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Abstract

This paper explores the trade-off relation between the rate and the strong converse
exponent for asymptotic LOCC transformations between pure multipartite states.
Any single-copy probabilistic transformation between a pair of states implies that an
asymptotic transformation at rate 1 is possible with an exponentially decreasing suc-
cess probability. However, it is possible that an asymptotic transformation is feasible
with nonzero probability, but there is no transformation between any finite number of
copies with the same rate, even probabilistically. In such cases it is not known if the
optimal success probability decreases exponentially or faster. A fundamental tool for
showing the feasibility of an asymptotic transformation is degeneration. Any degener-
ation gives rise to a sequence of stochastic LOCC transformations from copies of the
initial state plus a sublinear number of GHZ states to the same number of copies of
the target state. These protocols involve parameters that can be freely chosen, but the
choice affects the success probability. In this paper, we characterize an asymptotically
optimal choice of the parameters and derive a single-letter expression for the error
exponent of the resulting protocol. In particular, this implies an exponential lower
bound on the success probability when the stochastic transformation arises from a
degeneration.

1 Introduction

Local operations and classical communication (LOCC) involve multiple parties who ma-
nipulate their respective subsystems using local quantum operations and coordinate these
actions through classical communication channels [BDSW96BDSW96]. This operational framework
is central to understanding, characterizing, and quantifying entanglement. Entanglement
distillation [BBPS96BBPS96], entanglement swapping, and quantum teleportation [BBC+93BBC+93] are
prime examples of protocols that rely on LOCC operations and utilize entanglement.

In an asymptotic setting with given one copy states ρ and σ we aim to study trans-
formations ρ⊗n → σ⊗m while n and m grow. The main object of interest here is the
transformation rate R = m

n , which encapsulates the efficiency of the transformation. It
reflects the underlying entanglement structure and the operational feasibility of convert-
ing one state into another within the LOCC framework. Given the difficulty of finding
the best achievable transformation rates, this problem has several relaxations. Instead
of exact transformations one can allow the success probability of the transformation to
be less than one, or allow the output state to differ from the target. When relaxing on
the probability one can require exponentially decaying failure probability (direct regime),
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exponentially decaying success probability (converse regime) or even arbitrary nonzero
probability (asymptotic SLOCC paradigm). For the special case of bipartite entangle-
ment concentration, i.e., transforming many copies of an arbitrary bipartite pure state
into EPR pairs, the optimal rate is known in the full range between asymptotic SLOCC
and deterministic transformations [BBPS96BBPS96, MK01MK01, HKM+02HKM+02].

In the SLOCC paradigm we ask if the pure state ψ can be transformed into the pure
state φ with arbitrarily small, but nonzero probability. It was found in [BPR+00BPR+00, DVC00DVC00]
that this is equivalent to asking if there exist linear maps Aj such that (A1⊗· · ·⊗Ak)ψ = φ.
In that case, we say that the state ψ can be transformed by SLOCC into φ or, in the
language of tensors, the tensor ψ restricts to φ. In [CDS08CDS08] Chitambar, Duan, and Shi
noted that the asymptotic restrictions over complex numbers can be seen as asymptotic
transformations between pure multipartite states with SLOCC. This is defined as follows:
we say that ψ asymptotically restricts to φ if there exists a sequence of natural numbers
(rn)n∈N such that n

√
rn → 1 and GHZrn ⊗ ψ⊗n restricts to φ⊗n, where GHZrn denotes

the rn-level GHZ state. Asymptotic entanglement transformations from this viewpoint
have been studied in several papers [YCGD10YCGD10, CCD+10CCD+10, YGD14YGD14, VC15VC15, VC17VC17, CVZ18CVZ18,
CVZ23CVZ23, GL24GL24].

It should be noted that asymptotic SLOCC transformations are a rather weak notion
of entanglement transformations, in principle allowing the success probability to approach
0 arbitrarily fast. As a refinement of the previous setting, in the converse regime we
allow transformations ψ⊗n → φ⊗Rn+o(n) with exponentially decaying probability 2−rn+o(n)

for a specified converse error exponent r. In the bipartite case, the precise trade-off
relation between the rate R and the error exponent r is known [HKM+02HKM+02, JV19JV19]. For
more than two parties, the problem of explicitly describing the achievable pairs (R, r)
is wide open (see [JV19JV19, Vra23Vra23, BV22BV22, BV24BV24] for partial results). By finding specific
protocols, one can show the achievability of certain pairs (R, r) for given pure states ψ
and φ. In the simplest case, suppose that a single-copy SLOCC transformation exists
from ψ to φ. If the transformation is successful with probability p then, by running the
protocol independently on many copies, we obtain an asymptotic transformation with rate
1 and error exponent − log p. More generally, by accepting an outcome with at least Rn
successful runs for some R ∈ (0, 1), it follows from a standard tail bound for the binomial
distribution (see, e.g., [CK11CK11, Problem 2.8]) that the error exponent d(R∥p) is achievable,
where d(q∥p) = q log q

p + (1 − q) log 1−q
1−p is the Kullback–Leibler divergence between two

Bernoulli distributions.
Interestingly, when the number of parties is at least 3, there exist states ψ and φ such

that ψ cannot be transformed into φ by SLOCC, but φ can still be approximated arbi-
trarily closely with states in the SLOCC orbit of ψ. This was recognized in the quantum
information literature in [WRZ05WRZ05] for transformations of GHZ states into approximate W
states, and previously in the context of algebraic computations [BCRL79BCRL79, Bin80Bin80, Sch81Sch81],
where it is known as a tensor degeneration.

The significance of degenerations is that, like single- or multicopy SLOCC transforma-
tions, they imply asymptotic SLOCC transformations in the sense that if ψ degenerates to
φ, then ψ⊗n together with a sublinear number of GHZ states can be transformed into φ⊗n

by SLOCC [Bin80Bin80]. However, it is not immediately clear if the transformation is possible
with a finite error exponent. In this paper, we show that degeneration does imply a finite
strong converse exponent, and find a single-letter upper bound on the exponent in terms
of the data specifying the degeneration.

Our starting point is the algebraic definition of degeneration (see [Ald84Ald84, Str87Str87] or
[BCS13BCS13, (20.24) Theorem] for the equivalence with the aforementioned topological one):
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we say that ψ degenerates to φ if there exists local linear map-valued complex Laurent
polynomials Aj(z) such that (A1(z) ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ak(z))ψ = φ + O(z) (see Section 22 for more
details). Our main result is the following:

Theorem 1.1. Let ψ and φ be k-partite state vectors (normalized as ∥ψ∥ = ∥φ∥ = 1),
and let (A1(z)⊗· · ·⊗Ak(z))ψ = φ+O(z) be a degeneration, where the right hand side is a
polynomial of degree e. Suppose that A1(z)⊗· · ·⊗Ak(z) is nowhere zero and contains terms
with positive as well as negative powers of z. Then ψ can be asymptotically transformed
into φ with rate R = 1 and strong converse exponent at most

2 inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

[
log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

]
, (1)

where P(C) denotes the set of probability distributions on the complex plane.

We note that the conditions on A1(z)⊗· · ·⊗Ak(z) are not too restrictive, as any degen-
eration that does not satisfy these can either be turned into a restriction or a degeneration
satisfying the conditions (Remark 2.22.2).

The outline of the paper is the following. In Section 22 we present a family of LOCC
protocols based on the standard proof showing that degenerations can be turned into
SLOCC transformations. The family depends on the choice of a set of complex numbers
for each number of copies, which one needs to optimize in order to obtain the best possible
error exponent. In Section 33 we give an expression for the optimal error exponent, which
depends only on the norm of the linear map valued Laurent polynomials present in the
degeneration, and the approximation degree e. This corresponds to showing achievable
error exponents for the transformation rate R = 1. In Section 44 we derive upper and
lower bounds on the optimized expression, and discuss in detail the special case when
∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ is centrally symmetric. In Section 55 we present a generalization of
the protocol that allows us to trade the rate for the success probability, leading to smaller
achievable strong converse exponents for R < 1.

2 LOCC transformations from degeneration

We recall the algebraic definition of a degeneration (see, e.g., [BCS13BCS13, (15.19) Definition]).

Definition 2.1. Let ψ ∈ H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Hk and φ ∈ K1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Kk be unit vectors and
Aj ∈ C[z, z−1] ⊗ Hom(Hj ,Kj) be linear map-valued Laurent polynomials (j = 1, . . . , k)
such that

(A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z))ψ =
e∑

h=0

zhφh = φ+O(z), (2)

where the right hand side is a polynomial in z with constant term φ0 = φ. We call this a
degeneration between ψ and φ. The degree e of the polynomial is called the error degree.

Remark 2.2. The only interesting case of degeneration is when A1(z) ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ak(z)
contains both positive and negative powers of z. If it contains no negative powers, this
relation reduces to a restriction. On the other hand, if there are no positive powers in the
Laurent polynomial, then the negative powers only contribute to the negative powers on
the right hand side (which vanishes by assumption), therefore these can be omitted as well,
which means that the states are also related by a restriction.
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Sometimes we also need the assumption that A1(z) ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ak(z) is nowhere zero.
Even if we start with a degeneration for which this does not hold, we can derive another
degeneration with this property. If for some z0 we have A1(z0) ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ak(z0) = 0, then
for some j every matrix element of Aj(z) is divisible by z − z0, so dividing it by z − z0
leads to a degeneration with smaller-degree polynomials. Repeating this procedure for all
zeros leads to a degeneration satisfying the assumption.

By taking the n-th tensor power of (22) we get

(A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z))
⊗nψ⊗n = φ⊗n +O(z), (3)

where the error degree, i.e., the the degree of the polynomial on the right hand side is ne.
Our aim is to turn this into a probabilistic LOCC transformation from a (low-rank,

weighted) GHZ state times ψ to φ with a large success probability.
To this end, let t ∈ N such that t ≥ ne+ 1, and consider complex numbers zi, ci and

γj,i ̸= 0 with j = 1, . . . , k and i = 1, . . . , t subject to
1 1 . . . 1
z1 z2 . . . zt
...

...
. . .

...
ze1 ze2 . . . zet


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Z

·


c1
c2
...
ct


︸ ︷︷ ︸

c

=


1
0
...
0


︸︷︷︸
e1

(4)

and

∀j :

∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

i=1

|γj,i|2A(zi)⊗nA∗(zi)
⊗n

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ 1. (5)

Then the maps

Ãj :=
t∑

i=1

γj,i ⟨i| ⊗Aj(zi)
⊗n ∈ Hom(Ct ⊗Hj ,Kj) (6)

are contractions and with gi =
∏k

j=1 γj,i we have

(Ã1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ãk)

(
t∑

i=1

ci
gi

|i⟩ ⊗ ψ⊗n

)
=

t∑
i=1

ci
gi
((γ1,iA1(zi)

⊗n)⊗ · · · ⊗ (γk,iAk(zi)
⊗n))ψ⊗n

=

t∑
i=1

ciA1(zi)
⊗n ⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi)

⊗nψ⊗n

=
t∑

i=1

ci

ne∑
h=0

zhi φ
⊗n
h

=

ne∑
h=0

(
t∑

i=1

zhi ci

)
φ⊗n
h

= φ⊗n,

(7)
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which implies that a rank-t uniform GHZ state and ψ⊗n can be transformed into φ⊗n with
probability at least

p
(
GHZt ⊗ ψ⊗n → φ⊗n

)
≥

(
t∑

i=1

|ci|2

|gi|2

)−1

, (8)

where the right hand side implicitly depends on z1, . . . , zt and γ1,1, . . . γk,t through the
conditions (44) and (55).

Example 2.3. For t ≥ e+ 1 we can choose zi = ωi−1 where ω is a primitive t-th root of
unity, c1 = c2 = · · · = ct =

1
t , γj,i =

1√
t∥A(zi)∥n

. This gives the lower bound

p
(
GHZt ⊗ ψ⊗n → φ⊗n

)
≥ t1−k 1

maxi
∏k

j=1 ∥Aj(zi)∥2n
≥ t1−k 1

maxz∈T
∏k

j=1 ∥Aj(z)∥2n
,

(9)

where T = {z ∈ C||z| = 1}.

