arXiv:2407.03400v2 [quant-ph] 16 Jul 2024

Black box work extraction and composite hypothesis testing
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Work extraction is one of the most central processes in quantum thermodynamics. However, the prior analysis
of optimal extractable work has been restricted to a limited operational scenario where complete information
about the initial state is given. Here, we introduce a general framework of black box work extraction, which
addresses the inaccessibility of information on the initial state. We show that the optimal extractable work in
the black box setting is completely characterized by the performance of a composite hypothesis testing task, a
fundamental problem in information theory. We employ this general relation to reduce the asymptotic black box
work extraction to the quantum Stein’s lemma in composite hypothesis testing, allowing us to provide their exact
characterization in terms of the Helmholtz free energy. We also show a new quantum Stein’s lemma motivated
in this physical setting, where a composite hypothesis contains a certain correlation. Our work exhibits the
importance of information about the initial state and gives a new interpretation of the quantities in the composite
quantum hypothesis testing, encouraging the interplay between the physical settings and the information theory.

Introduction.—  One of the major goals in thermodynamics
is to characterize the ultimate efficiency of work extraction. In
particular, provided the recent technological developments in
accurately controlling nanoscale systems, it is of fundamental
importance to obtain a precise understanding of the extractable
work from small systems where quantum properties are not
negligible. Recently, there has been much progress in char-
acterizing extractable work in quantum systems employing
quantum information-theoretic approaches [1-6]. These results
not only provide an explicit form of the optimal single-copy
(one-shot) extractable work, but also offer a smooth connection
to the many-copy (asymptotic, thermodynamic) limit, where
the Helmbholtz free energy arises as an emergent quantity [4, 6].

Although these results entail fundamental insights into the
problem of work extraction, they do not represent natural oper-
ational settings. Crucially, the optimal work characterized so
far assumes that the description of the initial state is provided,
allowing the experimenters to tailor the work extraction protocol
depending on the given state. However, in many settings—such
as the scenarios where the state is obtained by a complicated
quantum process that cannot be efficiently simulated classically,
or the state experiences unknown noise—we are not in pos-
session of the complete information about the initial state. To
run the “state-aware” protocol in these settings, one would first
attempt to learn the state description by quantum state tomog-
raphy [7, 8]. At this point, the characterization of the prior
results becomes unclear because (1) state tomography requires
multiple (indeed, many) copies of the initial state and thus could
significantly change the effective performance of work extrac-
tion and (2) the full state tomography may not be possible due
to the physical limitation inherent in thermodynamic processes.
To encompass this large class of “state-agnostic” scenarios, new
techniques are required.

A major observation from a series of works is that work ex-
traction is closely related to the standard information-theoretic
task known as hypothesis testing, where one aims to distinguish
two quantum states. These entirely different-looking opera-
tional tasks turn out to be quantitatively connected via their
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performances. The maximum amount of work extractable from
a single copy of the given known state is precisely characterized
by hypothesis-testing divergence [9, 10]—the standard quanti-
fier for the asymmetric state discrimination—between the initial
(known) state and the thermal Gibbs state [1, 6, 11, 12].

Interestingly, hypothesis testing has been extended to a more
general setting—instead of distinguishing two states, one aims
to distinguish two sets of states by measuring a state picked from
either of the sets. This task is known as composite hypothesis
testing and has been an active investigation in classical [13—18]
and quantum [19-25] information theory. In particular, there
has been a rising interest in quantum Stein’s lemma [9, 26],
which connects composite hypothesis testing divergence to the
optimized relative entropy in the asymptotic composite hypoth-
esis testing setting. Nevertheless, unlike the case of standard
hypothesis testing, the operational significance of composite
hypothesis testing in the context of quantum thermodynamics
has been unclear.

Here, we establish the fundamental relation between these
two—state-agnostic work extraction and composite hypothesis
testing. We introduce a general framework for state-agnostic
work extraction by considering a “black box”, from which a
state is picked and an experimenter—who knows what states
are contained in the box but does not know which state was
actually picked—applies a work extraction protocol. We show
that the optimal guaranteed extractable work from a black box
can be exactly characterized by the performance of composite
hypothesis testing between the black box and thermal Gibbs
state. This not only extends the result of state-aware work
extraction to much more general and operational settings, but
also provides the first operational interpretation of composite
hypothesis testing in terms of quantum thermodynamics.

We further employ this relation to obtain the asymptotic work
extraction rate in the black box setting. Notably, we prove a new
kind of Stein’s lemma for composite hypothesis testing, where
state copies from the composite hypothesis have a correlation
generated by a pinching channel [9, 27, 28]. This—together
with the general connection between black box work extraction
and composite hypothesis testing—shows that the asymptotic
work extraction rate from a black box with several standard
classes of thermodynamic processes [2] can be smaller than
the minimum Helmholtz free energy of the state in the black
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box. This indicates the fundamental difficulty in the state-
agnostic setting compared to the standard setting. Additionally,
we show that a similar characterization can be extended to a
class of thermodynamic operations amenable to easier physical
implementation [1].

Work extraction protocol in quantum thermodynamics is
an example of quantum resource distillation. We extend the
notion of the black box resource distillation to general quantum
resource theories [29, 30]—examples of which include quantum
entanglement [31] and magic states [32, 33]—and show that
the optimal performance of the distillation task is universally
characterized by the performance of the composite hypothesis
testing divergence. Potential limitations of resource distillation
with unknown input states were discussed for some specific cases
of entanglement and magic states by different approaches [34—
36]. Our results complement these findings, offering a platform
that allows mutual developments in state-agnostic resource
distillation and composite hypothesis testing and boosting the
interplay between physically motivated tasks and information-
theoretic problems.

Thermodynamic operations.— We consider a system as-
sociated with a finite-dimensional Hilbert space with some
Hamiltonian H, which is in contact with the heat bath whose
inverse temperature is 8. Here, we employ a resource-theoretic
approach to quantum thermodynamics to formalize the set of
thermodynamic operations available for work extraction. The
idea of quantum resource theory is to consider the set of states
that can easily be prepared in the given physical setting (often
called free states) and the ones preserving the set of free states
as accessible operations (often called free operations).

In quantum thermodynamics, it is standard to consider the
thermal Gibbs state 7 := exp(—B8H) /Tr[exp(—BH)] as the only
free state that can be prepared without any cost. Therefore,
thermodynamically “free” operations must preserve the Gibbs
state [5], and several classes of such operations have been
investigated depending on the goal of the study. The largest class
that satisfies the minimum requirement is the Gibbs-preserving
operations [2, 37], which include all operations that map the
thermal state of the input system to that of the output system.
This class is mainly studied due to its simple mathematical
structure, which led to a number of recent key progress in
quantum thermodynamics [2, 11, 12, 38—42]. On the other hand,
the class that respects the physical implementability is known
as thermal operations. A completely positive trace-preserving
(CPTP) map & from systems A to B is called a thermal operation
if & can be written as £(-) = Tr(a+e)\B [U(~ ® TE)UT], where
7 = exp(—BHE)/Zg is a thermal state of the ancillary system,
and U is an energy-conserving unitary satisfying [U, Hy ® I +
I4 ® Heg] = 0. It is easily checked that the thermal operation is
Gibbs-preserving.

Another important property of the thermal operation is the
time translation covariance, i.e., any thermal operation & from
systems A to B satisfies time translation covariance

S(E‘iHApreiHAt) = e HBIg(pa)eTE Ve R, (1)

This property prohibits the operation from creating energetic
coherence—which serves as another important thermodynamic
resource [6, 43—46]—from scratch.

The class of operations that is mathematically easy to handle
and closer to thermal operation is called Gibbs-preserving
covariant operations [47-49], which are Gibbs-preserving and
time-translation covariant.

Composite hypothesis testing.— The composite quantum
hypothesis testing aims to distinguish two different sets S and
7 of states—called a null and an alternative hypothesis —with
a binary measurement with the POVM elements {M,I — M}
in which the outcome corresponding to M and I — M means
that one guesses the given state is an element of S and 7~
respectively. If the hypotheses contain a single state, this setting
is reduced to ordinary hypothesis testing.

The performance of the distinguishing task is rephrased
as how much one can minimize the probability of making
mistakes in the guess. In this work, we mainly focus on type II
error sup .4 Tr[o-M]—the minimum worst-case probability
of guessing the state in 7~ as that in S—under the constraint
in which type I error sup,. s Tr[p(/ — M)]—the worst-case
probability of guessing the state in S as that in 7—is at most
&. The performance of this task is represented as the quantity
called the hypothesis testing divergence defined as [20, 22, 23]

D (S||T) = —log 0<i}r\1/1f<1
SUPyes Tr_[p(I_—M)] <e

T M].
sup Trlo Ml )

If 7" is a singleton {7}, we simply write D, (S||7) without the
set notation. Note that this quantity does not change even if we
take the convex hull of either the composite hypothesis.

Black box work extraction.— We now introduce the frame-
work of black box work extraction. In addition to the main
system, we consider another system called a “battery” associ-
ated with a 2-dimensional Hilbert space Hx = Span {|0), |1)}.
Following Ref. [6], we take the Hamiltonian for the battery
system as Hx = Ex,0|0X0| + Ex.1 |[1X1| with Ex 1 — Exo =
B~ 'log(m — 1) so that the thermal state of the battery system
fm 1S = Z=LOXO0] + L |1X1] for m > 1. If an allowed
operation can transform an initial state and the equilibrium state
U in the battery system to the state | 1) 1|y of the battery, we
say that we can “charge” the battery.

We represent the inaccessibility to the information of the
given state as a black box, a subset S ¢ D (H) of states acting
on H. The experimenters are informed about the description
of S and that the initial state is picked from the black box S but
are not told which state is actually given, preventing them from
tailoring work extraction protocols depending on the state.

The problem is to find the maximum m such that the battery
with the thermal state y,, can be charged with the unknown
initial state picked up from the black box and allowed operations
0, i.e., to find the largest m such that p ® u,, — |1X1]x is
possible for every choice of the state from the black box and
the allowed operation which is independent of the initial state
p € S. Here, we formulate the optimal performance of the
black box work extraction.

Definition 1. The one-shot extractable work of the black box
S ¢ D(H) witherror & is defined as SWS (S) = logm*, where
m* is the largest m € R which satisfies

inF JIX1x) = 1 —&.
max min (E(p), [TX1]x) 3 3)



Here, u,, = mT_l |OXO0]+ % [1)X1] is the Gibbs state of the battery
system X, and F(p, o) = ||ypVo ||? is the square fidelity.

Note that we define the extractable work as the maximum
value of the work drawn regardless of the states picked from
the black box. For the justification of this definition, see
Appendix A.

