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A resource theory of activity for quantum thermodynamics in the absence of heat baths
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Active states, from which work can be extracted by time-dependent perturbations, are an important resource
for quantum thermodynamics in the absence of heat baths. Here we characterize this resource, establishing a
resource theory that captures the operational scenario where an experimenter manipulates a quantum system
by means of energy-preserving operations and resets to non-active states. Our resource theory comes with
simple conditions for state convertibility and an experimentally accessible resource quantifier that determines
the maximum advantage of active states in the task of producing approximations of the maximally coherent state

by means of energy-preserving quantum operations.

Introduction. Quantum technologies have brought new
ways to address and control individual quantum systems, mo-
tivating an extension of the framework of thermodynamics to
the quantum domain [1-10]. A successful approach to quan-
tum thermodynamics is provided by quantum resource theo-
ries [11, 12]. Quantum resource theories are built on the no-
tions of free states and free operations, that is, states and oper-
ations that are not regarded as resources. An important exam-
ple is the resource theory of athermality [13—16], in which the
free states are the Gibbs states, and the free operations are the
thermal operations, that is, operations achievable by letting
the system interact with a heat bath at a given temperature
through an energy-preserving unitary evolution [14].

In the absence of heat baths, the development of a resource-
theoretic framework for quantum thermodynamics is a chal-
lenging problem. A clue comes from considerations about
the maximum work extractable by subjecting the system’s
Hamiltonian to time-dependent perturbations [17, 18] (see
also [19]). In this setting, the perturbed evolution generally
changes the system’s energy, and the energy difference can in
principle be converted into work. The maximum energy dif-
ference achievable for a given state p, hereafter denoted by
Erg(p), is known as the ergotropy [20] and is given by

Erg(p) = <H>P - InUin<I{>UpUJr ) (1)

where (H), = Tr[H o] denotes the expectation value of
the system’s Hamiltonian H on a state o, and the minimiza-
tion runs over arbitrary unitary operators U. The states with
zero ergotropy are called passive, while the other states are
called active. These sets of states has been studied extensively
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throughout the development of quantum thermodynamics, see
e.g. Refs. [20-38].

Since active states are an important thermodynamical re-
source, a natural first step is to develop a resource theory of
activity. In this resource theory, the passive states are the ob-
vious choice of free states. The choice of free operations,
however, is far from obvious. A minimal requirement is that
free operations should transform passive states into passive
states, i.e. they should be passivity-preserving [39]. However,
the set of passivity-preserving operations is difficult to char-
acterize and, more importantly, is not consistent with notion
of ergotropy as a resource: as we will show later in this pa-
per, there exist passivity-preserving operations that increase
the ergotropy. A fix to this problem is to restrict the atten-
tion to the smaller set of ergotropy non-increasing operations.
Unfortunately, however, also the ergotropy non-increasing op-
erations are difficult to characterize. Moreover, the condition
of ergotropy non-increase depends on the eigenvalues of the
Hamiltonian in a fine-tuned way which does not seem to cor-
respond to any operationally relevant scenario.

In this paper, we formulate a resource theory of activity
where the free operations can be implemented through energy-
preserving channels and passive resets (EPCPR), the latter
being the operations that reset the system to passive states. We
focus on the setting where the Hamiltonian is non-degenerate,
showing that in this case all EPCPR operations are ergotropy
non-increasing. We also provide necessary and sufficient con-
ditions for the convertibility of relevant sets of quantum states
under EPCPR operations, and we define a broad class of re-
source quantifiers, including several variants of the relative
entropy distance from the set of passive states. The latter rep-
resent an analogue of the second law of quantum thermody-
namics, in a similar way as relative entropy distances to the
Gibbs state have been used as a quantum second laws in the
presence of heat baths [16]. Among the entropic quantifiers,
we consider in particular the max relative entropy of activity,
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which we show to be experimentally accessible through the
measurement of a suitable observable witnessing the presence
of activity. Finally, we show that the max relative entropy of
activity admits an operational interpretation as the maximum
advantage offered by active states in the task of generating
approximations of the maximally coherent state by means of
energy-preserving quantum operations. Overall, our resource
theory of activity provides basic tools for the study of single-
system quantum thermodynamics in the absence of heat baths,
and a solid framework for connecting activity with other quan-
tum resources, such as quantum coherence and quantum en-
tanglement.

Resource theory of activity. Quantum resource theories
[11, 12] play a central role in quantum information, see e.g.
Refs. [40-60]. A quantum resource theory is defined by a
set of free states and a set of free operations, usually moti-
vated by physical considerations or by mathematical conve-
nience. In the following we formulate a resource theory of
activity whose free operations are both physically motivated
and mathematically tractable.

Let S be a d-dimensional quantum system with Hamilto-
nian H, and let St(.5) be the state space of system S. In this
paper we take the Hamiltonian to be non-degenerate, mean-
ing that H has d distinct eigenvalues {F;}¢ ;, correspond-
ing to a basis of eigenstates (|i))%_, satisfying the condition
Hli) = E;li). A state 7 € St(S) is called passive if its
ergotropy is zero. Passive states have a simple characteriza-
tion [18]: the state 7 is passive if and only if it is of the form
T= Zle p; ) (3|, where (p;){_, is a probability distribution
satisfying the condition p; < p; for every 7 and j such that
AFE;; := E; — E; > 0. In the following we will always as-
sume that the eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian have been listed
in increasing order, as B} < Fo < --- < Ejy.

The set P(S) of passive states is the set of free states in
our resource theory. Since in general the tensor product of
two passive states is not a passive state [18, 27], our resource
theory has to be regarded as a single-system resource theory,
in the sense that it does not consider parallel composition of
resources. Nevertheless, one can always consider the situa-
tion where the system S is multipartite, and ergotropy is de-
fined with respect to the set of all global unitary operations
performed on the composite system. The fact that the tensor
product of two free states may not be free corresponds to the
fact that local unitary operations may not be able to extract any
amount of work even if the global state is active [25, 29, 32].

Let us now specify the free operations. A basic requirement
in every resource theory is that the free operations should not
transform free states into non-free states [11]. In a resource
theory of activity, the condition is that free operations must be
passivity-preserving [39], that is, they should map P(.S) into
itself. General passivity-preserving operations, however, are
not consistent with the notion of ergotropy as a resource: for

example, consider the quantum channel C defined by

Clp) = _ (klolk)

k=1

=l =2+
W=+ w=2el o

Itis easy to check that this channel maps all passive states into
passive states. On the other hand, it changes the ergotropy
of the state p = (|1){1] + [3)(3] + |4)(4])/3 from Erg(p) =
AFy3/3t0 Erg(C(p)) = AE21/9, which s larger than Erg(p)
whenever AFEs; > 3 AEy,.

A more fitting set of operations for a resource theory of
activity is the set of ergotropy non-increasing channels, that
is, quantum channels C satisfying the condition Erg(C(p)) <
Erg(p) for every state p € St(S). Note that every ergotropy
non-increasing channel is automatically passivity-preserving.
A limitation of the ergotropy non-increasing channels, how-
ever, is that they are difficult to characterize. Moreover, the
condition of ergotropy non-increase amounts to a rather fine-
tuned relation between the channel C and the eigenvalues of
the Hamiltonian, which does not seem to correspond to any
operationally relevant scenario.

