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Quantum resource theories (QRTs) provide a unified framework to analyze quantum properties as resources
for achieving advantages in quantum information processing. The generalized robustness and the weight of
resource have been gaining increasing attention as useful resource quantifiers. However, the existing analyses
of these measures were restricted to the cases where convexity of the set of free states is assumed, and physi-
cally motivated resources do not necessarily satisfy this restriction. In this paper, we give characterizations of
robustness- and weight-based measures in general QRTs without convexity restriction through two different yet
related approaches. On the one hand, we characterize the generalized robustness and the weight of resource by
introducing a non-linear witness. We show a general construction of new witness observables that detect the
resourcefulness of a given state from multiple copies of the state and, using these witnesses, we provide op-
erational interpretations of the above resource measures even without any convexity assumption. On the other
hand, we find that the generalized robustness and the weight of resource can also be interpreted as the worst-case
maximum advantage in variants of channel-discrimination and channel-exclusion tasks, respectively, where the
set of free states consists of several convex subsets corresponding to multiple restrictions. We further extend
these results to QRTs for quantum channels and quantum instruments. These characterizations show that every
quantum resource exhibits an advantage for the corresponding tasks, even in general QRTs without convexity
assumption. Thus, we establish the usefulness of robustness-based and weight-based techniques beyond the
conventional scope of convex QRTs, leading to a better understanding of the general structure of QRTs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum mechanics has opened the door to exciting pos-
sibilities in information processing, paving the way for quan-
tum technologies to outshine classical ones in computation,
communication, cryptography, and sensing [1, 2]. In order to
transform our technological landscape and explore undiscov-
ered benefits of quantum mechanics, fundamental quantum-
mechanical phenomena need to be thoroughly characterized
and leveraged as valuable assets, or resources. To facilitate
this program, a framework called quantum resource theory
(QRT) [3–5] has been established, and applied to the system-
atic investigation of many different quantum features, includ-
ing traditionally entanglement and superposition. Common
properties shared among such quantum features were also an-
alyzed in the name of general QRTs [3–28]. While QRTs were
initially intended to study properties of quantum states, this
framework was extended to analyze dynamical properties of
quantum channels [15, 21, 25, 29–36] and quantum measure-
ments [37–43].

Quantification of quantum resources has been of central in-
terest to validate their usefulness, and for this reason, various
resource quantifiers have been proposed both operationally
and axiomatically. Among all of them, two promising can-
didates have been investigated in QRTs: the generalized ro-
bustness [44–46] and the weight of resource [47–53]. The
generalized robustness intuitively represents how resilient a
given resource state is against mixing with another state. It
was firstly defined for bipartite entanglement [45, 46], and
generalized to QRTs characterized by a convex structure of

free states. The generalized robustness is regarded as a valu-
able resource quantifier also thanks to its computability with
semidefinite programming (SDP) for several representative
resources such as k-entanglement [54], coherence [55], multi-
level coherence [56], asymmetry [57], magic [58], and steer-
ing [59]. Moreover, remarkably, the generalized robustness
has a direct connection to the “usefulness” of quantum re-
sources in a convex QRT. Indeed, Ref [14] showed that the
generalized robustness is operationally understood as the ad-
vantage of a quantum resource state in some channel discrim-
ination task [60–63] in any convex QRT defined on a finite-
dimensional state space, by generalizing the results for steer-
ing [59], coherence [55], and asymmetry [57]. This general
result was recently extended to infinite-dimensional convex
QRTs [20, 23]. Further, the result was extended to QRTs for
channels [15] and measurements [15, 40, 41]. On the other
hand, the weight of resource is understood as the amount of
resource needed to generate a given resource state by mix-
ing up with some free state. This measure can also be com-
puted with SDP for steering [48], coherence [51], and asym-
metry [51]. In addition, the weight of resource gives evidence
of the usefulness of every quantum state in convex QRTs as
well; Refs. [52, 53] independently showed that the weight of
resource quantifies the operational advantage of a given quan-
tum state in a task called channel exclusion. Thus, both re-
source measures enjoy computability and operational charac-
terizations, indicating the usefulness of quantum resources.

However, all of these previous results are based on the as-
sumption of convexity, while physically well-motivated quan-
tum resources do not necessarily have a convex structure.
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For example, non-Gaussianity is an essential resource for
quantum optics [64], including entanglement distillation [65–
69], quantum error correction [70], and universal quantum
computation using continuous variable systems [71–75], but
the set of Gaussian states [76, 77] is non-convex. (See
Refs. [19, 78, 79] for another framework that aims to rem-
edy the issue of non-convexity.) Non-Markovianity is also
regarded as a valuable resource for secure communication; a
classical non-Markov chain facilitates the secret key agree-
ment [80], and quantum non-Markovianity is used as a re-
source in the quantum one-time pad [81], but the set of quan-
tum Markov states [82] is also non-convex. In addition, the
sets of states with no quantum discord [83, 84], e.g., classical-
classical and classical-quantum states [85, 86], are not convex
as well. More generally, it is not always possible to justify
a mathematical assumption of convexity in tailored resource
theories where physical limitations are identified from experi-
mental constraints. While a probabilistic mixture of free states
makes the set of free states convex [78], this approach cannot
be generally accepted because classical randomness may itself
be regarded as a resource in some cases [10, 87]. Despite the
existence of valuable resources beyond a convex structure, the
operational characterization of the generalized robustness and
the weight of resource, as well as the operational usefulness of
quantum resources in more general QRTs without convexity
assumption, have been largely unexplored. Indeed, the con-
vexity of the set of resource-free states, which guarantees the
connection between the generalized robustness and resource
witness [88, 89], plays an essential role in the previous anal-
yses. We cannot straightforwardly generalize these previous
approaches when the convexity is not assumed. Thus, without
new techniques and insights towards resources beyond con-
vexity, the ultimate goal of QRTs, i.e., a unified understanding
of fundamental advantages and limitations of quantum prop-
erties, could not be accomplished.

In a companion Letter [90] we show that the aforemen-
tioned challenges of generally non-convex QRTs can be over-
come by providing a new characterization of the resourceful-
ness attributed to quantum states via the generalized robust-
ness measure. This paper complements it by providing ad-
ditional results and explicit examples — offering a detailed
analysis and discussions of the results therein including full
proofs of the main results — and further extends the frame-
work to the regime not covered by Ref. [90]. In particular, we
extend the analysis to the weight of resource and provide its
operational characterization in terms of multi-copy witnesses
and channel exclusion tasks. Furthermore, beyond QRTs for
quantum states, here we develop extensions of our general re-
sults to dynamical resources represented by quantum channels
and instruments. We construct a multi-copy witness applying
to a multi-copy of the Choi operator of a quantum channel in
a similar way, based on the quantum channel version of the
generalized robustness. Also, we show that the generalized
robustness for quantum channels can be operationally inter-
preted as the worst-case advantage of some state discrimina-
tion task. Our analysis can be further generalized to quantum
instruments.

Our results give a new perspective on the generalized ro-

bustness and the weight of resource in QRTs without assum-
ing convexity. We establish a universal connection between
these resource measures and resource witnesses that was only
analyzed in restrictive convex cases previously. Thus, we open
the direction of applying robustness- or weight-based tech-
niques in QRTs to an even broader class of quantum resources
that can be without the convexity assumption yet physically
well-motivated. These results lead to a better understanding
of general QRTs and shed new light on the framework that
covers any resource regarded as physically well-motivated.

The rest of this paper will be organized as follows. In
Sec. II, we introduce our notation, review background mate-
rials, and define the generalized robustness in general QRTs.
In Sec. III, we introduce a concept of multi-copy witness, and
give a construction of multi-copy witnesses in a general QRT
without convexity assumption, based on the generalized ro-
bustness. In Sec. IV, we show the operational advantage of ev-
ery resource in a general QRT without convexity assumption
QRT, for some channel discrimination task based on the multi-
copy witness introduced in Sec. III. In Sec. V, we show that
the generalized robustness in a general QRT without convex-
ity assumption is operationally understood as the worst-case
advantage of resource for channel discrimination. In Sec. VI,
we explicitly show how our multi-copy witness looks in the
single-qubit case, give a geometric characterization of such
witness, and evaluate the generalized robustness in a practi-
cally relevant instance of non-convex QRT. In Sec. VII, we
present our analysis for the weight of resource; namely, we
show another construction of multi-copy witness based on the
weight of resource, an operational advantage of every quan-
tum state in some channel exclusion task, an operational char-
acterization of the weight of resource in QRTs without con-
vexity assumption. In Sec. VIII, we show an extension of our
results to resource theories of quantum channels and quantum
instruments. In Sec. IX, we summarize our results and provide
possible future directions.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we introduce the notation of this paper and
review background materials.

A. Notation

In this paper, we use the letterH to denote a d-dimensional
Hilbert space for finite d. We use Herm(H) to denote the set
of Hermitian operators on H . We let D(H) denote the set of
quantum states (density operators) onH . For a linear operator
X onH , we use ∥X∥1 to denote the trace norm of X and ∥X∥∞
the operator norm. The identity operator on a d-dimensional
space is denoted by Id.

For Hilbert spaces H1 and H2, a completely positive and
trace-preserving linear map from the set of linear operators on
H1 to the set of those onH2 is called a quantum channel from
H1 toH2. For example, we use IH to denote the identity op-
eration on spaceH . Let O(H1 → H2) denote the set of quan-
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tum channels from H1 to H2. Similarly, let O(CP)(H1 → H2)
denote the set of completely positive and trace-nonincreasing
maps from H1 to H2. For a linear map Λ from H1 to H2
with dimensions d1 B dim(H1) and d2 B dim(H2), the Choi
operator JΛ is defined by

JΛ B
d1∑

i, j=1

|i⟩⟨ j| ⊗ Λ(|i⟩⟨ j|). (1)

For a subset L of linear operations, we define

LJ B {JΛ : Λ ∈ L}; (2)

for example, OJ(H1 → H2) denotes the set of Choi operators
of quantum channels fromH1 toH2.

B. Quantum Resource Theory and Generalized Robustness

We consider general quantum resource theories (QRTs) on
a d-dimensional Hilbert space H for finite d. The set F (H)
of free states is defined as some subset of D(H), and a state
inD(H) \ F (H) is called a resource state. For simplicity, we
assume F (H) is closed. The generalized robustness is defined
as follows.

Definition 1. Let ρ ∈ D(H) be a quantum state. Then, the
generalized robustness RF (H)(ρ) of ρ with respect to the set
F (H) of free states is defined by

RF (H)(ρ) = min
τ∈D(H)

{
s ≥ 0 :

ρ + sτ
1 + s

C σ ∈ F (H)
}
. (3)

By definition, RF (H)(ρ) is non-negative. Moreover, the gen-
eralized robustness is faithful, i.e., RF (H)(ρ) = 0 if and only
if ρ ∈ F (H). In this paper, we assume that F (H) contains
at least one full-rank state; otherwise, RF (H)(ρ) = ∞ for any
resource state ρ ∈ D(H)\F (H). Note that we do not as-
sume convexity of F (H), at variance with previous literature
in which the generalized robustness has been studied for con-
vex resource theories.

When F (H) is convex, by considering the convex dual [91]
of (3), we have another expression of the generalized ro-
bustness [8, 14, 15, 55, 57, 88], in particular, for any ρ ∈
D(H)\F (H),

RF (H)(ρ) =max
{

Tr
[
Wρ

]
− 1

: W ≥ 0, Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ F (H)
}
.

(4)

The above expression relates the evaluation of the generalized
robustness to the expectation value of an optimal witness op-
erator W.

Without the assumption of convexity, we no longer have
this equivalence relation in general, but we can still show that
the right-hand side of (4) lower-bounds the generalized ro-
bustness. Specifically, for a general QRT with an arbitrary set
F (H) of free states, we have for any ρ ∈ D(H)\F (H),

RF (H)(ρ) ≥max
{

Tr
[
Wρ

]
− 1

: W ≥ 0, Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ F (H)
}
.

(5)

This is a consequence of a well-known property in convex
analysis called weak duality [91]—a self-contained detailed
derivation of this result is given in Appendix A. We remark
that Eq. (5) entails that for an arbitrary resource theory, even
in cases in which the exact evaluation of the generalized ro-
bustness is mathematically or experimentally impractical —
as it may happen, e.g., for high dimensional systems — we
can always obtain accessible lower bounds to RF (H)(ρ), by
means of witnesses operators acting on a single copy of the
state ρ. Note that the lower bound obtained in (5) is typically
loose when F (H) is non-convex. Indeed, by definition, the
right-hand side of (5) is zero, by taking W = Id, for states in
the convex hull of F (H). Thus, when F (H) is non-convex,
the lower bound fails to detect some resource states, while the
generalized robustness RF (H) is a faithful measure which be-
comes zero only for free states in any QRT.

In the following, we will enlarge our analysis to define a
class of witness operators acting on multiple copies of quan-
tum states, which are intrinsically constructed in terms of gen-
eral resource measures such as the generalized robustness and
the weight of resource.

C. Generalized Bloch Vector

In this section, we review the Bloch-vector characterization
of quantum states on a d-dimensional Hilbert space. Consider
a general d-dimensional Hilbert space H ≃ Cd for d ≥ 2.
Given a quantum state η, we consider a generalized Bloch
vector (x1, x2, . . . , xd2−1) defined by

η =
1
d

Id +

√
d(d − 1)

2

d2−1∑
j=1

x jλ j

 . (6)

Here, Id is the d × d identity matrix, and {λ j} j are the d × d
generalized Gell-Mann matrices [92, 93] satisfying

λ j = λ
†

j , j = 1, 2, . . . , d2 − 1, (7)

Tr[λ j] = 0, j = 1, 2, . . . , d2 − 1, (8)

Tr[λ†i λ j] = 2δi j, i, j = 1, 2, . . . , d2 − 1, (9)

where † denotes the Hermitian conjugate of a matrix, and δi j
is the Kronecker delta.

The following lemma by Byrd and Khaneja [94] gives
a necessary and sufficient condition for a valid generalized
Bloch vector (x j) j.

Lemma 2 ([94]). Let H be a d-dimensional Hilbert space.
Let η be a Hermitian operator onH written in the form

η =
1
d

Id +

√
d(d − 1)

2

d2−1∑
j=1

x jλ j

 . (10)

Then, η is positive semidefinite if and only if

S m(η) ≥ 0 (11)
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for all m = 1, 2, . . . , d, where S m(η) is defined in the following
recursive way:

S m(η) B
1
m

m∑
l=1

(
(−1)l−1 Tr

[
ηl
]

S m−l(η)
)

(12)

for m ≥ 1 with

S 0(η) B 1. (13)

III. MULTI-COPY WITNESS IN QRTS WITHOUT
CONVEXITY ASSUMPTIONS

In this section, we construct our multi-copy witnesses in
general QRTs without convexity restriction. The concept of
multi-copy witness was originally introduced in entanglement
theory [95, 96]. In this paper, we show a construction of a
m-copy witness for each m = 2, 3, . . . , d. For an arbitrary
free state σ, there exists at least one m such that the m-copy
witness can discern a given state ρ from σ.

Theorem 3 (Theorem 2 in the companion Letter [90]). LetH
be a d-dimensional Hilbert space. Let ρ ∈ D(H)\F (H) be
a resource state. Then, for s > 0, we can construct a fam-
ily W̃ρ,s B (W̃m(ρ, s) ∈ Herm(H⊗m) : m = 2, 3, . . . , d) of
Hermitian operators with the following property:

max
m=2,3,...,d

Tr
[
W̃m(ρ, s)ρ⊗m

]
< 0, (14)

max
m=2,3,...,d

Tr
[
W̃m(ρ, s)σ⊗m

]
≥ 0, ∀σ ∈ F (H) (15)

if and only if

s < RF (H)(ρ). (16)

To show this theorem, we will prove the following slightly
different proposition for simplicity of the argument, so that the
theorem should be derived from this proposition.

