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The use of ancillary quantum systems known as catalysts is known to be able to enhance the capabilities
of entanglement transformations under local operations and classical communication. However, the limits of
these advantages have not been determined, and in particular it is not known if such assistance can overcome the
known restrictions on asymptotic transformation rates — notably the existence of bound entangled (undistillable)
states. Here we establish a general limitation of entanglement catalysis: we show that catalytic transformations
can never allow for the distillation of entanglement from a bound entangled state with positive partial transpose,
even if the catalyst may become correlated with the system of interest, and even under permissive choices of free
operations. This precludes the possibility that catalysis can make entanglement theory asymptotically reversible.
Our methods are based on new asymptotic bounds for the distillable entanglement and entanglement cost assisted
by correlated catalysts.

The study of quantum entanglement as a resource has been
one of the most fundamental problems in the field of quantum
information ever since its inception [1]. To utilize this resource
efficiently, it is often required to transform and manipulate
entangled quantum systems, which leads to the well-studied
question of how quantum states can be converted using only
local operations and classical communication (LOCC) [2, 3].
The limits of such conversion capability are represented by
asymptotic transformation rates: given many copies of an input
quantum state 𝜌, how many copies of a desired target state can
we obtain per each copy of 𝜌? Such rates are particularly
important in the context of purifying noisy quantum states
into singlets Φ2, a task known as entanglement distillation, as
well as for the reverse task of using such singlets to synthesize
noisy quantum states. This leads to the notions of distillable
entanglement 𝐸𝑑 (𝜌) [2], which tells us how many copies of
Φ2 we can extract from a given state 𝜌, and of entanglement
cost 𝐸𝑐 (𝜌) [3], which tells us how many copies of a pure
singlet are needed to produce 𝜌.

A phenomenon that can severely restrict our ability to ex-
tract entanglement is known as bound entanglement [4]: there
exist states from which no entanglement can be distilled, even
though their entanglement cost is non-zero. A consequence of
this is the irreversibility of entanglement theory — after per-
forming a transformation 𝜌 → 𝜔, one may not be able to real-
ize the reverse process 𝜔 → 𝜌 and recover all of the supplied
copies of 𝜌. This contrasts with the asymptotic reversibility of
theories such as classical and quantum thermodynamics [4–6].
Although reversibility may still hold in some restricted cases
(e.g., for all bipartite pure quantum states [3, 5]), and there
are even approaches that may enable reversibility by suitably
relaxing the restrictions on the allowed physical transforma-
tions [7–10], irreversibility is often a fundamental property of
the theory of quantum entanglement that may not be easily
evaded [11]. It is then important to understand how, if at all,

irreversibility can be overcome.
A promising approach to increase the capabilities of entan-

glement transformations is the use of so-called catalysts [12],
that is, ancillary systems that can be employed in the conver-
sion protocol, but must eventually be returned in an unchanged
state. Although this phenomenon has been shown to be re-
markably powerful in the context of single- and many-copy
transformations [12–19], it is unknown whether catalysis can
enhance asymptotic conversion rates. This motivates in par-
ticular an important question: is the use of catalysis enough to
facilitate the reversibility of entanglement theory?

In this paper, we close this question by showing that even
very permissive forms of catalytic transformations are insuf-
ficient to distill entanglement from bound entangled states.
Specifically, we consider the representative class of bound en-
tangled states known as positive partial transpose (PPT) states
and we show that the catalytically distillable entanglement of
any such state is zero, which is strictly less than its catalytic
entanglement cost. The result relies on the establishment of
a general upper bound on distillable entanglement under cat-
alytic LOCC operations, namely, the relative entropy of PPT
entanglement, which was known to be an upper bound only
in conventional, non-catalytic protocols [20, 21]. We show
that this limitation persists even if one allows the catalyst to
build up correlations with the main system, as well as if one
allows sets of operations larger than LOCC, in particular all
PPT-preserving transformations. This presents a very general
limitation on the power of catalytic transformations of entan-
gled states. We additionally study the applications of resource
monotones to constraining asymptotic state conversion with
catalytic assistance, obtaining a number of bounds that may
be of independent interest.

Preliminaries. — We use SEP(𝐴 : 𝐵) to denote the set
of states 𝜎𝐴𝐵 which are separable across the bipartition 𝐴 :
𝐵. The notation PPT(𝐴 : 𝐵) will be used to denote the set
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of positive partial transpose states, i.e., ones for which the
partially transposed operator𝜎Γ

𝐴𝐵
is also a valid quantum state.

States which are not in PPT will be conventionally called NPT
(non-positive partial transpose).

Even though the choice of LOCC in the context of en-
tanglement transformations is well motivated from a practical
perspective, in many settings there exist other possible choices
of allowed ‘free’ operations; let us then use F to denote the
chosen set of such permitted protocols. One such choice is
the set of so-called PPT operations [22], or the even larger set
of all PPT-preserving operations PPTP [23], comprising all
maps Λ : 𝐴𝐵 → 𝐴′𝐵′ such that Λ(𝜎𝐴𝐵) ∈ PPT(𝐴′ : 𝐵′) for
all 𝜎𝐴𝐵 ∈ PPT(𝐴 : 𝐵). The latter is one of the largest and
most permissive sets considered in the study of operational
entanglement transformations.

Given two bipartite states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , we say that the
transformation from 𝜌𝐴𝐵 to 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ is possible via operations
in F assisted by catalysts if there exists a finite-dimensional
state 𝜏𝐶𝐷 and an operation Λ ∈ F (𝐴𝐶 : 𝐵𝐷 → 𝐴′𝐶 : 𝐵′𝐷)
such that

Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷) = 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷 . (1)

We denote this by 𝜌𝐴𝐵
F 𝑐

−→ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ . More generally, we say
that the transformation is possible via operations in F assisted
by correlated catalysts [24–26], and we write 𝜌𝐴𝐵

F 𝑐𝑐

−→ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ,
if there exists a finite-dimensional state 𝜏𝐶𝐷 and an operation
Λ ∈ F (𝐴𝐶 : 𝐵𝐷 → 𝐴′𝐶 : 𝐵′𝐷) such that

Tr𝐶𝐷 Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷) = 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ (2)

and

Tr𝐴′𝐵′ [Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷)] = 𝜏𝐶𝐷 . (3)

This relaxed notion allows for the output state of the protocol
to exhibit correlations between the main system (𝐴′𝐵′) and
catalyst (𝐶𝐷), as long the marginal systems satisfy the required
constraints. Crucially, correlated catalysis is a strictly more
powerful framework than standard catalysis, and allowing for
such correlations can greatly enlarge the set of achievable state
transformations already in the single-shot regime [19, 25–31].

Given any allowed choice of transformations F̃ ∈

{F ,F 𝑐,F 𝑐𝑐}, we write 𝜌𝐴𝐵
F̃−→≈𝜀 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ if there exists

a state 𝜔′
𝐴′𝐵′ such that the transformation is realizable up to

some small error 𝜀, which we quantify with the trace distance:

𝜌𝐴𝐵
F̃−→ 𝜔′

𝐴′𝐵′ ,
1
2
𝜔′

𝐴′𝐵′ − 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′


1 ≤ 𝜀 . (4)

A conceptually simplified picture can be obtained by looking
at the ultimate limitations to which the above transformation
is subjected. This intuition can be formalized by investigating
the conversion of a large number 𝑛 of copies of 𝜌𝐴𝐵 into as
many copies as possible of 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , with the transformation
error vanishing with growing 𝑛. The relevant figure of merit is
then the transformation rate, i.e., the ratio between the number

of output copies and the number of input copies (that is, 𝑛).
Mathematically, this can be defined by

𝑅F̃ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 → 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ )

..= sup
{
𝑅 : 𝜌⊗𝑛

𝐴𝐵

F̃−→≈𝜀𝑛 𝜔
⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
𝐴′𝐵′ , lim

𝑛→∞
𝜀𝑛 = 0

}
.

(5)

The distillable entanglement and entanglement cost under op-
erations in F̃ are then defined by

𝐸
𝑑, F̃ (𝜌) ..= 𝑅F̃ (𝜌 → Φ2) , 𝐸

𝑐, F̃ (𝜌) ..=
1

𝑅F̃ (Φ2 → 𝜌) ,

(6)
where Φ2

..= |Φ2⟩⟨Φ2 | denotes the maximally entangled two-
qubit state, |Φ2⟩ = 1√

2
( |00⟩ + |11⟩). Conventionally, the nota-

tion 𝐸𝑑 and 𝐸𝑐 is used to refer to 𝐸𝑑, LOCC and 𝐸𝑐, LOCC.
An entangled state 𝜎𝐴𝐵 is called bound entangled if

𝐸𝑑,LOCC (𝜎𝐴𝐵) = 0. A particularly useful criterion to de-
tect undistillability was established in [4]: if a state 𝜎𝐴𝐵 is
PPT, then 𝐸𝑑,LOCC (𝜎𝐴𝐵) = 0. As 𝐸𝑐,LOCC (𝜎𝐴𝐵) > 0 for
any entangled state 𝜎𝐴𝐵 [32], this means that any PPT 𝜎𝐴𝐵

which is not separable has a non-zero entanglement cost, while
no entanglement can be extracted from it. Interestingly, it is
still an open question whether every bound entangled state is
PPT [33, 34].

Monotones. — A very common way to constrain entan-
glement transformations, also in the asymptotic transforma-
tion regime, is to use so-called entanglement monotones, also
known as entanglement measures [35]. These are functions 𝑀
which satisfy 𝑀 (Λ(𝜌𝐴𝐵)) ≤ 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) for all free operations
Λ ∈ F . It is well known that, if the monotone satisfies weak
additivity, i.e., 𝑀 (𝜌⊗𝑛) = 𝑛𝑀 (𝜌), as well as a stronger form
of continuity known as asymptotic continuity [36, 37], then
the (non-catalytic) transformation rate is bounded as [23, 38]

𝑅F (𝜌 → 𝜔) ≤ 𝑀 (𝜌)
𝑀 (𝜔) . (7)

Monotones are typically chosen so that they are normalized
on the maximally entangled state, i.e., 𝑀 (Φ2) = 1. Any such
monotone then satisfies [39]

𝐸𝑑,F (𝜌) ≤ 𝑀 (𝜌) ≤ 𝐸𝑐,F (𝜌). (8)

A particularly important example of an LOCC monotone is
the relative entropy of (NPT) entanglement [35]

𝐷PPT (𝜌) ..= min
𝜎∈PPT(𝐴:𝐵)

𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) (9)

with the quantum relative entropy defined by 𝐷 (𝜔∥𝜏) ..=
Tr𝜔

(
log2 𝜔 − log2 𝜏

)
[40, 41]. However, this measure is not

additive: it is merely sub-additive, in the sense that

𝐷PPT (𝜌𝐴:𝐵 ⊗ 𝜔𝐴′:𝐵′ ) ≤ 𝐷PPT (𝜌𝐴:𝐵) + 𝐷PPT (𝜔𝐴′:𝐵′ ), (10)

and the inequality may be strict for some states [42]. This
issue is circumvented through the procedure of regularization,
which considers the asymptotic limit

𝐷∞
PPT (𝜌) ..= lim

𝑛→∞
1
𝑛
𝐷PPT

(
𝜌⊗𝑛

)
. (11)
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The resulting regularized relative entropy of entanglement is
weakly additive [38] and constitutes one of the most funda-
mental and commonly used bounds on entanglement transfor-
mation rates: in particular, 𝐸𝑑,LOCC (𝜌) ≤ 𝐷∞

PPT (𝜌).
The situation is much more intricate when it comes to

catalytic transformations [17, 43, 44]. To establish a sim-
ilar bound, it appears that several more assumptions about
the given monotone are needed. In particular, if we also
assume full additivity (i.e., 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ) = 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) +
𝑀 (𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ) for any 𝜌𝐴𝐵, 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ) and strong superadditivity (i.e.,
𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ ) ≥ 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) + 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴′𝐵′ )), then we analogously
obtain

𝑅F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌 → 𝜔) ≤ 𝑀 (𝜌)
𝑀 (𝜔) (12)

(see [45] for a proof). However, to date, there are only two
LOCC monotones that are known to satisfy all the required
assumptions: the squashed entanglement 𝐸sq [46] and the
conditional entanglement of mutual information 𝐸𝐼 [47, 48],
both of which are however typically difficult to evaluate or
even estimate.

Importantly, as the regularized relative entropy 𝐷∞
PPT is not

known to satisfy the above required properties, we do not yet
know whether it is monotone under asymptotic correlated–
catalytic protocols. This entails that we cannot straightfor-
wardly use it to bound 𝐸𝑑,LOCC𝑐𝑐 or 𝐸𝑐,LOCC𝑐𝑐 , and thus to
alleviate the issue of the lack of readily computable bounds on
transformation rates. Any attempt to derive such asymptotic
bounds on transformations with correlated catalysts therefore
requires a completely different approach than conventional,
non-catalytic bounds.

Results. — Our main technical contribution is the establish-
ment of very general bounds on correlated catalytic transfor-
mation rates, and in particular the recovery of the regularized
relative entropy as an upper bound on the rate of distillation:

𝐸𝑑, LOCC𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐷∞
PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐷PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵). (13)

As 𝐷PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) = 0 for any PPT state, a key consequence of
this result is the fact that correlated catalysis is not sufficient to
break the fundamental irreversibility of PPT bound entangled
states.

Theorem 1. All PPT entangled states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 are bound entan-
gled under LOCC operations assisted by correlated catalysts,
but have non-zero cost. More formally, if 𝜌𝐴𝐵 is PPT entan-
gled then

𝐸𝑑, LOCC𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) = 0 < 𝐸𝑐, LOCC𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) . (14)

Consequently, entanglement theory is irreversible even under
LOCC assisted by correlated catalysts.

The result can be strengthened in several ways. First, our
methods immediately apply also to PPT-preserving operations
assisted by correlated catalysis, showing that even under such
extended transformations no entanglement can be extracted
from PPT states: 𝐸𝑑, PPTP𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) = 0.