We now introduce the set of quantum channels achievable
by energy-preserving channels and passive resets (EPCPR).
An EPCPR channel is a quantum channel C of the form

Clp)=p&(p)+ (1 —p)T, (3)

where p € [0, 1] is a probability, 7 is an arbitrary passive state,
and & is an arbitrary energy-preserving channel [61], that is, a
quantum channel that preserves the probability distribution of
the energy for every possible state; in formula, (i|E(p)|i) =
(i|p|i) for every state p and for every ¢ € {1,...,d}. Oper-
ationally, EPCPR channels can be implemented by randomly
choosing whether to reset the system to a given passive state
or to perform an energy-preserving channel. In turn, energy-
preserving channels can be operationally characterized as the
quantum channels that can be implemented by setting up an
energy-preserving interaction between the system and an aux-
iliary system with fully degenerate Hamiltonian [61]. No-
tably, the dimension of the auxiliary system can be chosen
without loss of generality to be equal to the dimension of sys-
tem S.

As anticipated, every EPCPR channel is ergotropy non-
increasing. The proof is as follows: first, the defini-
tion of ergotropy (1) implies the inequality Erg(C(p)) <
pErg(&(p)) + (1 — p) Erg(7) = pErg(E(p)) < Erg(&(p))-
On the other hand, all energy-preserving channels are uni-
tal [61], namely £(I) = 1. Since the state p can be
converted into the state £(p) by means of a unital chan-
nel, it can also be converted into it by means of random
unitary operations [62, 63], say £(p) = >, ¢;U;(p) for
some probabilities ¢; and some unitary channels ¢/;. Hence,
we have Erg(E(p)) = Tr[HE(p)] — miny Tr[HUE(p)] =
Tr[H p] — miny ) ; q; TfHUU; (p)] < Tr[Hp] —
> ; q; ming Tr[H UU;(p)| = Erg(p).



We note in passing that the above proof holds also if the
set of energy-preserving channels is replaced by the larger set
of unital, average energy non-increasing channels (UAENIC),
namely unital channels & satisfying the condition (H)g(,) <
(H),,Vp € St(S). By the above proof, the set of opera-
tions generated by random mixtures of UAENIC operations
and passive resetting (UAENICPR) are all ergotropy non-
increasing.

Convertibility conditions. A key question in any resource
theory is when a given initial p can be converted into a final
state p’ via free operations. In the resource theory of activity,
the answer to this question has an easy-to-test form in several
relevant cases. The simplest case is when the input state is di-
agonal in the energy eigenbasis. In this case, the convertibility
is controlled by two numbers, p4 and p_, defined as follows

/
m,m-+1

P4 = min {7
A1n,7n-|—1

1§m§d_17Am,m+120}

4)
/
P = max {AL"TT 1<m<d—1,00m+1 <0} ,
m,m-+
Q)

with Apy  i= pmm — pon and A7 = py, 00— py,,, (here
we adopt the convention A7, | /A, , = sign(A], ) x o0
when A,,, , = 0.) With this notation, we can state a necessary
and sufficient condition for convertibility: the state transition
p — p’ is achievable by EPCPR channels if and only if p’ is
diagonal in the energy eigenbasis, p— < py, and [p—,p+| N
[0,1] # 0.

Another relevant case is that of input states that have coher-
ence across all energy levels, namely p,,,, # 0 for every m
and n. In this case, the state transition p — p’ is achievable
by EPCPR if and only if p— < py, [p—,p+] U[0,1] # 0,
and mineigv(R) > —min{p,,1}, where mineigv(R) is
the minimum eigenvalue of the Hermitian matrix defined by
Rywn = ployn/pmn- The derivations of these conditions is
provided in Appendix A.

Activity measures. We have seen that ergotropy is a re-
source monotone in our resource theory of activity. Another
class of examples are geometric quantities associated to the set
of passive states. In particular, here we define the a-relative
entropies of activity R (p) := min, cp(s) Da (p||7), where
Dq(p|7) is the sandwiched Rényi relative entropy [64—66],

~ [e3
defined as Dy, (p[|7) := Tr [(Tlg_aaple;_aa) ] /(a— 1) when

Supp(p) C Supp(7) and oo otherwise. The definition and
the data processing inequality for the sandwiched Rényi en-
tropies imply that R2°! is monotonically non-increasing under
arbitrary passivity-preserving operations for every o > 1/2.
Hence, it is a resource monotone for the resource theory of ac-
tivity. Two important limiting cases are &« — 1 and a — o0,
in which case R2°* becomes the relative entropy of activity
R>*(p) := min,cp(g) Tr[p(log p — log 7)] and the max rel-
ative entropy of activity R3E, (p) := min, ep(s) Dimax (]| 7).
with Dpax(A||B) = min{s > 0 : A < 2°B} for arbitrary
positive operators A and B.

Similar monotones are the inverse a-relative entropies of

3

activity R (p) := min, cp(s) Do (7||p), which are also non-
increasing under arbitrary passivity-preserving operations for
every a > 1/2. The non-increase of R2°* and &2°* under
energy-preserving channels and passive resets can be seen as
an analogue of the second law of thermodynamics in the ab-
sence of heat baths, similarly to the quantum second laws put
forward in Ref. [16].

In the following we will focus on the max relative en-
tropies Rifi.(p) and Ry (p) = mincep(s) Dmax(7p).
which play a role in one-shot tasks. Here, R (p) is related
to the robustness of activity with respect to randomizations:
indeed, one has the relation R2! (p) = log[A, (p)+1], where
Ar(p) = mingesys) {t >0 (p+to)/(1+1) € P(S)}
quantifies the minimum amount of randomization needed to
turn p into a passive state. Following similar terminology
in general resource theories (see e.g. [67]), we call A, (p)
the (generalized) robustness of activity of the state p. Sim-
ilarly, B2t (p) is related to the maximum weight of a pas-
sive state in a convex decomposition of p: indeed, we have
the relation B2 (p) = —log[l — Ay, (p)], with Ay, (p) =
mingesy(s), rep(s){t = 0: p = to+(1-1)7}. Wecall Ay, (p)
the activity weight of the state p. Due to their relations with
the corresponding max relative entropies, the activity weight
and the robustness of activity are non-increasing under arbi-
trary passivity-preserving operations, and, in particular, under
all EPCPR operations. In Appendix B we show that the activ-
ity weight and the robustness of activity satisfy the necessary
requirements to serve as bona fide resource quantifiers [11]
and provide upper bounds to the ergotropy.

Activity witnesses. A way to experimentally detect a re-
source is to measure a witness, that is, an observable that has
expectation value in a given interval for all free states, and out-
side that interval for some non-free states (see e.g. [68—71]).
Here, we define an activity witness for a state p € St(S)\P(S5)
as an observable W > 0 such that (W), > 1 and (W), <1
for every passive state 7 € P(S). In Appendix C, we provide
a characterization of all possible activity witnesses. Examples
are the observables W, = j|j)(j| for j > 2. Another exam-
ple is Wean = d |64 ) (@4 ], where [¢1) = S0, |i)/Vd is
the canonical maximally coherent state.