One can also consider the asymptotic limit of the extractable
work from the black box by considering a sequence of the black
boxes. Consider the situation where there are n systems with the
same Hamiltonians H. Note that the Hamiltonian of the whole
system is represented as /™" := 3" 1%7-'@ He 1®"~7), To
take the limit n — oo, we consider a family {S,},,_, of black
boxes with S,, ¢ D(H®"). We define the asymptotic black
box extractable work as follows.

Definition 2. The asymptotic black box extractable work
of the sequence {S,}, , of the black boxes is defined as
BW@)({SVE};O:I) = 1im£—>+0 hm Supnﬂoo ﬁWé (Sn)/n

Namely, the asymptotic black box extractable work of the
sequence of the black boxes is the work drawn from the whole
system per the number of subsystems.

Unless stated otherwise, in the following discussion we fo-
cus on the family with a tensor-product structure S, (S) :=
{®?=1 pi |l pi €8, Vi} generated by an arbitrary set § C
D(H).

Black box work extraction with Gibbs-preserving
operations.— We are in the position to characterize the perfor-
mance of black box work extraction. We first consider Gibbs-
preserving operations as available thermodynamic processes.
The following result provides the general characterization of
one-shot extractable work in terms of composite hypothesis
testing divergence (Proof in Appendix B 1).

Theorem 3. One-shot extractable work from an arbitrary black
box S under Gibbs-preserving operations satisfy

BWpo(S) = D (SlI7). 4)

Theorem 3 establishes a tight connection between the com-
posite hypothesis testing and the work extraction task and
provides a physical meaning of the composite hypothesis test-
ing divergence in the context of thermodynamics. In the case
of a singleton set S = {p}, our result recovers the known result
for state-aware work extraction [6, 12]. We also remark that
if two black boxes S and S’ satisfy S c &’, it holds that
BWEpo(S) = BWEL,(S’), which means that the more detailed
information about the initial state increases the extractable work.
In fact, the idea employed in Theorem 3 can be extended to
the general class of resource theories. We discuss this exten-
sion and corresponding characterization of “black box resource
distillation” in Appendix C in detail.

Let us now extend this to asymptotic work extraction. The-
orem 3 allows us to focus our attention on analyzing how the
composite hypothesis testing divergence behaves under the
asymptotic limit. This is a central question in information
theory known as Stein’s lemma, which investigates whether
hypothesis testing divergence connects to the standard relative
entropy. This comes with a further physical significance in the

context of quantum thermodynamics because relative entropy
precisely corresponds to the free energy, which plays a central
role in the second law of thermodynamics.

When a composite hypothesis is involved, it is typically
a formidable task to establish Stein’s lemma. Nevertheless,
previous works found that there are several settings in which
Stein’s lemma can be established [13, 19, 21-23, 25, 50, 51].
In particular, an extension of quantum Sanov’s theorem [21],
together with our general characterization in Theorem 3, im-
plies the following simple expression for the asymptotic work
extraction.

Theorem 4. The asymptotic black box extractable work of the
sequence {S,(S)}_, ofthe black boxes under Gibbs-preserving
operations is given by

BWaro(S4($))) = min. D(pllr). )

where C(S) is the convex hull of S. Furthermore, the con-
vex hull can be removed if every element in the black box is
permutationally invariant.

In Appendix D 1, we prove a more general result that implies
Theorem 4 by employing the recent result in Ref. [23]. We
remark that if the sequence of the black boxes is composed
of iid. states, i.e., Si4(S) := {p®" | p € S}, the right-hand
side of Eq. (5) is reduced to min,es D (pl|7), which can also
be seen as a consequence of the quantum Sanov’s theorem [19].

Theorem 4 clarifies the fundamental restriction imposed by
not knowing the input state. In Appendix D 1, we exhibit an
example of the sequence of black boxes, which reveals the
underlying difference between the standard state-aware work
extraction task and the black box work extraction task.

Black box work extraction under Gibbs-preserving covariant
operations.—  Although Gibbs-preserving operations admit
relatively simple mathematical analysis, there is also doubt
in its operational justification. Notably, they can create quan-
tum coherence from scratch [52], and some Gibbs-preserving
operations require even unbounded quantum coherence to
implement [46]. This motivates us to impose additional
constraints described in (1) that operations should be time-
translation covariant—which prohibits the creation and detec-
tion of quantum coherence—and this is precisely the class of
Gibbs-preserving covariant operations.

The time-translation covariant condition, which prevents
an operation from utilizing the time information, naturally
introduces a special form of pinching channels, often employed
as an important analytical tool in information theory [9, 27, 28].
The pinching channel we consider is the one with respect
to the Hamiltonian of the whole system defined as P(-) =
limr_eo [ die™ "¢ |(2T) = 3. TIg, ()T, where TIg,
is the projector onto the eigenspace of the Hamiltonian of the
whole system corresponding to the eigenvalue E;. We then
define the pinched black box as P(S) = {P(p) | p € S}.

The following result shows that the black box work extraction
with the time-tranlation covariant condition can be characterized
by the composite hypothesis divergence for a pinched black box.
(Proof in Appendix B 2.)



Theorem 5. One-shot extractable work from an arbitrary black
box S under Gibbs-preserving covariant operations satisfy

BW&pc(S) = D (P(S)]I7). (6)

We would also like to understand the asymptotic limit as
Theorem 4. However, the structure of the composite hypothesis
is more involved in this case because of the correlation between
different subsystems generated by the pinching channel. This
prevents us from directly applying the prior results on composite
quantum Stein’s lemma [ 13, 22, 23]. Indeed, when correlation
is present in a composite hypothesis, Stein’s lemma can become
extremely difficult to handle [20, 51]. Nevertheless, we show
that quantum Stein’s lemma holds in our setting.

Lemma 6. For an arbitrary set S of states,

e—+0n—oo p

1
lim lim =D (P(S,(S)[|T®") = min D(p|lr)  (7)
peC(S)

In Appendix D 2, we prove a slightly more general result that
includes Lemma 6. We remark that non-composite version of
this was previously shown in Ref. [53].

Let us remark on the relation between Lemma 6 and the
so-called “generalized quantum Stein’s lemma” [20]. Recent
studies have revealed that the relation between (state-aware)
resource distillation and hypothesis testing holds at the high
level of generality [41, 54—56], and both are characterized by
the composite hypothesis testing divergence, where the second
argument of the divergence is a composite hypothesis (while
our black box work extraction contains a composite hypothesis
in the first argument). The major open question along this line
is whether the quantum Stein’s lemma holds in this case [51],
whose difficulty rests on the fact that the family of composite
hypotheses in the second argument generally has a correlation
between different subsystems. In this sense, Lemma 6, which
involves correlation in the composite hypothesis, might be found
useful in this context, although it does not appear to directly
contribute to the resolution of the problem at the moment.

In the setting of black box work extraction, Lemma 6 is
precisely the one that brings one-shot result (Theorem 5) to the
asymptotic setting, which is characterized as follows.

Theorem 7. The asymptotic black box extractable work of the
sequence of the black boxes {S,,(S) },,_, under Gibbs-preserving
covariant operations is given by

BWepc({Sn(S)} 1) =p£nci(nS)D(P||T% 8)

where C(S) is the convex hull of S. Furthermore, the con-
vex hull can be removed if every element in the black box is
permutationally invariant.

Theorem 7 shows that although Gibbs-preserving covariant
operations come with restrictions compared to Gibbs-preserving
operations in one-shot level (as can be seen in Theorems 3 and 5),
their performance coincides in the asymptotic limit, both of
which are characterized by the standard free energy. This result,
therefore, extends the similar observation in the standard state-
aware work extraction [6], in which the work extraction rate
also agrees in the asymptotic limit.

Asymptotic black box work extraction under thermal
operations.— Since the Gibbs-preserving operations and
Gibbs-preserving covariant operations are axiomatic classes of
the operations, they do not always reflect the physical imple-
mentability [46]. This motivates us to study thermal operations,
which is an operationally well-motivated class of thermody-
namic processes [1]. Here, we focus on i.i.d. black boxes of
the form Siid-(S) := {p®" | p € S} generated by a set S of
finite size, i.e., |S| < o. In the standard state-aware setting,
the work extraction from i.i.d. state is discussed in Ref. [4],
which constructed a protocol that extracts work whose rate
asymptotically converges to D(p||7), where p is the known
initial state.

Toward characterizing the asymptotic black box work extrac-
tion with thermal operations, we first introduce a new class of
thermodynamic processes, which contains thermal operations.

Definition 8. Let H4, Hp, Hce be Hilbert spaces, and
E : D(Hp ® Hg) —» D(Hc) be a CPTP map. We
call & a incoherently conditioned thermal operation if &
has the form & = Y, &0 o AT, Here, each 10 :
D(Hp) — D(Hc) is athermal operation and AL (papc) =
Tra [(MPM ® Igc)pasc]| is an instrument representing an
incoherent measurement, where M1°°" is a POVM element
satisfying P (Mneoh) = pgincoh

We remark that incoherently conditioned thermal operations
clearly contain thermal operations, while this is a subset of
the class called conditioned thermal operations introduced
in Ref. [57], in which all measurements are allowed to be
performed.

First, we show that incoherently conditioned thermal op-
erations perform as well as Gibbs-preserving operations and
Gibbs-preserving covariant operations in the asymptotic setting,
i.e., it holds that

ﬁWICTO({Si-i'd' (S)}le) = min D (plI7). )

Our strategy for constructing the protocol that achieves this
is to first learn the given state using some copies and run the
state-aware protocol by Ref. [4]. In Appendix F 1, we show
that, despite the limitation of the available measurement, this
protocol is indeed possible by focusing on the structure of
pinched states P (p®"). The property of the pinching channel
is also referred to in Appendix E.

We now extend this result to thermal operations. To this end,
we show that in a specific situation, incoherently conditioned
thermal operations coincide with the thermal operations. By
showing that our work extraction protocol can be modified to
satisfy this condition, we obtain the following result (Proof in
Appendix F2).

Theorem 9. The asymptotic black box extractable work of

{Sriii'd'(s)}n satisfying |S| < oo under thermal operations is
represented as

BWro( (S, ) = minD(pll).  (10)



In Ref. [6], it was shown that the extractable work of the
known i.i.d. state is equal to the quantum relative entropy under
any of the three free operations mentioned in the discussion
above. Our result indicates that the same holds true in the i.i.d.
black box case. Whether this holds true in the more general
setting is not known. We leave a further investigation along this
line as a future work.