Proposition 4. Let H be a d-dimensional Hilbert space. Let
ρ ∈ D(H)\F (H) be a resource state. Then, for s > 0, we can
construct a family Wρ,s B (Wm(ρ, s) ∈ Herm(H⊗m) : m =
2, 3, . . . , d) of Hermitian operators onH⊗m with the following
properties.

1. For all m = 2, 3, . . . , d and all s > 0,

Tr
[
Wm(ρ, s)ρ⊗m

]
≥ 0. (17)

2. For each σ ∈ F (H), there exists m such that

Tr
[
Wm(ρ, s)σ⊗m

]
< 0 (18)

if and only if

s < RF (H)(ρ). (19)

Before proving Proposition 4, we describe a way to con-
struct a witness W̃m(ρ, s) in Theorem 3 from a Hermitian op-
erator Wm(ρ, s) in Proposition 4.

Proof of Theorem 3. Under the assumption that we have
Wm(ρ, s) in Proposition 4, we define

W̃m(ρ, s) B −C
(
W(ρ, s) + ∆m(ρ, s)I⊗m

d

)
, (20)

with

∆m(ρ, s) B min
σ∈F (H)

∣∣∣Tr[Wm(ρ, s)σ⊗m]
∣∣∣ (> 0), (21)

where C > 0 is any suitable constant for normalization. With
this definition,

Tr[W̃m(ρ, s)ρ⊗m] = −C Tr[Wm(ρ, s)ρ⊗d] −C∆m(ρ, s)

< −C Tr[Wm(ρ, s)ρ⊗d]
≤ 0.

(22)

Moreover, by the definition of ∆m(ρ, s), for free states σ satis-
fying Tr[Wm(ρ, s)σ⊗m] < 0,

Tr[W̃m(ρ, s)σ⊗d] = C
(
−Tr[Wm(ρ, s)σ⊗d] − ∆m(ρ, s)

)
≥ 0.

(23)
For free states σ with Tr[Wm(ρ, s)σ⊗m] ≥ 0, we have

Tr[W̃m(ρ, s)σ⊗d] = C
(
−Tr[Wm(ρ, s)σ⊗d] − ∆m(ρ, s)

)
< 0.

(24)
Hence, from Proposition 4, for m = 2, 3, . . . , d, there exists

a family W̃ρ,s B (W̃m(ρ, s) : m = 2, 3, . . . , d) of Hermitian
operators with the following properties.

1. For all m = 2, 3, . . . , d and all s > 0,

Tr
[
W̃m(ρ, s)ρ⊗m

]
< 0. (25)

2. For each σ ∈ F (H), there exists m such that

Tr
[
W̃m(ρ, s)σ⊗m

]
≥ 0 (26)

if and only if

s < RF (H)(ρ). (27)

Here, for a state η,

Tr
[
W̃m(ρ, s)η⊗m

]
< 0, ∀m = 2, 3, . . . ,m (28)

is equivalent to

max
m=2,3,...,d

Tr
[
W̃m(ρ, s)η⊗m

]
< 0, (29)

and the existence of m such that

Tr
[
W̃m(ρ, s)η⊗m

]
≥ 0 (30)

is equivalent to

max
m=2,3,...,d

Tr
[
W̃m(ρ, s)η⊗m

]
≥ 0. (31)

Thus, we have Theorem 3 from Proposition 4. ■
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In the proof of Proposition 4, we use the following lemma,
which we prove in Appendix B.

Lemma 5. Let ρ be a quantum state, and let s > 0. Consider
a quantum state η. Then, η can be expressed as

η =
ρ + s′τ
1 + s′

(32)

by using some positive number 0 < s′ ≤ s and some state
τ ∈ D(H) if and only if it holds for all m = 1, 2, . . . , d that

S m

(
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ

)
≥ 0, (33)

with S m given in Lemma 2.

Now, we give the proof of Proposition 4. Intuitively, our
construction of Wm for Proposition 4 is intended to witness a
valid density operator in the state space, so that we can use
the witnessed quantum state as a feasible solution in the mini-
mization in the definition of generalized robustness in Eq. (3).

Proof of Proposition 4. For a state η ∈ D(H), define

S m,ρ,s(η) B S m

(
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ

)
(34)

for m = 1, 2, . . . , d. Note that it holds automatically that

S 1,ρ,s(η) =
1 + s

s
Tr[η] −

1
s

Tr[ρ] = 1 ≥ 0, (35)

and thus we will discuss whether S m,ρ,s(η) ≥ 0 for m ≥ 2.
It trivially follows that S m,ρ,s(ρ) = S m(ρ) ≥ 0 for all m

since ρ is a state, in particular, a positive semidefinite opera-
tor. When s < RF (H)(ρ), by the definition of the generalized
robustness, for any free state σ ∈ F (H), there is no positive
number s′ ≤ s such that

σ =
ρ + s′τ
1 + s′

(36)

with some τ ∈ D(H). By Lemma 5, in this case, there exists
2 ≤ m ≤ d such that S m,ρ,s(σ) < 0. On the other hand, when
s ≥ RF (H)(ρ), there exists 0 ≤ s′ ≤ s such that

σ =
ρ + s′τ
1 + s′

(37)

with some τ ∈ D(H). Indeed, we can take a free state σ
achieving RF (H)(ρ) with s′ = RF (H)(ρ). In this case, for all
m = 2, 3, . . . , d, we have S m,ρ,s(σ) ≥ 0 for such σ.

Thus, it suffices to construct Wm(ρ, s) satisfying

Tr
[
Wm(ρ, s)η⊗n

]
= S m,ρ,s(η) (38)

for η ∈ D(H), for all 2 ≤ m ≤ d and s > 0. Using the
generalized Bloch vector (x j) j of η, S m,ρ,s(η) is expressed as

S m,ρ,s(η) =
m∑

l=0


∑

n1,...,nd2−1≥0
n1+n2···nd2−1=l

c(l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

d2−1∏
j=1

(
x j

)n j


 (39)

with some real coefficients c(l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

. By definition of S m,
S m,ρ,s(η) is a real m-degree polynomial of (x j) j. Now, define a
Hermitian operator

W (l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

B

(
d

2(d − 1)

) l
2

c(l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

· (λ1)⊗n1 ⊗ (λ2)⊗n2 · · · ⊗ (λd2−1)⊗nd2−1 ⊗ I⊗(m−l)

(40)

on H⊗m. In Appendix C, we show that this operator
W (l,m)

n1,n2,...,nd2−1
satisfies

Tr
[
W (l,m)

n1,n2,...,nd2−1
η⊗m

]
=

c(l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

d2−1∏
j=1

(
x j

)n j

 . (41)

Thus, one candidate of W(ρ, s) can be constructed as

Wm(ρ, s) =
m∑

l=0


∑

n1,...,nd2−1≥0
n1+n2···nd2−1=l

W (l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

 , (42)

and this operator satisfies

Tr
[
Wm(ρ, s)η⊗n

]
= S m,ρ,s(η), (43)

which yields the conclusion. ■

We remark that if one wants to make Wm(ρ, s) more sym-
metric than Eq. (42), one may give another construction of
Wm(ρ, s) as

Wm(ρ, s) =
m∑

l=0


∑

n1,...,nd2−1≥0
n1+n2···nd2−1=l

W̃ (l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

 (44)

with

W̃ (l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

B

(
d

2(d − 1)

) l
2

c(l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

·
n1!n2! · · · nd2−1!(m − l)!

m!

∑
λ(l,m)

n1,n2,...,nd2−1
,

(45)

where the sum is taken over all trace-less Hermitian operators
λ(l,m)

n1,n2,...,nd2−1
obtained by permuting the systems of (λ1)⊗n1 ⊗

(λ2)⊗n2 · · ·⊗(λd2−1)⊗nd2−1⊗I⊗(m−l). This symmetric construction
of Wm(ρ, s) can also be used for Proposition 4.

From Theorem 3, we have

sup
{
s > 0 : W̃ρ,s is a witness

}
= RF (H)(ρ). (46)

We can also see that when s is closer to RF (H), Wm(ρ, s) serves
as a better witness; that is, Wm(ρ, s) recognizes more resource
states, as shown in the following proposition.
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Proposition 6. If 0 < s′ < s, then

{η ∈ D(H) : Tr[Wm(ρ, s′)η⊗m] ≥ 0, ∀m = 2, 3, . . . , d}
⊊ {η ∈ D(H) : Tr[Wm(ρ, s)η⊗m] ≥ 0, ∀m = 2, 3, . . . , d}.

(47)

Proof. We first show that the inclusion, i.e.,

{η ∈ D(H) : Tr[Wm(ρ, s′)η⊗m] ≥ 0, ∀m = 2, 3, . . . , d}
⊆ {η ∈ D(H) : Tr[Wm(ρ, s)η⊗m] ≥ 0, ∀m = 2, 3, . . . , d}.

(48)
Suppose that

η ∈ {η ∈ D(H) : Tr[Wm(ρ, s′)η⊗m] ≥ 0, ∀m = 2, 3, . . . , d}.
(49)

Then, by the construction of Wm(ρ, s), for all m = 2, 3, . . . , d,

S m,ρ,s′ (η) = S m

(
1 + s′

s′
η −

1
s′
ρ

)
≥ 0. (50)

By Lemma 5, there exists 0 < s′′ ≤ s′ and a state τ ∈ D(H)
such that

η =
ρ + s′′τ
1 + s′′

. (51)

Since we also have s′′ < s, again from Lemma 5, for all m =
2, 3, . . . , d,

S m,ρ,s(η) = S m

(
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ

)
≥ 0; (52)

that is,

η ∈ {η ∈ D(H) : Tr[Wm(ρ, s)η⊗m] ≥ 0, ∀m = 2, 3, . . . , d},
(53)

which shows the inclusion.
Now, we show that the inclusion is strict. In particular, we

construct a state (i.e., ηs defined below) included in

{η ∈ D(H) : Tr[Wm(ρ, s)η⊗m] ≥ 0, ∀m = 2, 3, . . . , d} (54)

but not in

{η ∈ D(H) : Tr[Wm(ρ, s′)η⊗m] ≥ 0, ∀m = 2, 3, . . . , d}. (55)

For the construction, choose any pure state ϕ ∈ D(H) satisfy-
ing ϕ , ρ. We construct a state ηs by

ηs B
ρ + sϕ
1 + s

. (56)

By Lemma 5, using a similar argument as above,

ηs ∈ {η ∈ D(H) : Tr[Wm(ρ, s)η⊗m] ≥ 0, ∀m = 2, 3, . . . , d}.
(57)

On the other hand, we show that ηs cannot be written as

ηs =
ρ + s′τ
1 + s′

(58)

for any s′ satisfying 0 < s′ < s and any τ ∈ D(H). By way of
contradiction, suppose that this is possible. Then, we have

ρ + sϕ
1 + s

=
ρ + s′τ
1 + s′

; (59)

that is, (
1

1 + s′
−

1
1 + s

)
ρ =

s
1 + s

ϕ −
s′

1 + s′
τ. (60)

Since s′ < s, (
1

1 + s′
−

1
1 + s

)
ρ (61)

is positive, so

s
1 + s

ϕ −
s′

1 + s′
τ (62)

must be positive as well. At the same time, since ϕ is chosen to
be a pure state, for this operator to be positive, it is necessary
that τ = ϕ. This choice leads to ρ = ϕ, but this contradicts
ϕ , ρ. Therefore, there is no s′ < s with which we can write

ηs =
ρ + s′τ
1 + s′

. (63)

Hence, by Lemma 5, there exists 2 ≤ m ≤ d such that

S m,ρ,s′ (ηs) = S m

(
1 + s′

s′
ηs −

1
s′
ρ

)
< 0. (64)

Thus, we have

ηs < {η ∈ D(H) : Tr[Wm(ρ, s′)η⊗m] ≥ 0, ∀m = 2, 3, . . . , d}.
(65)

Therefore, Eqs. (57) and (65) show that the inclusion is strict.
■

IV. OPERATIONAL ADVANTAGE OF RESOURCES IN
MULTI-COPY CHANNEL DISCRIMINATION

In this section, we show that the multi-copy witnesses ob-
tained in the previous sections lead to an operational advan-
tage of all resource states in general QRTs without convex-
ity assumption for a variant of channel discrimination tasks,
which we call m-input channel discrimination.

In m-input channel discrimination, one aims to distinguish
channels that act on m copies ρ⊗m of a given state ρ. Let
{pi,Λ

(m)
i }i be an ensemble of channels, where channels Λ(m)

i
on D(H⊗m) are randomly picked with probability pi. Once a
channelΛ(m)

i is sampled, we apply this channel to the m copies
of the given state ρ; that is, at this point, we have Λ(m)

i (ρ⊗m).
Our goal is to figure out which channel from the channel en-
semble acted on the state. To identify the label i, we perform
a quantum measurement {Mi}i to the resulting state. The suc-
cess probability for this m-input channel discrimination task
is given by

psucc({pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {Mi}i, ρ

⊗m) B
∑

i

pi Tr
[
Mi Λ

(m)
i (ρ⊗m)

]
.

(66)
In this task, given a quantum state and a channel ensemble,
we aim to maximize the success probability by choosing the
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best measurement strategy. We characterize the operational
advantage of a resource state in this scenario by taking the
ratio between the best success probability with respect to the
given state and the best success probability with respect to a
free state.

The separation of resource state ρ and free states σ shown
in Proposition 4 implies all resource states in general QRTs
without convexity restriction show operational advantages in
this task, as shown in the following theorem.

Theorem 7 (Theorem 3 in the companion Letter [90]). Let
H be a d-dimensional Hilbert space. For any resource state
ρ ∈ D(H)\F (H), there exists a family of channel ensembles(
{pi,Λ

(m)
i }i

)d

m=2
such that

min
σ∈F (H)

max
m=2,3,...,d

max
{M(m)

i }i

psucc({pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {M

(m)
i }i, ρ

⊗m)

max
{M(m)

i }i

psucc({pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {M

(m)
i }i, σ

⊗m)
> 1.

(67)

Proof. Let {Wm}
d
m=2 be a family of Hermitian operators such

that every free state σ ∈ F (H) comes with an integer m ∈
{2, . . . , d} satisfying

Tr[Wmρ
⊗m] > 1, (68)

0 ≤ Tr[Wmσ
⊗m] ≤ 1. (69)

The existence of such a family of Hermitian operators is guar-
anteed by Theorem 3. Indeed, it ensures that when s <
RF (H)(ρ), for every σ ∈ F (H) there exists m ∈ {2, . . . , d}
satisfying

Tr[W̃m(ρ, s)ρ⊗m] < 0, (70)

Tr[W̃m(ρ, s)σ⊗m] ≥ 0 (71)

for the family W̃ρ,s = (W̃m(ρ, s) ∈ Herm(H⊗m) : m =

2, 3, . . . , d) of Hermitian operators. Then, we may take Wm B

I⊗m
d − W̃m(ρ, s)/∥W̃m(ρ, s)∥∞ for some s < RF (H)(ρ). Note that

Eq. (70) implies that W̃m(ρ, s) has at least one negative eigen-
values, so we have ∥Wm∥∞ > 1. Define two quantum channels
Λ

(m)
1 and Λ(m)

2 as

Λ
(m)
1 (X) (72)

=

(
Tr(X)

2
+

Tr(WmX)
2∥Wm∥∞

)
|0⟩⟨0| +

(
Tr(X)

2
−

Tr(WmX)
2∥Wm∥∞

)
|1⟩⟨1|,

Λ
(m)
2 (X) (73)

=

(
Tr(X)

2
−

Tr(WmX)
2∥Wm∥∞

)
|0⟩⟨0| +

(
Tr(X)

2
+

Tr(WmX)
2∥Wm∥∞

)
|1⟩⟨1|.

