(ω∥I), (331)

so Equation (320) follows in this region.
We next consider

r0 < r < D(ω∥I). (332)

Fix δ > 0 sufficiently small such that

r0 < r − δ < r + δ < D(ω∥I). (333)

Since Kn = 2nr+o(n), for all sufficiently large n,

2−n(r+δ) ≤ 1

Kn
≤ 2−n(r−δ). (334)

By Lemma 25,

ε≤

(
ω⊗n,

1

Kn

)
= βn

(
In, ω⊗n,ALL,

1

Kn

)
. (335)

Since the type-II error βn is non-increasing in the allowed
type-I error, Equation (334) gives

βn(In, ω⊗n,ALL, 2−n(r+δ))

≥ ε≤

(
ω⊗n,

1

Kn

)
≥ βn(In, ω⊗n,ALL, 2−n(r−δ)). (336)
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Taking − 1
n log, followed by lim inf and lim sup, and applying

the composite Hoeffding theorem yields

H∞
r+δ(ω∥I) ≤ lim inf

n→∞
− 1

n
log ε≤

(
ω⊗n,

1

Kn

)
≤ lim sup

n→∞
− 1

n
log ε≤

(
ω⊗n,

1

Kn

)
≤ H∞

r−δ(ω∥I). (337)

Since r > r0, the regularized Hoeffding divergence is
finite and continuous at r. Hence, letting δ tend to 0 in
Equation (337) gives

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε≤

(
ω⊗n,

1

Kn

)
= H∞

r (ω∥I). (338)

Combining this with Equation (322), we obtain

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε=

(
ω⊗n ⊗ΨL,

1

KnL

)
= H∞

r (ω∥I). (339)

Finally, for a single known state the Petz Rényi relative
entropy of coherence is additive, and therefore

H∞
r (ω∥I) = sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(r −DP,α(ω∥I)) . (340)

This proves Equation (320).

Remark 32. At the critical rate

r = DP,0(ω∥I), (341)

the first-order condition Kn = 2nr+o(n) alone is insufficient
for the preceding argument. Indeed, Lemma 34 shows that
the exact zero-error behavior of the relaxed problem depends
on whether Kn lies below or above the threshold p−n

∗ = 2nr.
Thus subexponential corrections to Kn can affect the behavior
precisely at this critical rate. We therefore make no sequence-
independent reliability claim at r = DP,0(ω∥I) without
further specification of the target sequence.

Finally, suppose that the initial state ω has a positive zero-
error distillation rate,2 Cd,0(ω) > 0. We distill an exact
coherent seed from an arbitrarily small fraction of the input
and use it to assist the distillation of the remaining copies.
This bootstrap argument extends the reliability characterization
beyond the high-rate regime.

When the target dimensions are specified only through their
first-order asymptotic rate, Jn = 2nr+o(n), the order-zero
rate DP,0(ω∥I) requires separate treatment. Below this rate,
exact zero-error distillation is achievable, whereas above it the
relevant Hoeffding divergence is finite and continuous. At the
critical rate itself, however, subexponential perturbations of Jn
may cross the zero-error threshold and can therefore affect
the asymptotic error behavior. Accordingly, the following
sequence-independent characterization applies to the entire
direct regime except for this single critical rate.

2The zero-error distillation rate will be precisely defined and characterized
in Section IV-C below.

Theorem 33. Let ω be a quantum state on the Hilbert space
H with zero-error distillation rate Cd,0(ω) > 0, and let O be
MIO or DIO. Define

d0 := DP,0(ω∥I). (342)

Let {Jn}n∈N be any sequence of target dimensions satisfying

lim
n→∞

1

n
log Jn = r. (343)

Then, for every

r ∈
(
0, D(ω∥I)

)
\ {d0}, (344)

the reliability-function limit exists, is independent of the
particular choice of {Jn}, and satisfies

Erf(ω,O, r) = sup
α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(r −DP,α(ω∥I)) . (345)

More specifically, Erf(ω,O, r) = +∞, for 0 < r < d0,
whereas the reliability function is finite and given by the Ho-
effding expression in Equation (345) for d0 < r < D(ω∥I).

Proof: Let Pω be the projection onto the support of ω, and
set

p∗ := max
i

⟨i|Pω|i⟩. (346)

Then
d0 = DP,0(ω∥I) = − log p∗. (347)

We first note that

Cd,0(ω) ≤ d0. (348)

Indeed, suppose that an exact test Gn achieves a target of
dimension Ln with unit fidelity. Then

0 ≤ Gn ≤ 1, ∆(Gn) =
1

Ln
1, Tr(ω⊗nGn) = 1.

(349)
Since ω⊗n is strictly positive on the range of P⊗n

ω , the last
equality implies

Gn ≥ P⊗n
ω . (350)

Consequently,

1

Ln
= max

in
⟨in|Gn|in⟩ ≥ max

in
⟨in|P⊗n

ω |in⟩ = pn∗ , (351)

and hence
1

n
logLn ≤ − log p∗ = d0. (352)

Taking the asymptotic supremum proves Equation (348). In
particular, Cd,0(ω) > 0 implies d0 > 0.

We now distinguish the two regions separated by d0.

1) The region 0 < r < d0.
Fix

0 < r < d0. (353)

Choose
0 < r0 < min{r, Cd,0(ω)} (354)

and then choose
r < r2 < d0. (355)
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Set

θ :=
r2 − r

r2 − r0
∈ (0, 1), r = θr0 + (1− θ)r2. (356)

Split the n input copies into two blocks of lengths

ln := ⌊θn⌋, kn := n− ln. (357)

Since r0 < Cd,0(ω), the first block can distill, with zero error,
a maximally coherent state of dimension Lln satisfying

logLln = lnr0 + o(n). (358)

Here, if necessary, one may first choose an achievable zero-
error rate strictly larger than r0 and then reduce the target
dimension, using the monotonicity of exact coherence distil-
lation with respect to the target size.

