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Symmetry is one of the most significant foundational principles underlying nature. The resource
theory of asymmetry (RTA) is a resource-theoretic framework for investigating asymmetry as a
resource to break constraints imposed by symmetries. It has recently undergone significant devel-
opments, resulting in applications in a variety of research areas since symmetry and its breaking
are ubiquitous in physics. Nevertheless, the resource conversion theory at the core of RTA remains
incomplete. In the independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) setup, where identical copies
of a state are converted to identical copies of another state, conversion theory among pure states
has been completed only for U(1) group and finite groups. Here, we establish an i.i.d. conversion
theory among any pure states in RTA for any continuous symmetry described by a compact Lie
group, which includes the cases where multiple conserved quantities are involved. We show that
the quantum geometric tensor is an asymmetry monotone for pure states that determines the op-
timal approximate asymptotic conversion rate. Our formulation achieves a unified understanding
of conversion rates in prior studies for different symmetries. As a corollary of the formula, we also
affirmatively prove the Marvian-Spekkens conjecture on reversible asymptotic convertibility in RTA,

which has remained unproven for a decade.

I. INTRODUCTION

Symmetry lies at the core of our fundamental under-
standing of nature. It governs conservation laws and in-
teractions, influencing diverse areas of modern physics.
A new perspective on symmetry has been recently devel-
oped [1-6] in the context of quantum resource theories
[7]. Quantum resource theory is a versatile framework
for investigating a situation where freely implementable
operations and preparable states are restricted. These
limitations can often be circumvented with the help of
states that cannot be freely prepared, which are regarded
as resources. Building on the pioneering development of
entanglement theory [8], the framework of quantum re-
source theories expanded to broader concepts, such as
coherence [9-11], athermality [12, 13], and asymmetry
[1-6]. The resource theory of asymmetry (RTA) [1-6],
which was also called the resource theory of quantum
reference frame in earlier studies [1-3], is a branch of
quantum resource theories where the restriction is im-
posed by a symmetry group, and asymmetry that breaks
the symmetry is treated as a resource.

Symmetry and its breaking are ubiquitous in nature,
playing crucial roles in numerous physical phenomena.
Consequently, studies in RTA have highlighted its appli-
cations in broad research topics, such as super-selection
rules [1-3], acceleration of quantum operations [14], no-
broadcasting theorems for quantum coherence [15, 16],
quantum thermodynamics [17-20], creation of accurate
clocks [19, 21], quantum error correction [22-28|, gate
implementation in quantum computation [25, 27, 29, 30],
quantum measurements [5, 27, 31-33], and black hole
evapolation [25, 27].

Despite the significant progress in RTA, its resource
manipulation theory, a central issue in any resource the-
ory, is still incomplete. In the independent and identi-
cally distributed (i.i.d.) setup where identical copies of
a state are converted to identical copies of another state,
the exact and approximate settings are investigated in
RTA, where exact means no error is allowed in conver-
sion, while approximate implies asymptotically vanishing
error is allowed in conversion. For a discrete symmetry
described by a finite group, a recent study [34] established
both exact and approximate i.i.d. conversion theory for
pure states, which generalizes the result on Zs in [2]. For
a continuous symmetry described by a Lie group, how-
ever, little is known; an approximate conversion theory
is completed only for U(1) in [19, 21] generalizing the
prior results [2, 35, 36], and partial results on specific
examples on restricted sets of pure states are obtained
for other groups [2, 37]. This means that a comprehen-
sive theory is still lacking for interesting cases involving
multiple conserved quantities where non-commutativity
is essential. Even in a special case where the asymp-
totic conversion is reversible, a definitive understanding
remains elusive. A necessary and sufficient condition for
conversion to be asymptotically reversible was conjec-
tured by Marvian and Spekkens in [4, 6]. However, this
Marvian-Spekkens conjecture had remained unproven for
a decade. It is worth mentioning that the asymptotic con-
version rate in RTA cannot be derived from the approach
in general resource theory for reversible conversion [38]
using the generalized Stein’s lemma [39—42]. This is be-
cause this framework does not work well for RTA since
the regularized relative entropy vanishes in RTA [3], as
emphasized in [38, 41]. As such, a unified understanding



of asymptotic conversion theory has not yet been estab-
lished.

Establishing an asymptotic resource conversion theory
is essentially inseparable from identifying an important
resource measure. Entanglement entropy in entangle-
ment theory and the Helmholtz free energy in quantum
thermodynamics are of distinguished significance as they
characterize the asymptotic conversion rates of respective
resources [12, 43]. In RTA, various asymmetry measures
are proposed, such as G-asymmetry [44], the relative en-
tropy of G-frameness [3], purity of coherence [19], the
quantum Fisher information [21], the quantum Fisher in-
formation matrix [45, 46], and the metric adjusted skew
information [47—-49] and its extension [50]. Among others,
the quantum Fisher information plays a significant role in
RTA for U(1) group since the asymptotic conversion rate
among pure states is determined by the ratio of the quan-
tum Fisher information [21]. However, it remains elusive
how to extend this result to other continuous symmetries.

In this paper, we establish the i.i.d. approximate
asymptotic conversion theory among pure states in RTA
for an arbitrary compact Lie group. The asymptotic con-
version rate is shown to be determined by the quantum
geometric tensor (QGT), a local geometric characteristic
of rays in a Hilbert space. The QGT is a complex Hermi-
tian tensor whose real symmetric part corresponds to the
quantum Fisher information matrix, while the imaginary
anti-symmetric part gives the Berry curvature [51, 52].
For a Lie group G with dimension dim G, the QGT is
a dim G x dim G Hermitian matrix, which is equal to
a non-symmetrized covariance matrix for generators of
symmetry transformations. Our formula shows that the
asymptotic conversion rate is determined by a finite num-
ber of matrix inequalities among the QGTs, where each
inequality corresponds to a connected component of a
compact Lie group.

The proof of our formula on conversion rate consists
of the converse and direct parts, i.e., the impossibility
of achieving the conversion rate beyond the formula and
the achievability of the optimal conversion rate. The con-
verse part is a consequence of the fact that QGT and its
asymptotic rate are valid asymmetry measures for pure
states, proven by using the properties of Petz’s monotone
metrics [53] and a technique analyzing its asymptotic be-
havior [50]. In the proof of the direct part, we adopt
results on quantum local asymptotic normality (QLAN)
[54-57] to extract the asymptotic characteristic of i.i.d.
copies of a state, and construct quantum channels that
asymptotically transform original states into the desired
states with exponentially small failure probability. Our
result shows that the QGT plays a distinguished role in
RTA for an arbitrary compact Lie group that determines
the asymptotic conversion rate.

Our formula is valid for any continuous symmetry de-
scribed by a compact Lie group. To illustrate its wide
applicability, we provide four examples. First, since the
asymptotic conversion theory among pure states has been
completed in prior research exclusively for the case of

U(1) [21], we confirm that this result immediately fol-
lows from our formula. Second, we provide a necessary
and sufficient condition for conversion to be reversible.
As a consequence, we affirmatively prove the Marvian-
Spekkens conjecture, which had been unsolved for the
past decade until today. Third, we analyze examples for
U(1) and SU(2) in which the asymptotic conversion is ir-
reversible. The conversion rate for the example in SU(2)
is shown to be consistent with the prior study on a spe-
cific class of pure states in [2]. Fourth, we calculate the
conversion rate for finite groups. Although a finite group
is not a Lie group, it is shown that our formula is ap-
plicable by appending a trivial U(1) phase. We find a
divergence in conversion rate, reproducing the prior re-
sult on the approximate conversion rate in RTA for finite
groups in [34]. Based on our proof of the direct part, we
also provide an intuitive explanation of the reason why
the approximate conversion rate can diverge in RTA for
finite groups.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: We first
review the framework of RTA and the definition of the
QGT in Sec. 1. The main result of this paper, i.e., the ap-
proximate asymptotic conversion rate among pure states
in RTA for an arbitrary Lie group, is presented in Sec. I11.
In Sec. IV, we show that the QGT is asymmetry mono-
tone for pure states in one-shot and asymptotic conver-
sion. As a consequence, we prove an inequality providing
a bound for the asymptotic conversion rate, i.e., the con-
verse part of the main theorem. In Sec. V, we show the
optimality of this bound, i.e., the direct part of the main
theorem. In Sec. VI, we apply our formula for RTA for
several setups, providing a unified understanding of prior
studies on conversion rates in RTA for different groups
[2, 4, 6, 21, 34, 37], and proves the Marvian-Spekkens
conjecture [4, 6].

II. SETUP AND NOTATIONS
A. The resource theory of asymmetry (RTA)

In this paper, we follow the standard setup of RTA
[[-6]. We study a symmetry described by a group G
that is realized by a projective unitary representation
U, which maps g € G to a unitary operator U(g) on
a quantum system. From the consistency of successive
application of symmetry transformations, U must satisfy
U(91)U(g2) = w(g1,92)U(g192) for any g1, gs € G, where
w is a complex-valued function such that |w(gi, g2)| = 1.
In a special case where w(gy,g2) = 1 for all g1,92 € G,
U is called a non-projective unitary representation or a
unitary representation for short.

Just like in other resource theories, including the en-
tanglement theory, RTA is defined by specifying the
free states and free operations that can be freely pre-
pared and implemented. In RTA, free states are sym-
metric states, which are invariant under any symmetry
transformations. That is, a state p is G-symmetric iff



U(g)pU(g)t = p for all g € G. Free operations are G-
covariant channels. Here, a channel £ is G-covariant
iff it satisfies € o U, = Uy o & for all g € G, where
Uy and U] are defined by Uy(-) = U(g)(-)U(g)" and
Uy(-) = U'(g)(-)U'(g)" using projective unitary repre-
sentations U, U’ of G on the input and output systems.
Throughout this paper, we use the prime symbol to rep-
resent a quantity related to the output system.

As a simple yet important characterization of convert-
ibility among states, the symmetry subgroup is known,
which is the set of group elements that leave the state
invariant, i.e., Symg(p) = {g € G | U(g)pU(g9)! = p} for
the input state p, and similarly for the output state o.
It is shown in [4] that if a state p can be convertible to a
state o via some G-covariant operation without error, the
symmetry subgroups must satisfy Symq(p) C Symg(o).

We analyze the i.i.d. setup in RTA where identical
copies of a state are converted to identical copies of an-
other state. In this setup, we use the tensor product
of a representation, which corresponds to the conserva-
tion of global quantities such as total particle number in
the U(1) case and total spins in the SU(2) case. Con-
cretely, we say that a channel £ from N copies of in-
put state to M copies of output state is G-covariant if
£ satisfies £ OL{;@N = U;@’M o & for all g € G, where
Uy(-) =U(g9)()U(9)" and Uy(-) = U"(g)(-) T’ (9)".

We finally define the asymptotic conversion rate. We
say that a state p is approximately asymptotically con-
vertible to another state o with a conversion rate r iff
there exists a sequence {En}n of G-covariant channels
such that limNﬁooT(é'N(p@N),U@LTNJ) = 0 with the
trance distance T', which has operational significance in
state distinguishability [58, 59]. We denote this conver-
sion by

G-cov. r
(0¥} == {o® Ny, (1)

and we define the approximate asymptotic conversion
rate R(p — o) by the supremum of achievable conver-
sion rates r. In the following, we simply call R(p — o)
conversion rate. In this paper, we establish a formula for
calculating this conversion rate among pure states, which
is applicable to any compact Lie group G.

B. Quantum geometric tensor (QGT)

Here, we introduce the QGT [51, 52]. For a given para-
metric family of pure states [£(A)) with A € R™, QGT at

|4) = |€(0)) is an m x m Hermitian matrix Q¥*¢ whose
matrix elements are defined by
Qs = (0uuI(I = [) (W])Iov) (2)

where [0,9) = 52 |(A)) |x=o. The real and symmetric
part of QGT is the quantum Fisher information matrix,
while the imaginary anti-symmetric part corresponds to
the Berry curvature [51, 52, 60, 61].

In RTA for a Lie group, we can define QGT using a
natural parametric family of a pure state defined with a
projective unitary representation. Let G be a Lie group,
and dim G denote its dimension as a smooth manifold.
Elements in the neighborhood of the identity e € G can
be parametrized as g(A) = e TS M AL by using a basis
{A, 21;“1(; of the Lie algebra g, where the convention in
physics for the definition of Lie algebra is adopted, which
differs from that in mathematics by a factor of the imag-
inary unit. Given a projective unitary representation U,
we define |£(X)) == U(g(\)) |¢) for a pure state |i). For
simplicity, we assume that the map U is differentiable,
which follows from continuity in the case of unitary rep-
resentations. We treat the cases where U is continuous
but not differentiable in Appendix A 1. For a given U,
we introduce Hermitian operators

0
X, = —i— A
wi= gl 3)
for w = 1,---,dimG, where this corresponds to

L(A,) with the Lie algebra representation L(A) =
—i %U(eim)hzo. Then the QGT for [£(A)) at |¢), which
we simply denote by Q¥, is equal to the non-symmetrized
covariance matrix for X = {X u}gi:mlG:

Qp, = (WX = [9) (W) X, |)
= WIXuXo|¢) = (W[ Xul) (WIX[9) . (4)

Note that in this case, the size of a QGT is determined
only by the dimension of the Lie group, dim GG, indepen-
dent of the dimensions of Hilbert spaces or the repre-
sentations of the group. Since QGTs are Hermitian ma-
trices, we can introduce a partial order Q¥ > Q¢, which
means that Q¥ — Q? is positive semi-definite. We remark
that this ordering is independent of the parametrization
of the Lie group G since both Q¥ and Q¢ transform as
tensors under a coordinate transformation on the group.

IIT. MAIN RESULT

The main theorem of this paper is the following for-
mula for the asymptotic conversion rate:

Theorem 1. Let U and U’ be projective unitary
representations of a compact Lie group G on finite-
dimensional Hilbert spaces H and H'. The conversion
rate from a pure state |¢) € H to another pure state
|p) € H' is calculated as follows: (I) When Symea(v)) ¢
Symg(¢), R(¥ — ¢) = 0. (I1I) When Symg(¢) C
SymG(¢>7

R(¢ — ¢) = sup{r > 0| Vi, Q4 () > r Qs @} (5)

where g; € G; is a representative element of each con-
nected component G; of G. In particular, if G is con-
nected, then

R(¢p — ¢) =sup{r > 0] Q¥ > rQ?}. (6)



Since a compact Lie group has only a finite number
of connected components (see, e.g., [62]), the conversion
rate in Theorem 1 is expressed in terms of a finite num-
ber of matrix inequalities. In particular, Eq. (5) is inde-

J

R(y — ¢) =

The equivalence of Eq. (5) in Theorem 1 to Eq. (7)
follows from the fact that if the matrix inequality holds
at a point in a connected component of the group, then
it also holds at any other point in the connected com-
ponent. This is because the QGTs at different group
elements in a connected component are interrelated by
a congruence transformation independent of representa-
tion, as detailed in Appendix A 2. We note that the
same argument for quantum Fisher information matrices
instead of QGT can be found in [46].