The optimal witness for a given state p is the witness W
satisfying the condition Tr[Wop p] = maxy Tr[W pl, where
the maximum is over all possible W > 0 satisfying the con-
dition (W), < 1 for every passive state 7. For the optimal
witness, the expectation value can be expressed in terms of
the max relative entropy of activity, as follows:

(Wopt)p = 2Tmax(p) )

This relation, proven in Appendix D, shows that the max rel-
ative entropy of activity can be estimated from experimen-
tal data from the measurement of the optimal activity witness
Wopt-

Activity as a resource for the approximate generation of
maximally coherent states. In convex resource theories, the
max relative entropy is known to quantify the maximum ad-
vantage of non-free states over free states in subchannel dis-
crimination tasks [67, 72]. For the resource theory of activ-



ity, we can provide an additional characterization, in terms
of the task of transforming a given input state into the max-
imally coherent state |¢ ). In general, we allow the task to
be achieved approximately (i.e. with non-unit fidelity) and
probabilistically (i.e. with non-unit probability of success)
and we take the figure of merit to be the product between the
fidelity and the success probability. For a given quantum op-
eration Q, the advantage of an active state p over all passive
states is given by min;ep(s)(¢+]Q(p)[d+)/(d+]Q(7)|d+).
We now consider the maximum advantage over all possible
energy-preserving operations [61], that is, all completely pos-
itive trace non-increasing maps achievable by setting up an
energy-preserving interaction between the system and an aux-
iliary system with fully degenerate Hamiltonian, measuring
the auxiliary system, and postselecting a subset of the mea-
surement outcomes. Notably, we obtain the following relation

max min o+ <L0)+) _ 9REL() |

7
Q€EPO 7€P(8) (¢4 |Q(T)|p+) @

where EPO denotes the set of all energy-preserving opera-
tions (see Appendix D for the derivation). Eq. (7) provides an
operational interpretation of the max relative entropy of activ-
ity: R2t (p) is the maximum advantage offered by the state p
in the probabilistic approximate generation of the maximally
coherent state through energy-preserving operations.
Interestingly, if the maximization in Eq. (7) is restricted to
the set of energy-preserving channels (energy-preserving op-

erations that are also trace-preserving), we obtain the relation

(Pp+1E(P)|D+)

B e) ¢ Ana (O+IE(R)lo+)
— 9RWk(p) ’ ®)

where ROM (p) = min{Dumax(plly) [ v > 0,Tr[y] =
1, [y, H] = 0} is the max relative entropy of coherence [73],
i.e. the minimum of the max relative entropy between p and an
arbitrary incoherent state . Here, the equality in the third line
follows from the relations (¢4 |T|¢p4) = 1/d and E(7) = T,
valid for every passive state 7 and for every energy-preserving
channel £. Finally, the equality in the second line is proved in
Appendix E. Eq. (8) is also relevant to the resource theory of
coherence, as it provides an alternative characterization of the
max relative entropy of coherence, in the spirit of Ref. [73]
but different from the results therein.

Discussion. In this paper we formulated a resource theory
of activity based on set of EPCPR channels. It is interesting to
consider alternative choices based on larger sets of operations.
A possible enlargement is the set of UAENICPR defined ear-
lier in the paper. Another approach is to follow the lead of
the resource theory of coherence and define an analogue of
the set of dephasing covariant operations [74, 75], that is, op-
erations C that commute with the complete dephasing map
A(p) = >, (t]p|i) |i)(i|. For this purpose, one would need
to define the analogue of the complete dephasing in a re-
source theory of activity. In Appendix F we show that a per-
fect analogue is not possible, but some sort of weak analogy
is provided by the quantum channel II(p) = >, (i|p|i) 7,
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with 7 = 37, [7)(j[/i. We call Il the canonical pas-
sivization. We then define the set of quantum operations that
are passivization-covariant, that is, operations C such that
Coll =IIoC. In Appendix F we show that all passivization-
covariant maps are passivity-preserving, and include the set
of energy-preserving operations as a subset. Moreover, we
find that Eqs. (7) and (8) still hold when the maximiza-
tion is extended to the sets of passivization-covariant opera-
tions and passivization-covariant channels, respectively. On
the other hand, a major drawback of the set of passivization-
covariant operations is that they can generally increase the er-
gotropy: indeed, the example of ergotropy-increasing opera-
tion in Eq. (2) is also passivization-covariant. For this reason,
passivization-covariant operations do not appear to be an ap-
propriate set of free operations for a resource theory of activ-

ity.

We conclude by discussing the extension of our results to
Hamiltonians with degenerate spectrum. In this case, the set
of all energy-preserving channels cannot be chosen as the
set of free operations, because it includes operations that are
not passivity-preserving. For example, the energy-preserving
channel & (p) = (L|p[L) [1)(1]+ (2[p[2) [2)(2] + (3]p[3) [2) 2]
transforms the passive state p = /3 into the active state
E(p) = 2/312)(2| + 1/3|1)(1] for a three-dimensional sys-
tem with degenerate Hamiltonian H = |2)(2] + |3)(3|. To
address this problem, one can consider the subset of random
unitary energy-preserving channels, which are guaranteed to
be ergotropy non-increasing by the argument provided ear-
lier in this paper. Another possible choice is the larger set of
unital, energy-preserving channels, which are also ergotropy
non-increasing. A third, intermediate choice is to consider
noisy energy-preserving operations, that is, operations gener-
ated by setting up an energy-preserving interaction between
the system and an auxiliary system with fully degenerate en-
ergy levels, initially in the maximally mixed state. Combined
with passive resets, these three sets of operations define three
valid candidates for a resource theory of activity in the de-
generate setting. The most appropriate choice between these
sets is likely to depend on the applications, as random unitary
and noisy energy-preserving channels have a clearer physical
interpretation, while unital energy-preserving channels have a
simpler mathematical characterization.

Conclusions. In this paper we introduced a resource the-
ory of activity, providing a resource-theoretic framework for
single-system quantum thermodynamics in the absence of
heat baths. A natural avenue of future research is to apply our
framework to composite systems where one part is regarded
as a work medium and the other part is regarded as a finite
heath bath, thereby retrieving a subset of the thermal opera-
tions as effective evolutions of the work medium, and inter-
polating between the fully bath-less scenario of this paper and
the arbitrarily large heath baths considered in earlier studies
of quantum thermodynamics.
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Appendix A: State transitions via EPCPR operations

In the non-degenerate case considered in this paper, the
set of energy-preserving channels on a d-dimensional quan-
tum system is in one-to-one correspondence with the set of
d x d correlation matrices, that is, positive semidefinite ma-
trices £ > 0 satisfying the condition &; = 1 for every i €
{1,...,d}. The correspondence between energy-preserving
channels and correlation matrices is established by the fol-
lowing theorem, proven in Ref. [76]:
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Theorem 1 For every energy-preserving channel £ there ex-
ists a correlation matrix & such that

E(p)=E§0p

where ® denotes the Schur product, defined by the relation
(E®p)ij = &j pij, Vi, j. Vice-versa, every correlation matrix
& defines an energy-preserving channel € via Eq. (Al).

Vp € St(9), (A1)

Using Theorem 1, we can write a generic EPCPR channel

as

Clp)=pEOp+(1-p)T, (A2)
where p is a probability, £ is an arbitrary correlation matrix,
and 7 is an arbitrary passive state.