Let σ ∈ F (H) be an arbitrary free state and let m be an integer

that satisfies (69). Then, since Tr[Wmρ
⊗m] > 1,

∥Λ
(m)
1 (ρ⊗m) − Λ(m)

2 (ρ⊗m)∥1

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥Tr[Wmρ
⊗d]

∥Wm∥∞
|0⟩⟨0| −

Tr[Wmρ
⊗m]

∥Wm∥∞
|1⟩⟨1|

∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

=
2 Tr[Wmρ

⊗m]
∥Wm∥∞

>
2

∥Wm∥∞
.

(74)

Similarly, since 0 ≤ Tr[Wmσ
⊗m] ≤ 1,

∥Λ
(m)
1 (σ⊗m) − Λ(m)

2 (σ⊗m)∥1

=
2 Tr[Wmσ

⊗m]
∥Wm∥∞

≤
2

∥Wm∥∞
.

(75)

Consider the channel ensemble consisting of Λ(m)
1 and Λ(m)

2
with probability 1

2 , denoted by { 12 ,Λ
(m)
i }

2
i=1. Then, we have

max
{Mi}i

psucc({ 12 ,Λ
(m)
i }

2
i=1, {Mi}i, ρ

⊗m)

=
1
2

(
1 +

1
2
∥Λ

(m)
1 (ρ⊗m) − Λ(m)

2 (ρ⊗m)∥1

)
>

1
2

(
1 +

1
∥Wm∥∞

)
,

(76)

and

max
{Mi}i

psucc({ 12 ,Λ
(m)
i }

2
i=1, {Mi}i, σ

⊗m)

=
1
2

(
1 +

1
2

max
σ∈F (H)

∥Λ
(m)
1 (σ⊗m) − Λ(m)

2 (σ⊗m)∥1

)
≤

1
2

(
1 +

1
∥Wm∥∞

)
.

(77)

Therefore,

max{Mi}i psucc({ 12 ,Λ
(m)
i }

2
i=1, {Mi}i, ρ

⊗m)

max{Mi}i psucc({ 12 ,Λ
(m)
i }

2
i=1, {Mi}i, σ⊗m)

>

1
2

(
1 + 1

∥Wm∥∞

)
1
2

(
1 + 1

∥Wm∥∞

)
= 1.

(78)

Since every free state comes with an integer m satisfying (78),
we have

max
m=2,3,...,d

max
{M(m)

i }i

psucc({pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {M

(m)
i }i, ρ

⊗m)

max
{M(m)

i }i

psucc({pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {M

(m)
i }i, σ

⊗m)
> 1 (79)

for arbitrary σ ∈ F (H). Since this relation holds even for the
worst choice of σ, the statement follows as desired. ■
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V. WORST-CASE ADVANTAGE OF RESOURCES IN
CHANNEL DISCRIMINATION

In this section, we give an operational characterization of
the generalized robustness in general QRTs without convexity
restriction.

We consider that the set F (H) of free states can be ex-
pressed as a union

F (H) =
⋃

k

Fk(H), (80)

where Fk(H) denotes a closed convex set for all k. This ex-
pression corresponds to the case in which a QRT is charac-
terized by multiple constraints. We give examples of discord,
coherence with multiple bases, thermodynamics, and multi-
partite entanglement below. Note that apart from such phys-
ically well-motivated cases, mathematically, a decomposition
of a given set F (H) into convex subsets is always possible.

Example 1 (Discord). In discord theory, the set of classical-
quantum states is usually taken as the set of free states [85].
This set can be regarded as the union of the set of classical-
quantum states with a fixed local basis. More concretely, let
H1 and H2 be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. The set of
classical-quantum states can be written as

⋃
{|ak⟩}k

∑
k

pk |ak⟩⟨ak | ⊗ ρk : pk ≥ 0,
∑

k

pk = 1, ρk ∈ D(H2)

 ,
where {|ak⟩}k is an orthonormal basis of H1. While the set of
classical-quantum states is not convex, each set∑

k

pk |ak⟩⟨ak | ⊗ ρk : pk ≥ 0,
∑

k

pk = 1, ρk ∈ D(H2)


is convex by definition. The same observation holds for the
set of classical-classical states as well.

Example 2 (Coherence in multiple bases). In 3D magnetic
field sensing [97], one would need states with coherence in a
specific set of bases, e.g., x, y, and z bases for a qubit. In this
case, the set of free states should be the union of the set of
incoherent states with respect to the given bases, namely,⋃

α=x,y,z

{
ρ : ρ is diagonal in α basis

}
, (81)

covering the three main axes of the Bloch sphere, while any
other state would be regarded as a resource. We analyze this
scenario in detail in Sec. VI B.

Example 3 (Thermodynamics). In another context, thermo-
dynamical machines such as engines or refrigerators operating
between different thermal baths can be characterized by a free
set given by the union of the convex subsets corresponding to
each equilibrium temperature [98, 99].

For example, consider two thermal baths with the same
Hamiltonian H at inverse temperatures β1 and β2, respectively.

The thermal state corresponding to each thermal bath is given
as γβi B e−βiH/Tr[e−βiH] for i = 1, 2. The set of free states
should be given as

{γβ1 } ∪ {γβ2 }. (82)

Example 4 (Multipartite Entanglement). In the context of
multipartite entanglement, multipartite states in the union of
the sets of partition-separable states with respect to differ-
ent bipartitions cannot have genuine multipartite entangle-
ment [100, 101]. For any state out of this non-convex set,
one can obtain genuine multipartite entanglement from many
copies of the state, which is known as genuine multipartite
entanglement activation and characterizes this non-convex set
from a resource perspective [100, 101].

We introduce a concept of worst-case advantage of channel
discrimination in general QRTs without convexity restriction.
This notion of worst-case advantage arises when a QRT has
multiple constraints as introduced above. If we do not know
which constraints we eventually focus on, we have to take the
worst-case scenario into account. Here, we consider conven-
tional channel discrimination for single copies, where m = 1
in the m-input channel discrimination. Instead of consider-
ing the maximum success probability, we fix the measurement
strategy in this case; that is, when we quantify an advantage
of a resource state, we use the same measurement for the re-
source state and the free states. Let {pi,Λi}i be a channel en-
semble, and {Mi}i be a given measurement. Then, the advan-
tage of a resource state ρwith respect to Fk(H) can be defined
as

psucc(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
maxσk∈Fk(H) psucc(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

, (83)

where psucc denotes the success probability, which is obtained
by taking m = 1 in Eq. (66). We consider the worst-case
advantage of ρ to be the infimum of Eq. (83) over k.

We find that the worst-case maximum advantage for chan-
nel discrimination is quantified by the generalized robustness.

Theorem 8 (Theorem 4 in the companion Letter [90]). Let
H be a d-dimensional Hilbert space. For any resource state
ρ ∈ F (H)\D(H),

inf
k

max
{pi,Λi}i,{Mi}i

psucc(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
maxσk∈Fk(H) psucc(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

= 1 + RF (H)(ρ).
(84)

Thus, the generalized robustness can be interpreted as the
worst-case maximum advantage under multiple sets of free
states. Since the generalized robustness is faithful, (84) im-
plies that every resource state is useful in the sense of the
worst-case maximum advantage for channel discrimination.
Mathematically, this result does not depend on which decom-
position of F (H) we pick. We may apply this result to what-
ever scenario we want to consider. When the set F (H) of free
states happens to be convex, then the infimum over k is omit-
ted, and this result will naturally be reduced to the previous
result for convex QRTs by Ref. [14].
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FIG. 1. A diagram of the generalized robustness with respect to a
non-convex set F of free states formed by three convex subsets F1,
F2, and F3 with F =

⋃
k=1,2,3 Fk. The dashed, dotted, and solid

(orange) tangent lines represent the hyperplane separating ρ from F1,
F2, and F3, respectively. One can observe that these linear witnesses
cannot separate the resource state ρ from the non-convex set F . As
illustrated in the figure, the generalized robustness RF (ρ) is given as
the minimum value among RF1 (ρ), RF2 (ρ), and RF3 (ρ). Since F1 is
the closest to ρ in this case, the value of RF1 (ρ) will be employed as
RF (ρ).

To prove this theorem, we use the following lemma, show-
ing that the generalized robustness with respect to the union of
convex subsets is given by the infimum value of the general-
ized robustness with respect to each subset. We also show a di-
agram for an intuitive understanding of this lemma in FIG. 1.

Lemma 9. For any state ρ ∈ D(H),

RF (H)(ρ) = inf
k

RFk(H)(ρ). (85)

Proof. Since Fk(H) ⊆ F (H) for all k, we have RF (H)(ρ) ≤
RFk(H)(ρ) for all k by the definition of the generalized robust-
ness. By taking the infimum over k on both sides, we have

RF (H)(ρ) ≤ inf
k

RFk(H)(ρ) (86)

On the other hand, let τ ∈ D(H) be a free state achieving
RF (H)(ρ); that is,

ρ + RF (H)(ρ)τ
1 + RF (H)(ρ)

∈ F (H). (87)

Since F (H) =
⋃

k Fk(H), there exists k such that

ρ + RF (H)(ρ)τ
1 + RF (H)(ρ)

∈ Fk(H). (88)

This shows that RF (H)(ρ) serves as a suboptimal value of
RFk(H)(ρ). Hence,

RF (H)(ρ) ≥ RFk(H)(ρ) ≥ inf
k

RFk(H)(ρ). (89)

■

With this characterization, we can prove Theorem 8.

Proof of Theorem 8. For any k, since Fk(H) is convex, we can
apply the analysis from Ref. [14] and get

max
{pi,Λi}i,{Mi}i

psucc(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
maxσk∈Fk(H) psucc(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

= 1 + RFk(H)(ρ).
(90)

Taking the infimum over k on both sides, we have

inf
k

max
{pi,Λi}i,{Mi}i

psucc(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
maxσk∈Fk(H) psucc(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

= 1 + inf
k

RFk(H)(ρ).
(91)

By Lemma 9, we know infk RFk(H)(ρ) = RF (H)(ρ). Hence,

inf
k

max
{pi,Λi}i,{Mi}i

psucc(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
maxσk∈Fk(H) psucc(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

= 1 + RF (H)(ρ).
(92)

as desired. ■

VI. EXAMPLE: SINGLE-QUBIT CASE

In this section, we describe an illustrative example of our
methods and results for single-qubit QRTs. In the single-
qubit case, i.e., d = 2, the construction of the multi-copy
witness is largely simplified due to the clear geometric struc-
ture of the set of quantum states, and we here explicitly derive
the description of the witness. In Sec. VI A, we show a gen-
eral derivation of a 2-copy witness for single-qubit QRTs, as
shown in FIG. 2. In Sec. VI B, we give a more specific exam-
ple of the construction of our multi-copy witness for a phys-
ically motivated choice of a single-qubit non-convex QRT,
namely, the case of coherence in x, y, and z bases introduced
in Example 2 of Sec. V.

A. General derivation of 2-copy witness for single-qubit QRTs

In the case of single-qubit QRTs (d = 2), we have only to
consider

S 2(η) =
1
2

(
Tr[η]S 1(η) − Tr[η2]S 0(η)

)
=

1
2

(
Tr[η]2 − Tr[η2]

)
=

1 − x2
1 − x2

2 − x2
3

4

(93)

for Hermitian operator η with Bloch vector (x1, x2, x3). One
may observe that S 2(η) ≥ 0 fully characterizes the Bloch ball,
and S 2(η) = 0 corresponds to the surface of the Bloch ball
(i.e., the Bloch sphere).

Let us fix a single-qubit quantum state ρ with Bloch vector
(r1, r2, r3). Then, for any state η with Bloch vector (x1, x2, x3),
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FIG. 2. (a) A 3D diagram depicting curved surfaces representing the witness for the single-qubit case, i.e., d = 2. In the diagram, the outermost
blue ball represents the Bloch ball, that is, the set of single-qubit states. The green non-convex shape represents the set F of free states. Three
orange meshed spheres correspond to curved surfaces S 2,ρ,s = 0 for different values of the parameter s, each of which is a set of states that
internally divide the state ρ and the Bloch sphere into the ratio s : 1. The middle orange sphere touches F , and the parameter s for this sphere
corresponds to the generalized robustness RF (ρ). (b) A diagram of the 2D plane obtained by cutting (a) at z = 0. The three orange circles
corresponds to S 2,ρ,s = 0 with s = s1, s2, s3, respectively. The middle circle S 2,ρ,s2 = 0 touches F , and thus s2 = RF (ρ).

we have

S 2,ρ,s(η) =
1
4
−

r2
1 + r2

2 + r2
3

4s2 +
(1 + s)(r1x1 + r2x2 + r3x3)

2s2

−
(1 + s)2(x2

1 + x2
2 + x2

3)
4s2 .

(94)
We here describe how our results for the general d-

dimensional case look like in this single-qubit case. We define

W(ρ, s) B
1 − r2

1 + r2
2 + r2

3

s2

 I2 ⊗ I2

−
(1 + s)2

s2 [σ1 ⊗ σ1 + σ2 ⊗ σ2 + σ3 ⊗ σ3]

+
1 + s

s2 [r1 (I2 ⊗ σ1 + σ1 ⊗ I2)

+ r2 (I2 ⊗ σ2 + σ2 ⊗ I2)
+ r3 (I2 ⊗ σ3 + σ3 ⊗ I2)],

(95)

with the 1-qubit identity operator I2 and Pauli operators

σ1 B

(
0 1
1 0

)
, σ2 B

(
0 −i
i 0

)
, σ3 B

(
1 0
0 −1

)
. (96)

Then, for a state η = 1
2 (I2 + x1σ1 + x2σ2 + x3σ3) with Bloch

vector (x1, x2, x3), we have

Tr
[
W(ρ, s)η⊗2

]
= S 2

(
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ

)
= S 2,ρ,s(η), (97)

which is shown in Appendix D in detail.

We show illustrative diagrams for the single-qubit case in
FIG. 2. As shown in FIG. 2, for each s > 0, the curve
S 2,ρ,s(η) = 0 represents a three-dimensional sphere in the
Bloch ball, and when s < RF (H), this sphere separates re-
source state ρ from the set F of free states. In this way, the
description here makes it possible to interpret our multi-copy
(2-copy) witness geometrically in the Bloch ball in the single-
qubit case. Note that the corresponding interpretation may
not be straightforward in the cases of higher dimensions, i.e.,
d > 2 in general, due to the lack of suitable high-dimensional
generalizations of the Bloch ball.

B. Multi-copy witness and generalized robustness for QRT of
multi-basis coherence

Here we give an explicit example of a multi-copy witness as
constructed in Sec. VI A. We consider the QRT of multi-basis
coherence, where we want coherent single-qubit states with
respect to x, y, and z bases; refer to Example 2 in Sec. V for
physical interpretation and motivation of this setup. This ex-
ample concisely illustrates how our multi-copy witnesses are
constructed in a relevant single-qubit non-convex QRT. Note
that while the construction of a multi-copy witness in a gen-
eral d-dimensional QRT also proceeds in a similar manner, the
computation may be more complicated in such a general case
due to the lack of the simple geometric interpretation given in
Sec. VI A.