2.1 Optimizing the coefficients

The protocol described above depends on several choices in addition to the degeneration
itself: the number and the position of the interpolation points z1, . . . , zt, the coefficients
c1, . . . , ct of the (unnormalized GHZ state), and the factors γj,i, subject to (44) and (55).
Our goal is to maximize the resulting lower bound (88) on the probability as a function of
the number n of copies, up to subexponential factors. In this section, considering fixed
z1, . . . , zt, we first find exactly the optimal coefficients c1, . . . , ct, then an approximately
optimal choice of γj,i, and use these to show that we may assume t = ne + 1 (i.e., the
minimal value), finally arriving at an expression that has the same exponential behaviour
as the optimal probability, and that depends only on the ne+1 points z0, . . . , zne ∈ C\{0}.
For technical reasons it will be convenient to restrict the optimization to a compact subset
K ⊆ C \ {0} (independent of n). We show that this can be done with a small loss
(that vanishes as K → C) in the error exponent. In the following we abbreviate the
transformation probability by p.

Proposition 2.4. Let us fix t, z1, . . . , zt distinct and γ1,1, . . . , γk,t. Then by optimizing
the right hand side of (88) over the ci factors we get

p ≥ ⟨e1|


t∑

i=1

|gi|2


1
zi
...
znei

 ·
[
1 zi · · · zi

ne
]


−1

|e1⟩ (10)

which is the upper left corner of the inverse of an (ne+1)× (ne+1) matrix, which is the
corresponding minor divided by the determinant.

Proof. First we introduce the diagonal matrix G with diagonal entries |gi|2. The task is
to minimize ⟨c,G−1c⟩ subject to the condition (44) written as Zc = e1. Let x =

√
G−1c so

that the objective function is ⟨c,G−1c⟩ = ∥x∥2 and the condition is ZG1/2x = e1, which
is equivalent to

G1/2Z∗ZG1/2x = G1/2Z∗e1 (11)
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since G1/2Z∗ is injective. If x = x⊥ + x∥ with x∥ ∈ suppG1/2Z∗ZG1/2 and x⊥ ∈
kerG1/2Z∗ZG1/2, then G1/2Z∗ZG1/2x = G1/2Z∗ZG1/2x∥ and ∥x∥2 = ∥x⊥∥2 +

∥∥x∥∥∥2 ≥∥∥x∥∥∥2, therefore the optimal x satisfies x ∈ suppG1/2Z∗ZG1/2. On this subspaceG1/2Z∗ZG1/2

is injective, therefore

x = (G1/2Z∗ZG1/2)+G1/2Z∗e1, (12)

where (·)+ is the Moore–Penrose inverse.
Since G1/2Z∗ ∈ Ct×(ne+1) and ZG1/2 ∈ C(ne+1)×t both have rank ne+1, i.e., (G1/2Z∗)·

(ZG1/2) is a full-rank factorization and we can use [Ber09Ber09, Fact 6.4.9.]11 to find the inverse:

(G1/2Z∗ZG1/2)+ = G1/2Z∗(ZGZ∗)−2ZG1/2, (13)

therefore

x = G1/2Z∗(ZGZ∗)−2ZG1/2G1/2Z∗e1

= G1/2Z∗(ZGZ∗)−1e1.
(14)

This gives for the optimal c

⟨c,Gc⟩ = ∥x∥2

= ⟨G1/2Z∗(ZGZ∗)−1e1, G
1/2Z∗(ZGZ∗)−1e1⟩

= ⟨e1, (ZGZ∗)−1e1⟩.
(15)

Note that this is the upper left corner of the inverse of an (ne+1)× (ne+1) matrix, which
is the corresponding minor divided by the determinant. That matrix can be written as

ZGZ∗ =
t∑

i=1

|gi|2


1
zi
...
znei

 ·
[
1 zi · · · zi

ne
]

(16)

Lemma 2.5. The optimal G in (1616) (matching up to a subexponential factor) can be
written

ZGZ∗ =
t∑

i=1

t−k 1

∥A(zi)∥2n


1
zi
...
znei

 ·
[
1 zi · · · zi

ne.
]

(17)

Proof. If we consider the numbers zi and ci fixed and increase |γj,i| then the lower bound
increases, therefore the optimal choice saturates (55). We have the inequalities

max
i

|γj,i|2 ∥Aj(zi)∥2n ≤

∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

i=1

|γj,i|2Aj(zi)
⊗nA∗

j (zi)
⊗n

∥∥∥∥∥
≤

t∑
i=1

∥∥|γj,i|2Aj(zi)
⊗nA∗

j (zi)
⊗n
∥∥

≤ tmax
i

|γj,i|2 ∥Aj(zi)∥2n ,

1If A ∈ Cn×r and B ∈ Cr×m both have rank r, then (AB)+ = B∗(BB∗)−1(A∗A)−1A∗
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therefore for every i, j we have |γj,i|2 ∥Aj(zi)∥2n ≤ 1 and for all j there is an i such that

|γj,i|2 ∥Aj(zi)∥2n ≥ 1

t
. (18)

|gi|2 =
k∏

j=1

|γj,i|2 ≤
k∏

j=1

1

∥Aj(zi)∥2n
=

1

∥A(zi)∥2n
, (19)

where A(z) = A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z).
On the other hand, it is possible to choose for all i, j: |γj,i|2 = 1

t
1

∥Aj(zi)∥2n
, this gives

|gi|2 =
k∏

j=1

|γj,i|2 =
k∏

j=1

1

t

1

∥Aj(zi)∥2n
= t−k 1

∥A(zi)∥2n
, (20)

i.e., we have upper and lower bounds on the optimal G, matching up to a subexponential
factor. These give

ZGZ∗ =
t∑

i=1

|gi|2


1
zi
...
znei

 ·
[
1 zi · · · zi

ne
]

=
t∑

i=1

t−k 1

∥A(zi)∥2n


1
zi
...
znei

 ·
[
1 zi · · · zi

ne
]

(21)

Note that if we keep only ne+1 terms in the sum, then the matrix decreases, therefore
its inverse increases. In the following we show that by doing so we do not lose anything
in terms of the error exponent.

Lemma 2.6. Let d, t ∈ N, 1 ≤ d ≤ t, |v1⟩ , |v2⟩ , . . . , |vt⟩ ∈ Cd vectors in general position,

and |u⟩ ∈ Cd. Then there is a subset T ∈
([t]
d

)
such that

⟨u|

(∑
i∈T

|vi⟩⟨vi|

)−1

|u⟩ ≤ (t− d+ 1) ⟨u|

(
t∑

i=1

|vi⟩⟨vi|

)−1

|u⟩ (22)

Proof. We prove by induction on t. If t = d, the two sides are equal, therefore the
inequality is true. Otherwise let

|wj⟩ =

(
t∑

i=1

|vi⟩⟨vi|

)− 1
2

|vj⟩ (23)

and

|f⟩ =

(
t∑

i=1

|vi⟩⟨vi|

)− 1
2

|u⟩ . (24)
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For each j ∈ [t] we have

⟨u|

 ∑
i∈[t]\{j}

|vi⟩⟨vi|

−1

|u⟩

⟨u|

(
t∑

i=1

|vi⟩⟨vi|

)−1

|u⟩

=

⟨f |

 ∑
i∈[t]\{j}

|wi⟩⟨wi|

−1

|f⟩

⟨f |

(
t∑

i=1

|wi⟩⟨wi|

)−1

|f⟩

=
⟨f | (I − |wj⟩⟨wj |)−1 |f⟩

⟨f |f⟩

=

⟨f |

(
I +

1

1− ∥wj∥2
|wj⟩⟨wj |

)
|f⟩

⟨f |f⟩

= 1 +
⟨f |wj⟩ ⟨wj |f⟩

∥f∥2 (1− ∥wj∥2)
.

(25)

Note that 0 ≤ ∥wj∥ < 1 and

t∑
j=1

(1− ∥wj∥2) = t− d, (26)

therefore we can form the convex combination

t∑
j=1

1− ∥wj∥2

t− d

⟨f |wj⟩ ⟨wj |f⟩
∥f∥2 (1− ∥wj∥2)

=
1

t− d

1

∥f∥2
⟨f |

t∑
j=1

|wj⟩⟨wj | |f⟩ =
1

t− d
. (27)

It follows that there is an index j such that

1 +
⟨f |wj⟩ ⟨wj |f⟩

∥f∥2 (1− ∥wj∥2)
≤ 1 +

1

t− d
=
t− d+ 1

t− d
(28)

Choosing a j with this property, the set of t−1 vectors |v1⟩ , . . . , |vj−1⟩ , |vj+1⟩ , . . . , |vt⟩
are in general position, therefore, by the induction hypothesis, there is a subset T ⊆ [t]\{j}
such that

⟨e|

(∑
i∈T

|vi⟩⟨vi|

)−1

|e⟩ ≤ (t− d) ⟨e|

 ∑
i∈[t]\{j}

|vi⟩⟨vi|

−1

|e⟩

≤ (t− d)
t− d+ 1

t− d
⟨e|

(
t∑

i=1

|vi⟩⟨vi|

)−1

|e⟩

≤ (t− d+ 1) ⟨e|

(
t∑

i=1

|vi⟩⟨vi|

)−1

|e⟩ .

(29)

This proposition implies that it suffices to consider t = ne+1 terms (i.e., the minimal
number) for the nth tensor power, as any subexponential sequence tn would only increase
the success probability by a subexponential factor (at most tn

ne+1).
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Definition 2.7. We say that r ∈ R≥0 is an achievable exponent if

r = − lim inf
n→∞

1

n
log pn(A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)), (30)

where pn is the probability of the transformation depending on the number of copies n of
the input state and on ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ =

∏k
j=1 ∥Aj(z)∥.

Example 2.8. Example 2.32.3 with tn = ne+ 1 implies that

r = max
z∈T

k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥2n (31)

is an achievable exponent where T is the unit circle.

Corollary 2.9. Up to a polynomial factor the optimal probability in (88) is

⟨c,G−1c⟩ =
ne+1∑
i=1

∏
l ̸=i

∥A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi)∥2n
|zl|2

|zi − zl|2
. (32)

Proof. By Lemma 2.62.6 and Proposition 2.42.4 we have left with an optimization of the right
hand side of (1010) written as ⟨c,G−1c⟩, where it is enough to use only ne + 1 distinct
complex zi numbers. When we consider only the minimal ne + 1 number of zi factors,
then Z becomes the Vandermonde matrix, which is invertible. Then (1515) can be rewritten
as

⟨c,G−1c⟩ = ⟨e1, Z∗−1G−1Z−1e1⟩ =
ne+1∑
i=1

∥A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi)∥2n
∏
l ̸=i

|zl|2

|zi − zl|2

=

ne+1∑
i=1

∏
l ̸=i

e

√
∥A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi)∥2

|zl|2

|zi − zl|2
.

(33)

Corollary 2.10. The immediate consequence of Corollary 2.92.9 is that the optimal error
exponent (Definition 2.72.7) of the protocol described in Section 22, can be written in a form
of an optimization problem over a countable subset of C

ropt = lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log inf

{zi}i⊆C

ne+1∑
i=1

∏
l ̸=i

e

√
∥A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi)∥2

|zl|2

|zi − zl|2
. (34)

Next we show that the countable subset {zi}i can be chosen from an increasing series
of compact sets Kn ⊆ C.

Proposition 2.11. Assume that for z → 0 we have ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ → ∞ and
that there exist C, d, b > 0 such that ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ ≥ C|z|e for any ∥z∥ ≥ d and
∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ ≥ b everywhere. Then

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log inf

{zi}i⊆C

ne+1∑
i=1

∏
l ̸=i

e

√
∥A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi)∥

|zl|2

|zi − zl|2
=

inf
K⊆C

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log inf

{zi}i⊆K

ne+1∑
i=1

∏
l ̸=i

e

√
∥A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi)∥

|zl|2

|zi − zl|2
,

(35)

where the first infimum is taken over the compact sets K, then the next is taken over every
n-element subsets of K.

9



Proof. In this proof we use the abbreviation A(z) := ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥. One can see
that the left hand side is trivially less than or equal to the right hand side. For the converse
let 0 ≤ m ≤ n and z0, . . . , zne ∈ C ordered by magnitude, i.e., |z0| ≤ |z1| ≤ · · · ≤ |zne|.
Let

M = max
i∈[0,ne]

[
logA(zi) + e

1

ne

ne∑
l=0
l ̸=i

log
|zl|

|zi − zl|

]
. (36)

We consider three lower bounds. First, we substitute i = 0 instead the maximization:

M ≥ logA(z0) + e
1

ne

ne∑
l=1

log
|zl|

|z0 − zl|

≥ logA(z0)− e,

(37)

using that

|zl|
|z0 − zl|

≥ |zl|
|z0|+ |zl|

≥ 1

2
. (38)

Since limz→0A(z) = ∞, (3737) implies that the maximum is unbounded unless z0 is bounded
away from 0.

