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Quantifying how much a quantum state breaks a symmetry is essential for characterizing phases,
nonequilibrium dynamics, and open-system behavior. Quantum resource theory provides a rigorous
operational framework to define and characterize such quantifiers of symmetry-breaking. As a
starter, we exemplify the usefulness of resource theory by noting that second-Rényi entanglement
asymmetry can increase under symmetric operations, and hence is not a resource monotone, and
should not solely be used to capture Quantum Mpemba effect. More importantly, motivated by
mixed-state physics where weak and strong symmetries are inequivalent, we formulate a new resource
theory tailored to strong symmetry, identifying free states and strong-covariant operations. This
framework systematically identifies quantifiers of strong symmetry breaking for a broad class of
symmetry groups, including a strong entanglement asymmetry. A particularly transparent structure
emerges for U(1) symmetry, where the resource theory for the strong symmetry breaking has a
completely parallel structure to the entanglement theory: the variance of the conserved quantity
fully characterizes the asymptotic manipulation of strong symmetry breaking. By connecting this
result to the knowledge of the geometry of quantum state space, we obtain a quantitative framework
to track how weak symmetry breaking is irreversibly converted into strong symmetry breaking in
open quantum systems. We further propose extensions to generalized symmetries and illustrate
the qualitative impact of strong symmetry breaking in analytically tractable QFT examples and
applications.

I. INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY

Symmetry breaking is a paradigmatic concept in mod-
ern physics, underpinning our understanding of phases
of matter, non-equilibrium dynamics, and high-energy
physics. In quantum many-body systems in and out of
equilibrium, it is often not enough to know whether a
symmetry is present or broken: one would like to quantify
how much a given state breaks a symmetry. This seem-
ingly simple question immediately leads to a proliferation
of possible quantifiers, from correlation functions and
order parameters to entropic and information-theoretic
measures. A natural challenge is then to identify, among
this vast landscape of candidates, those measures that
admit a clear physical and operational meaning.

Over the past decade, the resource theory of asymme-
try has emerged as a powerful framework for addressing
this problem. Within this framework, symmetric oper-
ations are regarded as “free”, and states that break the
symmetry are viewed as “resources” enabling tasks that
would otherwise be impossible. This perspective singles
out distinguished asymmetry measures by requiring them
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to obey natural axioms such as monotonicity under sym-
metric operations and additivity under composition. A
paradigmatic example is the relative entropy of asymme-
try, or G-asymmetry, which quantifies how far a state
is from the set of symmetric states in an information-
theoretic sense [1, 2]. Beyond finite-size characteriza-
tions, recent progress has further identified asymmetry
measures that play a distinguished role in the many-copy
(i.i.d.) limit, where the central question is how efficiently
one resource state can be converted into another [3–7]. In
close analogy with entanglement theory–where the entan-
glement entropy uniquely determines asymptotic inter-
conversion rates between pure states–such i.i.d.-complete
measures provide the fundamental quantifiers of resource
at the macroscopic and operational level.

In parallel with these resource-theoretic developments,
a major line of progress in many-body physics has been
the introduction of the so-called entanglement asymme-
try [8], which has been widely adopted in both high-
energy and condensed-matter contexts as a convenient
quantifier of symmetry breaking in non-equilibrium set-
tings [9–16] and near or at equilibrium [11–13, 17–20], in
anomalous breaking [21], in holographic setting [22], in-
cluding prominent applications to the quantum Mpemba
effect [8, 9, 23–34] (see the review article [35] and the
references there in as well.) Initially, the entangle-
ment asymmetry was proposed as a quantifier, motivated
mainly by physical understanding, without explicit ref-
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erence to the resource-theoretic framework. It was later
appreciated that entanglement asymmetry in fact co-
incides with the relative entropy of asymmetry, one of
the central quantities in the resource theory of asym-
metry with a rigorous operational interpretation. This
identification—namely, that a quantity introduced from
many-body considerations coincides with a distinguished
resource-theoretic measure—has served as a key impe-
tus for making resource-theoretic structures explicit in
recent studies, e.g. [36–39]. A central aim of the present
work is to bring this structure to the forefront and to ar-
gue that “good” measures of symmetry breaking can be
systematically derived from resource-theoretic axioms.

From the resource-theoretic viewpoint, a meaningful
quantifier of symmetry breaking is required to satisfy ba-
sic structural principles, most notably monotonicity un-
der symmetric operations and a clear operational inter-
pretation. These requirements become particularly strin-
gent when one is interested in macroscopic or long-time
behavior, where only quantities with a clear asymptotic
and operational meaning can faithfully characterize sym-
metry breaking.

As a simple illustration of the power of this view-
point, we show that the 2nd-Rényi asymmetry, in spite
of mimicking some properties of entanglement asymme-
try, should not be solely used as a proxy for entangle-
ment asymmetry to capture quantum Mpemba effect be-
cause it is not an asymmetry monotone (can potentially
increase even under symmetric operations) and is there-
fore an inappropriate measure of the amount of symmetry
breaking.

The resource-theoretic perspective becomes especially
important once we move beyond closed systems and con-
ventional symmetry scenarios. Recent developments in
the theory of open quantum systems have highlighted
that, for mixed states, there are in fact two natural no-
tions of symmetry [40–47]. The first, often referred to as
weak symmetry, imposes invariance of the density matrix
under conjugation by the unitary representation of the
symmetry group,

UgρU
†
g = ρ, g ∈ G. (1)

The second, known as strong symmetry, requires instead
that the state transform as

Ugρ = eiθgρ, g ∈ G. (2)

Any strong symmetric state is automatically weak sym-
metric, but the converse does not hold. Intuitively, weak
symmetry allows for the exchange of conserved charges
with an environment, whereas strong symmetry forbids
such exchange and therefore encodes a more stringent no-
tion of symmetry for mixed states. We further note that
for non-abelian group, there might not be any strong
symmetric state, for that purpose, later we define single
sector states, a weakened notion of strong symmetry for
the non-abelian group.

Existing asymmetry measures, including entanglement
asymmetry, are tailored to weak symmetry and are, in

fact, insensitive to whether strong symmetry is broken.
From the viewpoint of mixed states, this is a serious lim-
itation: two states can be equally weak symmetric yet
differ dramatically in whether they possess strong sym-
metry. This observation raises a fundamental question:
Is it possible to construct a resource theory for strong
symmetry, and within it, identify a principled measure
that quantifies strong symmetry breaking? Such a mea-
sure would automatically quantify weak symmetry break-
ing as well, since the set of strong symmetric states is a
strict subset of the weak symmetric ones, but it would
be capable of distinguishing situations that conventional
asymmetry measures cannot.
In this work, we address this gap by developing a

resource theory explicitly tailored to strong symmetry.
Within this framework, we systematically identify quan-
tifiers of strong symmetry breaking for a broad class of
symmetry groups, including an extension of entangle-
ment asymmetry to strong symmetry as well as variance-
and covariance-matrix-based measures with clear opera-
tional and geometric meanings. These quantities allow
one to characterize strong symmetry breaking across dif-
ferent symmetry settings in a unified manner.
A particularly transparent structure emerges for U(1)

symmetry. In this case, the variance of the conserved
quantity plays a role directly analogous to that of the en-
tanglement entropy in entanglement theory: it uniquely
determines the optimal i.i.d.-asymptotic distillation and
dilution of strong symmetry breaking. More generally, by
connecting this resource-theoretic quantifier to the geom-
etry of quantum state space—specifically, to inner prod-
ucts and the induced information-geometric metrics—we
obtain a quantitative framework to track how weak sym-
metry breaking is irreversibly converted into strong sym-
metry breaking in open quantum systems.
The structure of this paper is as follows:

• Clarifying the resource-theoretic origin of
(weak) entanglement asymmetry [§II]: We
emphasize that the entanglement asymmetry,
widely used in QFT, in fact coincides with the rel-
ative entropy of asymmetry in the resource theory
of asymmetry. This makes it clear that entangle-
ment asymmetry is not merely a convenient diag-
nostic, but a principled quantity selected by oper-
ational meaning and axioms (such as monotonic-
ity), thereby justifying our subsequent extension to
strong symmetry.

• Limitations of second Rényi asymmetry
[§III]: We show that the second Rényi asymme-
try, despite its computational simplicity, can in-
crease under symmetric operations, i.e., it is not
a resource monotone. This clarifies that conclu-
sions based solely on such proxies can be mislead-
ing in discussions of symmetry breaking (especially
in dynamical settings and in connection with the
quantum Mpemba effect), and highlights the need
for principled measures based on a resource theory.
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• Constructing a resource theory of strong
symmetry [§IV]: We define the basic ingredients
needed to quantify strong symmetry breaking—
namely, the free states and free operations—and
show that they form a consistent resource theory.
We provide simple examples of free states. We also
point out that for non-abelian symmetry group, one
can define a middle-tier between strong symmet-
ric states and weak symmetric states, which we
call “single-sector states”. This requires satisfy-
ing a weaker condition than what is required for
the state being strong symmetric; but a stronger
condition than what is required for the state being
weak symmetric. We also clarify how the resource-
theoretic structure of the resulting resource theory
differs from that of the standard resource theory of
(weak) asymmetry. In summary, in this section, we
establish a systematic approach to treating strong
symmetry breaking.

• New quantifiers of strong symmetry break-
ing [§IVD]: We propose new measures that quan-
tify strong symmetry breaking and demonstrate
that they are resource monotones. The measures
can distinguish mixed states that are indistinguish-
able from the viewpoint of weak symmetry, and
provide a new axis for analyzing physics in which
strong symmetry plays a role (e.g., open systems
and nonequilibrium dynamics). In particular, for
U(1) symmetry, the structure becomes especially
transparent: the variance of the conserved quantity
fully characterizes strong symmetry breaking at the
macroscopic level, playing a role directly analogous
to that of the entanglement entropy in entangle-
ment theory.

• Extension to generalized symmetries [§V]:
We propose a natural extension of our resource
monotones to strong generalized symmetries.

• Representative examples and qualitative
changes in strong symmetry breaking [§VI
& §VII]: In analytically tractable examples, we
show that the new measure captures situations
where weak symmetry is preserved while strong
symmetry is substantially broken. We further sup-
port the usefulness of our framework by applying
it to strong-to-weak spontaneous symmetry break-
ing and to the cross-over, or “Strong-Mpemba” ef-
fect, demonstrating that the concept is not merely
formal but provides meaningful diagnostics in con-
crete QFT settings.

II. PRELIMINARY: BASICS OF THE
RESOURCE THEORY OF ASYMMETRY

When one is asked to “quantify how strong a quantum
state breaks a given symmetry”, a natural first step in

many-body and high-energy physics is to look at an order
parameter. For a symmetry group G, one might consider
the expectation value of a symmetry-breaking operator
O,

mO(ρ) := ⟨O⟩ρ = Tr(ρO), (3)

or closely related correlation functions. While such quan-
tities are extremely useful for diagnosing phases and sym-
metry breaking, they are not satisfactory as general mea-
sures of “how much” symmetry is broken. They depend
on the particular choice of operator O: two different
symmetry-breaking operators may induce different order-
ings of states, and there is no canonical way to decide
which one should define the degree of symmetry break-
ing. Moreover, they need not be monotone under sym-
metric operations: for instance, coupling to a symmetric
environment or coarse-graining can increase |mO|, even
though no additional “symmetry-breaking” has been sup-
plied.
These limitations motivate a structural approach in

which one quantifies how much “asymmetry” a state pos-
sesses with respect to a symmetry group G by treating
asymmetry itself as a resource. This is the viewpoint of
the resource theory of asymmetry.
In this section, we therefore briefly review the basic no-

tions of resource theories, specialized to symmetry break-
ing. Many of these concepts are standard in the quantum
information literature, but they are perhaps less famil-
iar in the high-energy and condensed-matter communi-
ties. For this reason, we include here a self-contained
overview. In the present work, the “resource” will be
symmetry breaking. Our goal in this section is to explain
how resource theory provides a principled framework for
defining quantifiers of symmetry breaking that are se-
lected by clear operational and axiomatic requirements,
and therefore, all of this section serves as a review of the
previous results, unlike other sections.

A. Resource theories

Let H be a Hilbert space and let B(H) denote the set
of bounded operators acting on H. We write

S(H) := {ρ ∈ B(H) | ρ ≥ 0, Trρ = 1} (4)

for the set of density operators on H. The allowed op-
erations on H are described by quantum channels, i.e.
completely positive trace-preserving (CPTP) maps

Φ : B(H) → B(H′), (5)

which satisfy the following two properties

(i) Completely positivity: For any additional Hilbert
space HR and any operator A ∈ B(H⊗HR),

A ≥ 0 ⇒ Φ⊗ idR(A) ≥ 0, (6)

where idR is the identity map on B(HR).
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(ii) Trace preserving: For any A ∈ B(H),

TrΦ(A) = TrA. (7)

Because of these properties, any CPTP map satisfies
Φ ⊗ idR

(
S(H ⊗ HR)

)
⊆ S(H′ ⊗ HR). By the Kraus

representation theorem, any CPTP map Φ : B(H) →
B(H′) can be written as

Φ(X) =
∑
α

KαXK
†
α, X ∈ B(H), (8)

where the Kraus operator Kα : H → H′ obey∑
α

K†
αKα = 1. (9)

Free states and free operations. A resource theory
specifies which states are considered “free” (containing
no resource) and which physical operations are allowed
to be performed at no cost.

Free states. A set of free states is a subset

F(H) ⊆ S(H) (10)

representing those states that are accessible without con-
suming the resource. For instance, in the resource the-
ory of entanglement, F consists of separable states; in
the resource theory of asymmetry, F will be the set of
symmetric states.

Free operations. A set of free operations is a subset O of
CPTP maps that satisfy

(i) Closure: O is closed under finite composition and
contains the identity channel.

(ii) Free preservation: For any Φ ∈ O and any σ ∈ F ,

Φ(σ) ∈ F . (11)

In words, free operations cannot generate resourceful
states from free ones.

Resource monotones. A central object in a resource
theory is a numerical quantity that measures how much
resource a state contains.

For the resource theory (F ,O), let M be a function

M : S(H) → X , (12)

where X is a partially ordered set, typically X = [0,∞),
while matrix-valued monotones arise naturally when X is
taken to be a space of positive semidefinite matrices. The
functionM is called a resource monotone if it satisfies the
following conditions:

(i-a) Positivity and vanishing on free states: M(ρ) ≥ 0
for all ρ ∈ S(H), and

M(σ) = 0 for all σ ∈ F . (13)

(i-b) Monotonicity under free operations: For all ρ ∈
S(H) and all Φ ∈ O,

M
(
Φ(ρ)

)
≤M(ρ). (14)

Here, when X = [0,∞), the inequalities appearing in
these conditions are understood as inequalities between
real numbers. When X is a space of positive semidefi-
nite matrices, the inequalities are understood as matrix
inequalities, where A ≥ B means that A − B is positive
semidefinite.
Beyond these minimal axioms, additional structural re-

quirements are often imposed.

(ii) Faithfulness: A resource monotone M is faithful if,
in addition to (i-a),

M(ρ) = 0 =⇒ ρ ∈ F . (15)

(iii) Convexity:

M
(∑

i

λiρi

)
≤
∑
i

λiM(ρi), λi ≥ 0,
∑
i

λi = 1,

(16)
expressing that classical mixing of states cannot in-
crease the resource on average.

(iv) Strong monotonicity:

Let {Φk}k∈K be completely positive maps such
that the associated quantum–classical (QC) mea-
surement channel

∑
k Φk(·) ⊗ |k⟩ ⟨k|C belongs to

the set of free operations O, where C is a “classi-
cal” register with an orthonormal basis {|k⟩}. Such
QC measurement channels may not be allowed as
free operations in every resource theory. Indeed,
in some resource theories, e.g. quantum thermo-
dynamics, no such free channels are allowed at all.
When they are allowed, however, we call the mea-
surement {Φk}k∈K free. With respect to free mea-
surements, strong monotonicity is defined as fol-
lows. Starting from a state ρ, outcome k occurs
with probability

pk := Tr
[
Φk(ρ)

]
, (17)

and post-measurement state

ρk :=
Φk(ρ)

pk
. (18)

Strong monotonicity requires∑
k

pkM(ρk) ≤M(ρ). (19)

We remark that a measureM satisfies strong mono-
tonicity if it satisfies the following two proper-
ties for an arbitrary QC state

∑
k qkηk ⊗ |k⟩ ⟨k|C :

(a) Linear convexity M(
∑
k qkηk ⊗ |k⟩ ⟨k|C) =∑

k qkM(ηk ⊗ |k⟩ ⟨k|C), and (b) Invariance under
classical flags: M(ηk ⊗ |k⟩ ⟨k|C) =M(ηk).
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(v) Additivity.

M(ρ⊗ σ) =M(ρ) +M(σ), (20)

which in particular implies M(ρ⊗n) = nM(ρ).

(vi) Completeness for i.i.d. convertibility. Assume the
resource theory (F ,O) is consistently defined on
tensor-product systems so that free operations can
act on N copies of the system and produce ⌊rN⌋
copies of another system. For two resource states
ρ, σ ̸∈ F , define the optimal asymptotic conversion
rate R(ρ → σ) as the largest real number r ≥ 0
such that there exists a sequence of free operations

ΦN : S(H⊗N ) −→ S(H⊗⌊rN⌋), N ∈ N, (21)

satisfying

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥ΦN(ρ⊗N)− σ⊗⌊rN⌋
∥∥∥
1
= 0, (22)

where ∥ · ∥1 denotes the trace norm. We say that
a set of resource monotone {Mi} is i.i.d. complete
if for any resource states ρ, σ in some subclass of
states, e.g. pure states,

R(ρ→ σ) = sup{r|∀i, Mi(ρ) ≥ rMi(σ)}. (23)

In particular, when each Mi is a real number, i.e.
X = [0,∞), the above condition becomes

R(ρ→ σ) = min
i

Mi(ρ)

Mi(σ)
, (24)

and furthermore, when {Mi} contains only single
real-number measure M ,

R(ρ→ σ) =
M(ρ)

M(σ)
. (25)

ThenM alone determines the optimal rate at which
many copies of ρ can be reversibly converted into
copies of σ by free operations. A familiar exam-
ple is the entanglement entropy: the entanglement
entropy determines the optimal rate for the i.i.d.
convertibility between any pure states in the en-
tanglement theory [48]. Another example is the
quantum Fisher information in the resource theory
of asymmetry for the U(1)-symmetry, which plays
an analogous role to the entanglement entropy in
the entanglement theory [3–5].

We also define the optimal exact conversion rate
Rex(ρ → σ) as the largest real number r ≥ 0 such
that there exists a sequence of free operations (21)
satisfying

ΦN (ρ⊗N ) = σ⊗⌊rN⌋ . (26)

There are two main advantages to introducing i.i.d.
complete resource measure(s). The first advantage

is purely operational. For example, in the entan-
glement theory, one often considers distillation pro-
tocols, in which many copies of a weakly entangled
state are processed to produce copies of a maxi-
mally entangled state, namely a Bell pair. If an
i.i.d. complete measure exists, it allows one to de-
termine the ultimate efficiency limit of such distil-
lation procedures. Indeed, in entanglement theory,
the entanglement entropy is well known to quantify
precisely this optimal distillation rate [48].

The second advantage is that resource measures en-
able a characterization of macroscopic states. Two
states ψ and ϕ satisfying R(ψ → ϕ) = R(ϕ→ ψ) =
1 are equivalent in the sense that ψ⊗N and ϕ⊗N

can be approximately interconverted by free oper-
ations. An i.i.d. complete resource measure implies
that the equivalence classes of macroscopic states
defined by such asymptotic free interconvertibility
are fully characterized by a single numerical quan-
tity.

In this language, a quantity is a “good” measure for
a given resource precisely when it obeys such axioms for
an appropriate choice of free states and free operations.
For instance, the entanglement entropy is a good entan-
glement monotone under LOCC (local operations and
classical communication). In the following, we specialize
this general structure to the case where the resource is
symmetry-breaking.

B. Resource theory of asymmetry for weak
symmetry

We now review the standard formulation of the re-
source theory of asymmetry [49, 50], a.k.a. the resource
theory of quantum reference frames [3]. Let G be a (com-
pact) group with unitary representation U : G → U(H),
g 7→ Ug.

