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Transmitting energy and information are two essential aspects of nature. Recent findings suggest they are
closely related, while a quantitative equivalence between them is still unknown. This thus motivates us to ask:
Can information transmission tasks equal certain energy transmission tasks? We answer this question posi-
tively by bounding various one-shot classical capacities via different energy transmission tasks. Such bounds
provide the physical implication that, in the one-shot regime, transmitting 𝑛 bits of classical information is
equivalent to 𝑛 × 𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2 transmitted energy. Unexpectedly, these bounds further uncover a dynamical version
of Landauer’s principle, showing the strong link between transmitting (rather than erasing) information and
energy. Finally, in the asymptotic regime, our findings further provide thermodynamic meanings for Holevo-
Schumacher-Westmoreland Theorem and a series of strong converse properties as well as no-go theorems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Transmitting energy and information are two essential as-
pects of our everyday lives. They are not just foundations
of nature’s functionalities but also key underpinnings of the
broad sciences and technologies. Even though they seem to
be unrelated, several hints have suggested the opposite. For
instance, photons (i.e., light’s quantised energy) can send clas-
sical messages, meaning that transmitting energy can provide
information transmission. On the other hand, the thermody-
namic effects in transmitting/maintaining information [1–10]
and the energy cost of information processing [11–14] jointly
suggest that transmitting information may potentially be ac-
companied by certain types of energy transmission. Still, a
clear, quantitative equivalence between transmitting informa-
tion and energy is still missing in the literature. This thus
motivates us to ask the following question:

(Central Question) Can information transmission tasks be
equivalent to certain energy transmission tasks?

A suitable answer to the above question can uncover the foun-
dational link between transmitting information and energy.

This work answers this question by proving the first such
equivalence. We first formulate information transmission
via various one-shot classical communication tasks. In such
tasks, the ability to send classical information is quantified
by different types of one-shot classical capacities. Util-
ising entropic quantities introduced in Refs. [15, 16], we
prove entropic bounds on these one-shot classical capaci-
ties (Theorems 1 and 2). Then, we introduce a novel class
of (one-shot) energy transmission tasks, whose figure-of-
merits are equivalent to the one-shot classical capacities (The-
orem 4)—this thus answers the central question. Surpris-
ingly, Theorem 4 provides an unexpected application—a dy-
namical version of Landauer’s principle [17] (Corollaries 1
and 2), which largely strengthens the finding reported in
Ref. [6]. Finally, we show that Theorem 4 can reproduce the
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Holevo-Schumacher-Westmoreland (HSW) Theorem [18–20]
in the asymptotic regime, further revealing its thermodynam-
ics meaning (Proposition 1) and several no-go results (Corol-
laries 3 and 4). Please also see Fig. 1, which schematically
explains how this paper is structured.

This work is the companion paper of Ref. [21]. As we aim
to bridge the communities of thermodynamics and quantum
communication, we detail the mathematical frameworks and
provide thorough, step-by-step proofs of all results for a ped-
agogical purpose. The companion paper [21] focuses more on
our results’ physical implications.

II. FRAMEWORK

In this paper, we always consider quantum systems with
finite dimensions. We now start with a quick recap of basic
notions from quantum information theory.

First, for a given quantum system (denoted by 𝑆), a quan-
tum state, or simply state (also known as mixed state or den-
sity matrix), is a semi-definite positive operator 𝜌 ≥ 0 act-
ing on 𝑆 with tr(𝜌) = 1 [22]. By the spectral decomposition
theorem [22], every (mixed) state can be written as a convex
mixture of pure states 1 as 𝜌 =

∑
𝑖 𝑝𝑖 |𝜙𝑖⟩⟨𝜙𝑖 | with 𝑝𝑖 ≥ 0,∑

𝑖 𝑝𝑖 = 1, and ⟨𝜙𝑖 |𝜙 𝑗⟩ = 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 . Physically, this means that
such a (mixed) state can be prepared by generating the pure
state |𝜙𝑖⟩ with probability 𝑝𝑖 in a multi-trial experiment—it is
a “statistical” mixture of pure states.

Second, a physical measurement can be described by a pos-
itive operator-valued measure (POVM) [22], which is a set
{𝐸𝑚}𝑚 of operators acting on 𝑆 with 𝐸𝑚 ≥ 0 and

∑
𝑚 𝐸𝑚 = I𝑆

(I𝑆 is the identity operator acting on 𝑆). For an input state 𝜌,
it describes the process that the measurement outputs the 𝑚-th
outcome with probability tr(𝐸𝑚𝜌).

Third, quantum dynamics can be described by chan-
nels, which are completely-positive trace-preserving linear
maps [22]. For an input state 𝜌, a channel N describes the

1 A state 𝜌 is pure if tr(𝜌2 ) = 1 [22]. In this case, we will write 𝜌 = |𝜙⟩⟨𝜙 |,
where |𝜙⟩ is a so-called ket vector.
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FIG. 1. Summary of this work. This paper is structured as follows. Section II contains preliminary notions, including the framework of
classical communication tasks. Section III provides entropic bounds on one-shot classical capacities (Theorems 1 and 2). Section IV details
the energy transmission tasks. Section V contains results bridging information and energy transmission. Section V A provides thermodynamic
bounds on one-shot classical capacities (Theorem 4). Section V B uncovers the dynamical version of Landauer’s principle (Corollaries 1 and 2).
Section V C provides the thermodynamic meaning of the HSW Theorem (Proposition 1). Section V D reports strong converse properties and
no-go results (Corollaries 3 and 4). Section VI concludes the paper.

process 𝜌 ↦→ N (𝜌), where N(𝜌) is the output state. The
notion of channels provides a mathematical way to describe
general quantum information processing.

Finally, deterministic ways to manipulate a channel are de-
scribed by superchannels [23, 24], which are linear maps
bringing a channel to another channel. For an initial chan-
nel N , a superchannel Π outputs another channel denoted as
Π(N). Mathematically, as characterised by Refs. [23, 24],
every physically relevant superchannel Π can be written as
Π(N) = Epost ◦ (N ⊗ Iauxiliary) ◦ Epre, where Epre and Epost
are some channels, and Iauxillary is the identity channel act-
ing on a finite-dimensional auxiliary system. Physically, this
means that all (physically relevant) superchannels can be re-
alised by adding some pre- and post-processing channels (Epre
and Epost) to the given channel (N ) with the help of some
finite-size auxiliary systems. In this work, we will use the no-
tation “Θ” to denote a generic set of superchannels. A simple
yet important example is the one that only contains the iden-
tity superchannel, which can be written as

Θ = ΘC B {(·) ↦→ (·)}. (1)

This special set of superchannels will play a crucial role later.

A. Classical Communication via Quantum Channels

With the notions just introduced, we can now detail the
Θ-assisted classical communication task, containing a sender
and a receiver [see also Fig. 2 (a)]. The sender’s goal is to
send a set of classical indices {𝑚}𝑀−1

𝑚=0 (termed classical data
or classical information) to the receiver via a given channel

N . Whenever such a set can be reliably sent to the receiver in
a multi-trial experiment, the sender can “inform” the receiver
of certain nontrivial things (e.g. the sender’s date of birth, age,
or anything that can be represented by a finite combination of
integers 𝑚’s). In other words, the sender can communicate
with the receiver. To do so via the quantum channel N , the
sender will first choose a set of quantum states {𝜌𝑚}𝑀−1

𝑚=0 to
represent the classical indices 𝑚’s—this is the so-called en-
coding. That is, the sender encodes the classical index 𝑚 into
some quantum state 𝜌𝑚, making it a valid input for the chan-
nel. Without any additional assistance, the sender will send
𝜌𝑚 to the receiver through N . Then, to extract the classical
indices from N ’s output (which is still quantum), the receiver
measures the output N(𝜌𝑚) via some POVM {𝐸𝑚′ }𝑀−1

𝑚′=0. The
communication is successful if the measurement outcome 𝑚′

coincides with the originally encoded index 𝑚; namely, when
𝑚′ = 𝑚. This is the so-called decoding.

Now, suppose the sender and receiver are allowed to use
some superchannels to assist their communication, and the
allowed superchannels are collectively described by the set
Θ. Mathematically, this means that the sender can send 𝜌𝑚’s
to the receiver through a channel Π(N) with some Π ∈ Θ.
Hence, a successful communication corresponds to the fol-
lowing transformation:

𝑚 ↦→ tr[𝐸𝑚Π(N)(𝜌𝑚)] ∀𝑚. (2)

We call this a Θ-assisted scenario. In the literature, a com-
monly used measure of a channel’s performance in a commu-
nication task is the so-called capacity. Now, we can define
this measure for a Θ-assisted scenario, which quantifies N ’s
ability to transmit (classical) information with the assistance
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FIG. 2. Two equivalent formulations of classical communication. (a) The task corresponding to Definition 1. The sender encodes the
classical index 𝑚 into the state 𝜌𝑚. After sending it via Π(N) for some Π ∈ Θ, the receiver decodes it by the measurement {𝐸𝑚′ }𝑀−1

𝑚′=0. The
communication is successful if 𝑚′ = 𝑚. (b) The task corresponding to Fact 1 (which is equivalent to Definition 1). The sender encodes 𝑚
into a pre-fixed computational basis |𝑚⟩. Then, they send it via a classical version of N assisted by Θ as given in Definition 2; namely, the
classical-to-classical channel Π𝑀 (N). Finally, the receiver decodes the information by applying the projective measurement {|𝑚′⟩⟨𝑚′ |}𝑀−1

𝑚′=0.

of superchannels from Θ (since now, N denotes the set of pos-
itive integers):

Definition 1. (One-Shot Θ-Assisted Classical Capacity) For
a given set of superchannels Θ and an error parameter
0 ≤ 𝜖 ≤ 1, the one-shot Θ-assisted classical capacity subject
to an error 𝜖 of a given channel N is defined by

𝐶 𝜖
Θ, (1) (N) B max

𝑀,Π,
{𝜌𝑚 },{𝐸𝑚 }

log2 𝑀

s.t. 𝑀 ∈ N; Π ∈ Θ;
{𝜌𝑚}𝑀−1

𝑚=0 is a set of states;
{𝐸𝑚}𝑀−1

𝑚=0 is a POVM;
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

1
𝑀

tr [𝐸𝑚Π(N)(𝜌𝑚)] ≥ 1 − 𝜖 .

(3)

As mentioned in Ref. [16], one-shot classical capacity pro-
vides richer knowledge than the asymptotic classical capacity.
This is because applying the multi-copy limit can reproduce
the asymptotic result (more details in Sec. V C). This explains
our motivation to use 𝐶Θ, (1) as the figure-of-merit to measure
a channel’s ability to transmit information.

The classical communication tasks mentioned above have
an alternative formulation, which is crucial for this work. To
introduce it, we need to make sense of a channel’s “classical
version.” First, from now on, we will use the symbol 𝑀 (and,
in some limited cases, 𝐿) to denote the size of classical mes-
sages. It can be given by the dimension of a system spanned
by a pre-defined orthonormal basis {|𝑚⟩}𝑀−1

𝑚=0 . Any state diag-
onal in this given basis, which is of the form

∑𝑀−1
𝑚=0 𝑝𝑚 |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |,

can be equivalently described by classical probability distribu-
tions {𝑝𝑚}𝑀−1

𝑚=0 . Due to this reason, we call such a system a
classical system. For a classical system with dimension 𝑀 ,
we again use the symbol “𝑀” to denote the system. Note that
when we say a system 𝑀 is “classical,” it is understood that
an orthonormal basis {|𝑚⟩}𝑀−1

𝑚=0 has been assigned, and we

mainly focus on states in this system diagonal in the given ba-
sis {|𝑚⟩}𝑀−1

𝑚=0 (even though, ultimately, it is still physically a
“quantum” system). This notion helps us to define classical
behaviours of quantum channels as follows:

Definition 2. (Classical-to-Quantum and Quantum-to-
Classical Channels) CQ𝑀→𝑆 denotes the set of all classical-
to-quantum channels from a classical system 𝑀 to a system
𝑆 of the form

(·)𝑀 ↦→
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

𝜌𝑚 |𝑆 ⟨𝑚 | (·)𝑀 |𝑚⟩𝑀 , (4)

where {𝜌𝑚 |𝑆}𝑀−1
𝑚=0 are states in 𝑆.

QC𝑆→𝑀 denotes the set of all quantum-to-classical chan-
nels from a system 𝑆 to a classical system 𝑀 of the form

(·)𝑆 ↦→
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀 tr[𝐸𝑚 |𝑆 (·)𝑆], (5)

where {𝐸𝑚 |𝑆}𝑀−1
𝑚=0 is a POVM in 𝑆.

Finally, a channel is called a classical-to-classical channel
in a classical system 𝑀 , or simply a 𝑀-to-𝑀 classical chan-
nel, if it can be written as L ◦ K for some K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆 and
L ∈ QC𝑆→𝑀 . Using Definition 2, we can now define the
classical versions of the set Θ:

Definition 3. (Classical Versions of Superchannels) Given a
set of superchannels Θ and a classical system 𝑀 . The set of
𝑀-to-𝑀 classical versions of Θ, denoted by Θ𝑀 , is given by

Θ𝑀 B{
L ◦ [Π(·)] ◦ K

���Π ∈ Θ,K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|Π ,L ∈ QC𝑆out|Π→𝑀

}
.

(6)

𝑆in |Π (𝑆out |Π) is the input (output) space of Π’s output channel.
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The set Θ𝑀 characterises all possible classical-to-classical
realisations induced by Θ in a 𝑀-dimensional setting. Hence,
every element Π𝑀 ∈ Θ𝑀 maps a channel to some 𝑀-to-𝑀
classical channel. For this reason, we also call the mapping
Π𝑀 (N) a (𝑀-to-𝑀) classical version of N (assisted by Θ) 2.