Next, we substitute i = me:

M ≥ logA(zme) + e
1

ne

me−1∑
l=0

log
|zl|

|zme − zl|
+ e

1

ne

ne∑
l=me+1

log
|zl|

|zme − zl|

≥ logA(zme) + e
me

ne
log

|z0|
|zme|+ |z0|

− e
ne−me

ne

≥ log
A(zme)

|zme|
m
n
e
+ e

m

n
log|z0| − e.

(39)

Since A(z) ≥ C|z|e for large |z| and |z0| is bounded from below, if we set m = ⌊(1− ϵ)n⌋
then |zme| must be bounded. In other words, {νv}n∈N is a tight family of measures.

Finally, we maximize over i ∈ [0,me]:

M ≥ max
i∈[0,me]

[
logA(zi) + e

1

ne

ne∑
l=0
l ̸=i

log
|zl|

|zi − zl|

]

≥ max
i∈[0,me]

[
logA(zi) + e

1

ne

me∑
l=0
l ̸=i

log
|zl|

|zi − zl|
+ e

1

ne

ne∑
l=me+1

log
|zl|

|zi − zl|

]

≥ max
i∈[0,me]

[(
1− m

n

)
logA(zi) +

m

n

(
logA(zi) + e

1

me

me∑
l=0
l ̸=i

log
|zl|

|zi − zl|

)
−
(
1− m

n

)
e

]

≥ m

n
max

i∈[0,me]

[
logA(zi) + e

1

me

me∑
l=0
l ̸=i

log
|zl|

|zi − zl|

]
−
(
1− m

n

)
e+

(
1− m

n

)
logmin

z∈C
A(z)

(40)
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Now set m = ⌊(1− ϵ)n⌋ and then n→ ∞. By the previous estimates, there are constants
0 < C1 < C2 such that C1 ≤ |z0| ≤ |z1| ≤ · · · ≤ |zme| ≤ C2. The expression in the
brackets takes the form of M , but this time the maximum is taken by respecting these
confinements. Let us denote this expression by Mc, and write

M −Mc ≥
1

(1− ϵ)

(
ϵe+ ϵ logmin

z∈C
A(z)

)
. (41)

As ϵ→ 0 this gives 0, implying that M ≥Mc.

Corollary 2.12. Note that if the Laurent polynomial A1(z)⊗· · ·⊗Al(z) contains both posi-
tive and negative powers of z and it is nowhere zero then the conditions of Proposition 2.112.11
are satisfied for ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Al(z)∥. By Remark 2.22.2 these are the only interesting cases
to consider. Then by the previous proposition the optimal error exponent in Corollary 2.102.10
can be written as

ropt = inf
K

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log inf

{zi}i⊆K

ne+1∑
i=1

∏
l ̸=i

e

√
∥A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Al(zi)∥2

|zl|2

|zi − zl|2
, (42)

where the first infimum is taken over the compact sets K then the next is taken over the
n-element subsets of K.

3 Limit of optimal probabilities

In the following we show that the optimization in (4242) can be written as an optimization
of an integral over a probability measure. Although this problem resembles the topic of
potential theory, and we aim for a similar equality as the one between the transfinite
diameter and the logarithmic potential we introduce in Appendix AA, the same approaches
and facts are not directly applicable here.

Let K ⊆ O ⊆ C be such that K is compact and O is open, and let w1, w2 : O → R>0

be continuous functions. We define

δK,w1,w2 = lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log max

z0,...,zn∈K
min
0≤i≤n

n∏
l=0
l ̸=i

|zi − zl|w1(zi)w2(zl). (43)

For ϵ ≥ 0 let

Kϵ = {z ∈ C|d(z,K) ≤ ϵ} , (44)

where d(z,K) = minw∈K |z − w|. Note that Kϵ ⊆ O for all sufficiently small ϵ. Our goal
is to prove that

δK,w1,w2 ≤ sup
σ∈P(K)

inf
z∈supp(σ)

∫
K
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσ(t) ≤ δKϵ,w1,w2 (45)

and for all ϵ > 0 such that Kϵ ⊆ O (with the logarithm extended as log 0 = −∞).

11



a a a

Figure 1: The first image shows the original probability distribution and the chosen lattice
structure. In the middle we see the coarse grained distribution. The last image shows the
discretization of the coarse grained distribution.

3.1 Lower bound

To prove the second inequality in (4545), we need to show that for all σ ∈ P(K) and small
ϵ > 0 the inequality

δKϵ,w1,w2 ≥ inf
z∈supp(σ)

∫
K
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσ(t) (46)

holds. In the first step, we will replace σ with a coarse-grained measure σa with slightly
larger support, then we approximate it with a sequence of normalized counting measures,
as illustrated in Figure 11.

We note that the inequality is vacuous if σ({ζ}) > 0 for some ζ ∈ K, since then for
z = ζ the integrand is −∞ on a set of positive measure (namely at t = ζ). Therefore in
the following we assume σ({ζ}) = 0 for all ζ ∈ K.

3.1.1 Coarse graining

For a > 0 we define the following measurable partition Aa = {Aa,x,y|x, y ∈ Z} of C, where

Aa,x,y =
{
z ∈ C

∣∣(x− 1
2)a ≤ Re z < (x+ 1

2)a, (y −
1
2)a ≤ Im z < (y + 1

2)a
}
. (47)

We define the coarse-grained measure σa as

σa(E) =
∑
x,y∈Z

σ(Aa,x,y)
1

a2
λ(E ∩Aa,x,y) (48)

for all Borel sets E, where λ denotes the (two-dimensional) Lebesgue measure on C. Note
that suppσ ⊆ suppσa ⊆ Kϵ, and for all 0 < a ≤ ϵ/

√
2.

Lemma 3.1. The function f : R2 → R,

f(u, v) =
1

2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

log

(
|u|+ 1

2

)2
+
(
|v|+ 1

2

)2
(u− ξ)2 + (v − η)2

dξ dη (49)

is bounded and satisfies f(u, v) → 0 as
√
u2 + v2 → ∞.

12



Proof. Note that the integrand is non-negative for any ξ, η ∈ [−1
2 ,

1
2 ]. Then for the bound-

edness it is enough to show that it is bounded from above. Also it is enough to consider
the denominator in the argument of the logarithm, because its numerator is constant as
a function of η and ξ. First we use the parametrization ξ′ := u − ξ, η′ := v − η and
r2 := ξ

′2 + η
′2. The integral can be split into a part with r > 1

2 and a part with r ≤ 1
2 .

In the first case the integrand is bounded by − log 1
4 . In the second case we use polar

coordinates to evaluate the integral∫ 2π

0

∫ R= 1
2

0
−r log

(
r2
)
dr dφ = πR2(1− 2 logR) =

π

4
(1− 2 log

1

2
) (50)

To show the limit we rewrite the argument of the logarithm by using the notation r2 :=
|u|2 + |v|2,

|u|2 + |u|+ 1
4 + |v|2 + |v|+ 1

4

|u|2 − 2u|ξ|+ |ξ|2 + |v|2 − 2v|η|+ |η|2
=

1 +
|u|+|v|+ 1

2
r2

1− 2u|ξ|+|ξ|2+2v|η|+|η|2
r2

≤
1 +

|u|+|v|+ 1
2

r2

1− |u||v|
r2

≤
1 +

√
2r+ 1

2
r2

1−
√
2r
r2

.

(51)

The logarithm of the right hand side vanishes as r → ∞. By this and the non-negativity
of the integrand f(u, v) → 0.

Lemma 3.2. Let g(r) = sup {σ(Br(ζ))|ζ ∈ K}. Then limr→0 g(r) = 0.

Proof. The function g is monotone increasing, therefore the limit exists.
For n ∈ N>0 let ζn ∈ K such that g( 1n) ≤ σ(Br(ζn)) +

1
n . Let (ζni)i∈N be a convergent

subsequence and let ζ ∈ K be its limit. We may further assume that |ζni − ζ| is mono-
tone decreasing. Then B 1

ni

(ζni) ⊆ B 1
n
+|ζni−ζ|(ζ) and the right hand side is a decreasing

sequence, therefore

0 = σ({ζ})

= σ

(⋂
i∈N

B 1
n
+|ζni−ζ|(ζ)

)
= lim

i→∞
σ
(
B 1

n
+|ζni−ζ|(ζ)

)
≥ lim sup

i→∞
σ(B 1

ni

(ζni))

≥ lim
i→∞

(
g

(
1

ni

)
− 1

ni

)
= lim

i→∞
g

(
1

ni

)
= lim

r→0
g(r).

(52)

13



Proposition 3.3.

lim inf
a→0

inf
z∈supp(σa)

∫
O
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσa(t)

≥ inf
z∈supp(σ)

∫
K
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσ(t). (53)

Proof. Let R > 0 be arbitrary and ϵ > 0 such that Kϵ ⊆ O and a ≤ ϵ/
√
2 so that

supp(σa) ⊆ Kϵ. Since Kϵ is compact, logw1 and logw2 are uniformly continuous on Kϵ.
For an arbitrary z ∈ supp(σa) let z̃ be one of the closest points to z in supp(σ). Then∫

K
log|z̃ − t|w1(z̃)w2(t) dσ(t)−

∫
O
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσa(t)

= logw1(z̃)− logw1(z)

+

∫
K
log|z̃ − t| dσ(t)−

∫
K
log|z − t| dσ(t)

+

∫
K
log|z − t| dσ(t)−

∫
O
log|z − t| dσa(t)

+

∫
K
logw2(t) dσ(t)−

∫
O
logw2(t) dσa(t).

(54)

Since |z̃ − z| <
√
2a and logw1 is uniformly continuous, the first difference vanishes

uniformly in z as a→ 0.
The second difference can be bounded as∫

K
log|z̃ − t|dσ(t)−

∫
K
log|z − t|dσ(t)

=

∫
K
log

|z̃ − z + z − t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

≤
∫
K
log

(
1 +

|z̃ − z|
|z − t|

)
dσ(t)

=

∫
K∩BR(z)

log

(
1 +

|z̃ − z|
|z − t|

)
dσ(t) +

∫
K\BR(z)

log

(
1 +

|z̃ − z|
|z − t|

)
dσ(t)

≤ σ(BR(z)) +
1

ln 2

∫
K\BR(z)

|z̃ − z|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

≤ g(R) +

√
2

ln 2

a

R
,

(55)

in the second inequality using that |z̃−z| ≤ |z−t| holds by the choice of z̃, and ln(1+x) ≤ x.
For the third difference in (5454) we use∫

K
log|z − t|dσ(t)−

∫
O
log|z − t|dσa(t)

=
∑
x,y∈Z

[∫
Aa,x,y

log|z − t|dσ(t)−
∫
Aa,x,y

log|z − t| dσa(t)

]

=
∑
x,y∈Z

σ(Aa,x,y)

[
max

t∈Aa,x,y

log|z − t| −
∫
Aa,x,y

log|z − t|dσa(t)

]

=
∑
x,y∈Z

σ(Aa,x,y)

[
max

t∈Aa,x,y

log|z − t| − 1

σ(Aa,x,y)

∫
Aa,x,y

log|z − t|dσa(t)

]
(56)
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In each term we make the substitution t = (x+ξ)a+(y+η)ai so that Aa,x,y is parametrized
by ξ, η ∈ [−1

2 ,
1
2 ]. Then

max
t∈Aa,x,y

log|z − t| − 1

σ(Aa,x,y)

∫
Aa,x,y

log|z − t|dσa(t)

= max
ξ,η∈[− 1

2
, 1
2
]
log|z − ((x+ ξ)a+ (y + η)ai)|

−
∫ 1

2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

log|z − ((x+ ξ)a+ (y + η)ai)|dξ dη

= log

√(∣∣∣∣Re za − x

∣∣∣∣+ 1

2

)2

+

(∣∣∣∣ Im z

a
− y

∣∣∣∣+ 1

2

)2

−
∫ 1

2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

log

√(
Re z

a
− x− ξ

)2

+

(
Im z

a
− y − η

)2

dξ dη

= f

(
Re z

a
− x,

Im z

a
− y

)
.

(57)

We split the sum over x and y into terms with |z−(x+yi)a| < R and |z−(x+yi)a| ≥ R.