Even more strongly, we can show that a PPT state can never
be converted to an NPT state by means of PPT-preserving op-
erations assisted by correlated catalysts, including all catalytic
LOCC protocols. This implies in particular that not only is
the rate of distillation equal to zero, but not even a single copy
of Φ2 can be distilled with error 𝜀 < 1/2, no matter how many
copies of a given PPT entangled state are at our disposal.

This conclusively shows that bound entanglement, and thus
the irreversibility of entanglement theory, cannot be circum-
vented or even alleviated through the use of catalysts.

Let us remark here that a different notion of ‘catalytic irre-
versibility’ was previously considered in the seminal work of
Vidal and Cirac [49]. However, the transformations consid-
ered there are much more restricted than the ones allowed in
our approach — indeed, they are not truly ‘catalytic’ in the
sense that the preservation of the assisting ancillary system
is not actually required, and furthermore no correlations are
permitted between the main and the ancillary systems. Our
setting is thus strictly more general than that of [49], and as
far as we know it is not possible to retrieve our findings on
catalytic bound entanglement using results from [49] only.

Proof idea. — A crucial ingredient in our proofs is the mea-
sured relative entropy of entanglement 𝐷PPTPPT , which belongs
to a family of entanglement measures first studied by Piani in
a pioneering work [50]. It is defined as

𝐷PPTPPT (𝜌) ..= inf
𝜎∈PPT

sup
M∈PPT

𝐷
(
M(𝜌)

M(𝜎)
)
, (15)

where PPT denotes the set of PPT measurements — that
is, POVMs {𝑀𝑖}𝑖 such that each operator 𝑀𝑖 is PPT, and
M(𝜌) = ∑

𝑖 Tr(𝑀𝑖 𝜌) |𝑖⟩⟨𝑖 | is the corresponding measurement
channel. The difference between this quantity and the relative
entropy of entanglement 𝐷PPT is that the relative entropy is
evaluated not between quantum states, but rather the probabil-
ity distributions constituted by the measurement outcomes.

While (15) seemingly adds a further layer of complication
to (10), it is in many respects a more natural and well-behaved
quantity. Most importantly for us, the measured relative en-
tropy satisfies strong superadditivity, and in fact it allows for
the establishment of a superadditivity-like relation for the rel-
ative entropy of entanglement 𝐷PPT itself: it holds that [50]

𝐷PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ ) ≥ 𝐷PPT (𝜌𝐴:𝐵) + 𝐷PPTPPT (𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′ ). (16)

This remarkable relation allows us to avoid having to rely
solely on the properties of 𝐷PPT, which — as we discussed
before — are not sufficient to use this quantity in the catalytic
setting.

Let us then derive the upper bound on catalytic distillable
entanglement announced in Eq. (13).

Assume that 𝑅 is an achievable rate for entanglement dis-
tillation under operations in PPTP𝑐𝑐, that is, that there ex-
ists a sequence of catalysts 𝜏𝑛 = (𝜏𝑛)𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

on the finite-
dimensional systems 𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛, and a sequence of operations
Λ𝑛 ∈ PPTP

(
𝐴𝑛𝐶𝑛 : 𝐵𝑛𝐷𝑛 → 𝐴

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0 𝐶𝑛 : 𝐵⌈𝑅𝑛⌉

0 𝐷𝑛

)
, with 𝐴0
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and 𝐵0 being single-qubit systems, such that

𝜀𝑛
..=

1
2

Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
)
−Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2


1
−−−−→
𝑛→∞ 0 ,

𝜏𝑛 = Tr
𝐴
⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0 𝐵

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0

[
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) ]
.

(17)

Then

𝑛 𝐷PPT
(
𝜌𝐴𝐵

)
+ 𝐷PPT

(
𝜏𝑛
)

(i)
≥ 𝐷PPT

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

)
+ 𝐷PPT

(
𝜏𝑛
)

(ii)
≥ 𝐷PPT

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
)

(iii)
≥ 𝐷PPT

(
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

(iv)
≥ 𝐷PPTPPT

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

+ 𝐷PPT

(
Tr

𝐴
⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0 𝐵

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

(18)

= 𝐷PPTPPT

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

+ 𝐷PPT
(
𝜏𝑛
)

(v)
≥ 𝐷PPTPPT

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2

)
− 𝜀𝑛 ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛) + 𝐷PPT

(
𝜏𝑛
)

(vi)
≥ ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ − 1 − 𝜀𝑛 ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛) + 𝐷PPT

(
𝜏𝑛
)
.

Here: (i) and (ii) are applications of the tensor sub-
additivity of 𝐷PPT [20]; (iii) comes from its monotonic-
ity under PPT-preserving operations; (iv) descends from Pi-
ani’s superadditivity–like inequality in (16); (v) follows from
asymptotic continuity [51, 52], which states that [45]��𝐷PPTPPT

(
𝜌𝐴𝐵

)
− 𝐷PPTPPT

(
𝜔𝐴𝐵

) �� ≤ 𝜀 log 𝑑 + 𝑔(𝜀) (19)

holds for all pairs of states 𝜌𝐴𝐵, 𝜔𝐴𝐵 at trace distance
𝜀 ..= 1

2 ∥𝜌𝐴𝐵 − 𝜔𝐴𝐵∥1 on all systems 𝐴𝐵 of minimal local
dimension 𝑑 ..= min{|𝐴|, |𝐵 |}, where 𝑔(𝑥) ..= (1 + 𝑥) log(1 +
𝑥) − 𝑥 log 𝑥; and finally (vi) is a consequence of the quasi-
normalization of 𝐷PPTPPT , i.e., the fact that 𝐷PPTPPT (Φ⊗𝑘

2 ) ≥
log(2𝑘 + 1) − 1 [51]. The above chain of inequalities shows
that

𝐷PPT
(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

)
≥ (1 − 𝜀𝑛) ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ − 1 − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛) , (20)

and by dividing by 𝑛, taking the limit as 𝑛 → ∞, and subse-
quently the supremum over all achievable rates 𝑅, we obtain
the claimed result.

To complete the proof of Theorem 1, it suffices to use the fact
that the squashed entanglement 𝐸sq — which, as we remarked
before and discuss in more detail in [45], lower bounds the
correlated-catalytic entanglement cost — is non-zero for any
entangled state [51, 53–56].

An approach very similar to the above can be used to derive
a corresponding lower bound on the entanglement cost under
PPT-preserving operations assisted by catalysts, leveraging
once again Piani’s super-additivity relation (16). The chain of
inequalities in this case reads

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ + 𝐷PPT
(
𝜏𝑛
)

(21)

= 𝐷PPT

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2

)
+ 𝐷PPT

(
𝜏𝑛
)

≥ 𝐷PPT

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

)
≥ 𝐷PPT

(
Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

))
≥ 𝐷PPTPPT

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

))
(22)

+ 𝐷PPT

(
Tr

𝐴
⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0 𝐵

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

))
(23)

= 𝐷PPTPPT

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

))
+ 𝐷PPT

(
𝜏𝑛
)

≥ 𝐷PPTPPT
(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

)
− 𝜀𝑛 log (𝑑𝑛) − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛) + 𝐷PPT

(
𝜏𝑛
)
.

Eliminating 𝐷PPT (𝜏𝑛) on both sides, dividing by 𝑛, and taking
the limit 𝑛 → ∞ shows that any rate of dilution 𝑅 is lower
bounded by the regularization of 𝐷PPTPPT .

Our technical contributions derived above can be summa-
rized as follows.

Proposition 2. For all states 𝜌𝐴𝐵, the distillable entanglement
and the entanglement cost under PPT-preserving operations
assisted by correlated catalysts satisfy that

𝐸𝑑, PPTP𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐷∞
PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐷PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) (24)

and

𝐸𝑐, PPTP𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥ 𝐷
PPT,∞
PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥ 𝐷PPTPPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) . (25)

This gives two very general limitations on asymptotic trans-
formation rates with correlated–catalytic assistance, notably
ones that can be efficiently computed or bounded as they do
not require regularization. For example, a consequence of
Proposition 2 coupled with the faithfulness of 𝐷PPTPPT [57]
is that the entanglement cost of any NPT entangled state is
non-zero, even under PPT-preserving operations assisted by
correlated catalysis.

A peculiarity of the bounds in (24)–(25) is that they do not
immediately imply that 𝐸𝑑,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵)

?
≤ 𝐸𝑐,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) for the

class of operations F = PPTP.
Such an inequality is central to the logical consistency of

the theory, because it tells us that no net entanglement can be
generated in a cycle of dilution and distillation of 𝜌𝐴𝐵, forbid-
ding the existence of a ‘perpetuum mobile’ in entanglement
theory [5]. This is essentially a technicality stemming from
our use of PPTP𝑐𝑐 operations. For the more operationally
grounded classes of free operations F = LOCC, PPT, the in-
equality can be shown (cf. [58]), and we include a complete
proof of this that works for all PPT or distillable states when
F = LOCC, and for all states when F = PPT.

Readers interested in a more detailed exposition of the prop-
erties of catalytic entanglement monotones are encouraged to
consult the Supplemental Material [45]. Therein, we also
consider slightly strengthened and generalized variants of the
result of Theorem 1.

Extension to quantum coherence. — Quantum coher-
ence is another important example of a quantum resource,
and interestingly it shares many similarities with entangle-
ment theory [59–62]. In this context, incoherent operations
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(IO) [60, 61] have emerged as the main example of a set of
operations that are sufficiently powerful to allow for generic
coherence distillation, yet not powerful enough to enable full
reversibility. It is natural to ask whether one could improve
either distillation or dilution under IO via catalysis. Extending
our approach from entanglement theory, we can answer this
question in the negative in the most general sense: neither the
IO distillable coherence nor the IO coherence cost of any state
are affected by the introduction of catalysts. As this is beyond
the scope of the entanglement–focused discussion in the pa-
per, a thorough consideration of this setting can be found in
the Supplemental Material [45].

Discussion. — We have established general limitations on
asymptotic entanglement transformation rates with correlated
catalysis, precluding the possibility of using catalysis to distill
entanglement from PPT states.

Although our methods lead to robust and general constraints
on the power of catalytic conversion protocols, there are still
many open questions in this context. In particular, comple-
menting the no-go results obtained here, is there any trans-
formation whose rate can be improved by allowing correlated
catalysts? Furthermore, since we have shown that correlated
catalysis on its own is not enough to enable the reversibility of
entanglement theory, the big open question [56, 63] remains:
what does it take to achieve reversibile entanglement transfor-

mations? One context in which our approach is not able to rule
out reversibility is the use of non-entangling protocols [8, 11]
with catalytic assistance, making it an interesting question to
investigate such a possibility.

Note. — Recently, a complementary question has been in-
dependently studied in [64]: given that an entangled state 𝜌 is
distillable, i.e., 𝐸𝑑,LOCC (𝜌) > 0, can its distillable entangle-
ment be increased by catalytic LOCC protocols? The question
is answered in the negative using different methods. Since the
results of [64] apply only to distillable states, they cannot be
used to derive the results presented in this manuscript.
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A. Catalytic transformations and monotones

Definition S1. Let F ⊇ LOCC be a class of free operations for entanglement theory. Given two bipartite states
𝜌𝐴𝐵 and 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , we say that the transformation from 𝜌𝐴𝐵 to 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ is:

(i) possible via operations in F , and we write 𝜌𝐴𝐵
F−→ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , if there exists an operation Λ ∈

F (𝐴 : 𝐵 → 𝐴′ : 𝐵′) such that

Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵) = 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ; (S1)

(ii) possible via operations in F assisted by catalysts, and we write 𝜌𝐴𝐵
F𝑐

−→ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , if there exists a
finite-dimensional state 𝜏𝐶𝐷 and an operation Λ ∈ F (𝐴𝐶 : 𝐵𝐷 → 𝐴′𝐶 : 𝐵′𝐷) such that

Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷) = 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷 ; (S2)

(iii) possible via operations in F assisted by correlated catalysts, and we write 𝜌𝐴𝐵
F𝑐𝑐

−→ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , if there exists
a finite-dimensional state 𝜏𝐶𝐷 and an operation Λ ∈ F (𝐴𝐶 : 𝐵𝐷 → 𝐴′𝐶 : 𝐵′𝐷) such that

Tr𝐶𝐷 Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷) = 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , Tr𝐴′𝐵′ Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷) = 𝜏𝐶𝐷 ; (S3)

(iv) possible via operations in F assisted by marginal catalysts, and we write 𝜌𝐴𝐵
F𝑚𝑐

−→ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , if
there exists a finite collection of finite-dimensional states 𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗

, 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑘 , and an operation
Λ ∈ F (𝐴𝐶 : 𝐵𝐷 → 𝐴′𝐶 : 𝐵′𝐷), where 𝐶 ..= 𝐶1 . . . 𝐶𝑘 and 𝐷 ..= 𝐷1 . . . 𝐷𝑘 , such that

Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷) = 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′⊗ 𝜏′𝐶𝐷 , Tr�̂� 𝑗 �̂� 𝑗
𝜏′𝐶𝐷 = 𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗

∀ 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑘 , (S4)

where 𝜏𝐶𝐷
..=

⊗
𝑗 𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗

is the initial state of the overall catalyst, and 𝐶 𝑗 (resp. �̂� 𝑗 ) denotes the system
obtained by tracing away all 𝐶 systems (resp. all 𝐷 systems) except from the 𝑗 th one.

