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Quantum resource distillation is a fundamental task in quantum information science. Minimizing
the distillation overhead, i.e., the amount of noisy source states required to produce some desired
output state within target error ε, which typically scales as O(logγ(1/ε)), is crucial for the scalability
of quantum computation and communication. A prior work [Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 060405 (2020)]
established a universal no-go theorem for resource distillation, indicating that no distillation protocol
can achieve γ < 1 in the one-shot (finite-output) setting. Here, we show that this fundamental limit
can be surpassed with the aid of quantum catalysts—an additional resource that facilitates the
transformation but remains unchanged before and after the process. Specifically, we show that multi-
shot distillation protocols can be converted into one-shot catalytic protocols, which hold significant
practical benefits, while maintaining the distillation overhead. In particular, in the context of magic
state distillation, our result indicates that the code-based low-overhead distillation protocols that
rely on divergingly large batches can be promoted to the one-shot setting where the batch volume can
be arbitrarily small for any accuracy. Combining with very recent results on asymptotically good
quantum codes with transversal non-Clifford gates, we demonstrate that magic state distillation
with constant overhead can be achieved with controllable output size using catalytic protocols.
Furthermore, we demonstrate that catalysis enables a spacetime trade-off between overhead and
success probability. Notably, we show that the optimal constant for constant-overhead catalytic
magic state distillation can be reduced to 1 at the price of compromising the success probability by
a constant factor. Finally, we present an illustrative example that extends the catalysis techniques
to the study of dynamic quantum resources. This provides the channel mutual information with
a one-shot operational interpretation, thereby addressing the open question posed by Wilming in
[Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 260402 (2021)].

Quantum technologies hold the potential of offering
revolutionary advantages over classical methods in cru-
cial technological tasks including computation and com-
munication, driven by the precise manipulation of various
kinds of quantum resources such as quantum entangle-
ment [1], quantum coherence [2], and magic states [3].
However, the fragile nature of these quantum resources
presents a formidable challenge, as these microscopic sys-
tems are highly susceptible to various sources of interfer-
ence, including environmental noises and control imper-
fections [4]. These noise effects can significantly under-
mine the effectiveness and security of quantum computa-
tion and communication, thereby limiting the practical
applicability of quantum technologies. To address these
challenges, quantum resource distillation has emerged
as a key strategy [3, 5], aiming to transform multiple
noisy copies of a quantum resource into fewer, more pu-
rified copies, thereby enhancing their efficacy for subse-
quent applications. Notable examples include entangle-
ment distillation [5–8] and coherence distillation [9–12]
that play key roles in quantum networking and cryptog-
raphy respectively, and in particular, magic state distilla-
tion [3, 13–19], which is of substantial interest as a lead-
ing scheme for the implementation of non-Clifford gates,
which is considered a major bottleneck for fault-tolerant
quantum computing.

Given the fundamental importance of resource distilla-
tion procedures to quantum information technology, min-

imizing the cost of distillation becomes a crucial problem.
More specifically, we are interested in minimizing the dis-
tillation overhead, namely the amount of noisy inputs
needed to produce certain desired outputs, for which a
key figure of merit is the exponent γ in the O(logγ(1/ε))
scaling with respect to target error ε. A pressing prob-
lem in quantum information originated from the study of
magic state distillation is whether the exponent γ can be
reduced to below one (meaning that distillation can be
performed using sublogarithmic resources) [13]. Recent
studies [20, 21] addressed this problem, establishing a
universal γ ≥ 1 barrier, i.e., a logarithmic lower bound on
the overhead in the one-shot setting that concerns a sin-
gle output state, for virtually any type of resource. When
considering the multi-shot setting, although surprising, it
is recently found to be possible to achieve sublogarithmic
and even constant average overhead per output in magic
state distillation [14, 16–19, 22], but these protocols ex-
hibit a common “batch size problem” that they need to
involve a large number of states (e.g., the Hastings–Haah
sublogarithmic protocol [14] is based on a code that en-
tails ≥ 258 input and ≥ 244 output states) and the vol-
ume diverges rapidly as we take ε → 0, which may not
be suitable for practical needs.

In this work, we introduce a method to overcome both
limitations by utilizing the idea of quantum catalysis—a
phenomenon analogous to chemical catalysis where cat-
alysts can facilitate reactions by providing alternative
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pathways with lower activation energies. In the realm
of quantum information, the catalysis phenomenon in-
volves an auxiliary quantum system, namely the cata-
lyst, which enable transformations that would otherwise
be unachievable but remains unaltered before and after
the process and thus can be reused. Quantum catal-
ysis was first discussed in the context of entanglement
transformation [23] more than two decades ago and has
since been extensively studied across various resource
theories, including quantum coherence [24, 25], thermo-
dynamics [26–28], and purity [29]. This area continues
to be active, as evidenced by recent works [27, 30–33],
with comprehensive reviews available in [34, 35]. While
catalytic methods are known to be powerful in various
scenarios, recent studies have also revealed “negative” re-
sults, such as demonstrating that catalysis cannot over-
come bound entanglement [36] and cannot increase distil-
lable entanglement [37]. These limitations highlight that
whether catalysis can be helpful for a certain task is an
nontrivial question. Furthermore, existing literature on
distillation mostly focuses on the distillation rate, namely
how much pure target resource can be extracted from a
fixed amount of noisy input resource. This is conceptu-
ally dual to the overhead considered in this work, where
the aim is to minimize the amount of input for some given
target.