Free states: symmetric states: A state ρ ∈ S(H) is
G-symmetric (or weak symmetric) if it is invariant under
the adjoint action of Ug:

UgρU
†
g = ρ ∀ g ∈ G. (27)

The set of free states in the resource theory of asymmetry
is

FG :=
{
ρ ∈ S(H)

∣∣UgρU†
g = ρ ∀g ∈ G

}
. (28)

A useful object is the group twirling (or G-twirling)
channel G defined by

G(X) :=

∫
G

dg UgXU
†
g , X ∈ B(H), (29)

where dg denotes the normalized Haar measure on G.
This defines a CPTP map G : B(H) → B(H). For states
ρ ∈ S(H) we have G(ρ) ∈ FG, and

G(σ) = σ for all σ ∈ FG. (30)
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Free operations: covariant channels: The standard
free operations in the resource theory of asymmetry are
G-covariant quantum channels.

A CPTP map

Φ : B(H) → B(H′) (31)

is G-covariant (or (U,U ′)-covariant) if Φ satisfies the
following condition for a unitary representation U ′ : G→
U(H′)

Φ
(
UgXU

†
g

)
= U ′

g Φ(X)U ′
g
† ∀X ∈ B(H), ∀ g ∈ G.

(32)
We denote the set of G-covariant channels by OG. By
construction, such channels map symmetric states to
symmetric states: if σ ∈ FG then Φ(σ) ∈ FG. Thus
(FG,OG) forms a resource theory in which any deviation
from G-symmetry is interpreted as a resource.

Intuitively, a covariant operation can be understood
as an operation that is realized by interacting the sys-
tem with an environment prepared in a symmetric state,
through an interaction that respects the symmetry. In-
deed, the following theorem holds:

Theorem 1. Let G be a group, and let U : G → U(H)
and U ′ : G → U ′(H′) be unitary representations acting
on H and H′. Let a CPTP map Λ : B(H) → B(H′)
be a (U,U ′)-covariant operation. Then, there exist two
auxiliary Hilbert spaces HE and HE′ satisfying H⊗HE

∼=
H′⊗HE′ , a unitary operator V : HS⊗HE −→ HS′⊗HE′ ,

two (projective) unitary representations {U (E)
g }g∈G and

{U (E′)
g }g∈G acting on HE and HE′ , and a symmetric

state σE on the ancillary system E such that

(U ′
g ⊗ U (E′)

g )V = V (Ug ⊗ U (E)
g ) ∀g ∈ G, (33)

σE = U (E)
g σE

(
U (E)
g

)† ∀g ∈ G, (34)

Λ(ρ) = TrE′
[
V (ρ⊗ σE)V

† ] . (35)

Conversely, when a CPTP map Λ : B(H) → B(H′) can
be realized by (V, σE) satisfying (33)–(35), the map is
(U,U ′)-covariant.

Covariant measurements: To discuss strong mono-
tonicity, we also introduce QC states and free measure-
ments. We define a classical register as a system on which
the unitary representation of the group G is always given
by the identity operator I. A QC state is then taken to
be of the form ∑

k

pk ρk ⊗ |k⟩ ⟨k|C .

We define a (U,U ′)-covariant measurement {Ψk :
B(H) → B(H′)} as a collection of completely positive
maps such that the associated QC channel∑

k

Ψk(·)⊗ |k⟩ ⟨k|C

is a (U, U ′ ⊗ IC)-covariant operation. Note that {Ψk} is
a (U,U ′)-covariant measurement iff each CP map Ψk is
individually (U,U ′)-covariant.

C. Asymmetry monotones for weak symmetry

Within this framework, a good quantifier of symmetry
breaking is a resource monotone for the resource theory
(FG,OG).

1. Relative entropy of asymmetry

We now recall the relative entropy of asymmetry, which
plays a central role in our work.

Relative entropy of asymmetry (a.k.a. Entangle-
ment asymmetry): Given a symmetry group G and
its twirling channel G, the relative entropy of asymmetry
[1, 2] is defined by

AG(ρ) := min
σ∈FG

S(ρ∥σ), (36)

where S(ρ∥σ) := Tr
[
ρ(log ρ − log σ)

]
is the relative en-

tropy. Equivalently, it is written as [2]

AG(ρ) = S
(
ρ ∥ G(ρ)

)
= S

(
G(ρ)

)
− S(ρ), (37)

with S(ρ) := −Tr[ρ log ρ] the von Neumann entropy. The
relative entropy of asymmetry AG satisfies: (i) the min-
imal requirements (i-a) and (i-b) as a resource mono-
tone [1], (ii) Faithfulness [1], (iii) Convexity [51], and
(iv) Strong monotonicity [1].

The quantity AG thus provides a mathematically well-
defined and operationally meaningful measure of sym-
metry breaking with respect to G: it vanishes exactly on
symmetric states, does not increase under G-covariant
operations. In this way, resource theory singles out
canonical measures such as the relative entropy of asym-
metry, and also provides a systematic language for com-
paring and selecting among multiple candidate quanti-
fiers of symmetry breaking.

2. Complete monotones for the i.i.d. convertibility

The virtues of the relative entropy of asymmetry are
that it is faithful and can be defined for any group G
for which the twirling operation is well defined. How-
ever, as we will discuss later, the rate of this quantity
AG(ρ

⊗N )/N vanishes in the independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) asymptotic limit and therefore cannot
characterize the optimal ratio of the conversions between
the i.i.d. states. In other words, the measures that play
the role analogous to the entanglement entropy in en-
tanglement theory–an i.i.d. complete monotone–must be
different quantities. In the case of weak symmetry, it
has been clarified for various symmetries which quantities
serve as such i.i.d. complete monotones. In the following,
we briefly review these results.
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U(1): Quantum Fisher information: Given a uni-
tary representation {e−iHt}t∈[0,2π) of U(1) and its gener-
ator H, the Symmetrized Logarithmic Derivative (SLD)-
quantum Fisher information [52] for the state family
{e−iHtρeiHt} is defined by

IH(ρ) := 2
∑
k,l

(pk − pl)
2

pk + pl
| ⟨k|H |l⟩ |2, (38)

where {pk, |k⟩} are the eigenvalues and eigenstates of ρ.
This quantity is also called SLD-skew information [53]:

ĨH(ρ) :=
1

4
IH(ρ). (39)

When ρ is pure, it is equal to 4 times of the variance of
L:

IH(|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|) = 4VH(|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|), (40)

where VH(ρ) := Tr[H2ρ] − Tr[Hρ]2. The Fisher infor-
mation IH(ρ) satisfies: (i) the minimal requirements (i-
a) and (i-b) as a resource monotone [54], (ii) Faithful-
ness [54], (iii) Convexity [54], and (iv) Strong monotonic-
ity [54], and (v) Additivity [53]. Furthermore, it also sat-
isfies (vi) Completeness for i.i.d. convertibility between
pure states [3] and from a pure state to a mixed state [5]:

R(|ψ⟩ → |ϕ⟩) = IH(|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|)
IH(|ϕ⟩ ⟨ϕ|)

, (41)

when SymU(1)(ψ) ⊂ SymU(1)(ϕ), where SymG(ρ) :=

{g ∈ G|UgρU†
g = ρ}. (If SymU(1)(ψ) ̸⊂ SymU(1)(ϕ),

R(ψ → ϕ) = 0.)
This quantity is also computationally accessible in

many-body physics and can serve as a useful indicator
of symmetry breaking. For instance, in the BCS model,
it is proportional to the number of Cooper pairs, and
allows us to analyze the quantum Mbemba effect in the
thermodynamic limit [39]. Another related topic is the
conversion theory. In the case of U(1) symmetry, the
asymptotic convertibility of pure states beyond the i.i.d.
regime (i.e. allowing arbitrary correlations) admits both
a necessary condition and a sufficient condition, given by
an extension of the quantum Fisher information [55, 56].

Compact Lie group: Quantum geometric tensor
Given a compact Lie group G and its (projective) unitary
representation Ug∈G, the quantum geometric tensor [57,
58] for a pure state |ψ⟩ is defined by

Qψ
i,j := ⟨ψ|XiXj |ψ⟩ − ⟨ψ|Xi |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|Xj |ψ⟩ , (42)

where {Xi} are the Hermitian operators defined as

Xi := −i ∂
∂λi

Ug(λ)|λ=0 (43)

and g(λ) = ei
∑
i λ
iAi is a parametrization of elements in

the neighborhood of the identity e ∈ G with a basis {Ai}

of the Lie algebra g. The quantum geometric tensor Qψ

satisfies: (i) the minimal requirements (i-a) and (i-b) as
a resource monotone [7], (ii) Faithfulness [7], (iv) Strong
monotonicity [7], and (v) Additivity [7]. Furthermore,
it also satisfies (vi) Completeness for i.i.d. convertibility
between pure states [7]: when SymG(ψ) ⊂ SymG(ϕ),

R(|ψ⟩ → |ϕ⟩) = sup{r ≥ 0|Qψ ≥ rQϕ}. (44)

(If SymG(ψ) ̸⊂ SymG(ϕ), R(ψ → ϕ) = 0.)
While the quantum geometric tensor is a powerful

quantity, its established definition is limited to pure
states. For mixed states, we can employ the SLD-
quantum Fisher information matrix, which satisfies the
properties (i)-(v) of resource measure for an arbitrary
connected Lie group (and (i) and (iii)-(v) for non-
connected Lie group) [59]:

Iρi,j := 2
∑
k,l

(pk − pl)
2

pk + pl
⟨k|Xi |l⟩ ⟨l|Xj |k⟩ , (45)

where {pk, |k⟩} are the eigenvalues and eigenstates of ρ.
For pure states, the quantum Fisher information matrix
coincides with the real part of the quantum geometric
tensor.

Finite group: logarithmic fidelity-based charac-
teristic function: Given a finite group G and its (pro-
jective) unitary representation U , we define the logarith-
mic fidelity-based characteristic function (LFCF) as

LFG,g(ρ) := − logF (ρ, UgρU
†
g ), (46)

where F (ρ, σ) := Tr[
√√

σρ
√
σ] is the Uhlmann fidelity.

When ρ is pure, the LFCF coincides with the logarithmic
characteristic function (LCF) LG,g(ρ) := − log |Tr[Ugρ]|,
which is defined only for pure states in Ref. [6]. For any
g ∈ G, LFG,g(ρ) satisfies (i) the minimal requirements
(i-a) and (i-b) as a resource monotone, (iii) Convexity,
(iv) Strong monotonicity, and (v) Additivity. And the
set {LFG,g(ρ)}g∈G satisfies (ii) Faithfulness: ρ ∈ FG iff
LFG,g(ρ) = 0 for any g ∈ G, In these properties, (i),
(ii) and (v) for pure states are shown in Ref. [6] using
the techniques in Ref. [50], and (i)–(v) for any states are
shown in Appendix A of this paper.
Furthermore, the set {LFG,g(ρ)}g∈G satisfies (vi)

Completeness for i.i.d. convertibility between pure
states [6]: when SymG(ψ) ⊂ SymG(ϕ) holds,

Rex(|ψ⟩ → |ϕ⟩) = min
g∈G

LFG,g(ψ)

LFG,g(ϕ)
. (47)

If SymG(ψ) ̸⊂ SymG(ϕ), Rex(ψ → ϕ) = 0.
As an important remark, for finite groups, the usual

asymptotic conversion rate satisfies the following prop-
erty [6]:

R(|ψ⟩ → |ϕ⟩) =
{

0 (SymG(ψ) ̸⊂ SymG(ϕ))
∞ (Otherwise)

(48)
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III. RESOURCE-THEORETIC RESULTS FOR
WEAK SYMMETRY

Before turning to strong symmetry, it is useful to high-
light what one can learn by applying the resource theory
to weak symmetry. In this section, we briefly summa-
rize two simple but important results. Both rely on tak-
ing the basic axioms of a resource monotone seriously
(faithfulness, monotonicity under free operations, etc.),
and both illustrate how resource theory helps to discrim-
inate between “good” and “merely convenient” measures
of symmetry breaking.

A. Rényi-2 proxies are not resource monotones

Motivated by the simplicity of Rényi entropies, a “sec-
ond Rényi” analogue of the relative entropy of asymme-
try,

A
(2)
G (ρ) := S(2)

(
G(ρ)

)
−S(2)(ρ), S(2)(ρ) := − log Tr(ρ2),

(49)
or closely related quantities have been considered [8–12,
14–16, 18, 20, 25, 30, 60, 61]. Such quantities are easy
to compute and often behave qualitatively like AG in
explicit examples, so they have been widely used in the
context of symmetry breaking.

The quantity, A
(2)
G (ρ) = 0 if and only if ρ is weak-

symmetric, hence a nice proxy as an indicator of sym-
metry breaking. However, as a “quantifier”, it fails the
crucial test of monotonicity under free operations (sym-

metric operation). Hence, one should not use A
(2)
G (ρ)

solely to infer anything about “amount” of symmetry
breaking, e.g. to deduce quantum Mpemba effect.

Consider a single qubit with a Z2 symmetry gener-
ated by the Pauli operator X, so that the twirling map
is GX(ρ) = 1

2 (ρ + XρX). Then the Z-basis dephasing
channel

∆Z(ρ) =
∑
s=±1

PsρPs, P± = 1
2 (1± Z) (50)

is Z2-covariant (hence free), yet it can strictly increase
the Rényi-2 proxy. For example, for

ρ =
1

2

(
1+

1

2
X +

1

2
Z

)
, (51)

one finds

A
(2)
G

(
∆Z(ρ)

)
> A

(2)
G (ρ). (52)

We present the detailed calculation in Appendix B.

Thus, A
(2)
G can be strictly increased by free opera-

tions, and therefore fails to be a resource monotone, even
though it looks natural and is convenient in many-body

calculations. Accordingly, A
(2)
G should be regarded as a

model-dependent proxy whose behavior must be inter-
preted with care, rather than as a principled, universally

valid quantifier of weak symmetry breaking. For exam-

ple, from the results of A
(2)
G alone, one cannot determine

precisely whether the quantum Mpemba effect is occur-
ring. This simple but important application to physics
clearly illustrates the usefulness of the resource-theoretic
framework, since it is impossible to discuss monotonicity
rigorously without resource theory.

B. Relative entropy of asymmetry and the
thermodynamic limit

For weak symmetry with respect to a compact group
G, the standard resource-theoretic measure is the rela-
tive entropy of asymmetry AG. For many-body systems,
however, resource theory also makes the limitation of AG
transparent.
It is known that the quantity AG exhibits at most log-

arithmic growth in the system size L in two cases: i.i.d.
states ρ⊗L of any state ρ [2] and translationally invari-
ant matrix product states (MPS) with finite bond di-
mension [18]. Therefore, in at least these two cases, the
asymmetry density vanishes in the thermodynamic limit
L→ ∞,

AG
(
ρL
)

L
→ 0. (53)

In resource-theoretic language, AG is not additive and
not extensive, and consequently cannot be a com-
plete measure determining optimal asymptotic conver-
sion rates between many copies of resource states. Thus,
while AG is conceptually clean and operationally mean-
ingful at finite size, it does not define a nontrivial exten-
sive resource measure in the thermodynamic limit and
therefore is not an appropriate thermodynamic quantifier
of weak symmetry breaking. This conclusion naturally
emerges once one asks for additivity and completeness
within the resource theory, and it motivates the search
for alternative measures (such as the quantum Fisher in-
formation) when dealing with macroscopic systems [39].
These examples show the practical value of the re-

source theory. They do not only generate new candidates;
they also provide a systematic way to test and sometimes
rule out quantities that are introduced ad hoc. In the re-
mainder of the paper, we will adopt the same philosophy
for strong symmetry: we will first specify the appropriate
notion of free states and free operations, and then derive
a measure of strong symmetry breaking that satisfies the
basic resource-theoretic requirements by construction.

IV. RESOURCE THEORY OF ASYMMETRY
FOR STRONG SYMMETRY

Now, let us formulate the resource theory of asymme-
try for strong symmetry. Throughout this section, we re-
strict attention to finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces and
provide proofs under this assumption, as is common in
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many resource theories. We expect that the framework
and most of the results themselves do not rely on finite
dimensionality, and many of the quantities we introduce
remain well defined (and often computable) in physically
relevant infinite-dimensional settings. See section VI for
examples, where we compute asymmetry in the settings
involving CFT.

A. Free states and free operations

We first define the free states. A natural choice is
to take the following “strong symmetric states” as free
states.

Free states: Strong symmetric states: Let S be a
quantum system, and let G be a group with a (projective)
unitary representation U acting on S. A state ρ on S
is said to be strong symmetric with respect to U if it
satisfies

Ugρ = eiθg,ρρ, ∀g ∈ G, (54)

where θg,ρ is a real-valued function of g and ρ. We refer
to the whole set of strong symmetric states as FG,strong.
The intuition behind this class becomes clear when

we consider the case of U(1) symmetry. For example,
if U can be expressed as {eiQθ}, then a strong symmetric
state is simply an (not necessarily pure) eigenstate of Q.
This class of states is a natural extension of symmetric
states and is widely used in the field of condensed matter
physics. Hereafter, we refer to symmetric states for weak
symmetry as weak symmetric states.

An important remark on this class is that there are
many cases where no strong symmetric state exists. As
an example of such cases, let us consider the situation
where the system of interest is a qubit, G is SU(2),
and U is the natural irreducible unitary representation of

SU(2) acting on the qubit: Ug := e−i
θg
2 n⃗g·σ⃗, where θg is a

real parameter describing the rotation angle, n⃗g is a real
vector parameter defined as n⃗g := (nx(g), ny(g), nz(g))
describing the rotation axis, and σ⃗ := (σx, σy, σz) de-
notes the Pauli operators. Then, for any strong sym-
metric state ρ, the condition UgρU

†
g = ρ must hold for

all g ∈ G. Since the representation U is irreducible, it
follows that ρ = I/2. However, since U includes σx, we
have σxρ = σx/2 ̸∝ ρ. This leads to a contradiction, and
hence there is no strong symmetric state in this case. We
further note that for Abelian group, the strong symmet-
ric states always exist, only in the case of non-Abelian
symmetry, the subtlety as mentioned in this paragraph
may appear.

To compensate for the limitation, we introduce another
class of states as follows:

Additional class of states: Single-sector states:
Let S be a quantum system, and let G be a group with
a (projective) unitary representation U acting on S. We

assume that Ug∈G admits the following irreducible de-
composition:

Ug =
⊕
ν

U (ν)
g ⊗ Imν , (55)

where mν denotes the multiplicity of the irrep labeled by
ν. Correspondingly, the Hilbert space H can be decom-
posed as

H =
⊕
ν

Hν ⊗ Cmν . (56)

A state ρ on S is said to be single-sector with respect to
U if it is weak symmetric with respect to U and satisfies

∃ ν such that PνρPν = ρ, (57)

where Pν is the projection operator onto Hν ⊗Cmν . We
refer to the whole set of single-sector states as FG,single.
Clearly, any single-sector state ρ must take the fol-

lowing form (note that a single-sector state is also weak
symmetric):

ρ =
Iν
dν

⊗ ρmν , (58)

where Iν is the identity operator on Hν , dν := Tr Iν and
ρmν is a quantum state on Cmν .
When G = U(1), the single-sector states coincide with

the strong symmetric states. For a general group G, how-
ever, the single-sector states constitute a distinct class
from the strong symmetric states. They always include
all strong symmetric states and exist even in situations
where no strong symmetric state exists. The relation-
ship among weak symmetric, single-sector, and strong
symmetric states is illustrated in Figure 1.

Examples: Let us unpack the definitions above for the
purpose of illustration. We consider a single qubit sys-
tem. Using the Bloch-sphere representation, we have

ρ =
1

2
(1+ rxX + ryY + rzZ) , (59)

where r⃗ = (rx, ry, rz) lies on/inside the Bloch-sphere i.e.
|r⃗| ≤ 1. There is a natural action of SU(2) on the space
of these density matrices: it rotates the vector r⃗. We
further consider the U(1) subgroup, generated by Z.
The weak-symmetric states under U(1) are given by

the following family of density matrices, parametrized
by 0 ≤ p ≤ 1.

ρ[p] :=

(
p 0
0 1− p .

)
(60)

Among these, there exist only two strong symmetric
states under U(1), given by ρ[0] and ρ[1]. In terms of
Bloch-vectors, r⃗ = (0, 0, r) denotes the weak symmetric
ones (with 2p = 1+ r), and (0, 0,±1) denotes the strong
symmetric ones. As previously mentioned, strong sym-
metry is equivalent single-sector-ness for Abelian group.



