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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 Helmholtz 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 𝛽. 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 𝜏 := exp(−𝛽𝐻)/Tr[exp(−𝛽𝐻)] 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 E from systems 𝐴 to 𝐵 is called a thermal operation
if E can be written as E(·) = Tr(𝐴+𝐸 )\𝐵

[
𝑈 (· ⊗ 𝜏𝐸)𝑈†] , where

𝜏𝐸 := exp(−𝛽𝐻𝐸)/𝑍𝐸 is a thermal state of the ancillary system,
and𝑈 is an energy-conserving unitary satisfying [𝑈, 𝐻𝐴 ⊗ 𝐼𝐸 +
𝐼𝐴 ⊗ 𝐻𝐸] = 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 E from
systems 𝐴 to 𝐵 satisfies time translation covariance

E
(
𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝐴𝑡 𝜌𝐴𝑒

𝑖𝐻𝐴𝑡
)
= 𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝐵𝑡E(𝜌𝐴)𝑒𝑖𝐻𝐵𝑡 , ∀𝑡 ∈ 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
T 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 T
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 sup𝜎∈T Tr[𝜎𝑀]—the minimum worst-case probability
of guessing the state in T as that in S—under the constraint
in which type I error sup𝜌∈S Tr[𝜌(𝐼 − 𝑀)]—the worst-case
probability of guessing the state in S as that in T—is at most
𝜀. The performance of this task is represented as the quantity
called the hypothesis testing divergence defined as [20, 22, 23]

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (S||T ) = − log inf

0≤𝑀≤𝐼
sup𝜌∈S Tr[𝜌(𝐼−𝑀 ) ]≤𝜀

sup
𝜎∈T

Tr[𝜎𝑀] .
(2)

If T is a singleton {𝜏}, we simply write 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻
(S∥𝜏) 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 |0⟩⟨0| + 𝐸𝑋,1 |1⟩⟨1| with 𝐸𝑋,1 − 𝐸𝑋,0 =

𝛽−1 log(𝑚 − 1) so that the thermal state of the battery system
𝜇𝑚 is 𝜇𝑚 = 𝑚−1

𝑚
|0⟩⟨0| + 1

𝑚
|1⟩⟨1| for 𝑚 ≥ 1. If an allowed

operation can transform an initial state and the equilibrium state
𝜇𝑚 in the battery system to the state |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 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 𝜇𝑚 can be charged with the unknown
initial state picked up from the black box and allowed operations
O, i.e., to find the largest 𝑚 such that 𝜌 ⊗ 𝜇𝑚 → |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 is
possible for every choice of the state from the black box and
the allowed operation which is independent of the initial state
𝜌 ∈ 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) with error 𝜀 is defined as 𝛽𝑊 𝜀

O
(S) = log𝑚∗, where

𝑚∗ is the largest 𝑚 ∈ R which satisfies

max
E∈O

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) ≥ 1 − 𝜀. (3)
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Here, 𝜇𝑚 = 𝑚−1
𝑚

|0⟩⟨0|+ 1
𝑚
|1⟩⟨1| is the Gibbs state of the battery

system 𝑋 , and 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) = ∥√𝜌
√
𝜎∥2

1 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 𝐻×𝑛 :=

∑𝑛
𝑗=1 𝐼

⊗ 𝑗−1 ⊗𝐻 ⊗ 𝐼⊗(𝑛− 𝑗 ) . To
take the limit 𝑛 → ∞, we consider a family {S𝑛}∞𝑛=1 of black
boxes with S𝑛 ⊂ D(H⊗𝑛). We define the asymptotic black
box extractable work as follows.

Definition 2. The asymptotic black box extractable work
of the sequence {S𝑛}∞𝑛=1 of the black boxes is defined as
𝛽𝑊O ({S𝑛}∞𝑛=1) := lim𝜀→+0 lim sup𝑛→∞ 𝛽𝑊 𝜀

O
(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 S𝑛 (𝑆) :={⊗𝑛

𝑖=1 𝜌𝑖 | 𝜌𝑖 ∈ 𝑆,∀𝑖
}

generated by an arbitrary set 𝑆 ⊂
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

𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (S) = 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (S||𝜏). (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 = {𝜌}, 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 ⊂ S′, it holds that
𝛽𝑊 𝜀

GPO (S) ≥ 𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (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 {S𝑛 (𝑆)}∞𝑛=1 of the black boxes under Gibbs-preserving
operations is given by

𝛽𝑊GPO ({S𝑛 (𝑆)}∞𝑛=1) = min
𝜌∈C(𝑆)

𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏), (5)

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 i.i.d. states, i.e., Si.i.d.

𝑛 (𝑆) :=
{
𝜌⊗𝑛 | 𝜌 ∈ 𝑆

}
, the right-hand

side of Eq. (5) is reduced to min𝜌∈𝑆 𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏), 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(·) =

lim𝑇→∞
∫ 𝑇

−𝑇 𝑑𝑡𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝑡 ·𝑒𝑖𝐻𝑡/(2𝑇) = ∑
𝐸𝑖

Π𝐸𝑖
(·)Π𝐸𝑖

, where Π𝐸𝑖

is the projector onto the eigenspace of the Hamiltonian of the
whole system corresponding to the eigenvalue 𝐸𝑖 . We then
define the pinched black box as P(S) B {P(𝜌) | 𝜌 ∈ 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.)
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Theorem 5. One-shot extractable work from an arbitrary black
box S under Gibbs-preserving covariant operations satisfy

𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPC (S) = 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (P(S)| |𝜏). (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,

lim
𝜀→+0

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (P(S𝑛 (𝑆)) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) = min
𝜌∈C(𝑆)

𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) (7)

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 {S𝑛 (𝑆)}∞𝑛=1 under Gibbs-preserving
covariant operations is given by

𝛽𝑊GPC ({S𝑛 (𝑆)}∞𝑛=1) = min
𝜌∈C(𝑆)

𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏), (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 Si.i.d.

𝑛 (𝑆) :=
{
𝜌⊗𝑛 | 𝜌 ∈ 𝑆

}
generated by a set 𝑆 of

finite size, i.e., |𝑆 | < ∞. 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 (𝜌 | |𝜏), where 𝜌 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 H𝐴,H𝐵,H𝐶 be Hilbert spaces, and
E : D(H𝐴 ⊗ H𝐵) → D(H𝐶 ) be a CPTP map. We
call E a incoherently conditioned thermal operation if E
has the form E =

∑
𝑎 ETO

𝑎 ◦ Λmeas
𝑎 . Here, each ETO

𝑎 :
D(H𝐵) → D(H𝐶 ) is a thermal operation andΛmeas

𝑎 (𝜌𝐴𝐵𝐶 ) :=
Tr𝐴

[
(𝑀 incoh

𝑎 ⊗ 𝐼𝐵𝐶 )𝜌𝐴𝐵𝐶

]
is an instrument representing an

incoherent measurement, where 𝑀 incoh
𝑎 is a POVM element

satisfying P(𝑀 incoh
𝑎 ) = 𝑀 incoh

𝑎 .

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

𝛽𝑊ICTO

({
Si.i.d. (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1

)
= min

𝜌∈𝑆
𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏). (9)

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(𝜌⊗𝑛). 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 F 2).

Theorem 9. The asymptotic black box extractable work of{
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}
𝑛

satisfying |𝑆 | < ∞ under thermal operations is
represented as

𝛽𝑊TO

({
Si.i.d. (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1

)
= min

𝜌∈𝑆
𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏). (10)
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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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[50] M. Mosonyi, Z. Szilágyi, and M. Weiner, On the error exponents
of binary state discrimination with composite hypotheses, IEEE
Trans. Inf. Theory 68, 1032 (2022).

[51] M. Berta, F. G. S. L. Brandão, G. Gour, L. Lami, M. B. Plenio,
B. Regula, and M. Tomamichel, On a gap in the proof of the
generalised quantum Stein’s lemma and its consequences for the
reversibility of quantum resources, Quantum 7, 1103 (2023).

[52] P. Faist, J. Oppenheim, and R. Renner, Gibbs-preserving maps
outperform thermal operations in the quantum regime, New J.
Phys. 17, 043003 (2015).

[53] P. Lipka-Bartosik, C. T. Chubb, J. M. Renes, M. Tomamichel,
and K. Korzekwa, Quantum dichotomies and coherent thermody-
namics beyond first-order asymptotics, PRX Quantum 5, 020335
(2024).

[54] F. G. S. L. Brandão and M. B. Plenio, Entanglement theory and
the second law of thermodynamics, Nat. Phys. 4, 873 (2008).

[55] F. G. S. L. Brandão and M. B. Plenio, A Reversible Theory of
Entanglement and its Relation to the Second Law, Commun.
Math. Phys. 295, 829 (2010).

[56] B. Regula and R. Takagi, One-shot manipulation of dynamical
quantum resources, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 060402 (2021).

[57] V. Narasimhachar and G. Gour, Resource theory under condi-
tioned thermal operations, Phys. Rev. A 95, 012313 (2017).

[58] M. Sion, On general minimax theorems. Pac. J. Math. 8, 171
(1958).

[59] R. Takagi and B. Regula, General resource theories in quan-
tum mechanics and beyond: Operational characterization via
discrimination tasks, Phys. Rev. X 9, 031053 (2019).

[60] G. Gour and A. Winter, How to quantify a dynamical quantum
resource, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 150401 (2019).

[61] Z.-W. Liu and A. Winter, Resource theories of quantum chan-
nels and the universal role of resource erasure, (2019),
arXiv:1904.04201 [quant-ph].

[62] Y. Liu and X. Yuan, Operational resource theory of quantum
channels, Phys. Rev. Res. 2, 012035 (2020).