In the following, we prove Eq. (7) under the assump-
tion that U and U’ are (non-projective) unitary represen-
tations of a compact Lie group G. The extension of the
formula to any projective unitary representations is pro-
vided in Appendix A 3 by using the method in [34] that
relates the conversion rate for projective unitary repre-
sentations to (non-projective) unitary representations.

We remark that for any states p and o, Proposition 5
in [4] shows that Syma(p) ¢ Syme (o) implies that the
conversion from p to ¢ without error is impossible via
a G-covariant channel. As its generalization to approx-
imate asymptotic conversion, we prove Eq. (8) in Ap-
pendix A 4.

IV. QGT AS ASYMMETRY MONOTONE

In this section, we show that QGT is an asymmetry
monotone both in one-shot and asymptotic conversions.
As a consequence, we find that QGT provides a bound
on the conversion rate.

A. Monotonicity of QGT in one-shot conversion

We here prove the monotonicity of the QGT under con-
version without error using a G-covariant channel. For
this purpose, let us first relate the QGT to monotone
metrics [53, 63], which are Riemannian metrics on state
space contracting under information processing. The pio-
neering research on monotone metrics initiated by Moro-
zova and Chentsov [63] was later completed by Petz [53],
proving that monotone metrics are in a one-to-one cor-
respondence with operator monotone functions. Here, a
function f : [0,00) — [0, 00) is called an operator mono-

{ sup{r > 0| Vg € G, QUs (V)
0

pendent of the choice of the elements g;, and thus can
be easily evaluated. Although Theorem 1 is of practical
significance, the following formula is simple and theoreti-
cally useful, where all group elements are treated equally:

> rQ% (@} (if Symg(y) C Symg(6)) (7)
(otherwise) (8)

(

tone iff 0 < A < B implies f(A) < f(B). Petz’s mono-
tone metric associated with an operator monotone func-
tion f is defined by

(A.B);, = Tr (ATm7 (R, L,)(B)),  (9)

where mys(z,y) = yf(z/y), Rpy(A) = Ap and L,(A) =
pA. Here, when p is not invertible, following the argu-
ment in [64], m;l(Rp,ﬁp) denotes the Moore-Penrose
inverse, such that

| B|k
3 {U|B[k)

1
my (R, L,)(B) =
f psLp

k,lsm g (pr,p1)>0 mf(pk’pl)

1) kI,
(10)

where we used the eigenvalue decomposition of a state
p = > .Dk|k) (k|. For a linear operator A, we denote

All7,p = 1/ <A7A>f,p-

An additional symmetry condition f(t) = tf(t7!) is
often imposed to the monotone function, which is equiv-
alent to (4, B); , = (BT, AT>f’p for any linear operators
A and B. A famous example is fsp(z) = (14x)/2 asso-
ciated with the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD)
metric, which plays a central role in quantum estima-
tion theory. However, such a symmetric monotone metric
does not contain the information of the anti-symmetric
part of the QGT. Therefore, we do not impose the sym-
metry condition.

In order to investigate the properties of QGT's, we con-
sider a family of operator monotone functions given by

folz) =1 —¢)+qz, ¢e€(0,1). (11)
Note that this family contains fsrp as a special case
for ¢ = 1/2. Let us show that the QGT can be ob-
tained as a limit of Petz’s monotone metric for f;. Since

my, (pr,p1) = (1 — q)pi + qpy, for any pure state 1) and
any linear operator O, it holds

{6,013, = 7=V, 0) + 2V (0, (12

where we have defined a generalized variance V' by

V(,0) = (|0(I = )0") (13)



for a pure state ¢ and a linear operator O. Here, follow-
ing a standard convention, we described a pure state and
a unit vector by the same Greek letter, i.e., ¥ = |¢) (¢
Note that when O is Hermitian, V' is equivalent to the
ordinary variance. .

Wher'l O is given by O = 'FyTX = Zﬁ;mlG y*#HX, for
v € CH™Y and X = {X,}0™M defined in Eq. (3), we
get

_ 1 1 )
lifw: 1l =" (1 —, 20+, (@) ) v 1)
Therefore, we find
Jim fo O, 017, s =+'Q%y,  (15)

where we have used f;(0) =1—¢ > 0.

We stress again that the operator monotone function
satisfying the symmetry condition is not suitable for in-
vestigating the monotonicity of QGT. Indeed, for oper-
ator monotone functions f®) satisfying £ (0) > 0 and
the symmetry condition f®)(t) = tf®)(¢t=1), from the
definition in Eq. (9), we find

0,0l =o' (5 (€ +(€9))) v 9

for O := 47X meaning that it captures only the sym-
metric part of QY.

Note that the quantity %Hi[“ H}H?.(S) , for a Her-
mitian operator H is called the metric adjuéted skew in-
formation [47]. It is known that the metric adjusted skew
information for a pure state 1 is equal to the variance,
ie.,

AU
E i, Bl = Ve ). (1)
This equation can be viewed as a special case of Eq. (16),
where - is a real vector.

The metric (-, -) f,,p 15 monotonic under a quantum

channel in the following sense:

Lemma 2. For f,(x) = (1—q)+qz with g € (0,1), any
state p, any linear operator O, and any quantum channel
&, it holds

lilp, O1IF, » = I1€Glo, ODIF, £0) (18)

if there is an operator O’ satisfying E(i[p,0]) =
i[€(p),0'].

In literature, the proof of the monotonicity of mono-
tone metric is sometimes provided under the assumption
that p is invertible. Lemma 2 is a special case of The-
orem 6.1 in [65], which is valid not only for invertible
states but also non-invertible states. The details of the
proof of Lemma 2 and its relation to Theorem 6.1 in [65]
can be found in [66].

The monotonicity of the QGT in RTA is proven by us-
ing Lemma 2. Suppose that a state p is convertible with-
out error to another state o via a G-covariant channel
&, ie., E(p) = 0. Since the G-covariance of the channel
implies £(Uy(p)) = Uy (o), its derivative with respect to
the parameter A for g € G yields € (i[p, X,.]) = i[o, X}],
where X, is given in Eq. (3), and X, is defined similarly
by differentiating the projective unitary representation
U’ of G on the output system instead of U.

By using the linearity of £, we get E(i[p,0]) =
i[€(p),0'] for O = ~'X and O' = ~'X' for any
~ € C¥™ & The monotonicity in Lemma 2 implies

lilp, O1F, » = llilo, 0N, o- (19)

Let us now apply this inequality to the case where p
and o are pure states, which we denote by % and ¢, re-
spectively. Multiplying Eq. (19) by f,(0) =1—¢ > 0
and taking the limit of ¢ — 17, Eq. (15) implies,
~TQ¥~y > 4T Q%~ for any v € CH™C | or equivalently,

Qv > Q% (20)

completing the proof of the monotonicity of QGT under
exact conversion among pure states in RTA.

B. Asymptotic discontinuity of QGT

When the projective unitary representation of G on a
single system is given by U, the representation of G on
N ii.d. copies of the system is given by U®Y. There-
fore, for an i.i.d. pure state ¥»®V, the QGT is additive,
ie., Q’/’®N = NQVY for any positive integer N. When
(BN} O (48IPNIY - combined with the mono-
tonicity of QGT in Eq. (20), one would expect that the
asymptotic rates of the QGTs for these sequences, i.e.,
my o0 %Qw@w and limpy o0 %qu@trw
ically decreasing, implying that

, are monoton-

Q¥ >rQ?. (21)

Although this inequality is shown to be correct in the fol-
lowing subsection, its proof requires more careful analy-
sis. This necessity arises from the asymptotic discontinu-
ity [67, 68] of the QGT, i.e., the property that the QGT
can drastically change due to a small error in conversion.

To gain a deeper understanding, let us consider the
simplest case of G = U(1), where its non-trivial rep-
resentation is given by et with a Hermitian operator
H. For G = U(1), the QGT is equal to the variance
of the Hamiltonian V' (¢, H) and its asymptotic discon-
tinuity was pointed out in [3] and further analyzed in
[19, 21, 50]. To examine the discontinuity, let Hy be the
Hamiltonian for N i.i.d. copies of the system. Since the
operator norm of Hy grows linearly in N and the vari-
ance is quadratic in the Hamiltonian Hp, the variance
can change O(eyN?) when there is an error ey in states
in the conversion. Therefore, the change in the variance



per copy is of the order of O(ey N), which may not vanish
as N — oo even when limy_,oc ey = 0 [3, 19, 21]. Since
the QGT for a generic Lie group has the same asymptotic
discontinuity, a more detailed analysis is required for the
proof of Eq. (21).

C. Monotonicity of QGT in asymptotic conversion

To show the monotonicity of the QGT in asymptotic
conversion, we investigate the asymptotic behavior of
Petz’s monotone metrics near i.i.d. pure states. For
this purpose, let us first review the results in [50]. For
an arbitrary Hermitian operator H we denote its i.i.d.
extension by Hpy, defined as Hy := 25:1 ®r-1l g
H ® I®N=" For a sequence of states {on}x such that
limsupy_, o T(on, p®) < € for € > 0, and an opera-
tor monotone function f®) satisfying f*)(0) > 0 and the
symmetry condition f® (t) = tf&) (t~1), Lemma 3 in [50]
shows that under a certain regularity condition, if € > 0
is sufficiently small, it holds

A
2

lilon, Hx]ll7e) 5 = NV (6, H) = Nh(e) + o(N)
(22)

for all sufficiently large N, where h is a real-valued func-
tion independent of N satisfying lim. o h(e) = 0. The
central limit theorem provides an intuitive explanation
of this lemma. In the i.i.d. setting, the probability dis-
tribution of ¢®V with respect to the eigenbasis of Hy
approaches to the normal distribution after properly re-
defining the random variable. It turns out that the left-
hand side of Eq. (22) is approximated from below by the
variance for a probability distribution modified due the
the error between oy and ¢®V. In general, modifying
the distribution at values far from the mean can result
in a considerable change in the variance. However, since
the normal distribution has an exponentially small tail,
it is impossible to significantly reduce the variance. In
other words, the metric adjusted skew information ap-
proximately takes a local minimum around the i.i.d. pure
states [50], expressed by Eq. (22). Note that although the
definition of convergence in the state conversion in [50]
is slightly different from ours, both yield the equivalent
convertibility condition, as shown in Appendix B 1.

To prove the monotonicity of QGT under approx-
imate asymptotic conversion, we show a variation of

Lemma 3 in [50]. Let us first introduce several no-
G-cov.

tations. When {®N}y —%5 {¢®L"NI} | there ex-
ists a sequence of quantum channels {Ex}n such that
limy_oo T (5N(¢®N), ¢®VNJ) = 0. For notational con-
venience, we define M(N) = |[rN|, opn) = En(@®V)
and €Ny = T(UM(N),¢®M(N)). In the following, we
omit the dependence of M (N) on N and simply write M.
Since the G-covariance of £y implies Ex (U (p&V)) =
L{;@M (o), by repeating the argument presented above
Eq. (19), we get En (i[®N,On]) = ilonr, O)]. Here, Oy

6

and O}, are defined by Oy =N 197~ 1g O [®N-"
and O}, = Ziwzl 1971 @ O @ I®M~" for O == 41X
and O' := 4T X', Applying Eq. (19) for ¥*" and oy
instead of p and o, we find

i1, ONII3, yon = liloar, OulllF, o0 (23)

Note that the additivity of the monotone metric in the
iid. setting implies that the left-hand side is equal to
N[, O]||?cq)w. To prove the monotonicity, we need to
relate the right-hand side of this inequality to the QGT
for (U4;(6))°M.

By modifying Eq. (22) to make it applicable to an arbi-
trary linear operator O instead of Hermitian operator H
without assuming f is symmetric, we prove the following
lemma, which yields a lower bound on the asymptotic
behavior of the right-hand side of Eq. (23):

Lemma 3. Let f be an arbitrary operator monotone
function such that f(0) > 0 and f(0) = lim_,o+ f(¢).
For a linear operator O on a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space, we denote its i.i.d. extension by Opy. Let
{on}N be an arbitrary sequence of states such that
limy oo T(on, d*N) = 0 for a pure state ¢. Then there
exists a real-valued function h independent of N satisfy-
ing limc_,0 h(e) = 0 such that for any sufficiently small
parameter € > 0, it holds

FO)llilon, OnllIF.0y = NV(6,0) = Nh(e) + o(N) (24)
for all sufficiently large N.

Notice that the normalization of the left-hand sides of
Egs. (22) and (24) differs factor by 2. This difference also
appeared in Eqgs. (16) and (15), where the right-hand side
of the former is symmetrized while that of the latter is
not symmetrized.

Lemma 3 is proven by carefully modifying the proof of
Lemma 3 in [50]. Since the proof is involved, the details
are presented in Appendix B 2.

By using Lemma 3, Eq. (23) implies

M M 1

FaOile, O, .4 = T777 Q% = Frh(e) + No(M(), |
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where we have used f,(0) > 0. Since M = |[rN|, in the
limit of N — oo, we get

FO)[i[w, OlIF, . = rv7 Q% — rh(e). (26)
Since this inequality holds for any sufficiently small
e > 0, we get fq(0)||i[z/1,0]||?cq,w > r4TQ%y. In
the limit of ¢ — 17, from Eq. (15), we finally get
~TQ¥y > r 4TQ%y for any v € CHME e, Eq. (21).
Since {Y®N}y Greov., {¢2L"NI1 s equivalent to
{Uy ()N} s (U ()M Yy, by repeating the
argument so far for L[g(l/s and Uy (¢) instead of ¥ and ¢,
we get

Vge G, QU > pQUs(9) (27)



which completes the proof of the monotonicity of QGT

in asymptotic conversion.

In summary, we have proven that {1/)®N I %

{9® [N } v implies QU (¥) > rQu;(¢) for all g € G, which
establishes the following upper bound using QGTs on the
conversion rate:

Proposition 4 (Converse part). Let U,U’ be projec-
tive unitary representations of a Lie group G on finite-
dimensional Hilbert spaces H and H'. For any pure states
|y € H and |p) € H', it holds

R(¢ — ¢) < sup{r > 0| Vg e G, QW) > rgs(®)},
(28)

Proposition 4 serves as the converse part of Eq. (7),
i.e., the inequality showing the impossibility of achieving
the rate beyond the right-hand side of Eq. (7). In the
following section, we show that this rate is the optimal
achievable rate.

We remark that Proposition 4 is valid even for non-
compact Lie groups as long as the representation space
is finite-dimensional because the proof only depends on
the local properties of a state in the state space. Note
also that Proposition 4 is applicable regardless of whether

Syme (1) C Syme(¢) holds.