10

Asymmetric
Weak symmetric

Single-sector

symmetric
Strong 

(= Symmetry breaking)

General quantum states

FIG. 1. Classifications of states. In the figure, asymmetric
states are indicated by the hatched region, whereas symmetric
states are shown as the three shaded regions. The set of sym-
metric states exhibits a three-level nested hierarchical struc-
ture, i.e. (strong symmetric)⊂(single-sector)⊂(weak symmet-
ric). The important features of this structure is the following
four: (a) There exist cases where (strong symmetric)⊊(single-
sector) and (single-sector)⊊(weak symmetric) hold. (b) When
G = U(1), (strong symmetric)=(single-sector) holds. (c)
When G is some non-Abelian group, sometimes there are no
strong symmetric states. (d) For any G, there is at least a
single-sector state.

Now let us turn our attention to SU(2), the only vec-
tor, invariant under SU(2) is the zero vector correspond-
ing to ρ = 1

21 = ρ[1/2]. This is the only weak-symmetric
state under SU(2). Note that ρ[p], in spite of being diago-
nal, is not weak-symmetric under SU(2) unless p = 1/2.
Moreover, ρ[1/2] is also a single sector state because it
obeys (58), with ν being the spin-1/2 irrep of SU(2) and
mν = 1. Furthermore, as mentioned before, there is no
strong symmetric state in this case.

To explore further, we consider a two-qubit system.
Again, SU(2) has a natural action. Now we have spin-
1 irrep and spin-0 irrep. In the basis adapted to spin-1
irrep and spin-0 irrep, the weak-symmetric density ma-
trices under SU(2) are given by the following family,
parametrized by 0 ≤ p ≤ 1/3:

ρ2-qubit[p] :=

p 0 0 0
0 p 0 0
0 0 p 0
0 0 0 1− 3p

 (61)

Once again, any diagonal density matrix may not be
weak-symmetric. It has to be of the form given
above. The only two single-sector states are ρ2-qubit[0]
and ρ2-qubit[1/3]. The only strong-symmetric state is
ρ2-qubit[0]. Note that for non-abelian group, the strong-
symmetric state exist only if there exists a single-sector
state, transforming under dimension 1 irrep of the rele-
vant group.

These examples illustrate the Venn-diagram, depicted
in the figure. 1 .

As we shall see later, both the strong symmetric states
and the single-sector states can serve as free states under
strong symmetry. Moreover, faithful resource measures
can be defined for each of them. We remark that, while
single-sector states constitute a broader class that in-
cludes the strong symmetric states in general, for abelian
groups, they are identical. In this paper, we treat the
strong symmetric states as the free states, while also dis-
cussing the results for the single-sector states.
Next, let us define the free operations:

Free operations: strong covariant operations: Let
G be a group, and let U and U ′ be unitary representations
of G acting on two Hilbert spaces H and H′, respectively.
A CPTP map Λ : B(H) → B(H′) is said to be (U,U ′)-
strong covariant if it satisfies

Λ(Ug...) = U ′
gΛ(...) ∀g ∈ G. (62)

We refer to the whole set of strong covariant operations
as OG,strong.
The following theorem ensures that the above defini-

tions of free states and free operations give rise to a well-
defined resource theory.

Theorem 2. Let G be a (compact) group, and let U ,
U ′ and U ′′ be unitary representations acting on Hilbert
spaces H, H′ and H′′, respectively. Then, the following
three are valid:
(i) The identity operation on B(H) is (U,U)-strong co-
variant.
(ii) If Λ : B(H) → B(H′) and Λ′ : B(H′) → B(H′′) are
(U,U ′)- and (U ′, U ′′)-strong covariant, respectively, Λ′◦Λ
is also (U,U ′′)-strong covariant.
(iii) If Λ : B(H) → B(H′) is a (U,U ′)-strong covariant
CPTP map, the following relations hold:

ρ ∈ FG,strong ⇒ Λ(ρ) ∈ FG,strong, (63)

ρ ∈ FG,single ⇒ Λ(ρ) ∈ FG,single. (64)

Namely, either the combination of
(FG,strong,OG,strong) or (FG,single,OG,strong) satisfies the
minimal requirements of the resource theory.

B. Physical realization and Kraus representation of
strong covariant operations

Intuitively, a strong covariant operation can be under-
stood as an operation realized by dynamics that do not
exchange any conserved quantity with the environment.
Indeed, the following theorem is valid:

Theorem 3. Let G be a (compact) group, and let U be a
unitary representation acting on a Hilbert space H. Let
Λ : B(H) → B(H) be a (U,U)-strong covariant CPTP
map. Then, there exists a auxiliary Hilbert space HE, a
unitary operator V on H⊗HE, and a state σE ∈ S(HE)
such that

(Ug ⊗ I(E))V = V (Ug ⊗ I(E)) ∀g ∈ G, (65)

Λ(ρ) = TrE
[
V (ρ⊗ σE)V

† ] . (66)
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System of Interest
Bath

❌

Energy

Particle

FIG. 2. Schematic diagram of physical realization of opera-
tions that are strong covariant with respect to particle number
and weak covariant with respect to energy. The system ex-
changes energy with an external heat bath, while no particles
are exchanged.

Conversely, when a CPTP map Λ : B(H) → B(H) can
be realized by (V, σE) satisfying (65) and (66), the map
is (U,U)-strong covariant.

By comparing this theorem with Theorem 1, one can
gain an intuitive understanding of the difference between
weak covariant and strong covariant operations. As an
illustrative example, consider a thermodynamic process
involving multiple conserved quantities. Suppose that
the system of interest has both particle number N and
energy E as conserved quantities, but that it exchanges
only energy E with a heat bath, while no exchange of
particle number occurs. Assume that the heat bath is
prepared in a Gibbs state with respect to its Hamiltonian
HB , which is a weak symmetric state.

In such a setting, Theorem 3 guarantees that the
CPTP map induced on the system S is strong covariant
with respect to the unitary representation eiNSθ gener-
ated by the particle-number operator NS . At the same
time, it is only weak covariant with respect to the uni-
tary representation eiHSt generated by the Hamiltonian,
reflecting the fact that energy is exchanged with the heat
bath (Figure 2).

Furthermore, the Kraus operators of a strong covari-
ant operation always commute with the unitary repre-
sentation Ug of the symmetry. This statement can be
established by the following theorem:

Theorem 4. Let G be a (compact) group, and let U
and U ′ be unitary representations acting on Hilbert spaces
H and H′, respectively. Let Λ : B(H) → B(H′) be a
(U,U ′)-strong covariant CPTP map. Then, any Kraus
representation {Km} of Λ satisfies

KmUg = U ′
gKm, ∀g ∈ G. (67)

Conversely, when a CPTP map Λ : B(H) → B(H′) has a
Kraus representation satisfying (67), it is (U,U ′)-strong
covariant.

This is consistent with the definition of strong symme-
try in cond-mat literature, see e.g. [46, 47, 62], in par-
ticular, sec. II.B of [47]. As a consequence of Theorem
4, it follows that if the time evolution generated by the
Gorini–Kossakowski–Sudarshan–Lindblad (GKSL) equa-
tion is strong covariant, then all jump operators neces-
sarily commute with the symmetry:

Theorem 5. Let S be a quantum system whose dynamics
obeys the following GKSL equation:

∂tρ = −i[H, ρ] +
∑
k

(
LkρL

†
k −

1

2
{L†

kLk, ρ}
)
. (68)

Let G and U be a group and its (projective) unitary rep-
resentation on H, the Hilbert space of S. We also assume
that the CPTP map Λt : B(H) → B(H) realized by the
master equation is (U,U)-strong covariant for any t, and
that [H,Ug] = 0. Then, any jump operators {Lk} of the
GKSL equation satisfy

[Lk, Ug] = 0, ∀g ∈ G. (69)

Although there may exist multiple sets of jump oper-
ators {Lk} that generate the same time evolution, (69)
holds for any such choice.

C. Relation between strong covariant and weak
covariant

We make several remarks on the relation between the
strong covariant operations and the weak covariant op-
erations. First, by definition, any strong covariant op-
eration is also weak covariant. Second, the converse is
not true. Two illustrative examples of weak covariant
operations which are not always strong covariant are as
follows:

The partial trace: The partial trace is not always a
strong covariant operation. As an example, con-
sider two qubits S and S′, and equip the composite
system with a U(1) symmetry represented by

Ut := e−i(HS+HS′ )t, (70)

where HS = |1⟩ ⟨1|S and HS′ = |1⟩ ⟨1|S′ . In this
setting, the state

|ψ⟩SS′ :=
1√
2
(|01⟩+ |10⟩) (71)

is a strong symmetric state. However, tracing out
S′ yields the reduced state

ρS =
1

2

(
|0⟩ ⟨0|+ |1⟩ ⟨1|

)
, (72)

which is not strong symmetric. Therefore, in this
example, taking the partial trace over S′ is not a
strong covariant operation.

We stress that, sometimes the partial trace is strong
covariant. Indeed, for two Hilbert spaces H and
HE , let us assume that U : G → U(H ⊗HE) and
U ′ : G→ U(H) satisfy

Ug = Vg ⊗ IE (73)

U ′
g = Vg, (74)
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where V : G → U(H) is a unitary representation
acting on H. Then, we can show that the partial
trace TrE is (U,U ′)-strong covariant as follows:

TrE [Ug(·)] = Vg
∑
j

⟨j|E (·) |j⟩E

= U ′
gTrE [·]. (75)

Therefore, the partial trace taken in Theorem 3 is
a free (=strong covariant) operation.

Appending a strong symmetric state: Appending
a strong symmetric state may also fail to be a
strong covariant operation, depending on the
situation. This can be seen by revisiting the
two-qubit example above with systems S and S′.
Define a map Λ : S → SS′ by

Λ(·) = (·)⊗ |1⟩ ⟨1|S′ . (76)

Then,

e−i(HS+HS′ )t Λ(|0⟩ ⟨0|) = e−i(HS+HS′ )t |0⟩ ⟨0|S ⊗ |1⟩ ⟨1|S′

= e−it Λ(|0⟩ ⟨0|)
̸= Λ

(
e−iHSt |0⟩ ⟨0|

)
, (77)

and hence Λ is not strong covariant.

We stress that, as the partial trace, sometimes the
map appending a strong symmetric state is strong
covariant. Indeed, for two Hilbert spaces H and
HE , let us assume that U : G → U(H) and U ′ :
G→ U(H⊗HE) satisfy

Ug = Vg (78)

U ′
g = Vg ⊗ IE , (79)

where V : G → U(H) is a unitary representation
acting onH. Now, let us define a CPTP map Λadd :
B(H) → B(H ⊗ HE) as Λadd(·) := · ⊗ σE , where
σE is an arbitrary state σE ∈ S(HE), which is a
strong symmetric state with respect to the trivial
representation on HE . Then, we can easily see that

Λadd(Ug·) = (Vg·)⊗ σE

= U ′
gΛadd(·). (80)

Therefore, the operation appending σE which is
taken in Theorem 3 is a free (=strong covariant)
operation.

These operations are usually regarded as free opera-
tions in standard resource theories, even though they
are not included in the minimal requirements for free
states and free operations. As a result, readers familiar
with resource-theoretic frameworks may find this some-
what unnatural. However, this behavior is a direct con-
sequence of the required property of strong covariant op-
erations: namely, that the channel does not exchange
any conserved quantity with the external environment.

This is precisely the property of “strong symmetric-
preserving” dynamics often emphasized in previous stud-
ies of strong symmetry.
Indeed, the two operations discussed above–the partial

trace and the appending of a strong symmetric state–
both create an opportunity either to leak conserved quan-
tities to an external system or to inject conserved quan-
tities from the outside into the system of interest. For
this reason, neither operation qualifies as strong covari-
ant under our definition.
The restriction that forbids any opportunity for leak-

age or injection of conserved quantities is very strong,
and it imposes several additional constraints on strong
covariant operations beyond those discussed above. For
example, when a Hilbert space H has a larger dimension
than another Hilbert space H′, a strong covariant oper-
ation from B(H) to B(H′) does not necessarily exist. An
illustrative example is in the case of U(1) symmetry, as
shown in the following lemma:

Lemma 1. Let H and H′ be Hilbert spaces whose di-
mensions are d and d′, respectively, and assume d > d′.
Let U : U(1) → U(H) and U ′ : U(1) → U(H′) be uni-
tary representations which are defined as Ut := e−iHt and
U ′
t := e−iH

′t, respectively. If H has strictly more distinct
eigenvalues than H ′, then there exists no (U,U ′)-strong
covariant operation Λ : B(H) → B(H′).

D. Resource measures

In this subsection, we introduce resource measures of
strong symmetry breaking, which is one of the main goals
of this paper. Unless otherwise stated, in this section
we treat the strong symmetric states as the free states.
When the single-sector states are taken as the free states,
it will be explicitly mentioned.
Since the symmetry depends on the choice of the (pro-

jective) unitary representation, all quantities introduced
in this section are functions of the representation. For
simplicity, we omit the explicit dependence on the uni-
tary representation whenever it is clear from the context,
and specify it only when necessary. In particular, we
write a measure M as M(ρ) when the representation is
omitted, and write it as M(ρ ∥U) when the representa-
tion is explicitly indicated, e.g. AG,strong(ρ∥U), L(ρ∥U),
etc.

1. Measures for general-group symmetry

In this subsection, we introduce two measures which
are applicable to a general group G.

Definition 1 (Entanglement asymmetry of strong sym-
metry breaking). Let G be a group, and let U be its (pro-
jective) unitary representation acting on a system S. We
assume that G has Haar measure

∫
G
dg = 1 and that U
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has the irreducible decomposition

Ug =
⊕
ν

U (ν)
g ⊗ Imν . (81)

Then, we define AG,strong(ρ) as

AG,strong(ρ) := H{pν(ρ)}+ S(G(ρ))− S(ρ),

= H{pν(ρ)}+AG(ρ) (82)

where

S(ρ) := −Tr[ρ log ρ], (83)

G(ρ) :=
∫
G

dgUgρU
†
g , (84)

pν(ρ) := Tr[PνG(ρ)] = Tr[Pνρ], (85)

H{pν} := −
∑
ν

pν log pν , (86)

and Pν is the projection to Hν⊗Cmν in the decomposition
of H under U :

H =
⊕
ν

Hν ⊗ Cmν . (87)

Examples: Let us consider the one qubit example, men-
tioned earlier:

ρ =
1

2
(1+ rxX + ryY + rzZ) .

For Z2 or U(1), generated by Z, we have

G(ρ) = 1

2
(1+ rzZ) ,

so that we have

p± = (1± rz)/2 ,

A
Z2/U(1)
G,strong(ρ) = log 2− 2f(rz) + f(|r⃗|) ,

(88)

with f(x) = 1+x
2 log(1 + x) + 1−x

2 log(1− x). Note that

0 ≤ x ≤ y ⇔ f(x)

x2
≤ f(y)

y2
, (89)

(the proof of the inequality can be found in the appendix,
in particular, see (B30),(B31),(B32)) from which it fol-
lows that

A
Z2/U(1)
G,strong(ρ) = log 2− 2f(rz) + f(|r⃗|)

≥ log 2− f(rz) + f(|r⃗|)
(
1− r2z

|r⃗|2

)
≥ 0 ,

(90)
The first inequality above is saturated if rx = ry = 0
and the second inequality is saturated if rz = 1 (and by
evenness if rz = −1). The Bloch vector r⃗ = (0, 0,±1)
precisely corresponds to strong symmetric states under
Z2 and U(1).

Hence, A
Z2/U(1)
G,strong(ρ) , in this example, is faithful i.e. it is

zero iff the state is strong-symmetric. This is indeed the
case when the group is Abelian. However, as noted in the
next example and the theorem, the resource monotone is
not faithful when the symmetry group is non-abelian.
For SU(2), let us consider the same density matrix

ρ, now the relevant irrep is spin-1/2 representation and
G(ρ) = 1

21, resulting in pν = 1, H{pν(ρ)} = 0 and

A
SU(2)
G,strong = f(|r⃗|) (91)

As mentioned previously, there is no strong-symmetric
state in this case, however, f(0) = 0, hence the resource
monotone is not faithful.

Theorem 6. The quantity AG,strong(ρ) satisfies the fol-
lowing features

(A): AG,strong(ρ) is a resource measure. Namely, (i-a)
it is non-negative and when ρ is strong symmetric,
it is zero, and (i-b) when a CPTP map Λ : B(H) →
B(H′) is (U,U ′)-strong covariant,

AG,strong(ρ∥U) ≥ AG,strong(Λ(ρ)∥U ′) (92)

(B): It is faithful when we employ FG,single as free states.
In other words, AG,strong(ρ) = 0 if and only if ρ is
a single-sector state.

(C): It is not necessarily faithful (=property (ii)) when
we employ FG,strong as free states. In other words,
there exists a resource state ρ (=state which is not
strong symmetric) satisfying AG,strong(ρ) = 0.

(D): When we employ collective representation, it is not
additive for product states. In other words, for two
systems A and B, there exists unitary representa-
tions UA and UB and states ρA and σB satisfying

AG,strong(ρA ⊗ σB∥UA ⊗ UB)

̸= AG,strong(ρA∥UA) +AG,strong(σB∥UB). (93)

(E): When S is a finite-dimension system and G is a
compact Lie group or a finite group, for any ρ on
S and any representation U of G acting on S,

lim
n→∞

AG,strong(ρ
⊗n∥U⊗n)

n
= 0. (94)

The second one is given by the logarithmic character-
istic function.

Definition 2 (Averaged logarithmic characteristic func-
tion). Let G be a group, and let U be its (projective)
unitary representation acting on a Hilbert space H. We
assume that G has Haar measure

∫
G
dg = 1 and that Ug

has the irreducible decomposition (81). Then, we define
L(ρ) as

L(ρ) :=

∫
G

dgLg,strong(ρ), (95)
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where

Lg,strong(ρ) := − log |Tr[Ugρ]|, (96)

and when G is finite,
∫
G
dg is replaced by 1

|G|
∑
g.

Examples: Let us go back to the one qubit example:
ρ = 1

2 (1+ rxX + ryY + rzZ). One can compute

LZ2(ρ) = −1

2
log |rz| ,

LU(1)(ρ) = − log
1 + |rz|

2
.

(97)

We can see that ρ is strong-symmetric state with respect
to Z2 or/and U(1) iff rz = ±1.

Now we consider the asymmetry due to SU(2). Earlier
we have pointed out that the r⃗ = 0 state is not strong

symmetric even if A
SU(2)
G,strong = 0 for this state. In con-

trast, now we have

LSU(2)

(
1

2
1

)
=

1

2
+ log 2 > 0 , (98)

indicating this is indeed not strong-symmetric. In the
next theorem, we are going to show that this resource
monotone is indeed faithful.

Theorem 7. The quantity L(ρ) satisfies the following
features

(A): L(ρ) is a resource measure. Namely, (i-a) it is non-
negative and when ρ is strong symmetric, it is zero,
and (i-b) when Λ is (U,U ′)-strong covariant, the
inequality L(ρ) ≥ L(Λ(ρ)) holds. More precisely,
L(ρ) = L(Λ(ρ)).

(B): It is faithful for FG,strong. In other words, L(ρ) = 0
if and only if ρ is strong symmetric.

(C): When we employ collective representation, it is ad-
ditive for product states. In other words, for two
systems A and B and (projective) unitary repre-
sentations UA and UB on them, any states ρA and
σB satisfy

L(ρA ⊗ σB∥UA ⊗ UB) = L(ρA∥UA) + L(σB∥UB).
(99)

Consequently,

lim
n→∞

L(ρ⊗n∥U⊗n)

n
= L(ρ) (100)

holds.

We remark that each Lρ(g) is also a resource measure
and additive, but it is not faithful.

2. Measures for compact-Lie-group symmetry

Next, we introduce a resource measure that works par-
ticularly well when the group G is a compact Lie group:

Definition 3 (Non-symmetrized and symmetrized co-
variance matrices). Let G be a compact Lie group, and
let dimG denote the dimension of G as a smooth mani-
fold. Then, elements in the neighborhood of the identity

e ∈ G can be parametrized as g(λ) = ei
∑dimG
j=1 λjAj with

a basis {Aj}dimG
j=1 of the Lie algebra g. Let U be a uni-

tary representation of G acting on a Hilbert space H. We
introduce Hermitian operators

Xj := −i
∂

∂λj
U(g(λ))

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

(101)

for j = 1, · · · , dimG, which corresponds to L(Aj), where
L is the Lie algebra representation defined as L(A) :=
−i d

dtU(eitA)
∣∣
t=0

. Then, we define two types of covari-
ance matrices associated with ρ.