Let H be a two-dimensional Hilbert space. For α = x, y, z,
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define the set of incoherent states in α basis as

Fα(H) B
{
σ ∈ D(H) :

σ = p|+α⟩⟨+α| + (1 − p)|−α⟩⟨−α|,

0 ≤ p ≤ 1
}
,

(98)

where {|+α⟩ , |−α⟩} denotes the orthonormal α basis, namely,

|+x⟩ B
|0⟩ + |1⟩
√

2
, |−x⟩ B

|0⟩ − |1⟩
√

2
, (99)

|+y⟩ B
|0⟩ + i |1⟩
√

2
, |−y⟩ B

|0⟩ − i |1⟩
√

2
, (100)

|+z⟩ B |0⟩ , |−z⟩ B |1⟩ , (101)

with the computational basis {|0⟩ , |1⟩}. Define the set of free
states as

F (H) =
⋃
α=x,y,z

F (Hα). (102)

Suppose that we are given a resource state ρ ∈ D(H)\F (H)
with the Bloch vector (r1, r2, r3). The condition that ρ is a
resource state gives a constraint on the Bloch vector that at
least two of r1, r2, r3 are not zero.

In Sec. VI A, we already constructed the Hermitian oper-
ator W(ρ, s) in (95), which serves as a 2-copy witness for
s < RF (H). To see when W(ρ, s) can discern ρ from F (H)
in the QRT of multi-basis coherence, here we compute the
generalized robustness of ρ.

For the computation of RF (H), we use our analysis in
Sec. V. In particular, using Lemma 9, we have

RF (H)(ρ) = min
{
RFα(H)(ρ) : α = x, y, z

}
. (103)

Hence, we can compute RF (H)(ρ) by independently comput-
ing RFα(H) for α = x, y, z and then taking the minimum. Let us
focus on Fx(H), as the other cases proceed similarly. Recall
that the region S 2,ρ,s(η) ≥ 0 is expressed as(

1 + s
s

x1 −
1
s

r1

)2

+

(
1 + s

s
x2 −

1
s

r2

)2

+

(
1 + s

s
x3 −

1
s

r3

)2

≤ 1.

(104)
Considering the geometric analysis in Sec. VI A, we have s =
RFx(H)(ρ) if and only if the surface of the region touches the
set of free states, which is expressed by

{(x1, 0, 0) : −1 ≤ x1 ≤ 1} . (105)

Hence, when s = RFx(H)(ρ), the equation(
1 + s

s
x1 −

1
s

r1

)2

+
r2

2

s2 +
r2

3

s2 = 1 (106)

with respect to x1 has a solution with multiplicity 2. This
occurs if and only if

r2
2

s2 +
r2

3

s2 = 1; (107)

that is, since s > 0,

s =
√

r2
2 + r2

3. (108)

Hence, we have

RFx(H)(ρ) =
√

r2
2 + r2

3. (109)

Similarly,

RFy(H)(ρ) =
√

r2
3 + r2

1, (110)

RFz(H)(ρ) =
√

r2
1 + r2

2. (111)

Thus, from (103),

RF (H)(ρ) = min
{√

r2
2 + r2

3,
√

r2
3 + r2

1,
√

r2
1 + r2

2

}
. (112)

Without loss of generality, assume that RF (H)(ρ) =
√

r2
1 + r2

2.

Then, with s =
√

r2
1 + r2

2, W(ρ, s) constructed in Theorem 4 is
now given as

W(ρ, s) B
 r2

1 + r2
2 + r2

3

r2
1 + r2

2

− 1
 I2 ⊗ I2

+

(
1 +

√
r2

1 + r2
2

)2

r2
1 + r2

2

[σ1 ⊗ σ1 + σ2 ⊗ σ2 + σ3 ⊗ σ3]

−

1 +
√

r2
1 + r2

2

r2
1 + r2

2

[
r1 (I2 ⊗ σ1 + σ1 ⊗ I2)

+ r2 (I2 ⊗ σ2 + σ2 ⊗ I2) + r3 (I2 ⊗ σ3 + σ3 ⊗ I2)
]
.

(113)

VII. ANALYSIS OF WEIGHT-BASED MEASURE

In this section, we characterize another resource measure,
the weight of resource [47–53], which was also convention-
ally investigated in convex QRTs. In Sec. VII A, we give an-
other construction of multi-copy witness based on the weight
of resource. In Sec. VII B, we show that every quantum state
is useful for some channel exclusion task based on the multi-
copy witnesses that we construct in Sec. VII A. In Sec. VII C,
we show that the weight of resource can be operationally in-
terpreted as the worst-case advantage in channel exclusion.

Here, we recall the definition of the weight of resource.

Definition 10. Let ρ ∈ D(H) be a quantum state. Then, the
weight of resource WoRF (H)(ρ) of ρ with respect to the set
F (H) of free states is defined by

WoRF (H)(ρ) = min
σ∈F (H),τ∈D(H)

{
s ≥ 0 : ρ = sτ + (1 − s)σ,

}
.

(114)
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Although the form in the definition resembles the one in the
generalized robustness, these two resource measures behave
differently and provide distinct operational constraints in the
context of resource distillation [21]. Note that in the definition
of the weight of resource, we may always pick s = 1 by taking
τ = ρ. Thus, for all states ρ, WoRF (H)(ρ) ≤ 1.

A. Another construction of multi-copy witness

In this section, we give another construction of multi-copy
witnesses in QRTs without convexity restriction, based on the
weight of resource. For the construction, we use the following
lemma, which characterizes quantum states inspired by the
definition of the weight of resource. We give the proof in
Appendix E.

Lemma 11. Let ρ be a quantum state, and let 0 < s < 1.
Consider a quantum state η. Then, η can be expressed as

η =
ρ − s′τ
1 − s′

(115)

by using some positive number 0 < s′ ≤ s and some state
τ ∈ D(H) if and only if it holds for all m = 1, 2, . . . , d that

S m

(
1
s
ρ −

1 − s
s
η

)
≥ 0, (116)

with S m given in Lemma 2.

Now, we show the construction of our multi-copy wit-
nesses.

Theorem 12. Let H be a d-dimensional Hilbert space. Let
ρ ∈ D(H)\F (H) be a resource state. Then, for 0 < s <
1, we can construct a family W̃(WoR)

ρ,s B (W̃ (WoR)
m (ρ, s) ∈

Herm(H⊗m) : m = 2, 3, . . . , d) of Hermitian operators with
the following property:

max
m=2,3,...,d

Tr
[
W̃ (WoR)

m (ρ, s)ρ⊗m
]
< 0, (117)

max
m=2,3,...,d

Tr
[
W̃ (WoR)

m (ρ, s)σ⊗m
]
≥ 0, ∀σ ∈ F (H) (118)

if and only if

s <WoRF (H)(ρ). (119)

Proof. For a state η ∈ D(H), define

S̃ m,ρ,s(η) B S m

(
1
s
ρ −

1 − s
s
η

)
(120)

for m = 1, 2, . . . , d. Note that

S̃ 1,ρ,s(η) =
1
s

Tr[ρ] −
1 − s

s
Tr[η] = 1 ≥ 0, (121)

and thus, we will focus on m = 2, 3, . . . , d in the following.
It trivially follows that S̃ m,ρ,s(ρ) = S m(ρ) ≥ 0 for all m

since ρ is a state, in particular, a positive semidefinite oper-
ator. When s < RF (H)(ρ), by the definition of the weight of

resource, for any free state σ ∈ F (H), there is no positive
number s′ ≤ s such that

σ =
ρ − s′τ
1 − s′

(122)

with some τ ∈ D(H). By Lemma 11, in this case, there exists
m ∈ {2, . . . , d} such that S̃ m,ρ,s(σ) < 0 On the other hand, when
s ≥WoRF (H)(ρ), there exists 0 ≤ s′ ≤ s such that

σ =
ρ − s′τ
1 − s′

(123)

with some τ ∈ D(H). Indeed, we can take a free state σ
achieving WoRF (H)(ρ) with s′ = WoRF (H)(ρ). In this case,
for all m = 2, 3, . . . , d, we have S̃ m,ρ,s(σ) ≥ 0 for such σ. With
a similar procedure as in the proof of Proposition 4, for all
2 ≤ m ≤ d and s > 0, we can construct Wm(ρ, s) satisfying

Tr
[
W (WoR)

m (ρ, s)η⊗n
]
= S̃ m,ρ,s(η) (124)

for η ∈ D(H).
Now, based on W (WoR)

m (ρ, s), we define

W̃ (WoR)
m (ρ, s) B −C

(
W(ρ, s) + ∆(WoR)

m (ρ, s)I⊗m
)
, (125)

with

∆(WoR)
m (ρ, s) B min

σ∈F (H)

∣∣∣Tr[W (WoR)
m (ρ, s)σ⊗m]

∣∣∣ (> 0), (126)

where C > 0 is any suitable constant for normalization. With
the same argument used to show Theorem 3 from Proposi-
tion 4, this construction satisies Eqs. (117) and (118). ■

B. Operational advantage in multi-input channel exclusion
task

In this section, we show that every resource is useful in a
task called channel exclusion [52, 53], based on the multi-
copy witnesses constructed in the previous section.

We consider an m-input channel exclusion task. In the m-
input channel exclusion task, one aims to choose a channel
that did not take place. Let ρ ∈ D(H) be a state. Let {pi,Λ

(m)
i }i

be a channel ensemble, where Λ(m)
i are channels acting on

D(H⊗m). We are given a state Λ(m)(ρ⊗m), where Λ(m)
i is ran-

domly sampled with probability pi from the ensemble. The
goal of this task is to choose a channel that was not applied
to ρ⊗m. For this purpose, we perform a quantum measure-
ment {Mi}i, where the measurement result i indicates that the
channel Λ(m)

i took place. The error probability of this task is
defined by

perr(ρ, {pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {Mi}i) B

∑
i

pi Tr[MiΛ
(m)(ρ⊗m)]. (127)

In the task, we would like to minimize the error probability by
appropriately choosing a measurement strategy, so we con-
sider

min
{Mi}i

perr(ρ, {pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {Mi}i). (128)
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We show that for any resource state ρ ∈ D(H), we can design
an m-input channel exclusion task based on the multi-copy
witnesses constructed in the previous section so that ρ has an
advantage over any free states.

Theorem 13. Let H be a d-dimensional Hilbert space. For
any resource state ρ ∈ D(H)\F (H), there exists a family of

channel ensembles
(
{pi,Λ

(m)
i }i

)d

m=2
such that

max
σ∈F (H)

min
m=2,3,...,d

min
{Mi}i

perr({pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {Mi}i, ρ

⊗m)

min
{Mi}i

perr({pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {Mi}i, σ

⊗m)
< 1. (129)

The proof is in a similar line with that of Theorem 7. The
detail of the proof is provided in Appendix F.

C. Worst-case advantage in channel exclusion task

In this section, we give an operational characterization of
the weight of resource in general QRTs without convexity re-
striction in the same way as Sec. V.

We consider once more that the set F (H) of free states can
be expressed as a union

F (H) =
⋃

k

Fk(H), (130)

where Fk(H) denotes a closed convex set for all k.
We introduce a concept of worst-case advantage of chan-

nel exclusion in general QRTs without convexity restriction.
We consider a single-copy channel channel exclusion, where
m = 1 in the m-input channel discrimination. We fix the mea-
surement strategy in this case; that is, when we quantify an
advantage of a resource state, we use the same measurement
for the resource state and the free states. Let {pi,Λi}i be a
channel ensemble, and {Mi}i be a given measurement. We de-
fine the error ratio of a resource state ρ with respect to Fk(H)
as

perr(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
minσk∈Fk(H) perr(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

. (131)

The worst-case error ratio of ρ is the supremum of Eq. (131)
over k. Since we would like to minimize the error probability
in channel exclusion, we introduce the minimum error ratio as

min
σk∈Fk(H)

perr(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
minσk∈Fk(H) perr(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

. (132)

The worst-case advantage of ρ in this case is defined as

1 − sup
k

min
σk∈Fk(H)

perr(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
minσk∈Fk(H) perr(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

(133)

We find that the worst-case advantage for channel exclusion
is quantified by the generalized robustness.

Theorem 14. For any resource state ρ ∈ F (H)\D(H),

1 − sup
k

min
{pi,Λi}i,{Mi}i

perr(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
minσk∈Fk(H) perr(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

=WoRF (H)(ρ).
(134)

The proof is similar to that of Theorem 8. We give the detail
of the proof in Appendix G.

VIII. GENERALIZED ROBUSTNESS OF QUANTUM
CHANNELS

In this section, we characterize an extension of our results
to QRTs of quantum channels. Here, we will present the anal-
ysis of the generalized robustness for quantum channels, but
the same extension should also be applicable to the weight of
resource using the procedure of Sec. VII in place of those of
Secs. III, IV, and V.

Let H1 and H2 be Hilbert spaces with dimensions d1 and
d2, respectively. We consider a subset OF(H1 → H2) of quan-
tum channels from H1 to H2, which we call the set of free
channels. For brevity, we write OF when the Hilbert spaces
are obvious from the context. The generalized robustness ROF

for quantum channels is defined in a similar way we defined
the generalized robustness for quantum states [15].

Definition 15. The generalized robustness ROF is defined as

ROF (Λ) B min
{

s ≥ 0 :
Λ + sΘ
1 + s

∈ OF(H1 → H2),

Θ ∈ O(H1 → H2)
} (135)

for all channels Λ ∈ O(H1 → H2).

A. Multi-copy witness for QRT of channels

Here, we show the construction of multi-copy witnesses for
quantum channels, which act on multiple copies of Choi op-
erators.

To construct a multi-copy witness for quantum channels,
we rewrite the generalized robustness using Choi operators.

Lemma 16. The generalized robustness can be expressed as

ROF (Λ) = min
{

s ≥ 0 :
JΛ + sJ
1 + s

∈ OJ
F(H1 → H2),

J ∈ OJ(H1 → H2)
} (136)

for all quantum channels Λ, where OJ and OJ
F denote the sets

of Choi operators as in Eq. (2)

Proof. Recall that there is a one-to-one correspondence be-
tween channels and Choi operators; that is, two channels Λ1
and Λ2 are the same if and only if JΛ1 = JΛ2 .

First, suppose that we have an optimal decomposition

Ξ =
Λ + sΘ
1 + s

(137)
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achieving s = ROF (Λ), where Θ ∈ O(H1 → H2) and Ξ ∈ OF.
By applying IH1 ⊗ Ξ to

∑d1
i, j=1 |i⟩⟨ j| ⊗ |i⟩⟨ j|, we have

JΞ =
d1∑

i, j=1

|i⟩⟨ j| ⊗
(
Λ + sΘ
1 + s

)
(|i⟩⟨ j|)

=

d1∑
i, j=1

|i⟩⟨ j| ⊗
(

1
1 + s

Λ(|i⟩⟨ j|) +
s

1 + s
Θ(|i⟩⟨ j|)

)

=
1

1 + s

d1∑
i, j=1

|i⟩⟨ j| ⊗ Λ(|i⟩⟨ j|) +
s

1 + s

d1∑
i, j=1

|i⟩⟨ j| ⊗ Θ(|i⟩⟨ j|)

=
JΛ + sJΘ

1 + s
.

(138)
Thus, we have

ROF (Λ) ≤ min
{

s ≥ 0 :
JΛ + sJ

1 + r
∈ OJ

F(H1 → H2),

J ∈ OJ(H1 → H2)
}
.