Now, suppose that the state transition p +— p’ can be
achieved by EPCPR channels, namely p' = C(p) for some
EPCPR channel C, written as in Eq. (A2). The equality
P =p&©p+ (1—p)Tisequivalent to the conditions

Prnm = D P+ (1 = D) Tonm Vm e {1,...,d}
p;nn = pgmnpmn Ym 75 n.
(A3)

Since the state 7 in Eq. (A2) is an arbitrary passive state,
the first condition in Eq. (A3) is equivalent to the condition

Prum = P Pmm > P — P Prn. VM <m, (A4)
which in turn is equivalent to
Prm = P = D (Pmm — pnn) — Ym <n,  (AS5)
and to
Prm = Pt t,ma1 = P (Pmm — Pmt1,m+1) Vm . (A6)

Another way to express this condition is to define the sets
Sy ={m | pmm = Pm+1,m+1 > 0} and S_ 1= {m | ppm —
Pm+1,m+1 < 0}. With these definitions, the existence of a
p € [0,1] satisfying Eq. (A6) is equivalent to existence of a
p € [0, 1] satisfying the condition

p—- <p<py (AT)

with

/ /
Pmm — pm+1,m+1

Py = min
meSy Pmm — Pm+1,m+1

/ /
pm+1,m+1 - pm,m

meS— Pm41,m+1 — Pm,m

(here we use the convention (p),,,,, — Prus1.mi1)/(Pmm —
pm-l—l,m-i-l) = SIgn(p;nm - p;nJrl,erl) X oo if Pmm —
Pt tmi1 = 0, where sign(x) = 2/ [].)

Now, let us suppose that p,,,, # 0 for every m and n in
{1,...,d}. In this case, the second condition in Eq. (A3) is
equivalent to p../pmn = P&mn for every m # n. Since
the matrix £ in Eq. (A2) is an arbitrary correlation matrix,

the condition p,.,./pmn = PEmn ¥m # n is equivalent to
nonnegativity of the matrix p&¢ = R + p I, with

Pon
Rmn:—{pm" m#napmn#o (AS)

0 m=mn.

Since p,,, # 0 for every m, n, the above equation completely
specifies the matrix R. Note that the matrix R is Hermitian,
and therefore diagonalizable. Hence, nonnegativity of the ma-
trix R+ p I is equivalent to the condition min eigv(R) > —p,
where min eigV(R) = min‘w: % l|=1 <¢|§|’L/J> is the mini-
mum eigenvalue of R. In summary, Eqs. (A3) are equivalent
to the conditions

Dy = P—

[p—p+]U[0,1] # 0

min eigv(R) > —min{py, 1}. (A9)
These conditions completely characterize the state transitions
achievable by EPCPR in the case p,,,, # 0,Vm, n.

Suppose that some of the off-diagonal elements p;,,,, m #
n, are zero. In this case, Eq. (AS8) does not completely de-
termine the matrix R. The transition p — p’ can be achieved
by EPCPR if and only if the conditions Eq. (A9) are satis-
fied for some Hermitian matrix R satisfying Eq. (A8). For
small d, the existence of the matrix R can be tested nu-
merically, by randomly picking the missing matrix elements
Ry = |Rpnle’®mn (for m and n such that p,,,,, = 0) with
an arbitrary modulus |R,,,| € [0, 1] and an arbitrary phase
Omn € 10, 27].

Appendix B: Properties of the activity weight and robustness of
activity

Here we derive some useful properties of the activity weight
and robustness of activity.

1. Semidefinite programs

We start by providing semidefinite programs for the activity
weight and robustness of activity, respectively. The semidefi-
nite programs are expressed in terms of a fixed (but otherwise
arbitrary) channel P satisfying the condition P(St(S)) =
P(S), that is, a quantum channel that (1) maps all states into
passive states and (2) is surjective over the set of passive
states. The characterization of such channels is provided in
the end of this subsection.

Proposition 1 (SDP for the activity weight) For a given
state p, the activity weight A,, (p) can be equivalently written
as

Aw (p) =1— max Trll7, (B1)
PI)<p



where P is any arbitrary channel satisfying the condition

P(St(S)) = P(S), and

PH(e)>1

where P1 is the adjoint of P, uniquely defined by the equation
Tr[AP(B)] = Tr[PT(A) B] for arbitrary d x d matrices A
and B.

Proof. The definition of activity weight implies the alternative
expression

Ay (p) = Txerg(ns){t >0:p=(1-t)7},  (B3)

following from the fact that the operator inequality p > (1 —
t) T is equivalent to the equality p = (1—t)7+¢n for a suitable
density matrix 7.

We then have the following chain of equalities:

Aw = i t>0: > (11—t
(p) ng(ns){_ p=>(1—t)r}

— min {t>0:p>(1—t
Ugggls){_ p>(1-t)P(o)}

= min{l —Te[I]: p = P}

=1— max Tr[T].
r'>0
PI)<p

where the second equality follows from the condition
P(St(S)) = P(S), and the third equality follows from defin-
ing ' := (1 — t) 0. We have thus proved Eq. (B1). Eq. (B2)
then follows from the duality of semidefinite programming,
which in this particular problem yields an equality between
the solutions of the primal and dual problems. m

The above proposition has a simple consequence:

Corollary 1 For a given state p, the activity weight A,, (p)
can be equivalently written as

£20
Tr[é7]>1 VTEP(S)

Proof. The condition PT(¢) > I in Eq. (B2) is equivalent
to the condition Tr[o PT(£)] > Tr[o] = 1 for every quan-
tum state ¢ € St(S). In turn, this condition is equivalent to
Tr[P(o) €] > 1, Vo € St(S). Since P(St(S)) = P(S), the
last condition is equivalent to Tr[7&] > 1 for every passive
state 7. W

We now provide analogous expressions for the robustness
of activity.

Proposition 2 (SDP for the robustness of activity) For
a given state p, the robustness of activity A, (p) can be
equivalently written as

Ar(p) = min Tr[l] -1, (B5)
P(D)>p

where P is an arbitrary channel satisfying the condition

P(St(S)) = P(S), and
A (p) = max Tr[pg] — 1. (B6)

Pie<I

Proof. The definition of robustness of activity implies the al-
ternative expression

Arlp)= min {t=0:p< (1407} (B

We then have the following chain of equalities:

A (p)= min {t>0:p<(1+t
(p) ng(rg){_ p<(1+1t)7}

= i t>0:p<(1+t¢
0?51?5){ >0:p< (1+t)P(o)}

= min{Tr[l] ~1: p <P(T)}

= min Tr[[] -1
>0
PT)=p

where the second equality follows from the condition
P(St(S)) = P(S), and the third equality follows from defin-
ing ' := (1 + t)o. This proves Eq. (B5). Again, Eq. (B6)
follows from the duality of semidefinite programming. m

Corollary 2 For a given state p, the robustness of activity
A, (p) can be equivalently written as

Ar (p) = Tr[ép] — 1, (B8)

max
§>0
Tr[{7]<1 VTEP(S)

Similarly, the max relative entropy of activity is given by

Ritax(p) = log Tr[ép],  (B9)

p max
max <0

Tr[é7]<1 VreP(S)

Proof. The condition PT(¢) < I in Eq. (B6) is equivalent
to the condition Tr[o PT(¢)] < Tr[o] = 1 for every quan-
tum state o € St(S). In turn, this condition is equivalent
to Tr[P(0) €] < 1, Vo € St(S). Since P(St(S)) = P(S),
the last condition is equivalent to Tr[7&] < 1 for every
passive state 7. Eq. (B9) then follows from the relation
Rk (p) =1log[A; (p) +1]. m

The above corollary shows that the max relative entropy of
activity of a given state p is equal to the expectation value of
the optimal activity witness for the state p.