1. Non-symmetrized covariance matrix. The
non-symmetrized covariance matrix V n−sym(ρ) is
defined by

(V n−sym)i,j := Tr[ρXiXj ]− ⟨Xi⟩ρ⟨Xj⟩ρ, (102)

where ⟨X⟩ρ := Tr[ρX].

2. Symmetrized covariance matrix. The sym-
metrized covariance matrix V sym(ρ) is defined by

(V sym(ρ))i,j :=
1

2
Tr[ρ {Xi, Xj}]− ⟨Xi⟩ρ⟨Xj⟩ρ, (103)

where {Xi, Xj} := XiXj +XjXi denotes the anti-
commutator.

We remark that when the symmetry is U(1), both co-
variance matrix becomes the variance.

Theorem 8. The covariance matrices V n−sym(ρ) and
V sym(ρ) satisfy the following features

(A): V n−sym(ρ) and V sym(ρ) are resource measures.
Namely, (i-a) they are positive-semidefinite ma-
trices, and when ρ is strong symmetric, they are
zero, and (i-b) when Λ is (U,U ′)-strong covari-
ant, the inequalities V n−sym(ρ) ≥ V n−sym(Λ(ρ))
and V sym(ρ) ≥ V sym(Λ(ρ)) hold. More pre-
cisely, V n−sym(ρ) = V n−sym(Λ(ρ)) and V sym(ρ) =
V sym(Λ(ρ)) are valid.

(B): When G is connected, they are faithful for FG,strong.
In other words,

V n−sym(ρ) = 0 ⇔ V sym(ρ) = 0

⇔ ρ ∈ FG,strong. (104)

Using (i-a) of V sym and V n−sym, we can equiva-
lently state∑

i

V n−sym(ρ)ii = 0 ⇔
∑
i

V sym(ρ)ii = 0 ⇔ ρ ∈ FG,strong.

(105)
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Group (i-a) for FG,strong (i-a) for FG,single (i-b) (ii) for FG,strong (ii) for FG,single (v)

AG,strong arbitrary ✓ ✓ ✓ × ✓ ×
L arbitrary ✓ × ✓ ✓ × ✓
V n−sym compact Lie ✓ × ✓ ✓ × ✓
V sym compact Lie ✓ × ✓ ✓ × ✓

TABLE I. Table of measures of strong symmetry breaking

(C): When we employ collective representation, they are
additive for product states. In other words, for two
systems A and B and unitary representations UA

and UB on them, any states ρA and σB satisfy

V n−sym(ρA ⊗ σB∥UA ⊗ UB)

= V n−sym(ρA∥UA) + V n−sym(σB∥UB), (106)

V sym(ρA ⊗ σB∥UA ⊗ UB)

= V sym(ρA∥UA) + V sym(σB∥UB) (107)

Consequently, limn→∞ V n−sym(ρ⊗n∥U⊗n)/n =
V n−sym(ρ) and limn→∞ V sym(ρ⊗n∥U⊗n)/n =
V sym(ρ) hold.

3. i.i.d. complete measures for U(1)-symmetry

Next, following the notions of entanglement distillation
and dilution, we consider the distillation and dilution of
strong symmetry breaking under U(1)-symmetry. As dis-
cussed in Section IIA, these problems can be understood
as instances of the i.i.d. convertibility problem.

We consider quantum systems with finite-dimensional
Hilbert spaces. On each system, which is a copy of system
S with Hilbert space H, we consider an identical unitary
representation U := {e−iHt} of U(1), and assume that
the smallest eigenvalue of H is equal to zero. Hereafter,
we define the period of a state ρ on S as

τ(ρ) := inf{t > 0 : e−iHtρeiHt = ρ}. (108)

Furthermore, we formulate

τstrong(ρ) := inf{t > 0 : ∃θ ∈ R, e−iHtρ = eiθρ}. (109)

To formulate the i.i.d. conversion, we consider n copies
of the system S as S(n), whose Hilbert space is H⊗n,
and consider the collective unitary representation U (n) :

{e−iH
(n)
tot t} acting on H⊗n, where

H
(n)
tot :=

n−1∑
j=0

I⊗j ⊗H ⊗ I⊗n−j−1. (110)

In other words, U (n) = U⊗n.
Under the setup described above, we define the optimal

conversion rate for i.i.d. states. To begin with, there is
one important caveat. As shown in Lemma 1, a strong
covariant operation from S(N) to S(⌊rN⌋) does not exist

when N > ⌊rN⌋. Thus, if we consider the optimal rate
for conversions by free operations

ΦN : S(H⊗N ) −→ S(H⊗⌊rN⌋), N ∈ N, (111)

satisfying

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥ΦN(ρ⊗N)− σ⊗⌊rN⌋
∥∥∥
1
= 0, (112)

the optimal rate is subject to a non-essential restriction:
it can never be smaller than 1.
To avoid this artificial limitation, we define the optimal

conversion rate R(ρ → σ) by allowing an additional ref-
erence system in which we can store a free state after the
state conversion. To be concrete, we define the optimal
rate R(ρ→ σ) as the supremum of the following achiev-
able rate r: the rate r is achievable when there are se-
quence of additional Hilbert spaces {HAN }n∈N, sequence
of unitary representations {UAN := {e−iHAN t}t}n∈N of
U(1) acting on the Hilbert spaces, and the sequence of
(U (N), U (⌊rN⌋)⊗UAN )-strong covariant operations {ΦN}
such as

ΦN : B(H⊗N ⊗HAN ) → B(H⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗HAN ), N ∈ N
(113)

and

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥ΦN(ρ⊗N)− σ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN

∥∥∥
1
= 0, (114)

where ηAN is a strong symmetric state in S(HAN ).
The above definition allows us to consider, instead of a

direct conversion from ρ⊗N to σ⊗⌊rN⌋, a conversion to the
tensor product σ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN with some free state ηAN .
In other standard resource theories, where appending free
states and performing partial traces are regarded as free
operations, this modification does not change the value
of R(ρ → σ). Therefore, our definition of the optimal
conversion rate is consistent with the conventional one.
As we see in the following theorems, when both ρ and

σ are pure, or when both ρ and σ are weak symmetric
states, the optimal ratio R(ρ → σ) is determined by a
single resource measure: the variance ofH. Therefore, we
can say the variance of H is the i.i.d. complete resource
measure for these state conversions. The theorem for the
pure states is as follows:

Theorem 9. Let S be a finite dimensional system with
Hilbert space H, and let {e−iHt} be a unitary representa-
tion of U(1) acting on H, where the smallest eigenvalue
of H is equal to zero. For any pure states ψ and ϕ on S
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satisfying τ(ψ) = τ(ϕ), ψ ̸∈ FG,strong and ϕ ̸∈ FG,strong,
the optimal conversion rate R(ψ → ϕ) satisfies

R(ψ → ϕ) =
VH(ψ)

VH(ϕ)
, (115)

where VH(ρ) := Tr[ρH2]− Tr[ρH]2.

When ρ and σ are weak symmetric (not necessarily
pure), the optimal ratio R(ρ → σ) is determined by the
variance and the expectation value of H.

Theorem 10. Let S be a finite dimensional system with
Hilbert space H, and let {e−iHt} be a unitary represen-
tation of U(1) acting on H, where the smallest eigen-
value of H is equal to zero. For any weak symmetric
states ρ and σ on S satisfying τstrong(ρ) = τstrong(σ),
ρ ̸∈ FG,strong and σ ̸∈ FG,strong, the optimal conversion
rate R(ρ→ σ) satisfies

R(ρ→ σ) =
VH(ρ)

VH(σ)
. (116)

Theorem 9 shows that, at least for U(1) symmetry, the
variance plays the same role for strong symmetry break-
ing as the entanglement entropy does in entanglement
theory: for pure states, the optimal i.i.d. conversion rate
is completely determined by the ratio of variances. More-
over, Theorem 10 shows that, even for mixed states, if
both ρ and σ are weak symmetric, again the conversion
rate is completely determined by the variance. These
theorems imply that, in the distillation or dilution of
strong symmetry breaking in pure states or weak sym-
metric states, only the second moment of the conserved
quantity is relevant. This fact is particularly intriguing
in light of the observation that strong covariant opera-
tions cannot alter the probability distribution over the
eigenvalues of the corresponding conserved quantity at
all.

E. Conversion from weak symmetry breaking to
strong symmetry breaking

Reviewing the results obtained so far, we find that both
the variance and the Fisher information serve as good
measures of strong and weak symmetry breaking, respec-
tively. Both quantities provide i.i.d. complete measures
for a rather broad class of states, including, at least, all
pure states. These two quantities admit a clear physi-
cal interpretation: they quantify, respectively, the total
amount of fluctuations of the conserved quantity and the
portion of fluctuations that originates purely from quan-
tum superposition.

To make this distinction explicit, let us introduce a
property of the SLD skew informatation (=a quarter of
QFI) [63]:

ĨH(ρ) = min
{qj ,|ϕj⟩}

∑
j

qjVϕj (H), (117)

where {qj |ϕj⟩} runs over all possible decomposition σ =∑
j qjϕj including non-orthogonal ones. The relation

(117) implies that the skew information quantifies the
“quantum part” of the variance, i.e., the fluctuation of H
by quantum superposition. Furthermore, together with
the concavity of the variance, the relation (117) immedi-
ately implies that the skew information is always upper
bounded by the variance. Indeed, the variance can be
decomposed as [64, 65]

VH(ρ) = ĨH(ρ) + CH(ρ). (118)

where the term C may be regarded as the contribution
arising from classical fluctuations. This term can be de-
fined as a variance with respect to the right logarithmic
derivative (RLD) metric,

CH(ρ) :=
∑
k,l

pkfRLD(pl/pk) |⟨k|Hρ |l⟩|2 , (119)

where {pk} and {|k⟩} are eigenvalues and eigenvectors
of ρ, fRLD(x) := 2x/(x + 1) and Hρ := H − ITr[Hρ],
whereas the usual variance corresponds to the variance
defined with respect to the SLD metric:

VH(ρ) =
∑
k,l

pkfSLD(pl/pk) |⟨k|Hρ |l⟩|2 , (120)

where fSLD(x) := (1 + x)/2.
Using this decomposition, we can quantitatively evalu-

ate how weak symmetry breaking is converted into strong
symmetry breaking over time in open-system dynamics
that do not exchange conserved quantities with the envi-
ronment. First, the variance is invariant under strong co-
variant operations (Theorem 8). By contrast, the quan-
tum Fisher information monotonically decreases under
strong covariant operations. In other words, under strong
covariant time evolution, the overall amount of symme-
try breaking is conserved, while it is irreversibly trans-
formed from weak symmetry breaking into strong sym-
metry breaking.
Note that, by Theorem 3, any time evolution that does

not exchange the conserved quantity H with the envi-
ronment is always described by a strong covariant oper-
ation. Our framework, therefore, provides a quantitative
characterization of the transition from weak symmetry
breaking to strong symmetry breaking under such dy-
namics. In particular, the question of “how much of the
strong symmetry breaking is purely strong, i.e. not weak
symmetry breaking” can be quantified by the following
quantity:

RH(ρ) :=
CH(ρ)

VH(ρ)
. (121)

A similar behavior can be observed for symmetries de-
scribed by an arbitrary compact Lie group. The SLD
quantum Fisher information matrix (SLD-QFIM) serves
as a measure of weak symmetry breaking [59]. On the
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other hand, the symmetrized covariance matrix serves
as a measure of strong symmetry breaking. These two
quantities are related by a decomposition analogous to
(118), namely,

V sym(ρ) = Ĩρ + Cρ (122)

Here, Ĩρ := Iρ/4, and the matrix C is the covariance
matrix associated with the RLD metric, whose elements
Cρij are defined as

Cρij =
∑
k,l

pkfRLD(pl/pk) ⟨k|Xi,ρ |l⟩ ⟨l|Xj,ρ |k⟩ , (123)

where Xi,ρ := Xi − ITr[ρXi].
As before, the symmetrized covariance matrix is con-

served under strong covariant operations, whereas the
SLD-QFIM decreases monotonically under such opera-
tions. Therefore, when symmetry is described by a com-
pact Lie group, strong covariant time evolution preserves
the total amount of symmetry breaking while irreversibly
converting weak symmetry breaking into strong symme-
try breaking.

V. GENERALIZATION TO NON-INVERTIBLE
SYMMETRIES

So far, our discussion has focused on ordinary symme-
tries described by a group G. Recently, it has been pro-
posed that the same strategy extends to generalized sym-
metries [66, 67]. Their key observation is that, instead
of a group, one can work with a finite-dimensional C∗-
algebra A of symmetry operators acting on the Hilbert
space H. Typical examples are the fusion algebra, tube
algebra, or strip algebra associated with a fusion category
describing the generalized symmetry.

Given such an algebra A, one chooses a basis {Xa} and
defines the symmetric bilinear form

Kab := Tr
(
XaXb

)
. (124)

Let K̃ denote the inverse matrix of K, and define the
symmetrizer SA : B(H) → B(H),

SA(ρ) :=
∑
a,b

K̃abXaρXb, (125)

which has the following properties:

• SA is a projector: S2
A = SA.

• SA(ρ) commutes with all elements of A, i.e. it is
A-symmetric.

• SA(ρ) = ρ if and only if ρ is A-symmetric.

• SA is a CPTP map.

In particular, when A is the group algebra of a finite
group G, A = C[G], the symmetrizer (125) reduces to
the familiar G-twirling channel (29). This construction
thus provides the natural generalization of G-twirling to
generalized symmetries.
Using SA, one defines the relative entropy of asymme-

try for generalized symmetries as

AA(ρ) := S
(
ρ ∥SA(ρ)

)
= S

(
SA(ρ)

)
− S(ρ), (126)

in complete analogy with the group case.
The construction of strong entanglement asymmetry

extends to this setting with minimal changes. Since A
is finite-dimensional and semisimple, the A-symmetric
state SA(ρ) can be decomposed into orthogonal “charge
sectors”. Concretely, there exists a family of mutually
orthogonal projectors {Pr} on H such that∑

r

Pr = 1, SA(ρ) =
∑
r

PrSA(ρ)Pr. (127)

The labels r correspond to the simple sectors (irreducible
A-modules) of the generalized symmetry. We can then
define the sector probabilities and conditional states as

pr := Tr
(
PrSA(ρ)

)
, ρ(A)

sym,r :=
PrSA(ρ)Pr

pr
. (128)

States with support entirely in a single sector r behave as
“strong symmetric” states for the generalized symmetry,
in direct analogy with the group case.
Motivated by our definition for ordinary groups, we

introduce the strong entanglement asymmetry for a gen-
eralized symmetry algebra A by

S(A)
s-asym(ρ) := −

∑
r

pr log pr +AA(ρ). (129)

The first term quantifies how much the state spreads over
different strong symmetry sectors of A, while AA(ρ) en-
codes the weak symmetry breaking measured by the rela-
tive entropy of asymmetry. When A = C[G] is the group
algebra of an ordinary symmetry group, the symmetrizer
SA reduces to the G-twirling channel and the projectors
{Pr} reduce to the usual projectors onto irreducible G-

representations, so that S
(A)
s-asym reproduces our strong

entanglement asymmetry Ss-asym defined in the previous
section.
At present, the resource-theoretic understanding of

non-invertible asymmetry is still incomplete, even in the
case of weak symmetries. We plan to present a rigor-
ous formulation of non-invertible asymmetry within the
framework of resource theory in a forthcoming paper.
We can also extend the averaged logarithmic charac-

teristic function (E16) to the generalized symmetries. A
natural extension is

L(A)(ρ) :=
1

|A|
∑
a

(
− log |Tr[Xaρ]|

)
. (130)
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In the same spirit as (129), the definition (130) provides a
natural generalization of the averaged logarithmic char-
acteristic function. In practice, this quantity is tractable
both from a theoretical and a computational viewpoint.
Hence, regardless of whether one considers the weak or
strong symmetry, it is an interesting direction to study
symmetry breaking of generalized symmetries using the
proposed quantity. A systematic resource-theoretic jus-
tification of this quantity will be presented elsewhere.

VI. EXAMPLES

We have already seen a few illustrative examples fol-
lowing the definitions of various asymmetry monotones
e.g. in sec. IV. In this section, we include more exam-
ples, illustrating the computation of strong asymmetry
measure AG,strong and other asymmetry monotones in a
few analytically tractable setups. Finally, we discuss the
strong-to-weak spontaneous symmetry breaking and how
to capture that using these resource monotones.

A. Vacuum reduced density matrix in CFT

Consider the vacuum state of a CFT reduced to a sub-
system A,

ρA = TrĀ |0⟩ ⟨0| , (131)

where Ā is the complement of A. The vacuum is weak
symmetric, so AG,strong(ρA) reduces to the Shannon en-
tropy of the strong-charge distribution {pα}.

Following the same strategy as in the computation of
symmetry-resolved entanglement entropy [68], the prob-
ability of finding the subsystem in the irreducible repre-
sentation α of G is

pα =
d2α
|G|

, (132)

where dα is the quantum dimension of α. Hence

AG,strong(ρA) = −
∑
α

d2α
|G|

log
d2α
|G|

. (133)

In particular, for G = Zn one obtains

AG,strong(ρA) = log n. (134)

Thus, while the vacuum respects weak symmetry, it max-
imally breaks strong symmetry in the sense of our re-
source measure.

B. Global quantum quench

As a dynamical example, consider a global quench in
a (1 + 1)-dimensional CFT [69]. The initial state is pre-
pared from a conformal boundary state |B⟩ [70] as

|φ0⟩ := e−
β
4H |B⟩ , (135)

and then evolved with a G-symmetric Hamiltonian H,

ρA(t) = TrĀ
[
e−iHt |φ0⟩ ⟨φ0| eiHt

]
, (136)

where A is an interval of length l. We take the regu-
larization parameter β to be small. The entanglement
asymmetry for weak symmetry in this setup was com-
puted in [13].
For a symmetry-breaking conformal boundary, one

finds

AG,strong
(
ρA(t)

)
=

{
2 log |G| , 0 < t < l

2 ,

log |G| , t > l
2 ,

(137)

while for a symmetry-preserving boundary, one obtains

AG,strong
(
ρA(t)

)
= 0. (138)

In the former case, the system starts from a state that
maximally breaks both strong and weak symmetries and,
upon local equilibration, relaxes to a state in which only
weak symmetry is restored. In the latter case, strong
symmetry is preserved throughout the time evolution.

C. Thermal density matrix and strong asymmetry
for rotation

In this subsection we consider thermal state of a (d−
1)+1-dimensional CFT on a spatial manifold Sd−1. The
thermal density matrix

ρth(β) :=

∑
e−βE |E⟩⟨E|∑

e−βE
(139)

is naturally weak symmetric under rotational subgroup
of the conformal group. On the hand, strong rotational
symmetry is broken, since ρth contains states transform-
ing under various irreps of the rotation group. In what
follows, we will quantify the amount of strong symmetry
breaking.

Strong entaglement-asymmetry: To be concrete, we
will consider a Z2 subgroup of the rotation group SO(d−
1). Now the Hilbert space of states can be grouped into
even spins and odd spins under Z2. In order to compute
the asymmetry, let us first define some quantities, which
will be useful later. We first define partition function
Z(β) as

Z(β) :=
∑
E

e−βE , (140)

and we further define two refined partition functions, Z+

and Z−, out of states with even spin and odd spin re-
spectively:

Z+(β) :=
∑

even spin

e−βE , Z−(β) :=
∑

odd spin

e−βE .

(141)
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Clearly, we have Z(β) = Z+(β) + Z−(β), and

ρth(β) =
Z+(β)

Z(β)
ρth,+(β) +

Z−(β)

Z(β)
ρth,−(β) , (142)

where we have

ρth,+(β) :=

∑
even spin e

−βE |E⟩⟨E|
Z+(β)

,

ρth,−(β) :=

∑
odd spin e

−βE |E⟩⟨E|
Z−(β)

.

(143)

The entanglement asymmetry of strong symmetry cor-
responding to this Z2 is given by

AG,strong = −Z+(β)

Z(β)
log

Z+(β)

Z(β)
− Z−(β)

Z(β)
log

Z−(β)

Z(β)
,

(144)
where we have used that for weak asymmetry, Sasym = 0
for ρth. Now we can use thermal effective field theory
[71] (originally initiated in [72–74], recently reincarnated
in [75], see also [76–80]; see [81] for the application of
thermal EFT to entanglement entropy) to derive

Z+(β)− Z−(β)

Z+(β) + Z−(β)
=

Tr e−βH(−1)J

Tr e−βH

∼
β→0

exp

[
− f

βd−1

(
1− 1

2d

)]
,

(145)

Here f is the leading Wilson coefficient appearing in the
high temperature expansion of thermal partition function
i.e.

f := lim
β→0

βd−1 logZ(β) ⩾ 0 .