The key contribution of this work is to demonstrate
the effectiveness of catalytic methods in enhancing dis-
tillation overhead, particularly their capability of break-
ing the logarithmic barrier in one-shot magic state dis-
tillation. Specifically, we establish a general and rigor-
ous ordering of resource overheads for one-shot (unas-
sisted) distillation, multi-shot distillation, and one-shot
catalytic distillation, as illustrated in Fig. 1, by showing
how any multi-shot distillation protocol can be converted
into a one-shot catalytic protocol while maintaining the
overhead by designing suitable catalysts with reusabil-
ity guarantees. In particular, for magic state distillation,

FIG. 1. The relation of distillation overhead, logγ(1/ε), across
different settings. A fundamental no-go limit of γ ≥ 1 exists
for the one-shot (unassisted) distillation. We show in this
work that this limit can be overcome with the aid of quantum
catalysts.

the application of our catalytic approach to low-overhead
protocols, such as the first sublogarithmic protocol by

Hastings and Haah [14] and the recent constant-overhead
protocols [16–19, 22] can yield protocols with arbitrary
batch size (e.g., an n-to-m protocol can be converted
into a ⌈n/m⌉-to-1 protocol) but no greater overhead for
any accuracy, overcoming the aforementioned problems.
Furthermore, we demonstrate that the failure probabil-
ity and overhead, corresponding to time and space costs
respectively, can be traded for each other with the help
of catalysts, which is expected to have wide practical
applications. Notably, we prove that the optimal con-
stant for constant-overhead magic state distillation can
be reduced to 1 at the price of sacrificing the success
probability by a constant factor, pushing the efficiency
of distillation to its ultimate limit. Lastly, by extending
the catalytic technique to the channel (dynamical) set-
ting, we provide a one-shot operational interpretation of
channel mutual information, addressing an open question
posed by Wilming in [28].

Preliminaries.— To present our results in a rigorous
and unified manner, we shall adopt the language of re-
source theory, a framework that finds great success in
studying different quantum resource features in recent
years (see e.g. [38] for an introduction). A standard re-
source theory is defined by a set of free operations O and
a set of free states F ⊆ D (the complement of which are
resource states) where D denotes the set of all density
matrices. Taking the magic theory as an example, F
consists of stabilizer states, and Clifford operations are a
standard choice of O. Generally speaking, F and O can
be adaptively defined, leading to a wide variety of mean-
ingful resource theories, as long as they follow a golden
rule: any free operation can only map a free state to an-
other free state, i.e. E(ρ) ∈ F ,∀ρ ∈ F ,∀E ∈ O. The
general goal of distillation tasks is to transform noisy re-
sources into pure ones by some protocol represented by a
free operation. We are often also interested in protocols
that only produce desired outputs with a certain prob-
ability (e.g. protocols based on error correction, which
work upon passing the syndrome measurements). To en-
compass such probabilistic cases, consider the generaliza-
tion of O to the class Osub := {L | ∀ρ ∈ F ,∃ p ≥ 0, ψ ∈
F , s.t. L(ρ) = p · ψ}, which consists of subnormalized
quantum operations, i.e., completely positive and trace-
nonincreasing maps. The case where L is a completely
positive trace-preserving (CPTP) map and thus p = 1
corresponds to a deterministic protocol.

Denote the space for the source and target states as
S, and the ancillary system that supports the catalyst
as A. For any two quantum states ρ, σ ∈ D(S), define
their trace distance by ∆(ρ, σ) := ∥ρ− σ∥1/2 with ∥ · ∥1
being the trace norm. Denote ρ⊗n

(ε,p)−−−→ σ⊗m if there
exists a resource distillation protocol L ∈ Osub such that
L(ρ⊗n) = p · ηm with ηm ∈ D(Sm) and ∆(ηmi , σ) ≤ ε
for all i ∈ {1, · · · ,m}, where ηmi is the i-th marginal of
ηm [39]. Then the one-shot (unassisted) distillation over-
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head Cε,p and the multi-shot average distillation overhead

Cε,p can be defined by Cε,p(ρ, σ) := min{n : ρ⊗n
(ε,p)−−−→ σ}

and Cε,p(ρ, σ) := min{⌈n/m⌉ : ρ⊗n
(ε,p)−−−→ σ⊗m}, re-

spectively. Moreover, denote ρ⊗n ⊗ ω
(ε,p)−−−→ σ ⊗ ω if

there exists a distillation protocol L ∈ Osub and a cat-
alyst ω ∈ D(A) such that L(ρ⊗n ⊗ ω) = p · ν with
ν ∈ D(SA), ∆(νS , σS) ≤ ε and νA = ωA, where νA, νS
are two marginals of ν. Then the one-shot catalytic distil-
lation overhead C̃ε,p is defined by C̃ε,p(ρ, σ) := min{n :

ρ⊗n ⊗ ω
(ε,p)−−−→ σ ⊗ ω, ω ∈ D}. Using these notations,

the no-go theorem of [20] sets the fundamental limit
Cε,p(ρ, σ) = Ω(log(1/ε)).

General theory: one-shot catalytic distillation and the-
oretical guarantee for catalyst reuse.— Now we intro-
duce the main results, with detailed proofs and extended
discussions left to the Supplemental Materials. Here we
are interested in the case where the target state is pure
and n ≥ m. Axiomatically, it is assumed that append-
ing free systems, discarding and permuting subsystems,
and classically controlled free operations are free, and no
other properties of the resource theory are needed, ren-
dering the framework highly flexible and applicable to
most relevant theories.

Since a one-shot distillation protocol can be regarded
as a multi-shot distillation protocol with further con-
ditions, it follows directly that Cε,p(ρ, σ) ≤ Cε,p(ρ, σ)
for any quantum states ρ and σ. For the one-shot cat-
alytic distillation, we adapt a catalysis technique origi-
nally proposed in [40] for LOCC transformations of quan-
tum entanglement (further explored in recent works such
as [25, 27, 28, 30–33]) to our distillation task, which in-
volves an unequal number of source and target states.
This is achieved by regrouping the source states into
blocks and embedding the target state into a larger space.
Particularly, we show that any multi-shot distillation pro-
tocol from ρ⊗n to σ⊗m can effectively be turned into a
one-shot catalytic distillation protocol from ρ⌈n/m⌉ ⊗ ω
to σ ⊗ ω with the same performance. Here, the catalyst
ω plays a crucial role by enabling new transformation
pathways that are otherwise unattainable and absorbing
part of the complexity of the transformation process. Al-
though the catalyst temporarily participates in the trans-
formation, it is fully restored afterward. See Supple-
mental Materials for detailed descriptions of the proce-
dure. As a result, we have the inequality C̃ε,p(ρ, σ) ≤
Cε,p(ρ, σ). In conclusion, the general relation of distilla-
tion overhead across different settings is as follows:

Theorem 1 For any quantum states ρ and σ, target er-
ror ε ∈ [0, 1] and success probability p ∈ [0, 1], the follow-
ing relation holds: C̃ε,p(ρ, σ) ≤ Cε,p(ρ, σ) ≤ Cε,p(ρ, σ).