We conclude this section by characterizing all the quantum
channels P satisfying the conditions P(St(S)) = P(S). To
this purpose, we start from the following proposition:

Proposition 3 Suppose that the Hamiltonian of system S has
non-degenerate spectrum. Then, a quantum channel P on sys-
tem S is activity breaking if and only if it is of the form

Plp) =Y TP pl7;,

j=1

(B10)



where (Pj)ff:l is a positive operator-valued measure (POVM)
(that is, P; > 0,V andzj P; =1)and

j N
7 = 71'—1]_'2“" . (B11)

Proof. Since the states {Tj}?zl are passive, it is immediate to
see that every channel of the form (B10) is activity breaking.
We now prove the converse. In the nondegenerate case, the
convex set of all passive states is a simplex, with the states
{7j |1 € {1,...,d}} as the extreme points. Hence, the state
P(p) must be a convex combination of these states for every
activity breaking channel P and for every state p: in formula,

let us write
p)=> pilp)7,
J

where each p;(p) is a probability.

A priori, the probability p;(p) could have any dependence
on p. In our case, however, the dependence is linear, as we
show in the following. Consider the operators

Aj =450l = jefl,....d
Ag = d|d)(d|

(B12)

7+ 1) +10) -1}

(B13)

and note that they satisfy the condition

Tr[A; 7] = 6 Vi, k (B14)
Hence, Eq. (B12) implies
p;(p) = Tr[A; P(p)] = Tx[P; o], (B15)

with P; := PT(A;). Since p;(p) is positive for every state p,
we must have P; > 0. Moreover, the normalization condition
>_;pj(p) = 1 for every p implies } ., P; = I. Hence, the

operators (P;)}_, forma POVM. m

Proposition 3 implies that every activity breaking channel
must be entanglement-breaking (in the case of nondegenerate
Hamiltonians.) We now restrict our attention to activity break-
ing channels that are surjective on the set of passive states.

Proposition 4 Suppose that the Hamiltonian of system S has
non-degenerate spectrum. Then, a quantum channel P on sys-
tem S satisfies the condition P(St(S)) = P(S) if and only if
it is of the form

d
Z (bilplvs) 75, (B16)
7j=1

where the vectors {|1;)}4_, form an orthonormal basis.

Proof. It is immediate to see that every quantum channel
of the form (B16) satisfies the condition P(St(S)) = P(S).
Now, we prove the converse implication. First, note that
the condition P(St(S)) € P(S) implies that P must be of
the entanglement-breaking form (B10). Now, the surjectivity

condition P(St(S)) = P(S) implies that there exist d states
{p; }?:1 such that

(B17)

Z Tr[ Py pj] Tk

k

Since the states {7;}¢ =1 are linearly independent, the above
equality implies the condition Tr[Pk p;] = 0, for every j
and k. Hence, the states {pJ} _, are perfectly distinguish-
able, which means that they have orthogonal supports. But for
a quantum system of dimension d, any d states with orthogo-
nal support must necessarily be pure. Hence, there exists an
orthonormal basis {[¢;)}9_, such that p; = [¢;)(1;] = P,
]

An interesting technical result, which will be used later in
the paper, is the following characterization of the set of corre-
lation matrices:

Proposition 5 A positive matrix £ is a correlation matrix if
and only P1(€) = I for some channel P satisfying the condi-
tion P(St(S)) = P(S).

Proof. Let P be an arbitrary channel satisfying the condi-
tion P(St(S)) = P(S). If ¢ is a correlation matrix, then
P& = X, Te[em] [va) (il = X, [i)(wi| = I, where
we used Eq. (B16) and the condition Tr[¢{7;] = 1, Vi valid for
every correlation matrix &.

Conversely, suppose that PT(¢) = I for some channel P
satisfying the condition P(St(S)) = P(S). Then, we must
have P1(§) = >, Trlémi] [ (il = 1 = 32, i)t
which implies Tr[¢ 7;] = 1 for every 7. In turn, this condi-
tion implies &;; = 1 for every 7. Hence, & is a correlation
matrix. m

2. Faithfulness, convexity, and monotonicity under
passivity-preserving operations

We now show that the activity weight and robustness of ac-
tivity are two bona fide measures of non-passivity: they are
faithful, convex, and non-increasing under arbitrary passivity-
preserving channels.

Proposition 6 (Properties of the activity weight) For every
system S, the activity weight A, is

1. contained in the interval [0, 1]
2. faithful, i.e. Ay, (p) = 0 if and only if p is passive.

3. convex, i.e. Ay (pp1 + (1 —p)p2) < pAy (p1) + (1 —
p)Ay (p2), for every probability p € [0,1] and every
pair of states p1, p2 € St(S).

4. non-increasing under passivity-preserving channels, i.e.
Ay (E(p)) < Ay (p) for every passivity-preserving
channel € and every state p.



Proof. Containment in the interval [0, 1] and faithfulness fol-
low directly from the definition of the activity weight.

Let us now prove convexity. For every pair of states p; and
p2 and for every probability p;, we have

Ap(ppr+(1—p)p2) =1~ Tr[I]

max
>0

P(T)<pp1+(1—pp2)

< _

<l-p max Tr[l ]

P(r1)<p1
—(1-p) max Tr[ly]
P(I2)<p2
=pAu (p1) + (1 —p)Auw (p2) ,
(B18)

where the first and last equality follow from Eq. (B1).

For the proof of monotonicity under passivity-preserving
channels, consider an optimal decomposition such that p =
Aw (p)n* + (1 — Ay (p))7*, where 7* is some passive
state and n* is an arbitrary state. Then, we have € (p) =
Aw (p)€(n*) + (1 — Ay (p))7, where T := €(7*) is a pas-
sive state since ¢ is a passivity-preserving channel. Thus,
Aw (€(p)) < Au (p). m

We now provide the analogous result for the robustness of
activity.

Proposition 7 (Properties of the robustness of activity)
For every system S, the robustness of activity A, is

1. contained in the interval [0,d — 1].
2. faithful, i.e. A, (p) = 0 if and only if p is passive.

3. convex, i.e. A, (pp1 + (1 —p)p2) < pAy (p1) + (1 —
p)A, (p2), for every probability p € [0,1] and every
pair of states p1, p2 € St(S).

4. non-increasing under passivity-preserving channels, i.e.
A, (€(p)) < A, (p) for every passivity-preserving
channel € and every state p.

The maximum value of the robustness of activity is d — 1.

Proof. Nonnegativity and faithfulness follow immediately
from the definition. For the upper bound A, (p) < d — 1,
note that every density matrix p satisfies the operator inequal-
ity p <1 = (1+¢t)%witht = d— 1. Hence, Eq. (B7)
implies A, (p) < d — 1. The upper bound is achieved by the
maximally active state p = |d)(d|.