V. QGT DETERMINES ASYMPTOTIC
CONVERSION RATE

In the previous section, we have proven an upper
bound on the conversion rate, given in Eq. (28), which
follows from the monotonicity of QGT in asymptotic con-
version. In this section, we show that this bound is opti-
mal by proving that if r > 0 satisfies Q4s(¥) > 1 QUs(®)

for all g € G, then {/*N} Greov., {p®L0=INIY \ holds
for arbitrary 6 € (0,r), which establishes the opposite
inequality of Eq. (28):

Proposition 5 (Direct part). Let U, U’ be (non-
projective) unitary representations of a compact Lie
group G on finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces H and H'.
For any pure states |¢) € H and |¢) € H' such that

Syme () C Syme(¢), it holds

R(t — ¢) > sup{r > 0| Vg € G, Q4s(¥) > rQUa(®)},
(29)

Combining Proposition 5 with Proposition 4, our main
result in Eq. (7) is proven for (non-projective) uni-
tary representations, meaning that QGT determines the
asymptotic conversion rate. As mentioned in Sec. I1I,
this result can be extended to projective unitary repre-
sentations by using the method in [34], which is detailed
in Appendix A 3.

In the proof of Proposition 5, the results in QLAN
on pure-state unitary models [56, 57] play a crucial role.

This can be intuitively understood through the follow-
ing lemma, which provides an alternative yet equivalent
characterization of the convertibility in RTA using quan-
tum channels that are not assumed to be G-covariant:

Lemma 6. Let U and U’ be projective unitary represen-
tations of a compact Lie group G on finite-dimensional
Hilbert spaces H and H'. Define Uy(-) == U(g)(-)U(g)*
and U)(-) == U'(g)()U'(9)'. Let p and o be arbitrary
states on H and H', respectively. For any ¢ > 0, the
following two statements are equivalent:

(i) There exists a quantum channel € such that
T(EUy(p)),Uy(0)) < € for any g € G.

(i) There exists a G-covariant channel £ such that

T(€(p),0) < e.

For € = 0, i.e., for the conversion without error, the
above is shown as Lemma 7 in [4]. Although its general-
ization to the case of € > 0 is straightforward, we provide
the proof in Appendix C 1 for completeness.

Lemma 6 implies that {¢®V}yx Greov, {p®lrNIY
if and only if there exists a sequence of quantum
channels {Ex}n which asymptotically map Uy ()2 to
Zx[é((ﬁ)‘g’V"NJ with vanishing error in N — oo for any
g € G. Importantly, if we regard g € G as an unknown
parameter, this sequence of quantum channels {En}y
achieve a conversion of a statistical model {Uy (¢)*V} e
to another statistical model {L{;(¢)®L’"NJ}QGG in the
asymptotic limit. The asymptotic behavior of i.i.d.
copies of parametric families of states has been studied in
the context of QLAN [54-57], which aims to approximate
i.i.d. statistical models by a limit model, called the Gaus-
sian shift model. In the following, after briefly reviewing
QLAN for i.i.d. pure-state models in [56, 57], we point
out that QGT is a crucial characteristic of their asymp-
totics. Based on this observation, we construct quantum
channels asymptotically converting a pure state to an-
other pure state in RTA, proving Proposition 5.

A. Quantum local asymptotic normality

Here, let us briefly review studies in QLAN [54-57],
which investigate the asymptotic properties of statistical
models by associating them with their limit models.

We review particularly for QLAN on pure-state mod-
els [56, 57]. For a pure state ¢ and a set of Hermitian
operators X = {X;}™,, we define a pure-state statisti-
cal model Up (1)) with Up(-) = Up(-)U} and Uy = €@ X,
where 6 - X = 7" 0°X; for § € R™. To study its
asymptotic property, we consider its i.i.d. copies of the
state (U, /\/ﬁ(w))@v, where we introduced a local pa-

u
rameter u := v/ NO. In the limit of N — oo, it is shown
[56, 57] that this model is approximately interconvert-
ible to the so-called Gaussian shift model with vanishing
erTor.



For a more detailed explanation, let us introduce sev-
eral notations in [56]. For a pure state |¢)) on a qu-
dit system, we define a matrix C : C™ — C¢! by

(C)ki = —1(k|X;[v), where {|k>}z;1 denotes an or-
thonormal basis for the subspace orthogonal to |¢). For
z = (21,-",24-1)" € C?¥1 we denote a (d — 1)-mode

coherent state with coherence amplitude z by |z) =
(®j:_11 erial = ai 0>¢)7 where af, a; and |0), denote the
creation and annihilation operator and the vacuum state
for the ith mode. It is proven [57] that there exist se-

quences of quantum channels {Ty}y and {Sy}ny such
that

lim sup T (TN (u%ﬁ (¢)®N) ,|Cu) <Cu\)

N —oc0 lw||<Ne

= lim sup T(Uﬁ(w)®N78N(‘CU> <Cu|))

N—o0 ||| <Ne
=0 (30)

for e € (0,1/9).

B. QGT and asymptotic convertibility among i.i.d.
statistical models

In the studies on QLAN, the main purpose is to ap-
proximate the i.i.d. statistical models using the Gaussian
shift model in the asymptotic limit. Our focus is slightly
different, and we aim to investigate the convertibility
among i.i.d. statistical models to study the conversion
rate in RTA. Our finding here is that the QGT plays a
central role in characterizing asymptotic convertibility.

®N
As shown in Eq. (30), (Uﬁ(w))
asymptotically convertible to the Gaussian-shift model

|Cu), implying that the matrix C characterizes the
asymptotic properties of the i.i.d. statistical model
N

®
()
mined since there remains the freedom in the choice of an
orthonormal basis {|k)}4Z1 for the subspace orthogonal
to |¢). Adopting another orthonormal basis, the matrix
C is transformed to C — C = VC, where V denotes a
Ca1 x C4~! unitary matrix. By using the polar decom-
position theorem, for matrices C' and C’ of the same size,
we find that C' = V' C holds for some unitary matrix V'
if and only if CTC = CTC. This fact implies that the es-
sential characteristic of a statistical model is CTC, rather
than the matrix C' itself.

Importantly, the (,j) element of CTC is given by

is reversibly

. Such a matrix C is not uniquely deter-

d—1

(C1C),; = D (WIXilk) (k| X;]0)
k=1
= (W1 X:(1 — ) X;[0) (31)

meaning that CTC = QY, where Q¥ is the QGT for
Up(1h). Therefore, if two pure-state statistical models

have the same QGT, they are asymptotically intercon-
vertible to each other since both of them can be reversibly
converted to the same Gaussian shift model, shown in
Eq. (30).

As a generalization of the above observation, we prove
the following:

Lemma 7. For sets of Hermitian operators X =
{X;}7 and X' = {X[},, we define Up(-) =
e X (e 19X and Uy (-) = 6i9'X,(~)e’io'Xl for 8 € R™.
For given two pure states ¥ and ¢, we define pure-state
statistical models by Ug () and Uy(P) and denote their
QGTs by Q¥ and Q%, respectively. If r > 0 satisfies
Q¥ > rQ?, then there exists a sequence of quantum chan-
nels {En}n such that

lim sup T (SN (U%(d})@N) U

u
N= ufj <N v

(8)°™) =0
(32)
for e €(0,1/9).

In the proof of Lemma 7, the argument is divided into
two parts: one focuses on the case where the QGT is
conserved, while the other addresses the case where the
QGT is reduced. We first prove that the growth rate of
i.i.d. copies can be set to one by adjusting the scaling
of the parameters. Concretely, U/Tuﬁ (¢)®l"N] is shown to

be asymptotically interconvertible to U’ -, (¢)®N. This

VN
asymptotic interconversion is achieved by combining the
reversible conversion channels in QLAN, where the QGT
is conserved. Then, we also prove that u\/% (¥)®N can

be asymptotically converted into U’ -, (¢)®¥ if the QGT

VN
with respect to w decreases in the sense of matrix in-
equality. The details of these lemmas and their proofs
are provided in Appendix C 2.

C. Proof of achievability of the conversion rate

The process of transforming Uy (1))*N to U, (¢)®L™N
with asymptotically vanishing error consists of two steps,
which we may call the estimation and conversion steps.
In the estimation step, we obtain a rough estimate g of
the true value g by consuming copies of Uy (¢) sublinear
in N. In the conversion step, based on the estimate g,
we convert the remaining copies of U, (¢) to 1.i.d. copies
of Uy(¢) by using the channel described in Lemma 7.

For a detailed explanation, let us first introduce no-
tations. Let U and U’ be (non-projective) unitary rep-
resentations of a Lie group G on the input and output
systems. Elements in the neighborhood of the identity
e € G can be parametrized as g(A) = ¢! LT A,
by using a basis {A#}ii;“la of the Lie algebra g. De-
fine operators X, = —i%U(g()\))b\:o and X =
*iaiu U’(g(M\))|a=0, which correspond to the images of
A, by the Lie algebra representations induced from




U and U’. At least locally, these operators satisfy
U(g(X)) = ¢ =" Y X and U/(g()) = o 20" X0,
In this case, by slightly abusing our notation of U, and
Uy, we also denote Up(-) = el X (e 10X and Z/lg( ) =
eie'X/(-)e_ie'Xl for @ € RY™E implicitly indicating ||6|
is sufficiently small.

In the estimation step, we obtain a rough estimate
g € G of g € G by performing a measurement on n copies
of the system in a state Uy (¢)®", where n == N'=¢ for
a fixed € € (0,1/2). Let p(g|Uy(¢)®™) denote the proba-
bility of obtaining an estimate ¢ when the system is in a
state Uy, (1)®". We say that the estimation is successful
within an acceptable error of § > 0 if and only if the
estimate § € G is an element of the following set:

Gsucc.(6) = {g eqd | 307 u@ OUg(Z/J) = UgW)a ||0|| < 5}
(33)

We define the success probability by
Pry, (pyon (10]] < 0)

= [ duel@) o o 0@ B

where ¢ is the Haar measure on the Lie group G, and x 4
denotes the indicator function of a set A. Note that the
above success probability is well-defined since Ggyce.(0)
is a measurable set, as shown in Appendix C 3

We show the following lemma, stating that the exis-
tence of an estimator that is successful within an ac-
ceptable error of § = N~1/2%¢ whose failure probability
asymptotically vanishes:

Lemma 8. Let G be a compact Lie group and p be an
arbitrary state. Fix € € (0,1/2). Then there erists an
estimator of g € G by using consuming Uy(p)®™ with
n = N17¢ such that its success probability satisfies

6] < N~V2Fey =1, (35)

Jim,_ Py o

We remark that ||@| ~ N—1/2 for the error is the stan-
dard scaling in parameter estimation for i.i.d. models
[69], including QLAN studies [54-57]. The proof is de-
tailed in Appendix C 4.

Proposition 5 is proven by combining Lemmas 7 and

Proof of Proposition 5. From the assumption, r > 0 sat-
isfles QUs(¥) > rQUs(@) for all g € G. Let § € G be the
estimator ensured to exist in Lemma 8 for € € (0,1/9).
Given the estimate §, we apply Lemma 7 to pure states
(Uy(1))®N" and (U(¢))®"N) for N' := N — N'=¢ and
denote by {£%.,}n+ the sequence of conversion channels.

Applying EJQV, after the estimation step, the resulting
state is given by

En(Us()®™)
— [ duc@) plalty () e (Up)®Y') . (30)

From the assumption Sym;(¢) C Symg/(¢), if param-
eters 0 satisfy Up o Uy(¢p) = Uy(tp) for some g¢,§ € G,
then it also holds Uy o U (¢) = Ugy(¢). Therefore, for
G € Gguce.(9) with 6 > 0, we have

Fid (g(fl/) (Ug(w)@aN’) ,L{’(qﬁ)@LTN/J)
= Fid (£0) (Us(05)™™') Up(69)°Y)), (37)

where we have defined 1 = Uy(¥) and ¢5 = U (¢),
and Fid denotes the fidelity defined by Fid(p,0) =
(Tr( \/ﬁa\/ﬁ))Q for states p and o. Since N~1/2+¢ <
(N")~1/2+¢ we have

In

= inf
9€Gsuce. (N—1/2+¢)

Fid (&) (Uy()*') Uy (@)*1N)
Fid () (Uy()*) Uy ()21

> inf
9€Gnce., ((N7)—1/2+¢)

. A (€D (17w (6N U o (G.18LFN]
g ik (EN/ (um(%) ) U (99) )
N—00 1’ (38)

where in the last line, we have used Lemma 7 and the
fact that the convergence in trace distance is equivalent
to that in fidelity, shown by the Fuchs—van de Graaf in-
equalities.
From Egs. (3

Fid (&v (ug(w)w)’u;(@@[m)
B /Gduaca) (U ()N

ug ®N’)

5), (36), and (38), we get

x Fid ( (¢)®“N'J)
/dNG( ) (U ()N Wren (v 17200y (3)

« Fid( ( ) (¢)®LTN’J>
> Pr ]| < N~Y/2F€) x fy

ugw)@NH(

N—oc0

— 1, (39)
implying that

Jim T (En @y (0)°N), Uy ()N ) =0 (40)

holds for any g € G.

To complete the proof, we introduce § € (0,r). Then
for all sufficiently large N, it holds |[rN'| > [(r — §)N|.
Denoting by {An }n the channel discarding |rN'|—|(r—
d)N | copies of the output system, we get

Jim T (A o EnUy(9)), Uy ()7L ON) =g
(41)

for any g € G. From Lemma 6, this is equivalent

to {v®V}x Greov. % (p®L=ONIY ¢ which complete the
proof of Proposmon 5. O



VI. APPLICATIONS

Theorem 1 is valid for any compact Lie group. As
a demonstration, we here apply our formula for several
groups, which provides a unified understanding of prior
studies and proves an unsolved conjecture on reversible
transformations.

A. U() group

In a study [21] on RTA for time-translation symme-
try, the approximate asymptotic conversion rate among
states having the same finite period was calculated, which
generalizes prior studies [2, 35, 36]. When the Hamil-
tonians of the input and output systems are H and H’,
the time-translation unitary operators are given by e/t
and e H't. For pure states @ and ¢, the periods are
defined as 7 = inf{t > 0 | e et = ¢} and
7= inf{t > 0 | e 't pei’'t = ¢} In Theorem 1 in
[21], it is proven that if 7 = 7/, the conversion rate is
given by the ratio of the variances, i.e.,

V(y,H)
RO = 6) = 15 (42
We note that, when investigating the conversion among
states with the same period, we can assume without loss
of generality that the Hamiltonians have integer eigenval-
ues after appropriately redefining them [21, 70]. There-
fore, this result corresponds to the case of G = U(1).

In the notation of the present paper, we consider G =
U(1) and its representations U (el?) = €% and U’(e!?) =
eH'? for 9 € [0,27), where H and H' are Hermitian
operators whose eigenvalues are integers. Since dim G =
1 for G = U(1), the QGT is a scalar and given by Q¥ =
V(i,H) and Q% = V (¢, H'). When the pure states v
and ¢ has the same period, i.e., Symq(v) = Syme(¢),
we find Eq. (42) immediately follows from Eq. (6).