Now, we can rewrite Definition 1 as follows:

Fact 1. (Alternative Form of One-Shot Θ-Assisted Classical
Capacity) With the same setting as in Definition 1, we have

𝐶 𝜖
Θ, (1) (N) B max

𝑀,Π𝑀
log2 𝑀

s.t. 𝑀 ∈ N; Π𝑀 ∈ Θ𝑀 ;
𝑃𝑠 [Π𝑀 (N)] ≥ 1 − 𝜖,

(7)

where the average success probability reads

𝑃𝑠 [Π𝑀 (N)] B
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

1
𝑀

⟨𝑚 |Π𝑀 (N)(|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |) |𝑚⟩. (8)

Proof. The validity of Eq. (7) can be seen by noting that

• For every set of states {𝜌𝑚 |𝑆}𝑀−1
𝑚=0 in 𝑆, there exists a

channel K𝑀→𝑆 ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆 given by Eq. (4) such that

E(𝜌𝑚) = E ◦ K𝑀→𝑆 ( |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |) for every index 𝑚 and
channel E.

• For every POVM {𝐸𝑚 |𝑆}𝑀−1
𝑚=0 in 𝑆, there exists a chan-

nel L𝑆→𝑀 ∈ QC𝑆→𝑀 given by Eq. (5) such that
tr

(
𝐸𝑚 |𝑆𝜌

)
= ⟨𝑚 |L𝑆→𝑀 (𝜌) |𝑚⟩ for every index 𝑚 and

state 𝜌.

Hence, from Definition 1, we have (𝑆in |Π and 𝑆out |Π are the
input and output spaces of Π’s output channel, respectively)

𝐶 𝜖
Θ, (1) (N) B max

𝑀,Π,K ,L
log2 𝑀

s.t. 𝑀 ∈ N; Π ∈ Θ;
K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|Π ; L ∈ QC𝑆out|Π→𝑀 ;
𝑃𝑠 [L ◦ Π(N) ◦ K] ≥ 1 − 𝜖,

(9)

and the claim follows by using Definition 3. □

An important example is when we allow no additional as-
sistance; namely, Θ = ΘC as given in Eq. (1). Then, we
have 𝐶 𝜖

ΘC , (1) = 𝐶 𝜖(1) , which is the (standard) one-shot classi-
cal capacity [16]. It measures the channel’s “primal” ability to
transmit classical information in the one-shot regime. Hence,
intuitively, every Θ-assisted scenario should be linked to this
fundamental case. Indeed, using Fact 1 and Eq. (9), we have

sup
Π∈Θ

𝐶 𝜖(1) [Π(N)] B sup
Π∈Θ

max
{
log2 𝑀

���∃K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|Π ,L ∈ QC𝑆out|Π→𝑀 s.t. 𝑃𝑠 [L ◦ Π(N) ◦ K] ≥ 1 − 𝜖
}

= max{log2 𝑀 | ∃Π𝑀 ∈ Θ𝑀 s.t. 𝑃𝑠 [Π𝑀 (N)] ≥ 1 − 𝜖} = 𝐶 𝜖
Θ, (1) (N). (10)

We thus obtain the following useful fact:

Fact 2. (Standard Classical Capacity Representation of Θ-
Assisted Capacity) For a given set of superchannels Θ, a chan-
nel N , and an error 0 ≤ 𝜖 ≤ 1, we have that

𝐶 𝜖
Θ, (1) (N) = sup

Π∈Θ
𝐶 𝜖(1) [Π(N)] . (11)

We thus have a thorough mathematical framework to analyse
and quantify a channel’s ability to transmit information.

B. Thermodynamics and Informational Non-equilibrium

As we aim to bridge communication and thermodynamics,
we briefly review key ingredients from the resource-theoretic
approach to thermodynamics (see, e.g., Ref. [25] for a peda-
gogical review). To start with, consider a given 𝑑-dimensional

2 We remark that the channels “Een|𝑀 : 𝐴→ 𝑆in” and “Ede|𝑀 : 𝑆out → 𝐴”
defined in the companion paper [21] are in CQ𝑀→𝑆in and QC𝑆out→𝑀 .

system (with 𝑑 < ∞). A quantum resource theory, or simply
resource theory, is a pair of sets (F𝑅,O𝑅), where “𝑅” denotes
the given resource. F𝑅 is called the set of free states, which
contains all states that do not possess the given resource 𝑅.
O𝑅 is the set of allowed operations (also known as free opera-
tions and available operations), which are physically allowed
ways to manipulate the given resource 𝑅. Crucially, when an
allowed operation is a channel, a well-accepted necessary con-
dition is that it cannot generate 𝑅 from any free state; namely,

E(𝜂) ∈ F𝑅 ∀𝜂 ∈ F𝑅 & E ∈ O𝑅 . (12)

That is, such channels cannot generate useful resources from
nothing. This is sometimes called the golden rule of quantum
resource theories [26]. For instance, when we set 𝑅 as entan-
glement, then F𝑅 is the set of all separable states, and a valid
option of O𝑅 is the set of all local operations and classical
communication channels, which satisfies Eq. (12). We refer
the reader to Ref. [26] for a general review. Here, we focus
on its application to thermodynamics—when we set 𝑅 as the
status of non-equilibrium, also known as athermality.

To mathematically describe athermality, we first need to
know how to describe the thermal equilibrium state, termed
thermal state. Formally, with a given background temperature
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𝑇 and system Hamiltonian 𝐻, the thermal state is defined by

𝛾𝐻 B
𝑒−𝐻/𝑘𝐵𝑇

tr
(
𝑒−𝐻/𝑘𝐵𝑇

) , (13)

where 𝑘𝐵 is the Boltzmann constant. It describes a system
in thermal equilibrium according to the Boltzmann distribu-
tion. In this work, we always consider a fixed temperature;
hence, we only keep the Hamiltonian dependence explicit.
Now, since every state that is not thermal contains certain non-
equilibrium effect, the resource theory of thermodynamics has
a unique free state 𝛾𝐻 , which is the only member in the set F𝑅.
Hence, Eq. (12) now takes a simple form, which defines the
so-called Gibbs-preserving channels—channels keeping ther-
mal equilibrium untouched, a common type of allowed oper-
ations for thermodynamics:

E(𝛾𝐻 ) = 𝛾𝐻 . (14)

Notably, this is only a thermodynamic constraint for process-
ing information, while manipulating Hamiltonians is also cru-
cial in thermodynamics. This type of physical manipulations
will be addressed in Sec. IV A. For now, we focus on the ther-
modynamic effects of information processing.

A special case of athermality is when 𝐻 = 0. Namely,
we turn off the energy differences in 𝐻 to isolate the in-
formational contribution to thermodynamics. In this case,
we have 𝛾𝐻=0 = I/𝑑, and any state that is not thermal is in
the so-called informational non-equilibrium [27–29]. This
notion of non-equilibrium is of particular importance for
this work since it characterises how information influences
thermodynamics. One example is the following observation:

Fact 3. (Preserving the Gibbs-Preserving Property) Con-
sider a set of superchannels Θ, a channel N , and an er-
ror 0 ≤ 𝜖 ≤ 1. Then, for every Π𝑀 ∈ Θ𝑀 satisfying
𝑃𝑠 [Π𝑀 (N)] ≥ 1 − 𝜖 , we have thatΠ𝑀 (N)

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤ 2𝜖, (15)

where, for an operator 𝐴, its trace norm is defined as [22]

∥𝐴∥1 B tr
(√︁
𝐴†𝐴

)
. (16)

In other words, when the system Hamiltonian is fully de-
generate and Π𝑀 is “good enough” in communication in the
sense that 𝑃𝑠 [Π𝑀 (N)] ≥ 1 − 𝜖 , then Π𝑀 maps the channel
N to some output channel that is “almost” Gibbs-preserving.

Proof. For such a Π𝑀 ∈ Θ𝑀 , direct computation shows that

Π𝑀 (N)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
=

 1
𝑀

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑛=0

[
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

⟨𝑛|Π𝑀 (N)(|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |) |𝑛⟩ − 1

]
|𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|


1

=

 1
𝑀

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑛=0

(⟨𝑛|Π𝑀 (N)(|𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|) |𝑛⟩ − 1) +
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0
𝑚≠𝑛

⟨𝑛|Π𝑀 (N)(|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |) |𝑛⟩
 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|


1

=
1
𝑀

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑛=0

�������(⟨𝑛|Π𝑀 (N)(|𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|) |𝑛⟩ − 1) +
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0
𝑚≠𝑛

⟨𝑛|Π𝑀 (N)(|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |) |𝑛⟩

�������
≤ 1
𝑀

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑛=0

|⟨𝑛|Π𝑀 (N)(|𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|) |𝑛⟩ − 1| +
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0
𝑚≠𝑛

⟨𝑛|Π𝑀 (N)(|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |) |𝑛⟩


= 2

(
1 − 1

𝑀

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑛=0

⟨𝑛|Π𝑀 (N)(|𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|) |𝑛⟩
)
= 2 (1 − 𝑃𝑠 [Π𝑀 (N)]) ≤ 2𝜖 . (17)

In the first line, we have used the fact that the output of
Π𝑀 (N) is diagonal in the basis {|𝑚⟩}𝑀−1

𝑚=0 . □

With the framework of communication formalised in this
section, we can formally prove this work’s first main result,
which are entropic bounds on the one-shot Θ-assisted classical
capacities, as detailed in the following section.

III. ENTROPIC BOUNDS ON CLASSICAL CAPACITIES

A. Bounding One-Shot Θ-Assisted Classical Capacities

This section aims to show upper and lower bounds on the
one-shot Θ-assisted classical capacities via two closely re-
lated entropic quantities, as defined below. The first one is
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the 𝜖-smoothed relative Rényi 0-entropy (see Supplementary
Definition 6 in Ref. [15]) defined for two commuting states
𝜂 =

∑
𝑗 𝑞 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 |, 𝜉 =

∑
𝑗 𝑟 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 | as

𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) B max
Λ:

∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗>1−𝜖

log2
1∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑟 𝑗

, (18)

where the maximisation is taken over every possible index set
Λ satisfying the strict inequality

∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗 > 1 − 𝜖 . In Ap-

pendix A, we discuss and prove several mathematical prop-
erties of 𝐷 𝜖0 , including its relation with the so-called min-
relative entropy [30], data-processing inequality, smoothness
and continuity. This entropy can be extended to the hypoth-

esis testing relative entropy with error 𝜖 , which is defined as
follows for two states 𝜌, 𝜎 [16]:

𝐷 𝜖ℎ (𝜌 ∥ 𝜎) B max
0≤𝑄≤I

tr(𝑄𝜌)≥1−𝜖

log2
1

tr(𝑄𝜎) . (19)

As a direct observation from Eq. (18), one can see that

𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜌 ∥ 𝜎) ≤ 𝐷 𝜖ℎ (𝜌 ∥ 𝜎) (20)

whenever they are both well-defined. Now, we present this
section’s main result. In what follows, the symbol 𝑀 ′ denotes
an auxiliary classical system with the same dimension as 𝑀 .

Theorem 1. (Bounding One-Shot Θ-Assisted Classical Capacity) For a set of superchannels Θ, a channel N , and errors
0 < 𝛿 ≤ 𝜔 < 𝜖 ≤ 1/2, we have that

sup
𝑀∈N,Π∈Θ

𝜂𝑆in|Π𝑆′=
∑𝑀−1
𝑥=0 𝑝𝑥𝜎𝑥 |𝑆in|Π⊗𝜅𝑥 |𝑆′

𝐷𝜔ℎ

[
(Π(N) ⊗ I𝑆′ ) (𝜂𝑆in|Π𝑆′ )

Π(N)
(
𝜂𝑆in|Π

)
⊗ 𝜂𝑆′

]
− log2

4𝜖
(𝜖 − 𝜔)2 ≤

𝐶 𝜖
Θ, (1) (N) ≤ sup

𝑀∈N,Π𝑀 ∈Θ𝑀Π𝑀 (N)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤2(𝜖 +𝛿 )

𝐷 𝜖 +𝛿0

[
(Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ )

Π𝑀 (N)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀

]
, (21)

where 𝑆′ is some finite-dimensional auxiliary system which is not necessarily of the same size with 𝑆in |Π, 𝜂𝑆in|Π𝑆′ is a separable
state in 𝑆in |Π𝑆

′ that can be written as a convex combination of 𝑀 product states (i.e., both 𝜎𝑥 |𝑆in|Π , 𝜅𝑥 |𝑆′ are states), and

Φ𝑀𝑀′ B
1
𝑀

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀′ (22)

is the maximally (classically) correlated state diagonal in the bipartite basis associated with the classical systems 𝑀, 𝑀 ′.

Note that [Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ] (Φ𝑀𝑀′ ) and Π𝑀 (N)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀′

𝑀
are indeed simultaneously diagonalisable, and the smoothed

relative Rényi 0-entropy is well-defined here. Importantly, in Eq. (21), the upper bound in the second line is further upper
bounded by the lower bound in the first line, up to the one-shot error term − log2 [4𝜖/(𝜖 − 𝜔)2]. Hence, both the upper and
lower bounds will converge to the same quantity in the asymptotic limit (as detailed in Sec. V C).