∑
x,y∈Z

σ(Aa,x,y)f

(
Re z

a
− x,

Im z

a
− y

)
=

∑
x,y∈Z

|z−(x+yi)a|<R

σ(Aa,x,y)f

(
Re z

a
− x,

Im z

a
− y

)

+
∑
x,y∈Z

|z−(x+yi)a|≥R

σ(Aa,x,y)f

(
Re z

a
− x,

Im z

a
− y

)

≤ σ(BR+a/
√
2(z)) ∥f∥ + sup

u,v∈R
u2+v2≥R2

a2

f(u, v)

≤ g(R+ a/
√
2) ∥f∥ + sup

u,v∈R
u2+v2≥R2

a2

f(u, v)

(58)

The fourth difference in (5454) does not depend on z and can be bounded as

∫
K
logw2(t) dσ(t)−

∫
O
logw2(t) dσa(t) =

∑
x,y∈Z

[∫
Aa,x,y

logw2(t) dσ(t)−
∫
Aa,x,y

logw2(t) dσa(t)

]

≤
∑
x,y∈Z

σ(Aa,x,y)

[
max

t∈Aa,x,y

logw2(t)− min
t∈Aa,x,y

logw2(t)

]

≤ max
x,y∈Z

[
max

t∈Aa,x,y

logw2(t)− min
t∈Aa,x,y

logw2(t)

]
.

(59)

Since the diameter of Aa,x,y is
√
2a and logw2 is uniformly continuous on Kϵ, the upper

bound vanishes as a→ 0.

15



Combining the bounds, we find in the limit that

lim inf
a→0

inf
z∈supp(σa)

∫
O
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσa(t)

≥ inf
z∈supp(σa)

∫
K
log|z̃(z)− t|w1(z̃(z))w2(t) dσ(t)

−

g(R) + lim
ρ→R+

g(ρ) ∥f∥ + lim inf
a→0

sup
u,v∈R

u2+v2≥R2

a2

f(u, v)


≥ inf

z̃∈supp(σ)

∫
K
log|z̃ − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσ(t)−

[
g(R) + lim

ρ→R+
g(ρ) ∥f∥

]
. (60)

In the second inequality we used that for the map z̃ : supp(σa) → supp(σ) we have
Im(z̃) ⊆ supp(σ) and also that by Lemma 3.13.1 the last term in the square brackets vansihes
as a → 0. Finally, in the last line the term in square brackets vanishes as R → 0 by
Lemma 3.23.2.

3.1.2 Discrete approximation

In this section we show that the integral with respect to the coarse-grained measure σa is a
lower bound on δKϵ,w1,w2 when a is sufficiently small (so that suppσa ⊆ Kϵ). To this end,
we approximate σa with the normalized counting measure of a set of points distributed
on square lattices within each subset Aa,x,y, as illustrated in Figure 11. These points will
be used to bound the maximum over z0, . . . , zn in (4343) from below.

With a > 0 fixed and N ∈ N, let tx,y = ⌈
√
σ(Aa,x,y)N⌉ for each x, y ∈ Z, and consider

the following N ≤
∑

x,y∈Z t
2
x,y complex numbers:

z
(N)
x,y,i,j =

(
x− 1

2
+
i− 1

2

tx,y

)
a+

(
y − 1

2
+
j − 1

2

tx,y

)
ai, (61)

where x, y ∈ Z, i, j ∈ [tx,y]. Note that z
(N)
x,y,i,j ∈ supp(σa).

The next lemma relates the value of the integral over a lattice square around z
(N)
x,y,i,j to

the corresponding term in (4343).

Lemma 3.4. Let w ∈ C.

(i) If w ̸= 0, then∫ 1
2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

log

∣∣∣∣w − a

tx,y
(ξ + ηi)

∣∣∣∣dξ dη ≤ log|w|+ 1

12 ln 2

a2

t2x,y

1

|w|2
. (62)

(ii) If w = 0 and a
tx,y

≤
√
2, then

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

log

∣∣∣∣w − a

tx,y
(ξ + ηi)

∣∣∣∣dξ dη ≤ 0. (63)
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Proof. In the first part, we use that log(1 + u) ≤ 1
ln 2u to bound the integrand as follows:

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

log

∣∣∣∣w − a

tx,y
(ξ + ηi)

∣∣∣∣dξ dη
= log|w|+ 1

2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

log
(Rew − a

tx,y
ξ)2 + (Imw − a

tx,y
η)2

(Rew)2 + (Imw)2
dξ dη

= log|w|+ 1

2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

log

1 +
−2 a

tx,y
ξRew − 2 a

tx,y
η Imw + a2

t2x,y
(ξ2 + η2)

(Rew)2 + (Imw)2

dξ dη

≤ log|w|+ 1

2 ln 2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

−2 a
tx,y

ξRew − 2 a
tx,y

η Imw + a2

t2x,y
(ξ2 + η2)

|w|2
dξ dη

= log|w|+ 1

12 ln 2

a2

t2x,y

1

|w|2
.

(64)

In (ii)(ii), the argument of the logarithm can be bounded as∣∣∣∣ atx,y (ξ + ηi)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ a

tx,y

√(
1

2

)2

+

(
1

2

)2

≤ 1, (65)

therefore the integrand is negative.

Proposition 3.5. For all a, ϵ > 0 satisfying supp(σa) ⊆ Kϵ, the inequality

δKϵ,w1,w2 ≥ inf
z∈supp(σa)

∫
O
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσa(t). (66)

holds.

Proof. Let N be so large that a
tx,y

≤
√
2 for all x, y ∈ Z satisfying σ(Aa,x,y) ̸= 0. Let

x0, y0 ∈ Z and i0, j0 ∈ [tx,y] such that∏
x,y,i,j

(x,y,i,j)̸=(x0,y0,i0,j0)

|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

− z
(N)
x,y,i,j |w1(z

(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

)w2(z
(N)
x,y,i,j) (67)

is minimal. Then

inf
z∈supp(σa)

∫
O
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσa(t)

≤
∫
O
log|z(N)

x0,y0,i0,j0
− t|w1(z

(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

)w2(t) dσa(t)

= logw1(z
(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

)

+
∑
x,y∈Z

σ(Aa,x,y)

tx,y∑
i,j=1

1

t2x,y

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

log

∣∣∣∣z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

−
(
z
(N)
x,y,i,j +

a

tx,y
(ξ + ηi)

)∣∣∣∣dξ dη
+
∑
x,y∈Z

σ(Aa,x,y)

tx,y∑
i,j=1

1

t2x,y

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

logw2

(
z
(N)
x,y,i,j +

a

tx,y
(ξ + ηi)

)
dξ dη

(68)
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The second term in (6868) can be bounded as

∑
x,y∈Z

σ(Aa,x,y)

tx,y∑
i,j=1

1

t2x,y

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

log

∣∣∣∣z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

−
(
z
(N)
x,y,i,j +

a

tx,y
(ξ + ηi)

)∣∣∣∣dξ dη
≤

∑
x,y,i,j

(x,y,i,j) ̸=(x0,y0,i0,j0)

[
σ(Aa,x,y)

1

t2x,y
log|z(N)

x0,y0,i0,j0
− z

(N)
x,y,i,j |+

σ(Aa,x,y)

12 ln 2

a2

t4x,y

1

|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

− z
(N)
x,y,i,j |2

]

≤
∑
x,y,i,j

(x,y,i,j) ̸=(x0,y0,i0,j0)

[
1

N
log|z(N)

x0,y0,i0,j0
− z

(N)
x,y,i,j |+

σ(Aa,x,y)

12 ln 2

a2

t4x,y

1

|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

− z
(N)
x,y,i,j |2

]

(69)

With R = n−1/4 we split the sum of the inverse quadratic terms as follows, using that the
smallest distance of any pair of points is minx,y

a
tx,y

:

∑
x,y,i,j

(x,y,i,j) ̸=(x0,y0,i0,j0)

σ(Aa,x,y)

t4x,y

1

|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

− z
(N)
x,y,i,j |2

=
∑
x,y,i,j

0<|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

−z
(N)
x,y,i,j |<R

σ(Aa,x,y)

t4x,y

1

|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

− z
(N)
x,y,i,j |2

+
∑
x,y,i,j

R≤|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

−z
(N)
x,y,i,j |

σ(Aa,x,y)

t4x,y

1

|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

− z
(N)
x,y,i,j |2

≤
maxx,y t

2
x,y

a2

∑
x,y,i,j

0<|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

−z
(N)
x,y,i,j |<R

σ(Aa,x,y)

t4x,y
+

1

R2

∑
x,y,i,j

R≤|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

−z
(N)
x,y,i,j |

σ(Aa,x,y)

t4x,y

≤
maxx,y t

2
x,y

a2

∑
x,y,i,j

0<|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

−z
(N)
x,y,i,j |<R

σ(Aa,x,y)

t4x,y
+

1

R2

∑
x,y

σ(Aa,x,y)

t2x,y

(70)

Around each point with a given x, y, we can place a square of side length a
tx,y

, and these
squares are disjoint. The total area of these squares with centers within distance R from

a given point is at most
(
R+ 1√

2
a

tx,y

)2
π, therefore the number of such points is at most

t2x,y
a2

(
R+

1√
2

a

tx,y

)2

π. (71)
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Using this,

maxx,y t
2
x,y

a2

∑
x,y,i,j

0<|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

−z
(N)
x,y,i,j |<R

σ(Aa,x,y)

t4x,y

≤
maxx,y t

2
x,y

a2

∑
x,y

σ(Aa,x,y)

t4x,y

t2x,y
a2

(
R+

1√
2

a

tx,y

)2

π

≤
maxx,y t

2
x,y

a4minx,y t2x,y

(
R+

1√
2

a

minx,y tx,y

)2

π,

(72)

which is O(n−1/2).
The last term in (6868) satisfies

∑
x,y∈Z

σ(Aa,x,y)

tx,y∑
i,j=1

1

t2x,y

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

∫ 1
2

− 1
2

logw2

(
z
(N)
x,y,i,j +

a

tx,y
(ξ + ηi)

)
dξ dη

≤ 1

N

∑
x,y∈Z

tx,y∑
i,j=1

logw2(z
(N)
x,y,i,j)+max

{
|logw2(z)− logw2(z

′)|
∣∣∣∣z, z′ ∈ C : |z − z′| ≤ 1√

2

a

minx,y tx,y

}
,

(73)

and the maximum on the right hand side vanishes as N → ∞ because logw2 is uniformly
continuous and minx,y tx,y → ∞.

Combining the estimates, we obtain

δKϵ,w1,w2 ≥ lim sup
N→∞

1

n− 1
log

∏
x,y,i,j

(x,y,i,j) ̸=(x0,y0,i0,j0)

|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

− z
(N)
x,y,i,j |w1(z

(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

)w2(z
(N)
x,y,i,j)

= lim sup
N→∞

N

n− 1

1

N
log

∏
x,y,i,j

(x,y,i,j)̸=(x0,y0,i0,j0)

|z(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

− z
(N)
x,y,i,j |w1(z

(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

)w2(z
(N)
x,y,i,j)

+
N

n− 1

1

N
logw2(z

(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

)− N

n− 1

1

N
logw2(z

(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

)

≥ inf
z∈supp(σa)

∫
O
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσa(t)− lim sup

N→∞

N

n− 1

1

N
logw2(z

(N)
x0,y0,i0,j0

)

= inf
z∈supp(σa)

∫
O
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσa(t).

(74)

Since for any ϵ > 0 we have supp(σa) ⊆ Kϵ for all sufficiently small a > 0, Proposi-
tions 3.33.3 and 3.53.5 imply that

δKϵ,w1,w2 ≥ inf
z∈supp(σ)

∫
K
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσ(t). (75)
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3.2 Upper bound

We turn to the proof of the first inequality in (4545). Following the idea of the proof
of [ST13ST13, Theorem III.1.3] (more precisely, the inequality δw ≤ cw), we consider the
normalized counting measures corresponding to the maximizing sets of points z0, . . . , zn,
and use the weak limit along a subsequence to bound the supremum over the probability
measures from below. As the integrand is unbounded, we introduce a cutoff M > 0 inside
the logarithm to ensure convergence of the normalized sums to the integral along the
subsequence.

For M > 0 and ζ ∈ C we consider the functions

hM,ζ(t) = logmax{M, |ζ − t|}. (76)

Lemma 3.6. If ζn → ζ then hM,ζn(t) → hM,ζ(t) holds uniformly in t ∈ C.

Proof. We bound the difference hM,ζ(t)− hM,ζn(t) as

logmax{M, |ζ − t|} − logmax{M, |ζn − t|} = log
max{M, |ζ − t|}
max{M, |ζn − t|}

= log

(
1 +

max{M, |ζ − t|} −max{M, |ζn − t|}
max{M, |ζn − t|}

)
≤ log

(
1 +

max{0, |ζ − t| − |ζn − t|}
max{M, |ζn − t|}

)
≤ log

(
1 +

|ζ − ζn|
M

)
,

(77)

in the first inequality using that x 7→ max{M,x} has Lipschitz constant 1 and increases,
and in the last step using the triangle inequality. Since the roles of ζ and ζn are symmetric,
the same bound holds on the absolute value. The bound is independent of t and vanishes
as |ζ − ζn| → 0 for any fixed M > 0.