B. Reversible asymptotic conversion: Proof of the
Marvian-Spekkens conjecture

For pure states ) and ¢, we say that they are asymptot-
ically reversibly convertible if and only if the conversion
rates satisfy R(¢ — ¢)R(¢ — v) = 1. The conversion
between pure states with equal periods is an example of
reversible conversion, as Eq. (42) shows. Prior to the
establishment of the conversion theory in RTA for U(1)
group [21], Marvian and Spekkens proposed a conjec-
ture for a necessary and sufficient condition for reversible
conversion in RTA for connected compact Lie groups
[4, 6]. We prove a statement equivalent to the Marvian-
Spekkens conjecture here, where the equivalence is shown
later in this subsection.

Corollary 9. For a connected compact Lie group G, pure
states ¥ and ¢ are asymptotically reversibly convertible if
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and only if both of the following conditions (A) and (B)
are satisfied:

(A) Symg () = Symg(9).
(B) 37 > 0 such that Q¥ = rQ?.

Note that the proportional constant r in condition (B)
provides the conversion rate R(¢ — ¢).

Proof. Suppose that ¢ and ¢ are asymptotically re-
versibly convertible. Then, R(v) — ¢) and R(¢ — )
must be non-vanishing, which requires that the condi-
tion (A) must hold. In this case, Theorem 1 implies

R = ¢)=sup{r>0]Q¥>rQ%,  (43)
R(p =) =sup{r>0[Q%>rQ¥}.  (44)

These equations imply that R(¢) — ¢)R(¢p — o) = 1
holds only if the condition (B) holds. Conversely, if con-
ditions (A) and (B) are satisfied, then Egs. (43) and (44)
imply R(¢ = ¢)R(¢ — 1) = 1 holds. O

Let us now review the statement of the Marvian-
Spekkens conjecture and prove that it is equivalent to
Corollary 9. Let X = {X}, be the representation of a
basis of the Lie algebra g. We define the symmetirized
covariance matrix as

(Colt))iy = 3 WI(XiXi + X X))
WX WX . (@5)

The commutator subalgebra i[g, g] is defined as the sub-
algebra spanned by i[Lq, Lo] for all Ly, Ly € g. In gen-
eral, the input and output Hilbert spaces H;, and Hous to
which ¢ and ¢ belong are different. However, as shown in
Appendix B in [71], by considering a larger Hilbert space
H = Hin ® Houws and a representation on it, it suffices
to consider the case where the input and output Hilbert
spaces are the same. The Marvian—Spekkens conjecture
[4, 6] states that pure states ¢ and ¢ are asymptotically
reversibly convertible in RTA for a connected compact
Lie group G if and only if all the following three condi-
tions are satisfied:

(i) Symg () = Symg(9).
(ii) Cy(¥) = R(¢ — ¢)Cy(9).

(iii) (Y|L|Y) = R — ¢)(d|L|¢) for any element L
in the representation of the commutator subalgebra

i[g, g

Condition (i) is the same as condition (A) in Corollary 9.
Conditions (ii) and (iii) correspond respectively to the
symmetric and anti-symmetric parts of condition (B) in
Corollary 9.

We remark that other results on reversible conversion
rates [2, 21, 37] also follow since the Marvian—Spekkens
conjecture has now been proven.



C. Irreversibility in asymptotic conversion

The result in the previous subsection shows that con-
version is asymptotically irreversible if and only if at least
one of the conditions (A) and (B) in Corollary 9 is not
satisfied.

Condition (A) can be violated even when G = U(1).
Indeed, if the periods 7 and 7" of ¥ and ¢ satisfy 7 =
k7' for some integer k > 1, then Symg(¢) & Symg (o)
holds, implying that R(y — ¢) = V (¢, H)/V (¢, H'),
while R(¢ — ¢) = 0.

Condition (B) is easily violated when dimG > 1. As
a simple illustration, let us analyze G = SU(2) and its
unitary representation e 2i=a= 9" with spin operators
J;. We adopt the z-axis as a quantization axis and denote
simultaneous eigenstates of J2 := J2 + J; +J2 and J, by
|7,m). To simplify the argument, we consider pure states
|t)) and |¢) in a subspace spanned by the highest-weight
states {|j,7)};=0,1,1,2,... k, Where K is an integer or a
half-integer introduced to make the Hilbert space finite-
dimensional. Following the notation in [2], we define

j:z 07571757. K]|]7.]> <.]7.]|’ (46)
M) =2 {|T|¥), (47)
V() = 4T3 ) — (0] T [)). (48)

Since the QGT is calculated for ¥ as

L M@) M) 0
Q"= |-tMw) Mw) o |, (49)
0 0 V)

and similarly for ¢, condition (B) holds only of
M)/ M($) = V(¢)/V(¢p). This can also be explic-
itly confirmed from the conversion rate R(¢Y — ¢) =

min { M((:i’; , VE 5 } calculated from Eq. (6) for pure states

satisfying Symq(¢) C Syme(¢). We remark that this
conversion rate is consistent with the prior result on
SU(2) in Theorem 24 in [2], where the conversion rate is
studied for a restricted set of pure states.

D. Finite groups

Here, we analyze the approximate asymptotic conver-
sion theory in RTA for a finite group. As proven in [34],
the conversion rate diverges for a finite group. We show
that this fact can also be derived from our formula in
Eq. (5) by lifting a finite group to a compact Lie group
by appending a trivial phase, though a finite group itself
is not a Lie group.

Let G be a finite group given by G = {g; | ¢ =
0,---,k}. Let U and U’ be projective unitary repre-
sentations of G' on the input and output Hilbert spaces.
Let us introduce unitary representations U and U’ of
G = G x U(1) such that U(g,e?) = U(g)e® and
U'(g,€?) == U'(g)e? for g € G and 6 € [0,27). Since
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the phase ¢ does not affect the state, a channel is G-
covariant if and only if G-covariant. Therefore, append-
ing the trivial phase leaves the conversion rate invariant.
Since G is a compact Lie group, we can apply Eq. (5).
The QGT vanishes for any pure state for U and U’, im-
plying that Q¥ > Q¢ holds for any r. In addition,
Symg(v) C Symg(¢) holds iff Syms(v) C Symes(o).
Therefore, we get

oo (if Symg(9) C Syme(¢))

, (50
0  (otherwise) (50)

reproducing the result on the approximate asymptotic
conversion rate in [34].

The proof of the direct part provides a clear under-
standing of the reason why the approximate asymptotic
conversion rate diverges for finite groups. Since there
is only a finite number of different elements in {U,(¢) |
g € G}, it is possible to identify the state U, (1)) with
an exponentially small failure probability using a state
tomography protocol on Uy (¢))®N. Let § € G denote the
estimate of the true value g obtained by this tomography
protocol. Depending on the estimate §, we can prepare
an arbitrary number of copies of U;(¢). The condition
Symg (1) C Syme(¢) implies that 1f Uy () = Uy () is
satisfied, then U;(¢) = Uy(¢) also holds Therefore, the
approximate asymptotic Conversmn rate diverges since
it is possible to create an arbitrary number of copies of
U (¢) from Uy(1)®N with asymptotically vanishing fail-
ure probablhty We emphasize that the exact asymptotic
conversion rate in [34] is not covered by this analysis be-
cause there always remains an error in the tomography
process.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we established the approximate asymp-
totic conversion theory for i.i.d. pure states in RTA for
a compact Lie group. Our result provides a formula for
the asymptotic conversion rate in RTA for any compact
Lie group by using QGTs, implying that QGT fulfills the
same function in RTA as entanglement entropy does in
entanglement theory. In other words, the present study
unveils the distinguished role of QGT as an asymmetry
measure governing the conversion rate in resource ma-
nipulation in RTA. As a demonstration, we applied our
formula to several different setups. Prior to the present
research, the i.i.d. asymptotic conversion theory among
pure states in RTA for a Lie group is established only for
U(1) group [21], and a few examples of restricted sets of
pure states have been studied for other Lie groups [2, 37].
We first proved that the formula for the conversion rate
in RTA for U(1) in [21] is reproduced from our formula.
We also affirmatively proved the Marvian-Spekkens con-
jecture [6, 72] on reversible conversion in RTA as a corol-
lary of our main theorem, which has remained unproven
for a decade. We also studied the examples where the



asymptotic conversion is irreversible for U(1) and SU(2)
groups. The conversion rate calculated for this exam-
ple of SU(2) is consistent with the result in [2], where
the conversion rate is studied on a restricted set of pure
states. Furthermore, we demonstrated that RTA for fi-
nite groups can also be analyzed in our framework by
appending a trivial phase, providing an alternative proof
of the divergence in the approximate asymptotic conver-
sion rate for any finite group [34].
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Appendix A: Proof for the main theorem for any projective unitary representations

In the main text, we proved Eq. (7) for (non-projective) unitary representations of a compact Lie group. In
Appendix A 1, we first review the result in [34] that relates the conversion rates for projective unitary representations
to that for (non-projective) unitary representations and explain a formula for the conversion rate for projective unitary
representations that are continuous but not differentiable. In Appendix A 2, we first show that the QGTs at different
points of a connected component of a Lie group are interrelated by a congruence transformation, which plays an
essential role in proving Theorem 1 from Eq. (7). In Appendix A 3, we complete the proof for Eq. (5) in Theorem 1
and Eq. (7) for any projective unitary representations that are differentiable. Furthermore, Eq. (8) is proven Sec. A 4.

1. Differentiability of representation

A (non-projective) unitary representation is differentiable as long as it is continuous [62], whereas this is not always
the case for a projective unitary representation. However, by adopting the following result in [34], the conversion rate
can be calculated even when projective unitary representation is not differentiable.

Lemma 10. Let U,U’ be projective unitary representations of G on finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces H and H'.
Define maps U and U’ by
- U(g)® U(g)®”
0(g) = D () = D (A1)
det(U(g)) det(U(g)’)
where d .= dimH and d' :== dimH’. Then, U and U' are a (non-projective) unitary representations of G on H®? and
’H"X’d/, respectively. Furthermore, it holds

!

d /
R(p—0) = ER(,OM — a®7), (A2)

where on the right-hand side, the convertibility is defined with respect to the unitary representations U and U’.

The proof can be found in [34]. Note that this lemma is valid for any groups, including both finite groups and Lie
groups, as long as the dimensions of the representation spaces are finite. ~

For projective unitary representations U and U’ that are continuous, (non-projective) unitary representations U and
U’ in Eq. (A1) are continuous and hence differentiable. Therefore, the conversion rate among pure state is obtained
from Eq. (A2) since its right-hand side can be calculated from Theorem 1.

Except for this subsection, we only consider representations that are differentiable. In the following subsections, by
using Eq. (A2), we show that the formula for conversion rate described by QGTs in Theorem 1 is valid for projective
unitary representations U and U’ that are differentiable.

2. Relation among matrix inequalities between QGTs at different group elements for unitary representations

Let us prove the relation of the QGT at different points of a connected compact Lie group.

Lemma 11. Let U be a (non-projective) unitary representation of a connected compact Lie group G. For each g € G,
there exists an invertible real matriz V (g) independent of the representation U such that Q4s(¥) =V (g)T Q¥V (g).

We remark the same argument for the congruence transformation of quantum Fisher information matrices can be
found in [46].

Proof of Lemma 11. Let us first review several useful facts on a compact Lie group G and its Lie algebra g. Let
GL(n,C) denote the general linear group. A closed subgroup of GL(n,C) is referred to as a closed linear group.
Any compact Lie group G is isomorphic to a closed linear group (see, e.g., Corollary 4.22 in [73]). Through this
identification, we can regard the exponential map from the Lie algebra g to a compact Lie group G as the matrix
exponential. Now, let us fix an arbitrary basis {B,, ffzmlc of g. For any g € G, the set {g_lBug}f}i:mlG is also a basis
of g. Therefore, we can introduce an invertible real matrix V(g) by

dim G

gilB,ug = Z V(g)uuBy' (A3)

v=1
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If we further assume that G is a connected and compact Lie group, then the exponential map is subjective (see e.g.,
[73]), implying that there is A, € g such that g = exp(iA4,). Therefore,

o0 n

- . . i
g 'B,g = exp(—iA,) B, exp(i4,) = Z

B A Ay

’ 7Ag} : (A4)

This means that the matrix V(g) is determined by the Lie algebraic structure and is independent of the representation
if G is a connected compact Lie group.

Let us fix a local coordinate of G in a neighborhood of the identity e € G, which parametrizes the elements as g(A)
such that g(0) = e. In this coordinate system, the QGT for 1 is given by

Q;ﬁ}y = <¢|X/»LXV|¢> - <7//\Xu|¢> <7/}‘X1/|¢>7 (A5)
where X, := —i5%:U(g(A))|,_,- Similarly, the QGT for U, (¢) = [¢)(g)) ()(9)], where [¢)(g)) = U(g) 1), is given by
Q') = (W(9)| Xull ~ [¥(9)) ()Xo (9)) (A6)
= (W1Xu(9) X0 (9) — (PIXu(9)|) (LI Xu (g, (A7)
where X,,(g) == U(9)"X,U(g). By using the matrix defined in Eq. (A3), we get
dim G
U(9)tx,U(g Z V()X (A8)
Therefore, Q% (V) = V' (g)T Q¥V (g). O

As an immediate corollary, we find that a matrix inequality between QGTs holds for any point of a connected
compact Lie group G if it holds at a point in G.

Corollary 12. Let U and U’ be a (non-projective) unitary representation of a connected compact Lie group G. If a
matriz inequality QYs(¥) > rQ4s(®) holds for a point g € G, then it also holds for any g € G.

Proof. Since the reversible matrix V(g) in Lemma 11 is independent of unitary representation, we immediately get
Yge G, QU > pQUy(d)
e 3Jge G, Q) > pgUs(@) (A9)
O

We can generalize the above corollary to any compact Lie group G. Let Gy be the identity component of G. Since
Gy is a normal subgroup of G, we can introduce a quotient group G/Gy, which characterizes the disconnected group
elements. In other words, the component of G connected to g € G, i.e., the set of group elements that are connected
to g € G can be written as Gpg. Note that a compact Lie group G has only a finite number of components (see, e.g.,

[62]). We denote the decomposition into the connected components by G = |_|f:0 G;. We arbitrarily fix g; € G; for
1=0,---,k. Applying the argument in Corollary 12 for each connected component, we get

Vg € G, ng(w) > 7AQZ/l;](zb)
—=Vi=0,---,k Vgeaq, ng(w) > rQu;(qﬁ)
= Vi=0,--,k QY ) > TQU;'L(¢). (A10)

3. Conversion rates for projective unitary representations and (non-projective) unitary representations

Using a projective unitary representation that is differentiable, the QGT is obtained as Eq. (4). This QGT is
proportional to the QGT defined with the unitary representation in Eq. (Al):

Lemma 13. Let U be a projective unitary projective representation of a Lie group G on a d-dimensional Hilbert space
H. Define a (non-projective) unitary representation U by Eq. (A1). Then it holds

)&

Vge G, QW = %Qaf’(“’ (A11)
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Proof. Let us fix a local coordinate g(A) in the neighborhood of the identity e € G such that g(0) = e. From the
definition of U, we get

9,0 (g(N)) N (A12)
_ 1 : ®i—1 ®@d—i ®d 1
= 0T ; U(gA)® "t @ 0,U(g(N) @ U(g(N)) A:O+U(g(>\)) O T e (A13)
d
=e Y I @0 U(g(N)| @I ¢, e (U(e) =7, ¢, = aum . ) . (A14)
i=1 A=0 =0

Note that the second term, which is proportional to the identity matrix, does not contribute to the QGT. Thus, we
get

1 o0 1<
S = p > @ A))P10,U(g(A) ) = (0,U (g(X)2[U(g(A))) (U (g(X)]0,U (g(X)))) R
=1 =0
=9, (A15)
Since this equality holds for an arbitrary pure state v, we get
Vgeq, QL) = gl (A16)
O

Now we are ready to prove Eq. (7) for any projective unitary representations.