As the first observation, suppose Theorem 1 holds for the one-shot (standard) classical capacity 𝐶(1) . Then Fact 2 implies

𝐶 𝜖
Θ, (1) (N) = sup

Π∈Θ
𝐶 𝜖(1) [Π(N)]

≤ sup
Π∈Θ

sup
𝑀∈N

K∈CQ𝑀→𝑆in|Π ,

L∈QC𝑆out|Π→𝑀 ,L◦Π (N)◦K
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤2(𝜖 +𝛿 )

𝐷 𝜖 +𝛿0

[
((L ◦ Π(N) ◦ K) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ )

 (L ◦ Π(N) ◦ K)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀

]

= sup
𝑀∈N,Π𝑀 ∈Θ𝑀Π𝑀 (N)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤2(𝜖 +𝛿 )

𝐷 𝜖 +𝛿0

[
(Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ )

Π𝑀 (N)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀

]
. (23)

On the other hand, utilising Fact 2 again, Theorem 1’s lower bound can be rewritten as

sup
Π∈Θ

sup
𝑀∈N,𝜂𝑆in|Π𝑆′

𝐷𝜔ℎ

[
(Π(N) ⊗ I𝑆′ ) (𝜂𝑆in|Π𝑆′ )

Π(N)
(
𝜂𝑆in|Π

)
⊗ 𝜂𝑆′

]
− log2

4𝜖
(𝜖 − 𝜔)2 ≤ sup

Π∈Θ
𝐶 𝜖(1) [Π(N)] = 𝐶 𝜖

Θ, (1) (N), (24)

Hence, it suffices to prove the case for the standard scenario with 𝐶(1) . We thus single out this special case as the following
theorem, whose validity implies Theorem 1. In what follows, 𝑆′ again denotes an auxiliary quantum system; 𝑆in |N and 𝑆out |N
are the input and output systems of the given channel N , respectively.
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Theorem 2. (Bounding One-Shot Classical Capacity) Given a channel N and errors 0 < 𝛿 ≤ 𝜔 < 𝜖 ≤ 1/2, we have that

sup
𝑀∈N

𝜂𝑆in|N𝑆′=
∑𝑀−1
𝑥=0 𝑝𝑥𝜎𝑥 |𝑆in|N ⊗𝜅𝑥 |𝑆′

𝐷𝜔ℎ

[
(N ⊗ I𝑆′ ) (𝜂𝑆in|N𝑆′ )

N (
𝜂𝑆in|N

)
⊗ 𝜂𝑆′

]
− log2

4𝜖
(𝜖 − 𝜔)2 ≤

𝐶 𝜖(1) (N) ≤ sup
𝑀∈N

K∈CQ𝑀→𝑆in|N
L∈QC𝑆out|N→𝑀L◦N◦K
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤2(𝜖 +𝛿 )

𝐷 𝜖 +𝛿0

[
((L ◦ N ◦ K) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ )

 (L ◦ N ◦ K)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀

]
.

(25)

Before the proof, let us compare Theorem 2 with the existing bounds reported in Ref. [16], which shows that
sup𝑀∈N,𝜎𝑆in|N𝑀

𝐷𝜔
ℎ

[
(N ⊗ I𝑀 ) (𝜎𝑆in|N𝑀 )

N (
𝜎𝑆in|N

)
⊗ 𝜎𝑀

]
optimising over 𝜎𝑆in|N𝑀 =

∑𝑀−1
𝑚=0 𝑝𝑚𝜌𝑚 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀 can simul-

taneously upper/lower bound 𝐶 𝜖(1) (N), up to one-shot error terms. Theorem 2’s upper bound implies Ref. [16]’s upper bound
due to Eq. (20), and Theorem 2’s lower bound also implies Ref. [16]’s lower bound. Theorem 1 thus generalises Ref. [16]’s
results by extending it to an arbitrary Θ-assisted scenario as well as providing tighter bounds.

B. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of the upper bound. By definition, we can write 𝐶 𝜖(1) (N) as the following maximisation

max
𝑀,K ,L

log2 𝑀

s.t.
1
𝑀

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

⟨𝑚 | (L ◦ N ◦ K)(|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |) |𝑚⟩ ≥ 1 − 𝜖 ; K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|N ; L ∈ QC𝑆out|N→𝑀 ; 𝑀 ∈ N.
(26)

Using Fact 3, the above optimisation is invariant if we add the constraint
L ◦ N ◦ K

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀

𝑀


1
≤ 2𝜖 , which reads

max
𝑀,K ,L

log2 𝑀

s.t.
1
𝑀

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

⟨𝑚 | (L ◦ N ◦ K)(|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |) |𝑚⟩ ≥ 1 − 𝜖 ;L ◦ N ◦ K
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤ 2𝜖 ; K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|N ; L ∈ QC𝑆out|N→𝑀 ; 𝑀 ∈ N.

(27)

Now, one can observe that

tr [(𝑀Φ𝑀𝑀′ ) ((L ◦ N ◦ K) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀′ )] = 1
𝑀

tr

[
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑛=0

|𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|𝑀 ⊗ |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|𝑀′

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

(L ◦ N ◦ K)(|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀 ) ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀′

]
=

1
𝑀

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

⟨𝑚 | (L ◦ N ◦ K)(|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |) |𝑚⟩. (28)

On the other hand,

tr
{
(𝑀Φ𝑀𝑀′ )

[
(L ◦ N ◦ K)

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀

]}
= tr

{
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀′

[
(L ◦ N ◦ K)

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀

]}
=

1
𝑀

tr

{
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀
[
(L ◦ N ◦ K)

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)]}
=

1
𝑀
, (29)
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where we have used the fact that
∑𝑀−1
𝑚=0 |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀 = I𝑀 . Equation (27) can thus be rewritten as

max
𝑀,K ,L

log2
1

tr
{
(𝑀Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ )

[
(L ◦ N ◦ K)

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀′

𝑀

]}
s.t. tr [(𝑀Φ𝑀𝑀′ ) ((L ◦ N ◦ K) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀′ )] ≥ 1 − 𝜖 ;L ◦ N ◦ K

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤ 2𝜖 ; K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|N ; L ∈ QC𝑆out|N→𝑀 ; 𝑀 ∈ N.

(30)

Now, based on our setting, L ◦ N ◦ K is a 𝑀-to-𝑀 classical channel. This means the states ((L ◦ N ◦ K) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ ) and
(L ◦ N ◦ K)

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀′

𝑀
are both diagonal in the basis {|𝑛⟩𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩𝑀′ }𝑀−1

𝑛,𝑚=0. In other words, one can write

((L ◦ N ◦ K) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀′ ) =
∑︁
𝑛,𝑚

𝑞 (𝑛,𝑚) |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀′ ; (31)

(L ◦ N ◦ K)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀
=

∑︁
𝑛,𝑚

𝑟 (𝑛,𝑚) |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀′ , (32)

where the weights 𝑞 (𝑛,𝑚) , 𝑟 (𝑛,𝑚) are given by

𝑞 (𝑛,𝑚) B ⟨𝑛|𝑀 ⊗ ⟨𝑚 |𝑀′ ((L ◦ N ◦ K) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ ) |𝑛⟩𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩𝑀′ ; (33)

𝑟 (𝑛,𝑚) B ⟨𝑛|𝑀 ⊗ ⟨𝑚 |𝑀′

[
(L ◦ N ◦ K)

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀

]
|𝑛⟩𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩𝑀′ . (34)

Then Eq. (30) can be rewritten as

max
𝑀,K ,L

log2
1∑

𝑛=𝑚 𝑟 (𝑛,𝑚)

s.t.
∑︁
𝑛=𝑚

𝑞 (𝑛,𝑚) ≥ 1 − 𝜖 ;
L ◦ N ◦ K

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤ 2𝜖 ; K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|N ; L ∈ QC𝑆out|N→𝑀 ; 𝑀 ∈ N,

(35)

which is upper bounded by

max
𝑀,K ,L,Λ

log2
1∑

(𝑛,𝑚) ∈Λ 𝑟 (𝑛,𝑚)

s.t.
∑︁

(𝑛,𝑚) ∈Λ
𝑞 (𝑛,𝑚) ≥ 1 − 𝜖 ; Λ : a subset of indices (𝑛, 𝑚);L ◦ N ◦ K

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤ 2𝜖 ; K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|N ; L ∈ QC𝑆out|N→𝑀 ; 𝑀 ∈ N.

(36)

Using Eq. (18), we can further upper bound Eq. (36) by the following for every 0 < 𝛿 < 𝜖 < 1/2:

max
𝑀,K ,L

𝐷 𝜖 +𝛿0

[
((L ◦ N ◦ K) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ )

 (L ◦ N ◦ K)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀

]
s.t.

L ◦ N ◦ K
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤ 2𝜖 ; K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|N ; L ∈ QC𝑆out|N→𝑀 ; 𝑀 ∈ N.

(37)

This implies the desired upper bound by extending 2𝜖 to 2(𝜖 + 𝛿) in the constraint. □

Proof of the lower bound. The proof follows the same strategy adopted in Ref. [16]. For the completeness of this work, we still
provide a detailed proof. First, we recall the following inequality from Lemma 2 in Ref. [31]:

Lemma 1. (Hayashi-Nagaoka Inequality [31]) For every 0 ≤ 𝐴 ≤ I, 𝐵 ≥ 0, and positive value 𝑐 > 0, we have that

I − (𝐴 + 𝐵)− 1
2 𝐴(𝐴 + 𝐵)− 1

2 ≤ (1 + 𝑐) (I − 𝐴) + (2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1)𝐵. (38)
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For the rest of the proof, we let 𝑆in = 𝑆in |N and 𝑆out = 𝑆out |N with the given channel N . To begin with, let us fix errors
0 < 𝜔 < 𝜖 , a given 𝑀 ∈ N, a finite dimensional auxiliary system 𝑆′ (which is not necessary of the same size with 𝑆in), a
separable state of the form 𝜂𝑆in𝑆′ =

∑𝑀−1
𝑥=0 𝑝𝑥𝜎𝑥 |𝑆in ⊗ 𝜅𝑥 |𝑆′ with a probability distribution {𝑝𝑥}𝑀−1

𝑥=0 and states 𝜎𝑥 |𝑆in , 𝜅𝑥 |𝑆′ , and
an operator 0 ≤ 𝑄 ≤ I𝑆out𝑆′ satisfying

tr
[
𝑄(N ⊗ I𝑆′ ) (𝜂𝑆in𝑆′ )

]
≥ 1 − 𝜔. (39)

Now, for a given 𝐿 ∈ N and a codebook C = {𝑚𝑖}𝐿𝑖=1 (namely, it is a mapping, 𝑖 ↦→ 𝑚𝑖 , from the set of classical information
{𝑖}𝐿

𝑖=1 with size 𝐿 to the set {𝑚}𝑀−1
𝑚=0 ), we consider the encoding and decoding scheme for the classical messages of the size 𝐿

given by {𝜌𝑚𝑖 }𝐿𝑖=1 and {𝐸𝑖 | C}𝐿𝑖=1, which are defined by:

𝜌𝑥 B 𝜎𝑥 |𝑆in ; 𝐸𝑖 | C B

(
𝐿∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑚𝑘

)− 1
2

𝐴𝑚𝑖

(
𝐿∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑚𝑘

)− 1
2

if 𝑖 > 1; 𝐸1 | C B ISout −
𝐿∑︁
𝑘=2

𝐸𝑘 | C , (40)

where

𝐴𝑥 B tr𝑆′
[ (
I𝑆out ⊗ 𝜅𝑥 |𝑆′

)
𝑄

]
. (41)

Note that for a normal operator 𝐴, we define 𝐴−1 to be the inverse of 𝐴 in its support; namely, 𝐴−1𝐴 = 𝐴𝐴−1 will be the pro-
jection onto its support (which is the space span{|𝜙𝑖⟩}𝑁𝐴𝑖=1 , where |𝜙𝑖⟩’s are eigenstates of 𝐴 with non-zero eigenvalue satisfying
⟨𝜙𝑖 |𝜙 𝑗⟩ = 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 , and 𝑁𝐴 is the number of non-zero eigenvalues that 𝐴 has, including degeneracy). This means that in general we
have 𝐴𝐴−1 ≤ I, and thus

𝐸1 | C =

(
𝐿∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑚𝑘

)− 1
2

𝐴𝑚1

(
𝐿∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑚𝑘

)− 1
2

+ ISout −
𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

(
𝐿∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑚𝑘

)− 1
2

𝐴𝑚𝑙

(
𝐿∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑚𝑘

)− 1
2

≥
(
𝐿∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑚𝑘

)− 1
2

𝐴𝑚1

(
𝐿∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑚𝑘

)− 1
2

≥ 0.

(42)

Hence, we learn that
∑𝐿
𝑖=1 𝐸𝑖 | C = ISout and 𝐸𝑖 | C ≥ 0 for every 𝑖; i.e., {𝐸𝑖 | C}𝐿𝑖=1 is a POVM in the system Sout.

Now, we define the average failure probability to be one minus the average success probability (recall from Definition 1). For
a given codebook C and the given channel N , the failure probability of transmitting 𝐿 bits of classical information, when using
the corresponding encoding {𝜌𝑚𝑖 }𝐿𝑖=1 and decoding {𝐸𝑖 | C}𝐿𝑖=1, is given by

𝑃fail (N , C) B
1
𝐿

𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑃fail (N , C|𝑚𝑖) B
1
𝐿

𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1

tr
[
(I𝑆out − 𝐸𝑖 | C)N (𝜌𝑚𝑖 )

]
= 1 − 1

𝐿

𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1

tr
[
𝐸𝑖 | CN(𝜌𝑚𝑖 )

]
, (43)

where 𝑃fail (N , C|𝑚𝑖) B tr
[
(I𝑆out − 𝐸𝑖 | C)N (𝜌𝑚𝑖 )

]
= 1 − tr

[
𝐸𝑖 | CN(𝜌𝑚𝑖 )

]
is the probability to wrongly decode the 𝑖th output.