Proposition 3.7.

δK,w1,w2 ≤ sup
σ∈P(K)

inf
z∈supp(σ)

∫
K
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσ(t) (78)

Proof. For every n choose an n + 1-element subset Z(n) = {z(n)0 , z
(n)
1 , . . . , z

(n)
n } ⊆ K

maximizing

min
0≤i≤n

n∏
l=0
l ̸=i

∣∣∣z(n)i − z
(n)
l

∣∣∣w1(z
(n)
i )w2(z

(n)
l ). (79)

Let νn be the normalized counting measure of Z(n) on K (i.e., νn(E) = 1
n+1 |E ∩Z(n)| for

every Borel subset E ⊆ K). Choose a subsequence along which

1

n
log min

0≤i≤n

n∏
l=0
l ̸=i

|z(n)i − z
(n)
l |w1(z

(n)
i )w2(z

(n)
l ) → δK,w1,w2 . (80)
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With respect to the weak topology, P(K) is compact, therefore we may choose a further
subsequence such that νn → ν for some ν ∈ P(K). From now on, limits in n will always
be understood along this subsequence.

Let z ∈ supp ν and choose indices in ∈ {0, . . . , n} such that z
(n)
in

→ z. Such indices
exist, since for every open neighbourhood U of z we have 0 < ν(U) ≤ lim infn→∞ νn(U),
which implies Z(n) ∩ U ̸= ∅ for all sufficiently large n.

We have for every M that

δK,w1,w2 = lim
n→∞

1

n
log min

0≤i≤n

n∏
l=0
l ̸=i

|z(n)i − z
(n)
l |w1(z

(n)
i )w2(z

(n)
l )

≤ lim
n→∞

1

n
log

n∏
l=0
l ̸=in

|z(n)in
− z

(n)
l |w1(z

(n)
in

)w2(z
(n)
l )

= lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑
l=0
l ̸=in

[
log|z(n)in

− z
(n)
l |+ logw1(z

(n)
in

) + logw2(z
(n)
l )
]

≤ lim
n→∞

[
logw1(z

(n)
in

) +
1

n

n∑
l=0
l ̸=in

(
h
M,z

(n)
in

(z
(n)
l ) + logw2(z

(n)
l )

)]

= logw1(z) + lim
n→∞

[
n+ 1

n

∫
K

(
h
M,z

(n)
in

(t) + logw2(t)

)
dνn(t)

− 1

n
logM − 1

n
logw2(z

(n)
i )

]
≤ logw1(z) + lim

n→∞

[ ∫
K
(hM,z(t) + logw2(t)) dνn(t)

+

∥∥∥∥hM,z
(n)
in

(t)− hM,z(t)

∥∥∥∥
K

]
= logw1(z) +

∫
K
(hM,z(t) + logw2(t)) dν(t).

(81)

The first equality is due to the choice of Z(n), in the first inequality we use that the
minimum of the products is less than any particular product, the second inequality uses

log|z(n)in
− z

(n)
l | ≤ h

M,z
(n)
in

(z
(n)
l ), the third equality follows by rewriting the sum as an

integral with respect to the counting measure and accounting for the omitted term l = in
(using h

M,z
(n)
in

(z
(n)
in

) = logM), in the third inequality we replace h
M,z

(n)
in

with hM,z in the

integral and estimate the error by the supremum norm (on K) of the difference times the
total measure νn(K) = 1, and the last equality uses that νn → ν weakly, the integrand is
continuous, and Lemma 3.63.6.

This inequality is true for all M > 0, therefore

δK,w1,w2 ≤ lim
M→0

logw1(z) +

∫
K
(hM,z(t) + logw2(t)) dν(t)

= logw1(z) +

∫
K
(log|z − t|+ logw2(t)) dν(t),

(82)

where the equality follows from the dominated convergence theorem. Finally, the bound
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holds for all z ∈ supp ν, therefore

δK,w1,w2 ≤ inf
z∈supp(ν)

∫
K
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dν(t)

≤ sup
σ∈P(K)

inf
z∈supp(σ)

∫
K
log|z − t|w1(z)w2(t) dσ(t)

(83)

3.3 Combining the bounds

Combining the previously shown bounds, we can now finish the proof of the promised
equality between the integral formula and the upper bound on the error exponent arising
from the optimized probability bound.

Corollary 3.8. The optimal achievable error exponent in (4242) can be written as

ropt = 2 inf
K⊆C

inf
σ∈P(K)

sup
z∈suppσ

log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ + e

∫
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t), (84)

where the first infimum is taken over the compact subsets of C.

Proof. First we use that the sum of polynomial number of non-negative terms can be
estimated asymptotically with the maximum over the terms in the sum, i.e.,

max
i

∏
l ̸=i

∥∥∥ e
√
A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi)

∥∥∥2 |zl|2

|zi − zl|2
≤

ne+1∑
i=1

∏
l ̸=i

∥∥∥ e
√
A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi)

∥∥∥2 |zl|2

|zi − zl|2

≤ (ne+ 1)max
i

∏
l ̸=i

∥∥∥ e
√
A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi)

∥∥∥2 |zl|2

|zi − zl|2
.

(85)

The factor (ne + 1) vanishes after we take the logarithm and the limit. Now we have to
deal with the singularities of the operator. If there is a z ∈ {zi}i ⊆ K for which
A1(z)⊗· · ·⊗Ak(z) has a singularity, then the maximum over i becomes infinity. Then it is
enough to consider such K sets where A1(z)⊗· · ·⊗Ak(z) is continuous. As an immediate

consequence of Propositions 3.53.5 and 3.73.7 with w1(z) =
∥∥∥ e
√
A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)

∥∥∥−1
and

w2(t) = |t|−1 we get

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log inf

{zi}i⊆K

ne+1∑
i=1

∏
l ̸=i

∥∥∥ e
√
A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)

∥∥∥2 |zl|2

|zi − zl|2

= 2 inf
σ∈P(K)

sup
z∈suppσ

log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ + e

∫
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t).

(86)

The next proposition concludes our final expression for the optimal error exponent.
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Proposition 3.9. Assume that ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ → ∞ whenever |z| → 0 and ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥
is nowhere zero (see Remark 2.22.2). Then

inf
K⊆C

inf
σ∈P(K)

sup
z∈suppσ

[
log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ + e

∫
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

]
= inf

σ∈P(C)
sup

z∈suppσ

[
log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

]
,

(87)

where the first infimum is taken over the compact subsets of C.

Proof. On one hand we trivially have that the right hand side is less than or equal to the
left hand side. For the converse let σ ∈ P(C) and suppose that

S(σ) := sup
z∈supp(σ)

[
logA(z) + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

]
<∞, (88)

where A(z) := ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥.
For the optimal σ measure 0 ̸∈ supp(σ) since the second term vanishes at z = 0 and

the first term is ∞, so it is enough to consider σ measures satisfying this property. In the
following we show that for any such σ and ϵ > 0 there exists a probability measure σR
with compact support such that S(σ) + ϵ ≥ S(σR).

For all sufficiently large R we have σ(BR(0)) > 0, therefore we can define the condi-
tional distribution

σR(E) =
σ(E ∩BR(0))

σ(BR(0))
, (89)

which is supported on a compact subset of C \ {0}. For ϵ > 0 choose zR ∈ supp(σR) such
that

S(σR)− ϵ ≤ logA(zR) + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|zR − t|

dσR(t). (90)

If R ≤ |t|, then

|t|
|zR − t|

≥ |t|
|zR|+ |t|

=
1

| zRt |+ 1
≥ 1

2
, (91)

since |zR| ≤ R. This implies

S(σ) ≥ logA(zR) + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|zR − t|

dσ(t)

= logA(zR) + e

∫
BR(0)

log
|t|

|zR − t|
dσ(t) + e

∫
C\BR(0)

log
|t|

|zR − t|
dσ(t)

≥ logA(zR) + eσ(BR(0))

∫
BR(0)

log
|t|

|zR − t|
dσR(t)− e(1− σ(BR(0)))

= σ(BR(0))

[
logA(zR) + e

∫
BR(0)

log
|t|

|zR − t|
dσR(t)

]
+ (1− σ(BR(0))) (logA(zR)− e)

≥ σ(BR(0))(S(σR)− ϵ) + (1− σ(BR(0)))(logA(zR)− e),

(92)
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therefore

1

σ(BR(0))
S(σ)− 1− σ(BR(0))

σ(BR(0))
(logA(zR)− e) + ϵ ≥ S(σR). (93)

Since limR→∞ σ(BR(0)) = 1 and logA(z) is bounded from below, the limit of the left hand
side is S(σ) + ϵ. This holds for all ϵ > 0, therefore the converse inequality also holds.

Proof of Theorem 1.11.1. Note that if A1(z)⊗· · ·⊗Ak(z) contains both positive and negative
powers of z and it is nowhere zero, then the conditions of Proposition 3.93.9 are satisfied for
∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥. Then by the previous proposition the optimal error exponent takes
its final form:

ropt = 2 inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

[
log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

]
. (94)

4 Bounds and special cases

Although (9494) is a single-letter upper bound on the optimal strong converse exponent, it
involves an infimum over the set of probability measures, and in this generality we do not
see a way to further simplify the expression. In the following we derive a simple lower
bound on the infimum which, as we will see, is tight in the important special case when
log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ is a centrally symmetric function of z.

Lemma 4.1.

inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

∫
log|t| − log|z − t| dσ(t) = 0. (95)

Proof. First note that by Lemma A.1A.1 and the fact that
∫
log|t| − log|z− t| dσ(t) → −∞ if

|z| → ∞, the supremum in z over C is the same as the supremum over suppσ. Therefore
we have

sup
z∈suppσ

∫
log|t| − log|z − t|dσ(t) = sup

z∈C

∫
log|t| − log|z − t| dσ(t)

≥
∫

log|t| − log|t|dσ(t) = 0.

(96)

For the converse we choose the uniform probability measure over the unit circle T (any
circle would do) centered at the origin.

inf
K

inf
σ∈P(K)

sup
z∈suppσ

∫
log|t| − log|z − t| dσ(t) ≤ sup

z∈suppT

∫
log|t| − log|z − t| dσT(t)

= sup
z∈suppT

[log 1− log 1] = 0.
(97)

Corollary 4.2. The optimal value of the error exponent in Corollary 3.83.8 can be lower
bounded as

ropt ≥ 2 logmin
z

∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ . (98)
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Proof. The right hand side of (9494) can be lower bounded by using ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ ≥
minz ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥, then the rest is the immediate consequence of Lemma 4.14.1.

Proposition 4.3. Let A1(z)⊗· · ·⊗Ak(z) be centrally symmetric, i.e., A1(z)⊗· · ·⊗Ak(z) =
A1(ze

iφ)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(ze
iφ) for any z ∈ C and φ ∈ R. Then the optimal error exponent ropt

achieves its lower bound in Corollary 4.24.2.

Proof. By choosing σ to be the uniform measure on the circle with radius r around the
origin, we get∫

log|t| − log|z − t|dσ(t) = log r − sup
z∈suppσ

∫
log|z − reiφ| dφ

= log r − sup
z∈suppσ

log r = 0.
(99)

On the other hand, ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ only depends on |z| so one can chose r such
that minz ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ =

∥∥A1(re
iφ)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(re

iφ)
∥∥.

Example 4.4. Let W = 1√
k
(|100 . . . 0⟩+ |010 . . . 0⟩+ · · ·+ |0 . . . 01⟩) be the k-party W

state and write

1

z

√
2

k

(
1 −1
z 0

)
⊗ · · · ⊗

(
1 −1
z 0

)
1√
2
(|00 . . . 0⟩ − |11 . . . 1⟩)

=
1√
k
(|10 . . . ⟩ + |010 . . . ⟩ + · · · + |0 . . . 01⟩) + O(z). (100)

The state 1√
2
(|00 . . . 0⟩−|11 . . . 1⟩) is LU-equivalent to the generalized GHZ state, therefore

this equation can be seen as a degeneration between GHZ and W. The norm of the operator
on the left hand side is

∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ =

√
2

k

(4 + |z|2)
k
2

|z|
. (101)

This is clearly centrally symmetric so Proposition 4.34.3 can be applied, and we get the error
exponent

rGHZ→W = inf
d>0

2 log
(4 + d2)

k
2

d
+log

2

k
= 2(k−1)+k log k−(k−1) log(k−1)+log

2

k
(102)

where the minimum is achieved by d =
√

4
k−1 . For k = 3 this gives rGHZ→W ≈ 6.17

Although Example 4.44.4 gives the best possible error exponent achievable by this par-
ticular degeneration, it is in general possible to find different degenerations between the
same pair of states, which do not necessarily lead to the same error exponent. We illus-
trate this with another degeneration from GHZ to the W state, which is an example of a
combinatorial degeneration. First we recall the definition and specialize Proposition 4.34.3
to combinatorial degenerations.