A key advantage of using a catalyst is its recoverabil-
ity after the transformation, allowing for repeated reuse.
We provide a theoretical guarantee that the catalyst can

be reused indefinitely without any degradation in its ex-
pected performance.

Theorem 2 For a deterministic one-shot catalytic re-
source distillation procedure, after l ≥ 1 repeated uses
of the catalyst ωA, we obtain a joint state νS1S2···SlA

such that the catalyst is exactly returned on its marginal
νA = ωA and the target states νS1

= νS2
= · · · = νSl

with
error ∆(νSi

, σS) ≤ ε for all i ∈ {1, · · · , l}.

Note that the catalyst may exhibit correlations with
the remaining systems. However, when addressing dis-
tillation tasks aimed at pure target states, which is the
case of primary interest, the correlation between the ob-
tained target state and the remaining systems is under
control. This can be made explicit by applying Lemma 10
from [37], which states that an error threshold on the tar-
get state ∆(νS , |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|S) ≤ ε ensures that the correlation
between the target state and the catalyst remains small,
with ∆(νSA, |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|S ⊗ νA) ≤ ε+3

√
ε. Consequently, any

intermediate usage of the target state and the catalyst
will have a negligible impact on the other systems.

Application in magic state distillation.— As a major
bottleneck of fault-tolerant quantum computing, magic
state distillation has been a subject of extensive study
since Bravyi and Kitaev’s proposal in 2005 [3]. Signif-
icant effort has been devoted to reducing the overhead
of magic state distillation, with numerous improvements
achieved over the years [3, 13, 14, 16–19, 22, 41–44].

It was long believed that the overhead exponent γ
cannot be reduced to below one. In the one-shot set-
ting, this can indeed be shown by applying the uni-
versal no-go theorem for resource distillation in [20].
However, in the multi-shot setting, Hastings and Haah
first found a code that achieves an average overhead
of n/m = O(logγ(1/ε)) for γ ≈ 0.678 [14], and very
recent progress even further optimizes the exponent to
γ = 0, namely achieving constant average overhead [16–
18]). As mentioned, despite these advances, the low over-
head in these protocols comes with the batch size prob-
lem: the codes inherently involve a very large number
of states, and furthermore, to achieve lower ε we need
rapidly growing batch sizes. By applying the catalytic
conversion established in Theorem 1, we can turn the
constant-overhead distillation protocols [16, 22] into one-
shot counterparts that achieves arbitrary accuracy with
an arbitrary amount of (even only one) target states.
This provides a way to bypass the fundamental limit of
Ω(log(1/ε)) for one-shot distillation [20] and makes low-
overhead distillation more aligned with practical imple-
mentation.

Corollary 3 There exist one-shot catalytic magic state
distillation protocols that achieve any given target error
with constant success probability and constant overhead.
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As discussed earlier, the correlation between the cat-
alyst and the obtained target state can be made suf-
ficiently small if the ideal target state is a pure state,
as is the case in magic state distillation, where the tar-
get states are typically |T ⟩ and |CCZ⟩. A related result
by Rubboli and Tomamichel [45] indicates that making
such residual correlations arbitrarily small requires a di-
vergent amount of resources in the catalyst, given that
the resource theory having multiplicative maximum fi-
delity of resource (i.e., F (ρ1⊗ρ2) = F (ρ1) ·F (ρ2), where
F (ρ) := maxσ∈F F (ρ, σ), with F on the right-hand side
referring to quantum fidelity). However, the maximum
fidelity in the resource theory of magic (also named stabi-
lizer fidelity) is known to be non-multiplicative [46, Sec-
tion 6.2], hence the result in [45] does not apply, leaving
open the possibility of discovering better catalysts with
vanishing residual correlations.

Trading success probability for reduced overhead.—
The resource overhead essentially represents the space
required for distillation, characterizing the size of quan-
tum systems that need to be coherently manipulated in a
single experiment. On the other hand, the success prob-
ability corresponds to time cost, reflecting the number
of experimental repetitions needed to achieve a sufficient
number of successful outcomes. In the context of near-
term quantum computers where the available number of
qubits is limited, it is often more feasible to repeat an ex-
periment multiple times rather than to conduct it with
a larger number of qubits in fewer trials. By leveraging
quantum catalysis, we enable a trade-off between space
and time, allowing the resource burden to be shifted from
qubit overhead to time.

More specifically, we show that if a transformation
from ρ⊗n to σ⊗m is achievable with success probability
p, then a catalytic transformation from ρ⊗k to σ can also
be achieved with success probability pm/⌈n/k⌉, for any
1 ≤ k ≤ n/m, effectively trading time for space. Notably,
by setting k = 1, we obtain a one-shot catalytic distilla-
tion protocol with unit overhead and success probability
pm/n, which represents the extreme scenario where the
overhead is minimized to its absolute limit.

Theorem 4 Suppose there exists a distillation protocol
transforming ρ⊗n to σ⊗m with success probability p and
target error ε. Then it holds for any 1 ≤ k ≤ n/m that
C̃ε,pm⌈n/k⌉−1(ρ, σ) ≤ k. In particular, C̃ε,pm/n(ρ, σ) = 1.

This result is nontrivial because trading success proba-
bility for overhead is not always possible without the use
of a catalyst. Consider the example of entanglement dis-
tillation, where the goal is to transform a noisy entangled
state ρ (e.g., an isotropic state) into a Bell state ψ with
success probability p′ < 1 and target error ε′. According
to the no-go theorems established in [20, 47], there exist
choices of (p′, ε′) within the forbidden regime, meaning
the task cannot be accomplished with the desired perfor-

mance. However, in the average case, this transformation
is possible using the hashing protocol [48]: for some r and
m, ρ⊗mr can be transformed into ψ⊗m with a target er-
ror and success probability of 1, where 1/r corresponds
to the hashing bound. This demonstrates that achieving
a multi-copy transformation does not necessarily guaran-
tee the feasibility of a one-shot transformation by simply
compromising the success probability, even when p′ is
chosen to be close to 0. Yet, our result indicates that
this trade-off can always be achieved with the aid of a
catalyst.