(139)

Next, suppose that we have an optimal decomposition

J′ =
JΛ + sJ
1 + s

(140)

achieving the minimum in the right-hand side of Eq. (136),
where J ∈ OJ(H1 → H2) and J′ ∈ OJ

F. There exist a channel
Θ ∈ O(H1 → H2) and a free channel Ξ ∈ OF such that J = JΘ
and J′ = JΞ, respectively, and we have

JΞ =
JΛ + sJΘ

1 + s

=
1

1 + s

d1∑
i, j=1

|i⟩⟨ j| ⊗ Λ(|i⟩⟨ j|) +
s

1 + s

d1∑
i, j=1

|i⟩⟨ j| ⊗ Θ(|i⟩⟨ j|)

=

d1∑
i, j=1

|i⟩⟨ j| ⊗
(
Λ + sΘ
1 + s

)
(|i⟩⟨ j|)

= JΛ+sΘ
1+s
.

(141)
Therefore, due to the one-to-one correspondence between
channels and Choi operators, we have

Ξ =
Λ + sΘ
1 + s

; (142)

thus, we have

ROF (Λ) ≥ min
{

s ≥ 0 :
JΛ + sJ
1 + s

∈ OJ
F(H1 → H2),

J ∈ OJ(H1 → H2)
}
,

(143)

which completes the proof. ■

We consider a structure of OJ(H1 → H2). Let J ∈
OJ(H1 → H2) be a Choi operator of some quantum chan-
nel; that is, J is a positive operator on H1 ⊗ H2 and satisfies

TrH2 [J] = Id1 [63]. Write

J =
d2

1−1∑
i=0

d2
2−1∑
j=0

ci, jλ
(1)
i ⊗ λ

(2)
j (144)

using the d1 × d1 generalized Gell-Mann matrices {λ(1)
i }

d2
1−1

i=0

and the d2 × d2 generalized Gell-Mann matrices {λ(2)
j }

d2
2−1

j=0 ,

where we define λ(1)
0 B Id1 and λ(2)

0 B Id2 . Indeed, the set
{λ(1)

i ⊗ λ
(2)
j : i = 0, 1, . . . , d2

1 , j = 0, 1, . . . , d2
2} serves as an or-

thogonal basis for the vector space of Hermitian operators on
H1 ⊗ H2 because the cardinality of the set {λ(1)

i ⊗ λ
(2)
j : i =

0, 1, . . . , d2
1 , j = 0, 1, . . . , d2

2} is (d1d2)2 and

Tr[(λ(1)
i′ ⊗ λ

(2)
j′ )†(λ(1)

i ⊗ λ
(2)
j )] = 0 (145)

for all (i′, j′) , (i, j). Since J is a positive semidefinite oper-
ator, ci, j are real numbers. Now, using the relation TrH2 [J] =
Id1 , we have

TrH2 [J] =
d2

1−1∑
i=0

d2ci,0λ
(1)
i = Id1 . (146)

Hence,

c0,0 =
1
d2
, (147)

ci,0 = 0, i = 1, 2, . . . , d2
1 − 1. (148)

Therefore, the form of J is restricted to

J =
Id1 ⊗ Id2

d2
+

d2
1−1∑
i=0

d2
2−1∑
j=1

ci, jλ
(1)
i ⊗ λ

(2)
j . (149)

That is, J can be characterized by using 1 + d2
1(d2

2 − 1) real
numbers ci, j.

Now, we show the construction of our multi-copy witnesses
for quantum channels. In the construction, we use the follow-
ing lemma, which is a Choi-operator version of Lemma 5. We
show the detail of the proof in Appendix H.

Lemma 17. Let Λ ∈ O(H1 → H2) be a quantum channel,
and let s > 0. Consider a quantum channel Ξ ∈ O(H1 → H2).
Then, JΞ can be expressed as

JΞ =
JΛ + s′JΘ

1 + s′
(150)

by using some positive number 0 < s′ ≤ s and some channel
Θ ∈ O(H1 → H2) if and only if

S m

(
1 + s

s
JΞ −

1
s

JΛ

)
≥ 0 (151)

for all m = 1, 2, . . . , d1d2.
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Fix a resource channel Λ ∈ O(H1 → H2)\OF(H1 → H2).
For a channel Ξ ∈ O(H1 → H2), define

S m,JΛ,s(JΞ) B S m

(
1 + s

s
JΞ −

1
s

JΛ

)
(152)

for m = 1, 2, . . . , d. Note that

S 1,ρ,s(JΞ) =
1 + s

s
Tr[JΞ] −

1
s

Tr[JΛ] = d1 ≥ 0, (153)

and thus we focus on m ≥ 2.
It trivially follows that S m,JΛ,s(JΛ) = S m(JΛ) ≥ 0 for all

m since JΛ is a Choi operator, in particular, positive. When
s < ROF (Λ), by the definition of the generalized robustness,
for any free channel Υ ∈ OF(H1 → H2), there is no positive
number s′ ≤ s such that

JΥ =
JΛ + s′JΘ

1 + s′
(154)

with some channel Θ ∈ O(H1 → H2). By Lemma 17, in this
case, there exists 2 ≤ m ≤ d1d2 such that S m,JΛ,s(JΥ) < 0 On
the other hand, when s ≥ ROF (Λ), there exists 0 ≤ s′ ≤ s such
that

JΥ =
JΛ + s′JΘ

1 + s′
(155)

with some channel Θ ∈ O(H1 → H2). Indeed, we can take a
free channel Υ ∈ OF(H1 → H2) achieving R with s′ = R. In
this case, for all m = 2, 3, . . . , d1d2, we have S m,JΛ,s(JΥ) ≥ 0
for such Υ.

Then, for all 2 ≤ m ≤ d1d2 and s > 0, we construct
W (O)

m (Λ, s) satisfying

Tr
[
W (O)

m (Λ, s)J⊗m
Ξ

]
= S m,Λ,s(JΞ) (156)

for Ξ ∈ O(H1 → H2).
Thus, with a similar construction in Theorem 3 by replacing

Wm with W (O)
m , we have a Hermitian operator WO(Λ, s) such

that

Tr[WO(Λ, s)J⊗d1d2
Λ

] < 0, (157)

Tr[WO(Λ, s)J⊗d1d2
Ξ

] ≥ 0, ∀Ξ ∈ OF, (158)

if and only if s < ROF (Λ).

B. Worst-case advantage of channel in state discrimination

In this section, we prove that the generalized robustness
for quantum channels is interpreted as a worst-case advan-
tage in a state discrimination task. We consider the following
task. Let {pi, ηi}i be an ensemble of quantum states, where
ηi ∈ D(H⊗2

1 ). We are given a state ηi sampled from this
ensemble with probability pi. Our goal is to identify which
state we are given with an application of IH1 ⊗ Λ, where
Λ ∈ O(H1 → H2) is a given channel. For the identification,
we choose a measurement {Mi}i, whose label i corresponds to
the label of the state ηi. That is, if the measurement result is

i, then we conclude that the state was ηi. Thus, the success
probability of this state discrimination task with Λ, {pi, ηi}i,
and {Mi}i is defined by

psucc(Λ, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i) B
∑

i

pi Tr[Mi(IH1 ⊗ Λ)(ηi)]. (159)

Now, similar to the argument in Sec. V, we consider a situa-
tion where the set OF of free channels is given as a union

OF B
⋃

k

OFk , (160)

where for all k, OFk is a convex set. Let us consider the
case where the ensemble {pi, ηi}i and the measurement strat-
egy {Mi}i are fixed. In this setup, the advantage of a resource
channel Λ in this state discrimination task with respect to the
set OFk is defined as

psucc(Λ, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)
maxΞk∈OFk

psucc(Ξk, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)
. (161)

The worst-case advantage is given as the infimum of
Eq. (161). Similar to Theorem 8, we find that the worst-case
maximum advantage of state discrimination is quantified by
the generalized robustness of quantum channels. The proof is
given in Appendix I.

Theorem 18. For any resource channel Λ,

inf
k

max
{pi,ηi}i,{Mi}i

psucc(Λ, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)
maxΞk∈OFk

psucc(Ξk, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)

= 1 + ROF (Λ).
(162)

C. Generalized robustness of quantum instrument

In this section, we show that a similar analysis also applies
to the case of quantum instruments. LetH1 andH2 be Hilbert
spaces with dimensions d1 and d2, respectively. Quantum in-
struments are defined in the following manner.

Definition 19. Let m be a positive integer. A family of
completely positive maps (Ei ∈ O

(CP)(H1 → H2) : i =
0, 1, . . . ,m − 1) is called a quantum instrument if

m∑
i=1

Ei ∈ O(H1 → H2). (163)

The set of quantum instruments from H1 to H2 with m ele-
ments is denoted by O(m)(H1 → H2).

We introduce a framework of QRTs for quantum instru-
ments. The general framework of dynamical resource theories
that encompass the settings involving ensembles of quantum
processes has recently been established [22]. Along with this
line of research, we consider a subset O(CP)

F (H1 → H2) of
O(CP)(H1 → H2) of instruments to be free. We introduce the
generalized robustness R

O
(CP)
F

for quantum instruments.
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Definition 20. The generalized robustness R
O

(CP)
F

is defined as

R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i) B min
{

s ≥ 0 :∀i,
Ei + sGi

1 + s
∈ O

(CP)
F (H1 → H2),

(Gi)i ∈ O
(m)(H1 → H2)

}
(164)

for all quantum instruments (Ei)i ∈ O
(m)(H1 → H2).

In this framework, we characterize the generalized robust-
ness of quantum instruments, using our results on the general-
ized robustness of quantum channels in the previous section.
In particular, the following theorem shows that the results
on the generalized robustness of quantum channels extend to
quantum instruments by considering the channels correspond-
ing to the instruments. These results verify that the observa-
tion in Ref. [22], about the equivalence between the general-
ized robustness explicitly defined for ensembles of quantum
processes and that for corresponding quantum channels, gen-
erally holds for quantum instruments.

Theorem 21. Let (Ei)i ∈ O
(m)(H1 → H2) be a quantum in-

strument. Let H3 be an m-dimensional Hilbert space, and let
{|i⟩}m−1

i=0 be an orthonormal basis of H3. We define a quantum
channel Λ(Ei)i ∈ O(H1 → H3 ⊗H2) by

Λ(Ei)i (ρ) B
m−1∑
i=0

|i⟩⟨i| ⊗ Ei(ρ) (165)

for ρ ∈ D(H1). Define a subset OF ⊆ O(H1 → H3 ⊗H2) by

OF B

{
Λ(Ei)i :∀i, Ei ∈ O

(CP)
F (H1 → H2),

m−1∑
i=0

Ei ∈ O(H1 → H2)
}
.

(166)

Then, we have

R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i) = ROF (Λ(Ei)i ). (167)

Proof. First, suppose that (Gi)i ∈ O
(CP)(H1 → H2) achieves

R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i); that is, for all i = 0, 1, . . . ,m − 1,

Ei + R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i)Gi

1 + R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i)
∈ O

(CP)
F (H1 → H2). (168)

Since
∑m−1

i=0 Ei and
∑m−1

i=0 Gi are both quantum channels,

m−1∑
i=0

Ei + R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i)Gi

1 + R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i)
(169)

is also a quantum channel, and hence

m−1∑
i=0

|i⟩⟨i| ⊗
Ei + R

O
(CP)
F

((Ei)i)Gi

1 + R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i)
(170)

is contained in OF. By linearity, we have

Λ(Ei)i + R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i)Λ(Gi)i

1 + R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i)
∈ OF. (171)

Therefore, by definition,

R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i) ≥ ROF (Λ(Ei)i ). (172)

On the other hand, suppose that Λ ∈ O(H1 → H3 ⊗ H2)
achieves ROF (Λ(Ei)i ); that is,

Λ(Ei)i + ROF (Λ(Ei)i )Λ
1 + ROF (Λ(Ei)i )

∈ OF. (173)

Considering the form of Λ(Ei)i and channels in OF, Λ can
be written as Λ(Gi)i using some quantum instrument (Gi)i ∈

O(m)(H1 → H2). Therefore, we have

m−1∑
i=0

|i⟩⟨i| ⊗
Ei + ROF ((Ei)i)Gi

1 + ROF ((Ei)i)
∈ OF, (174)

and thus for all i = 0, 1, . . . ,m − 1,

Ei + ROF ((Ei)i)Gi

1 + ROF ((Ei)i)
∈ O

(CP)
F (H1 → H2). (175)

Therefore, we have

R
O

(CP)
F

((Ei)i) ≤ ROF (Λ(Ei)i ). (176)

■

IX. CONCLUSION

In this paper, to address the fundamental question of when
general quantum resources are actually useful, we gave char-
acterizations of the generalized robustness and the weight of
resource in general QRTs without convexity restriction.

First, complementing the work presented in the compan-
ion Letter [90], we established multi-copy witnesses char-
acterized by the generalized robustness. We constructed a
family of Hermitian operators characterized by a single real-
valued parameter. We showed that the Hermitian operators in
this family serve as the multi-copy witnesses of quantum re-
sources if and only if the parameter characterizing the family
is smaller than the generalized robustness. We also found that
the witness discerns more resource states from free states for
a larger parameter. With these multi-copy witnesses, we de-
signed a family of multi-input channel discrimination tasks,
for which every resource state shows an advantage over free
states. Next, inspired by a situation where multiple constraints
form a non-convex set of free states, we considered the set
of free states to be written as a union of several convex sets,
each of which represents a different constraint. Under this
description, we considered an advantage of resources over
each convex set. We showed the generalized robustness can
be interpreted as worst-case advantage of a given resource
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for channel discrimination and found that every quantum re-
source shows an advantage over free states in this scenario as
well. We illustrated our results with a particular example of
non-convex resource theory related to coherence in multiple
bases in a single qubit.

We then observed that a similar analysis is also applicable
to the weight of resource. We indeed gave another construc-
tion of multi-copy witnesses based on the weight of resource
and showed that every quantum resource is useful in chan-
nel exclusion using these multi-copy witnesses. Moreover, we
found that the weight of resource quantifies the worst-case ad-
vantage for channel exclusion. We further showed that our re-
sults can be extended to the generalized robustness for quan-
tum channels in dynamical resource theories. In particular,
the concept of the multi-copy witness can be generalized to
the Choi operators of quantum channels, and every resource
channel is useful for a state discrimination task. We further
showed that this analysis for quantum channels generalizes to
quantum instruments as well.

Thus, we demonstrated that all quantum states, channels,
and instruments are useful in some operational tasks even in
general QRTs without convexity restriction, by introducing
new characterizations of the generalized robustness and the
weight of resource. Our results offer a more general insight
than the previous research on QRTs in that we did not impose
any convexity assumption on all of our results. We believe
this leads to a better understanding of quantum mechanical
properties and their utilization in the framework of QRTs.