Definition 4.5. Let I1, . . . , Ik be finite index sets and let Φ ⊆ Ψ ⊆ I1 × · · · × Ik. We say
that Φ is a combinatorial degeneration of Ψ if there are maps uj : Ij → Z such that for all

α ∈ I1×· · ·× Ik, if α ∈ Ψ \Φ, then
∑k

j=1 uj(αj) > 0, and if α ∈ Φ, then
∑k

j=1 uj(αj) = 0.
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For further details on combinatorial degeneration see [CVZ23CVZ23, BCS13BCS13]. Let {|i⟩}i∈Ij
be bases on the local Hilbert spaces Hj . Then acting with the linear maps

Aj :=
∑
i∈Ij

zuj(i) |i⟩⟨i| , (103)

where j ∈ [k], on a state with support in Φ we get a degeneration to a state with support
in Ψ.

Proposition 4.6. Let I1, . . . , Ik be finite index sets and Φ ⊆ Ψ ⊆ I1×· · ·×Ik, and suppose
that Φ is a combinatorial degeneration of Ψ. Let

ψ =
∑

(i1,...,ik)∈Ψ

ψi1,...,ik |i1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ik⟩ (104)

be a unit vector, q =
∑

(i1,...,ik)∈Φ|ψi1,...,ik |2, and

φ =
1
√
q

∑
(i1,...,ik)∈Φ

ψi1,...,ik |i1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ik⟩ . (105)

Then ψ can be asymptotically transformed into φ with rate 1 and strong converse exponent
at most r = − log q.

Proof. Let uj : Ij → Z as in Definition 4.54.5. Consider the maps

Aj(z) := q−
1
2k

∑
i∈Ij

zuj(i) |i⟩⟨i| . (106)

Then

(A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z))ψ =
1
√
q

∑
(i1,...,ik)∈Ψ

ψi1,...,ikz
u1(i1)+···+uk(ik) |i1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ik⟩

= φ+O(z).

(107)

The norm of the product map is

∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ =

{
1√
q |z|

umax if |z| ≥ 1
1√
q |z|

umin otherwise,
(108)

where umax =
∑k

j=1maxi∈Ij uj(i) and umin =
∑k

j=1mini∈Ij uj(i). In particular, ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥
is centrally symmetric and its minimum is 1√

q , therefore the claim follows from Proposi-

tion 4.34.3.

The following example shows a combinatorial degeneration (see Proposition 4.64.6) be-
tween the GHZ and the W state.

Example 4.7. Let

GHZ =
1

2
(|+++⟩+ |− −+⟩+ |+−−⟩+ |−+−⟩) , (109)

be the GHZ state expressed in the basis {|+⟩ , |−⟩}, and

W =
1√
3
(|+−−⟩+ |−+−⟩+ |− −+⟩), (110)
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a W state with {|+⟩ , |−⟩} being its canonical basis. Let

Aj(z) =
3

√
2√
3

∑
i∈{+,−}

zu(i) |i⟩⟨i| (111)

for any j ∈ [k] and

A1(z)⊗A2(z)⊗A3(z) =
2√
3

∑
i1,i2,i3∈{+,−}

z
∑3

j=1 u(ij) |i1, i2, i3⟩⟨i1, i2, i3| , (112)

where u(+) = 2 and u(−) = −1. Note that any basis vector in the support of the W state
is also in the support of the GHZ state. Also note that for the basis vectors in the support
of the GHZ state we have

∑3
j=1 uj(i) ≥ 0 and there is an equality iff the basis vector is

also in the support of the W state. Acting on the GHZ state then results in

A1(z)⊗A2(z)⊗A3(z)GHZ =
2√
3

∑
i1,i2,i3∈{+,−}

z
∑3

i=j u(ij) |i1, i2, i3⟩⟨i1, i2, i3|GHZ

=
1√
3

(
|+−−⟩+ |−+−⟩+ |− −+⟩+ z6 |+++⟩

) (113)

The norm of the operator on the left hand side is

∥A1(z)⊗A2(z)⊗A3(z)∥ =

{
2√
3
|z|6 if |z| ≥ 1

2√
3
|z|−3 if |z| < 1.

(114)

This is again centrally symmetric so we can apply Proposition 4.34.3, and we get the error
exponent

rGHZ→W = 2 log
2√
3
≈ 0.415. (115)

Example 4.8. Consider the transformations studied in [VC17VC17]. The initial state ψ is
a product of GHZ states shared among subsets of the k parties, encoded in a hypergraph
H (possibly with parallel hyperedges). The vertex set is [k], and a hyperedge E incident
with a set of vertices corresponds to a GHZ state on that subset (an EPR pair, when the
hyperedge has size 2). The target state is the GHZ state on all subsystems. The optimal
asymptotic SLOCC rate is equal to the edge-connectivity λ(H) of the hypergraph, defined
as the largest number l such that after removing any subset of at most l − 1 hyperedges
the hypergraph remains connected. As a concrete example, the complete graph K3 on 3
vertices corresponds to a triple of EPR pairs arranged as EPRAB ⊗ EPRAC ⊗ EPRBC ,
with edge-connectivity λ(K3) = 2.

The asymptotic SLOCC transformation with this rate is in general not possible for any
finite number of copies (even allowing finite-copy degenerations [KMZ23KMZ23, Theorem 6.1]).
In [VC17VC17], a sequence of combinatorial degenerations (in the standard basis) is found,
from ψ⊗n to a GHZ state with at least C2nλ(H) levels for some constant C > 0. Since the
squared coefficients in the standard basis are distributed uniformly on 2n|E(H)| elements
(where E(H) is the set of hyperedges of H), and the combinatorial degeneration is to a
subset of at least C2nλ(H) elements, such a degeneration implies via Proposition 4.64.6 that
a transformation from ψ to GHZ is possible at rate

R ≥ 1

n
log
(
C2nλ(H)

)
(116)
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and error exponent

r ≤ − 1

n
log

C2nλ(H)

2n|E(H)| . (117)

Letting n → ∞, we obtain a transformation at the optimal asymptotic SLOCC rate R =
λ(H), with a strong converse exponent |E(H)| − λ(H).

As mentioned above, the formula for the optimal error exponent is reminiscent of the
equality between the weighted transfinite diameter and the weighted capacity. While it
does not seem to be possible to reduce our result to that equality, we can derive a lower
bound on the error exponent in terms of a weighted capacity, either by estimating directly
the integral formula, or by symmetrizing the two weights w1, w2 in (4343).

Proposition 4.9. The optimal value of the error exponent in (8484) is lower bounded by
the weighted capacity

ropt = 2 inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

≥ 2 inf
σ
e

∫∫
log

1

w(z)w(t)|z − t|
dσ(z) dσ(t),

(118)

with weights w(z) = 1/

√
∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥

1
e |z|.

Proof. This is done by lower bounding the supremum in z by the integral in z over the
probability measure σ. Then by algebraic manipulations we get

2 inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t) ≥

2e

(
inf

σ∈P(C)

∫∫
log

1

|z − t|
dσ(t) dσ(z) +

1

2

∫
log e

√
∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ dσ(z)

+
1

2

∫
log|z| dσ(z) + 1

2

∫
log e

√
∥A1(t)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(t)∥ dσ(t) +

1

2

∫
log|t| dσ(t)

)
=

2e

(
inf

σ∈P(C)

∫∫
log

1

w(z)w(t)|z − t|
dσ(t) dσ(z)

)
.

(119)

Alternatively, one can show the same inequality by using the inequality between the
arithmetic and geometric means:

ne+1∑
i=1

∏
k ̸=i

e

√
∥A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi)∥2

|zk|2

|zi − zk|2

>

 ne∏
j=0

∏
k ̸=j

e

√
∥A1(zj)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zj)∥2

|zk|2

|zj − zk|2

 1
ne+1

=

 ne∏
j=0

∏
k ̸=j

1

w2(zj)w2(zk)|zj − zk|2

 1
ne+1

,

(120)
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where the equality is the result of a similar symmetrizing we have done with the integrals
in (119119). Then the rest is done by the fact that the weighted transfinite diameter equals
with the weighted capacity (see Appendix AA).

We have seen in the previous section that the optimal achievable error exponent is given
by Proposition 4.34.3 when ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ is centrally symmetric. Unfortunately, in
the absence of such symmetry, the problem becomes much more complicated. Still, in
those cases we can formulate a calculable upper bound for the optimal error exponent.

Proposition 4.10. For any R > 0 the optimal error exponent admits the upper bound

ropt = 2 inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

≤ 2

∫ 2π

0
log
∥∥A1(Re

iφ)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(Re
iφ)
∥∥ dφ. (121)

Proof. Let σ be the probability measure on the circle CR with radius R defined by a density
function ρ(φ) and let φz and φt be the angles corresponding to z and t respectively.
For ϵ > 0 we define Aϵ(z) := max{∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ , ϵ}. Using Aϵ(z) instead of
∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ we get an upper bound for the error exponent. With this the
integrand becomes continuous on CR, therefore it can be uniformly approximated by its
Fourier series, in other words for any ϵ > 0 we can choose |n| large enough so that the
partial sum from −n to n of the Fourier series of log

∥∥A1(Re
iφ)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(Re

iφ)
∥∥ differs

from the function by ϵ at most for any z ∈ CR. Our aim is to eliminate any non-constant
Fourier terms from this series with the integral term by a suitable choice of measure. Now
we rewrite the integral using the law of cosines:∫

CR

log
|t|

|z − t|
dσ(t) =

∫
CR

log
R√

2R
√
1− cos(φz − φt)

dσ(t)

=

∫ 2π

0
log

1√
2(1− cos(φz − φt))

ρ(φt) dφ,

(122)

where φ is the angle between z and t on the circle. Note that here we have a convolution
of two functions which in Fourier space converts to a multiplication. To apply this fact,
first we calculate the Fourier coefficients of the kernel function:

c0 =

∫ 2π

0
log

1√
2(1− cos(φ))

dφ = 0 (123)

and

cm =

∫ 2π

0
log

1√
2(1− cos(φ))

e−imφ dφ =
1

2|m|
, (124)

for m ̸= 0, −n ≤ m ≤ n. Let ρ̂m be the Fourier polynomial of the density function ρ
and Âm be the Fourier polynomial of − log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥, both with the cutoff

−n ≤ m ≤ n. We want to achieve Âm by the given integral transformation. By the
convolution theorem we have Â0 = 0 and Âm = eρ̂m

2|m| . This means that by choosing

ρ̂m =
2|m|Âm

e
(125)

for any m ̸= 0, the non-constant terms from the Fourier series of log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥
are eliminated. The only problem with this is that it is not guaranteed that ρ will be a
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density function of a probability measure. To this end we chose ρ̂0 = 1 to ensure normality,
and

∑
n̸=0|ρ̂m| =

∑
m ̸=0

2|mĝm|
e ≤ 1 to ensure non-negativity. The second condition can be

fulfilled only by choosing e large enough, but that choice can be made since the polynomial
on the right hand side of (22) can always be expanded by larger power terms with zero
coefficients, which enlarges its error degree e.

At the end, for any ϵ we can choose n and e large enough so that there exists a
probability distribution with density function ρ such that

inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
φz

logAϵ(Re
iφz) + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

≤ sup
φz

logAϵ(Re
iφz)−

(
logAϵ(Re

iφz)−
∫ 2π

0
logAϵ(Re

iφ) dφ

)
+ ϵ

=

∫ 2π

0
logAϵ(Re

iφ) dφ+ ϵ

(126)

The only thing left to show is the fact that the average of Aϵ(z) in the limit ϵ → 0 is
the same as the average of ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥. When a polynomial described in (22)
takes the value zero at some point z0 then let α ≥ 1 be the largest integer for which
(z − z0)

α can be factored out from the polynomial. Then by factoring this out from
∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥ as |(z − z0)|α the remaining function lacks singularity at z0. By
taking the logarithm we get a singular term in a form α log|z − z0|, which in terms of
angles translates to |z−z0| = R

√
2(1− cosφ) where φ is the angle between z0 and z. But

∫ ϵ

−ϵ
logR

√
2(1− cosφ) dφ = 2ϵ logR+ 2ϵ log ϵ− 2ϵ, (127)

which goes to 0 as ϵ → 0 so this singularity does not contribute to the integral. Then we
have

lim
ϵ→0

∫ 2π

0
logAϵ(Re

iφ) dφ =

∫ 2π

0
log
∥∥A1(Re

iφ)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(Re
iφ)
∥∥ dφ. (128)

Remark 4.11. Note that by operating under the assumptions of Remark 2.22.2 in Proposi-
tion 4.104.10 we do not have to deal with the singularities of log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥, and the
proof can be simplified by immediately considering the Fourier series of log ∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥.