(v) possible via operations in F assisted by marginal correlated catalysts, and we write 𝜌𝐴𝐵
F𝑚𝑐𝑐

−→ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ,
if there exists a finite collection of finite-dimensional states 𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗

, 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑘 , and an operation
Λ ∈ F (𝐴𝐶 : 𝐵𝐷 → 𝐴′𝐶 : 𝐵′𝐷), where 𝐶 ..= 𝐶1 . . . 𝐶𝑘 and 𝐷 ..= 𝐷1 . . . 𝐷𝑘 , such that

Tr𝐶𝐷 Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷) = 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , Tr𝐴′𝐵′�̂� 𝑗 �̂� 𝑗
Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷) = 𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗

∀ 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑘 , (S5)

where 𝜏𝐶𝐷
..=

⊗
𝑗 𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗

, and 𝐶 𝑗 (resp. �̂� 𝑗 ) denotes the system obtained by tracing away all 𝐶 systems
(resp. all 𝐷 systems) except from the 𝑗 th one.
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For F̃ ∈ {F ,F 𝑐,F 𝑐𝑐,F𝑚𝑐,F𝑚𝑐𝑐} and 𝜀 ∈ [0, 1], we write 𝜌𝐴𝐵
F̃−→≈𝜀 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ if there exists a state 𝜔′

𝐴′𝐵′

such that

𝜌𝐴𝐵
F̃−→ 𝜔′

𝐴′𝐵′ ,
1
2
𝜔′

𝐴′𝐵′ − 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′


1 ≤ 𝜀 . (S6)

For every pair of states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , the corresponding asymptotic rate is given by

𝑅F̃ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 → 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ) ..= sup
{
𝑅 : 𝜌⊗𝑛

𝐴𝐵

F̃−→≈𝜀𝑛 𝜔
⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
𝐴′𝐵′ , lim

𝑛→∞
𝜀𝑛 = 0

}
. (S7)

The distillable entanglement and the entanglement cost under operations in F̃ are defined by

𝐸
𝑑, F̃ (𝜌) ..= 𝑅F̃ (𝜌 → Φ2) , 𝐸

𝑐, F̃ (𝜌) ..=
1

𝑅F̃ (Φ2 → 𝜌) . (S8)

Remark S2. The requirement that the catalyst be finite dimensional is of a purely technical nature. Although
it is quite reasonable, it may be desirable to remove it. We do not know whether or not this can be done with
the techniques employed here.

Remark S3. In this work, we concern ourselves with transformations at the level of asymptotic rates, which is
how many-copy entanglement conversion is typically studied in the literature [1, 2] and which represents a very
general description of the limitations of state transformations. There are also other possible ways of describing
quantum state manipulation: for example, under a more stringent definition where second-order terms in the
transformation error are considered, reversibility may be even harder to achieve [65]. We will not explicitly
study such transformations here.

Remark S4. Clearly, for all pairs of states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and 𝜔 = 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , it holds that

𝑅F (𝜌 → 𝜔) ≤ 𝑅F𝑐 (𝜌 → 𝜔) ≤ 𝑅F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌 → 𝜔) , 𝑅F𝑚𝑐 (𝜌 → 𝜔) ≤ 𝑅F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌 → 𝜔) , (S9)

where 𝑥 ≤ 𝑦, 𝑧 ≤ 𝑤 means that both 𝑥 ≤ 𝑦 ≤ 𝑤 and 𝑥 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 𝑤 hold. There does not seem to exist a universal
order relation between the rates under correlated catalytic transformations (𝑅F𝑐𝑐 ) and those under marginal
catalytic transformations (𝑅F𝑚𝑐 ). As particular cases of (S9) we find that

𝐸𝑑,F (𝜌) ≤ 𝐸𝑑,F𝑐 (𝜌) ≤ 𝐸𝑑,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) , 𝐸𝑑,F𝑚𝑐 (𝜌) ≤ 𝐸𝑑,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) ,
𝐸𝑐,F (𝜌) ≥ 𝐸𝑐,F𝑐 (𝜌) ≥ 𝐸𝑐,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) , 𝐸𝑐,F𝑚𝑐 (𝜌) ≥ 𝐸𝑐,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) .

(S10)

Let 𝑀 be an F -entanglement monotone, i.e., a non-negative function defined on all (finite-dimensional)
bipartite states that is non-increasing under operations in F , in formula

𝑀 (Λ(𝜌𝐴𝐵)) ≤ 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ∀ Λ ∈ F (𝐴𝐵 → 𝐴′𝐵′) . (S11)

We say that 𝑀 is:

(a) quasi-normalized, if 𝑀 (Φ𝑑) = log 𝑑 + 𝑜(log 𝑑) as 𝑑 → ∞, where Φ𝑑 is the maximally entangled state of
local dimension 𝑑, namely Φ𝑑 = |Φ𝑑⟩⟨Φ𝑑 | with |Φ𝑑⟩ ..= 1√

𝑑

∑𝑑
𝑖=1 |𝑖𝑖⟩;

(a’) normalized, if 𝑀 (Φ𝑑) = log 𝑑 for all 𝑑 ∈ N+;

(b) faithful, if 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) = 0 if and only if the state 𝜌𝐴𝐵 is separable;

(c) asymptotically continuous, if there exist two universal functions 𝑓 , 𝑔 : [0, 1] → R with 𝑓 (0) = 𝑔(0) =
lim𝜀→0 𝑓 (𝜀) = lim𝜀→0 𝑔(𝜀) = 0 such that��𝑀 (

𝜌𝐴𝐵
)
− 𝑀

(
𝜔𝐴𝐵

) �� ≤ 𝑓 (𝜀) log 𝑑𝐴𝐵 + 𝑔(𝜀) (S12)

holds for all pairs of states 𝜌𝐴𝐵, 𝜔𝐴𝐵 at trace distance 𝜀 ..= 1
2 ∥𝜌𝐴𝐵 − 𝜔𝐴𝐵∥1 on systems 𝐴𝐵 of total

dimension 𝑑𝐴𝐵 ..= |𝐴| |𝐵 |;

(d) weakly additive, if 𝑀
(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

)
= 𝑛𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) holds for all bipartite states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and all positive integers 𝑛;
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(e) completely additive, or tensor additive, if 𝑀
(
𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′

)
= 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) + 𝑀 (𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ) for all pairs of states

𝜌𝐴𝐵 and 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , where the bipartition is with respect to the cut 𝐴𝐴′ : 𝐵𝐵′; and finally

(f) strongly super-additive, if 𝑀
(
𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′

)
≥ 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴:𝐵) + 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′ ) for all states 𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ on four parties,

where 𝜌𝐴:𝐵 and 𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′ are the reductions of 𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ , and we used colons to highlight the Alice/Bob
bipartition.

In what follows, we will always posit that F contains the set of LOCC operations, in formula F ⊇ LOCC.
Since the maximally entangled state can be converted to any other state via LOCC, under this assumption
quasi-normalization implies that 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ log 𝑑 + 𝑜(log 𝑑) for all finite-dimensional states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 of local
dimension 𝑑 = min{|𝐴|, |𝐵 |}.

The proof of the lemma below is somewhat standard. The interested reader can find it in Appendix G. Before
we state the result, we remind the reader that a function 𝑓 : D(H) → R on the set of density operators D(H) on
the Hilbert space H is called lower semi-continuous if for all sequences (𝜌𝑛)𝑛 converging to some 𝜌 ∈ D(H),
i.e., such that lim𝑛→∞

1
2 ∥𝜌𝑛 − 𝜌∥1 = 0, it holds that 𝑓 (𝜌) ≤ lim inf𝑛→∞ 𝑓 (𝜌𝑛). Note that all continuous

functions, and therefore all asymptotically continuous monotones, are in particular lower semi-continuous.

Lemma S5. Let 𝑀 be a strongly super-additive F -monotone. If 𝑀 is also either quasi-normalized and
asymptotically continuous, or normalized and lower semi-continuous, then

𝐸𝑑,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ lim inf
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
, (S13)

𝐸𝑑,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ lim inf
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷=

⊗
𝑗 𝜏𝐶𝑗𝐷𝑗

{
𝑀

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
−
∑︁
𝑗

𝑀 (𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗
)
}
, (S14)

where all the suprema are over finite-dimensional catalysts 𝜏𝐶𝐷 . If 𝑀 is strongly super-additive and asymptot-
ically continuous, then

𝐸𝑐,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥
𝑀∞ (𝜌𝐴𝐵)

lim sup𝑚→∞
1
𝑚

sup𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
Φ⊗𝑚

2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

} , (S15)

𝐸𝑐,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥
𝑀∞ (𝜌𝐴𝐵)

lim sup𝑚→∞
1
𝑚

sup𝜏𝐶𝐷=
⊗

𝑗 𝜏𝐶𝑗𝐷𝑗

{
𝑀

(
Φ⊗𝑚

2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
−∑

𝑗 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗
)
} . (S16)

where 𝑀∞ (𝜌) ..= lim𝑛→∞
1
𝑛
𝑀
(
𝜌⊗𝑛

)
(and the limit exists). If 𝑀 is strongly super-additive and only lower

semi-continuous, then the weaker bounds

𝐸𝑐,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥
𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵)

lim sup𝑚→∞
1
𝑚

sup𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
Φ⊗𝑚

2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

} , (S17)

𝐸𝑐,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥
𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵)

lim sup𝑚→∞
1
𝑚

sup𝜏𝐶𝐷=
⊗

𝑗 𝜏𝐶𝑗𝐷𝑗

{
𝑀

(
Φ⊗𝑚

2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
−∑

𝑗 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗
)
} (S18)

hold.
Finally, if 𝑀 is strongly super-additive, completely additive, normalized, and lower semi-continuous, then

𝐸𝑑,F𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑑,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑑,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐,F𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) .
(S19)

Remark S6. The primary role of the condition that the catalyst be finite-dimensional is to ensure that the
differences in (S13)–(S18) are well defined, by avoiding the indeterminacy ∞−∞.

Remark S7. For additive monotones, normalization and quasi-normalization are equivalent.

It was unknown for a long time whether a non-trivial entanglement monotone that satisfies at the same time
quasi-normalization, strong super-additivity, asymptotic continuity, and complete additivity would exist at all.
This was the state of affairs until the squashed entanglement was constructed [46, 51, 66, 67]. For a bipartite
state 𝜌𝐴𝐵, this is defined by

𝐸sq (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ..= inf
𝜌𝐴𝐵𝐸

1
2
𝐼 (𝐴 : 𝐵 |𝐸)𝜌 , (S20)
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where the infimum runs over all extensions of 𝜌𝐴𝐵, i.e., over all states 𝜌𝐴𝐵𝐸 such that Tr𝐸 𝜌𝐴𝐵𝐸 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵, and 𝐼 (𝐴 :
𝐵 |𝐸)𝜌 ..= 𝐼 (𝐴 : 𝐵𝐸)𝜌 − 𝐼 (𝐴 :𝐸)𝜌 is the conditional mutual information, with 𝐼 (𝑋 :𝑌 )𝜔 ..= 𝐷 (𝜔𝑋𝑌 ∥𝜔𝑋 ⊗ 𝜔𝑌 )
being the mutual information, constructed [68] via the Umegaki relative entropy [40] so that it is well defined
also in infinite dimensions.

A closely related entanglement measure is the conditional entanglement of mutual information (CEMI),
defined by

𝐸𝐼 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ..= inf
𝜌𝐴𝐴′𝐵𝐵′

1
2

(
𝐼 (𝐴𝐴′ : 𝐵𝐵′)𝜌 − 𝐼 (𝐴′ : 𝐵′)𝜌

)
, (S21)

where the infimum is over all extensions of 𝜌𝐴𝐵 on 𝐴𝐴′𝐵𝐵′, with 𝐴′ and 𝐵′ being arbitrary systems. It is
known that 𝐸𝐼 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸sq (𝜌𝐴𝐵) for all states 𝜌𝐴𝐵, and it is currently an open problem to find a state where
the inequality is strict [51, Figure 1].

The squashed entanglement and CEMI are useful because they possess all of the above properties (a’)–(f).
For the squashed entanglement, properties (a’) and (d)–(f) were established in [46], while (c) follows from the
seminal Alicki–Fannes inequality [69, 70]. (See also [67] for a thorough discussion of the infinite-dimensional
case.) Faithfulness (b) was claimed in [53], but the proof presented there is strictly speaking not valid in its
original form because it makes direct use of the Brandão–Plenio generalized quantum Stein’s lemma [71], in
whose proof an issue was recently found [56]. However, the argument in [53] can be fixed by using a more
direct derivation [56]. Besides, three alternative proofs that do not rely on the generalized quantum Stein’s
lemma are available [51, 54, 55].

As for CEMI, properties (a’), (c), (d), and (e) are established in the original works [47, 48]. Property (b)
follows from the faithfulness of the squashed entanglement together with the inequality 𝐸𝐼 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸sq (𝜌𝐴𝐵).
As for strong super-additivity (f), it is also well known (see, e.g., [72, Remark 4.3]), and indeed it can be proved
in a few lines by generalizing slightly the argument given in [47, Proposition 1]. Namely, given a state 𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ ,
for all extensions on 𝐴𝐴′𝐴′′𝐵𝐵′𝐵′′ we have that

𝐼 (𝐴𝐴′𝐴′′ : 𝐵𝐵′𝐵′′)𝜌 − 𝐼 (𝐴′′ : 𝐵′′)𝜌
= 𝐼 (𝐴𝐴′𝐴′′ : 𝐵𝐵′𝐵′′)𝜌 − 𝐼 (𝐴′𝐴′′ : 𝐵′𝐵′′)𝜌 + 𝐼 (𝐴′𝐴′′ : 𝐵′𝐵′′)𝜌 − 𝐼 (𝐴′′ : 𝐵′′)𝜌
≥ 2𝐸𝐼 (𝜌𝐴:𝐵) + 2𝐸𝐼 (𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′ ) ,

(S22)

where, precisely as in [48, Eq. (5)], the last inequality follows because 𝜌𝐴𝐴′𝐴′′:𝐵𝐵′𝐵′′ is an extension of 𝜌𝐴:𝐵,
and 𝜌𝐴′𝐴′′:𝐵′𝐵′′ is an extension of 𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′ . Diving by 2 and taking the infimum over 𝜌𝐴𝐴′𝐴′′:𝐵𝐵′𝐵′′ yields the
claimed strong super-additivity of CEMI.

The following statement, whose special case corresponding to LOCC assisted by correlated catalysts is
already implicit in [29, Theorem 2], is an immediate consequence of Lemma S5 and of the above discussion.

Corollary S8. For an arbitrary finite-dimensional bipartite state 𝜌𝐴𝐵, the chain of inequalities

𝐸𝑑, LOCC𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑑, LOCC𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑑, LOCC𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸sq (𝜌𝐴𝐵)
≤ 𝐸𝐼 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐, LOCC𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐, LOCC𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐, LOCC𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵).