Physically, f quantifies the energy density in a thermal
state. It follows from eq.(145) that the strong asymmetry
in given by

AG,strong ∼
β→0

log 2− 1

2
exp

[
−
2
(
1− 2−d

)
f

βd−1

]
,

(146)
We end this subsection with four remarks:

1. In 1 + 1 dimensions, f is related to the central
charge and given by f = πcL

6 where L is the length
of spatial circle and c is the central charge of the
CFT.

2. The eq. (146) can easily be generalized to the Zp
(with p being prime) subgroup of the rotational
group following [71]:

AG,strong ∼
β→0

log p− p− 1

2
exp

[
−
2
(
1− p−d

)
f

βd−1

]
.

(147)
It is possible to derive a formula for the strong
asymmetry, given an arbitrary subgroup Zm, where
m is not necessarily restricted to being a prime.

3. In the β → 0 limit, the eq. (146) and (147) saturate
the bound appropriate for weak symmetric density
matrices.

4. Since the system has conformal symmetry, here
the relevant dimensional quantity is β/R, where
R is the size of the system i.e. radius of Sd−1.
Hence, both the thermodynamic limit and the high-
temperature limit correspond to β/R → 0. For
notational simplicity, we have set R such that the
volume of Sd−1 is 1, and R does not appear explic-
itly in the above equations.

The physical upshot is that as we take the high tem-
perature/thermodynamic limit, the Boltzmann weight
approaches 1, all states become equally likely in ther-
mal ensemble. Hence, one expects that ρth approaches
I, leading to breaking of strong symmetry. While this
is indeed true for a finite dimensional quantum system,
for a quantum field theory with infinite degrees of free-
dom, the state I cannot be properly normalized. Albeit,
the strong-asymmetry is still a meaningful quantity and
can be computed reliably, confirming the intuition that
strong symmetry is indeed broken in this limit.

Averaged logarithmic characteristic function:
Given ρth, we can easily compute L(ρth) for the afore-
mentioned Z2 symmetry using (145):

L(ρth)(β) = −1

2
log

|Z+(β)− Z−(β)|
Z(β)

∼
β→0

f

βd−1

(
2d − 1

2d+1

)
.

(148)

For Zp (with p being prime), the above formula is gen-
eralized to

L(ρth)(β) ∼
β→0

(p− 1)
f

βd−1

(
pd − 1

pd+1

)
. (149)

Once again, in the high temperature limit, the strong
symmetry is broken, as evident from (148) and (149).
Note that in the β → 0 limit, the averaged logarithmic
characteristic function diverges, reflecting the fact that
we are dealing with a quantum field theory with infinite
degrees of freedom.

Variance & strong asymmetry w.r.t U(1): Vari-
ance is a resource measure appropriate for compact Lie
group G. Here we consider a CFT with the simplest Lie
group G = U(1), generated by one of the generators of
rotational subgroup. Using thermal EFT [75](originally
initiated in [72–74], recently reincarnated in [75], see also
[76–80]), we can compute

Tr ρth e
−βωJ ∼

β→0
exp

[
f

βd−1

ω2

(1− ω2)

]
(150)

The variance is given by

⟨J2⟩ − (⟨J⟩)2 ∼
β→0

2fβ−(d+1) . (151)
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We see that the variance blows up as we take the high
temperature/thermodynamic limit. While non-zero vari-
ance implies breaking of strong symmetry, the divergent
behavior is an imprint of the presence of infinite degrees
of freedom in QFT.

D. Thermal density matrix and strong asymmetry
for global symmetry

In this subsection, we consider a CFT with a global
U(1) symmetry. We will show that thermal density ma-
trix breaks the strong U(1) symmetry as the temperature
becomes large.

We use thermal EFT [71, 79] a.k.a hydrodynamics [72–
74, 76–78, 80] to show that (in particular, see Eq.1.7 of
[79])

Z(β, g = eiϕ) ∼ exp

(
fβ−d+1 − b

4
ϕ2β−d+1

)
, (152)

where f quantifies the energy density in a thermal state
and b ≥ 0 quantifies the tension of the domain wall, that
generates the g-twisted sector. They should be thought
of as Wilson coefficients of the effective field theory.

The variance is given by

⟨Q2⟩ − (⟨Q⟩)2 ∼
β→0

b

2
β−d+1 . (153)

Once again, we see that the variance blows up as we
take the high temperature/thermodynamic limit. The
situation is exactly similar to that of spin. In the case
U(1), generated by spin, b-coefficient is in fact related to
f . In contrast, for the global symmetry, b is a genuinely
new quantity. This is expected because, unlike the global
U(1) symmetry, the U(1) related to spin is part of space-
time symmetry which includes Hamiltonian.

E. Strong-to-weak SSB in a Z2 spin chain

Spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB) is among the
most fundamental phenomena in many-body physics.
Applications of entanglement asymmetry to SSB have
been worked out in [17] (see also [66, 67] for extensions
to generalized symmetries). They discuss the extent
to which the “vacuum” satisfying cluster decomposition
spontaneously breaks a given symmetry. In other words,
instead of the “cat state” |0 · · · 0⟩ + |1 · · · 1⟩, they study
the physically realized vacua |0 · · · 0⟩ or |1 · · · 1⟩, which
are selected by an SSB, by means of the entanglement
asymmetry. We note that the cat state itself is symmet-
ric, and therefore its entanglement asymmetry vanishes.

The same line of reasoning extends naturally to
mixed states. A phenomenon particular to mixed states
is strong-to-weak spontaneous symmetry breaking (SW-
SSB) [46]. As a concrete example, let us consider a

one-dimensional spin chain with a global Z2 symmetry
generated by the spin-flip operator

X :=
∏
i

Xi, (154)

where Xi is the Pauli operator acting at site i. A simple
mixed state exhibiting SW-SSB is

ρ0 ∝ I+X. (155)

This state is strong symmetric, therefore,

AG,strong(ρ0) = 0. (156)

However, this state is unstable against arbitrarily small
local perturbations that break strong symmetry in close
analogy with standard SSB [46].
Since an SW-SSB state is strong symmetric, the strong

entanglement asymmetry vanishes for it, just as the en-
tanglement asymmetry is zero for an SSB state (e.g.,
a cat state). Therefore, following [17], let us consider
the strong entanglement asymmetry of the post-collapse
state. Performing a Z-measurement at a single site i
drives the state to the maximally mixed state through
the SW-SSB,

ρ0 → ρmix ∝ I . (157)

In the decomposition into strong-charge sectors, the post-
measurement state has equal weights in the two strong
symmetric states,

ρmix ∝ ρ+ + ρ−, (158)

where Xρ± = ±ρ±. By our definition, the strong entan-
glement asymmetry reduces in this case to the Shannon
entropy of the strong-charge distribution, and hence

AG,strong(ρmix) = −
∑
α=±

1
2 log

1
2 = log 2 . (159)

The above result holds quite generally. For any mixed
state obtained after SW-SSB, the measure of SW-SSB
is determined entirely by the statistical uncertainty over
the strong-charge sectors. In other words, the strong en-
tanglement asymmetry is given by the Shannon entropy
of the corresponding sector probabilities,

AG,strong(ρ) = −
∑
α

pα log pα , pα = Tr(Pα ρ) ,

(160)
where {Pα} are the projectors onto the distinct strong
symmetry sectors.

VII. CROSS-OVER: STRONG-MPEMBA

The quantum Mpemba effect refers to the following
scenario: A system with more broken symmetry evolves
more quickly towards a state where the symmetry gets



21

restored. The Quantum Mpemba effect is nicely cap-
tured by the weak entanglement asymmetry, which, as a
function of time shows a cross-over, followed by eventual
settling down at zero.

A natural question is whether such a phenomenon ex-
ists for strong-symmetry as well. However, this endeavor
has an immediate conceptual obstruction. While restora-
tion of weak symmetry is linked with system reaching the
equilibrium, strong symmetry is not naturally connected
to such a process. In fact, strong symmetry prohibits the
exchange of charge between the system and the environ-
ment. Hence, the natural intuition would be that with
generic interaction, strong symmetry gets broken rather
than restored.

Given the fact that we should not expect that strong
entanglement asymmetry asymptotes to 0 as the system
relaxes due to generic interaction, the question remains
regarding how to define Mpemba like effect for strong
symmetry.

A natural way to define strong Mpemba effect is to
look for cross-over in the evolution of AG,strong(t), as
the system under consideration evolves towards the equi-
librium configuration i.e. towards AG = 0. If such a
cross-over happens, we will say “Strong-Mpemba” has
happened. We note that Strong-Mpemba may happen
even if the usual Quantum Mpemba is absent. In what
follows, we will show a simple example of Strong Mpemba
phenomenon without the presence of usual Quantum
Mpemba effect.

We consider a single qubit system, evolving under de-
phasing channel

ρ̇ = −k
4
[Z, [Z, ρ(r⃗(t))]] (161)

Here Z is the Pauli Z matrix, generating the Z2/ U(1)
symmetry.

The density matrix ρ is parameterized by a Bloch vec-
tor r⃗, which moves inside the Bloch sphere as a function
of time i.e. we have

ρ(r⃗(t)) =
1

2
(1+ rx(t)X + ry(t)Y + rzZ) . (162)

Solving the governing eq. (161),we find that the Bloch
vector at time t is given by

rx(t)

rx(0)
=
ry(t)

ry(0)
= e−kt , rz(t) = rz(0) . (163)

In the infinite time limit, the off-diagonal pieces die off:

ρ(r⃗(∞)) =

(
1+rz
2 0
0 1−rz

2

)
. (164)

One can easily compute entanglement asymmetry and
strong entanglement asymmetry as a function of time:

AG(t) = f(|r⃗(t)|)− f(rz) ,

AG,strong(t) = log 2− 2f(rz) + f(|r⃗(t)|) ,
(165)

FIG. 3. Dashed blue line denotes the evolution of strong
asymmetry for ρ1 and the thick black line denotes the evolu-
tion of strong asymmetry for ρ2. There is a cross-over under
evolution by (161) (here k = 1). See eqs. (167), (165) and
(166).

where f : [−1, 1] → R≥0 is given by

f(x) =
1 + x

2
log(1 + x) +

1− x

2
log(1− x) . (166)

Now we choose two density matrices ρ1(0) and ρ2(0),
parametrized by the Bloch-vectors at time t = 0:

r⃗1(0) = (1/
√
2, 0, 1/

√
2) , r⃗2(0) = (1/2, 0, 1/2) . (167)

We let them evolve under (161) and observe that even-
tually cross-over in AG,strong(t) does happen (see fig. 3)
i.e. we have

0.832 ≈ AG,strong(ρ1(0)) > AG,strong(ρ2(0)) ≈ 0.708

0.416 ≈ AG,strong(ρ1(∞)) < AG,strong(ρ2(∞)) ≈ 0.562 ,
(168)

which shows the ordering of AG,strong for these density
matrices gets flipped eventually. Note that the weak
asymmetry AG(t) asymptotes to 0 for both density ma-
trices without any Mpemba-like effect for weak symmetry
in this example, see fig. 4.
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FIG. 4. Dashed blue line denotes the evolution of weak asym-
metry for ρ1 and the thick black line denotes the evolution of
weak asymmetry for ρ2. The evolution happens according to
(161) (here k = 1). Both asymptotes to 0 without having any
cross-over. See eqs. (167), (165) and (166).
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Appendix A: Properties of the logarithmic
fidelity-based characteristic functions for weak

symmetry

Here we show that the logarithmic fidelity-based char-
acteristic functions

LFG,g(ρ) := − logF (ρ, UgρU
†
g ) (A1)

satisfy the properties (i)–(v) as the resource monotones.
More precisely, for any g ∈ G, LFG,g(ρ) satisfies (i) the
minimal requirements (i-a) and (i-b) as a resource mono-
tone, (iii) Convexity, (iv) Strong monotonicity, and (v)
Additivity. And the set {LFG,g(ρ)}g∈G satisfies (ii) Faith-
fulness: ρ ∈ FG iff LFG,g(ρ) = 0 for any g ∈ G.

Proof. (i-a): By definition, each LFG,g(ρ) is non-
negative. And when ρ ∈ FG, UgρU†

g = ρ holds, and
thus LFG,g(ρ) = 0.

(i-b): For any (U,U ′)-covariant operation Λ, the fol-
lowing relation holds

F (ρ, UgρU
†
g )

(a)

≤ F (Λ(ρ),Λ(UgρU
†
g ))

≤ F (Λ(ρ), U ′
gΛ(ρ)U

′†
g ), (A2)

which implies the monotonicity of LFG,g(ρ). Here, we
used the monotonicity of fidelity in (a).

(ii): Since F (ρ, σ) = 1 iff ρ = σ, if LFG,g(ρ) = 0 for
any g ∈ G, ρ is symmetric. The converse is guaranteed
by (i-a).

(iii): Due to F (
∑
j pjρj ,

∑
j pjσj) ≥

∑
j pjF (ρj , σj),

we obtain

F (
∑
j

pjρj , Ug
∑
j

pjρjU
†
g ) ≥

∑
j

pjF (ρj , UgρjU
†
g ).

(A3)

Therefore, due to the convexity of the function − log,
we obtain the convexity of LFG,g(ρ). which implies the
convexity of

(iv): When a set of CP maps {Ψk} is a (U,U ′)-
covariant measurement, the CPTP map Ψ(·) :=∑
k Ψk(·) is a (U,U ′)-covariant operation. Hence,

LFG,g(ρ)geLFG,g(Ψ(ρ)) is valid. Since LFG,g satis-
fies convexity and since Ψ(ρ) =

∑
k pkρk where pk :=

Tr[Ψk(ρ)] and ρk := Ψk(ρ)/pk, the strong monotonicity
is valid for each LFG,g.

(v): Due to F (ρ ⊗ σ, ρ′ ⊗ σ′) = F (ρ, ρ′)F (σ, σ′),we
obtain the additivity of LFG,g(ρ) for product states.

□

Appendix B: Rényi-2 proxies are not resource
monotones

In this appendix, we give an explicit counterexample
showing that the second Rényi version of the relative en-
tropy of asymmetry is not a resource monotone under
G-covariant channels, already in the simplest setting of
a single qubit with a Z2 symmetry.

1. Setup: Z2 symmetry generated by X

Consider a single qubit with Hilbert space H ≃ C2.
We take the symmetry group to be G = Z2 = {e, g} with
unitary representation

Ue = 1, Ug = X, (B1)

where X is the Pauli-X matrix. The corresponding
twirling channel is

GX(ρ) :=
1

2

(
ρ+XρX

)
. (B2)

The second Rényi entropy of a state ρ is

S(2)(ρ) := − log Tr(ρ2), (B3)

and we define the second Rényi asymmetry with respect
to X as

A
(2)
X (ρ) := S(2)

(
GX(ρ)

)
− S(2)(ρ) = log

Tr(ρ2)

Tr(GX(ρ)2)
.

(B4)

By construction A
(2)
X (ρ) ≥ 0 and A

(2)
X (ρ) = 0 if and only

if ρ is invariant under conjugation by X. The question

is whether A
(2)
X is non-increasing under all Z2-covariant

CPTP maps.

2. Z-dephasing as an Z2-covariant channel

Let us consider the dephasing channel in the Z basis,

∆Z(ρ) :=
∑
s=±1

PsρPs, P± :=
1

2
(1± Z), (B5)

where Z is the Pauli-Z matrix. This is a CPTP map that
removes the off-diagonal elements in the eigenbasis of Z.
We claim that ∆Z is Z2-covariant.
Indeed, using XZX = −Z one checks that

XP±X = P∓. (B6)

Then, for any state ρ,

∆Z

(
XρX

)
=
∑
s=±1

PsXρXPs

= X∆Z(ρ)X,

(B7)

i.e. it is Z2-covariant and hence a free operation in the
resource theory of asymmetry for this symmetry.

3. Explicit counterexample

We now exhibit a state ρ such that

A
(2)
X

(
∆Z(ρ)

)
> A

(2)
X (ρ), (B8)
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showing that A
(2)
X is not a resource monotone.

It is convenient to use the Bloch-sphere representation

ρ =
1

2

(
1+ rxX + ryY + rzZ

)
(B9)

with Bloch vector r⃗ = (rx, ry, rz) satisfying |r⃗| ≤ 1. Here,
X,Y, Z are the Pauli matrices. In this parametrization,
one has

Tr(ρ2) =
1 + |r⃗|2

2
. (B10)

The twirling channel GX implements the average over
conjugation by X, under which the Bloch vector trans-
forms as

(rx, ry, rz) 7→ (rx,−ry,−rz). (B11)

Thus,

GX(ρ) =
1

2

(
1+ rxX

)
, (B12)

so that

Tr
(
GX(ρ)2

)
=

1 + r2x
2

. (B13)

Therefore

A
(2)
X (ρ) = log

Tr(ρ2)

Tr(GX(ρ)2)
= log

1 + r2x + r2y + r2z
1 + r2x

.

(B14)
Next, we apply the Z-dephasing channel ∆Z . This

map sets the X and Y components of the Bloch vector
to zero,

∆Z(ρ) =
1

2

(
1+ rzZ

)
, (B15)

so that

Tr
(
∆Z(ρ)

2
)
=

1 + r2z
2

. (B16)

Twirling this dephased state with respect to X simply
removes the Z component,

GX
(
∆Z(ρ)

)
=

1

2
,

Tr
(
GX
(
∆Z(ρ)

)2)
=

1

2
.

(B17)

Hence

A
(2)
X

(
∆Z(ρ)

)
= log

Tr
(
∆Z(ρ)

2
)

Tr
(
GX(∆Z(ρ))2

) = log(1 + r2z).

(B18)
The condition

A
(2)
X

(
∆Z(ρ)

)
> A

(2)
X (ρ) (B19)

is therefore equivalent to

log(1 + r2z) > log
1 + r2x + r2y + r2z

1 + r2x
, (B20)

or, after exponentiating and simplifying,

r2xr
2
z > r2y. (B21)

This inequality is satisfied for a large set of Bloch vectors.
As a simple explicit choice, take

r⃗ = (r, 0, r), 0 < r <
1√
2
, (B22)

so that |r⃗|2 = 2r2 < 1 and ρ is a valid quantum state.
Then

r2xr
2
z = r4 > 0 = r2y, (B23)

and therefore

A
(2)
X

(
∆Z(ρ)

)
> A

(2)
X (ρ). (B24)

For instance, choosing r = 1/2 one obtains

ρ =
1

2

(
1+ 1

2X + 1
2Z
)
=

(
0.75 0.25
0.25 0.25

)
, (B25)

for which

A
(2)
X (ρ) = log

6

5
≈ 0.1823,

A
(2)
X

(
∆Z(ρ)

)
= log

5

4
≈ 0.2231.

(B26)

Thus the Z2-covariant dephasing channel ∆Z strictly in-
creases the second Rényi asymmetry.
This provides a concrete counterexample to the mono-

tonicity of A
(2)
X under G-covariant operations. In partic-

ular, the second Rényi version of the relative entropy of
asymmetry cannot be regarded as a resource monotone
for weak symmetry breaking, even in the simplest qubit
example.
Note that for the same ρ, the relative entropy of asym-

metry is given by

AX(ρ) ≈ 0.1458,

AX(∆Z(ρ)) ≈ 0.1308,
(B27)

and hence

AX(∆Z(ρ)) < AX(ρ). (B28)

Therefore, AX indeed satisfies monotonicity, unlike A
(2)
X .

In fact, for a general density matrix ρ, one can show
that

AX(∆Z(ρ))−AX(ρ) = f(rx)+f(rz)−f
(√

r2x + r2y + r2z

)
,

(B29)
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where f : [−1, 1] → R≥0 is given by

f(x) =
1 + x

2
log(1 + x) +

1− x

2
log(1− x). (B30)

First of all note that f(x) is an even function of x. So it
suffices to restrict our attention to x ≥ 0.

Now note that

f(x)

x2
=

∞∑
n=0

x2n

2(n+ 1)(2n+ 1)
, (B31)

from which it follows that f(x)
x2 is an increasing function

of x for x ≥ 0. Thus we have

f(rx)

r2x
≤
f
(√

r2x + r2y + r2z

)
r2x + r2y + r2z

,

f(rz)

r2z
≤
f
(√

r2x + r2y + r2z

)
r2x + r2y + r2z

.