The proof of this result extends beyond existing catal-
ysis techniques in the literature. To establish the result,
we first consider g = ⌈n/k⌉ groups of ζ = ρ⊗k ∈ D(Sk)
and aim to transform ζ⊗g into σ⊗m. This transformation
requires embedding the state twice. In the first embed-
ding, we append a free state π⊗(k−1) such that the em-
bedded state σ̂ resides in the same space as ζ ∈ D(Sk).
For the second embedding, we append σ̂⊗m using a free
state θ⊗(g−m). These embeddings allow us to apply the
proof techniques from Theorem 1. It is crucial, however,
to append the free state θ in the orthogonal subspace of
Sk. This can be done by extending to a larger space,
such as SkW , where W is orthogonal to Sk, to prevent
the free state from mixing with the target state. This en-
sures that the target state can be post-selected through
projective measurement, preserving the fidelity in the fi-
nal step. Furthermore, the catalyst used in the proof is
not unique and can be made independent of the target
state when m = 1. A complete proof is provided in the
Supplemental Materials.

As mentioned, very recent works [16–18] demonstrated
that magic state distillation can be achieved with con-
stant overhead in the asymptotic limit but left the ques-
tion of optimality of this constant open for future investi-
gation. By applying Theorem 4, we find that the optimal
constant can be ultimately reduced to 1 with the aid of
a catalyst, at the expense of compromising the success
probability by a constant factor.

Corollary 5 There exist one-shot catalytic magic state
distillation protocols that achieve any given target error
with constant success probability using only one copy of
the source magic state.

Channel theory.— The concept of catalytic transfor-
mation can also be extended to the manipulation of quan-
tum channels, which correspond to dynamic resources
that play a crucial role in e.g. quantum communication
and quantum error correction [21, 49–56]. By introducing
the reduced channel of a multipartite quantum channel
and replacing the trace norm with the diamond norm
to characterize transformation errors, we can employ
catalysis techniques to convert multi-shot channel coding
strategies into one-shot catalytic channel coding strate-
gies. As an illustrative example, consider quantum chan-
nel coding under entanglement-assisted or non-signalling
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codes. Leveraging the renowned quantum reverse Shan-
non theorem [49], we provide a one-shot operational in-
terpretation of channel mutual information, thereby ad-
dressing the open question raised in [28]. See Supplemen-
tal Materials for detailed statements and proofs. More
comprehensive studies of the channel setting will be left
for follow-up works.

Discussion.— This work presents a theory of distil-
lation overhead with the assistance of quantum catal-
ysis that is universally applicable to different quantum
resources, underscoring the extraordinary potential of
quantum catalysis in enhancing the performance of quan-
tum information processing tasks. Most notably, we
showed that it can indeed help overcome various kinds of
fundamental limitations of distillation methods. In the
particularly important context of magic state distillation,
our approach can be combined with low-overhead proto-
cols in the literature to obtain one-shot protocols with
no greater overhead but fully controllable batch sizes for
arbitrary accuracy. Furthermore, we demonstrated that
catalysis enables a trade-off between overhead and suc-
cess probability, especially allowing the optimal constant
for magic state distillation overhead to be reduced to 1
by lowering the success probability by a constant factor,
which optimizes the cost of the constant-overhead magic
state distillation constructions.

We should point out that the catalysts used in this
work generally have a size comparable to the system in
the multi-shot protocols so that coherent manipulation
of large quantum systems is still needed. However, the
possibility for smaller catalysts is open, which is worth
further exploration. More generally speaking, the current
results highlight potential advantages in a theoretical set-
ting, but we anticipate more detailed study of various is-
sues that may arise in actual implementations, such as
noise and correlation effects on the catalysts, to be an im-
portant step forward. Moreover, given the close connec-
tion between magic state distillation and quantum error-
correcting (QEC) codes, our catalysis results may also
provide new insights into catalytic QEC codes [57, 58].
Finally, extending these results to continuous variable
systems and conducting a systematic study of channel
theory remain promising directions for future work.
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Supplemental Materials

In the Supplemental Materials, we provide more detailed expositions, proofs and discussions of the results in the
main text. We may reiterate some of the steps to ensure that the Supplemental Materials are explicit and self-
contained.

ONE-SHOT CATALYTIC RESOURCE DISTILLATION

Theorem S1 For any quantum states ρ and σ, target error ε ∈ [0, 1] and success probability p ∈ [0, 1], the following
relation holds:

C̃ε,p(ρ, σ) ≤ Cε,p(ρ, σ) ≤ Cε,p(ρ, σ).

Proof. The second inequality follows from their definitions. We now prove the first inequality by constructing
an explicit catalytic transformation with the desired performance. The catalyst structure we use here was originally
proposed in [40] in the context of LOCC transformations of quantum entanglement and it has also been investigated in
various contexts in recent works [25, 27, 28, 30–33]. However, existing literature mostly considers the transformation
of source states to an equal number of target states. To adapt to the distillation setting, we consider regrouping
the source states into blocks. Consider any multi-shot distillation protocol L ∈ Osub such that L(ρ⊗n) = pηm and
∆(ηmi , σ) ≤ ε for all i ∈ {1, · · · ,m}, where ηm ∈ D(Sm) and ηmi is the i-th marginal of ηm. Let k = ⌈n/m⌉ be the
number of copies in each block and denote ζ = ρ⊗k. Since mk = m⌈n/m⌉ ≥ n, we have a free operation L1 such that

L1(ζ
⊗m) = L1(ρ

⊗mk) = pηm and ∆(ηmi , σ) ≤ ε,

for all i ∈ {1, · · · ,m}. This can be done by simply throwing away the residual mk−n copies of the source states and
then performing the transformation L on ρ⊗n. Note that ηm and σ⊗m live in D(Sm), but we can embed them into a
larger space D((Sk)m) so that the individual subsystem matches the space of ζ. More precisely, consider embedding
E(·) = (·)⊗ π

⊗(k−1)
S where π ∈ F is a free state, and let η̂m = E⊗m(ηm) and σ̂ = E(σ). Consider L2 = E ◦ L1 we get

a transformation

L2(ζ
⊗m) = pη̂m and ∆(η̂mi , σ̂) ≤ ε,

where η̂mi is the marginal state on the i-th system and the inequality follows since trace distance is invariant under
our embedding.