Corollary 4.12. Let CR be a circle around the origin with radius R. Then the error
exponent

r = 2 inf
R>0

∫ 2π

0
log
∥∥A1(Re

iφ)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(Re
iφ)
∥∥ dφ, (129)

is achievable.

Proof. Immediate consequence of Proposition 4.104.10.

5 Error exponents for transformation rates below one

In this section, we study the achievable error exponents for protocols that utilize degen-
eration when the transformation rate R < 1. By relaxing the rate, we can aim for smaller
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error exponents than those observed in the R = 1 case. Indeed, this reduction is achievable
by discarding (1−R)n copies of the initial state and applying the protocol with R = 1 to
the remaining copies, resulting in a success probability of 2−rRn+o(n).

Similarly, for protocols characterized by rate-exponent pairs (R1, r1) and (R2, r2), time-
sharing can be employed. By dividing the initial state into groups of pn and (1−p)n copies,
and applying the respective protocols to these subsets, the resulting rate is pR1+(1−p)R2

with a success probability of 2−r1pn+o(n) · 2−r2(1−p)n+o(n) = 2−(r1p+r2(1−p))n+o(n). This
demonstrates the convexity of the achievable region in the (R, r) plane.

In the following we construct a protocol which gives a better error exponent for R < 1
than the previously introduced time-sharing protocol. Given n ∈ N and complex numbers
z1, . . . , zt, we form the operators Ct ⊗H⊗n

j → C2 ⊗ Ct ⊗H⊗n
j

K
(1)
j,m =

t∑
i=1

|1⟩ ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|j ⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I︸ ︷︷ ︸
m−1

⊗ Aj(zi)

∥Aj(zi)∥
⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I︸ ︷︷ ︸

n−m

(130)

K
(0)
j,m =

t∑
i=1

|0⟩ ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|j ⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I︸ ︷︷ ︸
m−1

⊗
√
I − Aj(zi)∗Aj(zi)

∥Aj(zi)∥2
⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I︸ ︷︷ ︸

n−m

. (131)

For different j or m these commute (since the only “shared” subsystem is Ct where they

are all diagonal) and (K
(0)
j,m)∗K

(0)
j,m + (K

(1)
j,m)∗K

(1)
j,m ≤ I, therefore for every j the products

Kx
j =

n∏
m=1

K
(xm)
j,m (132)

for x ∈ {0, 1}n are the Kraus operators of a local channel Tj from B(Ct ⊗ H⊗n
j ) →

B((C2)⊗n ⊗ Ct ⊗H⊗n
j ). We apply these to n copies of the initial state and a GHZ state

and let each party measure all the n classical flags. For the outcome x1, . . . , xj ∈ {0, 1}n
let

Ψx1,...,xj
:= ⟨x1, . . . , xj | (T1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Tk)

∑
i,i′=1

wiwi′
∣∣i〉〈i′∣∣⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗n

 |x1, . . . , xj⟩

=
t∑

i,i′=1

wiwi′
∣∣i〉〈i′∣∣⊗ n⊗

m=1

∣∣ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m
(zi)
〉 〈
ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m

(zi′)
∣∣

=

(⊕
i

wi

n⊗
m=1

∣∣ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m
(zi)
〉)(⊕

i′

wi′

n⊗
m=1

〈
ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m

(zi′)
∣∣) .

(133)

Here the 2k vectors ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m
(zi) indexed by bit strings are obtained by applying

one of
Aj(zi)

∥Aj(zi)∥ and

√
I − Aj(zi)∗Aj(zi)

∥Aj(zi)∥2
at each of the j factors depending on the respective

bit being 0 or 1.
In the following we work with fixed outcome bit strings x1, . . . , xj ∈ {0, 1}n, such that

they contain ⌊Rn⌋ times the all-1 flag (1, . . . , 1), i.e., the number of m indices such that
(x1,m, . . . , xj,m) = (1, . . . , 1) is ⌊Rn⌋. We want to trace out the rest, but this can not be
done trivially on the tensor sum, because these states are entangled. Let us consider one
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term at a time. By tracing out the unwanted copies we get the transformation

n⊗
m=1

∣∣ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m
(zi)
〉
→ |ψ1...1(zi)⟩⊗⌊Rn⌋

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n⊗

m=⌊Rn⌋+1

ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m
(zi)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
= |ψ1...1(zi)⟩⊗⌊Rn⌋

n∏
m=⌊Rn⌋+1

∥∥ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m
(zi)
∥∥ . (134)

Here
∣∣∣ψ(i)

1...1

〉
denotes the one-copy output state, which has a flag 1 on each of its output

bits. Without the loss of generality we ordered these all-1 flag bits to be the first ⌊Rn⌋
states.

To apply this to the tensor sum we use [JV19JV19, Proposition 2.14] to conclude that the
transformation

t∑
i=1

wi |i⟩ ⊗
n⊗

m=1

∣∣ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m
(zi)
〉

→
t∑

i=1

wi

 n∏
m=⌊Rn⌋+1

∥∥ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m
(zi)
∥∥ |i⟩ ⊗ |ψ1...1(zi)⟩⊗⌊Rn⌋ (135)

can also be performed with probability 1. In the final step of the protocol we act with a
rank-1 projection 1√

t

∑t
i=1 |i⟩ on the GHZ part. At the end we are left with the state

t∑
i=1

ci ∥A1(zi)∥⌊Rn⌋ . . . ∥Ak(zi)∥⌊Rn⌋ |ψ1...1(zi)⟩⊗⌊Rn⌋ =

t∑
i=1

ci (A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi) |ψ⟩)⊗⌊Rn⌋ ,

(136)

where

ci =
1√
t

wi

(∏n
m=⌊Rn⌋+1

∥∥ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m
(zi)
∥∥)

∥A1(zi)∥⌊Rn⌋ . . . ∥Ak(zi)∥⌊Rn⌋ . (137)

Choosing ci and zi such that they admit (44) we proceed the same way as in (77):

t∑
i=1

ci (A1(zi)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(zi) |ψ⟩)⊗⌊Rn⌋ =

t∑
i=1

ci

⌊Rn⌋e∑
h=0

zhi φ
⊗⌊Rn⌋
h

=

⌊Rn⌋e∑
h=0

(
t∑

i=1

zhi ci

)
φ
⊗⌊Rn⌋
h

= φ⊗⌊Rn⌋.

(138)

5.1 Optimizing the probabilities

The key observation on optimizing the probability of the previously described protocol is
that the problem formally coincides with the one we have solved in the R = 1 case. The
main difference is that here we have created ⌊Rn⌋ copies instead of n. The probability of
the transformation given by the protocol is encoded in the norm of the input GHZ state,
since ψ and φ were chosen to be unit vectors.

32



Until this point we have considered fixed x1, . . . , xk ∈ {0, 1}n outcomes, but any per-
mutation of these n number of k-indices leads to the same probability. There are in total 2k

number of different k-tuples of bits, and we have sampled this set n times. Let n(b1,...,bk) be
the number of occurrences of the bit string (b1, . . . , bk) in (x1, . . . , xk). The total number
of permutations of these k-tuples is(

n

n(0,...,0), n(0,...,0,1), . . . , n(1,...,1)

)
≈ 2nH(Pn),

where H(Pn) is the Shannon entropy of the empirical probability distribution

Pn(b1, . . . , bk) :=
n(b1,...,bk)

n
(139)

defined by:

H(Pn) = −
∑

(b1,...,bk)∈{0,1}k
Pn(b1, . . . , bk) logPn(b1, . . . , bk), (140)

where we used base-2 logarithm. Here ≈ denotes the equality up to a polynomial factor.
By accepting any of these permutations, the individual probabilities sum up and we gain
this factor in the total probability:

p(R) ⪆ 2nH(Pn)

(
t∑

i=1

|ci|2
∥A1(zi)∥2⌊Rn⌋ . . . ∥Ak(zi)∥2⌊Rn⌋∏n
m=⌊Rn⌋+1

∥∥ψx1,m,x2,m,...,xk,m
(zi)
∥∥2
)−1

· 1
t

⪆ 2nH(Pn)

(
t∑

i=1

|ci|2
∥A1(zi)∥2⌊Rn⌋ . . . ∥Ak(zi)∥2⌊Rn⌋∏

(b1,...,bk)∈{0,1}k\(1,...,1) ∥ψb1,...,bk(zi)∥
2Pn(b1,...,bk)n

)−1

,

(141)

where ⪆ denotes ≥ up to a polynomial factor.

Proposition 5.1. The success probability in (141141) of the protocol described in Section 55
results in the error exponent

ropt(R) = −h(R) + inf
Pcond∈P({0,1}k\(1,...,1))

inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

[
2R

k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥

+ 2Re

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t) + (1−R)D
(
Pcond

∥∥∥{∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥
2}b1,...,bk

)]
.

(142)

Proof. Let

AP (z) :=

∏k
j=1 ∥Aj(z)∥∏

(b1,...,bk)∈{0,1}k\(1,...,1) ∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥
P (b1,...,bk)

R

, (143)

where P is a probability distribution over the k-bit strings such that P (1, . . . , 1) = R.
For a fixed P , we choose a series of empirical probability distributions Pn such that they
converge to P . Then for any 0 < ϵ there exist n large enough so that∏
(b1,...,bk)∈{0,1}k\(1,...,1)

∥ψb1,...,bk(zi)∥
2Pn(b1,...,bk) ≥ 2−ϵ

∏
(b1,...,bk)∈{0,1}k\(1,...,1)

∥ψb1,...,bk(zi)∥
2P (b1,...,bk) .

(144)
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Using this we further modify the right hand side of (141141) to get

p ≥ 2nH(Pn)

 t∑
i=1

|ci|2
∥A1(zi)∥2⌊Rn⌋ . . . ∥Ak(zi)∥2⌊Rn⌋(∏

(b1,...,bk)∈{0,1}k\(1,...,1) ∥ψb1,...,bk(zi)∥
P (b1,...,bk)

)2n
· 2−2nϵ


−1

≥ 2nH(Pn)


t∑

i=1

|ci|2
∥A1(zi)∥2Rn . . . ∥Ak(zi)∥2Rn(∏

(b1,...,bk)∈{0,1}k\(1,...,1) ∥ψb1,...,bk(zi)∥
P (b1,...,bk)

R

)2Rn


−1

· 2−2nϵ

≥ 2nH(Pn)

(
t∑

i=1

|ci|2AP (zi)
2Rn

)−1

· 2−2nϵ.

(145)

Note that we did not lose probability in the first order of the exponent by the previous
bounds. In the asymptotic limit the first term leads to H(P ) and 2−2nϵ leads to 2ϵ in the
error exponent. In the latter ϵ > 0 is arbitrary, so this term can be omitted.

One can see that the second term takes the same form as (88). To optimize this expres-
sion in the complex numbers zi we can directly use the results of the previous sections.
Corollary 2.92.9 deals with this optimization, but we need to ensure that its conditions are
satisfied. By assuming that the Laurent polynomial A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z) contains positive
and negative powers and it is nowhere zero (see Remark 2.22.2), the conditions of Corol-
lary 2.92.9 are met for

∏k
j=1 ∥Aj(z)∥. Because the denominator of (143143) is bounded from

above these conditions also hold for AP .
We write the optimal error exponent achievable by this protocol

r(P ) = −H(P ) + 2R inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

[
logAP (z) + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

]

= −H(P ) + 2R inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

[ k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥

−
∑

(b1,...,bk)∈{0,1}k\(1,...,1)

P (b1, . . . , bk)

R
log ∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥ + e

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

]
.