(B32)

Thus we have

f(rx) + f(rz)

≤ r2x + r2z
r2x + r2y + r2z

f
(√

r2x + r2y + r2z

)
≤ f

(√
r2x + r2y + r2z

)
.

(B33)

Hence it follows that

AX(∆Z(ρ))−AX(ρ) ≤ 0. (B34)

It is important to stress that this ad hoc Rényi asym-

metry A
(n)
G should not be confused with the α-Rényi

asymmetry measure of relative entropy introduced in
[82]. The latter is a genuine resource monotone under G-

covariant operations, but completely different from A
(n)
G .
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Appendix C: Preliminaries: Groups and (projective) unitary representations

Let G be a group. A unitary representation of G on a Hilbert space H is a homomorphism

U : G→ U(H), g 7→ Ug, (C1)

satisfying the exact group composition rule

UgUh = Ugh, Ue = I, (C2)

where U(H) denotes the unitary group acting on H and e is the identity element of G.
In quantum theory, symmetries are often represented not by exact unitary representations but by projective unitary

representations. A projective unitary representation U : G→ U(H) satisfies

UgUh = ω(g, h)Ugh, (C3)

where ω(g, h) is a phase factor known as a 2-cocycle, obeying the associativity condition

ω(g, h)ω(gh, k) = ω(h, k)ω(g, hk), (C4)

for all g, h, k ∈ G.
When {Ug} is a projective unitary representation, Ue = I does not always hold. In general, Ue = cI is always valid,

where c is a complex number whose absolute value is 1. However, taking α(g) : G → U(1) satisfying α(e) = c−1,

we can always redefine {Ug} as Ũg := α(g)Ug. Then, Ũg becomes another projective unitary representation since it
satisfies

ŨgŨh = α(g)α(h)ω(g, h)Ugh

= ω̃(g, h)Ũgh, (C5)

ω̃(g, h) := α(g)α(h)α(gh)−1ω(g, h). (C6)

By definition, {Ũg} satisfies Ũe = I which implies that its cocycle satisfies ω̃(g, e) = ω̃(e, g) = 1. Therefore, in this
supplementary materials, we assume that Ue = I (and ω(g, e) = ω(e, g) = 1).
In this Supplementary Material, we assume that the group G is compact. We also focus on (projective) unitary

representations which have the following irreducible decomposition:

Ug =
⊕
ν

Uνg ⊗ Imν . (C7)

Here mν denotes the multiplicity of the irrep ν. We also use the irreducible decomposition of the Hilbert space H
induced by {Ug}g∈G:

H =
⊕
ν

Hν ⊗ Cmν . (C8)
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In the decomposition of a projective unitary representation Ug =
⊕

ν U
(ν)
g ⊗ Imν , the cocycle of each irreducible

representation is the same. To be concrete, for any irreducible representation U
(µ)
g in the decomposition, its cocyle

ω(µ) satisfies

ω(µ)(g, h) = ω(g, h), (C9)

where ω is the cocycle of {Ug}.

Proof.

ω(g, h)Ugh = UgUh

=
⊕
µ

U (µ)
g U

(µ)
h ⊗ Imµ

=
⊕
µ

ω(µ)(g, h)U
(µ)
gh ⊗ Imµ (C10)

Multiplying the both sides by P (µ) that is the projection to Hµ ⊗ Cmµ on the right, we obtain

ω(g, h)U
(µ)
gh ⊗ Imµ = ω(µ)(g, h)U

(µ)
gh ⊗ Imµ . (C11)

Since U
(µ)
gh ⊗ Imµ is an invertible matrix, we obtain ω(g, h) = ω(µ)(g, h). □

Even for such projective unitary representations, Schur’s lemma and Schur’s orthogonality theorem remain valid.

Lemma 2 (Schur’s lemma). Let G be a group, and let {Ug} and {U ′
g} be irreducible (projective) unitary representations

acting on H and H′. Let T be a linear map from H to H′ satsfying

TUg = U ′
gT, ∀g ∈ G. (C12)

Then, (a) T is a zero map or (b) T is bijection and T = cV , where c is a scalar satisfying |c| > 0 and V is a unitary
map from H to H′, and the irreducible representations {Ug} and {U ′

g} satisfy U ′
g = V UgV

†, i.e. they are equivalent
to each other.

Proof. When T = 0 is valid, (C12) is also clearly valid. Therefore, below we assume that T is a non-zero map, and
show that (b) is valid. Note that

ω(g, h)TUgh = TUgUh

= U ′
gU

′
hT

= ω′(g, h)U ′
ghT

= ω′(g, h)TUgh. (C13)

Since T is a non-zero map, there exists |ψ⟩ s.t. T |ψ⟩ ̸= 0. Then, multiplying the both sides of (C13) by U†
gh |ψ⟩ on

the right, we obtain ω(g, h)T |ψ⟩ = ω′(g, h)T |ψ⟩, which implies

ω(g, h) = ω′(g, h). (C14)

Due to (C14), we can define a group G̃ := U(1)×G whose element (z, g) satisfies

(z, g) · (z′, g′) = (zz′ω(g, g′), gg′) (C15)

and non-projective unitary representations Ũ and Ũ ′ of G̃ acting on H and H′

Ũz,g := zUg, Ũ
′
z,g := zU ′

g. (C16)

Then, Ũ is irreducible iff U is irreducible, and Ũ ′ is irreducible iff U ′ is irreducible. Therefore, (C12) implies

TŨz,g = U ′
z,gT, ∀(z, g) ∈ G̃. (C17)

Therefore, because of Schur’s lemma for non-projective unitary representation [83], (b) must be valid. □
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Lemma 3 (Schur’s orthogonality theorem). Let G be a group, and let U (µ) and U (λ) be irreducible (projective) unitary
representations of G acting on Hµ and Hλ, respectively. If the cocycles of U (µ) and U (λ) are the same, the following
relations hold:

(a): When U (µ) and U (λ) are not equivalent,∫
G

dg ⟨j|µ (U
(µ)
g )† |i⟩µ ⟨k|λ U

(λ)
g |l⟩λ = 0, (C18)

where {|i⟩µ} and {|k⟩λ} are arbitrary orthonomal basis of Hµ and Hλ, respectively.

(b): When U (µ) and U (λ) are equivalent,∫
G

dg ⟨j|µ (U
(µ)
g )† |i⟩µ ⟨k|λ U

(λ)
g |l⟩λ =

δi,kδj,l
dµ

, (C19)

where dµ is the dimension of Hµ, and {|i⟩µ} and {|k⟩λ} := {V |k⟩µ} are orthonomal basis of Hµ and Hλ,

respectively, where V is a unitary satisfying U
(λ)
g = V U

(µ)
g V †.

Proof. Since cocycles of U (µ) and U (λ) are the same, again we can define the group G̃ and its non-projective unitary
representations Ũ (µ) and Ũ (λ) as G̃, Ũ and Ũ ′ in the proof of Lemma 2, respectively. Note that∫

U(1)

dz

∫
G

dg ⟨j|µ (U
(µ)
z,g )

† |i⟩µ ⟨k|λ U
(λ)
z,g |l⟩λ =

∫
U(1)

dz|z|2
∫
G

dg ⟨j|µ (U
(µ)
g )† |i⟩µ ⟨k|λ U

(λ)
g |l⟩λ

=

∫
G

dg ⟨j|µ (U
(µ)
g )† |i⟩µ ⟨k|λ U

(λ)
g |l⟩λ . (C20)

Therefore, from Schur’s orthogonality theorem for non-projective unitary representations [83], we obtain (a) and (b).
□

Appendix D: Properties of strong symmetric states, single-sector states and strong covariant operations

In this section, we give the basic properties of strong symmetric states, single-sector states and strong covariant
operations. For the readers’ convenience, we repeat the definitions:

Free states: Strong symmetric states. Let S be a quantum system, and let G be a group with a (projective)
unitary representation U acting on S. A state ρ on S is said to be strong symmetric with respect to U if it satisfies

Ugρ = eiθg,ρρ, ∀g ∈ G, (D1)

where θg,ρ is a real-valued function of g and ρ. We refer to the whole set of strong symmetric states as FG,strong.

Additional class of states: Single-sector states. Let S be a quantum system, and let G be a group with a (pro-
jective) unitary representation U acting on S. We assume that Ug∈G admits the following irreducible decomposition:

Ug =
⊕
ν

U (ν)
g ⊗ Imν , (D2)

where mν denotes the multiplicity of the irrep labeled by ν. Correspondingly, the Hilbert space H can be decomposed
as

H =
⊕
ν

Hν ⊗ Cmν . (D3)

A state ρ on S is said to be single-sector with respect to U if it is weak symmetric with respect to U and satisfies

∃ ν such that PνρPν = ρ, (D4)

where Pν is the projection operator onto Hν ⊗ Cmν . We refer to the whole set of single-sector states as FG,single.
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Free operations: strong covariant operations. Let G be a group, and let U and U ′ be (projective) unitary
representations of G acting on two Hilbert spaces H and H′, respectively. A CPTP map Λ : B(H) → B(H′) is said to
be (U,U ′)-strong covariant if it satisfies

Λ(Ug...) = U ′
gΛ(...) ∀g ∈ G. (D5)

We refer to the whole set of strong covariant operations as OG,strong.
For strong covariant operations, the following lemma holds:

Lemma 4. Let G be a (compact) group, and let U : G → U(H) and U ′ : G → U(H′) be (projective) unitary
representations acting on Hilbert spaces H and H′, respectively. Suppose that there is a (U,U ′)-strong covariant
operation Λ : B(H) → B(H′). Then, the cocycles ω(g, h) and ω′(g, h) of U and U ′ coincide:

ω(g, h) = ω′(g, h), ∀g, h ∈ G (D6)

Proof. Since Λ is (U,U ′)-strong covariant, the following relations hold for an arbitrary state ρ ∈ S(H), and thus the
cocycles of U and U ′ coincide:

ω′(g, h) = Tr[U ′†
ghU

′
gU

′
hΛ(ρ)]

= Tr[Λ(U†
ghUgUhρ)]

= ω(g, h). (D7)

□

1. Properties as free states and free operations

We firstly show that either the combination of (FG,strong,OG,strong) or (FG,single,OG,strong) satisfies the minimal
requirements of the resource theory.

Theorem 11. Let G be a (compact) group, and let U , U ′ and U ′′ be (projective) unitary representations acting on
Hilbert spaces H, H′ and H′′, respectively. Then, the following three are valid:
(i) The identity operation on B(H) is (U,U)-strong covariant.
(ii) If Λ : B(H) → B(H′) and Λ′ : B(H′) → B(H′′) are (U,U ′)- and (U ′, U ′′)-strong covariant, respectively, Λ′ ◦ Λ is
also (U,U ′′)-strong covariant.
(iii) If Λ : B(H) → B(H′) is a (U,U ′)-strong covariant CPTP map, the following relations hold:

ρ ∈ FG,strong ⇒ Λ(ρ) ∈ FG,strong, (D8)

ρ ∈ FG,single ⇒ Λ(ρ) ∈ FG,single. (D9)

Proof of Theorem 11. The properties (i) and (ii) directly follow from the definition of strong covariant operations.
Let us prove (iii). We first prove (D8). Let ρ be a state on S that is strong symmetric with respect to U . Then,

there exists a real-valued function θg,ρ such that Ugρ = eiθg,ρρ holds for all g ∈ G. Since Λ is (U,U ′)-strong covariant,
we have

U ′
gΛ(ρ) = Λ(Ugρ) = eiθg,ρΛ(ρ), (D10)

which shows that Λ(ρ) is also strong symmetric with respect to {U ′
g}.

Next, let us prove (D9). Due to Lemma 4, the cocycles of U and U ′ coincide, and thus we can take the irreducible
decompositions of U , U ′, H and H′ as

Ug =
⊕
ν

U (ν)
g ⊗ Imν , (D11)

U ′
g =

⊕
ν′

U ′(ν′)
g ⊗ Im′

ν′
, (D12)

H =
⊕
ν

Hν ⊗ Cmν , (D13)

H′ =
⊕
ν′

H′
ν′ ⊗ Cm

′
ν′ , (D14)
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where, irreducible representations labeled by the same index ν are understood to be identical, i.e., U (ν) = U ′(ν), and
the cocycles of irreducible representations U (ν) (U ′(ν)) in the decomposition of U (U ′) coincide with each others. Here,
using Schur’s orthogonality theorem, we obtain∫

χν(g)
∗U (ν′)

g dg =
δν,ν′Iν
dν

, (D15)

where dν := dimHν , χν(g) := Tr[U
(ν)
g ] and Iν is the identity operator on Hν . Using this theorem and U (ν) = U ′(ν),

we can rewrite the projection Pν to Hν ⊗ Cmν and P ′
ν′ to Hν′ ⊗ Cm′

ν′ as

Pν = Iν ⊗ Imν

= dν

∫
χν(g)

∗
⊕
ν′

(
U (ν′)
g ⊗ Imν′

)
dg

= dν

∫
χν(g)

∗Ugdg, (D16)

P ′
ν′ = dν′

∫
χν′(g)∗U ′

gdg. (D17)

Therefore, for any ρ on S, we obtain

p′ν(ρ) := Tr[P ′
νΛ(ρ)]

= Tr[dν

∫
G

dgχν(g)
∗U ′

gΛ(ρ)]

= Tr[dν

∫
G

dgχν(g)
∗Λ(Ugρ)]

= Tr[Λ(Pνρ)]

= Tr[Pνρ] = pν(ρ)., (D18)

which is also given by Ref. [62] in a different context. Therefore, when ρ is a single sector state, the support of Λ(ρ) is

in an irreducible component H′
ν ⊗ Cm′

ν . Since Λ is strong covariant, Λ is also weak covariant, and thus Λ(ρ) is weak
symmetric if ρ is a single sector state. Therefore, Λ(ρ) is a single sector state. □

2. Stinespring representations and Kraus representations of the strong-covariant operations

In this subsection, we clarify the properties of Stinespring representations and Kraus representations of strong
covariant operations.

Theorem 12. Let G be a (compact) group, and let U and U ′ be (projective) unitary representations acting on Hilbert
spaces H and H′, respectively. Let Λ : B(H) → B(H′) be a (U,U ′)-strong covariant CPTP map. Then, any Kraus
representation {Km} of Λ satisfies

KmUg = U ′
gKm, ∀g ∈ G. (D19)

Conversely, when a CPTP map Λ : B(H) → B(H′) has a Kraus representation satisfying (D19), it is (U,U ′)-strong
covariant.

Proof of Theorem 12. Due to the Stinespring’s dilation theorem, there exists a minimal Stinespring representation
of Λ† [84, 85]. Namely, there exists a quantum system E′ with Hilbert space HE′ and an isometry W : H → H′⊗HE′

such that

Λ†(Y ) =W †(Y ⊗ 1E′)W, ∀Y ∈ B(HS′)

HS′ ⊗HE′ = span{(Y ⊗ 1E′)W |ψ⟩ | Y ∈ B(HS′), |ψ⟩ ∈ HS}
(D20)

where B(HS′) is the whole set of bounded operators of HS′ .
Since Λ is (U,U ′)-strong covariant, for any operator Y ,

Λ†(U ′†
g Y ) = U†

gΛ
†(Y ), ∀g ∈ G. (D21)
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Therefore,

U†
gW

†(Y ⊗ 1E′)W =W †(U ′†
g Y ⊗ 1E′)W, ∀g ∈ G. (D22)

By multiplying the equation from the right by |ψ⟩, allowing Y and |ψ⟩ to vary freely, and then taking linear combi-
nations, we obtain the following:

U†
gW

† =W †(U ′†
g ⊗ 1E′) (D23)

Let us take an orthonormal basis {|m⟩} of E′ and define {Km} as

Km := ⟨m|W (D24)

We remark that since W is a map from H to H′ ⊗HE′ , and thus ⟨m|W is a map from H to H′.
The operators {Km} satisfy

Λ(...) = TrE′ [W...W †] =
∑
m

⟨m|W...W † |m⟩ =
∑
m

Km....K
†
m. (D25)∑

m

K†
mKm =W †1S′ ⊗

∑
m

|m⟩ ⟨m|W =W †1S′ ⊗ 1E′W = 1S . (D26)

Therefore, {Km} is a Kraus representation of Λ. And due to (D23) and (D24), we obtain KmUg = U ′
gKm for any

g ∈ G as follows:

KmUg = ⟨m|WUg

= ⟨m| 1E′ ⊗ U ′
gW

= U ′
g ⟨m|W

= U ′
gKm. (D27)

Therefore, {Km} satisfies (D19). Furthermore, any other Kraus representation {K ′
l} of Λ can be written as

K ′
l =

∑
m

ul,mKm, (D28)

{K ′
l} also satisfies (D19).
The converse part is obvious. When a CPTP map Λ from S to S′ admits a Kraus representation {Km} satisfying

(D19), the map Λ is strong covariant, since

U ′
gΛ(...) = U ′

g

∑
m

Km...K
†
m =

∑
m

KmUg...K
†
m = Λ(Ug...). (D29)

□

Theorem 13. Let G be a (compact) group, and let U be a (projective) unitary representation acting on a Hilbert
space H. Let Λ : B(H) → B(H) be a (U,U)-strong covariant CPTP map. Then, there exists an auxiliary Hilbert space
HE, a unitary operator V on H⊗HE, and a state σE ∈ S(HE) such that

(Ug ⊗ I(E))V = V (Ug ⊗ I(E)) ∀g ∈ G, (D30)

Λ(ρ) = TrE
[
V (ρ⊗ σE)V

† ] . (D31)

Conversely, when a CPTP map Λ : B(H) → B(H) can be realized by (V, σE) satisfying (D30) and (D31), the map is
(U,U)-strong covariant.

Proof of Theorem 13. Due to the proof of Theorem 12, when Λ is strong covariant, there is a Kraus representation
{Km}m=1,...,dΛ satisfying (D19). Let us take quantum systems E satisfying dimHE = dΛ+1, and take an orthonormal
basis {|m⟩}m=0,1,...,dΛ . Using them, we define a partial isometry W ′ from H⊗HE to H⊗HE as

W ′ :=

dΛ∑
m=1

Km ⊗ |m⟩ ⟨0|E (D32)



35

This W ′ is indeed a partial isometry, since W ′†W ′ = 1S ⊗ |0⟩E ⟨0|E and (W ′W ′†)2 = W ′W ′†, i.e., both W ′†W ′ and
W ′W ′† are projections.
Since W ′W ′† and W ′†W ′ are orthogonal to each other, the following Q is also a projection:

Q := ISE −W ′†W ′ −W ′W ′†, (D33)

where ISE is the identity of H⊗HE . Because of [Ug ⊗ 1E ,W
′†W ′] = 0 and [Ug ⊗ 1E ,W

′W ′†] = 0, the projection Q
satisfies

[Ug ⊗ 1E , Q] = 0. (D34)

It is also a projection which is orthogonal to W ′†W ′ and W ′W ′†, and thus it satisfies

∥QW ′∥22 = Tr[W ′†QW ′] = Tr[QW ′W ′†] = 0, (D35)

∥W ′Q∥22 = Tr[QW ′†W ′Q] = Tr[QW ′†W ′] = 0, (D36)

which imply QW ′ =W ′Q = 0.
Now, let us define

V :=W ′ +W ′† +Q. (D37)

By definition,

V †V = (W ′ +W ′† +Q)2 = V V †. (D38)

V is a unitary, since

V †V = (W ′† +W ′ +Q)2

=W ′†W ′ +W ′W ′† +Q = ISE . (D39)

Here we used QW ′ =W ′Q = 0 and W ′W ′ = 0.
Furthermore, due to (D19) and [Ug ⊗ 1E , Q] = 0, we obtain

[Ug ⊗ 1E , V ] = 0. (D40)

By defining σE := |0⟩ ⟨0|E ,

TrEV...⊗ σEV
† =

∑
m

Km...K
†
m = Λ(...). (D41)

Therefore, we have proved the former part of the theorem. The latter part is straightforward. When a Kraus
repretentation {Km} of Λ satisfies (D19),

UgΛ(...) = Ug
∑
m

Km...K
†
m =

∑
m

KmUg...K
†
m = Λ(Ug...). (D42)

Therefore, Λ is strong covariant. □

3. GKSL equation realizing strong covariant operations

Theorem 14. Let S be a quantum system whose dynamics obey the following GKSL equation:

∂tρ = −i[H, ρ] +
∑
k

(
LkρL

†
k −

1

2
{L†

kLk, ρ}
)
. (D43)

Let G and U be a group and its (projective) unitary representation on H, the Hilbert space of S. We also assume
that the CPTP map Λt : B(H) → B(H) realized by the master equation is (U,U)-strong covariant for any t, and that
[H,Ug] = 0. Then, any jump operators {Lk} of the GKSL equation satisfy

[Lk, Ug] = 0, ∀g ∈ G. (D44)
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Proof. Let Λdt denote the CPTP map describing the time evolution over an infinitesimal time dt according to the
given GKSL equation. Note that Λdt(...) is (U,U)-strong covariant. Therefore, for any Kraus representation satisfying

Λdt(...) =
∑
j Kj,dt...K

†
j,dt, [Ug,Kj,dt] = 0 holds. Choosing the Kraus representation properly, we can take one

satisfying

Kj,dt = Lj
√
dt, (j ̸= 0) (D45)

K0,dt = I +

1

2

∑
j ̸=0

L†
jLj + iH

 dt. (D46)

These operators commute with Ug for any g ∈ G. Therefore, [Lj , Ug] = 0 for any j and g ∈ G. □

4. The proof of Lemma 1

When the system S has a larger Hilbert-space dimension than S′, a strong covariant operation from S to S′ does
not necessarily exist. This already becomes evident in the case of U(1) symmetry. For example, the following lemma
holds.