(S23)

holds.

In the above case, the assumption of finite dimensionality for 𝐴𝐵 can be removed by using the technique
presented in [73] (see also [74, Theorem 4 and Remark 10]).

B. Freely measured relative entropy of resource

Consider a finite-dimensional bipartite quantum system 𝐴𝐵 with Hilbert space H𝐴𝐵 = H𝐴 ⊗ H𝐵. In what
follows, will denote by K = SEP, PPT one of the two cones

SEP(𝐴 :𝐵) ..= conv {𝑅𝐴 ⊗ 𝑆𝐵 : 𝑅𝐴 ∈ T+ (H𝐴), 𝑆𝐵 ∈ T+ (H𝐵)} , (S24)
PPT(𝐴 :𝐵) ..=

{
𝑇𝐴𝐵 ∈ T+ (H𝐴𝐵) : 𝑇Γ

𝐴𝐵 ≥ 0
}
. (S25)

Here, T+ (H) denotes the cone of positive semi-definite (trace class) operators on the Hilbert space H, while Γ

stands for the partial transposition over the second sub-system 𝐵. For K ∈ {SEP, PPT}, we define

K1 ..= {𝑇 ∈ K : Tr𝑇 = 1} . (S26)
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We shall also consider the sets of measurements

SEP(𝐴 :𝐵) ..=

{
(𝐸𝑖)𝑖=1,...,𝑠 : 𝑠 ∈ N+, 𝐸𝑖 ∈ SEP(𝐴 :𝐵),

𝑠∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐸𝑖 = 1𝐴𝐵

}
, (S27)

PPT(𝐴 :𝐵) ..=

{
(𝐸𝑖)𝑖=1,...,𝑠 : 𝑠 ∈ N+, 𝐸𝑖 ∈ PPT(𝐴 :𝐵),

𝑠∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐸𝑖 = 1𝐴𝐵

}
, (S28)

which are natural mathematical relaxations of the set LOCC(𝐴 :𝐵) of LOCC-implementable measurements.
Two sets of operations will be of particular interest to us in addition to LOCC. These are the non-entangling

(separability-preserving) operations NE and the PPT-preserving operations PPTP. They are both defined as
quantum channels that preserve the given cone; specifically, for K ∈ {SEP, PPT}, a map Λ : 𝐴𝐵 → 𝐴′𝐵′ is
K-preserving if Λ[K(𝐴 : 𝐵)] ⊆ K(𝐴′ : 𝐵′). Importantly, both sets are supersets of LOCC.

Remark S9. Rains [22] introduced the class of ‘PPT operations’ as maps whose Choi operator is PPT. They
are sometimes confused with PPT-preserving maps [23], but PPT operations are actually those that completely
preserve the PPT cone, in the sense that (Λ ⊗ id)

[
K
(
𝐴𝐴 : 𝐵𝐵

) ]
⊆ K

(
𝐴′𝐴 : 𝐵′𝐵

)
where 𝐴, 𝐵 are arbitrary

systems. It is not difficult to see that LOCC ⊊ PPT ⊊ PPTP.

We now introduce formally a family of entanglement measures first studied by Piani in a pioneering paper [50],
and subsequently investigated and generalized, among others, by Li and Winter [51] and Brandão, Harrow, Lee,
and Peres [75].

Definition S10 (Freely measured relative entropy of entanglement). For K ∈ {SEP, PPT} and K ∈
{LOCC, SEP,PPT}, we define

𝐷KK (𝜌) ..= inf
𝜎∈K1

sup
M∈K

𝐷
(
M(𝜌)

M(𝜎)
)
, (S29)

where 𝐷 (𝑝∥𝑞) ..=
∑

𝑥 𝑝𝑥 log 𝑝𝑥

𝑞𝑥
is the Kullback–Leibler divergence.

The above definition should be contrasted with that of the relative entropy of (NPT) entanglement, given
by [20, 35]

𝐷K (𝜌) ..= inf
𝜎∈K1

𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) , (S30)

where 𝐷 (𝜌∥𝜎) ..= Tr 𝜌(log 𝜌 − log𝜎) is the Umegaki relative entropy [40]. Clearly, by the data processing
inequality [76–78], we have in general that (S30) is never smaller than (S29), meaning that

𝐷KK (𝜌) ≤ 𝐷K (𝜌) (S31)

for all K ∈ {SEP, PPT} and K ∈ {LOCC, SEP,PPT}. While (S30) may appear superficially to be a more
natural entanglement measure than (S29), we will argue now that this is not necessarily true. Indeed, the
freely measured version of the relative entropy of entanglement obeys even more properties than its standard,
un-measured version. The remainder of this section is a summary of all the properties of the freely measured
relative entropy of entanglement, as collected from the existing literature. For the sake of completeness,
self-contained proofs of all of these results are presented in Appendix H.

One first elementary observation, also due to Piani [50], is that 𝐷KK is a faithful measure of entanglement
(when K = SEP) or NPT entanglement (when K = PPT), provided that K is informationally complete. In
mathematical terms, this means that 𝐷KK (𝜌) = 0 if and only if 𝜌 ∈ K. This can be easily seen by applying
Pinsker’s inequality [79] to the Kullback–Leibler divergence in (S29), and observing that ifK is informationally
complete the resulting supremum defines a norm, called the distinguishability norm associated withK [80, 81].
One arrives at the inequality [50]

𝐷KK (𝜌) ≥ 1
2 ln 2

(
inf

𝜎∈K1
∥𝜌 − 𝜎∥K

)2
, (S32)

where ∥𝑋 ∥K ..= supM∈K ∥M(𝑋)∥1. Since ∥ · ∥K is a norm and not a semi-norm under the above assumption
on K, faithfulness of 𝐷KK follows immediately. We continue by recording a simple lemma, first established by
Piani [50, Theorem 2].
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Lemma S11 [50] (Monotonicity). For K ∈ {SEP, PPT} and K ∈ {LOCC, SEP,PPT}, the function 𝐷KK is
invariant under local unitaries, convex, and monotonically non-increasing under LOCC. When K = PPT and
K = PPT, it is also monotonically non-increasing under PPT operations.

The following is a slight improvement over [51, Proposition 3], obtained by leveraging the Alicki–Fannes–
Winter technique developed in [69, 70]. The same result has been obtained independently in [52, Theorem 11].

Lemma S12 (Asymptotic continuity). Let 𝐴𝐵 be a bipartite system of minimum local dimension 𝑑 ..=

min{|𝐴|, |𝐵 |} < ∞. Let 𝜌, 𝜔 be two states on 𝐴𝐵 at trace distance 𝜀 ..= 1
2 ∥𝜌 − 𝜔∥1. For K ∈ {SEP, PPT} and

any set of measurements K, it holds that��𝐷KK (𝜌) − 𝐷KK (𝜔)
�� ≤ 𝜖 log 𝑑 + 𝑔(𝜖) , (S33)

where

𝑔(𝑥) ..= (1 + 𝑥) log(1 + 𝑥) − 𝑥 log 𝑥 . (S34)

The following result is taken from [51, Proposition 4], where it is also shown that an equality in fact holds
in (S35). (We will however not make use of this latter fact.)

Lemma S13 [51, Proposition 4] (Quasi-normalization). Given a cone K ∈ {SEP, PPT} and a set of mea-
surements K ∈ {LOCC, SEP,PPT}, the maximally entangled state Φ𝑑 on a 𝑑 × 𝑑 bipartite quantum system
satisfies that

𝐷KK (Φ𝑑) ≥ log(𝑑 + 1) − 1 . (S35)

An absolutely crucial property that sets apart 𝐷KK from other entanglement measures based on the relative
entropy, such as the relative entropy of entanglement, is strong super-additivity. This has been first established
by Piani in [50, Theorem 2], and it has been later further generalized [75, Lemma 15].

Lemma S14 [50, Theorem 2] (Strong super-additivity). Let 𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ be an arbitrary state over a pair of
bipartite systems 𝐴𝐵 and 𝐴′𝐵′. For

(K,K) ∈ {(SEP,LOCC) , (SEP, SEP) , (PPT,LOCC) , (PPT, SEP) , (PPT,PPT)} , (S36)

i.e., for all possible choices ofK ∈ {SEP, PPT} andK ∈ {LOCC, SEP,PPT} exceptK = SEP andK = PPT,
it holds that

𝐷KK (𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ ) ≥ 𝐷KK (𝜌𝐴:𝐵) + 𝐷KK (𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′ ) . (S37)

Among other things, the above result implies, via Fekete’s lemma [82], that the regularization

𝐷
K,∞
K (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ..= lim

𝑛→∞
1
𝑛
𝐷KK

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

)
= sup

𝑛∈N+

1
𝑛
𝐷KK

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

)
(S38)

is well defined for all states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and for all pairs (K,K) as in (S36). For analogous but opposite reasons, since
𝐷K is tensor sub-additive, i.e., such that

𝐷K (𝜌𝐴:𝐵 ⊗ 𝜔𝐴′:𝐵′ ) ≤ 𝐷K (𝜌𝐴:𝐵) + 𝐷K (𝜔𝐴′:𝐵′ ) , (S39)

the regularization

𝐷∞
K (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ..= lim

𝑛→∞
1
𝑛
𝐷K

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

)
= inf

𝑛∈N+

1
𝑛
𝐷K

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

)
(S40)

is also well defined for K ∈ {SEP, PPT}.
A variation of the argument used to prove the above Lemma S14 has been employed by Piani to show an

inequality related to (S37). Since it is this inequality that will play a crucial role in our approach, rather than
simple strong super-additivity (S37), we review its proof in Appendix H.

Lemma S15 [50, Theorem 1] (Piani’s super-additivity-like inequality). Let 𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ be an arbitrary state over
a pair of bipartite systems 𝐴𝐵 and 𝐴′𝐵′. For all pairs (K,K) satisfying (S36), i.e., for all possible choices of
K ∈ {SEP, PPT} and K ∈ {LOCC, SEP,PPT} except for the pair (SEP,PPT), it holds that

𝐷K (𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ ) ≥ 𝐷K (𝜌𝐴:𝐵) + 𝐷KK (𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′ ) , (S41)

where 𝐷K is defined by (S30).
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C. Correlated catalysis and PPT-preserving or non-entangling operations

We begin by establishing general bounds on the asymptotic rates under PPT-preserving and non-entangling
operations assisted by correlated catalysts.

We stress that obtaining any asymptotic constraints in this setting is far from trivial — the monotones that can
be used to obtain restrictions on asymptotic rates under LOCC, such as squashed entanglement, are no longer
known to be monotonic under larger sets of operations; moreover, more easily computable quantities such as
the relative entropy of entanglement are not known to satisfy the required properties (Lemma S5), meaning that
it is not clear how to turn them into asymptotic bounds.

We will be able to circumvent these difficulties by employing Piani’s super-additivity-like inequality (S41).
Proposition S16. For all states 𝜌𝐴𝐵, the distillable entanglement under PPT-preserving operations assisted by
correlated catalysts satisfies that

𝐸𝑑, PPTP𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐷∞
PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) (S42)

and the correlated catalytic entanglement cost satisfies that

𝐸𝑐, PPTP𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥ 𝐷
K,∞
PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥ 𝐷KPPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) , (S43)

whereK ∈ {LOCC, SEP,PPT}, and𝐷∞
SEP and𝐷K,∞

SEP are defined by (S40) and (S38). In particular, 𝐸𝑐, PPTP𝑐𝑐

is faithful.
Similarly, under non-entangling operations assisted by correlated catalysts we have that

𝐸𝑑, NE𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐷∞
SEP (𝜌𝐴𝐵) (S44)

and

𝐸𝑐, NE𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥ 𝐷
K,∞
SEP (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥ 𝐷KSEP (𝜌𝐴𝐵) , (S45)

where K ∈ {LOCC, SEP}.
Remark S17. We do not know at present whether the inequalities 𝐸𝑑, PPTP𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐, PPTP𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) and
𝐸𝑑, NE𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐, NE𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) hold in general. The reason is that even if a set of free operations F is closed
under concatenation, the set of approximate state-to-state transformations induced by including assistance by
correlated catalysts is not necessarily such. In other words, 𝜌 F𝑐𝑐

−→≈𝜀 𝜔 and 𝜔 F𝑐𝑐

−→≈𝜀 𝜁 does not imply
that 𝜌 F𝑐𝑐

−→≈2𝜀 𝜁 . This is because the condition of exact preservation of the reduced state of the catalyst is
incompatible with any 𝜀-approximation.
Proof of Proposition S16. We will use KP to denote K-preserving operations, with K standing for either the
separable or the PPT cone. KP𝑐𝑐 is defined as before.

We start by proving the bound on distillable entanglement (Eq. (S42) and (S44)). Let 𝑅 be an
achievable rate for entanglement distillation under operations in KP𝑐𝑐. Construct the sequence of cat-
alysts 𝜏𝑛 = (𝜏𝑛)𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

on the finite-dimensional systems 𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛, and the sequence of operations Λ𝑛 ∈
KP

(
𝐴𝑛𝐶𝑛 : 𝐵𝑛𝐷𝑛 → 𝐴

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0 𝐶𝑛 : 𝐵⌈𝑅𝑛⌉

0 𝐷𝑛

)
, with 𝐴0 and 𝐵0 being single-qubit systems, such that

𝜀𝑛
..=

1
2

Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
)
−Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2


1
−−−−→
𝑛→∞ 0 ,

𝜏𝑛 = Tr
𝐴
⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0 𝐵

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0

[
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) ]
.

(S46)

Then

𝐷K
(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

)
+ 𝐷K

(
𝜏𝑛
) (i)
≥ 𝐷K

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
)

(ii)
≥ 𝐷K

(
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

(iii)
≥ 𝐷KK

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

+ 𝐷K
(

Tr
𝐴
⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0 𝐵

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

= 𝐷KK

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

+ 𝐷K
(
𝜏𝑛
)

(iv)
≥ 𝐷KK

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2

)
− 𝜀𝑛 ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛) + 𝐷K

(
𝜏𝑛
)

(v)
≥ ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ − 1 − 𝜀𝑛 ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛) + 𝐷K

(
𝜏𝑛
)
.