For the prescribed target sequence Jn = 2nr+o(n), define

Kkn
:=

⌈
Jn
Lln

⌉
. (359)

Using Equations (356) and (358), we obtain

lim
n→∞

1

kn
logKkn = r2. (360)

Since r2 < d0 = − log p∗, choose δ > 0 such that

r2 + δ < d0. (361)

For all sufficiently large n,

Kkn
≤ 2kn(r2+δ) < 2knd0 = p−kn

∗ . (362)

Consider
Qkn

:= P⊗kn
ω . (363)

Then
0 ≤ Qkn ≤ 1, Tr(ω⊗knQkn) = 1, (364)

and

∆(Qkn
) ≤ pkn

∗ 1 ≤ 1

Kkn

1, (365)

where the last inequality follows from Equation (362). Hence
Qkn

is a relaxed zero-error test, so

ε≤

(
ω⊗kn ,

1

Kkn

)
= 0. (366)

Combining this relaxed zero-error test with the exact seed
distilled from the first block via Theorem 29 gives an exact
zero-error protocol with target dimension LlnKkn

≥ Jn. By
monotonicity with respect to the target dimension,

ε=

(
ω⊗n,

1

Jn

)
= 0 (367)

for all sufficiently large n. Therefore,

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε=

(
ω⊗n,

1

Jn

)
= +∞. (368)

On the other hand, for every r < d0,

H∞
r (ω∥I) = +∞. (369)

Since the Petz Rényi relative entropy of coherence is additive,

H∞
r (ω∥I) = sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(r −DP,α(ω∥I)) . (370)

Thus Equation (345) holds throughout 0 < r < d0.

2) The region d0 < r < D(ω∥I).
Fix

d0 < r < D(ω∥I). (371)

Choose any
0 < r0 < Cd,0(ω). (372)

By Equation (348), r0 < d0 < r.
For a sufficiently small constant θ > 0, split the n copies

as
ln := ⌊θn⌋, kn := n− ln. (373)

As above, the first block produces with zero error a maximally
coherent seed of dimension

Lln = 2lnr0+o(n). (374)

For the prescribed target Jn = 2nr+o(n), set

Kkn :=

⌈
Jn
Lln

⌉
. (375)

The effective rate on the second block is

rθ := lim
n→∞

1

kn
logKkn

=
r − θr0
1− θ

. (376)

Since r > d0 and r0 < d0, we have

rθ > r > d0. (377)

Moreover, for θ > 0 sufficiently small,

rθ < D(ω∥I). (378)

We next determine the exponent of the relaxed error on the
second block. Since

Kkn
= 2knrθ+o(kn), (379)

for every sufficiently small δ > 0 and all sufficiently large n,

2−kn(rθ+δ) ≤ 1

Kkn

≤ 2−kn(rθ−δ). (380)

By Lemma 25 and the monotonicity of the hypothesis testing
type-II error in the allowed type-I error,

H∞
rθ+δ(ω∥I) ≤ lim inf

n→∞
− 1

kn
log ε≤

(
ω⊗kn ,

1

Kkn

)
≤ lim sup

n→∞
− 1

kn
log ε≤

(
ω⊗kn ,

1

Kkn

)
≤ H∞

rθ−δ(ω∥I). (381)

Because rθ > d0, the regularized Hoeffding divergence is fi-
nite and continuous at rθ. Letting δ tend to 0 in Equation (381)
gives

lim
n→∞

− 1

kn
log ε≤

(
ω⊗kn ,

1

Kkn

)
= H∞

rθ
(ω∥I). (382)

Theorem 29 and the zero error of the first block therefore
imply

ε=

(
ω⊗n,

1

Jn

)
≤ ε≤

(
ω⊗kn ,

1

Kkn

)
, (383)
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and consequently

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε=

(
ω⊗n,

1

Jn

)
≥ (1− θ)H∞

rθ
(ω∥I). (384)

Now let θ tend to 0. From Equation (376),

rθ −→ r. (385)

Since r > d0, H∞
s (ω∥I) is continuous at r. Therefore,

lim
θ→0

(1− θ)H∞
rθ
(ω∥I) = H∞

r (ω∥I), (386)

and Equation (384) yields

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε=

(
ω⊗n,

1

Jn

)
≥ H∞

r (ω∥I). (387)

For the converse, the relaxed problem satisfies

ε≤

(
ω⊗n,

1

Jn

)
≤ ε=

(
ω⊗n,

1

Jn

)
. (388)

Since r > d0, the same threshold-sandwich argument used
above gives

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε≤

(
ω⊗n,

1

Jn

)
= H∞

r (ω∥I). (389)

It follows that

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε=

(
ω⊗n,

1

Jn

)
≤ H∞

r (ω∥I). (390)

Combining Equations (387) and (390) gives

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log ε=

(
ω⊗n,

1

Jn

)
= H∞

r (ω∥I). (391)

Finally, additivity of the Petz Rényi relative entropy of
coherence gives

H∞
r (ω∥I) = sup

α∈(0,1)

α− 1

α
(r −DP,α(ω∥I)) , (392)

which proves Equation (345).

C. Zero-Error and One-Shot Distillation Rates

In this section, we focus on the distillation rate of coherence
under MIO and DIO. In particular, we provide a structural
characterization of the states with a positive zero-error dis-
tillation rate, and a closed-form expression for the zero-error
distillation rate for all states. Finally, we provide dimension-
independent upper and lower bounds on the one-shot distil-
lation rate in terms of the hypothesis testing relative entropy
of coherence, which give a direct proof for the asymptotic
distillation rate, whereas the existing proof (particularly the
lower bound) relies on the operational relation with incoherent
operations (IO) [36], [61].