[63] B. Regula and R. Takagi, Fundamental limitations on distillation
of quantum channel resources, Nat. Commun. 12, 4411 (2021).

[64] K. Fang and Z.-W. Liu, No-go theorems for quantum resource
purification: New approach and channel theory, PRX Quantum
3, 010337 (2022).

[65] K. Kuroiwa, R. Takagi, G. Adesso, and H. Yamasaki, Robustness-
and weight-based resource measures without convexity restric-
tion: Multicopy witness and operational advantage in static and
dynamical quantum resource theories, Phys. Rev. A 109, 042403
(2024).

[66] C. H. Bennett, G. Brassard, C. Crépeau, R. Jozsa, A. Peres, and
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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 |0⟩⟨0|𝑊 , and excited state as |𝑊⟩⟨𝑊 |𝑊 . Also, let 𝐸𝑊 be the energy gap between these two levels.
Starting from the initial state 𝜌, if the conversion 𝜌 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|𝑊 → |𝑊⟩⟨𝑊 |𝑊 is possible, we say that we can extract
the work 𝐸𝑊 from initial state 𝜌. On the other hand, if the conversion |𝑊⟩⟨𝑊 |𝑊 → |0⟩⟨0|𝑊 ⊗ 𝜌 is possible, we
can interpret that the work 𝐸𝑊 is sufficient to form the state 𝜌.

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

The results in Ref. [1] ensure that the necessary amount of work 𝐸𝑊 to obtain |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 from the thermal state
𝜇𝑚 with thermal operations is

𝛽𝑊formation ( |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) = 𝐷max (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 | |𝜇𝑚) = log𝑚, (A1)

where 𝐷max is the max-divergence defined as

𝐷max (𝜌 | |𝜎) = log min {𝜆 | 𝜌 ≤ 𝜆𝜎}. (A2)

On the other hand, the work 𝐸𝑊 extracted from |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 with thermal operations is

𝛽𝑊extractable (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋) = 𝐷min ( |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 | |𝜇𝑚) = log𝑚, (A3)

where 𝐷min is the min-divergence defined as

𝐷min (𝜌 | |𝜎) = − log Tr
[
Πsupp(𝜌)𝜎

]
(Πsupp(𝜌) is the projector onto supp(𝜌).). (A4)
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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 𝜇𝑚 to |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 is equivalent to obtaining |𝑊⟩⟨𝑊 |𝑊 with 𝐸𝑊 = (log𝑚)/𝛽 from |0⟩⟨0|,
i.e., extracting work (log𝑚)/𝛽.

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 ⊂ D(H) be the black box. The one-shot extractable work
under the Gibbs-preserving operations is represented as

𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (S) = 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (S||𝜏). (B1)

Proof. We first show the achievable part 𝛽𝑊GPO (S) ≥ 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻
(S||𝜏). To show this, it suffices to show that some

Gibbs-preserving operation achieves this extractable work yield. Consider the CPTP map E : D(H) → D(H𝑋)
which has the following form.

E(𝜌) = Tr[𝑀𝜌] |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 + Tr[(𝐼 − 𝑀)𝜌] |0⟩⟨0|𝑋 , 0 ≤ 𝑀 ≤ 𝐼 (B2)

This map is Gibbs-preserving if and only if this map satisfies E(𝜏) = 𝜇𝑚, i.e.,

E(𝜏) = Tr[𝑀𝜏] |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 + Tr[(𝐼 − 𝑀)𝜏] |0⟩⟨0|𝑋 =
1
𝑚

|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 + 𝑚 − 1
𝑚

|0⟩⟨0|𝑋 ,

⇔ 𝑚 = (Tr [𝑀𝜏])−1.

(B3)

If we take 𝑀 such that 𝑀 satisfies Tr [𝑀𝜌] ≥ 1 − 𝜀 for every 𝜌 ∈ S, we can see that for any 𝜌 ∈ S

𝐹 (E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) = 𝐹 (Tr[𝑀𝜌] |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 + Tr[(𝐼 − 𝑀)𝜌] |0⟩⟨0|𝑋 , |1⟩⟨1|𝑋)
≥ Tr[𝑀𝜌]𝐹 ( |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) + Tr [(𝐼 − 𝑀)𝜌]𝐹 (|0⟩⟨0|𝑋 , |1⟩⟨1|𝑋)
≥ Tr[𝑀𝜌] ≥ 1 − 𝜀.

(B4)

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

𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (S) = log max

{
𝑚 ∈ R | max

E∈O
min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) ≥ 1 − 𝜀

}
≥ log max

{
(Tr [𝑀𝜏])−1 | ∀𝜌 ∈ S, Tr [𝑀𝜌] ≥ 1 − 𝜀, 0 ≤ 𝑀 ≤ 𝐼

}
.

(B5)

The last line is the composite hypothesis testing divergence 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻
(S||𝜏). Therefore, we obtain 𝛽𝑊 𝜀

GPO (S) ≥
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻
(S||𝜏).

To show the converse part 𝛽𝑊GPO (S) ≤ 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻
(S||𝜏), we start by showing the data processing inequality of

the composite hypothesis testing divergence, i.e., for any CPTP map E : D(H) → D(H ′) and any composite
hypotheses S,T ⊂ D(H),

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (E(S)| |E(T )) ≤ 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (S||T ) (B6)

holds. Recalling the definition of the composite hypothesis testing divergence, 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻
(E(S)| |E(T )) can be written

as

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (E(S)| |E(T )) = − log inf

0≤𝑀′≤𝐼H′
sup𝜌∈S Tr[ (𝐼−𝑀′ ) E (𝜌) ]≤𝜀

sup
𝜏∈T

Tr[E(𝜏)𝑀 ′] .
(B7)

Here, we denote the conjugate of E as E†, i.e., E† satisfies Tr[E(𝐴)𝐵] = Tr
[
𝐴E† (𝐵)

]
for any matrices

𝐴 ∈ L(H𝐴) and 𝐵 ∈ L(H𝐵). Since E is a CPTP map, E† is a CP unital map, which maps 𝐼H′ to 𝐼H . This can
be rewritten as

− log inf
0≤𝑀′≤𝐼H′

sup𝜌∈S Tr[ (𝐼−𝑀′ ) E (𝜌) ]≤𝜀

sup
𝜏∈T

Tr[E(𝜏)𝑀 ′] = − log inf
0≤𝑀′≤𝐼H′

sup𝜌∈S Tr[ (𝐼−E† (𝑀′ ) )𝜌]≤𝜀

sup
𝜏∈T

Tr
[
𝜏E† (𝑀 ′)

]
.

(B8)
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Here, we used the definition and the unitality of E†. Here, we can easily check that E† (𝑀 ′) satisfies 0 ≤
E† (𝑀 ′) ≤ 𝐼H , which follows from the completely positivity of E†. From this, the following holds.

− log inf
0≤𝑀′≤𝐼H′

sup𝜌∈S Tr[ (𝐼−E† (𝑀′ ) )𝜌]≤𝜀

sup
𝜏∈T

Tr
[
𝜏E† (𝑀 ′)

]
≤ − log inf

0≤𝑀≤𝐼H
sup𝜌∈S Tr[ (𝐼−𝑀 )𝜌]≤𝜀

sup
𝜏∈T

Tr[𝜏𝑀] = 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (S||T ).

(B9)

Combining these, we obtain the data processing inequality of the composite hypothesis testing divergence.
If we take the composite alternative hypothesis T as T = {𝜏}, the situation is reduced to our original setting.

Let E∗ be the Gibbs-preserving operation which achieves the optimal work extraction, and 𝑚∗ = 2𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (S) be

the optimal 𝑚. From the data processing inequality of the composite hypothesis testing divergence,

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (S||𝜏) ≥ 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (E∗ (S)| |𝜇𝑚∗ )
= − log inf

0≤𝑀≤𝐼
sup𝜌∈S Tr[ (𝐼−𝑀 ) E∗ (𝜌) ]≤𝜀

Tr[𝜇𝑚∗𝑀] (B10)

holds. Recalling that E∗ satisfies 𝐹 (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , E∗ (𝜌)) = Tr[|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 E∗ (𝜌)] ≥ 1 − 𝜀, ∀𝜌 ∈ S because of the
definition of the extractable work, we can substitute 𝑀 = |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 and obtain the following.

− log inf
0≤𝑀≤𝐼

sup𝜌∈S Tr[ (𝐼−𝑀 ) E∗ (𝜌) ]≤𝜀

Tr[𝜇𝑚𝑀] ≥ − log Tr [𝜇𝑚∗ |1⟩⟨1|𝑋] = log𝑚∗ = 𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (S). (B11)

From these, we obtain the converse part. □

Since the one-shot extractable work of the state 𝜌 is obtained as 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻
(𝜌 | |𝜏)([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.,

max
E∈GPO

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (E(𝜌), ( |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) ≥ max
E∈GPO

min
𝜌∈C(S)

𝐹 (E(𝜌), (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)). (B12)

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

𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (S) ≥ 𝛽𝑊 𝜀

GPO (C(S)). (B13)

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

max
E∈GPO

min
𝜌∈C(S)

𝐹 (E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) = min
𝜌∈C(S)

max
E∈GPO

𝐹 (E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) (B14)

Therefore, the 𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (C(S)) is reduced to the following expression.

𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (C(S)) = log max

{
𝑚 ∈ R | min

𝜌∈C(S)
max
E∈GPO

𝐹 (E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) ≥ 1 − 𝜀

}
= min

𝜌∈C(S)
𝛽𝑊 𝜀

GPO (𝜌)
(B15)

From the result in Ref. [6, 12], 𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (𝜌) = 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻
(𝜌 | |𝜏), and the above can be rewritten as

𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (C(S)) = min

𝜌∈C(S)
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (𝜌 | |𝜏) ≥ 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (C(S)| |𝜏). (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

𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (S) ≥ 𝛽𝑊 𝜀

GPO (C(S)) ≥ 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (C(S)| |𝜏) = 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (S||𝜏). (B17)

□

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 E : D(H𝐴) → D(H𝐵) be a time-translation covariant operation, i.e., E satisfies

E(𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝐴𝑡 𝜌𝑒𝑖𝐻𝐴𝑡 ) = 𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝐵𝑡E(𝜌)𝑒𝑖𝐻𝐵𝑡 , ∀𝑡 ∈ R, (B18)

where 𝐻𝐴, 𝐻𝐵 are the Hamiltonians of the input system 𝐴 and the output system 𝐵 respectively. Then,

P𝐵 ◦ E = E ◦ P𝐴 (B19)

holds, where P𝐴,P𝐵 are the pinching channels with respect to the Hamiltonian 𝐻𝐴 and 𝐻𝐵 respectively.

Proof. If we integrate Eq. B18, we obtain

1
2𝑇

∫ 𝑇

−𝑇
d𝑡 E(𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝐴𝑡 𝜌𝑒𝑖𝐻𝐴𝑡 ) = 1

2𝑇

∫ 𝑇

−𝑇
d𝑡 𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝐵𝑡E(𝜌)𝑒𝑖𝐻𝐵𝑡 . (B20)

Due to the definition of the pinching channel, we obtain Lemma S.2 by taking the limit 𝑇 → ∞. □

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(H) under the free operation O is
defined as

𝐹O ((S, 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) = max
E∈O

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋). (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.

𝐹GPC ((S, 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) = 𝐹GPO ((P(S), 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)), (B22)

where P(S) is the set of pinched states of S

P(S) :=
{
P(𝜌)

��� 𝜌 ∈ S
}
, (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,

𝐹GPC ((S, 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) = max
E∈GPC

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) (B24)

holds. Due to the contractility of the fidelity,

max
E∈GPC

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) ≤ max
E∈GPC

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (P ◦ E(𝜌),P(|1⟩⟨1|𝑋))

= max
E∈GPC

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (P ◦ E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋)
(B25)

holds. Here, from Lemma S.2,

max
E∈GPC

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (P ◦ E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) = max
E∈GPC

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (E ◦ P(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋). (B26)
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Finally, noting that Gibbs-preserving covariant operations are Gibbs-preserving,

max
E∈GPC

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (E ◦ P(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) ≤ max
E∈GPO

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (E ◦ P(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋)

= 𝐹GPO ((P(S), 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚))
(B27)

holds. From these, 𝐹GPC ((S, 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) ≤ 𝐹GPO ((P(S), 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) is shown.
Next, we show the opposite inequality. From the definition, we can see

𝐹GPO ((P(S), 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) = max
E∈GPO

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (E ◦ P(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋)

≤ max
E∈GPO

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (P ◦ E ◦ P(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋).
(B28)

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

max
E∈GPO

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (P ◦ E ◦ P(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) ≤ max
E∈GPC

min
𝜌∈S

𝐹 (E(𝜌), |1⟩⟨1|𝑋) = 𝐹GPC ((S, 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) (B29)

follows. From these, we 𝐹GPC ((S, 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) ≥ 𝐹GPO ((P(S), 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) is shown. Com-
bining the two inequalities, the proof is completed. □

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). Let S ⊂ D(H) be the black box. The one-shot extractable work
under the Gibbs-preserving covariant operations is represented as

𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPC (S) = 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (P(S)| |𝜏). (B30)

Proof. From the definition of the one-shot extractable work and Lemma S.4,

𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPC (S) = log max {𝑚 ∈ R | 𝐹GPC ((S, 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) ≥ 1 − 𝜀}

= log max {𝑚 ∈ R | 𝐹GPO ((P(S), 𝜏) → (|1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚)) ≥ 1 − 𝜀}
= 𝛽𝑊 𝜀

GPO (P(S)) = 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (P(S)| |𝜏).

(B31)

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

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., ∀Λ ∈ O, Λ(F) ⊂ 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 O′, i.e., ∀Θ ∈ S, Θ(O) ⊂ O′. Again, the constraint from
the physical setting determines the sets O and O′, 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 ∀Θ ∈ S, Θ(O) ⊂ O′, and the sets O and
O′ of free operations are closed and convex. We denote the set of all the channels we consider as Oall. Let us
define some quantities that were originally defined in the states and extended to the channel.

Let H𝐴 be the input space of Oall and H𝑅 � H𝐴 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 E1, E2 ∈ Oall is defined as

𝐹 (E1, E2) = min
𝜌∈D(H𝑅⊗H𝐴)

𝐹 (id ⊗ E1 (𝜌), id ⊗ E2 (𝜌)), (C1)

where 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) = ∥√𝜌
√
𝜎∥2

1 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 Õ be a set
satisfying O ⊂ Õ ⊂ Oall. The robustness of the channel E is defined as

𝑅O;Õ = inf
{
𝑟

��� E + 𝑟M
1 + 𝑟

∈ O, M ∈ Õ
}
. (C2)

When we take Õ = O, the quantity above is called the standard robustness 𝑅𝑠 (E), and when we take Õ = Oall,
the quantity is called the generalized robustness 𝑅𝑔 (E). Also, we define the smoothed robustness as

𝑅𝜀

O;Õ (E) = min
{
𝑅O;Õ (E′)

��� 𝐹 (E, E′) ≥ 1 − 𝜀

}
. (C3)

The log robustness is also defined as follows.

𝐿𝑅O;Õ (E) = log
(
1 + 𝑅O;Õ (E)

)
, 𝐿𝑅𝜀

O;Õ (E) = log
(
1 + 𝑅𝜀

O;Õ (E)
)

(C4)

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

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (B| |O) := max

𝜌∈D(H𝑅⊗H𝐴)
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (id ⊗B(𝜌) | | id ⊗O(𝜌))

= max
𝜌∈D(H𝑅⊗H𝐴)

©«− log min
0≤𝑀≤𝐼

maxE∈B Tr[id⊗E(𝜌) (𝐼−𝑀 ) ]≤𝜀

max
F∈O

Tr[id ⊗ F (𝜌)𝑀]ª®¬.
(C5)

Since Tr[id ⊗ F (𝜌)𝑀] is linear with respect to F , 𝜌, 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 𝜀 = 0 is called a min-divergence [79] and denoted as 𝐷min.

If it holds that Span(O) = Oall, we say that the set O is full dimensional, and otherwise O is reduced
dimensional. When O is full dimensional, the standard robustness is guaranteed to be finite for any channels
E ∈ Oall. 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
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻
(·| | aff (O)), and 𝐷min (·| | aff (O)).
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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 ⊂ Oall
be a subset of channels, and T ⊂ Oall 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 Θ ∈ 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 ⊂ Oall be a subset of the channels, and N ∈ Oall be the target channel such that
id ⊗N(𝜓) is pure for any pure state 𝜓 ∈ D(H𝑅 ⊗ H𝐴). If there exists a free superchannel Θ ∈ S s.t.
minE∈B 𝐹 (Θ(E),N) ≥ 1 − 𝜀, it holds that

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (B| |O) ≥ 𝐷min (N ||O), and 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (B| | aff (O)) ≥ 𝐷min (N || aff (O)) (C6)

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

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (B| |O) ≥ 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (Θ(B) | |Θ(O)) ≥ 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (Θ(B) | |O′). (C7)

Here, we can rewrite the last line as

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (Θ(B) | |O′) = − log min

𝜌∈D(H𝑅⊗H𝐴′ )
min

0≤𝑀≤𝐼
maxE∈B Tr[id⊗Θ(E) (𝜌) (𝐼−𝑀 ) ]≤𝜀

max
F∈O′

Tr[id ⊗ F (𝜌)𝑀]

= − log max
F∈O′

min
𝜌∈D(H𝑅⊗H𝐴′ )

min
0≤𝑀≤𝐼

maxE∈B Tr[id⊗Θ(E) (𝜌) (𝐼−𝑀 ) ]≤𝜀

Tr[id ⊗ F (𝜌)𝑀]

= − log max
F∈O′

min
𝜓∈PURE(H𝑅⊗H𝐴′ )

min
0≤𝑀≤𝐼

maxE∈B Tr[id⊗Θ(E) (𝜓) (𝐼−𝑀 ) ]≤𝜀

Tr[id ⊗ F (𝜓)𝑀] .

(C8)

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

min
E∈B

Tr [(id ⊗ N(𝜓)) (id ⊗ Θ(E)(𝜓))] = min
E∈B

𝐹 (id ⊗ N(𝜓), id ⊗ Θ(E)(𝜓))

≥ min
E∈B

min
𝜓∈PURE(H𝑅⊗H𝐴′ )

𝐹 (id ⊗ N(𝜓), id ⊗ Θ(E)(𝜓))

= min
E∈B

𝐹 (N ,Θ(E)) ≥ 1 − 𝜀.

(C9)

From this, it holds that

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (B| |O) ≥ 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (Θ(B) | |O′)
≥ − log max

F∈O′
min

𝜓∈PURE(H𝑅⊗H𝐴′ )
Tr [(id ⊗ F (𝜓)) (id ⊗ N(𝜓))]

= min
F∈O′

max
𝜓∈PURE

𝐷min (id ⊗ N(𝜓) | |id ⊗ F (𝜓))

= 𝐷min (N ||O′).

(C10)

The second inequality can be shown similarly. □

The achievability part can be shown as follows.