Conclusion.— We introduced a framework of black box
work extraction, which represents the scenarios where one is to
extract work from an unknown quantum state. We presented
the optimal guaranteed extractable work in various settings by
establishing the connection between one-shot black box work
extraction and composite hypothesis testing. We utilized this
general relation to characterize the asymptotic work distillation
rate by employing and extending quantum Stein’s lemma for
composite hypothesis testing. Besides composite hypothesis
testing, we also devised an explicit protocol for asymptotic
black box work extraction for physically motivated classes of
thermodynamic processes, which is shown to perform as well
as much larger classes of operations.

Our work clarifies when and how the lack of information
about the initial state crucially affects the work extraction perfor-
mance and what one can still do under such restricted scenarios.
The state-agnostic setting discussed in this work has not been

investigated well despite its operational significance and still
has much room to explore. Potential future directions include
an extension of our results to a more general family of black
boxes without a tensor product structure. Another important
extension is to other quantum resource theories beyond one-shot
distillation with the maximal set of free operations discussed in
this work. As our framework forms a new connection between
the resource distillation tasks in the quantum resource theory
and the quantities in the composite quantum hypothesis testing,
the black box resource distillation offers a richer landscape in
general quantum resource theories, complementing and extend-
ing the state-aware asymptotic distillation tied to generalized
quantum Stein’s lemma.
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Appendix A: Justification of the definition of the extractable work

The definition of extractable work based on Ref. [6] employed in the main text is slightly different from the
seminal papers discussing the work extraction tasks. Here, we show that the definition is equivalent to the
standard one based on Ref. [1].

In Ref. [1], the amount of work is expressed as the energy gaps between the two energy eigenvalues of the
Hamiltonian of the two-dimensional system called work storage W. We denote the ground state of the work
storage as |0X0]y, and excited state as |[WXW]|y,. Also, let Ew be the energy gap between these two levels.
Starting from the initial state p, if the conversion p ® |0X0]y, — |[W)XW]|yy is possible, we say that we can extract
the work Ew from initial state p. On the other hand, if the conversion |WXW|y, — |0X0|y ® p is possible, we
can interpret that the work Ey is sufficient to form the state p.

On the other hand, in the main text, we consider transforming the thermal state of the battery system
Um = 1/m |1X1]x + (m —1)/m |0X0|x to the charged state |1)X(1]|x. We now see that being able to accomplish
such a transformation is equivalent to the capability of extracting work (logm)/g in the sense of Ref. [1].

The results in Ref. [1] ensure that the necessary amount of work Eyy to obtain |1)1|y from the thermal state
MUm With thermal operations is

BWrormation (I1X1]x) = Dmax (I1X1|x ||tm) = logm, (AT)
where D,y is the max-divergence defined as
Dmax(pllor) =logmin{d | p < Ao} (A2)
On the other hand, the work Eyy extracted from |1)(1|y with thermal operations is
BWextractable (|1X1]x) = Dmin (11X1x ||ttm) = log m, (A3)
where Dy, is the min-divergence defined as

Dnin(pllo) = —log TI‘[Hsupp(p)O'] (Isupp(p) is the projector onto supp(p).). (A4)



These equalities also hold when one can perform the Gibbs-preserving operations [2]. Since the work
necessary for the formation of the charged state and extractable work from the charged system is the same, we
can see that transforming u,,, to |1)1|y is equivalent to obtaining |[WXW |y, with Eyw = (logm) /g from |0)X0],
i.e., extracting work (logm)/g.

Due to this property, we can consider the work extraction task with the battery system without a loss of
generality.

Appendix B: One-shot black box work extraction
1. One-shot black box work extraction under Gibbs-preserving operations (Proof of Theorem 3)

Theorem S.1 (Theorem 3 in the main text). Let S C D(H) be the black box. The one-shot extractable work
under the Gibbs-preserving operations is represented as

BWpo(S) = D (SlI7). (B1)

Proof. We first show the achievable part SWgpo(S) > D, (S||7). To show this, it suffices to show that some
Gibbs-preserving operation achieves this extractable work yield. Consider the CPTP map & : D(H) — D(Hx)
which has the following form.

&(p) =Te[Mp] [1X1]x + Tr[(1 = M)p] [0X0|x, O <M <1 (B2)

This map is Gibbs-preserving if and only if this map satisfies E(7) = w, i.€.,

1 -1
&(1) = Te[M] 111y + Tr[(1 = M)7] J0XOlx = — [ 1KLLy + “—— [0X0ly.. 3

e m=(Tr[M7])~L.
If we take M such that M satisfies Tr [Mp] > 1 — ¢ for every p € S, we can see that forany p € S

F(&(p), [1X1]x) = F(Tr[Mp] [1X1|x + Tr[(1 — M)p] [OXOlx , [1X1]x)
> Tr[Mp]F(I1X11x ., [1X1]x) + Tr [(1 = M)p] F(J0XO0lx , [1X1]x) (B4)
>Tr[Mp] 2 1-e¢.

In the second line, we used the concavity of the fidelity. Recalling the definition, the one-shot black box
extractable work is calculated as

BWpo(S) = logmax {m €R| max min F(&E(p), 1X1]x) = 1~ 8} E5)

> logmax{(Tr MT])"' | VpeS, Tr[Mp]>1-¢, 0<M < I}.

The last line is the composite hypothesis testing divergence Dy, (S||t). Therefore, we obtain W&, (S) =
D (SI7).

H

To show the converse part SWgpo(S) < Dy, (S||7), we start by showing the data processing inequality of
the composite hypothesis testing divergence, i.e., for any CPTP map & : D(H) — D(H’) and any composite
hypotheses S, 7 € D(H),

Dy (E(SIE(T)) < Dy (SIIT) (B6)

holds. Recalling the definition of the composite hypothesis testing divergence, D, (E(S)||E(T7)) can be written
as
D5 (EO)|IE(T)) = —log inf sup Tr[E(T)M'].

0<M’<Iyy eT (B7)
suppes Tr[(I-M") E(p) <&

Here, we denote the conjugate of & as &, ie., &' satisfies Tr[E(A)B] = Tr[A&"(B)| for any matrices

A€ L(Hy) and B € L(Hp). Since & is a CPTP map, &' is a CP unital map, which maps I3 to I4;. This can
be rewritten as

-1 inf Tr[E(T)M'] = -1 inf Tr[z&T(M")].
Og ()S]\l}/lﬁl-ﬂ/ ilelfr;- r[ (T) ] Og ()S]‘llr/lslq_{, Sup r[T ( )]

reT (BS)
supyes Tr[(I-M")E(p) <& SUP,es Tr[(I—ST(M’))p]Sa
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Here, we used the definition and the unitality of &ET. Here, we can easily check that 8*(M ") satisfies 0 <
ET(M’) < Iy, which follows from the completely positivity of &'. From this, the following holds.

_ ; il N < — — DE
log oenit, sup Tr[r&'(M")] < -log  inf sup Trle] = D (SIT). o
sup,es Tr[(I-&T(M"))p] <& sup,es Tr[(I-M)pl<e

Combining these, we obtain the data processing inequality of the composite hypothesis testing divergence.

If we take the composite alternative hypothesis 7~ as 7~ = {7}, the situation is reduced to our original setting.
Let &* be the Gibbs-preserving operation which achieves the optimal work extraction, and m* = 28 Wéro(S) pe
the optimal m. From the data processing inequality of the composite hypothesis testing divergence,

Dy (SlIt) 2 D (E"(S)|pm*)
=1 .
og Osljr‘}[fg Tr[ M) (B10)
SUP,es Tr[(I-M)E*(p)]<e

holds. Recalling that &* satisfies F(|1X1]|x,&E*(p)) = Tr[|[1X1|x E*(p)] = 1 — ¢, Vp € S because of the
definition of the extractable work, we can substitute M = |1)X1|x and obtain the following.

—log Jnf Trlpin M) = = log T [ [1X11x] = logm” = BWgpo(S). 11
sup, s Tr[(I-M)E* (p)]<&
From these, we obtain the converse part. O

Since the one-shot extractable work of the state p is obtained as Dy, (p||7)([6]), we can show the direct part in
a different way.

Proof. (Alternative proof for the direct part.) As one can see, if one takes the convex hull on the black box, the
conversion fidelity decreases, i.e.,

Jmax min F(8(p). (11Xl ) 2 mas min F(E(p). (1X11x . ) B12)

Here, we denote the state of the battery system together with the thermal state of the battery system ,,. From
this, one can see that

BWEpo(S) 2 BWEpo(C(S))- (BI3)

In the following discussion, we focus on the right-hand side. F(E(p), |[1X1]x) = Tr[E(p) [1X1]x] is linear with
respect to the & and p. What is more, the set of the Gibbs-preserving operations and C(S) are both convex.
Since S is closed, the convex hull C(S8) is closed. Also, we can see that C(S) is bounded. From these, we can
apply Sion’s minimax theorem [58] as follows.

F 1X1 F 1X1
Srgggopenél(n (&(p), [TX1x) = rrél(r}” Jmax F(&(p). [1X1]x) (B14)

Therefore, the BWE,, (C(S)) is reduced to the following expression.

BWpo(C(S)) = log max {m €R| min max F(&(p),|1X1[x) 2 1—5}

peC(S) EeGPO (B15)
= W,
perrcl’l(I}S)ﬂ Gpo(p)
From the result in Ref. [6, 12], BWE,,(p) = Dj;(pl|7), and the above can be rewritten as
Wpo(C(S)) = Hél(n D (pllt) =2 DH(C(S)IIT). (B16)

The last inequality follows due to Ref. [23, Lemma 16]. By the definition, the composite hypothesis testing
divergence does not change when the convex hull is removed. Combining these discussions, we obtain

BWépo(S) = BWipo (C(S)) = D (C(S)IT) = Dy (S]|7). (B17)
m}

While Sion’s minimax is a very powerful tool in our setting, it is not the appropriate tool in the subsequent
discussion in which we discuss the asymptotic limit of the extractable work from the black box.
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2. One-shot black box work extraction under Gibbs-preserving covariant operations (Proof of Theorem 5)

To obtain the one-shot black box extractable work under Gibbs-preserving covariant operations, we briefly see
the following lemma.

Lemma S.2. Let & : D(Ha) — D(Hp) be a time-translation covariant operation, i.e., & satisfies
E(e Hal poitaty = o~iHBI g ()i HB! vy e R, (B18)
where H, Hg are the Hamiltonians of the input system A and the output system B respectively. Then,
Ppo&E=EoPa (B19)
holds, where P 5, Pp are the pinching channels with respect to the Hamiltonian H 4 and Hp respectively.

Proof. If we integrate Eq. B18, we obtain

T

1
7T dtS(e_’HAtpe‘HAt) = ZT/ dr e 1Bl g (p)eiHB! (B20)

Due to the definition of the pinching channel, we obtain Lemma S.2 by taking the limit 7 — oo. O

Furthermore, we define a quantity called conversion fidelity, which represents the optimal guaranteed fidelity
of the work extraction task from a given black box achieved by the allowed operations.