For a quantum state ω on H, when the free operations are
O, the zero-error distillation rate Cd,0(ω) is defined as the
supremum of all r ≥ 0 for which there exist integers Kn such
that

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
logKn ≥ r, f(ω⊗n O−→ ΨKn) = 1 (393)

for all sufficiently large n. From the equivalence relation
in Theorem 24, when the free operations are MIO or DIO,

the constraint is equivalent to OP=(ω
⊗n,Kn) = 1 for all

sufficiently large n.
First, we still use the relaxed optimization problem as an

intermediate tool, and examine the relaxed zero-error asymp-
totic rate induced by the relaxed optimization problem. This
rate is defined as supremum of all r ≥ 0 for which there exist
integers Kn such that

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
logKn ≥ r, OP≤

(
ω⊗n,Kn

)
= 1 (394)

for all sufficiently large n.

Lemma 34. Let ω be a state on the Hilbert space H, and let
Pω be the projection onto the support of ω. Let

p∗ := max
i

⟨i|Pω|i⟩. (395)

Then, for every n and integer Kn,

OP≤
(
ω⊗n,Kn

)
= 1 ⇐⇒ Kn ≤ p−n

∗ . (396)

Consequently, the relaxed zero-error asymptotic rate is

− log p∗ = DP,0(ω∥I).

Proof: Put P := Pω . If Kn ≤ p−n
∗ , then

max
in

⟨in|P⊗n|in⟩ = pn∗ ≤ 1

Kn
. (397)

Thus Q = P⊗n is relaxed feasible and has unit expectation
under ω⊗n.

Conversely, suppose a relaxed feasible Q has unit expecta-
tion. Since I−Q ≥ 0 and ω⊗n is strictly positive on the range
of P⊗n,

P⊗n(I −Q)P⊗n = 0. (398)

For a positive operator, a vanishing principal compression
forces the associated off-diagonal blocks to vanish. Hence
I−Q vanishes on the range of P⊗n and Q ≥ P⊗n. It follows
that

1

Kn
≥ max

in
⟨in|Q|in⟩ ≥ max

in
⟨in|P⊗n|in⟩ = pn∗ . (399)

This is equivalent to Kn ≤ p−n
∗ . Finally, DP,0(ω∥I) =

− log p∗ is given by [55].
We next characterize which states admit a positive zero-

error distillation rate. This characterization, together with
Lemma 34, will allow us to give a complete characterization
of the zero-error distillation rate for every finite-dimensional
state.

Theorem 35. Let ω be a finite-dimensional state. Under MIO
or DIO,

Cd,0(ω) > 0 (400)

if and only if supp(ω) contains no incoherent basis vector.

Proof: Let Pω be the support projection of ω and recall that

p∗ := max
i

⟨i|Pω|i⟩. (401)

Since Pω is a projection,

⟨i|Pω|i⟩ = 1 ⇐⇒ |i⟩ ∈ supp(ω). (402)
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Suppose first that supp(ω) contains an incoherent basis
vector. Then p∗ = 1. By Lemma 34, the relaxed zero-error
rate is

− log p∗ = 0. (403)

Since the exact optimization problem is more restrictive than
the relaxed one, it follows that

Cd,0(ω) = 0. (404)

Conversely, suppose that supp(ω) contains no incoherent
basis vector. By Equation (402) and finite dimensionality,

p∗ < 1. (405)

Choose n sufficiently large such that

pn∗ <
1

4
, (406)

and set
Q := I − P⊗n

ω . (407)

We show that there exists 0 ≤ H ≤ I satisfying

∆(H) =
1

2
I, HP⊗n

ω = 0. (408)

For each incoherent product basis vector |x⟩, we have

⟨x|P⊗n
ω |x⟩ ≤ pn∗ <

1

4
. (409)

Consider the linear equations∑
y

|⟨x|Q|y⟩|2dy =
1

2
, ∀x. (410)

Since Q is a projection,

|⟨x|Q|x⟩|2 =
(
1− ⟨x|P⊗n

ω |x⟩
)2
, (411)∑

y ̸=x

|⟨x|Q|y⟩|2 = ⟨x|P⊗n
ω |x⟩

(
1− ⟨x|P⊗n

ω |x⟩
)
. (412)

Hence the coefficient matrix in Equation (410) is strictly
diagonally dominant, since

|⟨x|Q|x⟩|2 −
∑
y ̸=x

|⟨x|Q|y⟩|2

=
(
1− ⟨x|P⊗n

ω |x⟩
) (

1− 2⟨x|P⊗n
ω |x⟩

)
> 0. (413)

Therefore, Equation (410) has a unique real solution.
Writing dy = 1

2 + ey , Equation (410) becomes∑
y

|⟨x|Q|y⟩|2ey =
1

2
⟨x|P⊗n

ω |x⟩. (414)

Choose x such that |ex| = maxy |ey|. The preceding diagonal
dominance gives

1

2
pn∗ ≥ 1

2
⟨x|P⊗n

ω |x⟩

=

∣∣∣∣∣∑
y

|⟨x|Q|y⟩|2ey

∣∣∣∣∣
≥ (1− pn∗ )(1− 2pn∗ )max

y
|ey|. (415)

Thus
max

y
|ey| ≤

pn∗
2(1− pn∗ )(1− 2pn∗ )

<
1

2
, (416)

where the last inequality follows from pn∗ < 1/4. Hence

0 < dx < 1 ∀x. (417)

Define

H := Q

(∑
x

dx|x⟩⟨x|

)
Q. (418)

Since 0 ≤ dx ≤ 1,

0 ≤ H ≤ Q ≤ I, (419)

and Equation (410) gives

∆(H) =
1

2
I. (420)

Moreover, QP⊗n
ω = 0, and hence

HP⊗n
ω = 0. (421)

Therefore G := I −H satisfies

0 ≤ G ≤ I, ∆(G) =
1

2
I, GP⊗n

ω = P⊗n
ω . (422)

Since ω⊗n is supported on P⊗n
ω ,

Tr(ω⊗nG) = 1. (423)

By Theorem 24,

f(ω⊗n O−→ Ψ2) = 1. (424)

Repeating this exact protocol independently over blocks of n
copies yields one coherent bit per block, and therefore

Cd,0(ω) ≥
1

n
> 0. (425)

This proves the converse implication.
We are now ready to determine the zero-error distilla-

tion rate exactly. Remarkably, the relaxed upper bound of
Lemma 34 is asymptotically achievable for every state.