Now, we construct a catalyst ω to transform ζ ⊗ ω to σ̂ ⊗ ω. Let η̂m1:i be the marginal state of η̂m on the first i
systems. Consider the catalyst

ω :=
1

m

m∑
i=1

ζ⊗i−1 ⊗ η̂m1:m−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|. (S1)

This gives an overall state

ζ ⊗ ω =
1

m

m∑
i=1

ζ⊗i ⊗ η̂m1:m−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|.

We now aim to use this catalyst to complete the expected transformation. First, performing a classically controlled
transformation on ζ ⊗ ω, we get

ν1 :=

(
I ⊗

m−1∑
i=1

|i⟩⟨i|+ 1

p
L2 ⊗ |m⟩⟨m|

)
(ζ ⊗ ω)

=
1

m

m−1∑
i=1

ζ⊗i ⊗ η̂m1:m−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|+ 1

m
η̂m ⊗ |m⟩⟨m|,
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where I is an identity map. This succeeds with probability p. Second, by cyclically permuting the classical registers
of ν1 such that i→ i+ 1 and m→ 1, we get

ν2 :=
1

m

m∑
i=1

ζ⊗i−1 ⊗ η̂m1:m−i+1 ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|. (S2)

Third, permuting the quantum registers in a similar way such that i→ i+1 and m→ 1, we get the resulting state ν3.
Note that ν3 and ν2 are the same state but with different system orders. Finally, note that the embedding operation
is reversible by removing the ancillary registers. Denote E−1(·) = TrSk−1(·) to be the reverse embedding operation
and ν := E−1 ⊗ I⊗m−1(ν3) be the final state after reverse embedding.

After these transformations, we can show that (i) the marginal state on the first system of ν is our target state
satisfying the target error; (ii) the marginal state on the last m − 1 systems of ν is exactly the catalyst ω. For the
first claim, the marginal state on the first system of ν (or equivalently, the marginal state on the last system of ν2
after reverse embedding) is given by

ν′ := E−1

(
1

m

m∑
i=1

η̂mi

)
=

1

m

m∑
i=1

ηmi .

Since ∆(ηmi , σ) ≤ ε we have ∆(ν′, σ) ≤ ε by the convexity of trace distance. The second claim is evident by checking
that the first m − 1 systems of ν2 gives ω in Eq. (S1). This gives a one-shot catalytic distillation protocol with the
same performance in target error ε and success probability p, completing the proof. □

FIG. 1. An illustration for the steps of the procedure used to prove Theorem S1, for the case where n = 15, m = 5, and therefore
k = 3. Each dot represents a quantum state on the system S3. Red dots correspond to groups of states ζ = ρ⊗3 ∈ D(S3), while
blue dots represent embedded states σ̂ = σ⊗π⊗2 ∈ D(S3) that match the system of ζ. The overall quantum state is a mixture
of rows, each labeled with a classical register. In the first step, a classically controlled free operation is applied, transforming
the last row from ζ⊗5 = ρ⊗15 to σ̂⊗5. The second step involves cyclically permuting the classical registers (i.e., the rows of
dots), and the third step involves cyclically permuting the quantum registers (i.e., the columns of dots). The dashed boxes
highlight the catalyst state, showing that it remains unchanged before and after the transformation.

Theorem S2 For a deterministic one-shot catalytic resource distillation, after l ≥ 1 repeated uses of the catalyst ωA,
we obtain a joint state νS1S2···SlA such that the catalyst is exactly returned on its marginal νA = ωA and the target
states νS1 = νS2 = · · · = νSl

with error ∆(νSi , σS) ≤ ε for all i ∈ {1, · · · , l}.

Proof. Let T = Sk be the systems on the source state and ζT = ρ⊗kS . Let L be the catalytic transformation. In
the first round, we get LTA→S1A(ζT ⊗ ωA) = νS1A with ∆(νS1

, σS1
) ≤ ε, and νA = ωA. Then we apply L again

to a fresh copy of the source state ζT together with the catalyst and leave the state on the system S1 untouched.
Denote the output systems as S2A where S2 is isomorphic to S1. This gives the global state LTA→S2A(ζT ⊗ νS1A).
Then we can check the catalyst on the system A by TrS2S1

LTA→S2A(ζT ⊗ νS1A) = TrS2
LTA→S2A(ζT ⊗ ωA) = ωA.

So the marginal state on the catalytic system is unchanged. We can also check the target state on the system S2

by TrS1A LTA→S2A(ζT ⊗ νS1A) = TrA LTA→S2A(ζT ⊗ ωA) = TrA LTA→S1A(ζT ⊗ ωA) = νS1
, which means that the
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marginal state we distill remains exactly the same as in the first round. The stated result is obtained by applying the
above process repeatedly l times. □

Note that the catalyst is guaranteed to remain effective in deterministic protocols. In probabilistic transformations,
however, there is a risk of losing the validity of the catalyst if the transformation fails, requiring its re-preparation.
This risk arises from the probabilistic nature of multi-shot protocols. Nevertheless, if the multi-shot protocol fails with
probability p, it is guaranteed that the probability of losing the catalyst in the converted one-shot catalytic protocol
is no greater than p.

TRADING SUCCESS PROBABILITY FOR REDUCED OVERHEAD

Theorem S4 Suppose there exists a distillation protocol transforming ρ⊗n to σ⊗m with success probability p and
target error ε. Then it holds for any 1 ≤ k ≤ n/m that C̃ε,pm⌈n/k⌉−1(ρ, σ) ≤ k. In particular, C̃ε,pm/n(ρ, σ) = 1.

Proof. Let L ∈ Osub be a resource distillation protocol that transforms n copies of the source state ρS to m (m ≤ n)
copies of the target state σS with success probability p and within target error ε. That is, there exists a quantum
state ηm ∈ D(Sm), such that L(ρ⊗n) = pηm and ∆(ηmi , σ) ≤ ε for all i ∈ {1, · · · ,m}, where ηmi is the i-th marginal
of ηm. Then we can consider g = ⌈n/k⌉ ≥ m groups of ζ = ρ⊗k. Since gk = k ⌈n/k⌉ ≥ n, there exists a free operation
L1 such that L1(ζ

⊗g) = L1(ρ
⊗gk) = pηm and ∆(ηmi , σ) ≤ ε, for any i ∈ {1, · · · ,m}. This can be done by simply

abandoning the residual gk − n copies of the source states and then performing the transformation L on ρ⊗n. Then
we need to prove that there exists a catalytic transformation L′ that transforms one copy of ζ to one copy of σ with
success probability pm/g and within target error ε.