(S47)
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Here, (i) is an application of the tensor sub-additivity of 𝐷K as formalized in (S39), (ii) comes from its mono-
tonicity under non-entangling operations, (iii) from Piani’s super-additivity-like inequality in Lemma (S15),
(iv) from asymptotic continuity (Lemma S12), and finally (v) from quasi-normalization (Lemma S13). The
above chain of inequalities shows that

𝐷K
(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

)
≥ (1 − 𝜀𝑛) ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ − 1 − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛) . (S48)

Once again, the claim follows by dividing by 𝑛, taking the limit as 𝑛 → ∞, and subsequently the supremum
over all achievable rates 𝑅.

The proof of (S43) and (S45) is entirely analogous, and leverages once again Piani’s super-additivity-like
inequality (Lemma S15). The chain of inequalities in this case reads

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ + 𝐷K
(
𝜏𝑛
)
= 𝐷K

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2

)
+ 𝐷K

(
𝜏𝑛
)

≥ 𝐷K
(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

)
≥ 𝐷K

(
Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

))
≥ 𝐷KK

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

))
+ 𝐷K

(
Tr

𝐴
⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0 𝐵

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

))
(S49)

= 𝐷KK

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

))
+ 𝐷K

(
𝜏𝑛
)

≥ 𝐷KK
(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

)
− 𝜀𝑛 log (𝑑𝑛) − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛) + 𝐷K

(
𝜏𝑛
)
.

Eliminating 𝐷K (𝜏𝑛) on both sides, dividing by 𝑛, taking first the limit 𝑛 → ∞ and then the supremum over all
achievable rates 𝑅 yields (S43). Faithfulness of 𝐸𝑐, KP𝑐𝑐 follows from that of 𝐷KK as established by (S32).

D. Irreversibility of entanglement under LOCC assisted by correlated catalysts

Combining the insights of the previous sections, we can derive a general statement about the asymptotic
irreversibility of entanglement theory assisted by correlated catalysis as follows.

Theorem S18. The following holds:

(a) A PPT state cannot be converted to an NPT state by means of PPT-preserving operations assisted by
correlated catalysts.

(b) In particular, not even a single ebit can be distilled with error 𝜀 < 1/2 by an unbounded number of copies
of any given PPT state via LOCC or PPT-preserving operations assisted by correlated catalysts.

(c) Therefore, all PPT entangled states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 are bound entangled under LOCC or PPT-preserving operations
assisted by correlated catalysts, but have non-zero cost under LOCC assisted by correlated catalysts.
More formally, if 𝜌𝐴𝐵 ∈ PPT(𝐴 :𝐵) \ SEP(𝐴 :𝐵) then

𝐸𝑑, LOCC𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) = 𝐸𝑑, PPTP𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) = 0 , 𝐸𝑐, LOCC𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) > 0 . (S50)

(d) Consequently, entanglement theory is irreversible even under LOCC assisted by correlated catalysts.

Remark S19. The irreversibility of entanglement theory as defined in claim (c) can be deduced directly from
Proposition S16 — we have that 𝐸𝑑,PPTP𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐷PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) = 0 for a PPT state 𝜌𝐴𝐵, while 𝐸sq (𝜌𝐴𝐵) > 0
as long as 𝜌𝐴𝐵 ∉ SEP(𝐴 : 𝐵) due to the faithfulness of squashed entanglement. However, our claims (a) and
(b) strengthen the irreversibility and clarify that it cannot be easily circumvented, which is why we include the
Theorem as a separate result and provide a complete proof below.

Proof. Let us start with claim (a). By Corollary S8, if 𝜌𝐴𝐵 is a generic entangled state then 𝐸𝑐, LOCC𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥
𝐸sq (𝜌𝐴𝐵) > 0, where the latter inequality comes from the faithfulness of the squashed entanglement. On

the other hand, assume that 𝜌𝐴𝐵
PPTP𝑐𝑐

−→ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , so that there exists a catalyst 𝜏𝐶𝐷 and an operation Λ ∈
PPTP (𝐴𝐶 : 𝐵𝐷 → 𝐴′𝐶 : 𝐵′𝐷) with the properties that

Tr𝐶𝐷 Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷) = 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ , Tr𝐴𝐵 Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷) = 𝜏𝐶𝐷 . (S51)
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Then

𝐷PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷)
(i)
≥ 𝐷PPT (Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷))
(ii)
≥ 𝐷PPTPPT (Tr𝐶𝐷 Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷)) + 𝐷PPT (Tr𝐴𝐵 Λ (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷))

(iii)
= 𝐷PPTPPT (𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ) + 𝐷PPT (𝜏𝐶𝐷) .

(S52)

Here, (i) is an application of the monotonicity of 𝐷PPT under PPT-preserving operations, (ii) descends from
Piani’s super-additivity–like inequality (Lemma S15), and (iii) holds by (S51).

Now, let us specialise the above inequality to a PPT state 𝜌𝐴𝐵. In this case we have that

𝐷PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷) = inf
𝜎𝐴𝐶:𝐵𝐷 ∈PPT1

𝐷

(
𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

𝜎𝐴𝐶:𝐵𝐷

)
(iv)
≤ inf

𝜎′
𝐶𝐷

∈PPT1
𝐷

(
𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

 𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜎′
𝐶𝐷

)
= 𝐷PPT (𝜏𝐶𝐷) .

(S53)

In (iv), for an arbitrary 𝜎′
𝐶𝐷

∈ PPT1 we chose as an ansatz 𝜎𝐴𝐶:𝐵𝐷 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜎′
𝐶𝐷

∈ PPT1, where we made use
of the fact that 𝜌𝐴𝐵 itself is PPT.

Together, (S52) and (S53) imply that 𝐷PPTPPT (𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ) ≤ 0, which entails that 𝐷PPTPPT (𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ) = 0 because
𝐷PPTPPT cannot be negative. Since 𝐷PPTPPT is faithful (see the discussion around (S32)), we conclude that 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′

is a PPT state, concluding the proof of claim (a).
Claim (b) follows immediately from the fact that an ebit is at trace norm distance 1/2 from the set of PPT

states. Combining this with Corollary S8 yields (c), which directly implies (d).

Some observations are in order:

1. Using Lemma S5 at full blast and combining it with Lemmata S11–S14 actually yields the more general
bound

𝐸𝑑, LOCC𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ lim inf
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝐷KK

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝐷KK (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
, (S54)

valid for all pairs (K,K) as in (S36). As usual, 𝐶𝐷 is assumed to be finite-dimensional. However, in
the case of NPT 𝜌𝐴𝐵 we do not know how to upper bound the above quantity in any useful way with a
function of 𝜌𝐴𝐵.

2. The above result has a much stronger analogue in the resource theory of coherence: there, one can prove
that correlated catalysts cannot change neither the distillable coherence nor the coherence cost under
incoherent operations (IO). We discuss this in detail in Section F.

3. Until now, all results that we know of prove that (in certain cases) correlated catalysts cannot improve
asymptotic rates. At this point the opposite question becomes pressing: do we know of a single case
where correlated catalysts manage to improve an asymptotic rate?

E. No ‘perpetuum mobile’ of entanglement under correlated catalytic transformations

As explained in the main text, the inequality

𝐸𝑑,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) (S55)

expresses the impossibility of running a process that using operations in F assisted by correlated catalysts
creates unlimited entanglement from a finite supply of states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 by distilling entanglement out of them and
re-creating the same states via entanglement dilution — a sort of perpetual motion machine for entanglement.
It is only reasonable that we expect (S55) to hold for any logically consistent class of free operations F . And
yet, the inequality in (S55) does not seem to follow from the results in Proposition S16, and in particular
from (S42) and (S43), simply because 𝐷∞

PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥ 𝐷
K,∞
PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) holds in general due to the data processing
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inequality (S31), while we would need the opposite inequality to chain (S42) and (S43). Granted, we are not
aware of any explicit example of a state showing that, for instance, 𝐷∞

PPT > 𝐷PPTPPT can happen in general.
However, based on the results of [83] we believe that such states exist. If that is the case, then Proposition S16
cannot be used to establish (S55) for operations in PPTP𝑐𝑐.

However, here we will show that these hurdles are just technicalities stemming from the the peculiarities
of the set PPTP𝑐𝑐. For more well-behaved sets of free operations like PPT or LOCC there is an independent
argument recovering (S55), and thus establishing the logical consistency of entanglement manipulation assisted
by correlated catalysts, for almost all states. More precisly, our proof works for every state when F = PPT, and
for all states except possibly NPT bound entangled states (provided they exist [33, 34]) when F = LOCC. This
was mentioned without proof in [58] for the case of LOCC, and below we record a complete derivation that
also considers PPT operations.

Proposition S20. For all bipartite states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 except possibly NPT bound entangled states, it holds that

𝐸𝑑, LOCC𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐, LOCC𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) . (S56)

For all bipartite states 𝜌𝐴𝐵,

𝐸𝑑, PPT𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐, PPT𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) . (S57)

Before we come to the proof of Proposition S20, we need to recall the notion of maximal transformation rate,
introduced in [73, Definition 11] and employed extensively in [58, 64, 84], where it is referred to as marginal
transformation rate. For two states 𝜌 (input) and 𝜎 (output) and a class of free operations F , this is defined
by as the supremum of all maximally achievable rates 𝜌 → 𝜎. Here, a number 𝑅 > 0 is called a maximally
achievable rate 𝜌 → 𝜎 if for all 𝜀 > 0 and for all sufficiently large 𝑛 there exists a transformation Λ𝑛 ∈ F ,
going from 𝑛 copies of the input system to 𝑚 = ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ copies of the output system, with the property that the
𝑗 th-system reduction of 𝜔 (𝑚) ..= Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛

)
resembles 𝜎 up to an error 𝜀, for all 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑚. In formula, this

can be expressed as max 𝑗
1
2

𝜔 (𝑚)
𝑗

− 𝜎


1
≤ 𝜀, where 𝜔 (𝑚)

𝑗
denotes the reduced state of 𝜔 (𝑚) on the 𝑗 th system.

Formalizing what we have just explained in words, the maximal transformation rate can thus be defined by

𝑅F𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜎) ..= sup

{
𝑅 : 𝜌⊗𝑛 F−→ 𝜔 ( ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ ) , lim

𝑛→∞
max

𝑗=1,...,⌈𝑅𝑛⌉

1
2

𝜔 ( ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ )
𝑗

− 𝜎


1
= 0

}
. (S58)

There is also a version of the above rate that includes assistance by correlated catalysts, and can be defined
formally by

𝑅F𝑐𝑐
𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜎) ..= sup

{
𝑅 : 𝜌⊗𝑛 F𝑐𝑐

−→ 𝜔 ( ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ ) , lim
𝑛→∞

max
𝑗=1,...,⌈𝑅𝑛⌉

1
2

𝜔 ( ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ )
𝑗

− 𝜎


1
= 0

}
. (S59)

Note. In [64], the above rate 𝑅F𝑐𝑐
𝑚

is denoted by 𝑅mc.

Clearly,

𝑅F𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜎) ≤ 𝑅F𝑐𝑐

𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜎) (S60)

for all pairs of states 𝜌, 𝜎 and all classes of free operations F . Remarkably, it has been shown recently [64,
Proposition 5] that provided that F is closed under both sequential and parallel composition, the inequality
in (S60) is actually an equality for all F -distillable states, i.e.

𝐸𝑑,F (𝜌) > 0 =⇒ 𝑅F𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜎) = 𝑅F𝑐𝑐

𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜎) . (S61)

The proof of [64, Proposition 5] is presented for the case of F = LOCC, but upon inspection one can see
that it works equally well for all sets of free operations F that are closed under both sequential and parallel
composition. These requirements mean that for all Λ1,Λ2 ∈ F it should hold that Λ1 ◦ Λ2 ∈ F (whenever this
sequential composition makes sense) as well as Λ1 ⊗ Λ2 ∈ F .

In the case of entanglement theory, the results of [64, Proposition 7] also imply that for any class F that is
closed under both sequential and parallel composition and contains the set of one-way LOCCs, say from Alice
to Bob, all F -distillable state 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and all pure states 𝜙 = 𝜙𝐴𝐵 satisfy that [64, Proposition 7]

𝑅F𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜙) = 𝑅F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌 → 𝜙) = 𝑅F𝑐𝑐

𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜙) = 𝑅F (𝜌 → 𝜙) =

𝐸𝑑,F (𝜌)
𝑆(𝜙𝐴)

. (S62)
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Again, the proof of [64, Proposition 7] is stated for LOCC transformations only, but it works without significant
changes for all other F satisfying the above assumptions. The fact that F includes one-way LOCCs is needed
only to deduce the continuity of the F -distillable entanglement on pure states via the hashing bound [85] —
cf. [64, Eq. (36)].

Another remarkable property of maximal transformation rates is the following ‘transitivity property’, which
generalizes [58, Lemma 2].

Proposition S21. Let F be any set of free operations that is closed under both sequential and parallel
composition. Then the maximal transformation rates fulfill the relation

𝑅F𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜔) · 𝑅F𝑚

(𝜔 → 𝜎) ≤ 𝑅F𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜎) (S63)

for any three states 𝜌, 𝜔, and 𝜎.