Now we compute the failure probability averaging over all possible codebooks according to the probability distribution {𝑝𝑥}𝑀−1
𝑥=0

associated with the state 𝜂𝑆in𝑆′ . To this end, in what follows, we will treat each 𝑚𝑖 as a random variable that draws an element
from {𝑚}𝑀−1

𝑚=0 based on the probability distribution {𝑝𝑚}𝑀−1
𝑚=0 . To compute the average, we adopt the notation

E𝑥 𝑓 (𝑥) B
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑥=0

𝑝𝑥 𝑓 (𝑥) (44)

for every function 𝑓 (𝑥) in 𝑥 (note that this notation depends on the given probability distribution {𝑝𝑥}𝑀−1
𝑥=0 , while we keep this

dependency implicit for simplicity). Then the average reads(
𝐿∏
𝑖=1
E𝑚𝑖

)
𝑃fail (N , C) =

(
𝐿∏
𝑖=1
E𝑚𝑖

)
𝐿∑︁
𝑘=1

1
𝐿
𝑃fail (N , C|𝑚𝑘) =

𝐿∑︁
𝑘=1

1
𝐿
E𝑚𝑘

©«
𝐿∏
𝑖=1
𝑖≠𝑘

E𝑚𝑖
ª®®¬ 𝑃fail (N , C|𝑚𝑘). (45)

Now we note that, for every 𝑘 = 1, ..., 𝐿, using Lemma 1 with 𝐴 = 𝐴𝑚𝑘 and 𝐵 =
∑𝐿
𝑖=1
𝑖≠𝑘

𝐴𝑚𝑖 gives

I𝑆out − 𝐸𝑘 | C ≤ (1 + 𝑐)
(
I𝑆out − 𝐴𝑚𝑘

)
+ (2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1)

𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1
𝑖≠𝑘

𝐴𝑚𝑖 , (46)
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which holds for every fixed 𝑐 > 0, and we will optimise over 𝑐 in the end. Note that for 𝑘 = 1 we have used the lower bound in
Eq. (42). Hence, we have, for every 𝑘 = 1, ..., 𝐿,

𝑃fail (N , C|𝑚𝑘) = tr
[
(I𝑆out − 𝐸𝑘 | C)N (𝜌𝑚𝑘 )

]
≤ (1 + 𝑐)tr

[ (
I𝑆out − 𝐴𝑚𝑘

)
N(𝜌𝑚𝑘 )

]
+ (2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1)tr


©«
𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1
𝑖≠𝑘

𝐴𝑚𝑖

ª®®¬N(𝜌𝑚𝑘 )
 . (47)

Now we note that both 𝜌𝑚𝑘 and 𝐴𝑚𝑘 only depend on 𝑚𝑘 , rather than the whole codebook C. This means

E𝑚𝑘
©«
𝐿∏
𝑖=1
𝑖≠𝑘

E𝑚𝑖
ª®®¬ 𝑃fail (N , C|𝑚𝑘) ≤ (1 + 𝑐)

[
1 − E𝑚𝑘 tr

(
𝐴𝑚𝑘N(𝜌𝑚𝑘 )

) ]
+ (2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1)tr


(
E𝑚𝑘N(𝜌𝑚𝑘 )

) ©«
𝐿∏
𝑖=1
𝑖≠𝑘

E𝑚𝑖

𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1
𝑖≠𝑘

𝐴𝑚𝑖

ª®®¬


≤ (1 + 𝑐) [1 − E𝑥 tr (𝐴𝑥N(𝜌𝑥))] + (2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1)tr
(E𝑥N(𝜌𝑥))

©«
𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1
𝑖≠𝑘

E𝑚𝑖 𝐴𝑚𝑖
ª®®¬


= (1 + 𝑐) [1 − E𝑥 tr (𝐴𝑥N(𝜌𝑥))] + (2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1)tr [(E𝑥N(𝜌𝑥)) × (𝐿 − 1) × (E𝑥𝐴𝑥)] . (48)

Following Ref. [16], we note that,

E𝑥 tr [𝐴𝑥N(𝜌𝑥)] =
𝑀−1∑︁
𝑥=0

𝑝𝑥 tr
{
tr𝑆′

[ (
I𝑆out ⊗ 𝜅𝑥 |𝑆′

)
𝑄

]
N(𝜎𝑥 |𝑆in )

}
= tr

[
𝑄(N ⊗ I𝑆′ ) (𝜂𝑆in𝑆′ )

]
≥ 1 − 𝜔, (49)

Which is due to our assumption Eq. (39). On the other hand,

tr [(E𝑥𝐴𝑥) × E𝑥N(𝜌𝑥)] = tr
tr𝑆′

[(
I𝑆out ⊗

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑥=0

𝑝𝑥𝜅𝑥 |𝑆′

)
𝑄

]
N ©«

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑦=0

𝑝𝑦𝜎𝑦 |𝑆′
ª®¬
 = tr

[
𝑄

(
N

(
𝜂𝑆in

)
⊗ 𝜂𝑆′

) ]
. (50)

Combining everything, we learn that(
𝐿∏
𝑖=1
E𝑚𝑖

)
𝑃fail (N , C) =

𝐿∑︁
𝑘=1

1
𝐿
E𝑚𝑘

©«
𝐿∏
𝑖=1
𝑖≠𝑘

E𝑚𝑖
ª®®¬ 𝑃fail (N , C|𝑚𝑘) ≤ (1 + 𝑐)𝜔 + (2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1) (𝐿 − 1)tr

[
𝑄

(
N

(
𝜂𝑆in

)
⊗ 𝜂𝑆′

) ]
. (51)

From here we observe that if Eq. (51) is further upper bounded by 𝜖 , then
(∏𝐿

𝑖=1 E𝑚𝑖

)
𝑃fail (N , C) ≤ 𝜖 , meaning that there must

exist at least one codebook, denoted by C𝐿 , with certain combinations of 𝑚𝑖’s such that 𝑃fail (N , C𝐿) ≤ 𝜖 . For this codebook,
the corresponding encoding {𝜌𝑚𝑖 }𝐿𝑖=1 and decoding {𝐸𝑖 | C𝐿 }𝐿𝑖=1 form a feasible solution to the maximisation of 𝐶 𝜖(1) (N) given in
Definition 1 (with Θ = ΘC). Hence, we learn that [see also Eq. (43)]

(1 + 𝑐)𝜔 + (2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1) (𝐿 − 1)tr
[
𝑄

(
N

(
𝜂𝑆in

)
⊗ 𝜂𝑆′

) ]
≤ 𝜖 ⇒ log2 𝐿 ≤ 𝐶 𝜖(1) (N). (52)

But since we know that no such feasible solution can exist when 𝐿 = 2𝐶
𝜖
(1) (N) + 1, we conclude that 𝜖 must be upper bounded

by the upper bound given in Eq. (51) when 𝐿 = 2𝐶
𝜖
(1) (N) + 1. This implies that

𝜖 < (1 + 𝑐)𝜔 + (2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1)2𝐶
𝜖
(1) (N) × tr

[
𝑄

(
N

(
𝜂𝑆in

)
⊗ 𝜂𝑆′

) ]
. (53)

Since this argument works for every 𝑀 ∈ N, 𝜂𝑆in𝑆′ (with some finite dimensional auxiliary system 𝑆′), and 0 ≤ 𝑄 ≤ I𝑆out𝑆′

satisfying tr
[
𝑄 (N ⊗ I𝑆′ )

(
𝜂𝑆in𝑆′

) ]
≥ 1 − 𝜔, we conclude that, when 𝜖 > (1 + 𝑐)𝜔,

sup
𝑀∈N,𝜂𝑆in𝑆′ ,0≤𝑄≤I𝑆out𝑆′

tr
[
𝑄 (N⊗I𝑆′ )

(
𝜂𝑆in𝑆′

)]
≥1−𝜔

log2
1

tr
[
𝑄

(
N

(
𝜂𝑆in

)
⊗ 𝜂𝑆′

) ] − log2
2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1

𝜖 − (1 + 𝑐)𝜔 ≤ 𝐶 𝜖(1) (N). (54)

Using the definition Eq. (19), we have

sup
𝑀∈N,𝜂𝑆in𝑆′

𝐷𝜔ℎ

[
(N ⊗ I𝑆′ ) (𝜂𝑆in𝑆′ )

N (
𝜂𝑆in

)
⊗ 𝜂𝑆′

]
− log2

2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1

𝜖 − (1 + 𝑐)𝜔 ≤ 𝐶 𝜖(1) (N). (55)
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Now, by choosing 𝑐 = 𝜖 −𝜔
𝜖 +𝜔 , we have, when 𝜖 > 𝜔 > 0,

𝜖 − (1 + 𝑐)𝜔 = 𝜖 − 2𝜖𝜔
𝜖 + 𝜔 = 𝜖𝑐, (56)

This shows that we indeed have (1 + 𝑐)𝜔 < 𝜖 with this 𝑐 value. Finally, direct computation shows that

2 + 𝑐 + 𝑐−1

𝜖 − (1 + 𝑐)𝜔 =
1

𝜖 (𝜖 − 𝜔)2

[
2
(
𝜖2 − 𝜔2

)
+ (𝜖 − 𝜔)2 + (𝜖 + 𝜔)2

]
=

4𝜖
(𝜖 − 𝜔)2 , (57)

showing the desired lower bound. □

Theorem 1 provides a general way to quantitatively describe
one-shot Θ-assisted classical capacities via entropic quanti-
ties. These entropic quantities take key roles in bridging com-
munication and energy transmission—as detailed in the next
section, they can also characterise energy transmission tasks.

IV. ENERGY TRANSMISSION VIA CHANNELS

A. Åberg’s 𝜖-Deterministic Work Extraction

To start with, we briefly recap Åberg’s formulation on one-
shot work extraction [15]. Consider a fixed energy eigenbasis,
denoted by {|𝑛⟩}𝑁−1

𝑛=0 , and a fixed temperature 𝑇 . Within this
setup, all possible system Hamiltonians are of the form 𝐻 =∑𝑁−1
𝑛=0 𝐸𝑛 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|, and only energy-incoherent states, i.e., states

of the form 𝜂 =
∑𝑁−1
𝑛=0 𝜂𝑛 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛| (which means that [𝜂, 𝐻] = 0)

are considered. Such a state can be equivalently characterised
by a random variable |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛| ↦→ 𝑛 outputting the value 𝑛 with
probability 𝜂𝑛. For a given Hamiltonian 𝐻 =

∑𝑁−1
𝑛=0 𝐸𝑛 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|,

measuring energy in the state 𝜂 again gives a random variable

𝐻𝜂 : |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛| ↦→ 𝐸𝑛 (58)

with

P
({
𝐻𝜂 = 𝐸𝑛

})
= 𝜂𝑛, (59)

where 𝑃({·}) denotes the probability of the give event {·} to
happen, and

{
𝐻𝜂 = 𝐸𝑛

}
denotes the event that the energy is

evaluated in the eigenstate |𝑛⟩ of 𝜂 (see Supplementary Note
2 and Eq. (S1) in Ref. [15]). Using (𝜂, 𝐻) to jointly indicate
the system’s state and Hamiltonian, we have:

Definition 4. (Åberg’s Work Extraction Scenario [15]) For
an energy-incoherent state 𝜂, a work extraction process of 𝜂
subject to Hamiltonian 𝐻 is a mapping that brings the pair
(𝜂, 𝐻) to another pair (·, 𝐻) with the same Hamiltonian that
is composed by finitely many “allowed operations” 3. Here,
the allowed operations are:

3 Not to be confused with the allowed operations of quantum resource theo-
ries. Note that the thermalisation defined here is a valid channel and thus
satisfies the golden rule of resource theories Eq. (12). However, level trans-
formations are not channels at all, and thus cannot be captured by Eq. (12).

1. (Level Transformation) One is allowed to change the
Hamiltonian’s energy levels. Such an operation takes
the form

(𝜌, 𝐻) ↦→ (𝜌, 𝐻′), (60)

where 𝐻 =
∑𝑁−1
𝑛=0 𝐸𝑛 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|, 𝐻′ =

∑𝑁−1
𝑛=0 𝐸 ′

𝑛 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛| are
spanned by the same eigenbasis while with different (fi-
nite) energy gaps. To realise this operation, one needs
to tune the Hamiltonian promptly so that the system’s
state remains unchanged. This can be interpreted as an
isentropic process (a quench operation). Importantly,
for 𝜌 =

∑𝑁−1
𝑛=0 𝜌𝑛 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|, one define the work cost as the

following random variable during this operation:

𝑊 = (𝐻′
𝜌 − 𝐻𝜌) : |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛| ↦→ 𝐸 ′

𝑛 − 𝐸𝑛 (61)

with

P
({
𝐻′
𝜌 − 𝐻𝜌 = 𝐸 ′

𝑛 − 𝐸𝑛
})

= 𝜌𝑛. (62)

The quantity −𝑊 is the extractable work.

2. (Thermalisation) One is allowed to thermalise the sys-
tem, which is the mapping

(𝜌, 𝐻) ↦→ (𝛾𝐻 , 𝐻) , (63)

where 𝛾𝐻 is the thermal state defined in Eq. (13). Phys-
ically, it means that the system is in contact with a large
bath with temperature 𝑇 and achieves thermal equilib-
rium. During this operation, the Hamiltonian is invari-
ant. Also, we assume that there is no work cost associ-
ated with this operation.