Proposition S.7. Let B ⊂ Oall be the subset of the channels. When B satisfies

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (B| |O) ≥ 𝐿𝑅𝛿

𝑠 (N) or 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (B| | aff (O)) ≥ 𝐿𝑅𝛿

𝑔 (N) (C11)

there exists a superchannel Θ : Oall → O′
all which satisfy

min
E∈B

𝐹 (Θ(E),N) ≥ 1 − 𝜀 − 𝛿. (C12)
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Proof. We consider the situation where B satisfies 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻
(B| |O) ≥ 𝐿𝑅𝛿

𝑠 (N). The statement in the other situation
can also be shown similarly. Let Ñ be the channel which satisfies 𝐿𝑅𝑠 (Ñ) = 𝐿𝑅𝛿

𝑠 (N), 𝐹 (N , Ñ) ≥ 1− 𝛿. From
the definition, one can see that there exists a free channel Q ∈ O which satisfies

Ñ +
(
2𝐿𝑅𝛿

𝑠 (N) − 1
)
Q

2𝐿𝑅𝛿
𝑠 (N)

∈ O. (C13)

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

𝑟 ≥ 2𝐿𝑅𝛿
𝑠 (N) − 1 ⇒ Ñ + 𝑟Q

1 + 𝑟
=

2𝐿𝑅𝛿
𝑠 (N)

1 + 𝑟

Ñ +
(
2𝐿𝑅𝛿

𝑠 (N) − 1
)
Q

2𝐿𝑅𝛿
𝑠 (N)

+ 𝑟 − 2𝐿𝑅𝛿
𝑠 (N) + 1

1 + 𝑟
Q ∈ O. (C14)

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

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (B| |O) = max

𝜌∈D(H𝑅⊗H𝐴)
©«− log min

0≤𝑀≤𝐼
maxE∈B Tr[id⊗E(𝜌) (𝐼−𝑀 ) ]≤𝜀

max
F∈O

Tr[id ⊗ F (𝜌)𝑀]ª®¬
= max

𝜓∈D(H𝑅⊗H𝐴)
©«− log min

0≤𝑀≤𝐼
maxE∈B Tr[id⊗E(𝜓) (𝐼−𝑀 ) ]≤𝜀

max
F∈O

Tr[id ⊗ F (𝜓)𝑀]ª®¬.
(C15)

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

Tr[id ⊗ F (𝜓∗)𝑀∗] ≤ 2−𝐷𝜀
𝐻
(B | |O) , ∀M ∈ O. (C16)

Here, we construct the superchannel Θ as follows.

Θ(L) = Tr [𝑀∗ (id ⊗ L(𝜓∗))]Ñ + Tr [(𝐼 − 𝑀∗) (id ⊗ L(𝜓∗))]Q. (C17)

When the input channel is F ∈ O,

F ∈ O ⇒ Θ(F ) = Tr [𝑀∗ (id ⊗ F (𝜓∗))]Ñ + Tr [(𝐼 − 𝑀∗) (id ⊗ F (𝜓∗)]Q. (C18)

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

Tr [(𝐼 − 𝑀∗) (id ⊗ F (𝜓∗)]
Tr [𝑀∗ (id ⊗ F (𝜓∗))] ≥ 1 − 2−𝐷𝜀

𝐻
(B | |O)

2−𝐷𝜀
𝐻
(B | |O)

≥ 1 − 2−𝐿𝑅𝛿
𝑠 (N)

2−𝐿𝑅𝛿
𝑠 (N)

= 2𝐿𝑅𝛿
𝑠 (N) − 1.

(C19)

Because of Eq. (C14), one can see that Θ is a free superchannel.
Furthermore, for any input channel E ∈ B, it holds that

𝐹 (Θ(E),N) = min
𝜓∈PURE(H𝑅⊗H𝐴′ )

𝐹 (Θ(E)(𝜓),N(𝜓))

≥ Tr [𝑀∗ (id ⊗ E(𝜓∗))]𝐹 (Ñ ,N)
≥ (1 − 𝜀) (1 − 𝛿) ≥ 1 − 𝜀 − 𝛿,

(C20)

which completes the proof. □

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 ⊂ Oall. 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

𝑑 𝜀
S,ℜ (B) := max

{
ℜO (T )

��� T ∈ T, ∃Θ ∈ S s.t. min
E∈B

𝐹 (Θ(E),T) ≥ 1 − 𝜀

}
. (C21)
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Due to Proposition S.6 and Proposition S.7, the following holds.

Proposition S.9. Let B ⊂ Oall be the black box of the channels, and T ⊂ Oall be the reference channels.
Furthermore, assume that any channel T ∈ T satisfies

𝐷min (T ||O) = 𝐿𝑅𝑠 (T ). (C22)

Then, the distillable resource with respect to the min-divergence 𝐷min of the black box B satisfies

𝑑 𝜀
S,𝐷min

(B) = max
{
𝐷min (T ||O) | T ∈ T, 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (B| |O) ≥ 𝐷min (T ||O)
}

(C23)

Furthermore, when any channel T ∈ T satisfies

𝐷min (T || aff (O)) = 𝐿𝑅𝑔 (T ), (C24)

the distillable resource with respect to the min-divergence 𝐷min of the black box B satisfies

𝑑 𝜀
S,𝐷min

(B) = max
{
𝐷min (T || aff (O)) | T ∈ T, 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (B| | aff (O)) ≥ 𝐷min (T || aff (O))
}

(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) ↦→ (|0⟩⟨0| , 𝜇𝑚) | 𝑚 ≥ 0}. (C26)

One can see that this set of channels satisfies the condition in Eq. (C24), and it holds that

𝐷min (T || aff (O)) = 𝐿𝑅𝑔 (T ) = log𝑚. (C27)

From this, it holds that

𝑑 𝜀
S,𝐷min

(B) = max
{
𝐷min (T || aff (O)) | T ∈ T, 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (B| | aff (O)) ≥ 𝐷min (T || aff (O))
}

= 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (B| |O)

= 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (S||𝜏),

(C28)

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
{S𝑛}∞𝑛=1, S𝑛 ⊂ D(H⊗𝑛). Additionally, we consider a specific sequence of black boxes that satisfies the
following:

1. For any 𝑛 ∈ N, S𝑛 is closed.

2. For any 𝑛 ∈ N,S𝑛 is closed under the measurement on any subsystems and conditioning on the measurement
outcome.

3. For any 𝑛 ∈ N, S𝑛 is closed under taking partial trace on any subsystems.

4. For any 𝑛 ∈ N, S𝑛 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.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆) =

{
𝜌⊗𝑛 | 𝜌 ∈ 𝑆

}
• The tensor product states black box STP

𝑛 (𝑆) =
{⊗𝑛

𝑖=1 𝜌𝑖 | 𝜌𝑖 ∈ 𝑆,∀𝑖
}
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Here, 𝑆 ⊂ D(H) is a closed subset. When we take 𝑆 as 𝑆 = {𝜌}, it is reduced to the trivial black box.
Furthermore, we assume that the thermal state is represented as 𝜏⊗𝑛, 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 S𝑛 under the Gibbs-preserving operations is represented as

𝛽𝑊 𝜀
GPO (S𝑛) = 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (S𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛). (D1)

To take the 𝑛 → ∞ 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 = {S𝑛} and T = {T𝑛} be the sequence of black boxes satisfying the
conditions above. Then,

lim
𝜀→0

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (S𝑛 | |T𝑛) = lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜎𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )
𝜏𝑛∈C(T𝑛 )

𝐷 (𝜎𝑛 | |𝜏𝑛), (D2)

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

When we take T𝑛 =
{
𝜏⊗𝑛

}
, 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
{S𝑛}∞𝑛=1 which satisfies the conditions above under Gibbs-preserving operations is

𝛽𝑊GPO ({S𝑛}∞𝑛=1) = lim
𝜀→+0

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (S𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛)

= lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (𝜌𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛) = min
𝜌∈C(𝑆)

𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏),
(D3)

where C(·) denotes the convex hull of the set. Furthermore, when for any 𝑛 ∈ N, S𝑛 is contained by the subspace
of D(H) the dimension of which is polynomial to 𝑛, the convex hull on S𝑛 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 𝜏⊗𝑛 is additive, namely,

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (𝜌𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛) + min
𝜌𝑚∈C(S𝑚 )

𝐷 (𝜌𝑚 | |𝜏⊗𝑚) = min
𝜌𝑛+𝑚∈C(S𝑛+𝑚 )

𝐷 (𝜌𝑛+𝑚 | |𝜏⊗(𝑛+𝑚) ), (D4)

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

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (𝜌𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛) = lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
· 𝑛 min

𝜌∈C(𝑆)
𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) = min

𝜌∈C(𝑆)
𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏). (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,

𝛽𝑊GPO (
{
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1) = lim

𝑛→∞
1
𝑛

min
𝜌⊗𝑛∈S𝑛

𝐷 (𝜌⊗𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛)

= min
𝜌∈𝑆

𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏)
(D6)

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 = {|𝜙1⟩⟨𝜙1 | , . . . , |𝜙𝑑⟩⟨𝜙𝑑 |}, where |𝜙1⟩ , . . . , |𝜙𝑑⟩ 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 𝜏 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 {S𝑛}∞𝑛=1, the asymptotic
black box work extraction under Gibbs-preserving covariant operations is expressed as follows.

𝛽𝑊GPC ({S𝑛}∞𝑛=1) = lim
𝜀→+0

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (P(S𝑛) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) (D7)

The RHS is more complicated than the LHS of Proposition S.10, since P(S𝑛) no longer has the tensor-product
structure, which means that P(S𝑛) 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 {S𝑛}∞𝑛=1 be a sequence of black boxes which satisfies the
conditions above. Here, the following holds.

lim
𝜀→+0

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (P(S𝑛) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) = min
𝜌∈C(𝑆)

𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) (D8)

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 𝜌, 𝜏 ∈ D(H) be arbitrary states, and P be the pinching channel with respect to 𝜏. Then, the
following holds.