Before the actual transformation, we need to do embedding twice to ensure that the systems match. First of all, as
ζ ∈ D(Sk) and σ ∈ D(S), we need to embed σ into a larger space by using the embedding E(·) = (·)⊗ π

⊗(k−1)
S where

π ∈ F is a free state. Let η̂m = E⊗m(ηm) and σ̂ = E(σ). Then, since m ≤ g, we need to do a second embedding to
compensate this system mismatching by using free states. Moreover, to avoid mixing the free state with our target
state which could compromise the final fidelity, we need to append the free states on an orthogonal Hilbert space of
D(Sk) so that we can distinguish them via projective measurements. More explicitly, let θ be a free states on the
system W . We embed it into a joint Hilbert space T = SkW , with the embedded state denoted as θ̃. We then embed
ζ, σ̂ ∈ D(Sk) into the larger space T , with the embedded states denoted as ζ̃ ∈ D(T ) and σ̃ ∈ D(T ), respectively.
Similarly, we embed η̂m into D(Tm) and denote it as η̃m.

Then there exists a distillation protocol L2 that transforms ζ̃⊗g ∈ D(T g) to η̃m ⊗ θ̃⊗g−m ∈ D(T g). Let η̃m1:i be the
marginal state of η̃m on the first i systems and η̃mi be the marginal state on the i-th system. Define the following
catalyst state on D(T g−1F ) with classical register F :

ω =
1

g

g−m−1∑
i=1

ζ̃⊗i−1 ⊗ η̃m ⊗ θ̃⊗g−m−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|+ 1

g

g∑
i=g−m

ζ̃⊗i−1 ⊗ η̃m1:g−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|.

Note that for m = g or m = g − 1 the first term vanishes. We have the overall state on D(T gF )

ζ̃ ⊗ ω =
1

g

g−m−1∑
i=1

ζ̃⊗i ⊗ η̃m ⊗ θ̃⊗g−m−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|+ 1

g

g∑
i=g−m

ζ̃⊗i ⊗ η̃m1:g−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|.

We then proceed with the following steps. First, performing a classically controlled operation, we get

ν1 :=

(
I ⊗

g−1∑
i=1

|i⟩⟨i|+ 1

p
L2 ⊗ |g⟩⟨g|

)
(ζ̃ ⊗ ω)

=
1

g

g−m−1∑
i=1

ζ̃⊗i ⊗ η̃m ⊗ θ̃⊗g−m−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|+ 1

g

g−1∑
i=g−m

ζ̃⊗i ⊗ η̃m1:g−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|+ 1

g
η̃m ⊗ θ̃⊗g−m ⊗ |g⟩⟨g|.

Second, by cyclically permuting the classical registers of ν1 such that i→ i+ 1 and g → 1, we get

ν2 :=
1

g

g−m∑
i=1

ζ̃⊗i−1 ⊗ η̃m ⊗ θ̃⊗g−m−i+1 ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|+ 1

g

g∑
i=g−m+1

ζ̃⊗i−1 ⊗ η̃m1:g−i+1 ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|.
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Third, permuting the quantum registers in a similar way such that i → i + 1 and g → 1, we get the resulting state
ν3. Note that ν3 and ν2 are the same state but with different system orders. Then we can check that the last g − 1
quantum systems of ν3 returns the catalyst, or equivalently, we can check the first g − 1 systems of ν2 and get

1

g

g−m∑
i=1

ζ̃⊗i−1 ⊗ η̃m ⊗ θ̃⊗g−m−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|+ 1

g

g∑
i=g−m+1

ζ̃⊗i−1 ⊗ η̃m1:g−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i| = ω.

The first quantum system of ν3 or equivalently the last quantum system of ν2 gives our target state:

ν′ =
1

g

g−m∑
i=1

θ̃ +
1

g

g∑
i=g−m+1

η̃mg−i+1 =
m

g
ν′′ +

(
1− m

g

)
θ̃, with ν′′ =

1

m

m∑
i=1

η̃mi .

Since ν′′ and θ̃ are living effectively on D(Sk) and D(W ) respectively, we can perform a projective measurement
{PSk , PW } to distinguish these two states, where PSk and PW are the projectors on the two subspaces. So we will
have a probability m/g to obtain the final state ν′′. Since ∆(ηmi , σ) ≤ ε, we have ∆(ν′′, σ) ≤ ε by the invariance of
trace distance under our embeddings and the convexity of trace distance. This concludes the proof. □

FIG. 2. An illustration for the steps of the procedure used to prove Theorem S4, for the case where n = 5, m = 2, and
k = 1. Each dot represents a quantum state on the system T . Red dots correspond to the embedded source state ρ̃ ∈ D(T ),
while blue dots represent the embedded target state σ̃ ∈ D(T ). Grey dots represent the embedded free state θ̃ ∈ D(T ), which
is orthogonal to σ̃. The overall quantum state is a mixture of rows, each labeled with a classical register. In the first step,
a classically controlled free operation is applied, transforming the last row from ρ̃⊗5 to σ̃⊗2 ⊗ θ̃⊗3. The second step involves
cyclically permuting the classical registers (i.e., the rows of dots), and the third step involves cyclically permuting the quantum
registers (i.e., the columns of dots). The dashed boxes highlight the catalyst state, showing that it remains unchanged before
and after the transformation.

Remark 1 Some remarks concerning the above proof are in order:

1. Appending the free state θ on the orthogonal subspace is crucial, as it allows the target state to be post-selected
after the projective measurement, ensuring that the fidelity is not compromised in the final step.

2. The catalyst used in the proof is not unique. Other options could also work in the same manner, such as

ω =
1

g

g−m∑
i=1

ζ̃⊗i−1 ⊗ η̃m1:m−1 ⊗ θ̃⊗g−m−i+1 ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|+ 1

g

g∑
i=g−m+1

ζ̃⊗i−1 ⊗ η̃m1:g−i ⊗ |i⟩⟨i|.