In general, since one can combine two level transformations
into one, and so do two thermalisation processes, the total
work cost (which is again a random variable) of a work ex-
traction process P of the given state-Hamiltonian pair (𝜂, 𝐻)
is given by (see also Supplementary Note 2 of Ref. [15])

𝑊 (P, 𝜂, 𝐻) B 𝐻
(1)
𝜂 − 𝐻𝜂 +

𝐾−1∑︁
𝑘=1

(
𝐻

(𝑘+1)
𝛾
𝐻 (𝑘) − 𝐻

(𝑘 )
𝛾
𝐻 (𝑘)

)
+ 𝐻𝛾

𝐻 (𝐾 ) − 𝐻
(𝐾 )
𝛾
𝐻 (𝐾 ) . (64)

That is, it consists of 𝐾 + 1 level transformations changing
Hamiltonians sequentially as

𝐻 ↦→ 𝐻 (1) ↦→ 𝐻 (2) ↦→ ... ↦→ 𝐻 (𝐾 ) ↦→ 𝐻, (65)
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and a thermalisation is inserted between every two level trans-
formations. Here, 𝐻 (𝑘′ )

𝛾
𝐻 (𝑘) is the random variable of measur-

ing energy in 𝛾𝐻 (𝑘) with the Hamiltonian 𝐻 (𝑘′ ) [Eqs. (58)
and (59)]. Note that there is no need to add an additional
thermalisation in the end since it contributes zero work cost.
Denote by 𝔓(𝜂, 𝐻) all work extraction processes of 𝜂 subject
to 𝐻, then one can define the (𝜖, 𝛿)-deterministic extractable
work of 𝜂 subject to 𝐻 with 0 < 𝜖 < 1 and 0 ≤ 𝛿 < ∞ as the
following quantity (which is a combination of Supplementary
Definitions 4, 7, and 8 in Ref. [15])

𝑊
(𝜖 , 𝛿 )
ext, (1) (𝜂, 𝐻) B

− inf
⋃

P∈𝔓(𝜂,𝐻 )
{𝑤 ∈ R | 𝑃 [{|𝑊 (P, 𝜂, 𝐻) − 𝑤 | ≤ 𝛿}] > 1 − 𝜖} .

(66)

𝑊
(𝜖 , 𝛿 )
ext, (1) (𝜂, 𝐻) is the highest value which the work gain can

be “𝛿-closed to” with a probability no less than 1 − 𝜖 . By
requesting an arbitrarily good precision 𝛿 → 0, we obtain the
one-shot 𝜖-deterministic extractable work, which is given by

𝑊 𝜖
ext, (1) (𝜂, 𝐻) B lim

𝛿→0
𝑊

(𝜖 , 𝛿 )
ext, (1) (𝜂, 𝐻) , (67)

which is an one-shot extractable work with high predictabil-
ity. The main theorem of Ref. [15] (whose formal statement
is given in Supplementary Corollary 1 in its supplementary
information) can then be summarised as follows:

Theorem 3. (Åberg’s One-Shot Work Extraction Theo-
rem [15]) For an energy-incoherent state 𝜂 with Hamiltonian
𝐻, a temperature 0 < 𝑇 < ∞, and an error 0 < 𝜖 ≤ 1− 1/

√
2,

we have that

0 ≤ 𝑊 𝜖
ext, (1) (𝜂, 𝐻) − (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2)𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝛾𝐻 ) ≤ 𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln

1
1 − 𝜖 .

(68)

Note that the entropy 𝐷 𝜖0 defined in Eq. (18) is understood
to be computed in the energy eigenbasis, and the thermal state
𝛾𝐻 is again defined by Eq. (13). For the complete consid-
eration and the detailed framework, we refer the reader to
Ref. [15] (especially Supplementary Notes 2, 8, and 9).

B. Work Extraction from Correlation

After knowing how to quantify extractable work from
states, we now analyse the extractable work from states’
correlation. Consider a given bipartite state 𝜌𝐴𝐵. Follow-
ing Ref. [32]’s approach, this can be achieved by prepar-
ing local Hamiltonians (with global Hamiltonian of the form
𝐻𝐴 ⊗ I𝐵 + I𝐴 ⊗ 𝐻𝐵) so that 𝜌𝐴𝐵 is locally thermal—its local
states 𝜌𝐴 = 𝛾𝐻𝐴 and 𝜌𝐵 = 𝛾𝐻𝐵 are thermal states [Eq. (13)] to
the local Hamiltonians 𝐻𝐴 and 𝐻𝐵 (here, again, we assume a
fixed background temperature 0 < 𝑇 < ∞ is given). Since no
work can be extracted from thermal equilibrium (Theorem 3),
extracted work, if there is any, must come from global corre-
lation. In other words, we identify the extractable work from

𝜌𝐴𝐵’s correlation as the one extracted from 𝜌𝐴𝐵 when local
Hamiltonians make it locally thermal.

To analytically characterise the extractable work from cor-
relation via Theorem 3, we focus on separable 𝜌𝐴𝐵 satisfying

[𝜌𝐴𝐵, 𝜌𝐴 ⊗ 𝜌𝐵] = 0. (69)

Physically, this means that when 𝜌𝐴𝐵 is locally thermal,
it is also energy-incoherent 4. Then, one can use Theo-
rem 3 to bound the one-shot 𝜖-deterministic extractable work
from 𝜌𝐴𝐵’s correlation, denoted by𝑊 𝜖

corr, (1) (𝜌𝐴𝐵): For every

0 < 𝑇 < ∞ and 0 < 𝜖 ≤ 1 − 1/
√

2, we have [see Fig. 3 (a)]

0 ≤ 𝑊 𝜖
corr, (1) (𝜌𝐴𝐵) − (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2)𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ∥ 𝜌𝐴 ⊗ 𝜌𝐵)

≤ 𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln
1

1 − 𝜖 . (70)

These bounds will play a key role in characterising the energy
transmission tasks that we are about to introduce.

C. Energy Transmission Tasks

Now, we introduce an operational task to analyse the work-
like energy definitely transmitted by a channel N , as detailed
below [see also Fig. 3 (b)]. Consider a setting with ref-
eree, sender, and receiver. At the beginning, the referee pre-
pares a bipartite state 𝜂𝑀𝑀′ diagonal in a given computational
basis {|𝑛⟩𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩𝑀′ }𝑀−1

𝑛,𝑚=0 subject to some initial Hamilto-
nian of the form 𝐻𝑀 ⊗ I𝑀′ + I𝑀 ⊗ 𝐻𝑀′ , where {|𝑛⟩𝑀 }𝑀−1

𝑛=0
({|𝑚⟩𝑀′ }𝑀−1

𝑚=0 ) is an energy eigenbasis of 𝐻𝑀 (𝐻𝑀′ ). We fur-
ther assume 𝐻𝑀 and 𝐻𝑀′ are of finite-energy.

In the next step, the referee distributes the part 𝑀 (𝑀 ′) of
𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ to the sender (receiver). Then, the sender uses a classi-
cal version of N , denoted by Π𝑀 (N), to locally send 𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ ’s
part 𝑀 to the receiver [recall that Π𝑀 (N) is an 𝑀-to-𝑀 clas-
sical channel induced by N and Θ; see Definition 3]. We de-
mand that Π𝑀 (N)’s output system is again a classical system
described by the energy eigenbasis {|𝑛⟩𝑀 }𝑀−1

𝑛=0 .
After completing the transmission step as mentioned above,

the receiver possesses a bipartite state. Now, our goal is to
identify the amount of energy that can only result from trans-
mission rather than being created by the channel Π𝑀 (N). For
instance, if Π𝑀 (N) is a so-called erasure channel acting as
(·) ↦→ |0⟩⟨0|, then Π𝑀 (N) will create extractable energy
which is not transmitted. This also suggests that, in general,
the extractable work from output’s part 𝑀 is not solely re-
sulting from transmission. On the other hand, the extractable

4 More precisely, when the bipartite Hamiltonian 𝐻𝐴 ⊗ I𝐵 + I𝐴 ⊗ 𝐻𝐵
makes 𝜌𝐴𝐵 locally thermal, the bipartite thermal state is 𝜌𝐴 ⊗ 𝜌𝐵. Then,
Eq. (69) means that 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and this bipartite thermal state are simultaneously
diagonalisable. Hence, there is a bipartite energy eigenbasis simultane-
ously diagonalising both 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and 𝜌𝐴 ⊗ 𝜌𝐵, meaning that 𝜌𝐴𝐵 is energy-
incoherent to this energy eigenbasis. We can then use this energy eigenba-
sis to apply Åberg’s work extraction scenario and Theorem 3.
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FIG. 3. Tasks for extracting and transmitting work-like energy. (a) The task corresponding to Eq. (70), which aims to extract work from
the correlation of a given state 𝜌𝐴𝐵. This can be done by first quenching the local Hamiltonians to make the state locally thermal (i.e., making
both 𝜌𝐴 and 𝜌𝐵 the thermal states of the local systems 𝐴 and 𝐵) and then extracting work from the bipartite state. (b) The task corresponding to
Eq. (74), which aims to measure the work-like energy that can only due to transmission via the channel N (with the assistance of Π𝑀 ∈ Θ𝑀 ).
As argued in the text, the extracted work from the bipartite output’s correlation can only result from transmission by Π𝑀 (N).

work from output’s part 𝑀 ′ is also not due to transmission at
all, since it was with the receiver before applying Π𝑀 (N).

Hence, to isolate the receiver’s energy gain that is definitely
due to energy transmission, we check the extractable work
from the receiver’s output bipartite correlation. This correla-
tion can be quantified by 𝐷 𝜖0 via

𝐷 𝜖0 [(Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (𝜂𝑀𝑀′ ) ∥ Π𝑀 (N)(𝜂𝑀 ) ⊗ 𝜂𝑀′ ] , (71)

which is a smoothed version of the min-mutual informa-
tion [30]. Since Π𝑀 (N) only locally acts on 𝜂𝑀𝑀′ ’s part 𝑀 ,
it cannot generate any bipartite correlation—a fact quantita-
tively captured by the data-processing inequality of 𝐷 𝜖0 for a
small enough 𝜖 (see Fact 6 in Appendix A):

𝐷 𝜖0 [(Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (𝜂𝑀𝑀′ ) ∥ Π𝑀 (N)(𝜂𝑀 ) ⊗ 𝜂𝑀′ ]
≤ 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂𝑀𝑀′ ∥ 𝜂𝑀 ⊗ 𝜂𝑀′ ) . (72)

Namely, the output bipartite correlation is upper bounded by
the input bipartite correlation, i.e., 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ ∥ 𝜂𝑀 ⊗ 𝜂𝑀′ ).
Together with Eq. (70), we thus obtain, for a small enough 𝜖 ,

𝑊 𝜖
corr, (1) [(Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (𝜂𝑀𝑀′ )]

≤ 𝑊 𝜖
corr, (1) (𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ ) + 𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln

1
1 − 𝜖 . (73)

Thus, the local channel Π𝑀 (N) cannot generate extractable
work from global correlation. Namely, work extracted from
receiver’s bipartite correlation can only be preserved or main-
tained by the channel Π𝑀 (N)—it can only result from trans-
mission. We then measure the highest energy that is definitely
transmitted by N by the one-shot Θ-assisted 𝜖-deterministic

genuinely transmitted energy defined as

𝑊 𝜖
corr |Θ, (1) (N) B

sup
𝑀∈N,𝜂𝑀𝑀′
Π𝑀 ∈Θ𝑀

𝑊 𝜖
corr, (1) [(Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ )] (74)

Note that, importantly, for the validity of Eq. (74), we
need to check Eq. (70) is indeed applicable. Namely,
we need to show that (Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ ) can sat-
isfy Eq. (69). To see this, since 𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ is diagonal in
the given computational basis {|𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀′ }𝑀−1

𝑛,𝑚=0,
we can write 𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ =

∑
𝑛,𝑚 𝑝𝑛𝑚 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀′ . Also,

by the setting, Π𝑀 (N)’s output is always diagonal in the
given basis {|𝑛⟩𝑀 }𝑀−1

𝑛=0 . Hence, for every 𝑛, we can
write Π𝑀 (N)(|𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|𝑀 ) = ∑

𝑙 𝑝
′
𝑙 |𝑛 |𝑙⟩⟨𝑙 |𝑀 . Combining every-

thing and defining 𝑞𝑙𝑚 B
∑
𝑛 𝑝

′
𝑙 |𝑛𝑝𝑛𝑚, we obtain

(Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (𝜂𝑀𝑀′ ) =
∑︁
𝑙,𝑚

𝑞𝑙𝑚 |𝑙⟩⟨𝑙 |𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀 ,

(75)

which is indeed simultaneously diagonalisable with
Π𝑀 (N)(𝜂𝑀 ) ⊗ 𝜂𝑀′ in the given computational basis
{|𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀′ }𝑀−1

𝑛,𝑚=0. Hence, Eq. (69) is satisfied, and
this computational basis acts as the fixed energy eigenbasis
for Åberg’s work extraction scenario and Theorem 3.

Finally, we consider a simplified task by imposing three ad-
ditional constraints on the task defining Eq. (74):

1. Initial Hamiltonians 𝐻𝑀 , 𝐻𝑀′ are fully degenerate.

2. 𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ = Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ is maximally correlated [Eq. (22)].
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3. ∥Π𝑀 (N) (I𝑀/𝑀) − I𝑀/𝑀 ∥1 < 2𝜖 .

Here, I𝑀/𝑀 describes thermal equilibrium when the system
Hamiltonian is fully degenerate. Hence, the third condition
means we only allowed classical versions to generate informa-
tional non-equilibrium up to the order𝑂 (𝜖). This task induces
the following highest transmitted energy:

𝑊 𝜖
Φ |Θ, (1) (N) B

sup
𝑀∈N,Π𝑀 ∈Θ𝑀Π𝑀 (N)

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
<2𝜖

𝑊 𝜖
corr, (1) [(Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ )] .

(76)

In the next section, we will use the figure-of-merits introduced
here to bridge the transmissions of information and energy.