We conclude this paper by stating several possible future
directions for our results. While we constructed multi-copy
witnesses characterized by the generalized robustness and the
weight of resource, the number of copies needed to separate
a resource state from free states depends on which free state
we focus on. It would be nice to look for an m-copy witness
for some fixed positive integer m that can be used for all free
states. It would also be nice to investigate if there exists a
multi-copy witness where the number of copies is constant so
that it could be applied to a QRT on an infinite-dimensional
state space. Additionally, it would be interesting to see if
such a multi-copy witness has a direct connection to an
operational meaning of the generalized robustness or the
weight of resource. We also wonder if there is another

task for which the generalized robustness or the weight of
resource has an operational meaning without considering
decomposition into convex sets. A further generalization of
our results to quantum betting tasks [102], which interpolate
between discrimination and exclusion tasks, could also be
performed. Moreover, we are also interested in extending
our analysis to QRTs of sets of states, which were previously
considered in the context of coherence [103]. In addition,
it would be interesting to see if our analysis can be ex-
tended to the framework of pseudo-resources [104], e.g.,
pseudo-entanglement [105–107] and pseudo-magic [108]. In
these setups, pseudo-random states [109] that do not contain
plenty of resources but cannot be efficiently distinguished
from highly resourceful states are considered as “pseudo-
resources”. It would be worthwhile to determine if the
operational advantages of such pseudo-resources based on the
generalized robustness or the weight of resource could also
be shown. Finally, it may be interesting to assess whether
one can design a task based on a multi-copy witness for
Choi operators in which every resource channel shows some
advantage.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are grateful to Bartosz Regula and Pauli Jokinen for
discussions and feedback. K.K. was supported by a Mike
and Ophelia Lazaridis Fellowship, a Funai Overseas Schol-
arship, and a Perimeter Residency Doctoral Award. R.T. ac-
knowledges the support of JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number
JP23K19028, and JST, CREST Grant Number JPMJCR23I3,
Japan. G.A. acknowledges support by the UK Research and
Innovation (UKRI) under BBSRC Grant No. BB/X004317/1
and EPSRC Grant No. EP/X010929/1. H.Y. acknowl-
edges JST PRESTO Grant Number JPMJPR201A, JP-
MJPR23FC, and MEXT Quantum Leap Flagship Program
(MEXT QLEAP) JPMXS0118069605, JPMXS0120351339.
A part of this work was carried out at the workshop “Quan-
tum resources: from mathematical foundations to operational
characterisation” held in Singapore in December 2022.

[1] J. P. Dowling and G. J. Milburn, Quantum technology: the
second quantum revolution, Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. Ser.
A: Math. Phys. Eng. Sci. 361, 1655 (2003).

[2] A. Acín, I. Bloch, H. Buhrman, T. Calarco, C. Eichler, J. Eis-
ert, D. Esteve, N. Gisin, S. J. Glaser, F. Jelezko, S. Kuhr,
M. Lewenstein, M. F. Riedel, P. O. Schmidt, R. Thew, A. Wall-
raff, I. Walmsley, and F. K. Wilhelm, The quantum technolo-
gies roadmap: a european community view, New J. Phys. 20,
080201 (2018).

[3] A. Streltsov, G. Adesso, and M. B. Plenio, Colloquium:
Quantum coherence as a resource, Rev. Mod. Phys. 89,
041003 (2017).

[4] E. Chitambar and G. Gour, Quantum resource theories, Rev.
Mod. Phys. 91, 025001 (2019).

[5] K. Kuroiwa and H. Yamasaki, General Quantum Resource
Theories: Distillation, Formation and Consistent Resource
Measures, Quantum 4, 355 (2020).

[6] M. Horodecki and J. Oppenheim, (Quantumness in the context
of) resource theories, Int. J. Mod. Phys. B 27, 1345019 (2013).

[7] Z.-W. Liu, X. Hu, and S. Lloyd, Resource destroying maps,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 060502 (2017).

[8] B. Regula, Convex geometry of quantum resource quantifica-
tion, J. Phys. A 51, 045303 (2017).

[9] T. R. Bromley, M. Cianciaruso, S. Vourekas, B. Regula, and
G. Adesso, Accessible bounds for general quantum resources,
J. Phys. A 51, 325303 (2018).

[10] A. Anshu, M.-H. Hsieh, and R. Jain, Quantifying resources in
general resource theory with catalysts, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121,

http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2003.1227
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2003.1227
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aad1ea
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aad1ea
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.89.041003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.89.041003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.91.025001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.91.025001
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-11-01-355
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217979213450197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.060502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aa9100
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aacb4a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.190504


18

190504 (2018).
[11] R. Uola, T. Kraft, J. Shang, X.-D. Yu, and O. Gühne, Quanti-

fying quantum resources with conic programming, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 122, 130404 (2019).

[12] M. K. Vijayan, E. Chitambar, and M.-H. Hsieh, Simple
bounds for one-shot pure-state distillation in general resource
theories, Phys. Rev. A 102, 052403 (2020).

[13] Z.-W. Liu, K. Bu, and R. Takagi, One-shot operational quan-
tum resource theory, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 020401 (2019).

[14] R. Takagi, B. Regula, K. Bu, Z.-W. Liu, and G. Adesso, Op-
erational advantage of quantum resources in subchannel dis-
crimination, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 140402 (2019).

[15] 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).

[16] K. Fang and Z.-W. Liu, No-go theorems for quantum resource
purification, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 060405 (2020).

[17] B. Regula, K. Bu, R. Takagi, and Z.-W. Liu, Benchmark-
ing one-shot distillation in general quantum resource theories,
Phys. Rev. A 101, 062315 (2020).

[18] C. Sparaciari, L. del Rio, C. M. Scandolo, P. Faist, and J. Op-
penheim, The first law of general quantum resource theories,
Quantum 4, 259 (2020).

[19] K. Kuroiwa and H. Yamasaki, Asymptotically consistent
measures of general quantum resources: Discord, non-
markovianity, and non-gaussianity, Phys. Rev. A 104,
L020401 (2021).

[20] B. Regula, L. Lami, G. Ferrari, and R. Takagi, Oper-
ational quantification of continuous-variable quantum re-
sources, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 110403 (2021).

[21] B. Regula and R. Takagi, Fundamental limitations on distil-
lation of quantum channel resources, Nat. Commun. 12, 4411
(2021).

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

[23] L. Lami, B. Regula, R. Takagi, and G. Ferrari, Framework for
resource quantification in infinite-dimensional general proba-
bilistic theories, Phys. Rev. A 103, 032424 (2021).

[24] B. Regula, Probabilistic transformations of quantum re-
sources, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 110505 (2022).

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

[26] B. Regula, Tight constraints on probabilistic convertibility of
quantum states, Quantum 6, 817 (2022).

[27] L. Lami and B. Regula, No second law of entanglement ma-
nipulation after all, Nat. Phys. 19, 184 (2023).

[28] 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).

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

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

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

[32] L. Li, K. Bu, and Z.-W. Liu, Quantifying the resource content
of quantum channels: An operational approach, Phys. Rev. A
101, 022335 (2020).

[33] G. Gour and M. M. Wilde, Entropy of a quantum channel,

Phys. Rev. Research 3, 023096 (2021).
[34] R. Takagi, K. Wang, and M. Hayashi, Application of the re-

source theory of channels to communication scenarios, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 124, 120502 (2020).

[35] G. Gour and C. M. Scandolo, Dynamical resources, (2020),
arXiv:2101.01552 [quant-ph].

[36] X. Yuan, P. Zeng, M. Gao, and Q. Zhao, One-shot dynamical
resource theory, (2020), arXiv:2012.02781 [quant-ph].

[37] T. Heinosaari, J. Kiukas, and D. Reitzner, Noise robustness
of the incompatibility of quantum measurements, Phys. Rev. A
92, 022115 (2015).

[38] E. Haapasalo, Robustness of incompatibility for quantum de-
vices, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 48, 255303 (2015).

[39] L. Guerini, J. Bavaresco, M. Terra Cunha, and A. Acín, Oper-
ational framework for quantum measurement simulability, J.
Math. Phys. 58, 092102 (2017).

[40] P. Skrzypczyk and N. Linden, Robustness of measurement,
discrimination games, and accessible information, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 122, 140403 (2019).
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[54] J. Bae, D. Chruściński, and M. Piani, More entanglement
implies higher performance in channel discrimination tasks,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 140404 (2019).

[55] C. Napoli, T. R. Bromley, M. Cianciaruso, M. Piani, N. John-
ston, and G. Adesso, Robustness of coherence: An opera-
tional and observable measure of quantum coherence, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 116, 150502 (2016).

[56] M. Ringbauer, T. R. Bromley, M. Cianciaruso, L. Lami,
W. Y. S. Lau, G. Adesso, A. G. White, A. Fedrizzi, and M. Pi-
ani, Certification and quantification of multilevel quantum co-
herence, Phys. Rev. X 8, 041007 (2018).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.190504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.130404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.130404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.102.052403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.020401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.140402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.031053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.060405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.062315
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-04-30-259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.L020401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.L020401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.110403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-24699-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-24699-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.060402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.032424
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.110505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.010337
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.010337
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2022-09-22-817
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41567-022-01873-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2023-09-07-1103
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2023-09-07-1103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.150401
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.04201
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.04201
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.04201
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.04201
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.04201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.012035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.022335
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.022335
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.3.023096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.120502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.120502
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.01552
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.02781
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.92.022115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.92.022115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/48/25/255303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4994303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4994303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.140403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.140403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.130403
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2019-04-26-133
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2019-04-26-133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/abed67
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/abed67
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.59.141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.59.141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.67.054305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.67.054305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.68.012308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.2261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.2261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.180404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.180404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/JOSAB.32.000A56
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.052112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.97.032342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.110401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.110402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.140404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.150502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.150502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.8.041007


19

[57] M. Piani, M. Cianciaruso, T. R. Bromley, C. Napoli, N. John-
ston, and G. Adesso, Robustness of asymmetry and coherence
of quantum states, Phys. Rev. A 93, 042107 (2016).

[58] J. R. Seddon, B. Regula, H. Pashayan, Y. Ouyang, and E. T.
Campbell, Quantifying quantum speedups: Improved classi-
cal simulation from tighter magic monotones, PRX Quantum
2, 010345 (2021).

[59] M. Piani and J. Watrous, Necessary and sufficient quantum
information characterization of einstein-podolsky-rosen steer-
ing, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 060404 (2015).

[60] A. Y. Kitaev, Quantum computations: algorithms and error
correction, Russ. Math. Surv. 52, 1191 (1997).

[61] A. M. Childs, J. Preskill, and J. Renes, Quantum information
and precision measurement, J. Mod. Opt. 47, 155 (2000).

[62] A. Acín, Statistical distinguishability between unitary opera-
tions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 177901 (2001).

[63] J. Watrous, The Theory of Quantum Information (Cambridge
University Press, 2018).

[64] M. Walschaers, Non-gaussian quantum states and where to
find them, PRX Quantum 2, 030204 (2021).

[65] J. Eisert, S. Scheel, and M. B. Plenio, Distilling gaussian
states with gaussian operations is impossible, Phys. Rev. Lett.
89, 137903 (2002).

[66] G. Giedke and J. Ignacio Cirac, Characterization of gaussian
operations and distillation of gaussian states, Phys. Rev. A 66,
032316 (2002).

[67] J. Fiurášek, Gaussian transformations and distillation of en-
tangled gaussian states, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 137904 (2002).

[68] S. L. Zhang and P. van Loock, Distillation of mixed-
state continuous-variable entanglement by photon subtrac-
tion, Phys. Rev. A 82, 062316 (2010).

[69] L. Lami, B. Regula, X. Wang, R. Nichols, A. Winter, and
G. Adesso, Gaussian quantum resource theories, Phys. Rev.
A 98, 022335 (2018).

[70] J. Niset, J. Fiurášek, and N. J. Cerf, No-go theorem for gaus-
sian quantum error correction, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 120501
(2009).

[71] S. Lloyd and S. L. Braunstein, Quantum computation over
continuous variables, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 1784 (1999).

[72] S. D. Bartlett and B. C. Sanders, Universal continuous-
variable quantum computation: Requirement of optical non-
linearity for photon counting, Phys. Rev. A 65, 042304 (2002).

[73] M. Ohliger, K. Kieling, and J. Eisert, Limitations of quan-
tum computing with gaussian cluster states, Phys. Rev. A 82,
042336 (2010).

[74] N. C. Menicucci, P. van Loock, M. Gu, C. Weedbrook, T. C.
Ralph, and M. A. Nielsen, Universal quantum computation
with continuous-variable cluster states, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97,
110501 (2006).

[75] H. Yamasaki, K. Fukui, Y. Takeuchi, S. Tani, and M. Koashi,
Polylog-overhead highly fault-tolerant measurement-based
quantum computation: all-gaussian implementation with
gottesman-kitaev-preskill code, (2020), arXiv:2006.05416
[quant-ph].

[76] C. Weedbrook, S. Pirandola, R. García-Patrón, N. J. Cerf, T. C.
Ralph, J. H. Shapiro, and S. Lloyd, Gaussian quantum infor-
mation, Rev. Mod. Phys. 84, 621 (2012).

[77] G. Adesso, S. Ragy, and A. R. Lee, Continuous variable
quantum information: Gaussian states and beyond, Open
Syst. Inf. Dyn. 21, 1440001 (2014).

[78] R. Takagi and Q. Zhuang, Convex resource theory of non-
gaussianity, Phys. Rev. A 97, 062337 (2018).

[79] F. Albarelli, M. G. Genoni, M. G. A. Paris, and A. Ferraro,
Resource theory of quantum non-gaussianity and wigner neg-

ativity, Phys. Rev. A 98, 052350 (2018).
[80] U. M. Maurer and S. Wolf, Unconditionally secure key agree-

ment and the intrinsic conditional information, IEEE Trans.
Inf. Theory 45, 499 (1999).

[81] K. Sharma, E. Wakakuwa, and M. M. Wilde, Conditional
quantum one-time pad, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 050503 (2020).

[82] L. Accardi and A. Frigerio, Markovian cocycles, Proc. R. Ir.
Acad. 83A, 251 (1983).

[83] H. Ollivier and W. H. Zurek, Quantum discord: A measure of
the quantumness of correlations, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 017901
(2001).

[84] L. Henderson and V. Vedral, Classical, quantum and total cor-
relations, J. Phys. A 34, 6899 (2001).

[85] G. Adesso, T. R. Bromley, and M. Cianciaruso, Measures and
applications of quantum correlations, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor.
49, 473001 (2016).

[86] A. Bera, T. Das, D. Sadhukhan, S. S. Roy, A. Sen(De), and
U. Sen, Quantum discord and its allies: a review of recent
progress, Rep. Prog. Phys. 81, 024001 (2017).

[87] B. Groisman, S. Popescu, and A. Winter, Quantum, classi-
cal, and total amount of correlations in a quantum state, Phys.
Rev. A 72, 032317 (2005).

[88] F. G. S. L. Brandão, Quantifying entanglement with witness
operators, Phys. Rev. A 72, 022310 (2005).

[89] J. Eisert, F. G. S. L. Brandão, and K. M. R. Audenaert, Quan-
titative entanglement witnesses, New J. Phys. 9, 46 (2007).

[90] K. Kuroiwa, R. Takagi, G. Adesso, and H. Yamasaki, Ev-
ery quantum helps: Operational advantage of quantum re-
sources beyond convexity, (2023), Phys. Rev. Lett. (to appear),
arXiv:2310.09154 [quant-ph].

[91] S. Boyd and L. Vandenberghe, Convex Optimization (Cam-
bridge University Press, 2004).

[92] G. Kimura, The bloch vector for n-level systems, Phys. Lett. A
314, 339 (2003).

[93] R. A. Bertlmann and P. Krammer, Bloch vectors for qudits, J.
Phys. A: Math. Theor. 41, 235303 (2008).

[94] M. S. Byrd and N. Khaneja, Characterization of the positivity
of the density matrix in terms of the coherence vector repre-
sentation, Phys. Rev. A 68, 062322 (2003).

[95] P. Horodecki, From limits of quantum operations to multicopy
entanglement witnesses and state-spectrum estimation, Phys.
Rev. A 68, 052101 (2003).