Theorem 36 (Zero-error coherence distillation rate). Let ω be
a finite-dimensional state. Under MIO or DIO, the zero-error
distillation rate is

Cd,0(ω) = DP,0(ω∥I). (426)

Proof: By Lemma 34, the relaxed zero-error asymptotic rate
is

DP,0(ω∥I) = − log p∗. (427)

Since the exact optimization problem is more restrictive than
the relaxed one, we immediately obtain

Cd,0(ω) ≤ DP,0(ω∥I). (428)

It remains to prove the reverse inequality. We distinguish
two cases.

If
DP,0(ω∥I) = 0, (429)

then Equation (428), together with the non-negativity of
Cd,0(ω), immediately gives

Cd,0(ω) = DP,0(ω∥I) = 0. (430)
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Suppose now that

DP,0(ω∥I) > 0. (431)

Since
DP,0(ω∥I) = − log p∗, (432)

we have p∗ < 1. By Theorem 35, this implies

Cd,0(ω) > 0. (433)

Fix
0 < r0 < Cd,0(ω). (434)

We show that every

r < DP,0(ω∥I) (435)

is achievable with zero error.
If r ≤ r0, this follows directly from the achievability of r0.

Suppose therefore that

r0 < r < DP,0(ω∥I). (436)

Choose
r < r2 < DP,0(ω∥I) (437)

and set

θ :=
r2 − r

r2 − r0
∈ (0, 1), r = θr0 + (1− θ)r2. (438)

Split n copies into two blocks of lengths

mn = ⌊θn⌋, ℓn = n−mn. (439)

Since r0 < Cd,0(ω), the first block admits an exact zero-error
distillation protocol with target dimension Lmn

satisfying

1

mn
logLmn ≥ r0 − o(1). (440)

On the second block, choose integers Kℓn satisfying

1

ℓn
logKℓn = r2 − o(1). (441)

Since
r2 < DP,0(ω∥I) = − log p∗, (442)

we have, for all sufficiently large n,

Kℓn ≤ p−ℓn
∗ . (443)

Lemma 34 therefore provides a relaxed zero-error test on the
second block:

OP≤
(
ω⊗ℓn ,Kℓn

)
= 1. (444)

Applying Theorem 29 to the exact test on the first block and
the relaxed test on the second block yields an exact zero-error
protocol on all n copies with target dimension Lmn

Kℓn . Its
asymptotic rate satisfies

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
log(LmnKℓn) ≥ θr0 + (1− θ)r2 = r, (445)

where the last equality follows from Equation (438). Thus
every r < DP,0(ω∥I) is achievable, and hence

Cd,0(ω) ≥ DP,0(ω∥I). (446)

Together with Equation (428), this proves Equation (426).

Combining Theorems 35 and 36, we obtain the equivalent
characterizations

Cd,0(ω) > 0

⇐⇒ DP,0(ω∥I) > 0

⇐⇒ supp(ω) contains no incoherent basis vector.

Thus the zero-error distillation rate is completely determined
by the position of the support of ω relative to the incoherent
basis. In particular, every full-rank state has zero zero-error
distillable coherence, while rank deficiency alone is not suffi-
cient for a positive zero-error rate: a rank-deficient state still
has Cd,0(ω) = 0 whenever its support contains an incoherent
basis vector. Conversely, every state whose support contains
no incoherent basis vector has a strictly positive zero-error
rate; in particular, this includes every coherent pure state.

Finally, we examine the one-shot distillation rate of co-
herence distillation. In particular, we obtain dimension-
independent upper and lower bounds on the one-shot distilla-
tion rate in terms of the hypothesis testing relative entropy of
coherence. These bounds directly yield a proof of the asymp-
totic distillation rate, whereas the existing proof (especially the
lower bound) relies on the operational relation with IO [36],
[61].

Let ω be a state on the Hilbert space H. For O ∈
{MIO,DIO}, define the one-shot distillation rate by

C
(1),ε
d,O (ω) := logmax

{
K ∈ N : ε(ω

O−→ΨK) ≤ ε
}
. (447)

To investigate the one-shot distillation rate, we still resort
to the two optimization problems

βε
=(ω) := min

c ∈ [0, 1] :
0 ≤ G ≤ I,

Tr(ωG) ≥ 1− ε,
∆(G) = cI

 , (448)

βε
≤(ω) := min

0≤Q≤I
Tr(ωQ)≥1−ε

∥∆(Q)∥∞. (449)

They are strictly positive for ε < 1. We may therefore set

C̃ε
H(ω) := − log βε

=(ω), (450)
Cε

H(ω) := − log βε
≤(ω). (451)

For a positive semidefinite alternative σ, recall that

Dε
H(ω∥σ) := − log min

0≤Q≤I
Tr(ωQ)≥1−ε

Tr(Qσ). (452)

The second expression is the standard hypothesis testing
relative entropy of coherence,

Cε
H(ω) = min

δ∈I
Dε

H(ω∥δ). (453)

For completeness, if

Tε(ω) := {Q : 0 ≤ Q ≤ I, Tr(ωQ) ≥ 1− ε} , (454)

then the minimax theorem gives

2−Cε
H(ω) = max

δ∈I
min

Q∈Tε(ω)
Tr(Qδ)

= min
Q∈Tε(ω)

max
δ∈I

Tr(Qδ)

= min
Q∈Tε(ω)

∥∆(Q)∥∞ = βε
≤(ω). (455)
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Here both domains are compact and convex, the objective
is bilinear, and the third equality uses maxδ∈I Tr(Qδ) =
maxx⟨x|Q|x⟩.