Such a catalyst is independent on the target state η̃m if m = 1.

CHANNEL MANIPULATION

In this section, we extend the catalysis technique to the channel setting. Before addressing catalytic channel
manipulation, we first need to clarify the definition of a reduced channel. It is known that if a bipartite channel
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satisfies the non-signaling condition TrB2
◦NA1A2→B1B2

= TrB2
◦NA1A2→B1B2

◦ Rπ
A2

, then we can define a unique
channel such that TrB2 ◦NA1A2→B1B2 = NA1→B1 ◦ TrA2 . This channel is given by

NA1→B1
(·) := TrB2

NA1A2→B1B2
((·)⊗ πA2

), (S3)

where π is a fixed state. By the non-signaling assumption, we can easily verify that the definition in (S3) is independent
of the choice of π. Therefore, without loss of generality, we can always take π to be the maximally mixed state of
appropriate dimension. See also discussions in [59, Section 2.2].

More generally, if the channel NA1A2→B1B2 does not satisfy the non-signaling condition, we can still define a linear
map via (S3), which is clearly a quantum channel from A1 → B1. The only difference is that the channel will depend
on the choice of π. Hence, we denote this channel by N π

A1→B1
to indicate its dependence on the reference state π.

Let CPTP(A→ B) be the set of all quantum channels (i.e., completely positive and trace-preserving maps) from A
to B. Define ∆(N ,M) := 1

2∥N −M∥⋄ be the error between quantum channels N and M where ∥ · ∥⋄ is the diamond
norm [60]. Now we define the catalytic channel transformation as follows.

Definition 1 Let N ∈ CPTP(A → B) and M ∈ CPTP(A′ → B′) be two quantum channels. We say N can
be catalytically transformed to M with target error ε if there exists a free superchannel [50] Π and a channel C ∈
CPTP(X → Y ) such that the output channel P := Πn(N ⊗ Cn) ∈ CPTP(A′X → B′Y ) satisfying

PX→Y = CX→Y , and ∆(PA′X→B′Y ,MA′→B′ ⊗ CX→Y ) ≤ ε, (S4)

where PX→Y (·) := TrB′ PA′X→B′Y ((·)⊗πA′). Moreover, N is said to be catalytically transformed to M if there exsits
a sequence of superchannels Πn and a sequence of catalyst channel Cn such that N⊗n can be catalytically transformed
to M⊗n with error εn and limn→∞ εn = 0.

The first condition in (S4) implies that after the coding strategy Π the transmission scheme PX→Y (·) functioning
the same as the channel C. So the functioning of C is not violated by the coding and we can regard it as a catalyst
channel. The second condition in (S4) implies that the correlation between the source channel and the catalyst channel
is within a target error. This particularly implies that the reduced channel PA′→B′(·) := TrY PA′X→B′Y ((·) ⊗ πX)
will function approximately as M, in the sense that ∆(PA′→B′ ,MA′→B) ≤ ε. This can be checked as follows,

∥PA′→B′ −MA′→B′∥⋄ = sup
ρRA′

∥PA′→B′(ρRA′)−MA′→B′(ρRA′)∥1

= sup
ρRA′

∥TrY PA′X→B′Y (ρRA′ ⊗ πX)−MA′→B′(ρRA′)∥1

= sup
ρRA′

∥TrY [PA′X→B′Y (ρRA′ ⊗ πX)−MA′→B′(ρRA′)⊗ CX→Y (πX)] ∥1

≤ sup
ρRA′

∥PA′X→B′Y (ρRA′ ⊗ πX)−MA′→B′(ρRA′)⊗ CX→Y (πX)∥1

≤ sup
ρRA′X

∥PA′X→B′Y (ρRA′X)−MA′→B′ ⊗ CX→Y (ρRA′X)∥1

= ∥PA′X→B′Y −MA′→B′ ⊗ CX→Y ∥⋄, (S5)

where the first inequality follows by the data-processing inequality of trace norm and the second inequality follows by
relaxing the input state to all quantum states on RA′X.

With the above definition, we are now ready to discuss quantum channel simulation. By the well-known quantum
reverse Shannon theorem [49], we know that channel manipulation under entanglement-assisted or nonsignalling (NS)-
assisted codes is reversible. This, in particular, implies that N can be asymptotically transformed to M with unit
rate if and only if I(N ) ≥ I(M), where

I(N ) := sup
φRA

I(B : R)NA→B(φRA)

is the quantum channel mutual information and I(B : R)ρ = S(ρB)+S(ρR)−S(ρBR), giving an operational meaning
of channel mutual information in the conventional i.i.d. setting. Extending the catalysis technique for quantum
states, the following result endows the channel mutual information an operational meaning at the one-shot level. It
shows that given free entanglement and catalyst channels, N can be catalytically transformed to one M if and only
if I(N ) ≥ I(M), thereby addressing the open question discussed in [28].
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Theorem 9 Let N ,M ∈ CPTP(A → B) be two quantum channels. Then N can be catalytically transformed to M
under entanglement-assisted or NS-assisted codes if and only if I(N ) ≥ I(M).

The proof of this result requires the following lemmas.

Lemma 10 For any quantum channel N and superchannel Π, the output channel Π(N ) satisfies I(Π(N )) ≤ I(N ).

Proof. This can be understood from the existing operational interpretation of a channel’s mutual information, which
represents its entanglement-assisted quantum capacity. Since the channel Π(N ) is noisier than N , it results in reduced
communication capability. A similar argument is provided in [54, Remark 5]. □

Moreover, the quantum channel mutual information is continuous with respect to the diamond norm.

Lemma 11 Let N ,M ∈ CPTP(A→ B) and dAB be the dimension of A⊗B. If ∥N −M∥⋄ ≤ ε, it holds

|I(N )− I(M)| ≤ 3ε log dAB + 3h2(ε) := f(ε).