0 ≤ 𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) − 𝐷 (P(𝜌) | |𝜏) ≤ log |spec(𝜏) |, (D9)

where |spec(𝜏) | is the number of the different eigenvalues of 𝜏.

Proof. 0 ≤ 𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) − 𝐷 (P(𝜌) | |𝜏) 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]

P(𝜌) ≥ 𝜌

|spec(𝜏) | . (D10)

Due to this inequality and the properties of the relative entropy, the following holds.

𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) = 𝐷 (P(𝜌) | |𝜏) + 𝐷 (𝜌 | |P(𝜌))
≤ 𝐷 (P(𝜌) | |𝜏) + 𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜌/|spec(𝜏) |) = 𝐷 (P(𝜌) | |𝜏) + log |spec(𝜏) |, (D11)

where in the inequality, we used the operator monotonicity of log. □

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

M(𝜌) :=
∑︁
𝑎

Tr[𝜌𝑀𝑎] |𝑎⟩⟨𝑎 | , (D12)

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

Definition S.14 (Ref. [13]). Let ®M = (M1,M2, . . .) be the sequence of the measurements withM𝑛 reprsenting
the set of measurements on D(H⊗𝑛). Furthermore, let S = (S1,S2, . . .) be the sequence of the sets of state
where S𝑛 is the subset of D(H⊗𝑛) 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 𝜌𝑛+𝑘 ∈ S𝑛+𝑘 , after performing any measurement inM𝑘 and conditioning on the outcome, the
post-measured state is the element of S𝑛.

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 {𝑀𝑎}𝑎 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 𝑀𝑎

satisfy the following condition.

∀𝑎, P(𝑀𝑎) = 𝑀𝑎 . (D13)

We denote the sequence of the incoherent measurement as ®Mincoh.

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 incoh

𝑎 = exp(−𝑖𝐻𝑡)𝑀 incoh
𝑎 exp(𝑖𝐻𝑡), ∀𝑎, ∀𝑡 ∈ R. This

property guarantees that the probability distribution of the measurement outcome is invariant under the time
translation, i.e.,

Tr
[
𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝑡 𝜌𝑒𝑖𝐻𝑡𝑀 incoh

𝑎

]
= Tr

[
𝜌𝑒𝑖𝐻𝑡𝑀 incoh

𝑎 𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝑡
]

= Tr
[
𝜌𝑀 incoh

𝑎

]
.

(D14)

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

{
𝑀 𝑡

𝑎

}
𝑎

satisfy

𝑒𝑖𝐻Δ𝑡𝑀 𝑡
𝑎𝑒

−𝑖𝐻Δ𝑡 = 𝑀 𝑡+Δ𝑡
𝑎 ∀𝑎, ∀𝑡,Δ𝑡 ∈ R. (D15)

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

Lemma S.16. Let S = {S𝑛}∞𝑛=1 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(S𝑛))}∞𝑛=1. Here, ( ®Mincoh,P(C(S))) is the
compatible pair.

Note that ( ®Mincoh,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 incoh
𝑎 and the arbitrary state

P(𝜌𝑛+𝑘) ∈ P(C(S𝑛+𝑘)),∀𝑛, 𝑘 ∈ N

Tr𝑛+1,...,𝑛+𝑘
[(
𝐼 ⊗ 𝑀 incoh

𝑎

)
P(𝜌𝑛+𝑘)

]
∈ P(C(S𝑛)) (D16)

holds. This can be checked as follows.

Tr𝑛+1,...,𝑛+𝑘
[(
𝐼 ⊗ 𝑀 incoh

𝑎

)
P(𝜌𝑛+𝑘)

]
= Tr𝑛+1,...,𝑛+𝑘

[
P(𝐼 ⊗ (𝑀 incoh

𝑎 ))𝜌𝑛+𝑘
]

= Tr𝑛+1,...,𝑛+𝑘
[
(𝐼 ⊗ 𝑀 incoh

𝑎 )𝜌𝑛+𝑘
]

= Tr𝑛+1,...,𝑛+𝑘
[
(P1...𝑛 (𝐼) ⊗ 𝑀 incoh

𝑎 )𝜌𝑛+𝑘
]

= P1,...,𝑛

(
Tr𝑛+1,...,𝑛+𝑘

[
(𝐼 ⊗ 𝑀 incoh

𝑎 ) (𝜌𝑛+𝑘)
] )

∈ P(C(S𝑛)).

(D17)

The first equality is because the pinching channel satisfies P† = P, and the property mentioned at the beginning
of this proof is used in the second equality. The third equality is because P1,...,𝑛 (𝐼) = 𝐼, where P1,...,𝑛 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 = {S𝑛}∞𝑛=1 mentioned at the beginning of this section. □

Lemma S.17. It holds that

sup
M∈Mincoh

𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (M(𝜌𝑛) | |M(𝜏⊗𝑛)) = sup
M∈Mall

𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (M(P(𝜌𝑛)) | |M(𝜏⊗𝑛)). (D18)

Proof. First, we show the (≤) inequality. For any states 𝜌𝑛 and any POVM element of the incoherent measurement
𝑀 incoh

𝑎 , noting that P(𝑀 incoh
𝑎 ) = 𝑀 incoh

𝑎 , it holds that

Tr
[
𝜌𝑛𝑀

incoh
𝑎

]
= Tr

[
𝜌𝑛P

(
𝑀 incoh

𝑎

)]
= Tr

[
P(𝜌𝑛)𝑀 incoh

𝑎

]
. (D19)
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This implies that all the probability distributions that are obtained by measuring the state 𝜌𝑛 with the incoherent
measurement can be realized by measuring the pinched state P(𝜌𝑛) with the incoherent measurement. From this,

sup
M∈Mincoh

𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (M(𝜌𝑛) | |M(𝜏⊗𝑛)) ≤ sup
M∈Mall

𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (M(P(𝜌𝑛)) | |M(𝜏⊗𝑛)). (D20)

holds. To show the (≥) inequality, note that for any POVM elements
{
𝑀all

𝑎

}
𝑎

which represents a measurement
inMall

𝑛 , it holds that

Tr
[
P(𝜌𝑛)𝑀all

𝑎

]
= Tr

[
𝜌𝑛P(𝑀all

𝑎 )
]
. (D21)

Here,
{
P(𝑀all

𝑎 )
}
𝑎

satisfies the conditions for POVM elements, i.e.,

∀𝑎, P(𝑀all
𝑎 ) ≥ 0,

∑︁
𝑎

P(𝑀all
𝑎 ) = P

(∑︁
𝑎

𝑀all
𝑎

)
= P(𝐼) = 𝐼 (D22)

holds. Furthermore, due to the definition of the pinching channel, the measurement whose POVM elements
are represented as

{
P(𝑀all

𝑎 )
}
𝑎

is the incoherent measurement. From this, one can see that all the probability
distribution obtained by measuring the pinched state P(𝜌𝑛) with any measurement can be realized by measuring
𝜌𝑛 with incoherent measurement which implies

sup
M∈Mincoh

𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (M(𝜌𝑛) | |M(𝜏⊗𝑛)) ≥ sup
M∈Mall

𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (M(P(𝜌𝑛)) | |M(𝜏⊗𝑛)), (D23)

which completes the proof. □

We are ready to show Proposition S.12.

Proof. of Proposition S.12. Note that

𝐷 𝜀
𝐻 (P(S𝑛) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) = 𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (C(P(S𝑛)) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) (D24)

holds and 𝐷 𝜀
𝐻
(C(P(S𝑛)) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) can be interpreted as the hypothesis testing divergence of C(S𝑛) with respect to

𝜏⊗𝑛 when the allowed measurement is restricted to the incoherent measurement. Due to Lemma S.16 and [13,
Theorem 16], the following holds.

lim
𝜀→+0

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜀

𝐻 (C(P(S𝑛)) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) = lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
M∈Mincoh

𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(P (S𝑛 ) )

𝐷 (M(𝜌𝑛) | |M(𝜏⊗𝑛))

= lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
M∈Mincoh

𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (M(𝜌𝑛) | |M(𝜏⊗𝑛))

= lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
M∈Mall

𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (M(P(𝜌𝑛)) | |M(𝜏⊗𝑛))

(D25)

Here, the second line is because M(𝜌𝑛) = M ◦ P(𝜌𝑛) for M ∈ Mincoh
𝑛 and thus the minimization for 𝜌𝑛 over

C(S𝑛) coincides with that over C(P(S𝑛)), and the third line follows from Lemma S.17. Employing Ref. [13,
Lemma 13], we can exchange the sup and min, i.e.,

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

sup
M∈Mall

𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (M(P(𝜌𝑛)) | |M(𝜏⊗𝑛)) = lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

sup
M∈Mall

𝑛

𝐷 (M(P(𝜌⊗𝑛)) | |M(𝜏⊗𝑛))

= lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷Mall
𝑛
(P(𝜌𝑛) | |𝜏⊗𝑛),

(D26)
where 𝐷Mall

𝑛
(P(𝜌𝑛) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) is theMall

𝑛 -measured relative entropy of P(𝜌𝑛) with respect to 𝜏⊗𝑛 [85].
We first note that the infimum is achieved at a permutation invariant state [23, Lemma 23]. Therefore, letting

PI𝑛 be the set of 𝑛-qudit permutation invariant states, we get

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷Mall
𝑛
(P(𝜌𝑛) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) = lim

𝑛→∞
1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )∩PI𝑛

𝐷Mall
𝑛
(P(𝜌𝑛) | |𝜏⊗𝑛). (D27)
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We now recall Ref. [22, Lemma 2.4], showing that for all permutation invariant states 𝜂𝑛 and 𝜎𝑛, it holds that