Theorem 37. Let ω be a finite-dimensional state and 0 ≤
ε′ < ε < 1. Define

s :=
√
ε−

√
ε′, κ(ε, ε′) := − log

[
s(2− s)

]
. (456)

Then

max
{
0, Cε′

H (ω)− κ(ε, ε′)
}
≤ C̃ε

H(ω) ≤ Cε
H(ω). (457)

Furthermore,

max
{
0, Cε′

H (ω)− κ(ε, ε′)− 1
}
≤ C

(1),ε
d,O (ω) ≤ Cε

H(ω).

(458)

Proof: Let us first prove Equation (457). The upper bound
is straightforward. Since any test with ∆(G) = cI satisfies
∥∆(G)∥∞ = c, minimizing over the respective test sets yields

βε
≤(ω) ≤ βε

=(ω), (459)

and hence C̃ε
H(ω) ≤ Cε

H(ω).
Next, we prove the lower bound. Set

r := Cε′

H (ω), c := 2−r = βε′

≤ (ω). (460)

Since ε′ < 1, we have c > 0. The case c = 1 gives r = 0,
and because κ(ε, ε′) > 0, the lower bound in Equation (457)
is trivially zero. Hence we may assume 0 < c < 1.

Let Q attain the minimum in Equation (449). Then

0 ≤ Q ≤ I, Tr(ωQ) ≥ 1− ε′, ∆(Q) ≤ cI. (461)

For H := I −Q, Equation (461) is equivalent to

0 ≤ H ≤ I, Tr(ωH) ≤ ε′, ∆(H) ≥ (1− c)I.
(462)

It follows directly from Equation (253) that

ε≤(ω, c) ≤ ε′. (463)

Define
η(c) := 1−

√
1− c. (464)

Lemma 26 and Equation (463) give

ε=(ω, c) ≤
(√

ε′ + η(c)
)2
. (465)

More explicitly, there is an operator Hc satisfying

0 ≤ Hc ≤ I, ∆(Hc) = (1−c)I, Tr(ωHc) ≤
(√

ε′ + η(c)
)2
.

(466)
Its complement Gc := I −Hc obeys

0 ≤ Gc ≤ I, ∆(Gc) = cI, Tr(ωGc) ≥ 1−
(√

ε′ + η(c)
)2
.

(467)
Suppose first that r ≥ κ(ε, ε′). Then

c = 2−r ≤ 2−κ(ε,ε′) = s(2− s). (468)

The function η(c) = 1−
√
1− c is increasing on [0, 1], so

η(c) ≤ 1−
√
1− s(2− s)

= 1−
√

(1− s)2 = s. (469)

Equations (465) and (469) imply

ε=(ω, c) ≤
(√

ε′ + s
)2

= ε. (470)

Taking complements as in Equation (467), or equivalently
using the definition of βε

=, now gives

βε
=(ω) ≤ c, C̃ε

H(ω) ≥ − log c = r. (471)

If r ≥ κ(ε, ε′), then Equation (471) in particular yields

C̃ε
H(ω) ≥ r − κ(ε, ε′). (472)

If r < κ(ε, ε′), the same conclusion with a maximum at zero
follows from

C̃ε
H(ω) ≥ 0. (473)

The two cases prove the lower bound in Equation (457).
Finally, we prove Equation (458). Fix 0 ≤ ε < 1 and write

b := βε
=(ω). (474)

We have 0 < b ≤ 1 − ε ≤ 1. If b = 1, then no K ≥ 2
is achievable, because such a target would require an exact
test with diagonal entries 1/K, implying b ≤ 1/K < 1, a
contradiction. Hence we may assume b < 1, and let G be an
optimizer with ∆(G) = bI .

For any c′ ∈ [b, 1], define

λ :=
1− c′

1− b
, G′ := λG+ (1− λ)I. (475)

Since 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1, we have 0 ≤ G′ ≤ I , and a direct calculation
gives

∆(G′) =
[
λb+ (1− λ)

]
I = c′I, (476)

Tr(ωG′) ≥ λ(1− ε) + (1− λ) = 1− λε ≥ 1− ε. (477)

Thus every c′ ≥ b is feasible in the exact testing problem.
Conversely, the definition of b shows that no c′ < b is feasible.
By Theorem 24, a target dimension K is therefore achievable
with error at most ε if and only if

1

K
≥ b. (478)

Consequently,

max {K ∈ N : εO(ω, 1/K) ≤ ε} =

⌊
1

b

⌋
=
⌊
2C̃

ε
H(ω)

⌋
.

(479)
Finally, for every x ≥ 0, one has ⌊2x⌋ ≥ 2x−1 and ⌊2x⌋ ≥

1, whence
log⌊2x⌋ ≥ max{0, x− 1}. (480)

Combining Equations (479), (480), and (457) proves Equa-
tion (458).