V. THERMODYNAMIC BOUNDS ON CLASSICAL
CAPACITIES

A. Bounding One-Shot Θ-Assisted Classical Capacities by
Energy Transmission Tasks

We now present this work’s first major result, which
bridges the one-shot transmissions of information and energy
(this is Theorem 1 in the companion paper [21]):

Theorem 4. (Quantifying Classical Communication by Work
Extraction [21]) Consider a set of superchannels Θ and a fixed
temperature 0 < 𝑇 < ∞. For a channel N and errors 0 < 𝛿 ≤
𝜔 < 𝜖 ≤ 1 − 1/

√
2, we have that

𝑊𝜔
corr |Θ, (1) (N) − 𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln

4𝜖
(𝜖 − 𝜔)2 (1 − 𝜔)

≤ (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2)𝐶 𝜖
Θ, (1) (N) ≤ 𝑊 𝜖 +𝛿

Φ |Θ, (1) (N). (77)

Proof. First, Eq. (76) and Theorem 1 implies the upper bound.
To show the lower bound, note that when 𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ is diagonal in
the given computational basis {|𝑛⟩⟨𝑛|𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀′ }𝑀−1

𝑛,𝑚=0,
one can always write

𝜂𝑀𝑀′ =

𝑀−1∑︁
𝑚=0

𝑝𝑚𝜎𝑚 |𝑀 ⊗ 𝜅𝑚 |𝑀′ (78)

with states 𝜎𝑚 |𝑀 and 𝜅𝑚 |𝑀′ . Then we have

sup
𝑀∈N,Π∈Θ

𝜂𝑆in|Π𝑆′=
∑𝑀−1
𝑥=0 𝑝𝑥𝜎𝑥 |𝑆in|Π⊗𝜅𝑥 |𝑆′

𝐷𝜔ℎ

[
(Π(N) ⊗ I𝑆′ ) (𝜂𝑆in|Π𝑆′ )

Π(N)
(
𝜂𝑆in|Π

)
⊗ 𝜂𝑆′

]
≥ sup

𝑀∈N,Π∈Θ
K∈CQ𝑀→𝑆in|Π

𝜂𝑀𝑀′ : classical in 𝑀𝑀 ′

𝐷𝜔ℎ [(Π(N) ◦ K ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (𝜂𝑀𝑀′ ) ∥ Π(N) ◦ K (𝜂𝑀 ) ⊗ 𝜂𝑀′ ]

≥ sup
𝑀∈N,Π∈Θ

K∈CQ𝑀→𝑆in|Π
L∈QC𝑆out|Π→𝑀

𝜂𝑀𝑀′ : classical in 𝑀𝑀 ′

𝐷𝜔ℎ [(L ◦ Π(N) ◦ K ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ ) ∥ L ◦ Π(N) ◦ K (𝜂𝑀 ) ⊗ 𝜂𝑀′ ]

≥ sup
𝑀∈N,Π𝑀 ∈Θ𝑀

𝜂𝑀𝑀′ : classical in 𝑀𝑀 ′

𝐷𝜔0 [(Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (𝜂𝑀𝑀′ ) ∥ Π𝑀 (N) (𝜂𝑀 ) ⊗ 𝜂𝑀′ ]

≥
𝑊𝜔

corr |Θ, (1) (N)
𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2

− log2
1

1 − 𝜔 . (79)

The first line is from Theorem 1’s lower bound, which is fur-
ther lower bounded by the second line by restricting the max-
imisation range via Eq. (78). The third line is from 𝐷𝜔

ℎ
’s data-

processing inequality, and the fourth line is due to Eq. (20) and
Definition 3. The last line follows from Eqs. (74) and (70),
and the proof is completed by using Theorem 1 again. □

Note that the term 𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln[4𝜖/(𝜖 − 𝜔)2 (1 − 𝜔)] cannot
change the physical meaning. To see this, consider 𝑘 copies

of the channel N ; i.e., N⊗𝑘 . When 𝑘 → ∞, we have

𝑊𝜔
corr |Θ, (1)

(
N⊗𝑘 )

𝑘
≈

(𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2)𝐶 𝜖
Θ, (1)

(
N⊗𝑘 )

𝑘

≈
𝑊 𝜖 +𝛿

Φ |Θ, (1)
(
N⊗𝑘 )

𝑘
. (80)

Namely, the contribution from 𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln[4𝜖/(𝜖 − 𝜔)2 (1 − 𝜔)]
vanishes when we consider sufficiently many (but still fi-
nite) copies of the channel (N⊗𝑘) and then take the average
over the copy number (𝑘). This is the reason why a term



15

like 𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln[4𝜖/(𝜖 − 𝜔)2 (1 − 𝜔)] is called an “one-shot er-
ror term”—they cannot change the physics, especially in the
asymptotic (i.e., many copies) regime. Hence, we conclude
that𝑊corr |Θ, (1) , (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2)𝐶Θ, (1) , and𝑊Φ |Θ, (1) carry the same
and equivalent physical meaning, and Theorem 4 provides
a quantitative equivalence between transmitting information
and energy. In the next section, we discuss the physical im-
plications of Theorem 4. Especially, Theorem 4 enables us to
uncover a dynamical version of Landauer’s principle [17].

B. Dynamical Landauer’s Principle

As a surprising physical implication, Theorem 4 enables us
to uncover a dynamical version of Landauer’s principle [17].
Loosely speaking, for a qubit with background temperature
𝑇 , Landauer’s principle states that preparing a pure state |𝜓⟩
from the maximally mixed one, i.e., |𝜓⟩ ↦→ I/2, must be ac-
companied by at least 𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2 energy cost. Together with
Szilard engine [33] (see, e.g., Section IV in Ref. [6]), one
can equate informational and energetic properties of states: A
state carries one bit of deterministic information (e.g., a qubit
pure state) if and only if it possesses one unit of extractable
work (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2). These are two static properties of quantum
states, which can be viewed as states’ information and energy
content. Armed with Theorem 4, we can now equate informa-
tional and energetic properties of quantum channels, which
are their abilities to transmit information and energy—we can
equate two dynamical properties of quantum channels.

We start with the (one-shot) Θ-assisted scenario (as in
Fig. 2). A channel N can be viewed from two different
perspectives—information-theoretical and thermodynamic.
when we view it information-theoretically as a communi-
cation channel (Fig. 2), it can transmit 𝑛 bits of (classical)
information if and only if 𝑛 ≤ 𝐶 𝜖

Θ, (1) (N), as defined in
Definition 1. Now, in exactly the same scenario, by setting
appropriate Hamiltonians, we can also view it thermody-
namically as an energy-transmitting process as in Eqs. (74)
and (76). Theorem 4 then implies that necessarily and
sufficiently, the channel N must possess the ability to transmit
𝑛 × (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2) amount of energy, up to one-shot error terms:

Corollary 1. The ability to transmit 𝑛 bits of information is
equivalent to the ability to transmit 𝑛 × (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2) energy.

Crucially, the equivalence between the abilities to do two
things may not always imply these two things are equivalent.
To see the equivalence between transmitting information and
energy, we now argue that they can happen simultaneously. In
fact, they can be two facets of the same physical process. To
this end, we present an explicit scenario in which (1) trans-
mitting information and energy happen simultaneously, and
(2) information transmission must be accompanied by energy
transmission. This can thus be viewed as the dynamical ver-
sion of Landauer’s principle.

Consider a channel N with 𝐶 𝜖
Θ, (1) (N) ≥ 𝑛 B log2 𝑀 in

the energy transmission task defining via Eq. (74) (𝜖 > 0 is
given and sufficiently small). Namely, it is a channel hav-

ing the ability to transmit 𝑛 bits of information. In the task,
suppose the referee prepares the maximally correlated state
𝜂𝑀𝑀 ′ = Φ𝑀𝑀′ = 1

𝑀

∑𝑀−1
𝑚=0 |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀′ as the bi-

partite input with fully degenerate Hamiltonians. Physically,
Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ is prepared as a statistical mixture of the product state
|𝑚⟩𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩𝑀′ in a multi-trials experiment as follows: During
each trial, with a uniformly distributed probability 1/𝑀 , the
referee prepares a pair of pure states |𝑚⟩𝑀 and |𝑚⟩𝑀′ . After
that, the referee sends |𝑚⟩𝑀 to the sender and sends |𝑚⟩𝑀′

to the receiver, both with fully degenerate Hamiltonians. We
now argue that, in this setting, when 𝑛 = log2 𝑀 bits of in-
formation are transmitted, it must be accompanied by at least
𝑛 × (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2) transmitted energy.

First, using Fact 1, transmitting 𝑛 bits of information in
the current setting means that we apply a classical version
Π𝑀 ∈ Θ𝑀 satisfying, for every 𝑚 = 0, ..., 𝑀 − 1,

∥Π𝑀 (N)(|𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |) − |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |∥1 = 𝑂 (𝜖). (81)

Here, “𝑂 (𝜖)” denotes a term satisfying lim𝜖→0𝑂 (𝜖) = 0, and
∥·∥1 is the trace norm defined in Eq. (16). In most trials, by
applying Π𝑀 (N), the receiver’s bipartite output will be very
close to the form |𝑚⟩𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩𝑀′ for some 𝑚. That is, |𝑚⟩𝑀
can be sent from the sender to the receiver almost reliably,
up to an error of the order 𝑂 (𝜖). This means that N is not
just having the “ability” to transmit information—it is indeed
doing so via the physical process Π𝑀 (N). We thus conclude:

(Observation A) 𝑛 bits of information are transmitted by the
physical process described by Π𝑀 (N).

Let us argue that work-like energy is also transmitted by the
same physical process Π𝑀 (N). The first thing to note is that
the receiver does not have any net extractable work-like en-
ergy if Π𝑀 (N) has not been applied. This is because 𝑀 ′ is the
only system the receiver can have in the absence of Π𝑀 (N).
when the receiver obtains |𝑚⟩𝑀′ from the referee, after mul-
tiple trials, it is statistically described by I𝑀′/𝑀 (as |𝑚⟩𝑀′ ’s
are uniformly distributed). Since it is with a fully degenerate
Hamiltonian, no (net) work can be extracted. Namely,

(Observation B) Without the physical process Π𝑀 (N), the
receiver possesses no net work-like energy gain.

Crucially, the situation changes when one applies the phys-
ical process Π𝑀 (N)—with sufficiently many trials, the re-
ceiver’s bipartite output is described by the statistical mixture
[Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ] (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ ) with the condition

∥ [Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ] (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ ) −Φ𝑀𝑀′ ∥1 = 𝑂 (𝜖), (82)

where Eq. (81) has been used. After the physical process
Π𝑀 (N), the receiver can add additional work extraction pro-
tocols to extract work from this bipartite output’s correla-
tion. Using Eq. (70), extractable work from Φ𝑀𝑀′ ’s cor-
relation is 𝑊 𝜖

corr, (1) (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ ) = 𝑛 × (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2) +𝑂 (𝜖). Due to
the continuity of 𝐷 𝜖0 (see Fact 9 in Appendix A), we con-
clude that, when 𝜖 is small enough, the extractable work from
[Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ] (Φ𝑀𝑀′ )’s correlation is 𝑛 × (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2), up
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to an error of the order 𝑂 (𝜖) 5. This is the work-like energy
brought by the physical process Π𝑀 (N), since the receiver
does not have any extractable work in the absence of Π𝑀 (N)
(Observation B). In other words,

(Observation C) After the physical process Π𝑀 (N), the
receiver can have 𝑛 × (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2) amounts of work gain.

Finally, as we argue before [in particular, Eqs. (72) and (73)],
this amount of work-like energy can only result from trans-
mission, since it cannot be created by the physical process
Π𝑀 (N). Consequently, we obtain

(Observation D) At least 𝑛× (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2) amounts of work-like
energy has been transmitted to the receiver by Π𝑀 (N).

Note that Observations A and D mean that 𝑛 bits of in-
formation and 𝑛 × (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2) amounts of work-like energy
are both transmitted by Π𝑀 (N). Still, to extract these trans-
mitted resources, the receiver needs to implement additional
processes—just like when we know the packages have been
shipped and arrived, we still need to open the mailbox to “ex-
tract” them. In a multi-trial experiment, the receiver can do so
by dividing the trials into two batches. For the first batch, they
apply decoding to extract information; for the second batch,
they apply a work extraction scenario to extract work.

Combining Observations A, B, C, and D, we thus con-
clude that the channel N is transmitting information and
work-like energy at the same time via the physical process
Π𝑀 (N). Moreover, the amount of transmitted work-like en-
ergy is guaranteed, or even demanded, by the amount of trans-
mitted information. We thus obtain a truly work-like, gen-
uinely dynamical version of Landauer’s principle:

Corollary 2. In the above setting, transmitting 𝑛 bits of
classical information must be accompanied by transmitting
𝑛 × (𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2) amounts of work-like energy.

Interestingly, since the physical process Π𝑀 (N) is solely
processing information, the energy transmission discussed
here is mediated by information transmission. This can
thus be viewed as a dynamical counterpart of the famous

information-to-work conversion via Szilard engine [33]. We
have thus fully answered this work’s central question.