We now prove convexity. For every pair of states p; and ps
and for every probability p;, we have

Ar(pp1+(1=p)p2) = min T[] -1
P(T)=pp1+(1—pp2)
- .
<p min Tr[lY]
PT1)>p1
+(1-p) min Trlp]-1
P(I2)>p2
=pAr(p1) + (1 =p)Ar(p2) ,
(B19)
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where the first and last equality follow from Eq. (BS).
To prove monotonicity, consider an optimal decomposition

x _ ptA-(p)n” * ; * s
= HEA) where 7% is a passive state and n* is a
suitable state. Then, we have 7 — Z@ITA(P) €(n") )J{i;\(p()p;g(n ). where

T := € (7*) is a passive state, since ¢ is passivity-preserving.
Hence, we obtained the inequality A, (¢ (p)) < A, (p). m

3. Relations between activity weight, robustness of activity,
and ergotropy

The activity weight and the robustness of activity are related
by an elementary inequality:

Proposition 8 For every quantum state p € St(S), one has
the bound

Ar(p
d—1"

=

Aw (p) 2 (B20)
Proof. Consider the optimal decomposition p = A,, (p) n* +
(1—=Ay (p))7* for p, with 7* € P(S). Since A, (p) is convex
in p, we have

Ar(p) < Auw (p) Ar (") + (1 = Ay (p)A- (T7)
= Ay (p) Ar (°)
< (d-1)Ayu(p).

where we have used the fact that A, (7*) = 0 in the second
line, and the upper bound A, (n*) < d — 1 in the third line. m

We now provide two upper bounds on the ergotropy in
terms of the activity weight and robustness of activity, respec-
tively. Note that in general the ergotropy Erg(p) is bounded
as

B+ E+---+E

(H), T < Erglp) < (H), — By

(B21)

for a Hamiltonian with nondegenerate eigenvalues E; <
FEy < --- < FE4. The lower bound follows from the fact
that the maximally mixed state I/d is the passive state with
maximum average energy.

Proposition 9 For every quantum state p € St(S), one has
the upper bounds

Er <Ay max Erg(o), B22
g(p) < Au (p) s ) g(o) (B22)

and
Erg(p) < min{A, (p),1} (Ei,,.. — E1), (B23)

With imax := max{i | (i|p|i) # 0}.

Proof. Let p = tn+ (1 — t) 7 be a convex decomposition
where 7 is some passive state and 7 is a suitable state. Since
the ergotropy is a convex function, we have

Erg(p) <tErg(n) + (1 —t) Erg(7)

=tErg(n). (B24)



Picking the decomposition with t = A,, (p) and using the rela-
tion Erg(n) < maxX,.supp(e)Csupp(p) Erg(c) we then obtain
Eq. (B22).

To prove Eq. (B23), consider a convex decomposi-
tion T = p1+ J:t", where 7 is some passive state and 7 is

a suitable state.
Erg(p) = (H), -
Span{|1),]2), ..., |imax)}. we must have that U, PU] = P
in order for (H), + to be minimum. Moreover, we have

Let U, be a unitary operator such that
(H >U* UL Denoting by P the projector on

Erg(p) + 1 [{H), — (H)yy_ |
1+t '

(B25)

Since T is passive, the L.h.s. is negative. Hence, we have the
inequality

Erg(p) <t [<H YU.nul <H>n} : (B26)

.o .  ptte ma . -
Picking a decfomposmon T = By for which t. = A, (p),
we then obtain

Erg(p) < A (p) [<H>U*W*Ul - <H>"*} '

Now, using the relation PpP = p, we obtain the relation

_ ptt. Pn.P . r_ prt'n’
Pr,P = F==—I— 'orequivalently, 7/ = T

T where 7/ :=
Pr,.P/Tr[r. P] is a passive state, ' := Pn.P/Tr[n. P],
and t' = ¢, Tr[n. P]. Since t. = A, (p) is the mini-
mum over all possible convex decompositions of the form
T = %, with passive 7, we conclude that ¢ > ¢, and
therefore Tr[n. P] > 1 (or equivalently, Tr[n, P] = 1).
Hence, 1. must have support contained in the support of P,
and the same must hold for U, 7, Ui , since U, leaves the sup-

port of P invariant. Hence, we have (H) and therefore
<ILI>U“7*U*T - <H>m < Ei.. — Er.

Summarizing, we obtained the inequality Erg(p) <
A (p) (E;,..—FE1), which combined with the trivial inequal-
ity Erg(p) < E;,.. — F; yields Eq. (B23). m

(B27)

U.n U

max

Appendix C: Activity witnesses
Here we provide a characterization of the set of activity wit-

nesses.

Proposition 10 For every positive semidefinite matrix W, the
following conditions are equivalent:

1. Te[W 7] < 1 for every passive state T.

2. The diagonal matrix elements of W satisfy the condi-

tions
Wi <1
Wit + Waa <2
Wi+ 4+ Wyq <d. (C1)
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Proof. The condition Tr[W 7] < 1 V7 € P(S) is equivalent
to

TWrl <1 Vje{l,....d, (C2)
where 7; = 37, [i)(i|/j are the extreme points of P(S).
Inserting the explicit expression of the states 7; into Eq. (C2)
we then obtain Eq. (C1). m

We say that a positive semidefinite matrix W is a nontrivial
activity witness if Tr[W 7] < 1 for every passive state 7 and
Tr[W p] > 1 for some state p. The above characterization
provides a way to construct nontrivial activity witnesses. For
example, the matrices

Wi = k|k) (k| (C3)

are nontrivial activity witnesses for every k > 2, as the matrix
W), witnesses the activity of the state pr, = |k)(k|. Another
example of nontrivial activity witness is W = d|¢p4)(d+|,
which witnesses the activity of the maximally coherent state
|64

In the following, we will use a connection between activity
witnesses and sub-correlation matrices, that is, positive semi-
definite matrices £ > 0 satisfying the condition &;; < 1 for
every i € {1,...,d}. The connection is established in the
following lemma:

Lemma 1 Every sub-correlation matrix £ > 0 is an activity
witness. Vice-versa, every activity witness W is proportional
to a sub-correlation matrix: specifically, the matrix W/d is a
sub-correlation matrix for every activity witness W.

Pr(_)of. Clearly, the condition &;; < 1, Vi implies the condition

71 &i < j, ¥j. On the other hand, since the matrix ele-
ments W;; are nonnegative, the condition 25:1 Wi < j3,V5
implies in particular W;; < j < d, Vj € {1,...,d}. Hence,
W/d is a sub-correlation matrix. m

Appendix D: Operational interpretation of the max relative
entropy of activity

Consider the operational scenario in which an experimenter
can set up an energy-preserving interaction between the sys-
tem S and an auxiliary system with fully degenerate energy
levels, measure the auxiliary system, and postselect a subset
of the outcomes. The resulting quantum operations, called
energy-preserving [61], can be characterized as follows:

Proposition 11 For a quantum system with nondegenerate
Hamiltonian H, the following are equivalent

1. The quantum operation Q is energy-preserving.

2. There exists an energy-preserving channel C such that
the map C — Q is completely positive.

3. Q has a Kraus representation of the form Q(p) =
>, QipQL with (Q;, H) = 0 for every j.



4. The action of Q on an input state p is given by Q(p) =
& ® p, where & is a sub-correlation matrix, that is, a
positive matrix satisfying the condition &;; < 1 for every

ied{l,...,d}.

Proof. 1 = 2. By definition, an energy-preserving quantum
operation Q is contained in an energy-preserving instrument
[61], that is, a set of quantum operations (Q,,),ex that sum up
to an energy-preserving channel C := > Q.. Hence, one
Q = Q,, forsome zy € X. Now, C := ZI Q, is an energy-
preserving channel andC — Q = >~ £z0 Q, is a completely
positive map.

2 = 3. Since the map C — Q is completely positive, it
has a Kraus representation, say (C — Q)(p) = >, RkpRL

Then, one has the Kraus representation C(p) = >, Q; p Q; +

>op Ri pRL, where Q(p) =3, ijQ; is a Kraus represen-
tation for Q. Now, Ref. [61] showed that every Kraus rep-
resentation of an energy-preserving channel C is of the form
Clp) =3, ClpClT with [Cy, H] = 0 for every [. Applying
this condition to the above Kraus representation, we obtain in
particular [Q;, H] = 0.