Proof. We can generalize the same type of ‘chessboard’ argument found in [58, Lemma 2]. To appreciate
where the chessboard structure comes from, we point the reader to [58, Figure 1]. Call 𝑟1

..= 𝑅F𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜔) and

𝑟2
..= 𝑅F𝑚

(𝜔 → 𝜎). For any given 𝜀 > 0, let 𝑘 ∈ N+ be large enough so that there exists Θ ∈ F with the
property that

max
𝑗=1,...,⌈𝑟2𝑘 ⌉

1
2

Θ(
𝜔⊗𝑘 )

𝑗
− 𝜎


1
≤ 𝜀

2
, (S64)

where as before Θ
(
𝜔⊗𝑘 )

𝑗
denotes the reduced state of Θ

(
𝜔⊗𝑘 ) on the 𝑗 th subsystem. Such a 𝑘 evidently exists

due to the definition of 𝑅F𝑚
(𝜔 → 𝜎). For the same reason, for all large enough 𝑚 we can also find Λ𝑚 such

that 𝜉 ( ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ ) ..= Λ𝑚

(
𝜌⊗𝑚

)
satisfies that

max
ℓ=1,...,⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉

1
2

 𝜉 ( ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ )
ℓ

− 𝜔


1
≤ 𝜀

2𝑘
. (S65)

Now, suppose that we start with 𝑛 copies of 𝜌, with 𝑛 asymptotically large. Up to discarding at most 𝑘 − 1
of them, i.e. a constant number as 𝑛 → ∞, we can arrange them into 𝑘 ‘rows’ of 𝑚 = ⌊𝑛/𝑘⌋ copies each, thus
forming a rectangular, 𝑘×𝑚 array. We now apply (i) Λ𝑚 to every row, and after that (ii) Θ to every column. Note
that step (i) transforms the array of quantum systems into a 𝑘 × ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ array, and this gets in turn transformed
into a ⌈𝑟2𝑘⌉ × ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ array upon completion of step (ii). The state obtained after (i) is simply(

𝜉 ( ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ )
)⊗𝑘

=

(
Λ𝑚

(
𝜌⊗𝑚

) )⊗𝑘
. (S66)

Since for every ℓ = 1, . . . , ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ it holds that 1
2

 𝜉 ( ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ )
ℓ

− 𝜔


1
≤ 𝜀

2𝑘 , we also have that

max
ℓ=1,...,⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉

1
2

(𝜉 ( ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ )
ℓ

)⊗𝑘 − 𝜔⊗𝑘


1
≤ 𝜀

2
, (S67)

by a simple iterated application of the triangle inequality. Consider now the final output state obtained after
step (ii), denoted by 𝜁 ( ⌈𝑟2𝑘 ⌉ ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ ) = Θ⊗⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉

( (
𝜉 ( ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ ) )⊗𝑘 ) . Each one of the

⌈𝑟2𝑘⌉ · ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ ≥ 𝑟1𝑟2 𝑘𝑚 = 𝑟1𝑟2 𝑘 ⌊𝑛/𝑘⌋ ≥ 𝑟1𝑟2 (𝑛 − 𝑘) (S68)

output systems corresponds to a definite row and column of the rectangular array. Let 𝑗 , ℓ denote the row and
column indices, respectively. By tracing away all columns but the ℓth one, we have that

𝜁
( ⌈𝑟2𝑘 ⌉ ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ )
𝑗 ,ℓ

= Θ

( (
𝜉
( ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ )
ℓ

)⊗𝑘 )
𝑗
, (S69)

implying that

1
2

 𝜁 ( ⌈𝑟2𝑘 ⌉ ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ )
𝑗 ,ℓ

− 𝜎


1

(i)
≤ 1

2

 𝜁 ( ⌈𝑟2𝑘 ⌉ ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ )
𝑗 ,ℓ

− Θ
(
𝜔⊗𝑘 )

𝑗


1
+ 1

2

Θ(
𝜔⊗𝑘 )

𝑗
− 𝜎


1

(ii)
=

1
2

Θ( (
𝜉
( ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ )
ℓ

)⊗𝑘 − 𝜔⊗𝑘
)
𝑗


1
+ 1

2

Θ(
𝜔⊗𝑘 )

𝑗
− 𝜎


1

(iii)
≤ 1

2

 (𝜉 ( ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ )
ℓ

)⊗𝑘 − 𝜔⊗𝑘


1
+ 1

2

Θ(
𝜔⊗𝑘 )

𝑗
− 𝜎


1

(iv)
≤ 𝜀 .

(S70)
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Here, (i) holds due to the triangle inequality, (ii) because of (S69), (iii) follows from the data processing
inequality for the trace norm, and finally (iv) can be verified by combining (S64) and (S67).

Since this works for every 𝑗 , ℓ, every subsystem of 𝜁 ( ⌈𝑟2𝑘 ⌉ ⌈𝑟1𝑚⌉ ) is approximately in the state 𝜎, up to an
error 𝜀. Since there are at least 𝑟1𝑟2 (𝑛 − 𝑘) such sub-systems and 𝜀 > 0 was arbitrary, this shows that the rate
lim𝑛→∞

𝑟1𝑟2 (𝑛−𝑘 )
𝑛

= 𝑟1𝑟2 = 𝑅F𝑚
(𝜌 → 𝜔) 𝑅F𝑚

(𝜔 → 𝜎) is maximally achievable for 𝜌 → 𝜎, thus completing
the proof.

We are now ready to present a complete proof of Proposition S20.

Proof of Proposition S20. We can write the following chain of inequalities, valid for any F -distillable state 𝜌:

𝐸𝑑,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌)
𝐸𝑐,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝑅F𝑐𝑐 (Φ2 → 𝜌) 𝑅F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌 → Φ2)

(i)
≤ 𝑅F𝑐𝑐

𝑚
(Φ2 → 𝜌) 𝑅F𝑐𝑐

𝑚
(𝜌 → Φ2)

(ii)
= 𝑅F𝑚

(Φ2 → 𝜌) 𝑅F𝑚
(𝜌 → Φ2)

(iii)
≤ 𝑅F𝑚

(Φ2 → Φ2)
(iv)
≤ 1 .

(S71)

Here, (i) holds because in general 𝑅F𝑐𝑐 ≤ 𝑅F𝑐𝑐
𝑚

as per (S60), (ii) follows from (S61), (iii) is an application of
Proposition S21, and finally (iv) is due to (S62).

This proves (S56) for the case of LOCC-distillable states 𝜌. When 𝜌 is PPT, the left-hand side of (S56)
vanishes due to our main result, Theorem S18, and there is nothing to prove. As for (S57), the situation is even
simpler here: for any given 𝜌, either 𝜌 is PPT, and then our main result tells us once again that the left-hand
side of (S57) vanishes, with nothing left to prove, or else 𝜌 is NPT, and in this case we know that it must be
PPT-distillable [86], entailing that we can use (S71) to establish (S57).

F. Applications to the resource theory of coherence

Throughout this section, we will look into the usefulness of catalysts for the resource theory of coher-
ence [59–62]. In this resource theory, each allowed system with finite-dimensional Hilbert space H ≃ C𝑑

is equipped with a privileged orthonormal basis {|𝑖⟩}𝑖=1,...𝑑 , conventionally identified with the computational
basis. Possible choices of free operations include strictly incoherent operations (SIO) [61, 74, 87–89], inco-
herent operations (IO) [60, 61], dephasing-covariant incoherent operations (DIO) [90–93], maximal incoherent
operations (MIO) [59, 94], and others [90, 95].

Depending on the set of free operations one chooses, the asymptotic behaviour of the theory differs. For
example, bound coherence under SIO is generic [74, 88, 89]. While there is no bound coherence at all under
IO, i.e., all states that are not incoherent are IO distillable, the corresponding resource theory still admits
generic irreversibility [61]. Finally, the resource theory of coherence is known to be reversible under MIO and
even under the strictly smaller class of DIO [56, 93]. In light of this discussion, it is natural to ask ourselves
whether the use of catalysts could improve either distillation or dilution of coherence under IO or SIO. It is
somewhat remarkable that we can answer this question in the negative for dilution under both SIO and IO, and
for distillation under IO, using the techniques we have developed here together with some off-the-shelf results.
The only remaining case that we leave open here is that of SIO distillation, which may or may not be affected
asymptotically by the introduction of catalysts — but there is anyway no hope of obtaining a theory which is
asymptotically reversible, since SIO constitute a subset of IO.

Let us start by recalling some definitions. A quantum channel Λ : M
(
C𝑑

)
→ M

(
C𝑑′ ) acting on the

set of 𝑑 × 𝑑 matrices M
(
C𝑑

)
is said to be an incoherent operation (IO) if it admits a Kraus representation

Λ(·) = ∑
𝛼 𝐾𝛼 (·)𝐾†

𝛼 with the property that for all 𝛼 and 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑} there exists 𝑗 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑′} such that
𝐾𝛼 |𝑖⟩ ∝ | 𝑗⟩. If at the same time it also holds that for all 𝛼 and 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑′} there exists 𝑗 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑} such
that 𝐾†

𝛼 |𝑖⟩ ∝ | 𝑗⟩, then we say that Λ is a strictly incoherent operation (SIO). With this terminology in place,
we can now give the following definitions.

Given two finite-dimensional systems 𝐴, 𝐵, two states 𝜌𝐴 on 𝐴 and 𝜔𝐵 on 𝐵, and a class of operations
F ∈ {SIO, IO}, we can re-adapt Definition S1 by writing:
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(i’) 𝜌𝐴
F𝑐

−→ 𝜔𝐵, if there exists a finite-dimensional state 𝜏𝐶 and an operation Λ ∈ F (𝐴𝐶 → 𝐵𝐶) such that

Λ (𝜌𝐴 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶 ) = 𝜔𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶 ; (S72)

(ii’) 𝜌𝐴
F𝑐𝑐

−→ 𝜔𝐵, if there exists a finite-dimensional state 𝜏𝐶 and some Λ ∈ F (𝐴𝐶 → 𝐵𝐶) such that

Tr𝐶 Λ (𝜌𝐴 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶 ) = 𝜔𝐵 , Tr𝐵 Λ (𝜌𝐴 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶 ) = 𝜏𝐶 ; (S73)

(iii’) 𝜌𝐴
F𝑚𝑐

−→ 𝜔𝐵, if there exists a finite collection of finite-dimensional states 𝜏𝐶 𝑗
, 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑘 , and an

operation Λ ∈ F (𝐴𝐶 → 𝐵𝐶), where 𝐶 ..= 𝐶1 . . . 𝐶𝑘 , such that

Λ (𝜌𝐴 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶 ) = 𝜔𝐵⊗ 𝜏′𝐶 , Tr�̂� 𝑗
𝜏′𝐶 = 𝜏𝐶 𝑗

∀ 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑘 , (S74)

where 𝜏𝐶 ..=
⊗

𝑗 𝜏𝐶 𝑗
is the initial state of the overall catalyst, and 𝐶 𝑗 denotes the system obtained by

tracing away all of the 𝐶 systems except from the 𝑗 th one.

(iv’) 𝜌𝐴
F𝑚𝑐𝑐

−→ 𝜔𝐵, if there exists a finite collection of finite-dimensional states 𝜏𝐶 𝑗
, 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑘 , and an

operation Λ ∈ F (𝐴𝐶 → 𝐵𝐶), where 𝐶 ..= 𝐶1 . . . 𝐶𝑘 , such that

Tr𝐶 Λ (𝜌𝐴 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶 ) = 𝜔𝐵 , Tr𝐵�̂� 𝑗
Λ (𝜌𝐴 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶 ) = 𝜏𝐶 𝑗

∀ 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑘 , (S75)

where 𝜏𝐶 ..=
⊗

𝑗 𝜏𝐶 𝑗
, and once more 𝐶 𝑗 denotes the system obtained by tracing away all 𝐶 systems

except from the 𝑗 th one.

For F̃ ∈ {F ,F 𝑐,F 𝑐𝑐,F𝑚𝑐,F𝑚𝑐𝑐} and 𝜀 ∈ [0, 1], we write 𝜌𝐴
F̃−→≈𝜀𝜔𝐵 if there exists a state 𝜔′

𝐵
such that

𝜌𝐴
F̃−→ 𝜔′

𝐵 ,
1
2
𝜔′

𝐵 − 𝜔𝐵


1 ≤ 𝜀 . (S76)

For every pair of states 𝜌𝐴 and 𝜔𝐵, the corresponding asymptotic rate is given by

𝑅F̃ (𝜌𝐴 → 𝜔𝐵) ..= sup
{
𝑅 : 𝜌⊗𝑛

𝐴

F̃−→≈𝜀𝑛 𝜔
⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
𝐵

, lim
𝑛→∞

𝜀𝑛 = 0
}
. (S77)

The distillable coherence and the coherence cost under operations in F̃ are defined by

𝐶
𝑑, F̃ (𝜌) ..= 𝑅F̃ (𝜌 → |+⟩⟨+|) , 𝐶

𝑐, F̃ (𝜌) ..=
1

𝑅F̃ (|+⟩⟨+| → 𝜌) , (S78)

where

|+⟩ ..=
1
√

2
( |0⟩ + |1⟩) (S79)

denotes the single-qubit coherence bit.
The distillable coherence and the coherence cost under IO (unassisted by catalysis) have been computed

in [61]. Therein, it is already remarked that the coherence cost remains the same under SIO. The problem of
distillation under SIO was instead solved in [74].

Concerning IO distillation, it holds that [61, Theorem 6]

𝐶𝑑,IO (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑟 (𝜌) ..= 𝑆 (Δ(𝜌)) − 𝑆(𝜌) , (S80)

where 𝑆(𝜔) ..= −Tr𝜔 log2 𝜔 denotes the von Neumann entropy, Δ(·) ..=
∑

𝑖 |𝑖⟩⟨𝑖 | (·) |𝑖⟩⟨𝑖 | is the completely
dephasing channel, and 𝐶𝑟 is called the relative entropy of coherence.

Distillation is in general much more difficult with SIO, a set of operations under which it is known that almost
all states (in a measure-theoretic sense) are undistillable [89]. More precisely, we have that [74, Theorem 3]

𝐶𝑑,SIO (𝜌) = 𝑄(𝜌) ..= 𝑆 (Δ(𝜌)) − 𝑆( �̄�) , (S81)
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where the state �̄� is defined by

�̄�𝑖 𝑗
..=

{
𝜌𝑖 𝑗 if |𝜌𝑖 𝑗 | =

√
𝜌𝑖𝑖𝜌 𝑗 𝑗 ,

0 otherwise.
(S82)

The quantity 𝑄 is called quintessential coherence.
At this point it is perhaps surprising that SIO and IO are entirely equivalent when it comes to coherence

dilution. Indeed, it holds that [61, Theorem 8]

𝐶𝑐,SIO (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑐,IO (𝜌) = 𝐶 𝑓 (𝜌) ..= inf
𝜌=

∑
𝑥 𝑝𝑥𝜓𝑥

∑︁
𝑥

𝑝𝑥 𝑆 (Δ(𝜓𝑥)) , (S83)

where the infimum is over all convex decompositions 𝜌 =
∑

𝑥 𝑝𝑥𝜓𝑥 of 𝜌 into pure states 𝜓𝑥 = |𝜓𝑥⟩⟨𝜓𝑥 |, and
𝐶 𝑓 is called the coherence of formation.