[96] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and
K. Horodecki, Quantum entanglement, Rev. Mod. Phys.
81, 865 (2009).

[97] T. Baumgratz and A. Datta, Quantum enhanced estimation of
a multidimensional field, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 030801 (2016).

[98] L. A. Correa, J. P. Palao, D. Alonso, and G. Adesso, Quantum-
enhanced absorption refrigerators, Sci. Rep. 4, 3949 (2014).
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Appendix A: Lower bound of generalized robustness inspired by duality

In this section, we derive a lower bound of the generalized robustness in general QRTs without convexity assumption, inspired
by the relation between the generalized robustness and a linear resource witness in convex QRTs. In particular, we show the
following relation.

Proposition A.1. LetH be a d-dimensional quantum system. For any state ρ ∈ D(H), we have

RF (H)(ρ) ≥ max
{

Tr
[
Wρ

]
− 1 : W ≥ 0, Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ F (H)

}
. (A1)

This relation was previously shown for convex QRTs [8, 14, 15, 55, 57, 88], and actually, the equality in (A1) holds for convex
QRTs. Here, we give a proof for general QRTs without convexity assumption.

Proof. Consider the convex hull of the set of free states, denoted by conv (F (H)). Since F (H) ⊆ conv (F (H)) by definition,
we have

Rconv(F (H))(ρ) ≤ RF (H)(ρ). (A2)

Hence, to prove (A1), we will show

Rconv(F (H))(ρ) = max
{

Tr
[
Wρ

]
− 1 : W ≥ 0, Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ F (H)

}
. (A3)

Since conv (F (H)) is convex, we can apply the analysis for convex QRTs in Refs. [8, 14] to conv (F (H)), and have

Rconv(F (H))(ρ) = max
{

Tr
[
Wρ

]
− 1 : W ≥ 0, Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ conv (F (H))

}
. (A4)

Here, it trivially follows that

Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ conv (F (H))⇒ Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ F (H). (A5)

On the other hand, when Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1 holds for any σ ∈ F (H), for any convex combination

σ̃ =
∑

i

piσi, σi ∈ F (H), (A6)

we have

Tr [Wσ̃] =
∑

i

pi Tr [Wσi] ≤
∑

i

pi = 1. (A7)

Therefore, we also have

Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ F (H)⇒ Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ conv (F (H)) . (A8)

Thus, we have the equivalence relation

Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ conv (F (H))⇔ Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ F (H), (A9)

and thus,

max
{

Tr
[
Wρ

]
−1 : W ≥ 0, Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ conv (F (H))

}
= max

{
Tr

[
Wρ

]
−1 : W ≥ 0, Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1,∀σ ∈ F (H)

}
(A10)

From (A4) and (A10), we have (A3) as desired. ■

Remark A.1. When F (H) is convex, we have Rconv(F (H))(ρ) = RF (H)(ρ), and thus the equality in (A1) naturally holds.

The above proof mostly relies on the previous analysis of the generalized robustness in convex QRTs. For self-containedness,
we also give an alternative proof for (A1) that is independent of the previous analysis. This proof is also largely inspired by the
duality in convex optimization [91], but here it should be kept in mind that the set F (H) might not be convex any longer.
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Another proof for (A1). In this proof, without otherwise being noted, any operator is assumed to be Hermitian. Recall that the
generalized robustness of ρ can be written as the following optimization problem.

minimum s (A11)

subject to
ρ + sτ
1 + s

= σ, (A12)

τ ∈ D(H), (A13)
σ ∈ F (H), (A14)
s ≥ 0. (A15)

By replacing sτ with a positive semidefinite operator Z, we can reformulate the optimization problem (A11)-(A15) as

minimum Tr [Z] (A16)
subject to ρ + Z ∈ Fc(H), (A17)

Z ≥ 0, (A18)

where Fc(H) is a cone generated by F (H), defined as

Fc(H) B {λσ : λ > 0, σ ∈ F (H)} . (A19)

Now, consider the following Lagrangian constructed from (A16)-(A18).

L(ρ,Z,V,W) B Tr [Z] − Tr
[
V(ρ + Z)

]
− Tr [WZ] , (A20)

where V ∈ F ∗c (H) and W ≥ 0 with the dual cone

F ∗c (H) B {X ∈ Herm (H) : Tr[XY] ≥ 0, ∀Y ∈ Fc(H)} . (A21)

Considering the reformulation of the generalized robustness given in (A16)-(A18), we have

RF (H)(ρ) = inf
Z≥0, ρ+Z∈Fc(H)

sup
V∈F ∗c (H),W≥0

L(ρ,Z,V,W) (A22)

because under the condition that ρ + Z ∈ Fc(H) and Z ≥ 0, we have

sup
V∈F ∗c (H),W≥0

L(ρ,Z,V,W) = Tr [Z] . (A23)

To lower-bound RF (H), we introduce a slightly different optimization problem

p B inf
Z

sup
V∈F ∗c (H),W≥0

L(ρ,Z,V,W), (A24)

where the condition on Z in the infimum of (A22) is now dropped. By definition, we have

p ≤ RF (H)(ρ). (A25)

To have the desired lower bound, we consider the dual problem

d B sup
V∈F ∗c (H),W≥0

inf
Z

L(ρ,Z,V,W). (A26)

By the max-min inequality [91], we have

d ≤ p, (A27)

which is usually referred to as the weak duality. To analyze the value of d, we further rewrite the Lagrangian L(ρ,Z,V,W) as

L(ρ,Z,V,W) = −Tr
[
Vρ

]
+ Tr [(Id − V −W)Z] . (A28)

Thus,

inf
Z

L(ρ,Z,V,W) =

−Tr
[
Vρ

]
Id − V −W = 0,

−∞ otherwise.
(A29)
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Therefore, we have

d = sup
V∈F ∗c (H),W≥0

inf
Z

L(ρ,Z,V,W)

= sup
{
− Tr

[
Vρ

]
: V ∈ F ∗c (H), W ≥ 0, Id − V −W = 0

}
= sup

{
− Tr

[
Vρ

]
: W ≥ 0, Id −W ∈ F ∗c (H),

}
= sup

{
Tr

[
Wρ

]
− 1 : W ≥ 0, Tr [(Id −W)Y] ≥ 0, ∀Y ∈ Fc(H)

}
= sup

{
Tr

[
Wρ

]
− 1 : W ≥ 0, Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1, ∀σ ∈ F (H)

}
.

(A30)

We claim that the domain {
W ≥ 0 : Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1, ∀σ ∈ F (H)

}
(A31)

of the supremum is compact to replace sup with max in (A30). Indeed, due to the continuity of the trace, (A31) is closed.
Moreover, by taking a full-rank free state σfull ∈ F (H) with minimum eigenvalue λmin > 0, for any W in (A31), we have

1 ≥ Tr [Wσfull] ≥ λmin Tr [W] = λmin∥W∥1, (A32)

that is,

∥W∥1 ≤
1
λmin
, (A33)

which implies that (A31) is bounded. Therefore, (A31) is closed and bounded, i.e., compact, and we have

d = max
{

Tr
[
Wρ

]
− 1 : W ≥ 0, Tr [Wσ] ≤ 1, ∀σ ∈ F (H)

}
. (A34)

Combining (A25), (A27), and (A34), we have the desired inequality (A1). ■

Appendix B: Characterization of quantum states based on the generalized robustness

In this section, we prove Lemma 5, which is a key ingredient of the multi-copy witness based on the generalized robustness
shown in Theorem 3. Here, we restate the lemma for readability.

Lemma B.1 (Lemma 5 in main text). Let ρ be a quantum state, and let s > 0. Consider a quantum state η. Then, η can be
expressed as

η =
ρ + s′τ
1 + s′

(B1)

by using some positive number 0 < s′ ≤ s and some state τ ∈ D(H) if and only if it holds for all m = 1, 2, . . . , d that

S m

(
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ

)
≥ 0, (B2)

with S m given in Lemma 2.

Proof. By Lemma 2, the condition in Eq. (B2) is equivalent to positivity of Hermitian operator

ζ B
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ. (B3)

First, suppose that η cannot be expressed as

η =
ρ + s′τ
1 + s′

(B4)
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with 0 < s′ ≤ s and τ ∈ D(H). By way of contradiction, suppose that

ζ =
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ (B5)

is positive. Since

Tr[ζ] =
1 + s

s
Tr[η] −

1
s

Tr[ρ] =
1 + s

s
−

1
s
= 1, (B6)

ζ is a state. In addition, we have

η =
ρ + sζ
1 + s

. (B7)

However, this contradicts the fact that η cannot be written in the form in Eq. (B1) using s′ ≤ s. Thus, in this case, ζ is not
positive, and thus there exists 2 ≤ m ≤ d such that

S m

(
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ

)
< 0. (B8)

On the other hand, suppose that we have

η =
ρ + s′τ
1 + s′

(B9)

with 0 < s′ ≤ s and τ ∈ D(H). Then,

ζ =
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ (B10)

=
1 + s

s

(
ρ + s′τ
1 + s′

)
−

1
s
ρ (B11)

=

(
1 + s
1 + s′

− 1
)

1
s
ρ +

(1 + s)s′

s(1 + s′)
τ. (B12)

Since 0 < s′ ≤ s, we have (1 + s)/(1 + s′) ≥ 1, so ζ is positive. Therefore,

S m

(
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ

)
≥ 0 (B13)

for all m = 1, 2, . . . , d. ■

In the statement of Lemma 5, we consider a characterization

η =
ρ + qτ
1 + q

(B14)

of a state η with positive number q > 0 and some state τ, inspired by the definition of the generalized robustness. We discuss the
condition for q and τ to characterize η.

Proposition B.2. Let H be a d-dimensional Hilbert space. Let ρ ∈ D(H) be a quantum state with Bloch vector (r j) j, and let
η ∈ D(H) be any quantum state with Bloch vector (x j) j with η , ρ. Then, for a state τ ∈ D(H) with Bloch vector (t j) j, there
exists q > 0 such that

η =
ρ + qτ
1 + q

(B15)

if and only if τ is on the ray

l :
t j − r j

x j − r j
= u, ∀ j (u > 1). (B16)
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Proof. First, suppose that the state τ satisfies

t j − r j

x j − r j
= u (B17)

for some u > 1. We may rewrite Eq. (B17) as

x j =
t j + (u − 1)r j

u
=

r j +
1

u−1 t j

1 + 1
u−1

. (B18)

Therefore, we have

η =
ρ + 1

u−1τ

1 + 1
u−1

C
ρ + qτ
1 + q

, (B19)

where we introduce q B 1
u−1 . Therefore, σ can be represented in the form of Eq. (B19) if τ is on the ray (B17). On the other

hand, suppose that there exists τ such that

η =
ρ + qτ
1 + q

. (B20)

Then, the Bloch vector (t j) j of τ must satisfy

t j − r j

x j − r j
=

1
q
+ 1; (B21)

that is, τ must be on the ray (B16) with u = 1
q + 1. ■

Remark B.1. When η = ρ, by taking τ = ρ, for any q > 0, we can write

η =
ρ + qτ
1 + q

. (B22)

Appendix C: Derivation of the operator used for constructing the multi-copy witness

In this section, we show the derivation of Eq. (41) in detail. Indeed, with the construction

W (l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

=

(
d

2(d − 1)

) l
2

c(l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

(λ1)⊗n1 ⊗ (λ2)⊗n2 · · · ⊗ (λd2−1)⊗nd2−1 ⊗ I⊗(m−l), (C1)

recalling that the state η is written as

η =
1
d

I +

√
d(d − 1)

2

d2−1∑
j=1

x jλ j

 (C2)

with generalized Bloch vector (x j) j, we have

Tr
[
W (l,m)

n1,n2,...,nd2−1
η⊗m

]
= Tr



(

d
2(d − 1)

) l
2

c(l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

(λ1)⊗n1 ⊗ (λ2)⊗n2 · · · ⊗ (λd2−1)⊗nd2−1 ⊗ I⊗(m−l)

 ·
1

d

I +

√
d(d − 1)

2

d2−1∑
j=1

x jλ j



⊗m

=

(
d

2(d − 1)

) l
2

c(l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

×
1

dm

(
d(d − 1)

2

) l
2

Tr
[(

x1λ
2
1

)⊗n1
⊗ · · · ⊗

(
xd2−1λ

2
d2−1

)⊗nd2−1
⊗ I⊗(m−l)

]
+ Tr [Traceless terms]

=

(
d

2(d − 1)

) l
2

c(l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

×
1

dm

(
d(d − 1)

2

) l
2
× 2ldm−l ×

d2−1∏
j=1

(
x j

)n j

=

c(l,m)
n1,n2,...,nd2−1

d2−1∏
j=1

(
x j

)n j

 .

(C3)
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Appendix D: Derivation of 2-copy witness for single-qubit states

In Sec. VI, we claim that for a resource state ρ, a Hermitian operator

W(ρ, s) B
1 − r2

1 + r2
2 + r2

3

s2

 I2 ⊗ I2 −
(1 + s)2

s2 [σ1 ⊗ σ1 + σ2 ⊗ σ2 + σ3 ⊗ σ3]

+
1 + s

s2 [r1 (I2 ⊗ σ1 + σ1 ⊗ I2) + r2 (I2 ⊗ σ2 + σ2 ⊗ I2) + r3 (I2 ⊗ σ3 + σ3 ⊗ I2)],

(D1)

serves as a 2-copy witness for single-qubits states if (and only if) s < RF (H). Here, we show the claim. Indeed, recalling that a
single-qubit state η with Bloch vector (x1, x2, x3) is written as

η =
1
2

(I + x1σ1 + x2σ2 + x3σ3) , (D2)

we have

Tr
[
W(ρ, s)η⊗2

]
= Tr

[( 1 − r2
1 + r2

2 + r2
3

s2

 I2 ⊗ I2 −
(1 + s)2

s2 [σ1 ⊗ σ1 + σ2 ⊗ σ2 + σ3 ⊗ σ3]

+
1 + s

s2 [r1 (I2 ⊗ σ1 + σ1 ⊗ I2) + r2 (I2 ⊗ σ2 + σ2 ⊗ I2) + r3 (I2 ⊗ σ3 + σ3 ⊗ I2)]
)
·

(
1
2

(I2 + x1σ1 + x2σ2 + x3σ3)
)⊗2 ]

=
1
4

Tr
[( 1 − r2

1 + r2
2 + r2

3

s2

 I2 ⊗ I2 −
(1 + s)2

s2 σ1 ⊗ σ1 −
(1 + s)2

s2 σ2 ⊗ σ2 −
(1 + s)2

s2 σ3 ⊗ σ3

+
1 + s

s2 r1 (I2 ⊗ σ1 + σ1 ⊗ I2) +
1 + s

s2 r2 (I2 ⊗ σ2 + σ2 ⊗ I2) +
1 + s

s2 (I2 ⊗ σ3 + σ3 ⊗ I2)
)

·

(
I2 ⊗ I2 + x1(I2 ⊗ σ1 + σ1 ⊗ I2) + x2(I2 ⊗ σ2 + σ2 ⊗ I2) + x3(I2 ⊗ σ3 + σ3 ⊗ I2) + x2

1σ1 ⊗ σ1 + x2
2σ2 ⊗ σ2 + x2

3σ3 ⊗ σ3

)]
=

1
4

Tr
[(

1 −
r2

1 + r2
2 + r2

3

s2 +
2(1 + s)

s2 r1x1 +
2(1 + s)

s2 r2x2 +
2(1 + s)

s2 r3x3 −
(1 + s)2

s2 x2
1 −

(1 + s)2

s2 x2
2 −

(1 + s)2

s2 x2
3

)
I2 ⊗ I2

]
+

1
4

Tr
[
Terms with I2 ⊗ σ1, σ1 ⊗ I2, I2 ⊗ σ2, σ2 ⊗ I2, I2 ⊗ σ3, σ3 ⊗ I2,

σ1 ⊗ σ2, σ2 ⊗ σ1, σ1 ⊗ σ3, σ3 ⊗ σ1, σ2 ⊗ σ3, σ3 ⊗ σ2, σ1 ⊗ σ1, σ2 ⊗ σ2, σ3 ⊗ σ3

]
=

1
4

Tr
[

s2 − (r2
1 + r2

2 + r2
3) + 2(1 + s)(r1x1 + r2x2 + r3x3) − (1 + s)2(x2

1 + x2
2 + x2

3)
s2 I2 ⊗ I2

]
= S 2

(
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ

)
= S 2,ρ,s(η).