3 = 4. Let Q(p) = >, ijQ; be a Kraus repre-
sentation with [Q;, H] = 0 for every j. Writing Q; =
> @j |i)(i| for suitable coefficients a;;, we then obtain
Qp) = i,y i @y 1) (il pld) ('] = Z” Eiir pir [1) (@]
with & = Zj ;0. By construction, the matrix £ is
positive semidefinite and &;; = Tr[Q(|4)(i])] < 1 for every .

4 = 1. Suppose that Q(p) = £®p for some sub-correlation
matrix £. Let & be the diagonal matrix with &/, := 1 — ;.
Then, £ + ¢ is a correlation matrix and the map £ defined
by E(p) (€ + &) ® p is an energy-preserving chan-
nel by Theorem 1. Hence, the quantum operations Q and
Q' :pr— Q(p) =& ® pform an energy-preserving instru-
ment, in the sense of Ref. [61]. There, it was shown that every
energy-preserving instrument can be realized by coupling the
system with an auxiliary system with fully degenerate energy
levels, and by performing measurements on the auxiliary sys-
tem. Hence, the quantum operation Q is energy-preserving.
]

Using the above characterization we can evaluate the maxi-
mum advantage of a state p in the task of generating the canon-
ical maximally coherent state through energy-preserving op-
erations:

(9+1Q(p)9+)
) (6+]Q(7)|d+)
(P+€ O plos)
(P41 O 7o)
Tr[(€ © [p4)(d+]) p]

max
Q€EPO r€P(S

max
£>0,£;<1ViTeP(S)

T 2081 <1virep(s) TH(€O 61 )(bs]) 7]
7 Tr[¢ p]
g0, 53)21\11 ngn Tr[éT]’ ®b

the last equality following from the condition £ ® |¢4) (¢4 | =

&/d.

Now, Lemma 1 implies that the maximum over all sub-
correlation matrices can be replaced by a maximum over all
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activity witnesses. Hence, we obtain

(9+1Q(7)|o+)

. Tr[E ]
max min
£>0,£,;<1Vi 7€P(S) TYK 7']

max
QEEPO 7€P(5)

max min Te[W p]
W>0,Te[Wr]<1 VreP(S) reP(S) Tr[W 7]

= max Tr[W p]
W>0,Tr[Wr]<1 VreP(S)

= 9Rua(p)

(D2)

where the last equality follows from Eq. (B9), and the third
equality follows by restricting without loss of generality the
maximization to the normalized activity witnesses, that is, the
activity witnesses satisfying Tr[/W.] = 1 for some passive
state 7.

Appendix E: Max relative entropy of coherence and
energy-preserving channels

Here we provide an operational characterization of the max
relative entropy of coherence

R%(p) := min{ Dinax (p|l7) | 7 > 0, Tr[y] = 1 [y, H] = 0} .
(ED)
Ref. [73] showed the relation
R (p)
2 Imax d (0+1C(p)|o+) (E2)

where the maximization is over a set of quantum channels Set,
which can be either the set of all incoherent channels, the set
of strictly incoherent channels, or the set of dephasing covari-
ant channels. Here, we show that Eq. (E2) remains true even
if the maximization is restricted to the strictly smaller set of
energy-preserving channels. The proof is simple: using the
characterization of the energy-preserving channels (Theorem
1), we obtain

max d (¢4 |E(p)|d) = d{p+1€© ploy)

max

Eeepc €20 6, >1Vi
- fzorgiil\ﬁr’[‘r[d (€O [p+){(P+1) p]
- EZOI,Iﬁli)ilWTr[g Pl (E3)

where the third equality follows from the relation £ ©
|91 ) (04| = £/d.

Now, the maximization over all correlation matrices £ can
be equivalently expressed as

Tr[fpl = _max Tr[¢p],  (E4)

max
§20,8=1Vi §20,A(9)=

where A is the completely dephasing channel A(p) :=
>, (@lple) |%) (i|. At this point, the duality of semidefinite pro-



gramming implies the bound

Tr < i Tr
R A NS = R
= min Tyl
I'>p, [I,H]=0
= min t
ty2p, [v,H]=0,Tr[y]=1
— oR®A(0) 7 (ES)
where the second line comes from the fact that T’ := A(o)

is an arbitrary diagonal matrix, or equivalently, an arbitrary
matrix satisfying [I', H] = 0.

The bound is achieved with the equality sign because the
above semidefinite program satisfies the condition for strong
duality [77].

Summarizing, we have proven the equality

— 9Bk (p)
grgggcd<¢+|5(p)l¢+> 2 : (E6)

Appendix F: Passivization-covariant operations

An approach to construct a resource theory is to pick a pro-
totype of resource-destroying operation, and then to define the
free operations as those that commute with it. For example, a
resource theory of coherence can be built from the complete
dephasing channel A : p — A(p) = >, (i|p|é) |i)(i|, by tak-
ing the free operations to be dephasing covariant operations
[74, 75], that is, the operations C such that C o A = A o (.
In the case of activity, following this scheme would require
fixing a prototype of activity-breaking channel.

1. The passivization channel

Ideally, the prototype of activity-breaking channel should
leave all passive states invariant. Unfortunately, however, this
condition cannot be satisfied:

Proposition 12 No activity-breaking map P can satisfy the
condition P(T) = T for every passive state T.

Proof. Suppose that the map P satisfies the condition P(7) =
7, V7 € P(S). In particular, this condition must apply to the
extreme points of P(S): one must have P(r;) = 7; for every
i € {1,...,d}. On the other hand, Eq. (B11) shows that
every extremal point 7; with ¢ > 2 can be decomposed as

7, = =17 4+ 1 (i)(i|. Then, the condition P(r;) = 7;
for every i € {1,...,d} implies P(]i)(i|) = |i)(i| for every
i €{1,...,d}. Since |#)(i| is non-passive for every ¢ > 2, the

map P cannot be activity breaking. m

In fact, an even stronger no-go result holds: no activity-
breaking channel can preserve the set of passive states.

Proposition 13 For every activity-breaking channel P, the in-
clusion P(P(S)) C P(S) is strict. In other words, there is no
activity breaking channel P such that P(P(S)) = P(S5).
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Proof. The proof is by contradiction. Suppose that there ex-
isted a channel P such that P(P(S)) = P(S). Then, there
must exist some passive states (p;)%_; such that P(p;) = 7
for every 7. Since each 7; is an extreme point of P(S) and
P is surjective on P(S), each p; must be an extreme point
of P(S). Hence, there must exist a permutation 7 such that
pi = Tx(p)- In fact, the permutation must be the identity.
Indeed, the inclusion relation Supp(p;) C Supp(p;) implies
Supp(P(p;)) C Supp(P(p,)) for all 7 and j such thati < j.
Hence, the relation

Supp(71) C Supp(72) C - -+ C Supp(7q) (F1)

implies the condition

Supp(7r-1(1)) € Supp(Tr-1(2)) € -+ € Supp(Tr-1(a)) ;
(F2)

which is satisfied only if 7 is the identity permutation. Hence,
the channel P must leave all the extreme points of P(S) in-
variant, which in turn means that P leaves the whole set P(.S)
invariant. Then, Proposition 12 implies that P cannot be
activity-breaking m

As a weaker requirement, one can consider activity-
breaking channels that are surjective on the set of pas-
sive states, i.e. the set of quantum channels P such that
P(St(S)) = P(S). The possible candidates are characterized
in Proposition 4: all such channels are of the form

d

Plp) =D (Wilplei) 7,

i=1

(F3)

for some orthonormal basis {|¢;)}%_,.