Definition S.3 (Ref. [6]). The conversion fidelity of the black box S ¢ D () under the free operation O is
defined as

Fo((8,7) = (1X11x - ) = max min F(&(p). 1X1]). B21)

Here, we denote the thermal state of the input and battery systems together with the black box of the input states
and the output state.

From Lemma S.2, we can see that the conversion fidelity under the Gibbs-preserving covariant operations
coincides with that of pinched black box under Gibbs-preserving operations.

Lemma S.4.
Fepc((S,7) = (I1X1x, um)) = Foro((P(S), 1) = (I1X1lx , tm)), (B22)
where P (S) is the set of pinched states of S
P(S) = {P(p) | pes. (B23)

and P is a pinching map with respect to the Hamiltonian of the whole system.

Proof. The idea of the proof is taken from Ref. [6]. First, we show the (<) inequality. From the definition of the
conversion fidelity,

Fape((S,7) = (|[IXx, 4m)) = g?&‘fa‘c;“égF(g(p)’ [1X1]x) (B24)

holds. Due to the contractility of the fidelity,

Jhax m mln F(&E(p), [1X1]x) < Jnax FI)HIH F(P 0 &E(p), P(I1X1]x)) ®25)
= SgggcmlnF(p 0 &E(p), [1X1lx)

holds. Here, from Lemma S.2,

Anax . mi min F(P o &(p),|1X1x) = mggclpmn F(EoP(p), [1X1]x). (B26)
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Finally, noting that Gibbs-preserving covariant operations are Gibbs-preserving,

SrggxcmlnF(SoP(p) [1X1]|x) < méll)jcommF(S oP(p), [1X1]|x) B2)
= Fapo((P(S), 1) = (I1X1lx s 1m))

holds. From these, Fepc((S,7) = (|[1X1lx, tm)) < Fepo((P(S), 1) — (|1X1lx , 4m)) is shown.
Next, we show the opposite inequality. From the definition, we can see

Foro(P(8).7) = (1X11x - ) = max min F(& o P(p).|1X1]x)

<
< SrggéoglelnF(P o0& oP(p), [1X1]x).

(B28)

Again, we used the contractility of fidelity. As one can check easily, $ o & o P is Gibbs preserving covariant for
any Gibbs-preserving operation &. From this,

[max min F(P o & 0P (p). 1IX11x) < max min F(&(p). [1X11x) = Fore((S.7) = (I1X1Ix - 10n)) (B29)

follows. From these, we Fpc((S,7) — ([1X1]x, m)) = Fepo((P(S),7) — (|[1X1|x , m)) is shown. Com-
bining the two inequalities, the proof is completed. O

This lemma provides us the expression of the one-shot black box extractable work using the composite
hypothesis testing divergence.

Theorem S.5 (Theorem 5 in the main text). Ler S € D(H) be the black box. The one-shot extractable work
under the Gibbs-preserving covariant operations is represented as

BWepc(S) = Dy (P(S)]I7). (B30)
Proof. From the definition of the one-shot extractable work and Lemma S.4,

BWEpc(S) =logmax {m € R | Fopc((S,7) = ([1X1lx, tm)) 2 1 - &}
=logmax {m € R | Fepo((P(S).7) = (IIX1lx ., pm)) 2 1 -} (B31)
= BWipo (P (S)) = D (P(S)II7).

holds. We used Lemma S.4. In the last equation, we used the result in Theorem S.1. O

Appendix C: Black box channel resource distillation

In this section, we introduce a more general task of black box channel resource distillation. We extend black
box work extraction to the setting of general resource theories of quantum channels [56, 59-65], where we
do not specify the details of the physical setting to focus on the mathematical structure that different physical
settings share. Let F, F’ be the sets of free states, the states that can be prepared without any costs, and O, O’
be the set of free operations, the operations applicable with no cost. A state that is not a free state is called a
resource state. The minimum constraint for these two sets is that any free operations map free states to free
states, i.e., YA € O, A(F) c F’. The set of physically implementable operations is often smaller than the set of
those satisfying this minimum constraint.

Some of the resource states are essential to implementing useful protocols. For instance, the Bell state is
used for tasks such as quantum teleportation [66] and superdense coding [67]. However, it is difficult to share
the Bell state between two parties at a distance in advance since the quantum state is exposed to noise during
transportation. To obtain a state very close to the Bell state, one needs to apply a limited class of operations,
such as local operations and classical communications (LOCC), to distill as many copies of the Bell states as
possible from the noisy entangled states shared in advance. Such a procedure to extract useful resource states
from noisy resource states is called (state) resource distillation [4, 68—71]. Work extraction is the special case of
the resource distillation task in the resource theory of thermodynamics.

The resource distillation task can also be extended to the channel version. Suppose we are accessible to a
channel that is not free to operate. One can apply some pre-and post-processing to convert the given channel to
another channel. Such a map that maps a channel to channel is called a superchannel. This procedure is also
observed in the framework of the quantum resource theory in which the set S of free superchannels, which can be
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applied with no cost, is also limited. The minimal constraint for the free superchannel is that free superchannel
maps any free channel in O to another free channel in Q’, i.e., VO € S, ®(0) c O’. Again, the constraint from
the physical setting determines the sets O and Q’, and also limits the range of the free superchannel. When
the channel in possession is not the target channel, i.e., the channel one wants to apply, one seeks the free
superchannel so that the mapped channel exhibits a close action to that of the target channel. Such a task is an
extended version of state resource distillation, called a channel resource distillation [56, 61-64, 72-77]. If one
takes the given channel and the target channel as a state preparation channel, the channel resource distillation
task is reduced to the state resource distillation task.

We formulate the black box channel resource distillation and clarify the relationship between the performance
of the black box channel resource distillation task and the composite hypothesis testing divergence.

1. Preliminaries

We employ a general framework of channel resource manipulation introduced in Ref. [56]. In our discussion,
we assume that the free superchannels S satisfy the minimal constraint V® € S, ®(0) c Q’, and the sets O and
Q' of free operations are closed and convex. We denote the set of all the channels we consider as Q. Let us
define some quantities that were originally defined in the states and extended to the channel.

Let H 4 be the input space of Oy and Hg = H4 be the Hilbert space of the ancillary system. We also define
D(H) to be the set of all states acting on H. The fidelity between channels &;, E; € Oy is defined as

F(&1,86) = i Fid® & ,id® & ,
(&1,82) et @ 1(p),id ® E(p)) (C1)

where F(p,0) = ||\/ﬁ\/3||% is the square fidelity. We can also define the resource measure called robustness,

originally introduced in the context of an entanglement measure [78], for a given channel. Let O be a set
satisfying O c O c Qy). The robustness of the channel & is defined as

E+rM
+r

R©;@:inf{r) c0, M e@}. (€2)

When we take O = O, the quantity above is called the standard robustness R, (&), and when we take 0 =0y,
the quantity is called the generalized robustness R, (&). Also, we define the smoothed robustness as

RE (&) =min {Ro(8) | F(E,8) 214}, (C3)
The log robustness is also defined as follows.
LRo5(8) = log (1 + R@;@)(S)), LR (&) = log (1 + RS;O(S)) (C4)

Another important quantity is the hypothesis testing divergence. We consider the composite version of this
quantity. Let B ¢ O,y be the black box. The hypothesis testing divergence of B with respect to O is defined as

D%,(B||0) = D% (id ®B id 0
7 (Bl|O) 1 a( (Pl (0)
(&)
= -1 i Tr[id ® F (p)M] |.
pen % 0| 108 o, max Trlid ® 7 (p) M]

maxgep Tr[id®E(p) (I-M) <&

Since Tr[id ® F (p)M] is linear with respect to ¥, p, and M, we can exchange the min and max because of
Sion’s minimax theorem [58]. Note that the maximization with respect to the state can be replaced with the
maximization with respect to the pure state since we can add an ancillary system to purify the input mixed
state, which does not decrease the performance of the hypothesis testing. Specifically, the hypothesis testing
divergence with € = 0 is called a min-divergence [79] and denoted as D pip.

If it holds that Span(Q) = Oy, we say that the set O is full dimensional, and otherwise O is reduced
dimensional. When QO is full dimensional, the standard robustness is guaranteed to be finite for any channels
& € Oyp. On the other hand, when O is reduced dimensional, the standard robustness is not finite in general.
To characterize the distillation tasks in such cases, we need to consider the affine hull aff (O) of the set of free
operations. In that case, the performance of the distillation task is often measured in the quantities such as
Dy, (+|| aff (0)), and Din (|| aff (0)).
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2. One-shot black box channel resource distillation

In the following discussion, we formulate the black box channel resource distillation framework. Let B € Oy
be a subset of channels, and T ¢ Oy be the set of target resource channels, i.e., the resourceful channels one
desires to apply. In the black box channel distillation framework, we apply the free superchannel ® € S to the
given channel picked from the black box B. The experimenters know that the channel is an element of the black
box but are not told which channel is given. Our goal is to determine what reference channels can be distilled
from the unknown channel from the black box and the allowed superchannels. We assume that the target channel
N maps the input pure state to the pure state. Then, the following holds.

Proposition S.6. Let B C Oy be a subset of the channels, and N € Oy be the target channel such that
id®N () is pure for any pure state y € D(Hr ® Hy). If there exists a free superchannel ® € S s.t.
mingeg F(O(E),N) = 1 — ¢, it holds that

Dy (Bl|O) = Dwin(N1|0), and D (B||aff(0)) > Dmin(N|| aff(0)) (Co)

Proof. One can show the data processing inequality of the composite hypothesis testing divergence in the same
way as the discussion above; it holds that

Dy, (B[|0) > DF(6(B)||0(0)) = D (6(B)||0). (C7)

Here, we can rewrite the last line as

e n_ . .
D;(0(B)||0) = logpez)(%gé%v) o?lz\/llrl ge%(/ Tr[id ® F (p)M]
maxgep Tr[id®O(E) (p) (I-M)]<
= —logma min min Tr[id® F(p)M
8D peD(Hr®Har) 0<M<I i (p)M] (C8)
maxgep Tr[id®O(E) (p)(I-M)]<e
=—logm min Tr[id ® ¥ (¥)M].