Before we state the main result of this section, it is useful to record some known facts concerning the above
monotones.

Lemma S22. The relative entropy of coherence and the coherence of formation, defined by (S80) and (S83),
respectively, are monotonic under IO, strongly super-additive, completely additive, asymptotically continuous,
and normalized.

Proof. The fact that the relative entropy of coherence and the coherence of formation are completely additive,
asymptotically continuous, and normalized IO monotones is established in [61]. The strong super-additivity of
𝐶 𝑓 is shown in [96]. As for 𝐶𝑟 , its strong super-additivity follows from the fact that the same property holds
for the coherent information 𝐼𝑐 (𝐴⟩𝐴′)𝜔 ..= 𝑆(𝜔𝐴′ ) − 𝑆(𝜔𝐴𝐴′ ) = −𝐻 (𝐴|𝐴′)𝜔 . To establish the link between the
two concepts, one needs to associate to every 𝑑-dimensional state 𝜌𝐴 a corresponding ‘maximally correlated’
state �̃�𝐴𝐴′ ..=

∑
𝑖, 𝑗 𝜌𝑖 𝑗 |𝑖⟩⟨ 𝑗 |𝐴 ⊗ |𝑖⟩⟨ 𝑗 |𝐴′ . Then,

𝐶𝑟 (𝜌𝐴) = 𝐼𝑐 (𝐴⟩𝐴′)𝜌 . (S84)

Now, if 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 is bipartite, we can use [97, Theorem 11.16] to write

𝐶𝑟 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) = 𝐼𝑐 (𝐴𝐵⟩𝐴′𝐵′)𝜌
= −𝐻 (𝐴𝐵|𝐴′𝐵′)𝜌
≥ −𝐻 (𝐴|𝐴′)𝜌 − 𝐻 (𝐵 |𝐵′)𝜌
= 𝐼𝑐 (𝐴⟩𝐴′)𝜌 + 𝐼𝑐 (𝐵⟩𝐵′)𝜌
= 𝐶𝑟 (𝜌𝐴) + 𝐶𝑟 (𝜌𝐵) .

(S85)

This concludes the proof.

We are now ready to establish the following.

Theorem S23. The distillable coherence and the coherence cost under IO, as well as the coherence cost under
SIO, do not change if one allows assistance by either catalysts, or correlated catalysts, or marginal catalysts,
or marginal correlated catalysts. In formulae, for all states 𝜌 it holds that

𝐶𝑑,IO (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑑,IO𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑑,IO𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑑,IO𝑚𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑑,IO𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑟 (𝜌) , (S86)

𝐶𝑐,IO (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑐,IO𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑐,IO𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑐,IO𝑚𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑐,IO𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) (S87)
= 𝐶𝑐,SIO (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑐,SIO𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑐,SIO𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑐,SIO𝑚𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑐,SIO𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) = 𝐶 𝑓 (𝜌) , (S88)

where the relative entropy of coherence 𝐶𝑟 and the coherence of formation 𝐶 𝑓 are defined respectively by (S80)
and (S83).

Proof. The a priori largest quantity in (S86) is 𝐶𝑑,IO𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌), so it suffices to show that 𝐶𝑑,IO𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) ≤ 𝐶𝑟 (𝜌).
This is a consequence of the results that we established in Section A for entanglement theory, which can be
immediately noticed to hold in the same way for the theory of coherence. In particular, the desired statement
follows from (S19) in Lemma S5, applied to 𝑀 = 𝐶𝑟 thanks to Lemma S22. Analogously, the smallest quantity
in (S87)–(S88) is 𝐶𝑐,IO𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌), so it suffices to prove that 𝐶𝑐,IO𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌) ≥ 𝐶 𝑓 (𝜌). This comes once again
from (S19) in Lemma S5, applied to 𝑀 = 𝐶 𝑓 thanks to Lemma S22.
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Remark S24. Since coherence is already reversible under MIO and even DIO, with

𝐶𝑑,MIO (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑑,DIO (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑐,MIO (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑑,DIO (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑟 (𝜌) , (S89)

there is no reason to expect that catalysts could help here. In fact, if they did, the theory would trivialise,
because in a non-trivial theory the distillable resource can never exceed the resource cost. And indeed, since
𝐶𝑟 is strongly super-additive, completely additive, asymptotically continuous, and normalized, inequality (S19)
tells us that catalysts, in any form, cannot increase the DIO/MIO distillable coherence above 𝐶𝑟 , nor decrease
the DIO/MIO cost below 𝐶𝑟 .

Remark S25. What prevents us from extending Theorem S23 to the case of coherence distillation under SIO
assisted by catalysts is that the SIO distillable coherence, i.e., the quintessential coherence (S81), despite being
strongly super-additive, additive, and normalized, is only upper instead of lower semi-continuous. We therefore
leave open the question of whether either of the quantities 𝐶𝑑,SIO𝑐 , 𝐶𝑑,SIO𝑐𝑐 , 𝐶𝑑,SIO𝑚𝑐 , 𝐶𝑑,SIO𝑚𝑐𝑐 can be strictly
larger than 𝐶𝑑,SIO = 𝑄 at least in some cases.

APPENDIX

G. Proof of Lemma S5

Lemma S5. Let 𝑀 be a strongly super-additive F -monotone. If 𝑀 is also either quasi-normalized and
asymptotically continuous, or normalized and lower semi-continuous, then

𝐸𝑑,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ lim inf
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
, (S13)

𝐸𝑑,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ lim inf
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷=

⊗
𝑗 𝜏𝐶𝑗𝐷𝑗

{
𝑀

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
−
∑︁
𝑗

𝑀 (𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗
)
}
, (S14)

where all the suprema are over finite-dimensional catalysts 𝜏𝐶𝐷 . If 𝑀 is strongly super-additive and asymptot-
ically continuous, then

𝐸𝑐,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥
𝑀∞ (𝜌𝐴𝐵)

lim sup𝑚→∞
1
𝑚

sup𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
Φ⊗𝑚

2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

} , (S15)

𝐸𝑐,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥
𝑀∞ (𝜌𝐴𝐵)

lim sup𝑚→∞
1
𝑚

sup𝜏𝐶𝐷=
⊗

𝑗 𝜏𝐶𝑗𝐷𝑗

{
𝑀

(
Φ⊗𝑚

2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
−∑

𝑗 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗
)
} . (S16)

where 𝑀∞ (𝜌) ..= lim𝑛→∞
1
𝑛
𝑀
(
𝜌⊗𝑛

)
(and the limit exists). If 𝑀 is strongly super-additive and only lower

semi-continuous, then the weaker bounds

𝐸𝑐,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥
𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵)

lim sup𝑚→∞
1
𝑚

sup𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
Φ⊗𝑚

2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

} , (S17)

𝐸𝑐,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥
𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵)

lim sup𝑚→∞
1
𝑚

sup𝜏𝐶𝐷=
⊗

𝑗 𝜏𝐶𝑗𝐷𝑗

{
𝑀

(
Φ⊗𝑚

2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
−∑

𝑗 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗
)
} (S18)

hold. Finally, if 𝑀 is strongly super-additive, completely additive, normalized, and lower semi-continuous, then

𝐸𝑑,F𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑑,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑑,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐,F𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ 𝐸𝑐,F𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) .
(S19)

Proof. Let us start by proving (S13), under the assumption that 𝑀 is strongly super-additive, quasi-normalized,
and asymptotically continuous. Let 𝑅 be an achievable rate for entanglement distillation under operations
in F 𝑐𝑐. Since 𝑅 is achievable, we can find a sequence of finite-dimensional catalysts 𝜏𝑛 = (𝜏𝑛)𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

and a
sequence of operations Λ𝑛 ∈ F

(
𝐴𝑛𝐶𝑛 : 𝐵𝑛𝐷𝑛 → 𝐴

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0 𝐶𝑛 : 𝐵⌈𝑅𝑛⌉

0 𝐷𝑛

)
, where 𝐴0 and 𝐵0 are single-qubit

systems, such that

𝜀𝑛
..=

1
2

Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
)
−Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2


1
−−−−→
𝑛→∞ 0 , (S90)
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𝜏𝑛 = Tr
𝐴
⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0 𝐵

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0

[
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) ]

∀ 𝑛 . (S91)

Then
sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
≥ 𝑀

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝑛)

(i)
≥ 𝑀

(
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝑛)

(ii)
≥ 𝑀

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )
+ 𝑀

(
Tr

𝐴
⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0 𝐵

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
0

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

− 𝑀 (𝜏𝑛)
(iii)
= 𝑀

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

(iv)
≥ 𝑀

(
Φ

⊗⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2

)
− 2 𝑓 (𝜀𝑛) ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛)

(v)
≥ ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ + 𝑜(𝑛) − 2 𝑓 (𝜀𝑛) ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛) .

(S92)

Here, (i) comes from F -monotonicity, (ii) from strong super-additivity, (iii) from (S91), (iv) is a consequence
of asymptotic continuity, and finally (v) is just quasi-normalization. Now that we have established the above
chain of inequalities, the claim follows by dividing by 𝑛 and taking first the limit — more precisely, the lim inf
— as 𝑛→ ∞, and then the supremum over all achievable rates 𝑅.

If 𝑀 is instead strongly super-additive, normalized, and lower semi-continuous, we need to modify the
inequality (iv) in (S92). We can do so by resorting to an idea first proposed in [74] and subsequently employed
also in [73]. Let us write

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
≥ 𝑀

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

(vi)
≥

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑀

( (
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

𝑗

)
(vii)
≥ ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉ 𝑀

( (
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

𝑗𝑛

)
,

(S93)

where (vi) follows once again from strong super-additivity,
(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

𝑗
denotes the reduced state

of Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
)

to the 𝑗 th pair of qubits ( 𝑗 = 1, . . . , ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉), and in (vii) we selected 𝑗𝑛 ∈ {1, . . . , ⌈𝑅𝑛⌉}
such that

𝑀

( (
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

𝑗𝑛

)
= min

𝑗=1,...,⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
𝑀

( (
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

𝑗

)
. (S94)

Now, diving by 𝑛 and taking the lim inf as 𝑛→ ∞ yields

lim inf
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
≥ 𝑅 lim inf

𝑛→∞
𝑀

( (
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

𝑗𝑛

)
(viii)
≥ 𝑅𝑀 (Φ2)

(ix)
= 𝑅 .

(S95)

Here, (viii) comes from lower semi-continuity, because

1
2

(Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
) )

𝑗𝑛
−Φ2


1
≤ 1

2

Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝑛
)
−Φ

⌈𝑅𝑛⌉
2


1
= 𝜀𝑛 −−−−→

𝑛→∞ 0 , (S96)

and (ix) from normalization. The claim (S13) follows, once again, upon taking the supremum over all achievable
rates 𝑅. The proof of (S14) is entirely analogous.

We therefore move on to (S15). Start by observing that the limit that defines 𝑀∞ (𝜌) exists for all 𝜌 due to
Fekete’s lemma [82]. Now, let 𝑅 be an achievable rate for entanglement dilution under operations in F 𝑐𝑐. By
achievability, we can find a sequence of finite-dimensional catalysts 𝜏𝑛 = (𝜏𝑛)𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

and a sequence of operations
Λ𝑛 ∈ F

(
𝐴
⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
0 𝐶𝑛 : 𝐵⌊𝑅𝑛⌋

0 𝐷𝑛 → 𝐴𝑛𝐶𝑛 : 𝐵𝑛𝐷𝑛

)
, where 𝐴0 and 𝐵0 are single-qubit systems, such that

𝜀𝑛
..=

1
2

Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛
Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

)
− 𝜌⊗𝑛


1
−−−−→
𝑛→∞ 0 , (S97)
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𝜏𝑛 = Tr𝐴𝑛𝐵𝑛

[
Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝑛

)]
∀ 𝑛 . (S98)

We write

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
≥ 𝑀

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

)

(x)
≥ 𝑀

(
Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

))
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

)
(xi)
≥ 𝑀

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

))
(xii)
≥ 𝑀

(
𝜌⊗𝑛

)
− 𝑛 𝑓 (𝜀𝑛) log 𝑑 − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛) .

(S99)

Here, (x) is by F -monotonicity, (xi) by strong super-additivity, and (xii) by asymptotic continuity. Dividing by
𝑛 and taking the lim sup as 𝑛→ ∞ yields

lim sup
𝑚→∞

1
𝑚

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
Φ⊗𝑚

2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
≥ lim sup

𝑛→∞

1
⌊𝑅𝑛⌋ sup

𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
=

1
𝑅

lim sup
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
≥ 1
𝑅

lim sup
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

(
𝑀

(
𝜌⊗𝑛

)
− 𝑛 𝑓 (𝜀𝑛) log 𝑑 − 𝑔(𝜀𝑛)

)
=
𝑀∞ (𝜌)
𝑅

.

(S100)

Taking the infimum over all achievable rates 𝑅 yields (S15). Inequality (S16) is derived in a similar way.
If 𝑀 is only strongly super-additive and lower semi-continuous, we need to modify the inequality marked

as (xii) in (S99) as

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
≥ 𝑀

(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

))
(xiii)
≥

𝑛∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑀

((
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

))
𝑗

)
(xiv)
≥ 𝑛𝑀

((
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

))
𝑗𝑛

)
.