Proof. For any δ > 0, choose φ1 and φ2 be such that |I(N ) − I(B : R)N (φ1)| ≤ δ and |I(M) − I(B : R)N (φ2)| ≤ δ
where dR = dA. Since ∥N − M∥⋄ ≤ ε, we have ∥N (φ1) − M(φ1)∥1 ≤ ε and ∥N (φ2) − M(φ2)∥1 ≤ ε. Recall the
Fannes inequality |S(ρ) − S(ψ)| ≤ ε log d + h2(ε) if ∥ρ − ψ∥1 ≤ ε. We have the continuity of the quantum mutual
information as

|I(B : R)ρ − I(B : R)ψ| ≤ |S(ρB)− S(ψB)|+ |S(ρR)− S(ψR)|+ |S(ρBR)− S(ψBR)|
≤ 3ε log dAB + 3h2(ε) := f(ε).

if ∥ρBR − ψBR∥1 ≤ ε. Putting everything together, we have

I(N )− δ ≤ I(B : R)N (φ1) ≤ I(B : R)M(φ1) + f(ε) ≤ I(M) + f(ε),

I(M)− δ ≤ I(B : R)M(φ2) ≤ I(B : R)N (φ2) + f(ε) ≤ I(N ) + f(ε).

So we get |I(N )− I(M)| ≤ δ + f(ε). Since δ can be made arbitrarily small, we get |I(N )− I(M)| ≤ f(ε). □

We are now ready to prove the result in Theorem 9.

Proof. We first show the “only if” direction. Suppose N can be catalytically transformed to M. For any ε > 0, there
exists a catalyst channel Cn and a code Πn such that ∆(Πn(N ⊗ Cn),M⊗Cn) ≤ ε. By the continuity of the channel
mutual information and the monotonicity in Lemma 11 and Lemma 10, we get

I(M⊗Cn) ≤ I(Πn(N ⊗ Cn)) + f(2ε) ≤ I(N ⊗ Cn) + f(2ε).

Then by the additivity of channel mutual information, we get I(M) ≤ I(N ) + f(2ε). Since the inequality holds for
arbitrary ε, we get I(M) ≤ I(N ).

Now, we prove the “if” direction. That is, if I(N ) ≥ I(M) we can find a sequence of Πn and Cn that catalytically
transform N to M. By the reversibility of the channel simulation, we know that for any given ε, there exists
entanglement-assisted or NS-assisted transformations such that

Πn(N⊗n) = Pn and ∥Pn −M⊗n∥⋄ ≤ ε.

Note that Pn ∈ CPTP(An → Bn). Define the reduced channel on the first i systems as

Pn1:i(·) := TrBi+1:n
PnAn→Bn((·)⊗ πAi+1:n

),

where Pn1:n := Pn. Now consider a catalyst channel

Cn :=
1

n

n∑
k=1

N⊗k−1 ⊗ Pn1:n−k ⊗ |k⟩⟨k|.

Then the overall channel is given by

N ⊗ Cn =
1

n

n∑
k=1

N⊗k ⊗ Pn1:n−k ⊗ |k⟩⟨k|.
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Performing a classically controlled transformation I ⊗
∑n−1
k=1 +Πn ⊗ |n⟩⟨n|, we get

G1 =
1

n

n−1∑
k=1

N⊗k ⊗ Pn1:n−k ⊗ |k⟩⟨k|+ 1

n
Pn ⊗ |n⟩⟨n|.

Next, we relabel the classical registers i→ i+ 1 and n→ 1 and get

G2 =
1

n

n∑
k=1

N⊗k−1 ⊗ Pn1:n−k+1 ⊗ |k⟩⟨k|.

Then performing a cyclic permutation SAn and SBn on the input and the output, respectively, such that i → i + 1
and n→ 1, we get

G3 =
1

n

n∑
k=1

SBn ◦ (N⊗k−1 ⊗ Pn1:n−k+1) ◦ SAn ⊗ |k⟩⟨k|.

Then we claim that G3 returns Cn on its marginal and ∥G3 −M⊗ Cn∥⋄ ≤ 2ε. The first claim is equivalent to check
the first n− 1 reduced channel of G2,

TrBn
◦ G2((·)⊗ πAn

) =
1

n

n∑
k=1

TrBn
N⊗k−1 ⊗ Pn1:n−k+1((·)⊗ πAn

)⊗ |k⟩⟨k|

=
1

n

n∑
k=1

N⊗k−1 ⊗ TrBn
Pn1:n−k+1((·)⊗ πAn

)⊗ |k⟩⟨k|

=
1

n

n∑
k=1

N⊗k−1 ⊗ Pn1:n−k(·)⊗ |k⟩⟨k|

= Cn.

Note that the second last equality holds by the definition of Pni and here πAn
and TrBn

are effectively acting on the
last systems of the channel Pn1:n−k+1, which is also the n−k+1 system in the original definition of Pn1:n−k+1. Since the
diamond norm is invariant under system permutation, the second claim is equivalent to check ∥G2 − Cn ⊗M∥⋄ ≤ 2ε.
This can be shown as follows:

∥G2 − Cn ⊗M∥⋄ =

∥∥∥∥∥ 1n
n∑
k=1

N⊗k−1 ⊗ Pn1:n−k+1 ⊗ |k⟩⟨k| − 1

n

n∑
k=1

N⊗k−1 ⊗ Pn1:n−k ⊗M⊗ |k⟩⟨k|

∥∥∥∥∥
⋄

=
1

n

n∑
k=1

∥∥N⊗k−1 ⊗ Pn1:n−k+1 −N⊗k−1 ⊗ Pn1:n−k ⊗M
∥∥
⋄

=
1

n

n∑
k=1

∥∥Pn1:n−k+1 − Pn1:n−k ⊗M
∥∥
⋄

≤ 1

n

n∑
k=1

∥Pn1:n−k+1 −M⊗n−k+1∥⋄ +
1

n

n∑
k=1

∥Pn1:n−k ⊗M−M⊗n−k+1∥⋄

=
1

n

n∑
k=1

∥Pn1:n−k+1 −M⊗n−k+1∥⋄ +
1

n

n∑
k=1

∥Pn1:n−k −M⊗n−k∥⋄

≤ 2ε.

where the first inequality follows by the triangle inequality of diamond norm and the last inequality follows from the
assumption of ∥Pn−M⊗n∥⋄ ≤ ε and the monotonicity of diamond norm by taking reduced channel (same argument
as Eq. (S5)). As this holds for arbitrary ε, we can take ε to be vanishingly small and conclude the proof. □
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