Proof of Eq. (7). We consider the case where Symq(v)) C Syme(¢). Note that the case where Symq(¢) ¢ Syme(¢)
is separately treated in Appendix A 4.
From Proposition 4 and Proposition 5, we have proven Eq. (7) for any (non-projective) unitary representations.

For any projective unitary representations U and U’ on # and H’, we define unitary representations U and U’ of G
on H® and H'®? by Eq. (A1). From Eq. (A2), we have

R = ¢) = L R@S - o). (A17)
Since Eq. (7) is already proven for any (non-projective) unitary representations, we get
R($® = ¢2) = sup{r = 0| Vg € G, QU > g (4"}, (A18)
By using Eq. (A11), we get
sup{r > 0| Vg € G, QUs () > oty G N = d sup{r >0|Vgeq, Q4 > r QU (@)}, (A19)
Therefore,
R(p — ¢) =sup{r > 0| Vg € G, Q) > rQ":(?}, (A20)
O

By using the result in Appendix A 2, we prove Eq. (5) in Theorem 1.

Proof of Eq. (5) in Theorem 1. For given projective unitary representations U and U’ of G, we introduce unitary
representations by Eq. (A1). Then it holds,

@ d ~ 105
supfr 20| ¥g € G, @61 > 7@} T Dsupfr 2 0| vg € 6, QU0 2 r g (A21)
U
Ba-(410) %Sup{r > 0] Vi= 0,k Q™) > p U6y (A2)
B Suplr 2 0| Vi= 0, K, Q) > Qe @)}, (A23)

Applying Eq. (7), we complete the proof of Eq. (5) in Theorem 1. O
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4. Symmetry subgroup and the conversion rate
We here prove that R(¢) — ¢) = 0 unless Symq(v)) C Symg(¢). In fact, we can prove this fact not only for pure
states but also for generic states:
Proposition 14. If Syma(p) ¢ Syme(o), then R(p — o) = 0.

Proof. Suppose that Symq(p) ¢ Syme(o). Then there exists an element g, € G such that g, € Symq(p) and
g« ¢ Symg(o). Define A = Fid(U,. (0),0). Since g. ¢ Symg(c), we have Fid(U,, (0),0) < 1 and hence
FidU,, (0)®N,0®N) = Fid(U,, (0),0)Y = AN < A, implying that T(U,, (0)®N,0®N) > 1 — \/FidU,, (0),0)N >
1 — /A for any positive integer N.

Assume that {p®V}y Greov, {o®L'NI . Then for any ¢ > 0, there exists a sequence of G-covariant channels

{ENn}n such that
T (51\/ (p®N) ,0®LTNJ) <e (A24)
for all sufficiently large N. Note that this also implies
Yge G, T (En Up(p)®™) Up(o)* ) < e (A25)

since €y is a G-covariant channel. If r > 0, we have |rN| > 1 for N > 1/r. However, from the triangle inequality of
trace distance,

T (ug* (0)®LrN) 8LrN J) (A26)
< T (Uy ()N En Uy (0)N) ) + T (En Uy (0))  En (0°7)) + T (Ex (p7V) 0% ) (A27)
=T (Uy. ()N Ex Uy (p)°N)) + T (En (0°Y) , 0% 1)) (A28)
< 2 (A29)

holds for all sufficiently large N, which contradicts T(Uy, (0)®N,o®N) > 1 — /A. Therefore, r = 0. O
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Appendix B: Proofs of lemmas in the converse part
1. Proof of the equivalence between two alternative definitions of asymptotic convertibility

Proposition 15. For any sequences of states {pn}n and {on}n, the following two conditions are equivalent:

(i) For any e > 0, there exists No such that for any positive integer N > Ny, there exists a G-covariant channel En
satisfying T(En(pn),on) < €.

(ii) There exists a sequence of G-covariant channels {En}n such that limy 0o T(En(pn),on) = 0.

Proof. (ii) = (i): Any sequence of G-covariant channels {Ex}y such that limy o0 T(En(pn), on) = 0 provides an
example of the channels satisfying condition (i).

(i) = (ii): Fix a sequence of positive numbers {ej}, such that limg_,o €, = 0. Assume the condition (i) is true.
Then for each ¢, > 0, INy(e) > 0 such that YN > Noy(eg), IEn ¢, : G-cov. s.t. T(En(pn),on) < €. Without loss of
generality, we can assume No(egx41) > No(ex). Let us define G-covariant channels {Ex}n by

EN =ENe if No(ek) <N N0(6k+1) (Bl)

for N > N(e;). For N < N(e1), we arbitrarily fix a G-covariant channel &y. Then, for any N > Ny(eg),
we have T(En(pn),on) < €. Thus, we get limy oo T(En(pN),0n) < €x. In the limit of & — oo, we find
limy oo T(En(pN),on) = 0 since {eg} is assumed to satisfy limy_,o € = 0. O

For example, in studies on convertibility in RTA, condition (i) is adopted in [50, 70], while condition (ii) is employed
in [19, 21, 34] and the present paper. Note that such an equivalence is not specific to the convertibility via G-covariant
channels, and a similar argument can be found, e.g., in [74].

2. Proof of Lemma 3

Let us first prove a lemma relating an inner product on a (mixed) state to a covariance matrix of its eigenstate
with the largest eigenvalue when the state is close to a pure state.

Lemma 16 (Modification of Corollary 1 in [19] and Lemma 9 in [50]). Let o be an arbitrary state and ¢ be a pure
state. Suppose that their infidelity by 6 = 1 — (¢|o|d) satisfies § < 1/2. For the eigenvector ® with the largest
eigenvalue of o, it holds

[ (] ®) > > 1 - 24. (B2)
Let f be an operator monotone function such that f(0) > 0. Then for any linear operator O, it holds
1

The first half is proven in Corollary 1 in [19]. The second half is a modification of Corollary 1 in [19] and Lemma 9
in [50]. In Corollary 1 in [19] and Lemma 9 in [50], a similar inequality was proven for Hermitian operators O and
monotone functions f satisfying the symmetry condition f(t) = tf(t~1). Equation (B33) differs by a factor of 2 from
those in [19, 50], and it is applicable to monotone functions without assuming the symmetry condition.

(ilo, 0}, ilo, O)) ., (1-26)%(®|O(I — ®)O" | ). (B3)

Proof of Lemma 10. Let p be the largest eigenvalue of . The eigenvalue decomposition of ¢ is written as

d—1 d—1
o= Ailk) (k| =p|®) (@] + D Aclk) (K], (B4)
k=0 k=1
where Ao := p and |0) := |®). Since p is assumed to be the largest eigenvalue, we have

d—1

d—
1—6=pl|(¢]®) MZM (olk) [? Z (0lk) [> = p. (B5)
k=0
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Therefore, we get

1= = (lol¢) (B6)
=1l (018) * + dfm (ol (B7)
<ol (9 P+ (1 -0) Y 0l (B8)
<51 (618) 1+ 61— | (10} P, (89)
meaning that
ot P> 1220 51 0g (B10)

where we have used 0 <1 -2 <p—4§ < 1.
The second half of this lemma is a modification of Corollary 1 in [19] and Lemma 9 in [50]. For any operator
monotone function f, we have

1

L e o i
o M/ M) (kllo OTII0) 01O, o]Ik) (B11)

(i[0,0Li[0, 0l , = Y

kLALF (i /A

(A — )? 2 (A — )? 2
= > | {Olk) [P + > | {Olk) | (B12)
kisnes om0 2 e/ A) ki fOu a0 oo 21 e/ M)

(p—p)? 2
S S ikl (B13)
S =)’ :
=> [ (@[OIk) % (B14)

— pf(Ae/p)

where we have used pf(Ar/p) > pf(0) >0 forall k=0, ---,d—1 in the last equality. Since p — A\ > 1 — 2§, we have
(p—Mk)? > (1—-26)%if 6 < 1/2. Moreover, since A, /p < §/(1—0) and p < 1, we get pf(\e/p) < f(\e/p) < f(6/(1-9))
for any monotonic function f. Therefore,

(p— M)
(ilo, O, i[0,Ol); , = ;ipm/m [ (@[O]k) [* (B15)
1 d—1
> ————(1-20)2) |(®|OJk)|? (B16)
i (lifé) P>
= La —26)%(®|O(I — )0T|®) . (B17)
(=)
O

In the asymptotic conversion scenario, the initial i.i.d. pure state is transformed into a state close to i.i.d. copies of
the target pure state. In order to further bound the right hand side of Eq. (B3), let us consider any linear operator
O on H and its i.i.d. extension Oy defined by

N
On =3 0M, 0 = [ g0 g 2N, (B18)

By decomposing O into Hermitian and anti-Hermitian parts as

t _of
O =A+IiB, A::OEO, B::OZO, (B19)
1
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we get
Oy = Ay +1Bny, (B20)
Ay =D AM A =T @ AQ TEN T, (B21)
N
By:=)» B™, BM™:=1®""lgBgI®N" (B22)
n=1
For any pure state @, we find
<‘I>N ‘ On(I - ‘I’N)O;rv ’ ‘I’N> =V(®n,AN) +V(®n,By) —i(®n|[An, BN]|®N) , (B23)

where V' denotes the variance V(®y, Ay) = (®n]A%|®y) — (Bn|An|®N)°. We derive a lower bound for each
contribution in Eq. (1323) under the assumption that ® is sufficiently close to an i.i.d. copies of a pure state <.
A bound for the last term in Eq. (B23) can be easily obtained as follows:

Lemma 17. Let A, B be arbitrary Hermitian operators. We denote their i.i.d. extensions by Ay and By defined in
Egs. (B21) and (B22). For arbitrary state pnx and oy, it holds

Tr (i[An, Br]pn) — Tr (i[An, By]on)| < NI[A, B[[<llony — onll, (B24)
where || - ||oc denotes the operator norm.
Proof. Since
N N
i[An, Byl =i Y [A™, B =i [AM B (B25)
n,n’'=1 n=1
we get
N
li{An, Bu]lloo < D AT, B™] o = NIli[4, B]|loo- (B26)
n=1
Therefore,

'Tr (i[An, Br]pn) — Tr (i[An, Bylon)| = |Tr (i[An, By](pn — on))l (B27)
< [li[An, Bn]ll<llon — ol (B28)
< N|ii[A, B[ llon — onll1- (B29)

O]

®Sj\i{nce i[An, By] is Hermitian, its expectation value is a real number. Applying this lemma for pure states ® and
¥, we get

~i(n[[An, Byl|®n) > —i (6%V[[An, By][¢®Y) = N|i[4, B]||x|@n — 6%V 1. (B30)

On the other hand, the variances can change more drastically in general. Nevertheless, for a pure state close to an
i.i.d. pure state, we can prove the following bound:

Lemma 18 (Extension of Lemma 10 in [50]). Let A be an arbitrary Hermitian operator on a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space H. We denote their i.i.d. extensions by Ay defined in Eq. (B21). Fiz a pure state |¢) € H and a
sufficiently small parameter €. There ezists a function hi(e) independent of N satisfying lim._,o hq1(€) = 0 such that
for any sequence of pure states {®n}n satisfying limsupy_, .. T(®n, ¢®N) < ¢, it holds

V(®n, An) > (1= hu(e)V (6™, Ay) (B31)

for all sufficiently large N.
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As we have mentioned in Sec. IV B, the variance per copy can generally change of the order of O(Ney) for a state @y
that is ey-close to @ in trace distance. Even when limy_,o €y = 0, the variance per copy may change significantly
in the limit of N — oo, and therefore, the variance has an asymptotic discontinuity. Nevertheless, Lemma 18 shows
that when the state deviates slightly from ¢®¥ the variance per copy can decrease at most hy(e)V (¢, A), which is
independent of N. The central limit theorem provides insight into this mechanism. The probability distribution of
»®N with respect to the observable Ay is approximated by the normal distribution as N — oo after properly redefining
the random variable. When this probability distribution is modified due to the change in state, the variance cannot
be reduced radically because the tail of the normal distribution is exponentially small.

Proof of Lemma 18. When all the eigenvalues of A are degenerate, the statement trivially holds since V(®y, Ay) =
V(¢®N, Ay) = 0. Below, we assume the difference between the largest and smallest eigenvalues of A is non-vanishing,
which we denote Aa > 0. Similarly, if the variance o2 := (¢|A2|¢) — (¢|A|¢)> vanishes for |¢), then the inequality is
trivial since V(¢®V, Ay) = No? = 0. Therefore, we also assume that o > 0.

Define
Apn = (V| AN]6%N) — (B |AN|PN), (B32)
Qn = (Ay — (@n]An[On) I)* = (Ax = (6%V[AN[6®Y) I + ApnT)?. (B33)
Since
(N [(An — (Pn]An|®n) I)?[¢%Y) = (@¥N (AN — (V| An[®Y) D)%) + |Apn?, (B34)
we have
V(®n,An) = V(6N An) = [Apn]? = Tr (Qn (6%Y — @y)) . (B35)

Here, we derive an upper bound of Tr (Q N(®N — @ N)) Let us denote the eigenvalue decomposition of A by
A= Z?Zl a; |7) (j|. Tts i.i.d. extension is written as

d—1 d—1

Av =30 3@ Gl i) =l ehe - oin), s Zah, (B36)

where j == (j1,- - ,jn). In the following, we abbreviate Z;ll_zll e Z v 1 as ) ;.