The preceding one-shot bounds immediately recover the
asymptotic distillation rate of coherence under MIO and DIO.
Recall that, for O ∈ {MIO,DIO}, the asymptotic distillation
rate is defined by

Cd,O(ω) := lim
ε→0

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
C

(1),ε
d,O

(
ω⊗n

)
, (481)

which characterizes the optimal number of coherent bits that
can be distilled per copy from i.i.d. copies of ω as the
distillation error vanishes asymptotically.
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Corollary 38. Let ω be a finite-dimensional state and O ∈
{MIO,DIO}. Then, for every 0 < ε < 1,

lim
n→∞

1

n
C

(1),ε
d,O

(
ω⊗n

)
= D(ω∥I). (482)

Consequently, the asymptotic distillable coherence under both
MIO and DIO is given by the relative entropy of coherence,

Cd,O(ω) = D(ω∥I). (483)

Proof: Fix 0 < ε′ < ε < 1. Applying Theorem 37 to ω⊗n

yields

max
{
0, Cε′

H

(
ω⊗n

)
− κ(ε, ε′)− 1

}
≤ C

(1),ε
d,O

(
ω⊗n

)
≤ Cε

H

(
ω⊗n

)
. (484)

Dividing by n, we obtain

max
{
0,

1

n
Cε′

H

(
ω⊗n

)
− κ(ε, ε′) + 1

n

}
≤ 1

n
C

(1),ε
d,O

(
ω⊗n

)
≤ 1

n
Cε

H

(
ω⊗n

)
. (485)

For any fixed 0 < η < 1, the asymptotic equipartition
property for the hypothesis testing relative entropy of coher-
ence [62] gives

lim
n→∞

1

n
Cη

H

(
ω⊗n

)
= D(ω∥I). (486)

Since κ(ε, ε′) is independent of n, we have

lim
n→∞

κ(ε, ε′) + 1

n
= 0. (487)

Applying these limits to Eq. (485) yields

max
{
0, D(ω∥I)

}
≤ lim

n→∞

1

n
C

(1),ε
d,O

(
ω⊗n

)
≤ D(ω∥I).

(488)

Because D(ω∥I) ≥ 0, the maximum simplifies to D(ω∥I).
Hence,

lim
n→∞

1

n
C

(1),ε
d,O

(
ω⊗n

)
= D(ω∥I), (489)

which establishes Eq. (482).
Since the right-hand side is independent of the fixed error

0 < ε < 1, taking ε → 0 immediately recovers the usual
vanishing-error asymptotic distillation rate,

Cd,O(ω) = D(ω∥I), (490)

for both O = MIO and O = DIO. This completes the proof.

V. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

We have presented a comprehensive framework for univer-
sal entanglement and coherence distillation in the black-box
setting, which marks a crucial step towards modelling realistic
scenarios that account for both environmental uncertainty
and non-i.i.d. correlations. As a preliminary contribution, we
resolved the inequivalence of two regularized generalized
quantum Hoeffding divergences by explicit counterexamples
and established fundamental properties of the Hoeffding di-
vergence and anti-divergence.

For entanglement distillation, we establish exact relation-
ships between the distillation error of universal entanglement
distillation under different free operations and the optimal
type-II error of composite correlated hypothesis testing in
different settings, in both the finite-blocklength and asymptotic
exponent analyses. Under non-entangling and PPT-preserving
operations, the reliability function is characterized by the
regularized quantum Hoeffding divergence; under dually free
operations, the zero-rate error exponent and distillable entan-
glement are characterized by the regularized relative entropy
under restricted measurements — endowing these quantities
with new operational interpretations. Our findings complement
or recover the corresponding results previously established in
the literature. Additionally, we proposed five concrete noise
models whose induced black-box sequences naturally satisfy
the required properties, thereby bridging abstract theory and
physical reality for both entanglement and coherence.

For coherence distillation, MIO and DIO share an exact one-
shot semidefinite characterization. By introducing a relaxed
optimization problem, we establish a connection between
the distillation error and composite hypothesis testing, and
derive the reliability function above the critical rate. Using
a seed-assisted construction, the reliability function is further
extended to the full range of distillation rates. Additionally,
the positive zero-error distillation rate is fully characterized,
and dimension-independent upper and lower bounds on the
one-shot distillation rate are provided within the framework
of hypothesis testing relative entropy, thereby directly proving
the asymptotic distillation rate.

Investigating the continuity of the regularized Petz–Rényi
relative entropy at α = 1 is an important problem, as it relates
to recovering the zero-rate error exponent — the final piece
in the complete picture for entanglement distillation under
non-entangling and PPT-preserving operations. Although [40]
provides counterexamples demonstrating the breakdown of
continuity in the general case, no explicit counterexample
has been identified for scenarios where the first component
is the set of free states, which correspond precisely to the
aforementioned problem. Notably, the antisymmetric Werner
state—the universal counterexample in entanglement theory—
remains continuous in this setting [40]. Furthermore, when the
set of free states appears as the second component, Grinko
and Lami [57] recently proved the continuity. Additionally,
the error exponent and strong converse exponent of hypoth-
esis testing under restricted measurements remain interesting
open problems. Finally, extending the present results to the
distillation of multipartite entanglement and other resources
offers a promising direction for future work.
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APPENDIX

Proof: [Proof of Proposition 8] For convenience, for every
α ∈ (0, 1) define

hα,r(ρn∥σn) :=
α− 1

α
(nr −DP,α(ρn∥σn)) , (491)

so that
Hn,r(ρn∥σn) = sup

α∈(0,1)

hα,r(ρn∥σn). (492)

1) Data-processing inequality. For every α ∈ (0, 1), the Petz
Rényi divergence satisfies the data-processing inequality

DP,α

(
Λ(ρn)∥Λ(σn)

)
≤ DP,α(ρn∥σn). (493)

Since (1− α)/α > 0, it follows that

hα,r
(
Λ(ρn)∥Λ(σn)

)
≤ hα,r(ρn∥σn). (494)

Taking the supremum over α ∈ (0, 1) proves

Hn,r

(
Λ(ρn)∥Λ(σn)

)
≤ Hn,r(ρn∥σn). (495)

2) Joint convexity. For 0 < α < 1, let

Qα(ρ∥σ) := Tr(ρασ1−α). (496)