C. Asymptotic Limit and Holevo-Schumacher-Westmoreland
Theorem

So far, we have fully addressed the one-shot cases. By ap-
plying the asymptotic limit (namely, by considering multiple
copies of the given channel and then averaging over the copy
number), our results can reproduce the well-known Holevo-
Schumacher-Westmoreland (HSW) Theorem [18–20], which
describes the exact form of the standard classical capacity
(here we use the form given by Theorem 20.3.1 in Ref. [34]).
First, the Holevo information of a channel N with input space
𝑆in |N = 𝑆in is defined by [18, 19] (see also Ref. [34])

𝜒(N) B max
𝜎𝑆in𝑀

𝑆
[
(N ⊗ I𝑀 )

(
𝜎𝑆in𝑀

)
∥ N

(
𝜎𝑆in

)
⊗ 𝜎𝑀

]
,

(83)

where the maximisation is taken over every quantum-classical
state 𝜎𝑆in𝑀 B

∑𝑀−1
𝑚=0 𝑝𝑚𝜌𝑚 ⊗ |𝑚⟩⟨𝑚 |𝑀 with some classical

system 𝑀 , and recall that the quantum relative entropy
is defined by 𝑆(𝜌 ∥ 𝜎) B tr

[
𝜌

(
log2 𝜌 − log2 𝜎

) ]
. 𝜒(N)

measures N ’s ability to maintain the classical correlation
between sender and receiver. In fact, we have that (see
Ref. [34] for a thorough introduction)

Theorem 5. (Holevo-Schumacher-Westmoreland’s Classical
Capacity Theorem [19, 20]) For every channel N , we have

𝐶 (N) B lim
𝜖→0

lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝐶 𝜖(1)

(
N⊗𝑘

)
= lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒

(
N⊗𝑘

)
. (84)

Note that lim and lim are the so-called limit inferior and
limit superior, respectively, which are notions generalising the
usual limit (see, e.g., Ref. [35]). Its proof can be included in
the following restricted version:

Proposition 1. (Holevo-Schumacher-Westmoreland’s Theorem with Thermodynamic Constraints) For every channel N and
0 < 𝜃 < 1/2, we have that

𝐶 (N) = lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒𝜃

(
N⊗𝑘

)
, (85)

where

𝜒𝜃 (N) B sup
𝑀∈N

K∈CQ𝑀→𝑆in|N
L∈QC𝑆out|N→𝑀L◦N◦K

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤2𝜃

𝑆

[
((L ◦ N ◦ K) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀′ )

 (L ◦ N ◦ K)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀

]
(86)

5 Note that Fact 9 is applicable since Π𝑀 (N) is a classical-to-
classical channel, and the four states [Π𝑀 (N) ⊗ I𝑀′ ] (Φ𝑀𝑀′ ) ,
Π𝑀 (N) (I𝑀/𝑀 ) ⊗ I𝑀′/𝑀, Φ𝑀𝑀′ , and I𝑀/𝑀 ⊗ I𝑀′/𝑀 are all di-

agonalised in the given computational basis { |𝑛⟩𝑀 ⊗ |𝑚⟩𝑀′ }𝑀−1
𝑛,𝑚=0.
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We remark that 𝜒𝜃 defined above can be understood as Hovelo information with a thermodynamic constraint. Namely, with
fully degenerate Hamiltonians, the encoding and decoding cannot drive the system out of thermal equilibrium too much. In other
words, the abilities of encoding and decoding to generate informational non-equilibrium is limited by the parameter 𝜃.

Proof. We first prove the upper bound. Theorem 2 implies that, for every 0 < 𝛿 < 𝜖 ≤ 1/2,

𝐶 𝜖(1) (N
⊗𝑘) ≤ sup

𝑀∈N
K∈CQ𝑀→𝑆in|N⊗𝑘
L∈QC𝑆out|N⊗𝑘→𝑀L◦N⊗𝑘◦K

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤2(𝜖 +𝛿 )

𝐷 𝜖 +𝛿ℎ

[((
L ◦ N⊗𝑘 ◦ K

)
⊗ I𝑀′

)
(Φ𝑀𝑀′ )

 (
L ◦ N⊗𝑘 ◦ K

) (
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀

]

≤ 𝐻𝑏 (𝜖 + 𝛿)
1 − 𝜖 − 𝛿 + 1

1 − 𝜖 − 𝛿 𝜒
𝜖 +𝛿

(
N⊗𝑘

)
, (87)

where we have used the fact that 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜌 ∥ 𝜎) ≤ 𝐷 𝜖
ℎ
(𝜌 ∥ 𝜎), whenever they are well-defined, and the following estimate [16]:

𝐷 𝜖ℎ (𝜌 ∥ 𝜎) ≤
1

1 − 𝜖 [𝑆(𝜌 ∥ 𝜎) + 𝐻𝑏 (𝜖)] (88)

with the binary entropy function 𝐻𝑏 (𝑥) B −𝑥 log2 𝑥−(1−𝑥) log2 (1−𝑥) with 𝐻𝑏 (0) B 0. This means that, for every 0 < 𝜃 < 1/2,
by focusing on 𝜖’s values small enough so that 𝜖 + 𝛿 ≤ 𝜃,

𝐶 (N) B lim
𝜖→0

lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝐶 𝜖(1)

(
N⊗𝑘

)
≤ lim
𝜖→0

lim
𝑘→∞

1
1 − 𝜖 − 𝛿

1
𝑘
𝜒𝜃

(
N⊗𝑘

)
= lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒𝜃

(
N⊗𝑘

)
≤ lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒

(
N⊗𝑘

)
, (89)

which is the desired bound.
Now it remains to show that lim𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒

(
N⊗𝑘 ) ≤ 𝐶 (N) to complete the proof, which has been shown by Ref. [16]. For the

completeness of this work, we still detail the proof here. Using the lower bound of Theorem 2 (which implies Wang-Renner’s
direct coding bound [16]), we learn that, for a fixed 𝑘 ∈ N (recall that 𝑆in = 𝑆in |N)

𝐶 𝜖(1)

(
N⊗𝑘𝑙

)
+ log2

4𝜖
(𝜖 − 𝜔)2 ≥ max

𝑀∈N,𝜎
𝑆⊗𝑘𝑙in 𝑀

𝐷𝜔ℎ

[(
N⊗𝑘𝑙 ⊗ I𝑀

) (
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘𝑙in 𝑀

) N⊗𝑘𝑙
(
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘𝑙in

)
⊗ 𝜎𝑀

]
≥ max
𝑁 ∈N,𝜎

𝑆⊗𝑘in 𝑁

𝐷𝜔ℎ

[((
N⊗𝑘 ⊗ I𝑁

) (
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘in 𝑁

))⊗𝑙  (
N⊗𝑘

(
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘in

)
⊗ 𝜎𝑁

)⊗𝑙]
, (90)

which holds for every 𝑙 ∈ N. Now, we recall the following lemma [36, 37]

Lemma 2. (Quantum Stein’s Lemma [36, 37]) For every states 𝜌, 𝜎 with supp(𝜌) ⊆ supp(𝜎) and 0 < 𝜖 < 1, we have

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐷 𝜖ℎ

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ∥ 𝜎⊗𝑛) = 𝑆(𝜌 ∥ 𝜎). (91)

Note that for every positive integers 𝑛1, 𝑛2 ∈ N, we have that 𝐶 𝜖(1)
(
N⊗𝑛1

)
≤ 𝐶 𝜖(1)

(
N⊗(𝑛1+𝑛2 ) ) . This means, for every

𝑁 ∈ N, 𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘in 𝑁 with the fixed 𝑘 , we have that (note that 𝜔 < 𝜖 , and the notation [𝑥] denotes the largest integer that is upper
bounded by 𝑥; i.e., [𝑥] ≤ 𝑥 < [𝑥] + 1)

lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐶 𝜖(1)

(
N⊗𝑛) ≥ lim

𝑛→∞

1( [
𝑛
𝑘

]
+ 1

)
𝑘
𝐶 𝜖(1)

(
N⊗( [ 𝑛𝑘 ]×𝑘)

)
≥ lim
𝑛→∞

1( [
𝑛
𝑘

]
+ 1

)
𝑘
𝐷𝜔ℎ

[(
(N⊗𝑘 ⊗ I𝑁 )

(
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘in 𝑁

))⊗[ 𝑛𝑘 ]  (
N⊗𝑘

(
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘in

)
⊗ 𝜎𝑁

)⊗[ 𝑛𝑘 ] ]
=

1
𝑘

lim
𝑙→∞

𝑙

𝑙 + 1
× 1
𝑙
𝐷𝜔ℎ

[(
(N⊗𝑘 ⊗ I𝑁 )

(
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘in 𝑁

))⊗𝑙  (
N⊗𝑘

(
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘in

)
⊗ 𝜎𝑁

)⊗𝑙]
=

1
𝑘
𝑆

[
(N⊗𝑘 ⊗ I𝑁 )

(
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘in 𝑁

) N⊗𝑘
(
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘in

)
⊗ 𝜎𝑁

]
. (92)

Recall that for a real-valued sequence {𝑎𝑛}∞𝑛=1 we have lim
𝑛→∞ 𝑎𝑛 B lim𝑛→∞ inf𝑚≥𝑛 𝑎𝑚 = lim𝑛→∞ inf𝑚≥𝛽𝑛 𝑎𝑚 for every 𝛽 ∈ N

(i.e., if a sequence converges, which is now the sequence {inf𝑚≥𝑛 𝑎𝑚}∞𝑛=1, then an infinite subsequence will also converge to the
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same limit), meaning that lim
𝑛→∞ 𝑎[ 𝑛𝑘 ] = lim𝑛→∞ inf𝑚≥𝑘𝑛 𝑎[ 𝑚𝑘 ] = lim𝑛→∞ inf𝑙≥𝑛 𝑎𝑙 = lim

𝑛→∞ 𝑎𝑛 and hence explaining the
third line. The last line follows from Lemma 2. From here we conclude that, for every 0 < 𝜃 < 1/2,

𝐶 (N) ≥ lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘

max
𝑁,𝜎

𝑆⊗𝑘in 𝑁

𝑆

[
(N⊗𝑘 ⊗ I𝑁 )

(
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘in 𝑁

) N⊗𝑘
(
𝜎𝑆⊗𝑘in

)
⊗ 𝜎𝑁

]
= lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒

(
N⊗𝑘

)
≥ lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒𝜃

(
N⊗𝑘

)
. (93)

Then, combining with Eq. (89), we have

lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒𝜃

(
N⊗𝑘

)
≤ lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒

(
N⊗𝑘

)
≤ 𝐶 (N) ≤ lim

𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒𝜃

(
N⊗𝑘

)
≤ lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒

(
N⊗𝑘

)
. (94)

Since the limit inferior is upper bounded by the limit superior, we learn that all these quantities are equal to each other, which
further implies the existences of lim𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒𝜃

(
N⊗𝑘 ) and lim𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒

(
N⊗𝑘 ) . The proof is completed. □

D. Ability to Generate Informational Non-equilibrium Cannot
Enhance Asymptotic Classical Communication

It is worth mentioning that the above result implies a strong
converse property of 𝜒𝜃 (see., e.g., Ref. [38]). To illustrate
what it means, let us consider the following figure-of-merits:

𝜒Δ (N) B sup
0<𝜃<Δ

lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒𝜃

(
N⊗𝑘

)
; (95)

𝜒min (N) B lim
𝜃→0

lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝜒𝜃

(
N⊗𝑘

)
. (96)

Note that they have very different physical meanings. 𝜒Δ (N)
is the largest possible regularised Holevo information of
N among all possible encoding and decoding schemes that
will not generate informational non-equilibrium more than
2Δ. Namely, it is the highest possible value within a given
range of out-of-equilibrium effects. On the other hand,
𝜒min (N) is the regularised Holevo information of N when
we further request that asymptotically the encoding and
decoding must have vanishing ability to generate informa-
tional non-equilibrium. Hence, intuitively, 𝜒min has a much
stronger physical constraint, and hence, by construction,
we have 𝜒min ≤ 𝜒Δ for every 0 < Δ < 1/2. If for some
Δ it is possible to have the converse inequality, namely,
𝜒Δ ≤ 𝜒min, we say that the strong converse property of
𝜒𝜃 happens for this Δ. Physically, this means that when
we restrict to out-of-equilibrium effect controlled by Δ, the
best performance in classical communication can happen
when the task cannot generate informational non-equilibrium
asymptotically. As a corollary of Proposition 1, we report the
following strong converse property:

Corollary 3. The strong converse property of 𝜒𝜃 happens for
every 0 < Δ < 1/2. Namely, for every channel N ,

𝜒min (N) = 𝜒Δ (N) ∀ 0 < Δ <
1
2
. (97)

Physically, this finding provides a no-go result—the abil-
ity to generate informational non-equilibrium, no matter how
strong it is, cannot enhance the asymptotic classical capac-
ity. This further suggests that the ability to preserve informa-

tional non-equilibrium is the resource more relevant to clas-
sical communication, which is consistent with the finding re-
ported in Ref. [28].

Finally, we provide an alternative form of the above no-go
result, which is Eq. (6) stated in the companion paper [21]. To
start with, for 0 ≤ 𝜃 ≤ 1/2, define the following figure-of-
merit in the one-shot regime:

𝐶 𝜖(1) | 𝜃-equi (N) B max
𝑀,Π,K ,L

log2 𝑀

s.t. 𝑀 ∈ N;
K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|Π ;
L ∈ QC𝑆out|Π→𝑀 ;
𝑃𝑠 (L ◦ N ◦ K) ≥ 1 − 𝜖 ;L ◦ N ◦ K

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤ 2𝜃.

(98)

By Fact 1 [and Eq. (9)], this is 𝐶 𝜖(1) subject to an additional
thermodynamic constraint (i.e., the last line in the above equa-
tion). Physically, it is the amount of information that N can
transmit (in the one-shot regime) when encoding and decod-
ing can generate informational non-equilibrium at most to the
order 𝑂 (𝜃). To this reason, we call 𝐶 𝜖(1) | 𝜃-equi the one-shot
𝜃-equilibrium capacity. Then, we have the following bounds:

Proposition 2. (Bounding the One-Shot 𝜃-Equilibrium
Capacity) Consider a channel N and a parameter
0 < 𝜖 < (1 − 1/

√
2)/2. Then we have

𝐶 𝜖(1) (N) ≤ 𝐶 𝜖(1) | 𝜃-equi (N) ≤
𝑊2𝜖

corr |ΘC , (1) (N)
𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2

(99)

for every 𝜖 ≤ 𝜃 < 1/2.

Proof. Using Eq. (27) and the fact that 𝜖 ≤ 𝜃, one can di-
rectly see 𝐶 𝜖(1) (N) ≤ 𝐶 𝜖(1) | 𝜃-equi (N). Following the same
argument that proves Eqs. (36) and (37), one can show that
𝐶 𝜖(1) | 𝜃-equi (N) is upper bounded by
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max
𝑀,K ,L

𝐷2𝜖
0

[
((L ◦ N ◦ K) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀′ )

 (L ◦ N ◦ K)
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
⊗ I𝑀

′

𝑀

]
s.t.