𝐷 (𝜂𝑛∥𝜎𝑛) − log poly(𝑛) ≤ 𝐷Mall (𝜂𝑛∥𝜎𝑛) ≤ 𝐷 (𝜂𝑛∥𝜎𝑛). (D28)

This implies

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )∩PI𝑛

𝐷Mall (P(𝜌𝑛) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) = lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )∩PI𝑛

𝐷 (P(𝜌𝑛) | |𝜏⊗𝑛). (D29)

Note that the number of the different eigenvalue of 𝐻×𝑛 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)𝑑 [86], due to Lemma S.13, it holds that for any states 𝜌𝑛,

𝐷 (𝜌𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛) − log poly(𝑛) ≤ 𝐷 (P(𝜌𝑛) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) ≤ 𝐷 (𝜌𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛), (D30)

which implies

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )∩PI𝑛

𝐷 (P(𝜌𝑛) | |𝜏⊗𝑛) = lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )∩PI𝑛

𝐷 (𝜌𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛). (D31)

Again, employing Ref. [23, Lemma 23], we obtain

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )∩PI𝑛

𝐷 (𝜌𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛) = lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (𝜌𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛). (D32)

Due to Eq. (D4), it holds that

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

min
𝜌𝑛∈C(S𝑛 )

𝐷 (𝜌𝑛 | |𝜏⊗𝑛) = min
𝜌∈C(𝑆)

𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏). (D33)

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 {S𝑛 (𝑆)}∞𝑛=1 under Gibbs-preserving covariant operations is given by

𝛽𝑊GPC ({S𝑛 (𝑆)}∞𝑛=1) = min
𝜌∈C(𝑆)

𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏), (D34)

Appendix E: Convexity of thermal operation and pinching channel

Recalling the definition of pinching channel P(·) = lim𝑇→∞
∫ 𝑇

−𝑇 𝑑𝑡𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝑡 · 𝑒𝑖𝐻𝑡/(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(H𝐴) → D(H𝐵) of the form

N =

𝑚∑︁
𝑥=1

𝑝𝑥N𝑥 (E1)

where N𝑥 : D(H𝐴) → D(H𝐵) is a thermal operation for every 𝑥 ∈ {1, · · · , 𝑚}, and {𝑝𝑥}𝑚𝑥=1 is a probability
distribution. We aim to show that N is also a thermal operation. Since each N𝑥 is a thermal operation, there
exists an ancillary system 𝐸𝑥 such that N𝑥 can be written by

N𝑥 (𝜌𝐴) = Tr𝐸′
𝑥

[
𝑈𝑥 (𝜌𝐴 ⊗ 𝜏𝐸𝑥

)𝑈†
𝑥

]
,

[
𝐻𝐴 + 𝐻𝐸𝑥

,𝑈𝑥

]
= 0, (E2)
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where |𝐴𝐸𝑥 | =
��𝐵𝐸 ′

𝑥

��, and 𝑈𝑥 is an energy-conserving unitary from 𝐴𝐸𝑥 to 𝐵𝐸 ′
𝑥 .

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,

𝐸 =

𝑚⊕
𝑥=1

𝐸𝑥 , 𝐸 ′ =
𝑚⊕
𝑥=1

𝐸 ′
𝑥 . (E3)

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

𝜏𝐸 =

𝑚⊕
𝑥=1

𝑝𝑥𝜏𝐸𝑥
, (E4)

and define a unitary matrix applied to system 𝐴𝐸 as

𝑈 =

𝑚⊕
𝑥=1

𝑈𝑥 . (E5)

In the proof of Ref. [30, Theorem 17.2.1], they used the fact that the unitary operator defined in Eq. (E5) is
energy conserving, i.e., commutes with the Hamiltonian of the [𝐻𝐴 + 𝐻𝐸 ,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

𝜌 ↦→ Tr𝐸
[
𝑈 (𝜌 ⊗ 𝜏𝐸)𝑈†] (E6)

agrees with N =
∑

𝑥 𝑝𝑥N𝑥 .
In their proof, they use the fact that every state is the Gibbs state for some Hamiltonian, where an explicit form

of 𝐻𝐸 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. (E5).

First, note that the state (E4) is not the Gibbs state for the most natural Hamiltonian for the system 𝐸 =
⊕𝑚

𝑥=1 𝐸𝑥 ,
which is

𝐻 =

𝑚⊕
𝑥=1

𝐻𝑥 . (E7)

To see this, let us consider an example where two ancillary systems 𝐸1, 𝐸2, 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

𝜏𝐸1 =

( 1
2 0
0 1

2

)
, 𝜏𝐸2 =

©«
1
3 0 0
0 1

3 0
0 0 1

3

ª®¬. (E8)

If we take {𝑝𝑥}𝑥 as 𝑝1 = 𝑝2 = 1/2, the state (E4) becomes 𝜏𝐸 = (𝜏𝐸1 ⊕ 𝜏𝐸2 )/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 𝐸 with Hamiltonian (E7) is written as

𝜏𝐸 =
𝑒−𝛽𝐻∑𝑚
𝑥=1 𝑍𝐸𝑥

=

∑𝑚
𝑥=1 𝑍𝐸𝑥

𝜏𝐸𝑥∑𝑚
𝑥=1 𝑍𝐸𝑥

, (E9)

where 𝑍𝐸𝑥
is the partition function of 𝐻𝑥 . Therefore, to prepare the state 𝜏𝐸 as a Gibbs state of the system 𝐸 ,

one needs to modify each Hamiltonian 𝐻𝑥 in (E7).
To this end, we define a modified Hamiltonian �̃�𝑥 of the system 𝐸𝑥 by �̃�𝑥 = 𝐻𝑥 +Δ𝑥I. The partition function

�̃�𝐸𝑥
for this Hamiltonian then becomes �̃�𝐸𝑥

= 𝑒−𝛽Δ𝑥 𝑍𝐸𝑥
, while thermal state 𝜏𝐸𝑥

remains the same. Therefore,
the thermal state 𝜏𝐸 for the modified Hamiltonian �̃� B

⊕𝑚

𝑥=1 �̃�𝑥 is obtained as

𝜏𝐸 =

∑𝑚
𝑥=1 𝑒

−𝛽Δ𝑥 𝑍𝐸𝑥
𝜏𝐸𝑥∑𝑚

𝑥=1 𝑒
−𝛽Δ𝑥 𝑍𝐸𝑥

. (E10)
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By taking Δ𝑥 as

Δ𝑥 = − 1
𝛽

log
𝑝𝑥

𝑍𝐸𝑥

, (E11)

the state 𝜏𝐸 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]

P(𝜌) = 1
𝑚

𝑚∑︁
𝑥=1

𝑈𝑥𝜌𝑈
†
𝑥 , 𝑈𝑥 =

𝑚∑︁
𝑥′=1

𝑒
2𝜋𝑖𝑥𝑥′

𝑚 Π𝑥′ , (E12)

where 𝑚 is the number of distinct energy levels, and Π𝑥′ is the projector onto the eigenspace of the Hamiltonian
corresponding to the eigenvalue 𝐸𝑥′ . It can be checked that 𝑈𝑥 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

{
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1 with |𝑆 | < ∞. 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,H𝐵,H𝐶 be Hilbert spaces, and E : D(H𝐴 ⊗ H𝐵) → D(H𝐶 ) be a CPTP map. E is
called an incoherently conditioned thermal operation when E can be decomposed as follows.

E =
∑︁
𝑎

ETO
𝑎 ◦ Λmeas

𝑎 . (F1)

Here, ETO
𝑎 : D(H𝐵) → D(H𝐶 ), 𝑎 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑚 are thermal operations and

Λmeas
𝑎 (𝜌𝐴𝐵𝐶 ) := Tr𝐴

[
(𝑀 incoh

𝑎 ⊗ 𝐼𝐵𝐶 )𝜌𝐴𝐵𝐶

]
, 𝑎 = 1, . . . , 𝑚 (F2)

be the instruments which represent the incoherent measurement, where 𝑀 incoh
𝑎 is the POVM elements on

D(H𝐴) which satisfies
∑

𝑎 𝑀
incoh
𝑎 = 𝐼 . 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

{
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1 under incoherently

conditioned thermal operations is represented as

𝛽𝑊ICTO (
{
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1) = min

𝜌∈𝑆
𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏). (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.



24

Proof. (of (≤) part.) To show the (≤) inequality, we note the hierarchy of the operations

Thermal ⊂ incoherently conditioned Thermal ⊂ Gibbs − preserving covariant ⊂ Gibbs − preserving, (F4)

which implies

𝛽𝑊ICTO (
{
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1) ≤ 𝛽𝑊GPO (

{
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1) = min

𝜌∈𝑆
𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏). (F5)

The last inequality is due to Eq. (D6). □

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

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

2. Identify P(𝜌⊗𝑑) 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 𝜌. 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 |−⟩⟨−| where |+⟩ = ( |0⟩ + |1⟩)/

√
2 and |−⟩ = ( |0⟩ − |1⟩)/

√
2, 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 𝜌 ∈ D(H) and the POVM elements of the incoherent measurement
𝑀 incoh

𝑎 on the system,

Tr
[
𝑀 incoh

𝑎 𝜌
]
= Tr

[
P(𝑀 incoh

𝑎 )𝜌
]
= Tr

[
𝑀 incoh

𝑎 P(𝜌)
]

(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(|+⟩⟨+|⊗𝑛) and P(|−⟩⟨−|⊗𝑛) coincide for
every 𝑛 ∈ N. Let 𝒔, 𝒕 ∈ {0, 1}𝑛 be the 𝑛-bit string. One can see that due to the definition of the pinching channel

⟨𝒔 | P(𝜌⊗𝑛) | 𝒕⟩ ≠ 0 ⇒ 𝒔 and 𝒕 belong to the same type class (F7)

holds. Furthermore, the direct calculation shows that

⟨𝒔 | 𝜌⊗𝑛 | 𝒕⟩ =
𝑛∏
𝑖=1

⟨𝑠𝑖 | 𝜌 |𝑡𝑖⟩ , (F8)

where 𝑠𝑖 and 𝑡𝑖 are the 𝑖-th alphabets of 𝒔 and 𝒕 respectively. When 𝒔 and 𝒕 belong to the same type class,

|{𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑}|𝑠𝑖 = 0, 𝑡𝑖 = 1}| = |{𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑}|𝑠𝑖 = 1, 𝑡𝑖 = 0}| (F9)

holds.
From this, we can see that all the elements of P(|−⟩⟨−|⊗𝑛) in the energy subspaces are all 1/2𝑛, and we

can conclude that P(|+⟩⟨+|⊗𝑛) = P(|−⟩⟨−|⊗𝑛) 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 𝜌.