We decompose labels for eigenvectors of Ay into two disjoint sets:

A(Core)(m) — {J @ <S(J) — u) < .’E} , A(tail)(l-) — {J ‘ > :L'},

o N
where 11 == (¢ A|¢), 02 == ($|A2]¢) — ($|A|¢)?, and = > 0 is a positive parameter that will be fixed later.
Since Qy is diagonal in {|7)} basis, we can also decompose @y as follows:

—~

VN (5‘(9) - u) B37)

o N

QN _ Qg\(;ore ( )+ Q(tall ( ) (BSS)
§ @)= > () = N+ Apw)?13) Gl (B39)
jeA(core)(w)
V@)= 3" (sd) — Nu+ Aun)?15) Gl (B40)
jeA(tail)(I)
Thus, we get
Tr (Qu (6™ — @x)) = Tr (QF” ) (@)(6™ - @n)) + Tr (Q™ (@) (6% — @) (B41)

Since the largest eigenvalue of @ ]sore

Tr QN @) (0% — @) < T QW (@)(0°Y — o) )| (B42)
< (@VNo + [Aun )26 = @u (B43)
< 2(xVNo? + |Apn|)?e (B44)

(2) is less than (zv/No + |Aun|)?, the first term is bounded as
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for all sufficiently large N.
Since Qs\t,all)(x) is a positive operator, we have

Tr (QWY (@) (0% - on)) < Tr (QW (2)6°Y ). (B45)
Let p denote a probability distribution defined by p(j) := | (j|¢) |*>. We denote its i.i.d. extension by
PPN (3) = p(51)p(j2) - p(in). (B46)
Then we have
T (QV V@)™ ) = D (s() — Nyt A )PV () (B47)
jeAtE (2)

> () = Nu?® +28un(s(F) — Nu) + [Apn|?) p*N (5) (B48)
FEAGRD (1)
< Y ((sG) = Nw? +2Aunlls() — Nul + [ Apn?) p¥¥ (5). (B49)

jeAail) ()

From the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the second term is bounded as

Do IsG) = Nulp®NGY < |0 1s@) = NuPeENG) [ Y pENG). (B50)
jeAltail) () jEA(tail) (z) jeAtail) ()
Therefore, we get
2
Tr (" (@)e®Y) < > @) - NG +Auxl [ DD NG| (85D
JjeAtai (z) JeA®aD (z)
For i.i.d. random variables Y7, -+, Yy ~ p, we denote
VN (1 & 1 (&
Iy = — | = Y, — = Y;—Nu|. B52
e B ; n = ; 7 (B52)
The tail contribution can be recast into
> (@) - NwpENG) = No® = Y (s(F) — Nu)*p®N(j) (B53)
JEAta () JEAleore) (z)
= No?(1 - Enx[f(Zn)]). (B54)

where we defined

f(z) =

{z2 (if —xgzgx). (B55)

0 (otherwise)

Since the Hilbert space is assumed to be finite-dimensional, the variance o is finite. Therefore, we can apply the
central limit theorem to Zx and find that Zy converges in distribution to the standard normal A(0,1) as N — oo.
Since f(z) is bounded and its points of discontinuity z = £z have measure zero in (0, 1), we have

. I v 1 =2,
ngnooE[f(ZN)] 7/dz\/ge T f(z) = ﬂcdzme T 2% (B56)
Therefore, for any € > 0, E[f(Zy)] > (1 —¢) [*, dZ\/%—ﬂ_e_%Zz holds for all sufficiently large N. In this case, it holds
¥ 1 22
> (sF) = Np)?p®N(j) < No? (1 —(1—¢ dzm6_2z2) = No>gy(e, x). (B57)
—x

jeAtai) (g)
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On the other hand, from the Hoeffding inequality we have
. 20222 ~
> ) < 2o (<255 ) = o) (B5%)
FEAGRID ()

where Aa > 0 denotes the difference between the largest and smallest eigenvalue of A. Therefore, we get

T (4 (@)0%) < (VNG n) + [AuxlV/aol@) (B59)
From Egs. (B44) and (B59), we have proven
V(en, An) = V(6®V, An) = [Aun* = Tr (Qn (62" — @) (B60)

> (A = (207 + e+ (VETGRED) + AunlViol@) ) (Bo)

holds for all sufficiently large N.
Now, let us take the parameter to be z := e~ /3 and define

g2(€) == Gale, 3, go(e) = go(e™1/?), (B62)

which satisfy lim¢_,¢ g2(€) = lim¢_,¢ go(€) = 0.
For sufficiently small € > 0 satisfying 1 — 2e — go(€) > 0, we have

2
|Aun|? — (2(61/3\/1\702 +|Apn|)%e + (\/Nazgg(e,el/?’) + | Apy] go(el/?’)) ) (B63)

62/3 g g € € 2
— (1- 2~ gole) (mum SEaAT 22/120(230( 2t )> (B64)
) <(262/3\/N(1Iz4_26\/]2(;25)0(6)92(6))2 +2¢'3No? + N 0292(€)> ' (B65)

Therefore, the right-hand side of Eq. (B61) is bounded as

2
|Aun|? — <2(e_1/3\/N02 + |Apn])?e + (\/N02§2(67e_1/3) + |Apn] go(e_l/?’)) ) > —No?hy(e), (B66)

where

(262 + \/90(€)ga(e))
1 —2e—go(e)

hi(e) == i + 2¢M3 4 go(e). (B67)

We remark that this function satisfies lim. .o h1(e) = 0 because lim._,ogo(€) = lim._,0g2(€) = 0. Since No? =
V(¢®N, Ax), we find
V(@n, An) 2 (1= ha(e)) V(Y An) (B68)
holds for all sufficiently large N, as long as ¢ > 0 is sufficiently small so that 1 — 2e — go(€) > 0. O
From Lemmas 17 and 18, we obtain the following corollary:

Lemma 19. Let O be an arbitrary linear operator on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H. We denote by Op its
i.i.d. extension defined in Eq. (B18). Fiz a pure state |¢) € H and a sufficiently small parameter €. Then there
exists a function ha(e) independent of N satisfying lim._,o ha(€) = 0 such that for any sequence of pure states {Pn}n
satisfying im supy_, .. T(®n, 9®N) < ¢, it holds

(ox |On(1 = 2x)OL [On) = (67N 1ON (1 = 6"N)OL16™™) — Nha(e) (B69)

for all sufficiently large N.
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Proof. From Lemma 18, we get
V(®n,An) + V(®n, By) > (1 — h1a(€))V(6®Y, An) + (1 — by 5(e)) V(%Y , By)), (B70)

where h; 4 and hy p are real functions ensured to exist in Lemma 18, each of which in general depends on the difference
between the largest and smallest eigenvalues and the variance of A and B, respectively. Combining Egs. (B30) and
(B70), we obtain the following bound:

(x| O (1 = @n)OL | @) = 6%V 0N (1 = §°¥)OL16%Y) = Nha() (B71)

for all sufficiently large N, where the function
ha(e) = h1,a(€)V (¢, A) + h1,5(e)V (¢, B) + 2|[i[A, Bl e (B72)
is independent of N and satisfies lim._,o ha(e) = 0. O]

From Lemma 16 and Lemma 19, we now prove Lemma 3.

Lemma (Restatement of Lemma 3). Let f be an arbitrary operator monotone function such that f(0) > 0 and
f(0) = lim_,o+ f(€). For a linear operator O on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space, we denote its i.i.d. extension
by On. Let {on}n be an arbitrary sequence of states such that limy oo T(on, d®V) = 0 for a pure state ¢. Then
there exists a real-valued function h independent of N satisfying lim._,o h(€) = 0 such that for any sufficiently small
parameter € > 0, it holds

FO)llilon,ON]lI7 o = NV(¢,0) — Nh(e) + o(N) (B73)
for all sufficiently large N.

Proof. From Lemma 16, we get

([on, 0], ifon, O]) (1 - 26y)? <<1>N ’ On(I — ®)O}, ‘ <1>N> , (B74)

S 1

fion = F)
£(+%)
where 0y == 1 — (¢®V|on|¢®N) denotes the infidelity. For a sufficiently small € > 0, from Lemma 19, we further find

1

7 (%)

Note that from the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequalities, the infidelity satisfies 1—/1 — o5 < e, where ey == T(on, &V).

Since imy o0 €5 = 0, oy < 1 — (1 — €)? for all sufficiently large N. Since c(d) := ﬁ(l — 26)? is a monotonically
=5

(ilon, Olilon, O oy 2 (1-26x5) (N (6|O(I = 6)OT¢) — Nha(e)) (B75)

decreasing function of § if 6 € [0,1/2], we get

£(0) i[on, O, i[on, O, . > f(0)

fon 2 gy (1 200)°N (6]0(I = )0'16) — Ni(e). (B76)
7 (%)

where
h(e) = F(0)e(1 — (1~ ©))ha(e) (BT7)

is a real-valued function satisfying lim._,o h(e) = 0. Therefore, we get

£(0) Glox. OLilon, O]}, = N (610(I = 6)0'16) — Nh(e) + N (9|0(I — 6)0'|¢) fﬂf)u 20y —1

(BT8)
The last term is o(N) since
: f(0) 2 f(0)
lim (1-20n)2—-1=2"_1=0, (B79)
N—o0 f 1ing) N f(o)

where we have used limy_,0o oy = 0 and f(0) = lim._,g+ f(e). O
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Appendix C: Proofs of lemmas in the direct part
1. Proof of Lemma 6

Proof of Lemma 6. (ii) = (i): This is a direct consequence of the definition of the G-covariance of a channel and
the fact that the trace distance is invariant under unitary transformations.

(i) = (ii): Define &' := fg e dna(g)U) - o€ olUy, where ¢ denotes the normalized right-invariant Haar measure

on G. This map &’ is a G-covariant channel since

VheG, £ ol = / duc(9) Uy o € oUy1y, 1)
geG
=Uj o duc(9) Up-140 & oUp-14)-1 (C2)
geqG
=U; o0& (C3)

holds. From the convexity of the trace distance, we get

T(EW).) < [ aualo)T (U o€ oU(o).0) (1)
= [ dueo)T (€ ot 0).Uy(o) < (C5)
O

2. Proof of Lemma 7

To prove Lemma 7, we divide the argument into two lemmas, Lemma 24 and Lemma 25, which are detailed later.
See Fig. 1 for the relations among these lemmas. On the one hand, Lemma 24 shows that the change in the asymptotic
rate r is effectively equivalent to the change in the scale of the parameters, which is proven by using results on QLAN
for pure-state models [56, 57]. The asymptotics of QGTs are conserved in the interconversion among models in
Lemma 24. On the other hand, Lemma 25 shows that the asymptotic conversion between two pure-state statistical
models with rate one is possible when QGTSs satisfy a matrix inequality. As a direct consequence of these lemmas,
we complete the proof of Lemma 7 at the end of this subsection.

FIG. 1. A schematic figure of the relations among Lemma 7, Lemma 24 and Lemma 25. The direction of the arrow indicates the
convertibility with vanishing error. In Lemma 24, we find the growth rate of i.i.d. copies can be set to 1 by adjusting the scaling
of the parameters u when analyzing the asymptotic convertibility. Lemma 25 shows that the asymptotic conversion between
two pure-state models are possible if QGT is reduced during the conversion in the sense of matrix inequality. Combining these
lemmas, Lemma 7 is proven.

To proceed further, we here prove several lemmas. In the analysis below, we expand unitary operators to extract
the asymptotic behaviors of pure-state models. The following two lemmas serve as a foundation for our analysis.
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Lemma 20. Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space and f be a function from R to linear operators on H and of
class C3. Then,

0= (50 + 70+ 570) | < § max QO @), (©6)

~ 6 0€[0,1]

Proof. By Taylor’s theorem, we have

11 _p\2
10 - (10 + 70+ 5770 = [ E5 000, (1)
By the triangle inequality, we get

0= (10 + 10+ 370) 52w av< [ U505 (o9

|
1 0

where M := maxee[o,l]{Hf(S)(9)||1}~ -

Lemma 21. Letl € N, H and H' be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, p be a linear operator on H, O be a Hermitian
operator on H, O’ be a Hermitian operator on H', € be a linear map from linear operators on H to those on H', and
F, ¢ be a function from R to linear operators on H' defined by

F,e(0) := e 199" (190 pe199)e%" g € R. (C9)
Then, for any 0 € R,
F0 i( ) —00" (0 ., [-0, £(e° [i0, ..., [0, p]...|e 179)]... 0O, (C10)
=0 j 1=
and
|E2O)|, < lellliel- 210l + 10/l1)" (C11)
where ||E|| is defined by
Il = max {IE(L)]}. (C12)

Proof. We note that cf—aeig“‘Be_iM = ¢€%4[iA, B]e7%4 for all linear operators A and B. By using the Leibniz rule, we

get the expression for F élg(ﬁ) By applying the triangle inequality to the expression, we get
l I 4
HF(” H <> e~ 00" [0, ..., [-i0", £(€9C [i0, ..., i, p..]e"1#O)]..]e¥° |1 (C13)
-0 J —,_/ %,_/
J l=j
We note that by the triangle inequality and Holder’s inequality, we have
1[4, Bl = [[AB — BA||s < [[AB||1 + [[BA|lx < [|Allo[|Bllx + [IBl[1]|Alloc = 2[[Alloc [ Bllx (C14)

for all linear operators A and B. By using this relation, the definition of ||£||, and the unitary invariance of the trace
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norm, we get

l
F.0) < ! | =10, ..., [-10', E(¢ [i0, ..., [i0, p]...]e O)]..]||1 (C15)
H £ Hl ;(]) ) Tp
l
< (l)@no oo IE(E%0 O, ... 1O, p]..Je=%0) 4 (C16)
Y —
l
< (Z)@no I P IE1€ [, . 0. p]..Je™ ] (c17)
=0 J T
l
_ (l)@no I ] O .. O, o111 (C18)
=0 J T
l
! ! J I—j
sjzo(j)@nooo) IEN@I0l) 1ol (C19)
1ol lE] - 2(1Ollo + 10'1)- (C20)

Using Lemma 20 and Lemma 21, we prove a lemma that relates the setup in QLAN and ours:

Lemma 22. Let ¢ be an arbitrary pure state in a finite-dimensional Hilbert space. Fm a set of Hermitian operators
= {X;}7,. We define another set of Hermitian operator X = {X;}™, by X; = H XiII, + I X; H¢, where

H¢ = ¢ and HJ‘ = I — ¢ are projectors onto a subspace spanned by ¢ and its orthogonal space, respectively. For

e €(0,1/6), it holds

QN _
A Hj‘queT (¢u/f’¢ Nﬁ) =9, (C21)

where ¢g = X pe10X and dg = 10X pei0X with @ X = SM X, and 8- X =" 0'X; for 6 € R™.
Proof. Let us define O = ﬁ Y utX; and O = \/% S u'X; = IFOI + 01} for w € R™ such that

|lu|| < N€. Introducing a finite non-negative number L by

L= max{ lmax 10 - X ||, ”mHaX |6 - X|Oo} ; (C22)

we have |0 < L% and [|0']|e < L%. Applying Lemma 20 and Lemma 21 for f(f) := e 100" 00 100100
we find

(o] 0= (10 + 10+ 370)) o) < | 1= (s0+ 0+ 5r0)) | (029)
2 e 2 (Il
< 210l + 10y < & (04 (C21
Since
1 (n,m) = (0,0)
©610"0"16) = (910l6)  (nm) = (0,1). (025)
0 (n,m) = (1,0
we get
GIFO)16) = 1. (c20)
(017 (0)6) = 1{91016) ~ 1 (910l6) = 0 (c27)
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Similarly, since