L ◦ N ◦ K
(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤ 2𝜃; K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|N ; L ∈ QC𝑆out|N→𝑀 ; 𝑀 ∈ N.

(100)

Since 0 < 2𝜖 < 1−1/
√

2, we can use Eq. (70) to further upper
bound it by

max
𝑀,K ,L

𝑊2𝜖
corr, (1) [((L ◦ N ◦ K) ⊗ I𝑀′ ) (Φ𝑀𝑀 ′ )]

𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2

s.t.
L ◦ N ◦ K

(
I𝑀
𝑀

)
− I𝑀
𝑀


1
≤ 2𝜃;

K ∈ CQ𝑀→𝑆in|N ; L ∈ QC𝑆out|N→𝑀 ; 𝑀 ∈ N.

(101)

This is further upper bounded by 𝑊2𝜖
corr |ΘC , (1) (N)/(𝑘𝐵𝑇 ln 2)

due to Eq. (74). □

We can now discuss the strong converse property with
Proposition 2. To this end, let us define the following figure-
of-merits in the asymptotic regime. First,

𝐶𝜃-equi (N) B lim
𝜖→0

lim
𝑘→∞

1
𝑘
𝐶 𝜖(1) | 𝜃-equi

(
N⊗𝑘

)
(102)

is the asymptotic form of 𝐶 𝜖(1) | 𝜃-equi (N). Furthermore,

𝐶max (N) B sup
0<𝜃<1/2

𝐶𝜃-equi (N); (103)

𝐶min (N) B lim
𝜃→0

𝐶𝜃-equi (N). (104)

Again, these two asymptotic quantities have very different
physical meanings. 𝐶max (N) is the optimal asymptotic infor-
mation transmission without any constraint on the ability to
generate informational non-equilibrium. On the other hand,
𝐶min (N) is the one requiring no ability to asymptotically gen-
erate any informational non-equilibrium. Consequently, by
definitions, we have𝐶min (N) ≤ 𝐶max (N). When the opposite
inequality also holds, it can be viewed, again, as a strong con-
verse property of 𝐶𝜃-equi. Now, consider a given 0 < 𝜃 < 1/2.
When 𝜖 is small enough, using Proposition 2 and Theorem 4
implies, for every 𝑘 ∈ N,

𝐶 𝜖(1)

(
N⊗𝑘

)
≤ 𝐶 𝜖(1) | 𝜃-equi

(
N⊗𝑘

)
≤ 𝐶3𝜖

(1) (N) +𝑂 (log2 𝜖),
(105)

where 𝑂 (log2 𝜖) is an one-shot error term independent of the
copy number 𝑘 . Dividing everything by 𝑘 , letting 𝑘 → ∞, and
then setting 𝜖 → 0 give [see also Eqs. (80), (84) and (102)]

𝐶 (N) = 𝐶𝜃-equi (N) ∀0 < 𝜃 < 1/2. (106)

We thus just prove the following result:

Corollary 4. For every channel N , we have that

𝐶min (N) = 𝐶max (N) = 𝐶 (N). (107)

Namely, the ability to generate informational non-
equilibrium is not useful for transmitting classical information
in the asymptotic regime.

VI. CONCLUSION

This work aims to uncover the link between transmit-
ting information and energy. By utilising entropic quanti-
ties [Eqs. (18) and (19)] to characterise one-shot informa-
tion transmission (Theorems 1 and 2) and energy transmis-
sion [Eqs. (70) and (74)], we can connect these two seem-
ingly unrelated aspects of quantum dynamics in the one-shot
regime (Theorem 4). Interestingly, our results further uncover
a dynamical version of Landauer’s principle (Corollaries 1
and 2), a thermodynamic meaning of the Holevo-Schumacher-
Westmoreland theorem (Proposition 1), and a series of no-
go results (Corollaries 3 and 4). See also the companion pa-
per [21] for further discussions.

Several questions remain open, and we list a few here.
First, can we apply a similar approach to a state’s carri-
able amount of classical information under thermodynamic
constraints [7–9]? Second, inspired by the recent works
Ref. [29, 39, 40], can we simplify the energy transmission
tasks to become more robust to experimental noise and prac-
tical imperfection? Third, can we utilise a similar approach
to uncover the thermodynamic interpretation of other types of
information processing tasks such as stochastic distillation via
post-selection [41–50], device-independent tasks [44, 45, 51],
and exclusion tasks [52–56]? Finally, can we apply our ap-
proach to uncover similar links between transmitting informa-
tion and the quantum system’s symmetrical properties [57],
temperature [58], anomalous energy flow [59, 60], (unspeak-
able) coherence [61], and (different notions of) incompatibil-
ity [44, 62–70]? We leave these open questions for future re-
search, and we hope our results can initiate people’s interest
in the interplay of communication and thermodynamics.

Appendix A: Mathematical Properties of 𝐷 𝜖0

As the entropic quantity 𝐷 𝜖0 [defined in Eq. (18)] plays a
crucial role in this work, we thoroughly discuss its mathemat-
ical properties here. To begin with, consider two states 𝜌, 𝜎
whose supports have a non-vanishing intersection. Their min-
relative entropy [71] is defined as

𝐷min (𝜌 ∥ 𝜎) B log2
1

tr
(
𝜎Π𝜌

) , (A1)

where Π𝜌 is the projector onto 𝜌’s support. It is related to 𝐷 𝜖0
as follows:

Fact 4. Consider two commuting states 𝜂, 𝜉. Then

𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) = 𝐷min (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) ∀0 < 𝜖 ≤ 𝜇min (𝜂), (A2)

where 𝜇min (𝜂) is 𝜂’s smallest strictly positive eigenvalue.
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Proof. Since 𝜂 and 𝜉 are commuting, we can write
𝜂 =

∑
𝑗 𝑞 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 | and 𝜉 =

∑
𝑗 𝑟 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 | for some common eigen-

basis {| 𝑗⟩} 𝑗 . Let Λ𝜂 B { 𝑗 | 𝑞 𝑗 > 0}. Then, the pro-
jector onto 𝜂’s support reads Π𝜂 =

∑
𝑗∈Λ𝜂 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 |. Now, if

Λ satisfies
∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗 > 1 − 𝜖 for some 0 < 𝜖 ≤ 𝜇min (𝜂), then∑

𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗 > 1 − 𝜇min (𝜂). This implies
∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗 = 1 [if not,

𝜂 would have at least one strictly positive eigenvalue that is
strictly smaller than 𝜇min (𝜂), a contradiction]. Hence, we
have Λ𝜂 ⊆ Λ. Also, Λ𝜂 ⊆ Λ implies

∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗 = 1 > 1 − 𝜖

∀0 < 𝜖 ≤ 1. Hence, for every 0 < 𝜖 ≤ 𝜇min (𝜂),

Λ satisfies
∑︁
𝑗∈Λ

𝑞 𝑗 > 1 − 𝜖 if and only if Λ𝜂 ⊆ Λ. (A3)

We thus conclude, for every 0 < 𝜖 ≤ 𝜇min (𝜂),

𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) B max
Λ:

∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗>1−𝜖

log2
1∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑟 𝑗

= max
Λ𝜂⊆Λ

log2
1∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑟 𝑗

= log2
1∑

𝑗∈Λ𝜂 𝑟 𝑗
= log2

1
tr

(
𝜉Π𝜂

) = 𝐷min (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉), (A4)

which completes the proof. □

Consequently, as introduced in Ref. [15], 𝐷 𝜖0 can be viewed
as a generalisation of the min-relative entropy 𝐷min. As a
direct corollary, this also means that slightly perturbing the
error parameter 𝜖 will not change the value of 𝐷 𝜖0 :

Fact 5. Consider two commuting states 𝜂, 𝜉. Then

𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) = 𝐷
𝛿
0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) ∀ 𝜖, 𝛿 ∈ (0, 𝜇min (𝜂)] . (A5)

Another direct consequence of Fact 4 is the data-processing
inequality of 𝐷 𝜖0 :

Fact 6. Consider two commuting states 𝜂, 𝜉 and a quantum-
to-classical channel L. Then we have

𝐷 𝜖0 [L(𝜂) ∥ L(𝜉)] ≤ 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) (A6)

for every 0 < 𝜖 ≤ min{𝜇min (𝜂); 𝜇min [L(𝜂)]},

Proof. Using Fact 4, we have, for any 𝜖 in the given range,

𝐷 𝜖0 [L(𝜂) ∥ L(𝜉)] = 𝐷min [L(𝜂) ∥ L(𝜉)]
≤ 𝐷min (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) = 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉), (A7)

where we have used the data-processing inequality of the min-
relative entropy 𝐷min [30]. □

Now, we discuss the smoothness and continuity of 𝐷 𝜖0 .
First, it is “smoothed” in the following sense:

Fact 7. Consider three commuting states 𝜂, 𝜒, 𝜉 and a given
parameter 0 < 𝜖 < 1/2. Suppose ∥𝜂 − 𝜒∥1 < 𝜖 . Then

𝐷
𝜖 −∥𝜂−𝜒∥1
0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) ≤ 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜒 ∥ 𝜉) ≤ 𝐷

𝜖 +∥𝜂−𝜒∥1
0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉). (A8)

When 𝜖 < 𝜇min (𝜂)/2, both equalities can be achieved as

𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) = 𝐷
𝜖±∥𝜂−𝜒∥1
0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) = 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜒 ∥ 𝜉). (A9)

Proof. Write 𝜂 =
∑
𝑗 𝑞 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 |, 𝜉 =

∑
𝑗 𝑟 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 |,

𝜒 =
∑
𝑗 𝑠 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 |, and Δ B ∥𝜂 − 𝜒∥1 < 𝜖 . For every Λ,

we have
��∑

𝑗∈Λ 𝑠 𝑗 −
∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗

�� ≤ ∑
𝑗∈Λ |𝑠 𝑗 − 𝑞 𝑗 | = ∥𝜂 − 𝜒∥1.

Hence,
∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗 − Δ ≤ ∑

𝑗∈Λ 𝑠 𝑗 ≤
∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗 + Δ, meaning that

𝐷 𝜖 −Δ0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) = max
Λ:

∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗−Δ>1−𝜖

log2
1∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑟 𝑗

≤ max
Λ:

∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑠 𝑗>1−𝜖

log2
1∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑟 𝑗

= 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜒 ∥ 𝜉)

≤ max
Λ:

∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗+Δ>1−𝜖

log2
1∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑟 𝑗

= 𝐷 𝜖 +Δ0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉). (A10)

Since 𝜖 < 𝜇min (𝜂)/2 implies both 𝜖 + Δ and 𝜖 − Δ are in the
interval (0, 𝜇min (𝜂)], using Fact 5 completes the proof. □

Consequently, for a fixed pair 𝜂, 𝜉, when a state 𝜒 is ap-
proximating 𝜂 (in the order of 𝜖), 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) and 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜒 ∥ 𝜉)
will become the same when 𝜖 is smaller than 𝜇min (𝜂)/2. This
also implies that 𝐷 𝜖0 is a “smoothed” version of 𝐷min. As an
example, suppose 𝜂 = |0⟩⟨0|, 𝜒 = (1 − 𝛿) |0⟩⟨0| + 𝛿I/𝑑 with
0 < 𝛿 < 1/4, and 𝜉 = I/𝑑. Then 𝐷min (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) = log2 𝑑, while
𝐷min (𝜒 ∥ 𝜉) = 0 no matter how small 𝛿 is. On the other hand,
∥𝜂 − 𝜒∥1 < 2𝛿. Setting 𝜖 = 2𝛿 < 1/2 = 𝜇min (𝜂)/2, Fact 7
implies that 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜒 ∥ 𝜉) = 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉) = log2 𝑑. This example
demonstrates how 𝐷 𝜖0 “smoothes” 𝐷min.

Finally, 𝐷 𝜖0 is continuous in the following sense—in fact, it
is Lipschitz continuous [35] in its second argument:

Fact 8. Consider three commuting states 𝜂, 𝜉, 𝜁 and a given
parameter 0 < 𝜖 < 1. Then we have���2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉 ) − 2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜁 )

��� ≤ ∥𝜉 − 𝜁 ∥1 . (A11)

Proof. Write 𝜉 =
∑
𝑗 𝑟 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 | and 𝜁 =

∑
𝑗 𝑡 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑗 |. Let us

assume 2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜁 ) ≥ 2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉 ) without loss of general-
ity. Also, suppose Λ∗ achieves the optimality of 2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉 ) ;
namely, 2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉 ) =

∑
𝑗∈Λ∗ 𝑟 𝑗 . Then we have���2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉 ) − 2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜁 )
��� = 2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜁 ) − 2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉 )

= min
Λ:

∑
𝑗∈Λ 𝑞 𝑗>1−𝜖

∑︁
𝑗∈Λ

𝑡 𝑗 −
∑︁
𝑗∈Λ∗

𝑟 𝑗 ≤
∑︁
𝑗∈Λ∗

(𝑡 𝑗 − 𝑟 𝑗 ) ≤ ∥𝜁 − 𝜉∥1 ,

(A12)

which completes the proof. □

Combining Facts 7 and 8, we can address the continuity
when both arguments are slightly perturbed:

Fact 9. Consider four commuting states 𝜂, 𝜂′, 𝜉, 𝜉′ and a
given parameter 0 < 𝜖 < 1/2. Suppose ∥𝜂 − 𝜂′∥1 < 𝜖 ,
∥𝜉 − 𝜉′∥1 < 𝜖 , and 𝜖 < 𝜇min (𝜂)/2. Then we have���2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉 ) − 2−𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂′ ∥ 𝜉 ′ )

��� < 𝜖. (A13)

Proof. Since 𝜖 < 𝜇min (𝜂)/2, Fact 7 implies 𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂
′ ∥ 𝜉) =

𝐷 𝜖0 (𝜂 ∥ 𝜉). The result follows by applying Fact 8. □
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