(S101)

In (xiii), as before, we denoted by
(
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

))
𝑗

the marginal of the overall state

Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛
Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

)
corresponding to the 𝑗 th pair of systems 𝐴𝐵 ( 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑛), and in (xiv) we

picked 𝑗𝑛 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑛} such that

𝑀

((
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

))
𝑗𝑛

)
= min

𝑗=1,...,𝑛
𝑀

((
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

))
𝑗

)
. (S102)

We can now divide both sides of (S101) by 𝑛 and take the lim sup as 𝑛→ ∞, which yields as in (S100)

lim sup
𝑚→∞

1
𝑚

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
Φ⊗𝑚

2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
≥ 1
𝑅

lim sup
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷

{
𝑀

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
− 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶𝐷)

}
≥ 1
𝑅

lim sup
𝑛→∞

𝑀

((
Tr𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝑛𝐷𝑛

))
𝑗𝑛

)
(xv)
≥ 𝑀 (𝜌)

𝑅
,

(S103)

where (xv) is due to lower semi-continuity. This establishes (S17). The proof of (S18) is entirely analogous.
Finally, if 𝑀 is strongly super-additive, completely additive, normalized, and lower semi-continuous, then on

the one hand by (S14)

𝐸𝑑,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≤ lim inf
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
𝜏𝐶𝐷=

⊗
𝑗 𝜏𝐶𝑗𝐷𝑗

{
𝑀

(
𝜌⊗𝑛
𝐴𝐵

⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
−
∑︁
𝑗

𝑀 (𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗
)
}

(xvi)
= 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) , (S104)
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where (xvi) is due to additivity. On the other hand, by (S18)

𝐸𝑐,F𝑚𝑐𝑐 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ≥ 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵)
lim sup𝑚→∞

1
𝑚

sup𝜏𝐶𝐷=
⊗

𝑗 𝜏𝐶𝑗𝐷𝑗

{
𝑀

(
Φ⊗𝑚

2 ⊗ 𝜏𝐶𝐷

)
−∑

𝑗 𝑀 (𝜏𝐶 𝑗𝐷 𝑗
)
} (xvii)

= 𝑀 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ,

(S105)
where (xvii) is once again because of additivity and normalization. Putting all together thanks to (S10)
yields (S19).

H. Properties of the freely measured relative entropy of entanglement

This appendix contains proofs of known results concerning the freely measured relative entropy of entangle-
ment, presented here for the sake of readability and completeness and with pointers to the original literature.
The following has been established by Piani [50, Theorem 2].

Lemma S11. For K ∈ {SEP, PPT} and K ∈ {LOCC, SEP,PPT}, the function 𝐷KK is invariant under local
unitaries, convex, and monotonically non-increasing under LOCC. When K = PPT and K = PPT, it is also
monotonically non-increasing under PPT operations.

Proof. The invariance under local unitaries follows straightforwardly from the fact that the set K itself is
invariant. As for convexity, in general

(𝜌, 𝜎) ↦→ 𝐷K (𝜌∥𝜎) ..= sup
M∈K

𝐷 (M(𝜌) ∥M(𝜎)) (S106)

is (jointly) convex, because it is a point-wise supremum of (jointly) convex functions. Now, 𝐷KK is obtained by
taking the infimum of a jointly convex function over the second variable which runs over a convex set; hence,
it must be convex itself.

Monotonicity under LOCC holds because (a) LOCC transform separable states into separable states, and
(b) the adjoint of an LOCC operation maps measurements in K to measurements in K. Accordingly, mono-
tonicity under PPT operations descends from the fact that (a’) PPT operations preserve PPT states, and (b’) the
adjoint of a PPT operation maps PPT measurements to PPT measurements.

The result below has been obtained independently in [52, Theorem 11]. The argument relies on a slightly
modified version of the Alicki–Fannes–Winter trick [69, 70].

Lemma S12. Let 𝐴𝐵 be a bipartite system of minimum local dimension 𝑑 ..= min{|𝐴|, |𝐵 |} < ∞. Let 𝜌, 𝜔 be
two states on 𝐴𝐵 at trace distance 𝜀 ..= 1

2 ∥𝜌 − 𝜔∥1. For K ∈ {SEP, PPT} and any set of measurements K, it
holds that ��𝐷KK (𝜌) − 𝐷KK (𝜔)

�� ≤ 𝜖 log 𝑑 + 𝑔(𝜖) , (S33)

where

𝑔(𝑥) ..= (1 + 𝑥) log(1 + 𝑥) − 𝑥 log 𝑥 . (S34)

Proof. We start by finding two states 𝛾± on 𝐴𝐵 such that

𝜌 − 𝜔 ..= 𝜀(𝛾+ − 𝛾−) . (S107)

Defining the state

𝜂 ..=
1

1 + 𝜀 𝜌 +
𝜀

1 + 𝜀 𝛾− =
1

1 + 𝜀 𝜔 + 𝜀

1 + 𝜀 𝛾+ ,
(S108)

on the one hand using the convexity of 𝐷KK (Lemma S11) we see that

𝐷KK (𝜂) ≤ 1
1 + 𝜀 𝐷

K
K (𝜌) + 𝜀

1 + 𝜀 𝐷
K
K (𝛾−)

(i)
≤ 1

1 + 𝜀 𝐷
K
K (𝜌) + 𝜀

1 + 𝜀 log 𝑑 , (S109)
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where (i) holds because 𝐷KK is always upper bounded by the relative entropy of entanglement, whose maximum
value on states of a bipartite system 𝐴𝐵 is of log min{|𝐴|, |𝐵 |} [20, 35]. On the other,

𝐷KK (𝜂) = inf
𝜎∈K1

sup
M∈K

𝐷

(
M

(
1

1 + 𝜀 𝜔 + 𝜀

1 + 𝜀 𝛾+
) M(𝜎)

)
(ii)
≥ inf

𝜎∈K1
sup
M∈K

{
1

1 + 𝜀 𝐷
(
M(𝜔)

M(𝜎)
)
+ 𝜀

1 + 𝜀 𝐷
(
M(𝛾+)

M(𝜎)
)
− ℎ2

( 𝜀

1 + 𝜀

)}
≥ inf

𝜎∈K1
sup
M∈K

{
1

1 + 𝜀 𝐷
(
M(𝜔)

M(𝜎)
)
− ℎ2

( 𝜀

1 + 𝜀

)}
=

1
1 + 𝜀 𝐷

K
K (𝜔) − ℎ2

( 𝜀

1 + 𝜀

)
.

(S110)

Here, (ii) is just the well-known fact that the von Neumann entropy is ‘not too concave’. Putting everything
together we see that

1
1 + 𝜀 𝐷

K
K (𝜔) − ℎ2

( 𝜀

1 + 𝜀

)
≤ 1

1 + 𝜀 𝐷
K
K (𝜌) + 𝜀

1 + 𝜀 log 𝑑 , (S111)

which becomes

𝐷KK (𝜔) − 𝐷KK (𝜌) ≤ 𝜀 log 𝑑 + 𝑔(𝜀) (S112)

after some elementary algebraic manipulations. By exchanging 𝜌 and 𝜔 we obtain also the opposite inequality,
which together with the above yields (S33), thus completing the proof.

The following result has been first obtained in [51, Proposition 4], where it is even shown that (S35) holds
with equality.

Lemma S13. For K ∈ {SEP, PPT} and K ∈ {LOCC, SEP,PPT}, the maximally entangled state Φ𝑑 on a
𝑑 × 𝑑 bipartite quantum system satisfies that

𝐷KK (Φ𝑑) ≥ log(𝑑 + 1) − 1 . (S35)

Proof. Since 𝐷KK is convex and invariant under local unitaries, we can assume that the state in K achieving
the minimum distance from Φ𝑑 as measured by 𝐷KK is 1

𝑑
Φ𝑑 + 𝑑−1

𝑑

1−Φ𝑑

𝑑2−1 . Now, consider the measurement
(𝐸,1 − 𝐸), where

𝐸 ..=

𝑑∑︁
𝑖=1

|𝑖𝑖⟩⟨𝑖𝑖 | . (S113)

It can be implemented by LOCC, by simply measuring locally in the computational basis and accepting if and
only if the two outcomes are the same.

Now, introducing the function 𝐷2 : [0, 1] × [0, 1] → R+ ∪ {+∞} defined by

𝐷2 (𝑝∥𝑞) ..= 𝑝 log
𝑝

𝑞
+ (1 − 𝑝) log

1 − 𝑝
1 − 𝑞 , (S114)

we see that

𝐷KK (Φ𝑑) = 𝐷K
(
Φ𝑑

 1
𝑑
Φ𝑑 + 𝑑 − 1

𝑑

1 −Φ𝑑

𝑑2 − 1

)
≥ 𝐷2

(
Tr [𝐸Φ𝑑]

Tr
[
𝐸

(
1
𝑑
Φ𝑑 + 𝑑 − 1

𝑑

1 −Φ𝑑

𝑑2 − 1

)] )
= 𝐷2

(
1
 2
𝑑 + 1

)
= log(𝑑 + 1) − 1 .

(S115)

This concludes the proof.
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The result below is perhaps one of the deepest insights from the seminal work by Piani [50, Theorem 1].

Lemma S15 [50, Theorem 1] (Piani’s super-additivity-like inequality). Let 𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ be an arbitrary state over
a pair of bipartite systems 𝐴𝐵 and 𝐴′𝐵′. For all pairs (K,K) satisfying (S36), i.e., for all possible choices of
K ∈ {SEP, PPT} and K ∈ {LOCC, SEP,PPT} except for the pair (SEP,PPT), it holds that

𝐷K (𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ ) ≥ 𝐷K (𝜌𝐴:𝐵) + 𝐷KK (𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′ ) , (S41)

where 𝐷K is defined by (S30).

Proof. We start by observing that for all pairs of classical-quantum states 𝜌𝑋𝑆 =
∑

𝑥 𝑝𝑥 |𝑥⟩⟨𝑥 | ⊗ 𝜌𝑥
𝑆

and
𝜎𝑋𝑆 =

∑
𝑥 𝑞𝑥 |𝑥⟩⟨𝑥 | ⊗ 𝜎𝑥

𝑆
, it holds that

𝐷 (𝜌𝑋𝑆 ∥𝜎𝑋𝑆) =
∑︁
𝑥

𝑝𝑥 Tr
[
𝜌𝑥𝑆

(
log(𝑝𝑥𝜌𝑥𝑆) − log(𝑞𝑥𝜎𝑥

𝑆 )
) ]

=
∑︁
𝑥

𝑝𝑥 log
𝑝𝑥

𝑞𝑥
+
∑︁
𝑥

𝑝𝑥 Tr
[
𝜌𝑥𝑆

(
log 𝜌𝑥𝑆 − log𝜎𝑥

𝑆

) ]
= 𝐷 (𝜌𝑋 ∥𝜎𝑋) +

∑︁
𝑥

𝑝𝑥 𝐷
(
𝜌𝑥𝑆

𝜎𝑥
𝑆

)
(S116)

≥ 𝐷 (𝜌𝑋 ∥𝜎𝑋) + 𝐷
(∑︁

𝑥
𝑝𝑥𝜌

𝑥
𝑆

∑︁
𝑥
𝑝𝑥𝜎

𝑥
𝑆

)
= 𝐷 (𝜌𝑋 ∥𝜎𝑋) + 𝐷

(
𝜌𝑆

∑︁
𝑥
𝑝𝑥𝜎

𝑥
𝑆

)
.

Before we proceed, let us observe that for all 𝜎𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ ∈ K and M′
𝐴′:𝐵′ (·) =

∑
𝑥 Tr

[
𝐹𝐴′:𝐵′
𝑥 (·)

]
|𝑥⟩⟨𝑥 | ∈ K, with

(K,K) satisfying (S36), it holds that

Tr𝐴′:𝐵′

[
𝐹𝐴′:𝐵′
𝑥 𝜎𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′

]
∈ K𝐴:𝐵 ∀ 𝑥 . (S117)

This key feature is called the compatibility condition in [75]. Putting all together,

𝐷K (𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ ) = inf
𝜎𝐴𝐴′ :𝐵𝐵′ ∈K1

𝐷 (𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ ∥ 𝜎𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ )

(i)
≥ inf

𝜎𝐴𝐴′ :𝐵𝐵′ ∈K1
sup

M′
𝐴′ :𝐵′ ∈K

𝐷
(
M′

𝐴′:𝐵′ (𝜌𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ )
M′

𝐴′:𝐵′ (𝜎𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′ )
)

(ii)
≥ inf

𝜎𝐴𝐴′ :𝐵𝐵′ ∈K1
sup

M′
𝐴′ :𝐵′ ∈K

{
𝐷

(
𝜌𝐴:𝐵

 ∑︁
𝑥

Tr
[
𝐹𝐴′:𝐵′
𝑥 𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′

]
�̃�𝑥
𝐴:𝐵

)
+ 𝐷

(
M′

𝐴′:𝐵′ (𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′ )
M′

𝐴′:𝐵′ (𝜎𝐴′:𝐵′ )
)}

(iii)
≥ inf

𝜎𝐴′ :𝐵′ ∈K1
sup

M′
𝐴′ :𝐵′ ∈K

{
𝐷K (𝜌𝐴:𝐵) + 𝐷

(
M′

𝐴′:𝐵′ (𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′ )
M′

𝐴′:𝐵′ (𝜎𝐴′:𝐵′ )
)}

= 𝐷K (𝜌𝐴:𝐵) + 𝐷KK (𝜌𝐴′:𝐵′ ) .

(S118)

Here, in (i) we introduced a measurement channel M′
𝐴′:𝐵′ (·) =

∑
𝑥 Tr

[
𝐹𝐴′:𝐵′
𝑥 (·)

]
|𝑥⟩⟨𝑥 | ∈ K and applied

the data processing inequality for the relative entropy, in (ii) we made use of (S116), introducing also the
post-measurement state

�̃�𝑥
𝐴:𝐵

..=
1

Tr
[
𝐹𝐴′:𝐵′
𝑥 𝜎𝐴′:𝐵′

] Tr𝐴′𝐵′

[
𝐹𝐴′:𝐵′
𝑥 𝜎𝐴𝐴′:𝐵𝐵′

]
, (S119)

and finally (iii) comes from the compatibility condition (S117) due to the convexity of K.
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