(6|0%|9) (n,m) = (0,2)
$|0"mO™| ) = 028
WIOTOTI = o a0l () = (1.1). 2.0) (29
and hence
—i)m im o 1 1 1
> E 1610m0m19) = 5 (610%16) + 4 (910U ~ 6)016) = —3 (61016)? (C29)
n;LTZI-TnO;12’2
we get
" _ (_i)n ﬁ (_i)m/ ﬁ oo™ Om/o/n’ C
@Oy = > i (9 |6) (9] ) (C30)
n,m,n’,m’=0,1,2 ) ’ ’ '
n+m+n’+m’=2
1 1
= =5 (81019)” + (4]019)” — 5 (¢lOl¢)” = 0. (C31)
2 2
Therefore, by using (¢|f(1)|¢) = Fid ((/)u i G m)7 Eq. (C24) implies
, - 23 2/l \® 26 ...
Fid (6 o) — 1] < 5001 1071 < 5 (£021) < Ry (C32)
for any w such that |ju|| < N°€.
Since N~1/2%¢ = o(1/N) if € € (0,1/6), we get
QN  I®N 7 N VY
. . o . S 1
ity P (600 ) = ot (0 (o)) = (1o () ) ow
implying that
1A\
. . . QN TQN I _ —
From Fuchs-van de Graaf’s inequalities, we also get
. QN TRN _
A < e T <¢u/¢ﬁ’ ¢u/m) =0 (C35)
[

Therefore, as long as the asymptotic properties of an i.i.d. copies of qﬁu/\/ﬁ = ei“‘X/‘/NqSe—iu‘X/\/N is concerned,

it suffice to analyze qgu/\/ﬁ = eiwX/VN peiuX/VN

The asymptotic behavior of QNS%;V can be understood by studies on QLAN. The result in [57] is complicated since

VN
it aims to prove a general statement applicable to a wide class of statistical models. In this paper, we only focus on

pure-state models. For pure-state unitary models, the result in [57] can be stated as follows:

Lemma 23 (Theorem 3.3 in [57], particularized to pure-state model. See also [56].). Let |¢) be an arbitrary state in
a d-dimensional Hilbert space. For any fized set of Hermitian operators {X;}™,, we define a pure-state qudit model

be by
i—1

) = exp <—iz9i)~(i> 6), Xi=(—¢)Xid+ 6Xi(I - ¢). (C36)

We introduce a (d — 1) x m matriz defined by

iChi = (k| X;]0), (C37)
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where {|k)}¢_1 denotes an orthonormal basis of the subspace orthogonal to |¢).
Let Hy_1 denote the (d — 1)-mode Fock space. For z = (21, ,zq—1)' € C471, we denote the coherent state by

(@em —#ai0) ) €My 1, (C38)

where aj-, a; and |0), denote the creation and annihilation operator and the vacuum state for the ith mode.
For e € (0,1/9), there exists a sequence of quantum channels {Tn}n and {Sny}n such that

lim  sup T(TN(¢>® ). [Cw) <cu|) —0, (C39)
N—oco HuH<N‘
N \|u§uu<pN5T((‘5 yvr Sn(0w) <C“’|)> =0 (C40)

By using Lemma 22 and Lemma 23, we prove the relation between the asymptotic rate and the scale in the
parameters:

Lemma 24. Let |¢) be an arbitrary pure state in a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H. Fix any sets of Hermitian
operators X = {X;}™, and introduce a pure-state statistical model pg = X pe=10X for @ € R™. For any r > 0,
there exist sequences of quantum channels {Ex}n and {EN}n such that

QrN]\
dim s 7 (8 (005 vx) 210 =0 (can

i sup T (075, e (6070))

0 (C42)

for e € (0,1/9).

Proof. For X;: = (I — ¢)Xi¢ + ¢Xi(I — ¢), consider a sequence of statistical models {(¢9)®L"N} 5, where 7 > 0 and
qbg — (0-X e 10" X From Lemma 23, there exist sequences of quantum channels {7y }n and {Sy}n such that

kS I |Ib<uLpNJ€ (T”NJ ( ®/L\7LJ7N) |G <Ou|) -0 (C43)
Jim s 7 (21 SemCub (Cul) ) =o. (C14)

for € € (0,1/9). Introducing a new parameter u’/v/N = u/\/[rN], we get

, ] ~@|rN] LrN] _
i sup T (TLTNJ (cbu, /m> ; > < N Cu/ ) =0, (C45)
/(| <[rN]ey/ L3
. ®[rN| 7‘N rN| -~
ngnoo o [rNV] <¢ ,/\ﬁ’SLTNJ ( >< N o >> - ()
/[l <N |/ L]

For any ¢ € (0,¢),

N¢
lim ———— =0, (C47)

N —oc0 LTNJE /\_r]{]\]j

meaning that [rN|° % > N€¢ holds for all sufficiently large N. In addition, it holds

2
1w 2 — LmN ]
Jim < L]@”Cu/ ,>‘:th tewie (vieyT) (Ca8)
—00 —00
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for any u’ € R™. Therefore, we get

. ®L N|
Jim nuiilz)ve T (7-LTNJ ( ) |VrCu) <\fCUI) =0, (C49)
Jim sup T (2N S|y (1VrCw) (ViCu)) ) = 0. (C50)

lul|<N<

Note that we can take an arbitrary value in (0,1/9) as ¢’ by appropriately taking € € (0,1/9).
On the other hand, from Lemma 23, we have

Jim ”us'ipNeT(TN (35, ) S IVrCw) (VrCul) =0, (C51)
Jim sup (57, e Sx(ViCu) (ViCu)) =0 (C52)

Therefore, we get

e 7 (S o5 (322, ) G2 <. =
Jim HuTipNéT@’ o SN o Ty (6517)) =0 (C54)
for € € (0,1/9). From Lemma 22, we also get
dim s T (S o T (072, ) ) =0 (©5)
Jim s T (077 v Sv o T (475 =0 (cs6)
for e € (0,1/9). O

Importantly, for both ¢®~ S/ and (;5 TNJ , the QGT with respect to the parameters u is equal to r Cov(g, )
the limit of N — oo, where the elements of covariance matrix are defined by (Cov(¢, X));; = (¢[X;(I — ¢)X;[$). 1
other words, the QGTs are preserved under reversible asymptotic conversion between {d)@ S f} ~ and {¢® LTNJ}

From the above lemma states, the asymptotic rate can be effectively set to r = 1 by adJustmg the scale of the
parameters. The following lemma claims that the asymptotic conversion with rate r = 1 is possible only if the
covariance matrix of the original state is larger than that of the target state in the sense of matrix inequality:

Lemma 25. Let [¢) € H and |¢p) € H' be arbitrary pure states in finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces H,H'. Fiz any
sets of Hermitian operators X = {X;}", and X' = {X/}7,. If Cov(¢p, X) > Cov(¢, X') holds, then there exists a
quantum channel £ such that

dim s (£ (5 ) Sw) =0 (©7)

for e € (0,1/6), where g = €@ Xpe 19X and pg = 0 X' pe=i0X" for 9 € R™.

Proof. Following Lemma 22, we introduce X; == (I — )Xt + ¢X;(I — 1) and X! == (I — $)X!¢ + ¢X /(I — ¢) and
denote

1Lu/\/ﬁ — eiﬁu-)&we—iﬁui{’ qu/\/ﬁ — eiﬁu»x’(be—iﬁu-)@ (C58)

Let us fix orthonormal bases {|k)}¢_1 and {|%')}{,Z1 for the orthogonal complements to |¢) and |¢), respectively,
where d == dim# and d’ := dim #’. For matrices C': C™ — C4~1, ¢’ : C™ — C% ! whose elements are given by

(Chki = —1 (kI Xil¢p),  (CM)wi = =1 ('] X[]6) (C59)
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we define matrices Z : C¥1 — €41 and I' := C4-1 — Cd-! by
Z=C'Ct, (€C60)
and
r=I1-2'2 (C61)

where CF denotes the Moore—Penrose inverse of C. Note that the assumption that Cov(, X) > Cov(¢, X') is
equivalent to

cte > . (C62)
Let P be the projector to the range of C, given by P = CC™T. By using Eq. (C62), it holds
r=1-21z>pP-2zZz=pP>—- 71z =(CHi(ClC - c'"Cc"Ct > (cH)ict >0, (C63)
i.e., ' is positive-semidefinite. By using the square root v/T of ', the operators {K k}z;(l) defined by

d'—1d—1

YW+ YD 2w k) (K], (C64)
k=1k=1
d—1
Ko=) (VD) lo)l (k=12 .d=1), (C65)
1=1
satisfy the normalization condition:
d—1 d'—1 d—1 d-1
T
ZKkKk =l @+ Y > b R @+ 30 30 (VD) (VE) el (C66)
kyd=1kl'=1 k,=1m=1
d—1 _
=) @1+ Y k) U(Z7Z +T),, = |v) (¥ +Z k) (k| = 1. (C67)
k=1 k=1
Therefore, the linear map £ (-) = k oKk (- )K . is a completely positive trace-preserving map, i.e., a quantum

channel. In the following, we prove that this quantumf:hannel satisfies Eq. ~(( 57).
Let us define Hermitian operators O, 0’ by O := u- X /v/N and O’ := u- X'/v/N. Introducing a finite non-negative
number L by

L= I1r1;ap<{|111|a)(1 |6 - X||OO, ngl‘fix 116 - X' ||oo}7 (C68)

we have ||O||o < L% and |0’ ||oo < L%. Applying Lemma 20 and Lemma 21 for f(f) i= e 100" £(e00¢)e~100)i00"
we get

(o] 0= (s0+ 701+ 5770) o] < | s = (s0 4 r0)+ 370)) | (C69)
<20l 410107 < % (110 (10

where we have used the fact that ||€|| < 1 holds for any positive and trace-preserving map & [75].
Let us evaluate each term of (¢| (f(0) + f/(0) + 3 f”(0)) |¢). From the definition of the channel £, we get £(¥) = ¢,
implying that
(21£(0)|g) = 1. (C71)
Since (¢|O’|¢) = 0, we have ($|O'E(Y)|p) = 0 and (¢|E(¢)O’|¢) = 0. In addition, since

.od -1

£(0V) = 7= 3 (20w ¥) (9] (c72)

k'=1
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we also get (|E(OY)|p) = 0 and (@|E(¥YO)|p) = 0. Therefore,

(9" (0)]¢) = 0. (C73)

From £(¢) = ¢ and (¢|O'|¢) = 0, we get
5 (61(0EW) + EW)O?)]6) = (4107]¢) = Z il (9 XIX1J6) = (C"1u) ', (CT4)
(BlO'E(W)O'|¢) = 0. (C75)

From Eq. (C72), we find (¢| £(Oy) = 0 and E(¢O) |¢) = 0. Therefore,

(lE(0Y)O'|¢) =0, (g|O'E(YO)|¢) = 0. (C76)
From Eq. (C72), we also get
O'E(0%) = +(Cw) Z0uld) (6], EQWOYO’ = 1 (ZCu) C'uls) (4], (c77)
implying that
(B10'E(0V)]) = 1 (C'u) ZCu,  (GIEWO)0'16) = 1-(ZCu)! C'u (c3)
From the definition of the quantum channel £, we get
E(0%y) = Né‘ (Cw)'(Cu) [9) (¥]) = i(Cu)*(Cu) ) (¢l (C79)
1 d— 1 1 d' -1
_ = "o t
E(0v0) = p l:l E(Ik) (1) = kzl (ZCu)p (ZCu)j |k (I'] + (Cu) TCu @) (0] |, (C80)
and hence
5 (GIE(0% +Y0*)[6) = - (Cu)iCu,  (GIEOVO)I) = 1 (C)iT(Cuw) (cs1)

By combining these results, we get

(6] 3£0)]0) = =5 (610%E(w) - 20610 + £(IO)1e) + (B (O'E(0 - vO) - £(0V - vO)O )

2
— 5 {BIEO — 2000 +y0?) o) (cs2)
= % (=(C"Mw)IC'u + (C'u) ZCu + (ZCu) C'u — (Cu) ' Cu + (Cu)'T(Cu)) (C83)
= —%uT(C’ —zZC)(C' - ZC)u. (C84)

Let @ be the projector Q to the support of C, given by Q = CTC. From CTC > C'TC’, we get
(C' = ZC)[(C'—20) = (I -Q)(C'"CI - Q) <(I-Q)CTC(I-Q)=(I-Q)CI(C—-CCTC)=0. (C85)
We thus have C' — ZC = 0, which implies

(o] 3r0]0) =0 (Cs6)
Since Fid (5(1;u/x/ﬁ)’q~5u/\/ﬁ) = {(¢|f(1)|¢), from Egs. (C70), (C71), (C73), and (C86), we have proven

Fid (5(15 ), é ) _ 1‘ <2 (N 28 ke s
NN <% < 6( ) (C87)
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for any w such that |ju|| < N°€.
Since N~=1/2+¢ = o(1/N) if € € (0,1/6), we get

N

- - N 1
nf Fid (5 (BEN 508! r) nf Fid (5(% i) b /m) > <1+0 ( N)) : (C88)
and hence
®N
B, P (G 65 ) 1 e
for e € (0,1/6). From the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequalities, we also have
lim sup T (&N qp ¢ 0. C90
N—o00 lul|<Ne ( ( ) u/\/>> ( )
Therefore, by using Lemma 22, we get
lim sup T &%V w ¢ 0 91
N—o00 llw||<Ne ( ( ) u/\/7> ( )
for e € (0,1/6). O

By using Lemma 24 and Lemma 25, we complete the proof of Lemma 7.

Lemma (Restatement of Lemma 7). For sets of Hermitian operators X = {X;}7, and X' = {X[}™,, we define
Up(-) = e@X()e 19X and U)(-) = e X' ()e=10X" for § € R™. For given two pure states 1 and ¢, we define
pure-state statistical models by Ug (1)) and Up(¢) and denote their QGTs by Q¥ and Q?, respectively. If r > 0 satisfies
Q¥ > rQ?, then there exists a sequence of quantum channels {Ex}n such that

lim  sup T(EN( mw)@N),u% (¢)®WJ) —0 (C92)

N—o0 lul|<Ne

for e € (0,1/9).