(D3)

Appendix E: Characterization of quantum states based on the weight of resource

In this section, we prove Lemma 11. The proof follows in a similar way to Lemma 5, but we show the proof for completeness.
Here, we restate the lemma.

Lemma E.1 (Lemma 11 in main text). Let ρ be a quantum state, and let 0 < s < 1. Consider a quantum state η. Then, η can be
expressed as

η =
ρ − s′τ
1 − s′

(E1)
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by using some positive number 0 < s′ ≤ s and some state τ ∈ D(H) if and only if

S m

(
1
s
ρ −

1 − s
s
η

)
≥ 0 (E2)

for all m = 1, 2, . . . , d.

Proof. By Lemma 2, the condition in Eq. (E2) is equivalent to positivity of Hermitian operator

ζ B
1
s
ρ −

1 + s
s
η. (E3)

First, suppose that η cannot be expressed as

η =
ρ − s′τ
1 − s′

(E4)

with 0 < s′ ≤ s < 1 and τ ∈ D(H). By way of contradiction, suppose that

ζ =
1
s
ρ −

1 − s
s
η (E5)

is positive. Since

Tr[ζ] =
1
s

Tr[ρ] −
1 − s

s
Tr[η] =

1
s
−

1 − s
s
= 1, (E6)

ζ is a state. In addition, we have

η =
ρ − sζ
1 − s

. (E7)

However, this contradicts the fact that η cannot be written in the form in Eq. (E1) using s′ ≤ s. Thus, in this case, ζ is not
positive, and thus there exists 2 ≤ m ≤ d such that

S m

(
1
s
ρ −

1 + s
s
η

)
< 0 (E8)

On the other hand, suppose that we have

η =
ρ − s′τ
1 − s′

(E9)

with 0 < s′ ≤ s and τ ∈ D(H). Then,

ζ =
1
s
ρ −

1 − s
s
η (E10)

=
1
s
ρ −

1 − s
s

(
ρ − s′ϕ
1 − s′

)
(E11)

=

(
1 −

1 − s
1 − s′

)
1
s
ρ +

(1 − s)s′

s(1 − s′)
ϕ. (E12)

Since 0 < s′ ≤< 1, we have 1 − (1 − s)/(1 − s′) ≥ 1, so ζ is positive. Therefore,

S m

(
1
s
ρ −

1 − s
s
η

)
≥ 0 (E13)

for all m = 1, 2, . . . , d. ■

In the statement of Lemma 11, we consider a characterization

η =
ρ − qτ
1 − q

(E14)

of a state η with positive number 0 < q < 1 and some state τ, inspired by the definition of the weight of resource. We discuss the
condition for q and τ to characterize η.
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Proposition E.2. LetH be a d-dimensional Hilbert space. Let ρ ∈ D(H) be a given quantum state with Bloch vector (r j) j, and
let η ∈ D(H) be any quantum state with Bloch vector (x j) j such that η , ρ. Then, for a state τ with Bloch vector (t j) j, there
exists 0 < q < 1 such that

ρ = qτ + (1 − q)η (E15)

if and only if τ is on the ray

l :
t j − r j

x j − r j
= u, ∀ j (u < 0). (E16)

Proof. The proof follows similarly to the proof of Proposition B.2. First, suppose that the state τ satisfies

l :
t j − r j

x j − r j
= u, ∀ j (E17)

for some u < 0. We may rewrite Eq. (E17) as

r j =
1

1 − u
t j +

(
1 −

1
1 − u

)
x j. (E18)

Therefore, we have

ρ =
1

1 − u
τ +

(
1 −

1
1 − u

)
η = qτ + (1 − q)η, (E19)

where we introduce q B 1
1−u . Note that since u < 0, we have 0 < q < 1. Therefore, η , ρ can be represented in the form of

Eq. (E19) if τ is on the ray (E16). On the other hand, suppose that there exists τ such that

ρ = qτ + (1 − q)η (E20)

with 0 < q < 1. Then, the Bloch vector (t j) j of τ must satisfy

t j − r j

x j − r j
= 1 −

1
q

; (E21)

that is, τ must be on the ray (E16) with u = 1 − 1
q . Note that since 0 < q < 1, we have u < 0. ■

Remark E.1. When η = ρ, by taking τ = ρ, for any 0 < q < 1, we can write

ρ = qτ + (1 − q)η (E22)

Appendix F: Proof of operational advantage in multi-input channel exclusion task

In this section, we prove Theorem 13. We restate the theorem for readability.

Theorem F.1 (Theorem 13 in main text). Let H be a d-dimensional Hilbert space. For any resource state ρ ∈ D(H)\F (H),
there exists a family of channel ensembles

(
{pi,Λ

(m)
i }i

)d

m=2
such that

max
σ∈F (H)

min
m=2,3,...,d

min
{Mi}i

perr({pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {Mi}i, ρ

⊗m)

min
{Mi}i

perr({pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {Mi}i, σ

⊗m)
< 1. (F1)

Proof. Let {W (WoR)
m }dm=2 be a family of Hermitian operators such that every free state σ ∈ F (H) comes with an integer m ∈

{2, . . . , d} satisfying

Tr[W (WoR)
m ρ⊗m] > 1, (F2)

0 ≤ Tr[W (WoR)
m σ⊗m] ≤ 1. (F3)
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The existence of such a family of Hermitian operators is guaranteed by Theorem 12. Indeed, it ensures that when s < RF (H)(ρ),
for every σ ∈ F (H) there exists m ∈ {2, . . . , d} satisfying

Tr[W̃ (WoR)
m (ρ, s)ρ⊗m] < 0, (F4)

Tr[W̃ (WoR)
m (ρ, s)σ⊗m] ≥ 0 (F5)

for the family W̃WoR
ρ,s = (W̃ (WoR)

m (ρ, s) ∈ Herm(H⊗m) : m = 2, 3, . . . , d) of Hermitian operators. Then, we may take W (WoR)
m B

I⊗m
d − W̃ (WoR)

m (ρ, s)/∥W̃ (WoR)
m (ρ, s)∥∞ for some s < RF (H)(ρ). Note that Eq. (F4) implies that W̃ (WoR)

m (ρ, s) has at least one negative
eigenvalues, so we have ∥W (WoR)

m ∥∞ > 1.
Define two quantum channels Λ(m)

1 and Λ(m)
2 as

Λ
(m)
1 (X) =

Tr(X)
2
+

Tr(W (WoR)
m X)

2∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

 |0⟩⟨0| + Tr(X)
2
−

Tr(W (WoR)
m X)

2∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

 |1⟩⟨1|, (F6)

Λ
(m)
2 (X) =

Tr(X)
2
−

Tr(W (WoR)
m X)

2∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

 |0⟩⟨0| + Tr(X)
2
+

Tr(W (WoR)
m X)

2∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

 |1⟩⟨1|. (F7)

Note that these channels have the same form as the channels used in the proof of Theorem 7. Let σ ∈ F (H) be an arbitrary free
state and let m be an integer that satisfies (F3). Then, since Tr[W (WoR)

m ρ⊗m] > 1,

∥Λ
(m)
1 (ρ⊗m) − Λ(m)

2 (ρ⊗m)∥1 =

∥∥∥∥∥∥Tr[W (WoR)
m ρ⊗d]

∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

|0⟩⟨0| −
Tr[W (WoR)

m ρ⊗m]

∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

|1⟩⟨1|

∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

=
2 Tr[W (WoR)

m ρ⊗m]

∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

>
2

∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

. (F8)

Similarly, since 0 ≤ Tr[W (WoR)
m σ⊗m] ≤ 1,

∥Λ
(m)
1 (σ⊗m) − Λ(m)

2 (σ⊗m)∥1 =
2 Tr[W (WoR)

m σ⊗m]

∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

≤
2

∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

. (F9)

Consider the channel ensemble consisting of Λ(m)
1 and Λ(m)

2 with probability 1
2 , denoted by { 12 ,Λ

(m)
i }

2
i=1. Then, we have

min
{Mi}i

perr({ 12 ,Λ
(m)
i }

2
i=1, {Mi}i, ρ

⊗m) =
1
2

(
1 −

1
2
∥Λ

(m)
1 (ρ⊗m) − Λ(m)

2 (ρ⊗m)∥1

)
<

1
2

(
1 −

1

∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

)
, (F10)

and

min
{Mi}i

perr({ 12 ,Λ
(m)
i }

2
i=1, {Mi}i, σ

⊗m) =
1
2

(
1 −

1
2

max
σ∈F (H)

∥Λ
(m)
1 (σ⊗m) − Λ(m)

2 (σ⊗m)∥1

)
≥

1
2

(
1 −

1

∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

)
. (F11)

Note that since ∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞ > 1, we have 0 < 1 − 1/∥W (WoR)

m ∥∞ < 1, so

0 <
1
2

(
1 −

1

∥W (WoR)
m ∥∞

)
<

1
2
. (F12)

Therefore, we have

min{Mi}i perr({ 12 ,Λ
(m)
i }

2
i=1, {Mi}i, ρ

⊗m)

min{Mi}i perr({ 12 ,Λ
(m)
i }

2
i=1, {Mi}i, σ⊗m)

< 1. (F13)

Since every free state comes with an integer m satisfying (F13), we have

min
m=2,3,...,d

min
{Mi}i

perr({pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {Mi}i, ρ

⊗m)

min
{Mi}i

perr({pi,Λ
(m)
i }i, {Mi}i, σ

⊗m)
< 1 (F14)

for arbitrary σ ∈ F (H). Taking maximum over all free states on the left-hand side completes the proof. ■
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Appendix G: Proof of worst-case advantage in channel exclusion task

In this section, we prove Theorem 14. We restate the theorem for readability.

Theorem G.1 (Theorem 14 in main text). For any resource state ρ ∈ F (H)\D(H),

1 − sup
k

min
{pi,Λi}i,{Mi}i

perr(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
minσk∈Fk(H) perr(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

=WoRF (H)(ρ). (G1)

Proof. Using the same argument in the proof of Lemma 9, for any state ρ, we have

WoRF (H)(ρ) = inf
k

WoRFk(H)(ρ). (G2)

Now, for any k, since Fk(H) is convex, we can apply the analysis from Ref. [52] and get

1 − min
{pi,Λi}i,{Mi}i

perr(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
minσk∈Fk(H) perr(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

=WoRFk(H)(ρ). (G3)

Taking the infimum over k on both sides, we have

inf
k

{
1 − min

{pi,Λi}i,{Mi}i

perr(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
minσk∈Fk(H) perr(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

}
= inf

k
WoRFk(H)(ρ). (G4)

Since WoRFk(H)(ρ) =WoRF (H)(ρ), we have

1 − sup
k

min
{pi,Λi}i,{Mi}i

perr(ρ, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)
minσk∈Fk(H) perr(σk, {pi,Λi}i, {Mi}i)

=WoRF (H)(ρ). (G5)

as desired. ■

Appendix H: Construction of multi-copy witness for QRT of channels

In this section, we prove Lemma 17. We restate the lemma for readability.

Lemma H.1 (Lemma 17 in main text). Let Λ ∈ O(H1 → H2) be a quantum channel, and let s > 0. Consider a quantum
channel Ξ ∈ O(H1 → H2). Then, JΞ can be expressed as

JΞ =
JΛ + s′JΘ

1 + s′
(H1)

by using some positive number 0 < s′ ≤ s and some channel Θ ∈ O(H1 → H2) if and only if

S m

(
1 + s

s
JΞ −

1
s

JΛ

)
≥ 0 (H2)

for all m = 1, 2, . . . , d1d2.

Proof. By Lemma 2, the condition in Eq. (H2) is equivalent to positivity of Hermitian operator

J B
1 + s

s
JΞ −

1
s

JΛ. (H3)

First, suppose that JΞ cannot be expressed as

JΞ =
JΛ + s′τ
1 + s′

(H4)

with 0 < s′ ≤ s and Θ ∈ O(H1 → H2). By way of contradiction, suppose that

J =
1 + s

s
JΞ −

1
s

JΛ (H5)
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is positive. Since

TrH2 [J] =
1 + s

s
TrH2 [JΞ] −

1
s

TrH2 [JΛ] =
1 + s

s
Id1 −

1
s

Id1 = Id1 , (H6)

J is a valid Choi operator. In addition, we have

JΞ =
JΛ + sJΘ

1 + s
. (H7)

However, this contradicts the fact that JΞ cannot be written in the form in Eq. (H1) using s′ ≤ s. Thus, in this case, J is not
positive, and thus there exists 2 ≤ m ≤ d such that

S m

(
1 + s

s
JΞ −

1
s

JΛ

)
< 0. (H8)

On the other hand, suppose that we have

JΞ =
JΛ + s′JΘ

1 + s′
(H9)

with 0 < s′ ≤ s and Θ ∈ O(H1 → H2). Then,

J =
1 + s

s
JΞ −

1
s

JΛ (H10)

=
1 + s

s

(
JΛ + s′JΘ

1 + s′

)
−

1
s
Λ (H11)

=

(
1 + s
1 + s′

− 1
)

1
s

JΛ +
(1 + s)s′

s(1 + s′)
JΘ. (H12)

Since 0 < s′ ≤ s, we have (1 + s)/(1 + s′) ≥ 1, so J is positive. Therefore,

S m

(
1 + s

s
η −

1
s
ρ

)
≥ 0 (H13)

for all m = 1, 2, . . . , d. ■

Appendix I: Worst-case advantage of channels in state discrimination

In this section, we prove Theorem 18. We restate the theorem for readability.

Theorem I.1 (Theorem 18 in main text). For any resource channel Λ,

inf
k

max
{pi,ηi}i,{Mi}i

psucc(Λ, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)
maxΞk∈OFk

psucc(Ξk, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)
= 1 + ROF (Λ). (I1)

Proof. For any channel Λ,

ROF (Λ) = inf
k

ROFk
(ρ). (I2)

For any k, since OFk is convex, we can apply the analysis from Ref. [15] and get

max
{pi,ηi}i,{Mi}i

psucc(Λ, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)
maxΞk∈OFk

psucc(Ξk, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)
= 1 + ROFk

(Λ). (I3)

Taking the infimum over k on both sides, we have

inf
k

max
{pi,ηi}i,{Mi}i

psucc(Λ, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)
maxΞk∈OFk

psucc(Ξk, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)
= 1 + inf

k
ROFk

(Λ). (I4)

Similarly to Lemma 9, we can also show that infk ROFk
(Λ) = ROF (Λ). Hence,

inf
k

max
{pi,ηi}i,{Mi}i

psucc(Λ, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)
maxΞk∈OFk

psucc(Ξk, {pi, ηi}i, {Mi}i)
= 1 + ROF (Λ). (I5)

as desired. ■
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