7—'€<O)’ wePURE((HRea'HA/) 0<M<I
maxgep Tr[id®O(E) (y)(I-M)]<e

In the third line, we purified the fed state. Due to the assumption that id ® N (i) is always pure for any pure
input state iy, We can check that M = id ® N (¢) is feasible as follows.

minTr [(id @ N () (id @ ©(&) ()] = min F(id @ N (), id & O(E) ()
> min min FId®N¥),ide® ()W)  (c9)

E€B Yy ePURE(HR®H,r)
=min F(N,0(&)) > 1 —e.
EeB

From this, it holds that
Dy (B||O) > D (6(B)[|0)

> —log%gg JePURE 00, Tr[(id® F(¥))(id ® N(¥))]

= ;:21([[))1/ wrgr}l)%x Dnin(id @ N(y)|]lid ® F () (10)
= Dmin(N1|O").
The second inequality can be shown similarly. m}
The achievability part can be shown as follows.
Proposition S.7. Let B C Qg be the subset of the channels. When B satisfies
D§;(B||0) > LR (N) or Df;(B|| aff(0)) > LRZ(N) (C11)

there exists a superchannel © : Qy — Ogn which satisfy

ranelgF(G(S),N) >1-e-96. (C12)
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Proof. We consider the situation where B satisfies D7, (B||O) > LR 9(N). The statement in the other situation

can also be shown similarly. Let A’ be the channel which satisfies LR, (N) = LR (N), F(N,N) > 1 - 6. From
the definition, one can see that there exists a free channel Q € O which satisfies

N+ (2LR5<N> - 1)@

cO (C13)
QLRI (N) '

Note that, due to the convexity of the set of free operations, it holds that

v LRS(N N+(2LR§(N)—1)Q LRS(N
rZQLRf(N>—1=>N+rQ=2 N) _ +r—2 ()+1QE(O). (Cl14)
1+r 1+r 2LRZ(N) 1+r

From the definition of the hypothesis testing divergence, it holds that

D%, (B||0) = ma —-lo min max Tr[id ® F (p)M
7 (Bl|O) e D ) g T[‘gggf;“ " max [i (p)M]
maxgep Ir[1d® - <
EeB P € (C15)
= max —log min max Tr[id ® F (y)M] |.
YeD(HR®HA) 0<M<I FeO

maxgep Tr[id®E (¥) (I-M) ] <&

In the second line, we purified the input state. Let *, M* be the pure state and the POVM element which
achieves the optimal performance on the hypothesis testing tasks. It holds that

Trlid ® F(y*)M*] < 27PaElO) - ya e 0. (C16)
Here, we construct the superchannel © as follows.
QL) =Tr [M*(id® LWNIN +Tr [(I - M*)(id® L(¥))]Q. (C17)
When the input channel is 7 € O,
FeO = OF)=Tr[M*(ide® FWNIN +Tr[(I - M*)(id® F(v*)]Q. (C18)

Here, From Eq. (C16) and the assumption, it holds that

Tr[(/ = MY)(d® F ()] _ 1-27PaEI0)
Tr[M*(id® F(y*)] ~ 2-PrEI0)

(C19)
1 - 2_LR‘§(N) LR‘S(N)
———— =27 -1
2-LRg(N)
Because of Eq. (C14), one can see that © is a free superchannel.
Furthermore, for any input channel & € B, it holds that
O@)N) =  min  FOE)W),NW)
> Tr[M*(id ® E(™)|F(N,N) (C20)
>(1-¢)(1-6)=21-¢&-9,
which completes the proof. O

3. One-shot distillable resource

To extend the black box distillation task in the channel distillation setting, we consider the set of the reference
channel, T c Q. We define the distillable resource of the black box B as follows.

Definition S.8. The one-shot distillable resource of the black box B with respect to the resource measure R is
defined as

dgym(B) = max {‘R@(T) ‘ T eT, 30 € Ss.t. IglgigF(@(S),T) >1- s} . (C21)
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Due to Proposition S.6 and Proposition S.7, the following holds.

Proposition S.9. Let B C Qg be the black box of the channels, and T C Qpyy be the reference channels.
Furthermore, assume that any channel 7 € T satisfies

Din(7110) = LRs(T). (C22)
Then, the distillable resource with respect to the min-divergence D iy of the black box B satisfies
43 Dy (B) = max {Din(T110) | T € T, D7 (BI10) = Dpin(7 110)} (C23)
Furthermore, when any channel 7~ € T satisfies
Dmin (71| aff (0)) = LRg(7), (C24)
the distillable resource with respect to the min-divergence Dy of the black box B satisfies
d§ . (B) = max {Duin(7 | aff(0)) | T € T, Df;(B|| aff (0)) = Din (7| aff (0))} (C25)

To recover the same result as Theorem S.1, it suffices to take B as the set of the preparation channels that
prepares the states in the set S ¢ D(H) of states, O as the set of thermal state preparation channels, and T as

T ={Tm : D(C) = D(Hx), (1) = (|0X0], ttm) | m = 0}. (C26)
One can see that this set of channels satisfies the condition in Eq. (C24), and it holds that
Dpin (71| aff (0)) = LRy (T) = logm. (C27)
From this, it holds that
d$ .. (B) = max {Duin (7| aff (0)) | T € T, Df; (B|| aff(0)) = Diin (71| aff(0))}

= D (8l|0) (C28)
=Dj;(Slin),

which agrees with the result in Theorem S.1.

Appendix D: Asymptotic black box work extraction and composite quantum Stein’s lemmas
1. Asymptotic black box work extraction under Gibbs-preserving operations (Proof of Theorem 4)

In this section, we consider the asymptotic black box work extraction. To take the asymptotic limit,
we have to consider the sequence of black boxes, i.e., the sequence of the subsets of the density matrices
{Sutoris Sn € D(H®"). Additionally, we consider a specific sequence of black boxes that satisfies the
following:

1. For any n € N, §,, is closed.

2. Foranyn € N, §,, is closed under the measurement on any subsystems and conditioning on the measurement
outcome.

3. For any n € N, §,, is closed under taking partial trace on any subsystems.
4. For any n € N, §,, is closed under permutation of the subsystems.

When we impose these conditions on the sequence of the black boxes, the problem can be reduced to the classical
adversarial hypothesis testing, which leads us to obtain the asymptotic limit [13, 23].
Some examples which satisfy these conditions are the following:

* The i.i.d. states black box Si“4-(S) = {p®" | p € S}

* The tensor product states black box SIF(S) = {®?=1 pilpi €S, Vi}
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Here, S ¢ D(H) is a closed subset. When we take S as S = {p}, it is reduced to the trivial black box.

Furthermore, we assume that the thermal state is represented as 7®", which means that the Hamiltonian of
the n systems are the same and have no correlation. Then, employing Theorem S.1, the one-shot asymptotic
extractable work of the black box &, under the Gibbs-preserving operations is represented as

ﬁngo(Sn) = DZ(Sn||T®n)~ (D)

To take the n — oo limit, we employ a previous result of the composite hypothesis testing and related quantum
Stein’s lemma.

Proposition S.10 ([23, Theorem 5]). Let S = {S,} and T = {7,,} be the sequence of black boxes satisfying the
conditions above. Then,

1 1
lim lim —D§(S,||7:) = im — min  D(oy||m), (D2)
e—-0n—oopn n—o n oue€ n)
T €C(Tn)

where C(-) denotes the convex hull of the set. Furthermore, when for any n € N, S,, is contained by the subspace
of D(H) the dimension of which is polynomial to n, the convex hull on S,, can be removed.

When we take 7,, = {T®"}, we immediately obtain the following result.

Theorem S.11 (Theorem 4 in the main text). The asymptotic extractable work of the sequence of black boxes
{Su},., which satisfies the conditions above under Gibbs-preserving operations is

1
lim lim —D%(S,||[7®")
n

g—+0 n—oo

BWaro({Sn}ne1)
(D3)

1
=lim — min D ) = min D(p||7),
n—co 1 p,eC(S,) (oull ) peC(S) (plir)

where C(-) denotes the convex hull of the set. Furthermore, when for any n € N, S, is contained by the subspace
of D(H) the dimension of which is polynomial to n, the convex hull on S,, can be removed.

The last inequality of the statement above follows because the relative entropy of the black box closed under
the partial trace on any subsystems with respect to the thermal state 7" is additive, namely,

®(n+m))

min )D(p,,||‘r®") +p (D4)

min D enmy — min D
oneC(S, S0) (pm”T ) (pn+m||T

Pn+m€C(Snim)

m

which is shown in the same way as Ref. [80]. Alternative proof of this additivity can be given in Ref. [81]
employing similar techniques in Ref. [82, 83]. From this property, it immediately follows that

1 1
lim — min D ") = lim — -n min D(p||r) = min D(pl||7). D5
Jm -, min (onllT) Jm - on min (ellT) o (pll7) (D5)

Furthermore, the convex hull in the regularization of Eq. (D3) can be removed when the black box is the i.i.d.
states black box. Then, from the additivity of the relative entropy itself,

. o 1
i..d. — 1 _ : ®n||,.®n
AWaro (1S3 ()}o0) = Jim 5 min, D(p™Ir™) (D6)

=min D (p||7)
pES

holds. In this case, the asymptotic black box extractable work equals the worst-case extractable work in the
normal setting where the experimenters have complete information.

This theorem exhibits the fundamental limitation of the state-agnostic scenarios. To see this, consider
S=A{lpi1XP1l,...,|paXdal}, where |¢1),...,|dq) are the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian of a single subsystem
H. If we have information about the initial state, we can extract the nonzero work from it since the free energy of
any state in the black box is strictly larger than that of the thermal states.

However, the thermal state 7 is included in C(S), which implies that one cannot extract any work from this
sequence of the black boxes asymptotically. This example reveals the fundamental difference between the
standard state-aware work extraction task and the black box work extraction task.
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2. Asymptotic black box work extraction under Gibbs-preserving covariant operations (Proofs of Lemma 6 and
Theorem 7)

In the same way as the previous discussion, for a given sequence of the black boxes {S,},,_,, the asymptotic
black box work extraction under Gibbs-preserving covariant operations is expressed as follows.

o1
BWerc({Suliy) = lim lim —Df (P(S,)][7*") (o7)

The RHS is more complicated than the LHS of Proposition S.10, since £ (S;,) no longer has the tensor-product
structure, which means that £ (S,) is not closed under the measurement on any subsystems and conditioning on
the measurement result. Here, we show that another type of composite quantum Stein’s lemma holds even in this
case.

Proposition S.12 (Lemma 6 in the main text). Let {S,},_, be a sequence of black boxes which satisfies the
conditions above. Here, the following holds.

e—+0n—oop

1
lim lim —=D5(P(Sy)||®") = min_ D(pl|7) (D8)
peC(S)

Note that a similar type of the quantum Stein’s lemma can be seen in Ref. [53, Lemma 4], and is included by
Proposition S.12.
To show this, we start from showing the following lemma.

Lemma S.13. Let p, 7 € D(H) be arbitrary states, and P be the pinching channel with respect to T. Then, the
following holds.

0 < D(pllt) = D(P(p)llT) < log|spec(T)l, (D9)
where |spec(7)| is the number of the different eigenvalues of 1.