We now select a privileged channel of the form (F3), by
imposing some additional requirements. First, we require the
channel P to commute with the time evolution generated by
the system’s Hamiltonian, namely

U o P=Pol VieR, (F4)
where U, is the unitary channel associated to the unitary oper-
ator U := exp[—it H]. In other words, we require the channel
‘P to be covariant with respect to the time evolution generated
by the system’s Hamiltonian.

Proposition 14 A quantum channel P of the form (F3) sat-
isfies the covariance condition (F4) if and only if it is of the
form

d—1
Plo) =D Trlp|i) (il n(i). (F5)
i=0
where 7 is a permutation of the set {1, ..., d}.

Proof. It is immediate to see that every map of the form (F5)
is of the form (F3) and is covariant with respect to time evo-
lution. To prove the converse, let P be a channel of the form
(F3). Since P is activity-breaking, its output is invariant under



time evolution. Hence, the covariance condition (F4) becomes
Poly =P, Vt € R, or explicitly

D Wilthlp) i) 7 =D (Wl plbi) 7

3 K2

Vp € St(S),vt € R. (F6)

Since the states 7; are linearly independent, this condition im-
plies

(Wil U (p) 1hi) = (il p [9i)
Vie{l,...,d},peSt(S),vt e R (F7)

or equivalently
UF ([s) (Wil) = [wi) (5] Vie{l,...,d},Vt €R.
(F8)

Hence, the states {|t;)}¢_, should be the eigenstates of the
Hamiltonian H, thatis |1);) = |o(i)) for some permutation o.
Defining 7 = o~ ! one then has Eq. (F5). m

To conclude, we require that the canonical passivization
channel P should respect the ordering of the energy eigen-
states, namely

Te[HP(|i) ()] < Te[HP(5)GD] - Vi<i.  (F9)

This condition requires the permutation 7 in Eq. (F5) to be
the identity permutation. Summarizing, we have shown the
following theorem:

Theorem 2 For a quantum system with non-degenerate
Hamiltonian H = Zle E; |i)(i
defined by

, the quantum channel 11

d
(p) = > (ilpli) 7

i=1

(F10)

is the only channel that
1. is activity-breaking,
2. is surjective on the set of passive states,

3. is covariant with respect to time evolution generated by
the Hamiltonian H, and

4. preserves the energy ordering of the energy eigenstates.

In the following, we will call II the canonical passivization.

2. Passivization-covariant operations

We now define the set of passivization-covariant operations
(PCOs) as the set of quantum operations Q that commute with
the canonical passivization II, namely

Qoll=1I0Q. (F11)

When the PCO Q is trace-preserving, we call it a

passivization-covariant channel.
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Proposition 15 Every passivization covariant operation is
passivity-preserving.

Proof. Let Q be an arbitrary passivization-covariant opera-
tion. We now show that Q(7) is proportional to a passive state
whenever T is a passive state. Since the canonical passiviza-
tion II is surjective on the set of passive states, every passive
state 7 € P(.S) can be written as 7 = II(p) for some suitable
state p € St(.S). Then, one has

Q(r) = Qoll(p) =110 Q(p). (F12)

Since IT is activity breaking, we conclude that Q(7) is propor-
tional to a passive state. m

Proposition 16 Every channel s

passivization-covariant.

energy-preserving

Proof. For every energy-preserving channel £ and for every
state p € St(S), one has

Mo &(p) =Y (il€(p)li) 7

= Yt} i,

the second equality following from the energy-preserving
condition. On the other hand, one has

Eoll(p) = S ilpli) E(rs) = S iloli) 7.

(F13)

(F14)

K2 2

Hence, we obtained the relation ITo E(p) = £ o II(p),Vp €
St(S), thatis,IToE =EoIl. m

Proposition 17 For every passivization-covariant operation
Q there exists a passivization-covariant channel C such that
the map C — Q is completely positive.

Proof. Define Q := QF(I). Since the passivization map
II is trace-preserving, we have IIT(I) = I, and therefore
Q = QI(IIf(I)) = 1T (Qf (1)) = I'(Q). Now, define the
quantum operation Q" as Q'(p) = (Tr[p] — Tr[Qp]) |1)(1].
Note that Q' is passivization-covariant, since one has

(F15)

for every quantum state p. Moreover, C := Q + Q' is trace-
preserving, since one has Tr[C(p)] = Tr[Q(p)]+Tr[Q/ (p)] =
Tr[Qp] + (Tr[p] — Tr[Qp]) = Tr[p] for every p. Hence, C is
a passivization-covariant channel. ®

A notable property of passivization-covariant channels is
provided by the following lemma:



Lemma 2 For every passivization-covariant channel C, the
matrix dCT(|¢ ) (¢ |) is a correlation matrix.

Proof. The proof uses Proposition 5, which guarantees that
the matrix & := dC'(|¢1)(¢p+|) is a correlation matrix if
117 (&) = I. This condition is indeed satisfied:

7 (¢) =dIf o CT(|oy Vb |)
=dC' oI (¢4 ) (9]
=C'(I)

=1, (F16)

where the fourth equality follows from the fact that C
is trace-preserving (and therefore CT(I) = 1) and the
third equality follows from the condition IT7(|¢4 ) (¢, |) =

2 (Dlmilg) [ (i = 225 1) (il /d = T/d. m

Using the above property, we can derive an alternative
operational interpretation of the max relative entropy of
activity and the max relative entropy of coherence:

Proposition 18 The following equalities hold:

RS (p) . (oelClp)lor)
2Tl = Jmax Wi ) 6y (F17)
and
2R:“C;x(p) = max W (F18)

QePCO ng(%) (641Q(7)|d4)

where the maxima are over the set of all passivization-
covariant channels (PCC) and over the set of all all
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passivization-covariant quantum operations (PCO), respec-
tively.

Proof. Let us start from the proof of Eq. (F17). We have

max  min (9+1C(p)|¢+) — max min TF[CT(|¢+><¢+|)P]
CePCCreP(9) (¢+|C(T)|d4)  cepccrep(s) Tr[CT(|d4)(d+)7]
_ . Trép]
= max min
£>0.,¢;;=1VireP(s) Tr[¢T]
= T
oA rlép] ,
where the second equality follows from Lemma 2 and the third
equality follows from the relation Tr[7] = 1 valid for every
correlation matrix £ and every passive state 7. Using Egs.
(E4) and (E5) we then conclude maxe>o ¢;,=1 v Tr[{p] =
R (p)
To prove Eq. (F18), we observe that
max  min (0+190)lo+) _ max  min Tr[Q(|p+)(d+])p]
QePCOTeP(S) (9+]Q(7)[d+)  QePCcorep(s) Tr[QT(|¢+)(¢+[)7]
_ Tr¢pl
= max min .
£>0,¢,;,<1VireP(s) Tr[¢T]
(F19)

The second equation follows from Proposition 17, which
guarantees that there exists a passivization-covariant channel
C such that C — Q is completely positive. Hence, one has
d QT (J¢4+){(p+]) < dCT(I). Since dCT(I) is a correlation
matrix (Lemma 2), d Q'(|¢ ) (¢, |) is a sub-correlation ma-
trix. Egs. (D1) and (D2) then conclude the proof. m