By the joint concavity of Qα,

Qα

(∑
i

piρ
i
n

∥∥∥∑
i

piσ
i
n

)
≥
∑
i

piQα(ρ
i
n∥σi

n). (497)

Since − log x is convex and decreasing,

DP,α

(∑
i

piρ
i
n

∥∥∥∑
i

piσ
i
n

)
(498)

= − 1

1− α
logQα

(∑
i

piρ
i
n

∥∥∥∑
i

piσ
i
n

)

≤ − 1

1− α
log

(∑
i

piQα(ρ
i
n∥σi

n)

)
≤
∑
i

piDP,α(ρ
i
n∥σi

n). (499)

Hence

hα,r

(∑
i

piρ
i
n

∥∥∥∑
i

piσ
i
n

)
≤
∑
i

pihα,r(ρ
i
n∥σi

n). (500)

Taking the supremum over α and using supα
∑

i piai,α ≤∑
i pi supα ai,α gives

Hn,r

(∑
i

piρ
i
n

∥∥∥∑
i

piσ
i
n

)
≤
∑
i

piHn,r(ρ
i
n∥σi

n). (501)

3) Continuity, convexity, and monotonicity in r. Set

d0 := DP,0(ρn∥σn). (502)

Since
lim
α→0

DP,α(ρn∥σn) = d0, (503)

if nr < d0, then there exist δ > 0 and α0 > 0 such that

DP,α(ρn∥σn)− nr ≥ δ, 0 < α < α0. (504)

Consequently,

hα,r(ρn∥σn) =
1− α

α
(DP,α(ρn∥σn)− nr)

≥ 1− α

α
δ −→ +∞ (505)

as α→ 0. Hence

Hn,r(ρn∥σn) = +∞. (506)

Suppose now that nr > d0. By the continuity of
DP,α(ρn∥σn) at α = 0, there exists α0 > 0 such that

DP,α(ρn∥σn) < nr, 0 < α < α0. (507)

Thus
hα,r(ρn∥σn) ≤ 0, 0 < α < α0. (508)

On the other hand, hα,r(ρn∥σn) is continuous in α on [α0, 1)
and satisfies

lim
α→1

hα,r(ρn∥σn) = 0. (509)

It is therefore bounded from above on [α0, 1), and hence

Hn,r(ρn∥σn) <∞. (510)

We next consider the dependence on r. For every fixed α ∈
(0, 1),

hα,r(ρn∥σn) =
1− α

α
DP,α(ρn∥σn)− n

1− α

α
r (511)

is an affine function of r, and

∂

∂r
hα,r(ρn∥σn) = −n1− α

α
< 0. (512)

Hence, for every fixed α, the function r 7→ hα,r(ρn∥σn) is
strictly decreasing. Taking the supremum over α ∈ (0, 1)
therefore shows that

r 7−→ Hn,r(ρn∥σn) (513)

is non-increasing.
Moreover, since a pointwise supremum of affine functions

is convex, for any r1, r2 > 0 and λ ∈ [0, 1],

Hn,λr1+(1−λ)r2(ρn∥σn)
≤ λHn,r1(ρn∥σn) + (1− λ)Hn,r2(ρn∥σn). (514)

We have already shown that Hn,r(ρn∥σn) is finite for every

r >
1

n
DP,0(ρn∥σn). (515)

Since every finite convex function is continuous on the interior
of its domain, it follows that

r 7−→ Hn,r(ρn∥σn) (516)

is continuous on (
1

n
DP,0(ρn∥σn),∞

)
. (517)

This proves all the assertions in Item 3.
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4) Subadditivity. The Petz Rényi divergence is additive
under tensor products:

DP,α(ρm ⊗ ρn∥σm ⊗ σn)

= DP,α(ρm∥σm) +DP,α(ρn∥σn). (518)

Hence

Hm+n,r(ρm ⊗ ρn∥σm ⊗ σn)

= sup
α∈(0,1)

[
hα,r(ρm∥σm) + hα,r(ρn∥σn)

]
≤ Hm,r(ρm∥σm) +Hn,r(ρn∥σn). (519)

For two stable sequences A and B, stability gives

Am ⊗ An ⊆ Am+n, Bm ⊗ Bn ⊆ Bm+n. (520)

Therefore,

Hm+n,r(Am+n∥Bm+n)

≤ inf
ρm∈Am,ρn∈An

σm∈Bm,σn∈Bn

Hm+n,r(ρm ⊗ ρn∥σm ⊗ σn)

≤ Hm,r(Am∥Bm) +Hn,r(An∥Bn), (521)

which proves the stated set-valued subadditivity.
5) Positivity and faithfulness. The Petz Rényi divergence is

non-decreasing in its order and

lim
α→1

DP,α(ρn∥σn) = D(ρn∥σn). (522)

If
nr ≥ D(ρn∥σn), (523)

then
DP,α(ρn∥σn) ≤ D(ρn∥σn) ≤ nr (524)

for all α ∈ (0, 1), and hence hα,r ≤ 0. On the other hand,
hα,r → 0 as α→ 1, so

Hn,r(ρn∥σn) = 0. (525)

Conversely, if
nr < D(ρn∥σn), (526)

then by the convergence DP,α → D as α → 1, there exists
α ∈ (0, 1) such that

DP,α(ρn∥σn) > nr. (527)

Therefore
hα,r(ρn∥σn) > 0, (528)

and hence
Hn,r(ρn∥σn) > 0. (529)

The same conclusion holds when D(ρn∥σn) = +∞, since
DP,α becomes arbitrarily large as α→ 1. Thus

Hn,r(ρn∥σn) ≥ 0, (530)

with equality if and only if nr ≥ D(ρn∥σn).
6) Isometric invariance. For every isometry V and every

α ∈ (0, 1),

DP,α(ρn∥σn) = DP,α(V ρnV
†∥V σnV †). (531)