Proof. 0 < D(p||t) — D(P(p)||7) is shown by using the data processing inequality of the relative entropy. To
show the other inequality, we first employ Hayashi’s pinching inequality [27]

e

Pp) 2 ———. D10
7= Tspec(o)] (D10)
Due to this inequality and the properties of the relative entropy, the following holds.
D(pllt) = D(P(p)llT) + D(plIP(p)) DI11)
< D(P(p)llr) + D(pllp/Ispec(t)]) = D(P(p)lI7) +log|spec(7)],
where in the inequality, we used the operator monotonicity of log. O

In the subsequent discussion, we denote the CPTP map which represents the measurement whose POVM
elements are {M,}, as

M(p) = ) TrlpMa] laXal . (D12)

where {|a)},, is the orthogonal vectors in the classical system. We review the concepts called compatible pair.

Definition S.14 (Ref. [13]). Let M = (M, Mp, . ..) be the sequence of the measurements with M, reprsenting
the set of measurements on D (H®"). Furthermore, let S = (S, S,, .. .) be the sequence of the sets of state
where S, is the subset of D (H®") for every n € N. We say that (M, S) is the compatible pair when the sequence
S is closed under the measurement in M on any subsystems and conditioning on the measurement outcome,
i.e., for any state p,+x € Su+k, after performing any measurement in My, and conditioning on the outcome, the
post-measured state is the element of S,,.

Furthermore, we consider the restricted set of measurements called incoherent measurements, which guarantees
that the probability distribution obtained by such a measurement is invariant under time translation.
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Definition S.15. Let H be the Hamiltonian of the considered system, and {M,}, be a set of POVM elements of
a measurement M. We say that M is an incoherent measurement if and only if all the POVM elements M,
satisfy the following condition.

Va, P(My) = M,. (D13)

We denote the sequence of the incoherent measurement as M"¢°h,

From the definition, the nonzero elements of the POVM elements of the incoherent measurement are in the
energy blocks. From this observation, it holds that M"°" = exp(—iHt)M"° exp(iHt), Va, ¥t € R. This
property guarantees that the probability distribution of the measurement outcome is invariant under the time
translation, i.e.,

—iHt iHt 3 sincoh] _ iHt 3 sincoh —iHt
Tr [e pe"M, ] =Tr [pe A M,;"e ] (D14)
=Tr [pM;ncoh] )

We remark that this is a special case of the time-translation covariant measurement [84], the measurement whose
POVM elements {M/,} satisfy

eiHA’MéefiHAt = M‘t;At Va, Vt, At € R. (D15)

We also denote the sequence of all measurements as Ml Before showing Proposition S.12, we show the
following two lemmas.

Lemma S.16. Let S = {S,,},_, be the sequence of the black boxes satisfying the condition mentioned above.
Furthermore, let P(C(S)) be the sequence of the sets of states {P(C(Sp))},.,. Here, (Minc"h, P(C(S))) is the

compatible pair.

Note that (Mi““’h, P(S)) is the compatible pair too, which is proven in the same way as the following proof.
Here, we consider the convex hull of the black boxes to use this lemma to show Proposition S.12.

Proof. of Lemma S.16. It suffices to show that for any POVM elements M"™°" and the arbitrary state
P(pn+k) € P(C(Sn+k)),Vn, k €N

Tourtcnek | (10 ME)P (o) | € PC(S) (D16)
holds. This can be checked as follows.

Truer. ek | (1@ MI)P (o)

=Trps1,.. 0k [P(l ® (Mtiznwh))pn+k]
= Tryet,. ek [(1® MIM) ppr] (D17)

= Trn+l ..... n+k [(Pln(l) ® MtilnCOh)erk]
= P (Tonst, st [(1® M) (0] ) € PC(S)-

The first equality is because the pinching channel satisfies 7 = %, and the property mentioned at the beginning
of this proof is used in the second equality. The third equality is because P1,__,(I) = I, where Py, is the
pinching channel applied to the first n subsystems. To show the final inclusion, we used the second property of
the sequence of the black boxes S = {S,},.; mentioned at the beginning of this section. m}

.....

Lemma S.17. It holds that

sup  min  D(M(pa)[IM(z®")) = sup mi(nS)D(M(P(pn))IIM(T®”)).

Meineoh Pn€C(Sn) Mengll P (D18)

Proof. First, we show the (<) inequality. For any states p, and any POVM element of the incoherent measurement
Mineoh noting that P (Mnoh) = Mincoh it holds that

Tr [ MEY] = Te| p P (M0 | = T [ ) M1, (D19)
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This implies that all the probability distributions that are obtained by measuring the state p,, with the incoherent
measurement can be realized by measuring the pinched state  (p,,) with the incoherent measurement. From this,

D(M(pn)|IM(T¥")) < in. D(M(P(pn)|IM(T5)).
M:&awhpng&nn M(p)[IM(T5)) A:;\I,)ﬂaupnml&n) MP (e IIM(T™)) (D20)

holds. To show the (>) inequality, note that for any POVM elements {M g“}a which represents a measurement
in M2, it holds that

Te[P () M| = Te[pnP (MEH]. (D21)

Here, {P(Mfl“)}u satisfies the conditions for POVM elements, i.e.,

Va, P(M™) > 0, Z P(MY) = P(Z Mg”) =P =1 (D22)

holds. Furthermore, due to the definition of the pinching channel, the measurement whose POVM elements
are represented as {SD(M 2")}a is the incoherent measurement. From this, one can see that all the probability
distribution obtained by measuring the pinched state  (p, ) with any measurement can be realized by measuring
pn With incoherent measurement which implies

su min  D(M M(@T®)) > su min  D(M(P M),
e, min DOMGOIME™) 2 sip | min DOMPE)IME). g
which completes the proof. o

We are ready to show Proposition S.12.
Proof. of Proposition S.12. Note that
Dy (P(S)IIT®") = Dy (C(P(S))IIT®") (D24)

holds and D, (C(P(S,))||7®") can be interpreted as the hypothesis testing divergence of C(S,,) with respect to
7®" when the allowed measurement is restricted to the incoherent measurement. Due to Lemma S.16 and [13,
Theorem 16], the following holds.

1 & ®ny _ 1 ®n
Jim lim ~DE(C(P(S))IIT*") = hngonM:&Rmpnecn(lgzsn))D(M(Pn)HM(T )

1
lim — sup min D(M(pn)||M(T®")) (D25)
n—oo n MEMmcoh PnGC( )

1
= lim — sup  min D(M(P(pn))IIM(T®”))
n—oo 7 Me Mallpnec( n

Here, the second line is because M(p,) = M o P(p,,) for M € Mi"°" and thus the minimization for p,, over
C(S8,) coincides with that over C(P(S,,)), and the third line follows from Lemma S.17. Employing Ref. [13,
Lemma 13], we can exchange the sup and min, i.e.,

11ml sup  min D(M(P(pn))||M(T®"))— lim 1 min  sup D(M(P(p®")|IM(7®"))

n—ooon MEM\I] anC( n n—en p"ec( ”) MEM“H

1
= lim = min Dy (P (oa)lIr®),
n1—I>I<}o lengg,‘l(r,lsn) Mnll( (p'l)”T )

(D26)
where Djgan (P(pn)]|T®") is the M3'-measured relative entropy of P (p,,) with respect to 7" [85].
We first note that the infimum is achieved at a permutation invariant state [23, Lemma 23]. Therefore, letting
PI,, be the set of n-qudit permutation invariant states, we get

1 1
1. - i al P n ®n _1 - al P n en .
Jim - min | Dy (P (o) [17°7) n%npneclgnmpn Dy (P (on)|I7") (D27)
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We now recall Ref. [22, Lemma 2.4], showing that for all permutation invariant states 7,, and o, it holds that

D(nn”(fn) - logPOIY(n) < DMa]l(nn”‘Tn) < D(nn||o-n)~ (D28)
This implies
lim ~  min Dy, (P(en)ll®) = lim ~  min _ D(P(pn)lI®) D29
m — min = lim — min .
=0 11 preC(Su)nPL, i pnIllT n—00 1 preC(Sp)NPL, prllT (D29)

Note that the number of the different eigenvalue of H*" is upper bounded by the number of type classes of n
length strings when the set of alphabets is {0, 1,...,d — 1}. Since the number of type classes is upper-bounded
by (n+ 1)? [86], due to Lemma S.13, it holds that for any states p;,,

D(pal|7®") —logpoly(n) < D(P(pn)lI7®") < D(pullT®"), (D30)

which implies

1 1
lim — min  D(P(p,)||T®") = lim — mi D(p,||T®"). (D31)

n
n—o n p,eC(S,)NPI, —® 1 p,eC(S,)NPI,
Again, employing Ref. [23, Lemma 23], we obtain

! |
lim — min D ") = lim — min D o, D32
n—00 11 preC(Sn)NPl, (PnllT™) 00 11 pneC(S,) (PnllT®") (D32)

Due to Eq. (D4), it holds that

1
lim = min D(p,||t®) = min D(p||7). (D33)
) peC(S)

n—0 1 p, eC(Sy

Combining these, we complete the proof.

Combining Proposition S.12 with (D7), we finally obtain the following result.

Theorem S.18 (Theorem 7 in the main text). The asymptotic black box extractable work of the sequence of the
black boxes {S,(S)},., under Gibbs-preserving covariant operations is given by

BWapc({Sn(S)})) = p;nci(ns ) D(pll7), (D34)

Appendix E: Convexity of thermal operation and pinching channel

Recalling the definition of pinching channel P (-) = limr_,c /_ TT dte~H1. ¢H! /(2T), the fact that the pinching
channel is a thermal operation is a direct consequence of the convexity of the set of thermal operations. The
convexity of the set of thermal operations is proven in Ref. [30, 87]. In particular, the proof in Ref. [30, Theorem
17.2.1] deals with a general case where the input and output systems of the channel can be different. Here, for
completeness, we provide a proof for the convexity of thermal operations based on the argument in Ref. [30],
where we also offer additional insights about the specific construction of a probabilistic mixture of thermal
operations as a single thermal operation.