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 𝐸1, . . . , 𝐸𝑑 be the eigenvalues of 𝐻. We say that 𝐻 is rationally
independent when 𝐻 satisfies the following.∑︁

𝑖

𝑁𝑖𝐸𝑖 = 0,
∑︁
𝑖

𝑁𝑖 = 0, 𝑁𝑖 ∈ Z, ∀𝑖 ⇒ 𝑁𝑖 = 0, ∀𝑖. (F10)
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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
H3 = Span {|0⟩ , |1⟩ , |2⟩} and the Hamiltonian of the system 𝐻 = 𝐸 |1⟩⟨1| + 2𝐸 |2⟩⟨2|. 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×2 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 𝜌 ∈ D(H) be the density operator of the input state, and {|𝑖⟩}𝑑𝑖=1 be the eigenvectors of the Hamiltonian
𝐻. Furthermore, we denote 𝜌𝑖 𝑗 := ⟨𝑖 | 𝜌 | 𝑗⟩. We show that we can estimate the values called cyclic product
defined below in any accuracy by the incoherent measurement.

Definition S.22. Let 𝒔 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑}𝑚 be a string of length 𝑚, which is composed of 𝑚 different alphabets, i.e.,
𝑠𝑖 = 𝑠 𝑗 ⇔ 𝑖 = 𝑗 . Here, 𝑚 ≤ 𝑑 holds. The cyclic product of 𝜌 with respect to the string 𝒔 is defined as

𝑚∏
𝑖=1

𝜌𝑠𝑖𝑠𝑖+1

(
= ⟨𝑠1𝑠2 · · · 𝑠𝑚 | 𝜌⊗𝑚 |𝑠2 · · · 𝑠𝑚𝑠1⟩

)
, (F11)

where we set 𝑠𝑚+1 = 𝑠1.

Note that the number of the different cyclic products is finite. Furthermore, any cyclic products are in the
energy blocks since 𝒔 = 𝑠1𝑠2 · · · 𝑠𝑚 and 𝒔′ = 𝑠2 · · · 𝑠𝑚𝑠1 belong to the same type class.

Lemma S.23. Suppose that every matrix element of P(𝜌⊗𝑑) is given. Then, all the cyclic products of 𝜌 can be
calculated from the elements of P(𝜌⊗𝑑).

Proof. We first consider the diagonal elements of 𝜌. Since for any 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑}, 𝜌𝑖𝑖 ≥
0, ⟨𝑖𝑖 . . . 𝑖 | P(𝜌⊗𝑑) |𝑖𝑖 . . . 𝑖⟩ ≥ 0 due to the positive semidefiniteness of 𝜌 and P(𝜌⊗𝑑), and
⟨𝑖𝑖 . . . 𝑖 | P(𝜌⊗𝑑) |𝑖𝑖 . . . 𝑖⟩ = (𝜌𝑖𝑖)𝑑 holds, we can calculate 𝜌𝑖𝑖 as 𝜌𝑖𝑖 = (⟨𝑖𝑖 . . . 𝑖 | P(𝜌⊗𝑑) |𝑖𝑖 . . . 𝑖⟩)1/𝑑 . One
can calculate any cyclic products with respect to the string 𝒔 with length 𝑚 by choosing 𝑗 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑} such that
𝜌 𝑗 𝑗 ≠ 0 and noting that

⟨ 𝑗 . . . 𝑗 𝒔 | P(𝜌⊗𝑑) | 𝑗 . . . 𝑗 𝒔′⟩ = (𝜌 𝑗 𝑗 )𝑑−|𝒔 |
𝑚∏
𝑖=1

𝜌𝑠𝑖𝑠𝑖+1 ,

𝑚∏
𝑖=1

𝜌𝑠𝑖𝑠𝑖+1 =
⟨ 𝑗 . . . 𝑗 𝒔 | P(𝜌⊗𝑑) | 𝑗 . . . 𝑗 𝒔′⟩

(⟨ 𝑗 𝑗 . . . 𝑗 | P(𝜌⊗𝑑) | 𝑗 𝑗 . . . 𝑗⟩)
𝑑−|𝒔 |
𝑑

.

(F12)

□

Once we obtain the list of all cyclic products, assuming that the Hamiltonian is rationally independent, we can
reconstruct P(𝜌⊗𝑛) for any 𝑛 ∈ N.

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

Proof. Due to the definition of the pinching channel, all the matrix elements of P(𝜌⊗𝑛) 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(𝜌⊗𝑛) can be written in the form of

⟨𝒔 | 𝜌⊗𝑛 | 𝒕⟩ =
𝑛∏
𝑖=1

𝜌𝑠𝑖 𝑡𝑖 , (F13)

where 𝒔, 𝒕 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑}𝑛 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 𝜌𝑠1𝑡1 , . . . , 𝜌𝑠𝑛𝑡𝑛 to the following form.

𝜌𝑎1𝑎2𝜌𝑎2𝑎3 · · · 𝜌𝑎𝑛𝑎1 , 𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑} (F14)
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Note that this does not mean that any matrix elements of P(𝜌⊗𝑛) are the cyclic products since the 𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛 can
include the duplicated alphabet. The existence of such a sequence as Eq. (F14) is guaranteed by the assumption
that 𝒔, 𝒕 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑}𝑛 are in the same type class. Now, we separate this sequence into the cyclic products in the
following way. If 𝑎𝑖 = 𝑎 𝑗 (= 𝛼), 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 are the duplicated pair of the alphabets, we divide the sequence above as

𝜌𝑎1𝑎2 · · · 𝜌𝑎𝑖−1𝛼𝜌𝛼𝑎𝑖+1 · · · 𝜌𝑎 𝑗−1𝛼𝜌𝛼𝑎 𝑗+1 · · · 𝜌𝑎𝑛𝑎1 → 𝜌𝑎1𝑎2 · · · 𝜌𝑎𝑖−1𝛼𝜌𝛼𝑎 𝑗+1 · · · 𝜌𝑎𝑛𝑎1 , 𝜌𝛼𝑎𝑖+1 · · · 𝜌𝑎 𝑗−1𝛼 (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(𝜌⊗𝑛), which completes the proof. □

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

Lemma S.25. For any density matrix of the qudit system 𝜌1, 𝜌2 ∈ D(H),

P(𝜌⊗𝑑1 ) = P(𝜌⊗𝑑2 ) ⇔ P(𝜌⊗𝑛1 ) = P(𝜌⊗𝑛2 ), ∀𝑛 ∈ N. (F16)

Proof. (⇐) is obvious, and (⇒) follows because the left condition implies that all cyclic products of 𝜌1 and 𝜌2
are the same, which means the condition of the right-hand side due to Lemma S.24. □

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 Λ in which for any 𝜀′ > 0 and
𝜂′ > 0 there exists 𝑁 ∈ N such that

𝑛 ≥ 𝑁 ⇒ ∃𝑚𝑛 ∈ N s.t. 𝐹 (Λ ◦ P(𝜌⊗𝑛), ( |1⟩⟨1|𝑋 , 𝜇𝑚𝑛
)) ≥ 1 − 𝜀′,

����𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) − 1
𝑛

log𝑚𝑛

���� < 𝜂′. (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(𝜌⊗𝑑).

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

2𝛿 := min
𝜌𝑖 ,𝜌 𝑗 ∈𝑆

P(𝜌⊗𝑑
𝑖

)≠P(𝜌⊗𝑑
𝑗

)

∥P(𝜌⊗𝑑𝑖 ) − P(𝜌⊗𝑑𝑗 )∥1.
(F18)

To perform the quantum state tomography on P(𝜌⊗𝑑) with accuracy 𝛿′ with respect to the trace distance and
with success probability 1 − 𝑝𝑒, it suffices to use

𝑘 𝛿′ , 𝑝𝑒 = O
(
𝑑2𝑑

𝛿′2
log

(
1
𝑝𝑒

))
(F19)

copies of P(𝜌⊗𝑑) [88, Corollary 1.4]. If we take 𝛿′ smaller than 𝛿, the probability of judging 𝜌 as other
elements in black boxes 𝑝𝑒 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 𝜌⊗𝑛
𝑖

as Λ𝑖,𝑛. We perform state tomography with
incoherent measurement using 𝑘 𝛿′ , 𝑝𝑒 copies of given unknown state 𝜌, and obtain an estimate of P(𝜌⊗𝑑), which
we call �̂� . We then choose 𝑖 such that P(𝜌⊗𝑑

𝑖
) realizes the closest value to �̂� , i.e., 𝑖 = argmin𝑖 ∥�̂� − P(𝜌⊗𝑑

𝑖
)∥1.