Lemma 5. Let H and H′ be Hilbert spaces whose dimensions are d and d′, respectively, and assume d > d′. Let
U : U(1) → U(H) and U ′ : U(1) → U(H′) be unitary representations which are defined as Ut := e−iHt and U ′

t :=

e−iH
′t, respectively. If H has strictly more distinct eigenvalues than H ′, then there exists no (U,U ′)-strong covariant

operation Λ : B(H) → B(H′).

Proof. By assumption, there exists a real number E that is an eigenvalue of H but not an eigenvalue of H ′. Let |E⟩ be
an eigenstate of H whose eigenvalue is E. Suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that there exists a strong covariant
map Λ : B(H) → B(H′), i.e.,

Λ(e−iHt...) = e−iH
′tΛ(...).

Then in particular,

e−iH
′tΛ(|E⟩⟨E|) = e−iEtΛ(|E⟩⟨E|). (D47)

Differentiating (D47) at t = 0 yields

H ′Λ(|E⟩⟨E|) = E Λ(|E⟩⟨E|). (D48)

Let |ψ⟩ be any eigenstate of Λ(|E⟩⟨E|) with a nonzero eigenvalue. Right-multiplying both sides of (D48) by |ψ⟩ gives

H ′ |ψ⟩ = E |ψ⟩ . (D49)

This implies that E is an eigenvalue ofH ′, contradicting the assumption. Therefore, no such strong covariant operation
Λ can exist. □

Appendix E: resource measures of symmetry-breaking for strong symmetry

In this section, we introduce resource measures of strong symmetry breaking. Unless otherwise stated, in this
section, we treat the strong symmetric states as the free states. When the single-sector states are taken as the free
states, it will be explicitly mentioned.

Since the symmetry depends on the choice of the (projective) unitary representation, all quantities introduced
in this section are functions of the representation. For simplicity, we omit the explicit dependence on the unitary
representation whenever it is clear from the context, and specify it only when necessary. In particular, we write
a measure M as M(ρ) when the representation is omitted, and write it as M(ρ ∥{Ug}) when the representation is
explicitly indicated.
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1. measure for general-group symmetry

In this subsection, we introduce two measures which are applicable to a general group G.

Definition 4 (Entanglement asymmetry of strong symmetry breaking). Let G be a group, and let U be its (projective)
unitary representation acting on a system S. We assume that G has Haar measure

∫
G
dg = 1 and that U has the

irreducible decomposition

Ug =
⊕
ν

U (ν)
g ⊗ Imν . (E1)

Then, we define AG,strong(ρ) as

AG,strong(ρ) := H{pν(ρ)}+ S(G(ρ))− S(ρ),

= H{pν(ρ)}+AG(ρ), (E2)

where

S(ρ) := −Tr[ρ log ρ], (E3)

G(ρ) :=
∫
G

dgUgρU
†
g , (E4)

pν(ρ) := Tr[PνG(ρ)] = Tr[Pνρ], (E5)

H{pν} := −
∑
ν

pν log pν , (E6)

and Pν is the projection to Hν ⊗ Cmν in the decomposition of H under U :

H =
⊕
ν

Hν ⊗ Cmν . (E7)

Theorem 15. The quantity AG,strong(ρ) satisfies the following features

(A): AG,strong(ρ) is a resource measure. Namely, (i-a) it is non-negative, and when ρ is strong symmetric, it is zero,
and (i-b) when a CPTP map Λ : B(H) → B(H′) is (U,U ′)-strong covariant,

AG,strong(ρ∥U) ≥ AG,strong(Λ(ρ)∥U ′) (E8)

(B): It is faithful when we employ FG,single as free states. In other words, AG,strong(ρ) = 0 if and only if ρ is a
single-sector state.

(C): It is not always faithful when we employ FG,strong as free states. In other words, there exists a resource state ρ
(=state which is not strong symmetric) satisfying AG,strong(ρ) = 0.

(D): When we employ collective representation, it is not additive for product states. In other words, for two systems
A and B, there exists unitary representations UA and UB and states ρA and σB satisfying

AG,strong(ρA ⊗ σB∥UA ⊗ UB)

̸= AG,strong(ρA∥UA) +AG,strong(σB∥UB). (E9)

(E): When S is a finite-dimension system and G is a compact Lie group or a finite group, for any ρ on S and any
representation U of G acting on S,

lim
n→∞

AG,strong(ρ
⊗n∥U⊗n)

n
= 0. (E10)

Proof of Theorem 15. (A): We first show (i-a). The term S(T (ρ)) − S(ρ) is equal to the relative entropy of
asymmetry (=entanglement asymmetry) AG(ρ) := D(ρ∥T (ρ)) [2]. Hence, AG,strong(ρ) can be written as

AG,strong(ρ) = H{pν(ρ)}+AG(ρ). (E11)
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Due to (E11), AG,strong(ρ) is clearly nonnegative.
To show ρ ∈ FG,strong, note that any strong symmetric state ρ is weak symmetric (i.e. AG(ρ) = 0) and is single-

sector (i.e. H{pν(ρ)} = 0). Therefore, for any strong symmetric state ρ, AG,strong(ρ) = 0.
For (i-b), let Λ : B(H) → B(H′) be (U,U ′)-strong covariant. Then, due to (D18), pµ(ρ) = pµ(Λ(ρ)) holds, and

thus the term H{pν} does not change via Λ. Since any strong covariant operation is also weak covariant, Λ is weak
covariant, and thus AG(ρ) ≥ AG(Λ(ρ)). Therefore, we obtain AG,strong(ρ) ≥ AG,strong(Λ(ρ)).
(B): For any single-sector state ρ, H{pµ(ρ)} = 0. Since any single-sector state is also a weak symmetric state,

AG(ρ) = 0 is also valid. Therefore, for any single-sector state ρ, AG,strong(ρ) = 0. Conversely, since H{pµ(ρ)} and
AG(ρ) are non-negative, if AG,strong(ρ) = 0 is valid, H{pµ(ρ)} = 0 and AG(ρ) = 0 also hold, which imply ρ is a
single-sector state.

(C): Because of (B), AG,strong(ρ) = 0 for any single-sector state. Therefore, we only have to show that there
is a single-sector state which is not strong symmetric. Such an example has already been given in the main text:
we consider the situation where the system of interest is a qubit, G is SU(2), and U is the natural irreducible

unitary representation of SU(2) acting on the qubit: Ug := e−i
θg
2 n⃗g·σ⃗, where θg is a real parameter describing the

rotation angle, n⃗g is a real vector parameter defined as n⃗g := (nx(g), ny(g), nz(g)) describing the rotation axis, and
σ⃗ := (σx, σy, σz) denotes the Pauli operators. Then, for any strong symmetric state η, the condition UgηU

†
g = η must

hold for all g ∈ G. Since the representation U is irreducible, it follows that η = I/2. However, since the representation
U includes σx, we have σxη = σx/2 ̸∝ η. This leads to a contradiction, and hence there is no strong symmetric state
in this case. And clearly, I/2 is a single-sector state in this case. Therefore, I/2 is single-sector but not strong
symmetric, and thus AG,strong is not faithful for FG,strong.
(D) and (E): For any compact Lie group or finite group G, its any (projective) unitary representation U acting on

H, and any pure state ψ, the strong entanglement asymmetry can be converted as follows:

AG,strong(ψ) = H{pµ(ψ)}+ S(G(ψ))− S(ψ)

= H{pµ(ψ)}+ S(G(ψ))

= H{pµ(ψ)}+ S

(∑
µ

pµ(ψ)ρµ

)
, (E12)

where each ρµ is a single-sector state corresponding to the irreducible representation in U labeled by µ, which is

written as ρµ =
Iµ
dµ

⊗ ρmµ . Note that for any probability distribution {rj} and states {ρj} satisfying F (ρj , ρj′) = 0,

the following relation holds [86]:

S

∑
j

rjρj

 = H{rj}+
∑
j

rjS(ρj) (E13)

Since ρµ is orthogonal to ρν when ν ̸= µ, we obtain

S

(∑
µ

pµ(ψ)ρµ

)
= H{pµ(ψ)}+

∑
µ

pµ(ψ)S(ρµ)

≥ H{pµ(ψ)} (E14)

Therefore, we obtain

AG,strong(ψ) ≤ 2AG(ψ) (E15)

And for any state ρ, limn→∞AG(ρ
⊗n)/n = 0 [2], which also implies AG is not additive. Therefore, (iv) and (v) clearly

hold. □

The second one is given by the logarithmic characteristic function, which is the complete measure of the weak
symmetry breaking for the finite-group case [6].

Definition 5 (Averaged logarithmic characteristic function). Let G be a group, and let {Ug} be its (projective) unitary
representation acting on a Hilbert space H. We assume that G has Haar measure

∫
G
dg = 1 and that Ug has the

irreducible decomposition (E1). Then, we define L(ρ) as

L(ρ) :=

∫
G

dgLg,strong(ρ), (E16)
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where

Lg,strong(ρ) := − log |Tr[Ugρ]|, (E17)

and when G is finite,
∫
G
dg becomes 1

|G|
∑
g.

Theorem 16. The quantity L(ρ) satisfies the following features

(A): L(ρ) is a resource measure. Namely, (i-a) it is non-negative, and when ρ is strong symmetric, it is zero, and
(i-b) when Λ is (U,U ′)-strong covariant, the inequality L(ρ) ≥ L(Λ(ρ)) holds. More precisely, L(ρ) = L(Λ(ρ)).

(B): It is faithful for FG,strong. In other words, L(ρ) = 0 if and only if ρ is strong symmetric.

(C): When we employ collective representation, it is additive for product states. In other words, for two systems A
and B and (projective) unitary representations UA and UB on them, any states ρA and σB satisfy

L(ρA ⊗ σB∥UA ⊗ UB) = L(ρA∥UA) + L(σB∥UB). (E18)

Consequently,

lim
n→∞

L(ρ⊗n∥U⊗n)

n
= L(ρ) (E19)

holds.

Remark: Each Lg,strong(ρ) is also a resource measure and additive, but it is not faithful.

Proof of Theorem 16. (A): To show the non-negativity, we only have to show

|Tr[Ugρ]| ≤ 1. (E20)

Let ρ =
∑
j pj |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj | be a spectral decomposition of ρ. We obtain (E20) as follows:

|Tr[Ugρ]| = |
∑
j

pjTr[Ug |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj |]|

≤
∑
j

pj | ⟨ψj |Ug |ψj⟩ |

≤ 1. (E21)

Also, since any strong symmetric state ρ satisfies |Tr[Ugρ]| = 1, any strong symmetric state ρ satisfies L(ρ) = 0.
For (i-b), let a CPTP map Λ : B(H) → B(H′) be (U,U ′)-strong covariant. Then, any Kraus representation {Km}

of Λ satisfies KmUg = U ′
gKm. Therefore,

Tr[U ′
gΛ(ρ)] =

∑
m

Tr[U ′
gKmρK

†
m]

=
∑
m

Tr[K†
mKmUgρ]

= Tr[Ugρ]. (E22)

Therefore, L(ρ) = L(Λ(ρ)) and thus (i-b) holds.
(B): We only have to show L(ρ) = 0 implies that ρ is strong symmetric. Let us assume that L(ρ) = 0 holds. Then,

|Tr[Ugρ]| = 1, ∀g ∈ G. (E23)

Due to (E21), the eqaution (E23) requires

Ug |ψj⟩ = cg,j |ψj⟩ (E24)

where Cg,j is a complex number satisfying |cg,j | = 1. Then, Tr[Ugρ] =
∑
j pjcj,g. Due to (E23), cj,g = cj′,g =: cg for

any j and j′. Therefore, we obtain Ugρ = cgρ, and thus ρ is strong symmetric.
(C): the additivity immediately follows from

|Tr[ρ⊗ σUAg ⊗ UBg ]| = |Tr[ρUAg ]||Tr[σUBg ]|. (E25)

□
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2. measure for compact-Lie-group symmetry

Next, we introduce a resource measure that works particularly well when the group G is a compact Lie group:

Definition 6 (Non-symmetrized and symmetrized covariance matrices). Let G be a compact Lie group, and let
dimG denote the dimension of G as a smooth manifold. Then, elements in the neighborhood of the identity e ∈ G

can be parametrized as g(λ) = ei
∑dimG
j=1 λjAj with a basis {Aj}dimG

j=1 of the Lie algebra g. Let U be a (projective)
unitary representation of G acting on a Hilbert space H. We assume that U is differentiable, and introduce Hermitian
operators

Xj := −i
∂

∂λj
U(g(λ))

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

(E26)

for j = 1, · · · , dimG, which corresponds to L(Aj), where L is the Lie algebra representation defined as L(A) :=

−i d
dtU(eitA)

∣∣
t=0

. Then, we define two types of covariance matrices associated with ρ.

1. Non-symmetrized covariance matrix. The non-symmetrized covariance matrix V n−sym(ρ) is defined by

(V n−sym)i,j := Tr[ρXiXj ]− ⟨Xi⟩ρ⟨Xj⟩ρ, (E27)

where ⟨X⟩ρ := Tr[ρX].

2. Symmetrized covariance matrix. The symmetrized covariance matrix V sym(ρ) is defined by

(V sym(ρ))i,j :=
1

2
Tr[ρ {Xi, Xj}]− ⟨Xi⟩ρ⟨Xj⟩ρ, (E28)

where {Xi, Xj} := XiXj +XjXi denotes the anti-commutator.

Theorem 17. The covariance matrices V n−sym(ρ) and V sym(ρ) satisfy the following features

(A): V n−sym(ρ) and V sym(ρ) are resource measures. Namely, (i-a) they are positive-semidefinite matrices, and when
ρ is strong symmetric, it is zero, and (i-b) when Λ is (U,U ′)-strong covariant, the inequalities V n−sym(ρ) ≥
V n−sym(Λ(ρ)) and V sym(ρ) ≥ V sym(Λ(ρ)) hold. More precisely, V n−sym(ρ) = V n−sym(Λ(ρ)) and V sym(ρ) =
V sym(Λ(ρ)) are valid.

(B): When G is connected, they are faithful for FG,strong. In other words,

V n−sym(ρ) = 0 ⇔ V sym(ρ) = 0 ⇔ ρ ∈ FG,strong. (E29)

Using (i-a) of V sym and V n−sym, we can equivalently state∑
i

V n−sym(ρ)ii = 0 ⇔
∑
i

V sym(ρ)ii = 0 ⇔ ρ ∈ FG,strong. (E30)

(C): When we employ collective representation, they are additive for product states. In other words, for two systems
A and B and unitary representations UA and UB on them, any states ρA and σB satisfy

V n−sym(ρA ⊗ σB∥UA ⊗ UB)

= V n−sym(ρA∥UA) + V n−sym(σB∥UB), (E31)

V sym(ρA ⊗ σB∥UA ⊗ UB)

= V sym(ρA∥UA) + V sym(σB∥UB) (E32)

Consequently, limn→∞ V n−sym(ρ⊗n∥U⊗n)/n = V n−sym(ρ) and limn→∞ V sym(ρ⊗n∥U⊗n)/n = V sym(ρ) hold.

Proof of Theorem 17. (A): By definition, V n−sym and V sym are always positive-semidefinite, and thus we obtain
that V n−sym and V sym are positive-semidefinite.
Next, let us assume ρ to be strong symmetric, i.e. Ugρ = eiθgρ. Then,

Xiρ = −i ∂

∂λi
U(g(λ))

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

ρ

=
∂θg
∂λi

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

ρ. (E33)
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Therefore, we obtain

(V n−sym(ρ))i,j = (V sym(ρ))i,j =
∂θg
∂λi

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

∂θg
∂λj

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

− ∂θg
∂λi

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

∂θg
∂λj

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

= 0. (E34)

Next let us show the property (i-b), i.e., monotonicity. Let Λ be a (U,U ′)-strong covariant operation, and let {Km}
be the Kraus representation of it. Then, due to U ′

gKm = KmUg, we obtain

X ′
iKm = KmXi, ∀m, ∀i, (E35)

where {X ′
i} and {Xi} are generators of U ′ and U , respectively. Furthermore, since Λ is CPTP,

∑
mK

†
mKm = I is

valid. Therefore, we obtain

Tr[Λ(ρ)X ′
i] = Tr[

∑
m

K†
mKmXiρ] = Tr[Xiρ] = Tr[ρXi], (E36)

Tr[Λ(ρ)X ′
iX

′
j ] = Tr[ρXi

∑
m

K†
mKmXj ] = Tr[ρXiXj ], (E37)

which hold when Λ is strong covariant.
(B): Due to (A), we only have to show that when either V n−sym(ρ) = 0 or V sym(ρ) = 0 holds, ρ is strong symmetric.

Let us define ∆Xi := Xi − Tr[Xiρ]I. Note that either V n−sym(ρ) = 0 or V sym(ρ) = 0 holds,

Tr[ρ(∆Xi)
2] = 0. (E38)

Hence, we obtain ∆Xi
√
ρ = 0, and thus ∆Xiρ = 0. Therefore, we have

Xiρ = Tr[ρXi]ρ. (E39)

Therefore, for any element A =
∑
i λiAi in the Lie algebra g,

Uexp[A]ρ = ei
∑
i λiTr[ρXi]ρ. (E40)

Note that since G is connected, for any g ∈ G can be written as exp[A(1)]... exp[A(m)]. Therefore, for any g ∈ G, there
exist a real number θg such that

Ugρ = eiθgρ (E41)

which implies that ρ is strong symmetric.
(C): By definition, the variances V n−sym(ρ) and V sym(ρ) are additive for product states. □

Appendix F: Complete resource measure for the case of U(1)

In this section, we identify the complete measure for i.i.d. conversion between pure states for the U(1)-symmetry.
We also show that the same measure determines the i.i.d. conversion between weak symmetric states.

1. Formulation of i.i.d. conversion in U(1)-symmetry

We consider quantum systems with finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. On each system, which is a copy of system
S with Hilbert space H, we consider an identical unitary representation U := {e−iHt} of U(1), and assume that the
smallest eigenvalue of H is equal to zero. Hereafter, we define the period of a state ρ on S as

τ(ρ) := inf{t > 0 : e−iHtρeiHt = ρ}. (F1)

Furthermore, we formulate

τstrong(ρ) := inf{t > 0 : ∃θ ∈ R, e−iHtρ = eiθρ}. (F2)
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To formulate the i.i.d. conversion, we consider n copies of the system S as S(n), whose Hilbert space is H⊗n, and

consider the collective unitary representation U (n) : {e−iH
(n)
tot t} acting on H⊗n, where

H
(n)
tot :=

n−1∑
j=0

I⊗j ⊗H ⊗ I⊗n−j−1. (F3)

In other words, U (n) = U⊗n.
We define the optimal conversion rate R(ρ → σ) by allowing an additional reference system in which we can store

a free state after the state conversion. To be concrete, we define the optimal rate R(ρ → σ) as the supremum of the
following achievable rate r: the rate r is achievable when there are sequence of additional Hilbert spaces {HAN }N∈N,
sequence of unitary representations {UAN := {e−iHAN t}t}n∈N of U(1) acting on the Hilbert spaces, and the sequence
of (U (N), U (⌊rN⌋) ⊗ UAN )-strong covariant operations {ΦN} such as

ΦN : B(H⊗N ⊗HAN ) → B(H⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗HAN ), N ∈ N (F4)

and

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥ΦN(ρ⊗N)− σ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN

∥∥∥
1
= 0, (F5)

where ηAN is a strong symmetric state in S(HAN ).
The above definition allows us to consider, instead of a direct conversion from ρ⊗N to σ⊗⌊rN⌋, a conversion to the

tensor product σ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN with some free state ηAN . In other standard resource theories, where appending free
states and performing partial traces are regarded as free operations, this modification does not change the value of
R(ρ→ σ). Therefore, our definition of the optimal conversion rate is consistent with the conventional one.