Substituting this identity into the definition and taking the
supremum over α immediately gives

Hn,r(ρn∥σn) = Hn,r(V ρnV
†∥V σnV †). (532)

This completes the proof.
Proof: [Proof of Proposition 9] For every α > 1, define

h̃α,r(ρn∥σn) :=
α− 1

α
(nr −DS,α(ρn∥σn)) , (533)

so that
H̃n,r(ρn∥σn) = sup

α>1
h̃α,r(ρn∥σn). (534)

1) Anti-data-processing inequality. For every α > 1, the
sandwiched Rényi divergence satisfies

DS,α

(
Λ(ρn)∥Λ(σn)

)
≤ DS,α(ρn∥σn). (535)

Since (α− 1)/α > 0, this implies

h̃α,r
(
Λ(ρn)∥Λ(σn)

)
≥ h̃α,r(ρn∥σn). (536)

Taking the supremum over α > 1 proves

H̃n,r

(
Λ(ρn)∥Λ(σn)

)
≥ H̃n,r(ρn∥σn). (537)

2) Mixture Lower Bound. Let

ρ̄n :=
∑
i

piρ
i
n, σ̄n :=

∑
i

piσ
i
n. (538)

Introduce the block-diagonal states

ρ̂n :=
∑
i

pi|i⟩⟨i| ⊗ ρin, σ̂n :=
∑
i

pi|i⟩⟨i| ⊗ σi
n. (539)

Tracing out the classical register gives ρ̄n and σ̄n. Hence, by
data processing,

DS,α(ρ̄n∥σ̄n) ≤ DS,α(ρ̂n∥σ̂n). (540)

For the block-diagonal states,

DS,α(ρ̂n∥σ̂n)

=
1

α− 1
log

[∑
i

pi2
(α−1)DS,α(ρi

n∥σ
i
n)

]
≤ max

i
DS,α(ρ

i
n∥σi

n). (541)

Therefore,

DS,α(ρ̄n∥σ̄n) ≤ max
i
DS,α(ρ

i
n∥σi

n). (542)

It follows that

H̃n,r(ρ̄n∥σ̄n) = sup
α>1

α− 1

α
(nr −DS,α(ρ̄n∥σ̄n))

≥ sup
α>1

α− 1

α

(
nr −max

i
DS,α(ρ

i
n∥σi

n)
)
,

(543)

which is the claimed mixture lower bound.
3) Continuity, convexity, and monotonicity in r. For every

fixed α > 1, r 7→ h̃α,r is affine with slope

n
α− 1

α
∈ (0, n). (544)

Therefore r 7→ H̃n,r, being a supremum of affine functions,
is convex and non-decreasing.
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Suppose first that

supp(ρn) ⊆ supp(σn). (545)

Then DS,α(ρn∥σn) < ∞ for every α > 1. Moreover, for
r2 > r1,

h̃α,r2 = h̃α,r1 + n
α− 1

α
(r2 − r1)

≤ h̃α,r1 + n(r2 − r1). (546)

Taking the supremum over α > 1 gives

0 ≤ H̃n,r2 − H̃n,r1 ≤ n(r2 − r1). (547)

Thus H̃n,r is n-Lipschitz, and hence continuous in r.
If supp(ρn) ⊈ supp(σn), then DS,α(ρn∥σn) = +∞ for

every α > 1, so

H̃n,r(ρn∥σn) = −∞ (548)

for all r. Thus it is constant in r in the extended-real sense.
This proves Item 3.

4) Subadditivity. The sandwiched Rényi divergence is addi-
tive under tensor products:

DS,α(ρm ⊗ ρn∥σm ⊗ σn)

= DS,α(ρm∥σm) +DS,α(ρn∥σn). (549)

Hence

H̃m+n,r(ρm ⊗ ρn∥σm ⊗ σn)

= sup
α>1

[
h̃α,r(ρm∥σm) + h̃α,r(ρn∥σn)

]
≤ H̃m,r(ρm∥σm) + H̃n,r(ρn∥σn), (550)

which proves subadditivity.
5) Positivity and faithfulness. Suppose first that

supp(ρn) ⊆ supp(σn). (551)

The sandwiched Rényi divergence is non-decreasing in α and
satisfies

lim
α→1

DS,α(ρn∥σn) = D(ρn∥σn). (552)

If
nr ≤ D(ρn∥σn), (553)

then for every α > 1,

DS,α(ρn∥σn) ≥ D(ρn∥σn) ≥ nr. (554)

Hence
h̃α,r(ρn∥σn) ≤ 0. (555)

On the other hand,

lim
α→1

h̃α,r(ρn∥σn) = 0, (556)

and therefore
H̃n,r(ρn∥σn) = 0. (557)

Conversely, if
nr > D(ρn∥σn), (558)

then, by continuity of the sandwiched Rényi divergence at
α = 1, there exists some α > 1 sufficiently close to 1 such
that

DS,α(ρn∥σn) < nr. (559)

Hence
h̃α,r(ρn∥σn) > 0, (560)

so
H̃n,r(ρn∥σn) > 0. (561)

Thus, when the support condition holds,

H̃n,r(ρn∥σn) ≥ 0, (562)

with equality if and only if nr ≤ D(ρn∥σn).
If instead

supp(ρn) ⊈ supp(σn), (563)

then
DS,α(ρn∥σn) = +∞, ∀α > 1, (564)

and consequently

H̃n,r(ρn∥σn) = −∞. (565)

6) Isometric invariance. For every isometry V and every
α > 1,

DS,α(ρn∥σn) = DS,α(V ρnV
†∥V σnV †). (566)

Substituting this identity into the definition of the quantum
Hoeffding anti-divergence and taking the supremum over α >
1 gives

H̃n,r(ρn∥σn) = H̃n,r(V ρnV
†∥V σnV †). (567)

This completes the proof.
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