Consider a channel N : D(Hy) — D(Hp) of the form

N = iprx (ED)

x=1

where Ny : D(Ha) — D(Hp) is a thermal operation for every x € {1,--- ,m}, and {p,}'_, is a probability
distribution. We aim to show that N is also a thermal operation. Since each N is a thermal operation, there
exists an ancillary system E such that Ny can be written by

Nx(pa) = Trg, [Uc(pa ® e )UL|, [Ha+HEg,, U] =0, (E2)
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where |AE,| = |BE *|, and Uy is an energy-conserving unitary from AE to BE".
The main idea of the proof in Ref. [30, Theorem 17.2.1.] is to take the direct sum of all the ancillary systems
to obtain N, namely,

EZGW;EX, E’:EmBE;. (E3)
x=1 x=1

Furthermore, they take the Hamiltonian of system E so that the thermal state of the system FE is represented as

m
e = (P pate,, (E4)
x=1

and define a unitary matrix applied to system AE as

UzéUx. (ES)

x=1

In the proof of Ref. [30, Theorem 17.2.1], they used the fact that the unitary operator defined in Eq. (ES) is
energy conserving, i.e., commutes with the Hamiltonian of the [H4 + Hg, U] = 0 by employing Lemma 17.1.3
of Ref. [30], stating that the unitary operator which commutes with the thermal state of the system also commute
with the Hamiltonian to show that the thermal operation

p— Trg [U(p ® TE)U-i“] (E6)

agrees with N = 3} pxNi.

In their proof, they use the fact that every state is the Gibbs state for some Hamiltonian, where an explicit form
of Hg is not presented. Although the existence of such a Hamiltonian is sufficient to prove the convexity, it
will still be beneficial to characterize what the desired Hamiltonian looks like. Here, we explicitly construct the
Hamiltonian which has the thermal state represented as Eq. (E4) and commutes with the unitary in Eq. (ES).

First, note that the state (E4) is not the Gibbs state for the most natural Hamiltonian for the system E = @;"zl E.,
which is

H=@H. (E7)

x=1

To see this, let us consider an example where two ancillary systems E;, E,, are associated with 2- and
3-dimensional Hilbert spaces, respectively, and both have the fully degenerate Hamiltonian with the same energy
eigenvalues. In this case, the thermal state of each system is

1o 100
TE1=((2) l)’ TE, 0 % (]) (E8)

2 00 =

3

If we take {px}x as p1 = pa = 1/2, the state (E4) becomes 7 = (g, ® 7g,)/2 = diag(1/4,1/4,1/6,1/6,1/6).
However, the Hamiltonian (E7) is also fully degenerate, and the thermal state should be the maximally mixed
State.

In general, the thermal state for £ with Hamiltonian (E7) is written as

—BH m

SN BH - Y ZETE,

E — m - m ’
Zx:l ZE, Zx:] ZE,

where Zg_ is the partition function of H,. Therefore, to prepare the state 7z as a Gibbs state of the system E,
one needs to modify each Hamiltonian H in (E7).

To this end, we define a modified Hamiltonian H, of the system E by H, = H, + A I. The partition function
ZEX for this Hamiltonian then becomes Z E, = e PAx Zg,, while thermal state 7z remains the same. Therefore,
the thermal state 7 for the modified Hamiltonian H := EB;": 1 H, is obtained as

(E9)

m —BA
L Xhege PAZg i,

TE = rm
-BA
Zx:]e B XZEx

(E10)
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By taking A, as

1
Ay = —— log 2%

B °Zg,’
the state 7 coincides with the desired thermal state in Eq. (E4). By following the same discussion as [30,
Theorem 17.2.1.], we can conclude that the set of thermal operations is convex.
The fact that the pinching channel is thermal operations follows from that the set of the thermal operations is
convex by observing that [6]

(E11)

m

1 U mixx”
P(p) = - Z UspUl, Uy = Z e, (E12)
x=1

x'=1

where m is the number of distinct energy levels, and I1,- is the projector onto the eigenspace of the Hamiltonian
corresponding to the eigenvalue E,-. It can be checked that U, commutes with the Hamiltonian of the system.
Therefore, pinching channel can be represented as a convex combination of thermal operations, which implies
that the pinching channel is a thermal operation.

Appendix F: Asymptotic black box work extraction under thermal operations
1. Construction of work extraction protocol under incoherently conditioned thermal operations

In the following discussion, we consider the i.i.d. black boxes, which contain a finite number of states, i.e., the
black box {S,il'i'd' (S)}:’=1 with |S| < co. Our goal in this section is to show that under thermal operations, one
can extract the same amount of work asymptotically as the Gibbs-preserving operations and Gibbs-preserving
covariant operations when the given state is picked from the i.i.d. black boxes, which contain a finite number of
states.

First, we introduce a new class of operations called incoherently conditioned thermal operations, thermal
operations conditioned by the outcome of the incoherent measurement. In Ref. [57], the class of operations
called conditioned thermal operations is introduced, in which one performs the measurement on one of the
bipartite systems, and applies the thermal operation conditioned by the measurement outcome. The class
called incoherently conditioned thermal operation restricts the measurement one can perform to the incoherent
measurement. The rigorous definition of the class is the following.

Definition S.19. Let Ha, Hp, Hc be Hilbert spaces, and & : D(Ha @ Hg) — D(Hc) be a CPTP map. & is
called an incoherently conditioned thermal operation when & can be decomposed as follows.

E= Z 820 o Ar;eas. (Fl)

Here, 810 : D(Hp) — D(Hc), a =1,2,...,m are thermal operations and
AZS(papc) = Tra [(ME" ® Ipc)pasc], a=1,....m (F2)

be the instruments which represent the incoherent measurement, where M;“C"h is the POVM elements on
D (Hya) which satisfies Y, M = . We denote the set of incoherently conditioned thermal operations as
ICTO(A; B — C) Furthermore, when the measurements are restricted to the incoherent projective measurements,
we say that the operation is thermal operation + incoherent projective measurement. We denote the set of thermal
operations + incoherent projective measurements as ICPTO(A; B — C)

Our first goal is to show the following proposition.

Proposition S.20. Let S ¢ D(H) be a subset of density matrices that contain a finite number of density matrices.
The asymptotic extractable work of the sequence of the i.i.d. black boxes {S;l'"d' (S)}n:] under incoherently
conditioned thermal operations is represented as

BWicto ({8, ()},,-,) = min D(pl7). (F3)

We remark that all the measurements performed in the work extraction protocol constructed in the following
proof are projective. Therefore, we can conclude that the same extractable work can be achieved in the asymptotic
regime even with thermal operation + incoherent projective measurement.
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Proof. (of (<) part.) To show the (<) inequality, we note the hierarchy of the operations
Thermal C incoherently conditioned Thermal C Gibbs — preserving covariant C Gibbs — preserving, (F4)
which implies
BWicto({S;H (S)},2)) < BWaro (S, (9)},.-,) = min D(plI7). (F5)
The last inequality is due to Eq. (D6). m}

To show the other inequality, we construct the concrete protocol as follows.

1. Given n copies of some unknown state p, pick up k¢ p, copies of states and perform the incoherent
measurement. Here, ks, is a natural number that depends on the necessary accuracy to identify the
initial state.

2. Identify P (p®?) from the measurement outcome.
3. Perform the protocol in Ref. [4] using the information obtained in Step 2.

One might find it odd that hat the goal of the second step is not to identify p. Actually, it is not possible to
perform the state tomography with the incoherent measurement even if the experimenters have an infinite number
of copies. The simplest situation is where the experimenters are given a qubit system which is either |+)+|
or |[-X—| where [+) = (]0) +[1))/V2 and |-) = (|0) — |1))/V2, and are told to guess which is the state with
incoherent measurements. We assume that the Hamiltonian of the system is H = |1)(1|. Here, from the definition
of the incoherent measurement, for any p € D(H) and the POVM elements of the incoherent measurement
Mineoh on the system,

Tr [M(ilnCth] = Tr [P(Miancoh)p] = Tr [Mizncohp(p)] (F6)

holds. This implies that the probability distribution of the outcome of the incoherent measurement does not
change when the state is pinched. Here, we observe the two state P (|+X+|®") and P (|-X—|®") coincide for
every n € N. Let s, ¢ € {0, 1}" be the n-bit string. One can see that due to the definition of the pinching channel

(s| P(p®") |t) # 0 = s and ¢ belong to the same type class F7)

holds. Furthermore, the direct calculation shows that

(sl o 1ty = [ [(silp 1ty (F8)

i=1
where s; and #; are the i-th alphabets of s and # respectively. When s and # belong to the same type class,
{ie{l,....d}s;i =0, t; =1} =|{ie{1,....d}si =1, t; = 0}| F9)

holds.

From this, we can see that all the elements of P (]—X~—|®") in the energy subspaces are all 1/2", and we
can conclude that P (|+X+|®") = P(|-X—|®") for any n. Therefore, even if the experimenters perform any
incoherent measurement, they can never distinguish |+)+| and |—)—|. The discussion above implies that the
incoherent measurement is not powerful enough to obtain the full information about the unknown input state p.

Then, what information can one obtain by the incoherent measurement? In the subsequent discussion, we give
an answer to this question.

First of all, we restrict the Hamiltonian in consideration to what satisfies the following property.

Definition S.21. Let H be a Hamiltonian, and Ey, ..., E4 be the eigenvalues of H. We say that H is rationally
independent when H satisfies the following.

D INiE;=0, Y N;=0, N; €Z, Vi = N; =0, Vi. (F10)
i i
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In the following discussion, we assume that the Hamiltonian of each system satisfies this property. Rational
independence prohibits any number of copies of the systems from having degenerate energy levels other
than the degeneracy that comes from the permutation of the systems. A simple example is the qutrit system
H; = Span {|0),|1),|2)} and the Hamiltonian of the system H = E |1X1]| + 2E |2)X2|. The Hamiltonian H
itself does not have degeneracy. However, when we prepare two copies of this, the energy subspace which
corresponds to the energy eigenvalue 2E of the Hamiltonian of the whole system H*? is Span {|02) [20), [11)}.
This additional degeneracy comes up because of the rational dependence of the Hamiltonian. We note that the
energy subspaces of the n copies of the system are spanned by the vectors that belong to the same type class,
and there exists a one-to-one correspondence between the energy eigenvalue of the n copies of the system and
the type of the eigenvectors. After that, we also extend the discussion to the case where the Hamiltonian is not
rationally independent.

Let p € D(H) be the density operator of the input state, and {| )};1:l be the eigenvectors of the Hamiltonian
H. Furthermore, we denote p;; := (i| o |j). We show that we can estimate the values called cyclic product
defined below in any accuracy by the incoherent measurement.

Definition S.22. Lets € {1,...,d}" be a string of length m, which is composed of m different alphabets, i.e.,
s; =s; & i=j. Here, m < d holds. The cyclic product of p with respect to the string s is defined as

I—[ps,-sm (= (s1s27 Sl P |52+ - Sms1)), (F11)
i=1

where we set s,,41 = 51.

Note that the number of the different cyclic products is finite. Furthermore, any cyclic products are in the
energy blocks since s = 515, -- -5, and 8" = 55 - - - 5,51 belong to the same type class.

Lemma S.23. Suppose that every matrix element of P(p®%) is given. Then, all the cyclic products of p can be
calculated from the elements of P (p®?).