(146)

The entropy of the probability distribution P can be split by using the chain rule
H(P ) = h(R) + (1−R)H(Pcond) where the first term is the binary entropy of R and the
second is the entropy of the conditional probability distribution on the bit strings excluding
the all-1 k-tuples, i.e., Pcond(b1, . . . , bk) = P (b1, . . . , bk)/(1−R) if (b1, . . . , bk) ̸= (1, . . . , 1)
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and 0 otherwise. Then

r(P ) = −h(R)− (1−R)H(Pcond) + inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

[
2R

k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥

+ 2Re

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)− (1−R)
∑

(b1,...,bk)∈{0,1}k
2Pcond(b1, . . . , bk) log ∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥

]

= −h(R) + inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

[
2R

k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥ + 2Re

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

− (1−R)
∑

(b1,...,bk)∈{0,1}k
2Pcond(b1, . . . , bk) log ∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥ +H(Pcond)

]

= −h(R) + inf
σ∈P(C)

sup
z∈suppσ

[
2R

k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥ + 2Re

∫
C
log

|t|
|z − t|

dσ(t)

+ (1−R)D
(
Pcond

∥∥∥{∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥
2}b1,...,bk

)]
,

(147)

where D(P∥Q) is the Kullback–Leibler divergence between the finitely supported proba-
bility distribution P and the finitely supported non-negative function Q:

D(P∥Q) =
∑

x∈suppP

P (x) log
P (x)

Q(x)
. (148)

By optimizing this expression in Pcond we conclude our statement.

Proposition 5.2. Assume that
∏k

j=1 ∥Aj(z)∥ is centrally symmetric, i.e.,
∏k

j=1 ∥Aj(z)∥ =∏k
j=1

∥∥Aj(ze
iφ)
∥∥ for any φ ∈ R, and ∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥

2 is also centrally symmetric for every
b1, . . . , bk ∈ {0, 1}. Then the optimal error exponent in (142142) takes the form

ropt(R) = −h(R) + inf
z∈C

[
2R

k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥ − (1−R) log
(
1− ∥ψ1,...,1(z)∥2

)]
(149)

Proof. By the assumptions AP (z) on the right hand side of (146146) is centrally symmetric
and we can directly apply Proposition 4.34.3 to that equation to get

r(P ) = −H(P ) + 2R inf
z∈C

logAP (z) (150)

Then, similarly to (147147), we use the chain rule for the Shannon entropy to write

r(R,Pcond) = −h(R)+inf
z∈C

2R k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥ + (1−R)D
(
Pcond

∥∥∥(∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥
2)b1,...,bk

) .
(151)

The rest is done by taking the infimum over Pcond ∈ P({0, 1}k \ (1, . . . , 1)). Note that

D
(
Pcond

∥∥∥(∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥
2)b1,...,bk

)
≥ − log

∑
b1,...,bk

∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥
2 (152)
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and choosing

Pcond(b1, . . . , bk) :=
∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥

2∑
b1,...,bk

∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥
2 (153)

we have

D
(
Pcond

∥∥∥(∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥
2)b1,...,bk

)
= − log

∑
b1,...,bk

∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥
2 . (154)

From the observation that

⟨ψ| I1⊗· · ·⊗Aj(zi)
∗Aj(zi)

∥Aj(zi)∥2
⊗· · ·⊗Ik |ψ⟩+⟨ψ| I1⊗· · ·⊗

(
I − Aj(zi)

∗Aj(zi)

∥Aj(zi)∥2

)
⊗· · ·⊗Ik |ψ⟩ = ∥ψ∥2 ,

(155)

meaning that∑
b1,...,bk∈{0,1}

∥ψb1,b2,...,bk(zi)∥
2 = 1, (156)

follows

log
∑

b1,...,bk

∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥
2 = log

(
1− ∥ψ1,...,1(z)∥2

)
, (157)

which concludes our proof.

Remark 5.3. Observe that if Aj(z)
∗Aj(z) is centrally symmetric then it implies this

symmetry on the norm ∥Aj(z)∥, and also on ∥ψb1,...,bk(z)∥
2 which is obtained by applying

the operators
Aj(z)

∗Aj(z)

∥Aj(z)∥2
or

√
I − Aj(z)∗Aj(z)

∥Aj(z)∥2
for each j ∈ [k] on the input state ψ and

taking its inner product with ψ. Therefore the central symmetry of Aj(z)
∗Aj(z) is a

stronger, but more convenient condition than what is used in Proposition 5.25.2. Although
the central symmetry of Aj(z)

∗Aj(z) may not hold for all degenerations with centrally
symmetric norms, it holds for any combinatorial degeneration (see Definition 4.54.5).

Example 5.4. We can repeat Example 4.74.7 considering a transformation rate 0 < R < 1.
Using that Aj(z)

∗Aj(z) is centrally symmetric we can apply Proposition 5.25.2.

∥ψ1...1(|z|)∥2 =
∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)ψ∥2

∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥2
=

1

∥A1(z)⊗ · · · ⊗Ak(z)∥2
3 + |z|12

3

=

{
3+|z|12
4|z|12 = 3

4|z|12 + 1
4 if |z| ≥ 1

3+|z|12
4|z|−6 = 3|z|6

4 + |z|18
4 if |z| < 1

(158)

The results of the numerical optimization of (149149) are shown on Figure 22.

Corollary 5.5. Assume the symmetry conditions of Proposition 5.25.2. Then the best achiev-
able error exponent is

ropt = − sup
z∈C

log

(
exp

−2

k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥

+exp

 log
(
1− ∥ψ1,...,1(z)∥2

)). (159)
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Figure 2: The rate-error exponent plane for transforming GHZ states into W states. The
curve shows the achievable (R, r) pairs calculated by numerical optimization of Proposi-
tion 5.25.2. For R = 1 we recover the error exponent r ≈ 0.415 calculated in Example 4.74.7,
then for larger error exponents the rate R = 1 is also achievable. The shaded region below
the curve is also achievable, but the lined region (R > 1) is not achievable due to the
equality of the local ranks. The dotted line shows the trade-off curve of the time-sharing
protocol utilizing the known protocol for R = 1. The achievability of the white region is
not determined by these bounds.

Proof. We take the infimum of the right hand side of (149149) over R. Note that the entropy
h(R) can be moved inside the infimum over z, which can be interchanged with the infimum
over R. Using

sup
p∈[0,1]

[h(p) + px1 + (1− p)x2] = log
(
2x1 + 2x2

)
(160)

from [Str91Str91, Eq. (2.13)] we get

inf
R∈[0,1]

[
2R

k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥ − (1−R) log
(
1− ∥ψ1,...,1(z)∥2

)
− h(R)

]

=− sup
R∈[0,1]

[
− 2R

k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥ + (1−R) log
(
1− ∥ψ1,...,1(z)∥2

)
+ h(R)

]

=− log

[
exp

−2

k∑
j=1

log ∥Aj(z)∥

+ exp

 log
(
1− ∥ψ1,...,1(z)∥2

)]
(161)

6 Conclusion

We have shown that if a state φ arises as a degeneration of another state ψ, then an
asymptotic probabilistic transformation from ψ to φ is possible with a finite strong con-
verse exponent, more precisely, with an exponent bounded by a single-letter formula given
in Theorem 1.11.1. In addition, we provide a bound on the trade-off relation between the
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transformation rate R ∈ (0, 1) and the error exponent, which is more favourable than the
bound that follows from a convexity (time-sharing) argument.

However, our bound on the success probability remains exponentially small even for
very small rates R, where one would expect that the probability of success in fact ap-
proaches 1 exponentially fast. In contrast, if a single-copy LOCC transformation from
ψ to φ is possible with probability p, then for any rate R < p there exists a protocol
for an asymptotic transformation that succeeds with probability 1 − 2−nd(R∥p), where
d(q∥p) = p log p

q + (1 − p) log 1−p
1−q . It would be most interesting to construct a protocol

from a degeneration that, for some nonzero rate R succeeds with probability 1 − 2−Ω(n).
This would apply even in cases when there is a degeneration from ψ to φ (so that rate 1
is achievable with asymptotic SLOCC), but there is no SLOCC transformation from ψ⊗n

to φ⊗n for any n.
Concerning the other limiting case of large strong converse exponents, it is not even

known if the optimal asymptotic SLOCC rate can be achieved with a success probability
that goes to 0 exponentially (and not faster). Denoting the largest achievable rate for a
given strong converse exponent r by R∗(ψ → φ, r), this amounts to asking if the function
R∗(ψ → φ, r) is eventually constant. When the optimal rate is achieved by a finite-copy
SLOCC transformation (restriction), then by running the protocol independently on copies
(blocks) already gives and exponential lower bound, and our result shows that exponential
behaviour also follows when the optimal rate arises from a finite-copy degeneration. How-
ever, this leaves open the possibility that the largest success probability at the optimal
SLOCC rate decreases faster than any exponential in case the optimal rate can only be
achieved by a sequence of degenerations. As we have seen in Example 4.84.8, a finite error
exponent at the optimal rate may still be possible even when no degeneration exists for
any finite number of copies with the same rate.
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A Transfinite diameter and logarithmic capacity

The transfinite diameter measures the “size” of a compact set in the complex plane or
more generally in Euclidean space. For a compact set K ⊂ C, the transfinite diameter
d(K) is defined as

d(K) = lim
n→∞

 sup
z1,z2,...,zn∈K

∏
1≤i<j≤n

|zi − zj |

 2
n(n−1)

. (162)

This limit exists and provides a measure of the distribution of points in K. This concept
can be generalized to the weighted transfinite diameter

dw(K) = lim
n→∞

 sup
z1,z2,...,zn∈K

∏
1≤i<j≤n

(
w(zi)w(zj)|zi − zj |

) 2
n(n−1)

 , (163)

where w : C → R is the weight function.
There is an equivalent characterisation of the transfinite diameter, namely the loga-

rithmic capacity. For a compact set K ⊂ C, let

V (K) := inf
µ∈P(K)

I(µ) =

∫∫
log

1

|z − t|
dµ(z) dµ(t). (164)

The capacity c(K) is then given by:

c(K) = e−I(µK). (165)

It has been shown that c(K) = d(K) for a compact set K ([Ran95Ran95]). While the potential
integral describes the potential caused by the charges, the weight functions w(z) in the
weighted logarithmic capacity

Iw(µ) :=

∫∫
log

1

w(z)w(t)|z − t|
dµ(z) dµ(t) (166)

account for the potential caused by an external field. Similarly to the uniformly weighted
case we have cw(K) := e−Iw(µK) = dw(K) ([ST13ST13]).

For a measure µ on a compact set K ⊂ C, the potential Uµ at a point z ∈ C is given
by:

Uµ(z) =

∫
K
log

1

|z − t|
dµ(t). (167)

This integral describes how the measure µ influences the potential at x.
A function u : C → R is harmonic if it satisfies Laplace’s equation:

∆u = 0, (168)

where ∆ is the Laplacian operator. A key property of a harmonic function is that it attains
its maximum and minimum on the boundary of its domain. In the following we show that
the potential function is harmonic outside of suppµ, from which follows that it can not
have local extrema outside of suppµ except if it is constant there.

Lemma A.1. Let t and z be complex numbers. Then Uµ(z) = −
∫
log |z − t| dσ(t) is

harmonic outside the support of σ, i.e., ∆Uµ(z) = 0 for any z ∈ C \ suppσ.
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Proof. Let z = x + iy and t = a + ib, where x, y, a, b are real numbers and z ̸= t. First
we aim to show that the function u(z) = log|z − t| is harmonic with respect to z. The
function u(z) can be written as:

u(z) = u(x, y) = log|z − t| = log
√

(x− a)2 + (y − b)2. (169)

To prove that u(x, y) is harmonic, we need to show that it satisfies the Laplace equation

∂2u

∂x2
+
∂2u

∂y2
= 0. (170)

First, we compute the partial derivatives of u(x, y)

∂u

∂x
=

1

2
· 2(x− a)

(x− a)2 + (y − b)2
=

x− a

(x− a)2 + (y − b)2
, (171)

∂u

∂y
=

1

2
· 2(y − b)

(x− a)2 + (y − b)2
=

y − b

(x− a)2 + (y − b)2
. (172)

Next, we compute the second-order partial derivatives using the quotient rule:

∂2u

∂x2
=

(x− a)2 + (y − b)2 − (x− a) · 2(x− a)

((x− a)2 + (y − b)2)2
=

(y − b)2 − (x− a)2

((x− a)2 + (y − b)2)2
, (173)

∂2u

∂y2
=

(x− a)2 + (y − b)2 − (y − b) · 2(y − b)

((x− a)2 + (y − b)2)2
=

(x− a)2 − (y − b)2

((x− a)2 + (y − b)2)2
. (174)

Adding these second-order partial derivatives together, we get

∂2u

∂x2
+
∂2u

∂y2
=

(y − b)2 − (x− a)2

((x− a)2 + (y − b)2)2
+

(x− a)2 − (y − b)2

((x− a)2 + (y − b)2)2
= 0. (175)

Hence, we have shown that

∂2u

∂x2
+
∂2u

∂y2
= 0 (176)

for any z ̸= t. By the linearity of the integration then it also follows that
∫
log |z − t|dσ(t)

is harmonic for z ̸∈ suppσ.
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