Proof. The assumption Q¥ > rQ? is equivalent to Cov(1), X) > r Cov(¢, X’). Lemma 25 implies that there is a
channel £ such that

lim sup T ((5 (ei%zbe*i%))@]v, <eiu.\fﬁX/ pe e >®N> =0 (C93)

N—oc0 |lul|<Ne

for € € (0,1/9). On the other hand, Lemma 24 implies there is a sequence of channels {€} }n such that

fx’ JuVTX! N w-x! ot \ OLPN]
lim sup T €N< pe VN ) (e VN e 1W> =0. (C94)

N—oo lul|<Ne

Therefore, for £f 0 EYN | we have

QN o cu ®rN]
lim sup T <€ o &N (e = e \/N) , <elx/ﬁ¢>e_1 W) ) =0. (C95)

N—o00 lul|<Ne

3. Proof of measurability of the set defined in Eq. (33)

For 6 > 0, let us define

H(0) :={g € G[30,Ug olUy(¥) = Uy(¢), ||6] <0} (C96)
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and prove that H(d) is a closed set. Let {h,}nen be a convergent sequence in H(§) such that h, — h as n — oc.
From the definition of H(J), there exists a sequence {6, },en such that Ug, o Uy, (¥) = U,(1) and ||, < d. Due to
the compactness of the closed ball of radius ¢, we can extract a convergent subsequence {8, }ren such that 8,,, — g
for some Og as k — 0o. Then, we have

Uy () = U, oUn, () = U, oUn(y), 6= 0n]l = [|60]l (C97)

as k — oo. Therefore, h € H(0), implying that H(J) is a closed set.
From the definition of Ggyce. (), we have

Giuce.(0) = nLeJNH <5 - 711) : (C98)

Therefore, Ggycee. () is a countable union of closed sets and hence is a measurable set.

4. Proof of Lemma 8

In [76], a bound on the error in a state tomography process is proven:

Lemma 26 (Theorem 1 in [76]). Fiz any qudit state p. There exists an estimator p, consuming n samples of states,
p®", such that

n 2
Pr ([l — plli > 8) < de” W=, 5 [0,1], (C99)

where r := min{rank(p), rank(p,)} and g(d) is a constant depending only on the dimension of the Hilbert space d.

To prove Lemma 8, we relate the magnitude of error in trace distance to that in the parameter 8. For this purpose,
we begin by proving several lemmas. Since any compact Lie group G is isomorphic to a closed linear group, we assume
G is a compact linear Lie group and adopt its Schatten norm in the following arguments.

Lemma 27. Let U be a unitary representation of a compact linear Lie group G. Then,

Ve>036>0Vg,9' €G (IIU(g')pU(g’)T —U(9)pU(9)'l1 <6 — pednin 19" — ghlles < e> : (C100)
ESymg(p
Proof. Since
1U(g")pU (") = U(9)pU () = U(g™ g")pU (97 ¢)T = pll1, (C101)
lg" = ghlloc = lg™"9" — hllos, (C102)
it is sufficient to prove that
Ve>036>0VgeG <|U(g)pU(g>’f ol <6 min |lg—hlle < e) . (C103)
heSymg (p)
We suppose that this statement does not hold. Then, we can take € > 0 and a sequence (g, )nen in G such that
1
1U(9)pU (92)" = plh < —, (C104)
min n— hl|leo > € C105
pestin lg | (C105)

for all n € N. Since G is sequentially compact, we can take some subsequence (g,(;));jen that converges to k € G.
This subsequence satisfies

1

| =

U(gni)pU (gnii)t = plli < —= < =, C106
1V (Gn()PU (gn(i))" = Pl < 7S (C106)

min (i) — Plloo > € C107
nesrn ) 1920) = A (C107)

for all j € N. By taking the limit of j — oo in Eq. (C'106), we get ||U(k)pU (k)T — p||1 = 0, which implies k& € Sym(p).
Thus Eq. (C107) implies that

(i) — K|l >  min (i) — Plloo > € C108
o)~ Fllw 2 ,_min sy = (C108)

for all j € N. This contradicts with the fact that the subsequence (gy;));jen converges to k. O
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Lemma 28. Let v be a linear operator and A be a Hermitian operator. Then,
Jee™ =l = (1= [|Alloo) 1A, 4] (C109)

Proof. We define F(u) := e®4¢pe~ 4 for u € R. Then, we have

eape™ 4 —op —i[A, )] = F(1) — F(0) — F'(0) = /01 du /Ou dvF" (v). (C110)
By the triangle inequality and Hoélder’s inequality, we get
1 u
fetvet —v—itall, < [ du [ @l P @)l = GHA Al < ALl (©)
By using the triangle inequality again, we have
le e — o —i[A, ]l > [[A4, 9]l — lle e — 1. (C112)
By Egs. (C111) and (C112), we get Eq. (C109). O

We show an upper bound of Hei(A“'B)e_iA — IHOO for general Hermitian operators A and B.

Lemma 29. Let A and B be Hermitian operators and satisfy ||A + Blloo + 2||Bllcc < 1. Then,

. . BH
i(A+B) —iA _ IH < Bl ' 11
o e = T Bl 218l (1)
Proof. By using the triangle inequality, we have
Gi(A+B) ,—iA _ IH — |[eica+B) _ ia ‘
o0 -k
=13 5 [(A+B)F - a¥]
k=0 )
o 1 k k
<3 gl By -4 (cn)
=0

Now let us prove ||[(A + B)* — A¥] HOO < ([[Allco + 1| Blloo)* — | A]|%, by the mathematical induction. This inequality
is trivial for k = 0. Assume that the inequality holds for some k. Then we get
I(A+B)**t — AM Yo = |[(A+ B)((A+ B)* — A%) — BAY|| (C115)
< (A + B)lloo (A + B)* — A¥||og + | BA™ || (C116)
< ([ Alloo + 1Blloo) ([ Alloe + 1Blloc)* = [14115) + 1 Blloc [ All5 (C117)
= ([ Alloo + [1Blloo)*t — [ A& (C118)

Thus, the inequality also holds for k + 1.
Therefore, we get

i i L
P <3 Al + 1B A
=0

[Alloo+11Blloo [Allo

=l — ¢l

< HB”weHAHooJrHBHoo

< HB||OO€HA+BHOC+2HBHOO
1Bl

1= [|A+ Blloo = 2/|Blloc’

IN

(C119)

where we used e — 1 < ze® for all z € R in the second inequality, the triangle inequality in the third inequality, and
e* <1/(1 —z) for all x € [0,1) in the fourth inequality.
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When [[A + Bllo 4 3| B|o < 1, we show an upper bound of ||log (el(*+B)e~14) Hoo Note that log (el(ATB)e=14) is
guaranteed to be defined by Lemma 29.

Lemma 30. Let A and B be Hermitian operators and satisfy ||A + B|loo + 3||Bllcc < 1. Then,

i i Bl
] i(A+B) —iA H < 1Bl ' 120
H ©8 (e ¢ ) s = 1= ||[A+ Bllos — 3| Bl (€120)

Proof. By the definition of the logarithm, we have
) ) > (=1)k—1 /. ) k
log (e‘(A+B)e_1A) = =0 ]i (el<A+B)6_‘A - I) . (C121)
k=1

By the triangle inequality, we have

. . . . k
Hlog (el(A+B)e—1A) ol(A+B) ,—iA _ ]H . (C122)

HOO

=1
<>
k=1

By applying Lemma 29 to the right-hand side of this inequality, we get

Jos (4 2e7)]

oo

\\&8

k
1( 1Bl >
<k \1- A+ Bl — 2Bl

k
( 1Bl )
\T=JA+ Bl — 2[B]~

_ 1Bl |
=4+ Bl 3Bl

k

g

=
Il

(C123)

By using these lemmas, we prove the following:

Lemma 31. Let p be an operator, and U be a unitary representation of a compact Lie group G. Then there exist
positive constants d,,c > 0 such that for any g, € G,

Uy o Uy (p) = Uy(p)

lell < elty(p) — Us ()] (C124)

H%@‘%@M<&=¢%&t{

where Uy(+) = Y (e Y with ¢ € R" and Y = {Y;}1', is a basis of the linear span of {Xu}fbi:mlc, where X, is
defined in Eq. (3).

Proof. We denote by A the linear space spanned by {Y;}? ;, and define its linear subspace A by
Ag:={A e A|[A,p] =0} (C125)

and its complementary subspace Aj;.

Let us first consider an exceptional case where A; = 0, i.e., A = Ag. Let G = Uf:o G; be the decomposition into
the connected components. Since X, commutes with p for all p =1,--- ,dim G, we find U, (p) = Uy (p) if g and ¢’ are
in the same component. Note that the number of connected components is finite since G is assumed to be a compact
Lie group. Therefore, there are only a finite number of distinct elements in the set {Uy(p) | g € G}. By setting

Oy = min Uy(p) — Uy C126
9,9’ €GUy (p)FUg1 (p) 145 ) o ()l ( )

and ¢ to be arbitrary positive number, Eq. (C145) holds for ¢ = 0. We remark that this essentially includes the case
where G is a finite group.
From now on, we consider the case where A; # ). In this case, let us define

I[D, plll1 > 0. (C127)

m = m

= in
D)oo =1,D€.A1
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By Lemma 27 and the continuity of U, we can take & > 0 such that

Vg.g' € G (|Us(p) —Us(p)lh <3 — min [[U(g71gh) — ]l < 1—e %). (C128)
heSymg (p)
We define
[ := min ky, C129
Ivli=1 ;W * (€129)

Note that [ > 0 since {Y3} are assumed to be linearly independent. We set 6, := min{d, m/16} and ¢ := 1/(lm) and
prove that they satisfy Eq. (C145).

Fix arbitrary g, € G satisfying [|Uy(p) — Uz(p)|l1 < 0, and find appropriate ¢ satisfying Eq. (C145). By the
definition of &, we can take h € Symg(p) such that |[U(g~ gh) — I||ee < 1 —e~/® < 1. Thus we can define

A= —ilog(U(g~'gh)). (C130)
By the definition of the logarithm, we have

(~1*!

—— (U(g~ k)~ 1)"

M8

[Alloe =

k=1 o
gi %HU(g*lf/h) — 1|5,
k=1
=—log(1 - |U(g~"gh) — I||=)
1
<L (C131)

where we used the triangle inequality in the first inequality and the second inequality follows from the choice of §.
By the definition of A, we have

1U(9)pU(9)" = U(9)pU(9) |lsc =/1U (g7 3h)pU (g7 gh)" — plloc
=[lepe* = plloo
>(1 = [|[Allso)I[A, Allloo

1
25114 pllloo: (C132)

where we used Lemma 28 in the first inequality and Eq. (C131) in the second inequality. Since Ay and A; are
complementary subspaces of A, A can be decomposed into A = Ag + A; with some Ay € Ap and A; € A;. We can
take some D € A; such that A; = |[|A;1]|ccD and ||Dlje = 1. Then, we have

1A, pllloe = [I[A1; Allloe = l[Axlloo 1D Al = [ Ax|so- (C133)
By using Egs. (C133) and (C132), we have
1 2 . .
1Al < — A, Alllo < aHU(Q)PU(g)T ~U(9)pU(9)"[|oo- (C134)

Since |U(§)pU ()" — U(9)pU(9)"||s is upper bounded by & and § < m /16, we get

20 1
Al < — < . (C135)
By Egs. (C131) and (C135) and Lemma 29, we get [lei4e~o — J||,, < 1/5 < 1, which enables us to define
B := —ilog(ee40), (C136)

We define ¢ by

> " =U(9)BU(g)! (C137)
k



38
and show that
1 . .
e[ < %HU(Q)PU(Q)T —U(9)pU(9)"I1, (C138)
—i YT A PN k
e 2k SR (g)pU () el 2n Y = U (g)pU (g)1. (C139)

As for the proof of Eq. (C139), by using Egs. (C137), (C136), and (C130) we have

(
=U(§_19) “ IA"U( )f
=U(§~"9)U (g™ gh)e~ U (g)"
=U(h)e U (g)1, (C140)
which implies that
e TN (g)pU (g) e Zr £ = Ulg)e U (k) pU ()e 40U (g)f = Ulg)pU(9) (C141)
Finally, we prove Eq. (C138). By Egs. (C131) and (C135) and Lemma 30, we get

1410 < Al

[Blloc < < (C142)
T 1= [[Alle = 3 Ar]l 2
Since we can take v satisfying ¢ = ||¢||v and ||| = 1, we have
[Blloc = il = lell | D || = Ul (C143)
o0 k o0

By using Egs. (C143),(C142), and (C134), we get

1Blle _ sl _
.- 20~

el < IIU( WU (§)" = U(9)eU(9) | < fIIU( WU(@) = U(g)eU(g)[l1.  (C144)

As a generalization of this lemma, we prove the following:

Lemma 32. Let p be an operator, and U be a unitary representation of a compact Lie group G. Then there exist
positive constants 0., c > 0 such that for any g, € G,

Z/[QOU(

) = Uy(p )
1011 < clltdy (p) —

U (o) (C145)

where Ug(-) = €@ X (\)e 19X for § € RY™E  where X = . dim & s defined in Eq. (3).

Uy () —Us () < 5. —> 30 st {

Proof. Since Y = {Y;}; in Lemma 31 is a basis of the linear span of {X,,}4™ ¢, there is an n x dim G matrix L such

that LX = Y. By using the transpose L' of L, we define & € R1™C by 0 := LT, which satisfies 8- X = ¢ - Y.
Note that ||@]| < ||L||2||¢|| holds, where ||LT ||z denotes the matrix norm induced from the 2-norm for vectors, which
is finite. Therefore, Lemma 32 holds by replacing the constant ¢ in Lemma 31 to ¢||LT||2. O

Combining Lemma 26 and Lemma 32, we finally prove Lemma 8:

Lemma (Restatement of Lemma 8). Let G be a compact Lie group and p be an arbitrary state. Fiz e € (0,1/2).
Then there exists an estimator of g € G by using consuming Uy (p)®™ with n = N'17¢ such that its success probability
satisfies

]| < N~y =1. (C146)

APy, eni =<
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Proof. Fix € € (0,1/2). Let d.,c¢ > 0 be constants assured to exist by Lemma 32. Applying Lemma 26 to a given
state U, (p) with § := N~1/2+¢/(2¢), we obtain a bound for the error probability in state tomography given by

Pr(llon = Uy(p)lls < N71/2/(20))

_n(N=1/24€ /(20))2
2 1 —de 43g(d)r2

— | _ de” TR (C147)

by performing measurements on n = N'~¢ copies of the system in a state Uy(p)®™. From the estimated state py,, we
pick up any § € G satisfying ||U;(p) — pnlli < N71/2%¢/(2¢) as an estimate of the true value g € G. If there is no g
satisfying [|U;(p) — pnlli < N71/2+¢/(2¢), which may happen with an exponentially small probability, we arbitrarily
select § as an element in G, such as e € G. Whenever [|p, —Uy(p)|l1 < N71/27¢/(2c) holds, the estimated value § € G
satisfies [[Uy(p) — Uy(p)|l1 < N71/2%€/c due to the triangle inequality. In this case, for all sufficiently large N such
that N=1/2%¢/c < §,, we get ||| < N~/2t¢. Therefore, the success probability is bounded as

Pry, o= (0] < N7Y2) > 1 - gremes', (C148)

where ¢; == d and ¢y == In other words, the failure probability is exponentially small in N. In particular,

it holds

1
172g(d)r2c? "

6] < N~V2Fe) =1, (C149)
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