Proof. We first consider the diagonal elements of p. Since for any i € {l,...,d}, pi =
0,Gi...i|P(P®Y)Jii...iy > 0 due to the positive semidefiniteness of p and P(p®¢), and
(i ... i|P(p®9) lii ...i) = (pii)? holds, we can calculate p;; as pi; = ((i...i|P(p®%) |ii...i)" . One
can calculate any cyclic products with respect to the string s with length m by choosing j € {1, ..., d} such that
pjj # 0 and noting that

G dsIPEED sy = () ] ] s
=1 (F12)

ﬁ sl Pe®D N s
Psisiv = d-|s| *

i=1 (G JIP @D 1jj - )

]

Once we obtain the list of all cyclic products, assuming that the Hamiltonian is rationally independent, we can
reconstruct P (p®") for any n € N.

Lemma S.24. For any positive integer n, any nonzero elements of P (p®") can be represented as the product of
cyclic products.

Proof. Due to the definition of the pinching channel, all the matrix elements of P (p®") that are not inside the
energy block are 0. Therefore, it suffices to consider the matrix elements inside the energy blocks. Any nonzero
elements of P (p®") can be written in the form of

(s1o%" 1ty = [ | Pt (F13)
i=1
where s,¢ € {1,...,d}" are the strings of length n which belong to the same type class. This follows from the
rational independence of the Hamiltonian. One can rearrange ps,y,, - - - , Ps,s, to the following form.

PaiazPazas " * " Papays 41s---,0n € {17 . ’d} (F14)
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Note that this does not mean that any matrix elements of P (p®") are the cyclic products since the ay, . . ., a, can
include the duplicated alphabet. The existence of such a sequence as Eq. (F14) is guaranteed by the assumption
that s, ¢ € {1,...,d}" are in the same type class. Now, we separate this sequence into the cyclic products in the
following way. If a; = a (= a), i # j are the duplicated pair of the alphabets, we divide the sequence above as

Paja, """ Pai_jaPaai " " PajyaPaajy " Paga; ™ Pajar " Pa;_1aPaajy " Pagars Paaiy " Pajia (F15)

These two terms also have the form in Eq. (F14). This procedure can be carried out again and again until the
divided terms have no overlaps in the alphabets, in other words, they are divided into the cyclic products. This
decomposition can be done in any nonzero matrix elements in P (p®"), which completes the proof. O

From these lemmas above, we can easily see the following.

Lemma S.25. For any density matrix of the qudit system py, p» € D(H),
P(p®) = P(p2?) & P(p®") = P(p$"), Vn e N. (F16)

Proof. (<) is obvious, and (=) follows because the left condition implies that all cyclic products of p; and p;
are the same, which means the condition of the right-hand side due to Lemma S.24. O

Using these lemmata, we can show the Proposition S.20.

Proof. (of (=) part.) In Ref. [4], it is shown that one can perform the protocol A in which for any &’ > 0 and
1’ > 0 there exists N € N such that

1
n>N= 3m, €N st. F(AoP(p®"), ([1X1|x,Hum,)) =1-¢", |D(pl|lr) - - logm,| <n'. (F17)

Here, we explicitly denote the thermal state of the battery system together with the excited state of the battery
system. Note that since in this protocol, one first applies the pinching channel, it suffices to obtain information
about the pinched state by the incoherent measurement for the work extraction protocol. Furthermore, due to
Lemma S.25, in order to specify the input state, one just needs to perform the quantum state tomography on the
pinched d copies of input state P (p®%).

Note that the black box contains a finite number of states. We define § > 0 as

26:= min_ [[P(pP) - P ()
Pi-PjES
P(pP#P (p7)

(F18)
To perform the quantum state tomography on P (p®?) with accuracy ¢’ with respect to the trace distance and
with success probability 1 — p,, it suffices to use

2d
ks p, =O(d—log(L)) (F19)

5’2 e

copies of P (p®?) [88, Corollary 1.4]. If we take 6" smaller than &, the probability of judging p as other
elements in black boxes p. can be made arbitrarily small.

Now, we perform the incoherent measurement and the thermal operations conditioned by the measurement
outcome as follows.

We denote the appropriate operations for the input state p?” as A; ,. We perform state tomography with
incoherent measurement using k 5/ p,, copies of given unknown state p, and obtain an estimate of ¥ (p®?), which
we call £. We then choose 7 such that P(pl‘?d) realizes the closest value to E, i.e., i = argmin, ||E£ — P(p?d) 1.
We then apply A; , to the rest of the states p®”. Noting that the probability of successfully identifying the
unknown state as p; = p; is at least 1 — p,, this protocol ensures that when the given state is p;, the operation
applied to p?" has the form (1 — p.)A; » + p.E, where Z is some quantum channel. This guarantees that for any
i and arbitrary &’,n” > 0, there exists a sufficiently large n such that

F(((1 = pe)Ain+peB) o P(p®"), 11X1], ftm,,)) = (1 = pe)(1 — &)

1 ) (F20)
D(pl|T) - ;logmn <n
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additional degenerate space

m, .,
FIG. S.1. The procedure to erase the additional energy subspace due to the rational dependence of the Hamiltonian of each
system.
Let us fix arbitrary £ > 0 and > 0. We choose k' p,, and n to satisfy
(1=-p)(1-&)=z1-&. (F21)

Here, the point is that p., does not depend on n but only on the accuracy of the state tomography §’. Furthermore,
with respect to the extractable work,

1 ! ! 1
D o =D - -1 ol ierrmuennl B
(ollT) n+ks p, ogmy ‘ (el n 08 Mn (n n+k6',pe)ogmn
1 ks . p.
< D(ol7) - L 10gmy, +Llogmn (F22)
n n(n+k5',pe)

ks p,
<n'+ n—zp(D(pIIT) +1).

This implies that if we take sufficiently large n, we can achieve

logm,| < n. (F23)

D —
’ (pllT) nv ko,

From these discussions, we can conclude this protocol can achieve the same work extraction as the protocol in
Ref. [4]. Since we defined the black box extractable work as the worst-case work extraction, it holds that

BWicto({SH(8)}_)) = min D (p|7). (F24)

Even when the Hamiltonian is rationally dependent, we can achieve the same performance. To see this, we
consider the pinching channel with respect to the rationally independent Hamiltonian, not the Hamiltonian of the
system itself. We denote this channel as #. In a similar way as the proof in Appendix E, one can see that P is a
thermal operation. Due to the definition, # erases the additional degenerate spaces in the pinched density matrix
with respect to the original Hamiltonian and satisfies # o P = P = P o P (see FIG. S.1). Note that applying this
pinching channel in advance does not increase the extractable work, i.e.,

BWicto({S5-4($)} ) > BWicto({P (S (S)})). (F25)

After we apply this pinching channel, we can apply the same state tomography protocol and thermal operation
which follows £ conditioned by the result of the tomography. Applying the same protocol, we can achieve the
same extractable work as the case where the Hamiltonian is rationally independent. Therefore, it holds that

BWicro({Si(9)},,) 2 AWieto({P(S, ™ (S)};7.) 2 min D(pll7). (F26)
which completes the proof. O

Note that the measurement is used to perform the quantum state tomography, we use only the projective
measurements for the protocol above.
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2. Equivalence of thermal operation and incoherently conditioned thermal operation with projective measurements

In this subsection, we show that one can perform the work extraction protocol mentioned above in thermal
operations. We denote the set of thermal operations from D (H4) to D(Hp) as TO(A — B). We start with the
following proposition.

Proposition S.26. Letr A, B be the input systems and C be the output system. If dim Hpg = dim H,

TO(AB — C) o ICPTO(A;B — C) (F27)
holds.
Proof. The idea stems from Ref. [87, Appendix C]. Since SiTO is a thermal operation for any i € {1,...,m},
81.TO can be decomposed as follows.

E1°(pn) = Trry |Urlpn © ) U] | (F28)

Here, g, = exp(—BHE,)/ZE, is a thermal state of the ancillary system E;, which is associated with the Hilbert
space Hg, and the Hamiltonian Hg,. The unitary operator U; conserves the energy of the total system, i.e.,
|Ui,Hg + Hg,| = 0. The system E satisfies B+ E; = C + E]. We fix an arbitrary & € ICPTO, and & is written
as follows.

E(pan) = > Tr [Ul- (TrA [(PA® I5)pas] ® rE,.)Uj] (F29)
i=1
Consider another map & : D (Hy ® Hp) — D(Hc), which has the following form.

E(pas) =Tra g, . &,

m (F30)
U=> Pleu.

Note that U is indeed a unitary operator and commutes with the Hamiltonian of the whole system Hy; =
Hx+ Hp + ,; Hg,. These can be checked as follows.

0=y, > (Preu)(rteu])
i J
= Z ZaijP,.A ® UU]
i
=Y pter=l (F31)

[U,Hau] ZZ[PA®U[,HA+HB+HEi]

L

= > [PA@U;, Hal+ ) [P ® Uy, Hp + HE,] = 0.
i i
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FIG. S.2. In our work extraction setting, we can append the thermal states to the initial and output states to make the
dimensions of the input and output systems the same.

Therefore, the map defined in Eq. (F30) is a thermal operation. Eq. (F30) can be calculated as

E(pa) =Trar. &, |Ulpap®

=Tra g, B,

m
Z PR Ui(pap) ®
in1

)

i=1

+
m
A
ij ® Uj
=
m

PAB ® (@ TE,.))(P;“ ® Ul.)T

[ m
_ A .
=Tra ;. .E), ZP,- ® U;
=

i=1 (F32)
mn il
= ZTrA’EI‘/ P;—A ® U; (pAB ® TEI.)(P;A ® U,') ]
i=1
m _{.
= Z TI'EI{ [TI‘A {P:4 ® U; (pAB ® TEi) (P:4 ® Ui) H
i=1
m
= ZTIE', [Ui(TI'A [(PlA ® IB)pAB] ® TEI.)U[T],
i=1
and we obtain Eq. (F29). ]

Since tracing out the subsystems and adding other thermal states are free operations, we can take the dimensions
of the input and output systems equally, and we can undo this by tracing out the added systems, this procedure
does not affect the extracted work (see FIG. S.2). Therefore, we can take the input and output system so that the
condition dim Hp = dim H is satisfied, which implies that we can carry out the protocol mentioned above by a
thermal operation.

Combining Proposition S.20 and Proposition S.26, we reached the following theorem.

Theorem S.27 (Theorem 9 in the main text). The asymptotic extractable work of the sequence of the i.i.d. black
boxes {S,‘{l'd'(S)};:l satisfying |S| < oo under thermal operations is

BWro({S, ()}, ) = min D (plln). (F33)
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