We then apply Λ𝑖,𝑛 to the rest of the states 𝜌⊗𝑛. Noting that the probability of successfully identifying the
unknown state as 𝜌𝑖 = 𝜌𝑖 is at least 1 − 𝑝𝑒, this protocol ensures that when the given state is 𝜌𝑖 , the operation
applied to 𝜌⊗𝑛

𝑖
has the form (1 − 𝑝𝑒)Λ𝑖,𝑛 + 𝑝𝑒Ξ, where Ξ is some quantum channel. This guarantees that for any

𝑖 and arbitrary 𝜀′, 𝜂′ > 0, there exists a sufficiently large 𝑛 such that

𝐹
( (
(1 − 𝑝𝑒)Λ𝑖,𝑛 + 𝑝𝑒Ξ

)
◦ P

(
𝜌⊗𝑛

)
, (|1⟩⟨1| , 𝜇𝑚𝑛

)
)
≥ (1 − 𝑝𝑒) (1 − 𝜀′)����𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) − 1

𝑛
log𝑚𝑛

���� < 𝜂′
(F20)
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(   ) (   )
additional degenerate space 

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 𝜀 > 0 and 𝜂 > 0. We choose 𝑘 𝛿′ , 𝑝𝑒 and 𝑛 to satisfy

(1 − 𝑝𝑒) (1 − 𝜀′) ≥ 1 − 𝜀. (F21)

Here, the point is that 𝑝𝑒 does not depend on 𝑛 but only on the accuracy of the state tomography 𝛿′. Furthermore,
with respect to the extractable work,����𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) − 1

𝑛 + 𝑘 𝛿′ , 𝑝𝑒
log𝑚𝑛

���� = ����𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) − 1
𝑛

log𝑚𝑛 +
(

1
𝑛
− 1
𝑛 + 𝑘 𝛿′ , 𝑝𝑒

)
log𝑚𝑛

����
≤

����𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) − 1
𝑛

log𝑚𝑛

���� + 𝑘 𝛿′ , 𝑝𝑒

𝑛(𝑛 + 𝑘 𝛿′ , 𝑝𝑒 )
log𝑚𝑛

< 𝜂′ +
𝑘 𝛿′ , 𝑝𝑒

𝑛2 (𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) + 𝜂′).

(F22)

This implies that if we take sufficiently large 𝑛, we can achieve����𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏) − 1
𝑛 + 𝑘 𝛿′ , 𝑝𝑒

log𝑚𝑛

���� < 𝜂. (F23)

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

𝛽𝑊ICTO (
{
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1) ≥ min

𝜌∈𝑆
𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏). (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 P̃ . In a similar way as the proof in Appendix E, one can see that P̃ is a
thermal operation. Due to the definition, P̃ erases the additional degenerate spaces in the pinched density matrix
with respect to the original Hamiltonian and satisfies P̃ ◦ P = P̃ = P ◦ P̃ (see FIG. S.1). Note that applying this
pinching channel in advance does not increase the extractable work, i.e.,

𝛽𝑊ICTO (
{
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1) ≥ 𝛽𝑊ICTO (

{
P̃ (Si.i.d.

𝑛 (𝑆))
}∞
𝑛=1). (F25)

After we apply this pinching channel, we can apply the same state tomography protocol and thermal operation
which follows P̃ 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

𝛽𝑊ICTO (
{
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1) ≥ 𝛽𝑊ICTO (

{
P̃ (Si.i.d.

𝑛 (𝑆))
}∞
𝑛=1) ≥ min

𝜌∈𝑆
𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏), (F26)

which completes the proof. □

Note that the measurement is used to perform the quantum state tomography, we use only the projective
measurements for the protocol above.



28

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(H𝐴) to D(H𝐵) as TO(𝐴 → 𝐵). We start with the
following proposition.

Proposition S.26. Let 𝐴, 𝐵 be the input systems and 𝐶 be the output system. If dimH𝐵 = dimH𝐶 ,

TO(AB → C) ⊃ ICPTO(A; B → C) (F27)

holds.

Proof. The idea stems from Ref. [87, Appendix C]. Since ETO
𝑖

is a thermal operation for any 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑚},
ETO
𝑖

can be decomposed as follows.

ETO
𝑖 (𝜌𝐵) = Tr𝐸′

𝑖

[
𝑈𝑖

(
𝜌𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐸𝑖

)
𝑈

†
𝑖

]
(F28)

Here, 𝜏𝐸𝑖
= exp

(
−𝛽𝐻𝐸𝑖

)
/𝑍𝐸𝑖

is a thermal state of the ancillary system 𝐸𝑖 , which is associated with the Hilbert
space H𝐸𝑖

and the Hamiltonian 𝐻𝐸𝑖
. The unitary operator 𝑈𝑖 conserves the energy of the total system, i.e.,[

𝑈𝑖 , 𝐻𝐵 + 𝐻𝐸𝑖

]
= 0. The system 𝐸 ′

𝑖
satisfies 𝐵 + 𝐸𝑖 = 𝐶 + 𝐸 ′

𝑖
. We fix an arbitrary E ∈ ICPTO, and E is written

as follows.

E(𝜌𝐴𝐵) =
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

Tr𝐸′
𝑖

[
𝑈𝑖

(
Tr𝐴

[
(𝑃𝐴

𝑖 ⊗ 𝐼𝐵)𝜌𝐴𝐵

]
⊗ 𝜏𝐸𝑖

)
𝑈

†
𝑖

]
(F29)

Consider another map Ẽ : D(H𝐴 ⊗ H𝐵) → D(H𝐶 ), which has the following form.

Ẽ (𝜌𝐴𝐵) = Tr𝐴,𝐸′
1 ,...,𝐸

′
𝑚

[
�̃�

(
𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗

(
𝑚⊗
𝑖=1

𝜏𝐸𝑖

))
�̃�†

]
,

�̃� =

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑃𝐴
𝑖 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖 .

(F30)

Note that �̃� is indeed a unitary operator and commutes with the Hamiltonian of the whole system 𝐻all =
𝐻𝐴 + 𝐻𝐵 + ∑

𝑖 𝐻𝐸𝑖
. These can be checked as follows.

�̃��̃�† =
∑︁
𝑖

∑︁
𝑗

(
𝑃𝐴
𝑖 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖

) (
𝑃𝐴

𝑗 ⊗ 𝑈
†
𝑗

)
=

∑︁
𝑖

∑︁
𝑗

𝛿𝑖 𝑗𝑃
𝐴
𝑖 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖𝑈

†
𝑗

=
∑︁
𝑖

𝑃𝐴
𝑖 ⊗ 𝐼 = 𝐼 .[

�̃�, 𝐻all
]
=

∑︁
𝑖

[𝑃𝐴 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖 , 𝐻𝐴 + 𝐻𝐵 + 𝐻𝐸𝑖
]

=
∑︁
𝑖

[𝑃𝐴 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖 , 𝐻𝐴] +
∑︁
𝑖

[𝑃𝐴 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖 , 𝐻𝐵 + 𝐻𝐸𝑖
] = 0.

(F31)
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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

Ẽ (𝜌𝐴𝐵) = Tr𝐴,𝐸′
1 ,...,𝐸

′
𝑚

[
�̃�

(
𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗

(
𝑚⊗
𝑖=1

𝜏𝐸𝑖

))
�̃�†

]

= Tr𝐴,𝐸′
1 ,...,𝐸

′
𝑚


(

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑃𝐴
𝑖 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) ⊗

(
𝑚⊗
𝑖=1

𝜏𝐸𝑖

))©«
𝑚∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑃𝐴
𝑗 ⊗ 𝑈 𝑗

ª®¬
†

= Tr𝐴,𝐸′
1 ,...,𝐸

′
𝑚

[
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑃𝐴
𝑖 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖

(
𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗

(
𝑚⊗
𝑖=1

𝜏𝐸𝑖

)) (
𝑃𝐴
𝑖 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖

)†]
=

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

Tr𝐴,𝐸′
𝑖

[
𝑃𝐴
𝑖 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖

(
𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐸𝑖

) (
𝑃𝐴
𝑖 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖

)†]
=

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

Tr𝐸′
𝑖

[
Tr𝐴

{
𝑃𝐴
𝑖 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖

(
𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜏𝐸𝑖

) (
𝑃𝐴
𝑖 ⊗ 𝑈𝑖

)†}]
=

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

Tr𝐸′
𝑖

[
𝑈𝑖

(
Tr𝐴

[
(𝑃𝐴

𝑖 ⊗ 𝐼𝐵)𝜌𝐴𝐵

]
⊗ 𝜏𝐸𝑖

)
𝑈

†
𝑖

]
,

(F32)

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 dimH𝐵 = dimH𝐶 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

{
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1 satisfying |𝑆 | < ∞ under thermal operations is

𝛽𝑊TO

({
Si.i.d.
𝑛 (𝑆)

}∞
𝑛=1

)
= min

𝜌∈𝑆
𝐷 (𝜌 | |𝜏). (F33)


	Black box work extraction and composite hypothesis testing
	Abstract
	 Contents
	A Justification of the definition of the extractable work
	B One-shot black box work extraction
	1 One-shot black box work extraction under Gibbs-preserving operations  (Proof of Theorem 3)
	2 One-shot black box work extraction under Gibbs-preserving covariant operations (Proof of Theorem 5)

	C Black box channel resource distillation
	1 Preliminaries
	2 One-shot black box channel resource distillation
	3 One-shot distillable resource

	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)
	2 Asymptotic black box work extraction under Gibbs-preserving covariant operations (Proofs of Lemma 6 and Theorem 7)

	E Convexity of thermal operation and pinching channel
	F Asymptotic black box work extraction under thermal operations
	1 Construction of work extraction protocol under incoherently conditioned thermal operations
	2 Equivalence of thermal operation and incoherently conditioned thermal operation with projective measurements 