2. i.i.d. state conversion between pure states

When ρ and σ are pure, the optimal ratio R(ρ → σ) is determined by two quantities: the variance and the
expectation value of H.

Theorem 18. Let S be a finite dimensional system with Hilbert space H, and let {e−iHt} be a unitary representation
of U(1) acting on H, where the smallest eigenvalue of H is equal to zero. For any pure states ψ and ϕ on S satisfying
τ(ψ) = τ(ϕ), ψ ̸∈ FG,strong and ϕ ̸∈ FG,strong, the optimal conversion rate R(ψ → ϕ) satisfies

R(ψ → ϕ) =
VH(ψ)

VH(ϕ)
, (F6)

where VH(ρ) := Tr[ρH2]− Tr[ρH]2.

Proof of Theorem 18. It suffices to show that r is achievable iff the following relation holds:

r =
VH(ψ)

VH(ϕ)
. (F7)

Let us show the converse part, i.e., if r is achievable, the relation (F7) must hold. Let us assume that r is achievable.
Then, there exist the sequence of additional Hilbert spaces {HAN }N∈N, the sequence of unitary representations
{UAN := {e−iHAN t}t}n∈N of U(1) acting on the Hilbert spaces, and the sequence of (U (N), U (⌊rN⌋) ⊗ UAN )-strong
covariant operations {ΦN} satisfying (F4) and (F5). Due to (D18), the (U (N), U (⌊rN⌋)⊗UAN )-strong covariant CPTP
map ΦN satisfy the following relation for any ρ in S(H⊗N ) and e ∈ R:

p(N)
ρ (e) = p

′(⌊rN⌋)
ΦN (ρ) (e). (F8)

Here we used the definitions p
(m)
σ (f) := Tr[σP

(m)
f ] and p

′(m)
σ (f) := Tr[σP

′(m)
f ], where P

(m)
f and P

′(m)
f are the projec-

tions to the eigenspace of H
(m)
tot and H

(m)
tot ⊗ IAm + IH⊗m ⊗HAm whose eigenvalue is f . Because of (F8), for the pure

initial state ψ in S(H),

p
(N)

ψ⊗N (e) = p
′(⌊rN⌋)
ΦN (ψ⊗N )

(e). (F9)
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Furthermore, since τ(ψ) = τ(ϕ) holds and since the smallest eigenvalue of H is zero, any E satisfying p
(N)

ψ⊗N (E) ̸= 0

and/or p
(⌊rN⌋)
ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋(E) ̸= 0 can be written as

E = m
2π

τ(ψ)
. m ∈ Z, (F10)

Therefore, we can rewrite the distributions p
(N)

ψ⊗N , p
′(⌊rN⌋)
ΦN (ψ⊗N )

as the distributions on Z:

pψ⊗N (m) := p
(N)

ψ⊗N (Em), (F11)

pΦN (ψ⊗N )(m) := p
′(⌊rN⌋)
ΦN (ψ⊗N )

(Em), (F12)

where Em := m 2π
τ(ψ) . Then, due to (F9),

pψ⊗N (m) = pΦN (ψ⊗N )(m) (F13)

Furthermore, since ηAN is strong symmetric, it is an eigenstate ofHAN that we denote aN , and thus for the distribution

p
′(⌈rN⌉)
ϕ⊗⌈rN⌉⊗ηAN

(F ) ̸= 0 holds only when F can be written as

F = m′ 2π

τ(ψ)
+ aN , m

′ ∈ Z. (F14)

Hence, if aN cannot be written as aN = m′′ 2π
τ(ψ) with some integer m′′, p

′(⌊rN⌋)
ΦN (ψ⊗N )

has no overlap with p
′(⌊rN⌋)
ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

.

Therefore, due to (F5), there exists a natural number N0 and for any N ≥ N0, aN can be written as

aN = m′′
N

2π

τ(ψ)
, (F15)

and thus we can rewrite p
′(⌊rN⌋)
ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

as the distribution on Z:

pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
(m) := p

′(⌊rN⌋)
ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

(Em). (F16)

Now, let us define the total variation distance between two distributions p and q on Z as

dTV(p, q) :=
1

2

∑
m

|p(m)− q(m)|. (F17)

Then, the distribution pψ⊗N is the N -fold convolution of the probability distribution pψ. Therefore, it is known that
the following relation holds [5]:

dTV

(
pψ⊗N , TP

(
N
τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ψ), n

τ(ψ)

2π
VH(ψ)

))
≤ c√

Nb− 1/2
+

2

N τ(ψ)
2π VH(ψ)

, (F18)

where EH(ρ) := Tr[ρH], and b and c are finite real numbers independent of N (and b satisfies b ≤ 1/2), and TP (x, y)
is the translated Poisson distribution that is defined as

TP (x, y)(m) :=

{
Py+γ(m− s) (m ≥ s)
0 (m < s)

, (F19)

Pz(l) := e−z
zl

l!
, (F20)

γ := x− y − ⌊x− y⌋, (F21)

s := ⌊x−√
y⌋ (F22)

Furthermore, since the distribution p′
ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

is obtained by shifting the distribution pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋ by m′′
N , the following

relation holds:

dTV

(
p′ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

, TP

(
⌊rN⌋τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ϕ) +m′′

N , ⌊rN⌋τ(ψ)
2π

VH(ϕ)

))
≤ c′√

⌊rN⌋b′ − 1/2
+

2

⌊rN⌋ τ(ψ)2π VH(ϕ)
, (F23)
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where b′ and c′ are finite real numbers independent of N (and b′ satisfies b′ ≤ 1/2)
Note that the Poisson distribution on Z satisfies [5]

dTV (Pz, Pz′) ≤
|z − z′|

min{z, z′}
, (F24)

and satisfies the following relation for any integer s

1

2

∑
m

|Pz(m)− Pz′(m+ s)| ≤ |s|Pz(⌊z⌋). (F25)

which is obtained by the triangle inequality and the following relation [87]

1

2

∑
m

|Pz(m)− Pz′(m+ 1)| = Pz(⌊z⌋). (F26)

Therefore, combining Stirling’s formula, the definition of the translated Poisson distribution, (F24) and (F25), the
following relation holds:

lim
N→∞

dTV (TP (Nx,Ny) , TP (⌊rN⌋x′N , ⌊rN⌋y′)) = 0 ⇔
(
x = r lim

N→∞
x′N

)
∧ (y = ry′) . (F27)

Hence, if (F7) does not holds, for any sequence {m′′
N}, there exist a real number δ > 0 such that for any N ′ ∈ N,

there exists N > N ′ satisfying

dTV

(
TP

(
N
τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ψ), N

τ(ψ)

2π
VH(ψ)

)
, TP

(
⌊rN⌋τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ϕ) +m′′

N , ⌊rN⌋τ(ψ)
2π

VH(ϕ)

))
> δ. (F28)

Due to (F18), (F23), (F28) and the existence of N0, for any sequence {ηAN }, there exists a real number δ > 0 such
that for any N ′ ∈ N, there exists N > N ′ satisfying

dTV

(
pψ⊗N , pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

)
>
δ

2
. (F29)

Therefore, due to (F13),

1

2
∥ΦN (ψ⊗N )− ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN ∥1 ≥ dTV

(
pΦN (ψ⊗N ), pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋

)
>
δ

2
. (F30)

This contradicts (F5). Therefore, if r is achievable, (F7) must hold.
Next, we show that the direct part, i.e., if (F7) holds, r is achievable. Let us assume that (F7) holds. Since

τ(ψ) = τ(ϕ), again we can define the distribution pψ⊗N on Z satisfying (F11). To define HAN , HAN and ηAN , we
firstly define

mmax
N := max{m|p(N)

ψ⊗N (Em) ̸= 0 ∨ p(⌊rN⌋)
ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋(Em) ̸= 0}. (F31)

Then we define HA′
N

as a 4mmax
N + 1-dimensional Hilbert space and define HA′

N
as

HA′
N
:=

2mmax
N∑

m=−2mmax
N

Em |m⟩ ⟨m|A′
N
. (F32)

Then we define ηA′
N

as a pure state

|ηA′
N
⟩ := |m′′

N ⟩AN , (F33)

m′′
N :=

⌊
N
τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ψ)− ⌊rN⌋τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ϕ)

⌋
(F34)
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Using HA′
N
, HA′

N
and ηA′

N
, we define HAN , HAN and ηAN as

HAN =

{
HA′

N
(⌊rN⌋ ≥ N)

HA′
N
⊗H⊗N−⌊rN⌋ (⌊rN⌋ < N)

(F35)

HAN =

{
HA′

N
(⌊rN⌋ ≥ N)

HA′
N
⊗ IH⊗N−⌊rN⌋ + IA′

N
⊗H

(N−⌊rN⌋)
tot (⌊rN⌋ < N)

(F36)

ηAN =

{
ηA′

N
(⌊rN⌋ ≥ N)

ηA′
N
⊗ |0⟩ ⟨0|⊗N−⌊rN⌋

(⌊rN⌋ < N)
(F37)

Then, we can rewrite p
′(⌊rN⌋)
ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

as the distribution pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
on Z satisfying (F16). Then, due to (F18), (F23)

and (F27),

lim
N→∞

dTV (pψ⊗N , pϕ⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
) = 0. (F38)

To construct the sequence {ΦN}, note that for any system A, any Hermitian X :=
∑
xΠx and any pure state |η⟩

on A, there exists a unitary V such that [50]

V |η⟩ =
∑
x

√
p(x, η) |x⟩ , (F39)

[V,X] = 0 (F40)

where |x⟩ is an eigenvector of X whose eigenvalue is x and p(x, η) := Tr[ηΠx]. Therefore, there exist unitary operations
Uψ,N on H⊗N and Uϕ,r,N on H⊗⌊rN⌋ such that

Uψ,N |ψ⟩⊗n =
∑
m

√
pψ⊗N (m) |m⟩S(N) , (F41)

Uϕ,r,N |ϕ⟩⊗⌊rN⌋
=
∑
m

√
pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋(m) |m⟩S(⌊rN⌋) , (F42)

[Uψ,N , H
(n)
tot ] = 0, (F43)

[Uϕ,r,N , H
(⌊rN⌋)
tot ] = 0, (F44)

where |m⟩S(l) is an eigenvector of H
(l)
tot whose eigenvalue Em and where

pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋(m) := p
(⌊rN⌋)
ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋(Em). (F45)

Due to ψ ̸∈ FG,strong and ϕ ̸∈ FG,strong, the variances VH(ψ) and VH(ϕ) are strictly larger than 0, and thus the
following relations hold:

0 < EH(ψ) < m(1), (F46)

0 < EH(ϕ) < m(1), (F47)

where m(l) is the maximum value of m such that Em is an eigenvalue of H
(l)
tot. Therefore, we can define a real positive

number ∆ as

∆ :=
1

4
min

{
τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ψ), r

τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ϕ), m(1) − τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ψ), rm(1) − r

τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ϕ)

}
. (F48)

Then, for any N > 2max

{
1, 1r ,

1
r

2m(1)

m(1)− τ(ψ)
2π EH(ϕ)

}
, the following relation holds:

0 ≤ min

{⌊
⌊rN⌋τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ϕ)− 2∆N

⌋
,

⌊
N
τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ψ)− 2∆N

⌋}
(F49)⌊

⌊rN⌋τ(ψ)
2π

EH(ϕ) + 2∆N

⌋
≤ m(⌊rN⌋) (F50)⌊

N
τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ψ) + 2∆N

⌋
≤ m(N) (F51)
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We also define

MN :=

{
m|
⌊
N
τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ψ)−∆N

⌋
≤ m ≤

⌊
N
τ(ψ)

2π
EH(ψ) + ∆N

⌋}
, (F52)

Π
(N)
MN

:=
∑

m∈MN

Π(N)
m , (F53)

where Π
(N)
m is the projection to the eigenspace of H

(N)
tot whose eigenvalue is Em. Then, due to the large-deviation

principle for the i.i.d. state, ϵN := 1−
∑
m∈MN

pψ⊗N (m) satisfies

lim
N→∞

ϵN → 0 (F54)

We also define HA′′
N
, HA′′

N
and |0⟩A′′

N
as

HA′′
N
=

{
HA′

N
⊗H⊗⌊rN⌋−N (⌊rN⌋ > N)

HA′
N

(⌊rN⌋ ≤ N)
(F55)

HA′′
N
=

{
HA′

N
⊗ IH⊗⌊rN⌋−N + IA′

N
⊗H

(⌊rN⌋−N)
tot (⌊rN⌋ > N)

HA′
N

(⌊rN⌋ ≤ N)
(F56)

|0⟩A′′
N
=

{
|0⟩A′

N
⊗ |0⟩⊗⌊rN⌋−N

H (⌊rN⌋ > N)

|0⟩A′
N

(⌊rN⌋ ≤ N)
(F57)

Then, HA′′
N

and HA′′
N

satisfy

H⊗N ⊗HA′′
N
= H⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗HAN , (F58)

H
(N)
tot +HA′′

N
= H

(⌊rN⌋)
tot +HAN . (F59)

Because of the definitions of m′′
N , ∆ and MN , for any N > 2max

{
1, 1r ,

1
r

2m(1)

m(1)− τ(ψ)
2π EH(ϕ)

}
,

m ∈MN ⇒ 0 ≤ m−m′′
N ≤ m(⌊rN⌋). (F60)

Therefore, for any N > 2max

{
1, 1r ,

1
r

2m(1)

m(1)− τ(ψ)
2π EH(ϕ)

}
and any m ∈ MN , the state |m−m′′

N ⟩S(⌊rN⌋) is well-defined.

Therefore, we can take a unitary Wψ,ϕ,r,N on H⊗N ⊗HA′′
N

satisfying

Wψ,ϕ,r,N |m⟩S(N) ⊗ |0⟩A′′
N
=

{
|m−m′′

N ⟩S(⌊rN⌋) ⊗ |ηAN ⟩AN (m ∈MN )
|m⟩S(N) ⊗ |0⟩A′′

N
(m ̸∈MN ) , (F61)

[Wψ,ϕ,r,N , H
(N)
tot +HAN ] = 0. (F62)

Now, let us define a unitary on H⊗N ⊗HA′′
N

(= H⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗HAN ) as

Vψ,ϕ,r,N :=
(
U†
ϕ,r,N ⊗ IAN

)
Wψ,ϕ,r,N . (F63)

By definition, the unitary Vψ,ϕ,r,N satisfies

[Vψ,ϕ,r,N , H
(N)
tot +HAN ] = 0. (F64)

Therefore, since e
−iHA′′

N
t |0⟩A′′

N
= |0⟩A′′

N
for any t ∈ R, the following CPTP map ΦN is strong covariant:

ΦN (·) := Vψ,ϕ,r,N ◦ ΛN ◦ Uψ,N (·), (F65)

ΛN (·) := (·)⊗ |0⟩ ⟨0|A′′
N

(F66)
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The map ΦN also satisfies

ΦN (Π
(N)
MN

ψ⊗NΠ
(N)
MN

) = |Ψ̃′
N ⟩ ⟨Ψ̃′

N | ⊗ ηAN , (F67)

|Ψ̃′
N ⟩ := U†

ϕ,r,N

∑
m∈MN

√
pψ⊗N (m) |m−m′′

N ⟩S(⌊rN⌋) (F68)

Due to the definition of ϵN , we obtain

⟨ψ|⊗N Π
(N)
MN

|ψ⟩⊗N = 1− ϵN . (F69)

Therefore, using the gentle measurement lemma [88], we obtain

∥ψ⊗N −Π
(N)
MN

ψ⊗NΠ
(N)
MN

∥1 ≤ 2
√
ϵN (F70)

Therefore, we obtain ∥∥∥ΦN (ψ⊗N )− Ψ̃′
N ⊗ ηAN

∥∥∥
1
≤ 2

√
ϵN (F71)

Note that

| ⟨ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋| ⊗ ⟨ηAN |AN |Ψ̃′
N ⟩ ⊗ |ηAN ⟩AN | =

∑
m∈MN

√
pψ⊗N (m)pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

(m)

≥
∑
m

√
pψ⊗N (m)pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

(m)−
∑

m̸∈MN

√
pψ⊗N (m)pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

(m)

≥
∑
m

√
pψ⊗N (m)pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

(m)−
√ ∑
m̸∈MN

pψ⊗N (m)

√ ∑
m̸∈MN

pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
(m)

≥
∑
m

√
pψ⊗N (m)pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

(m)−
√
ϵN

≥ 1− dTV (pψ⊗N , pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
)−

√
ϵN (F72)

Therefore,

| ⟨ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋| |Ψ̃′
N ⟩ ⊗ |ηAN ⟩AN |2 ≥ 1− 2(δN +

√
ϵN ), (F73)

where δN := dTV (pψ⊗N , pϕ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
). Again, using the gentle measurement lemma, we obtain

∥Ψ̃′
N ⊗ ηAN − ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN ∥1 ≤ 2

√
2
√
δN +

√
ϵN . (F74)

Due to (F71) and (F74),

∥ΦN (ψ⊗N )− ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN ∥1 ≤ 2
√
ϵN + 2

√
2
√
δN +

√
ϵN . (F75)

Therefore, due to (F38) and (F54) holds,

lim
N→∞

∥ΦN (ψ⊗N )− ϕ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN ∥1 = 0, (F76)

which implies the rate r is achievable. □

3. i.i.d. state conversion between weak symmetric states

When ρ and σ are weak symmetric (not necessarily pure), the optimal ratio R(ρ→ σ) is determined by the variance
and the expectation value of H.
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Theorem 19. Let S be a finite dimensional system with Hilbert space H, and let {e−iHt} be a unitary representation
of U(1) acting on H, where the smallest eigenvalue of H is equal to zero. For any weak symmetric states ρ and σ on
S satisfying τstrong(ρ) = τstrong(σ), ρ ̸∈ FG,strong and σ ̸∈ FG,strong, the optimal conversion rate R(ρ→ σ) satisfies

R(ρ→ σ) =
VH(ρ)

VH(σ)
. (F77)

The proof is almost identical to that of Theorem 18:

Proof of Theorem 19. It suffices to show that r is achievable iff the following relation holds:

r =
VH(ρ)

VH(σ)
. (F78)

Let us show the converse part, i.e., if r is achievable, the relation (F78) must hold. Let us assume that r is achievable.
Then, there exist the sequence of additional Hilbert spaces {HAN }N∈N, the sequence of unitary representations
{UAN := {e−iHAN t}t}n∈N of U(1) acting on the Hilbert spaces, and the sequence of (U (N), U (⌊rN⌋) ⊗ UAN )-strong
covariant operations {ΦN} satisfying (F4) and (F5). Due to (D18), the (U (N), U (⌊rN⌋)⊗UAN )-strong covariant CPTP
map ΦN satisfy the following relation for any ξ in S(H⊗N ) and e ∈ R:

p
(N)
ξ (e) = p

′(⌊rN⌋)
ΦN (ξ) (e). (F79)

Here we used the definitions p
(m)
χ (f) := Tr[χP

(m)
f ] and p

′(m)
χ (f) := Tr[χP

′(m)
f ], where P

(m)
f and P

′(m)
f are the pro-

jections to the eigenspace of H
(m)
tot and H

(m)
tot ⊗ IAm + IH⊗m ⊗HAm whose eigenvalue is f . Because of (F79), for the

weak symmetric initial state ρ in S(H),

p
(N)

ρ⊗N
(e) = p

′(⌊rN⌋)
ΦN (ρ⊗N )

(e). (F80)

Furthermore, since τstrong(ρ) = τstrong(σ) holds and since the smallest eigenvalue of H is zero, any E satisfying

p
(N)

ρ⊗N
(E) ̸= 0 and/or p

(⌊rN⌋)
σ⊗⌊rN⌋(E) ̸= 0 can be written as

E = m
2π

τstrong(ρ)
. m ∈ Z, (F81)

Therefore, we can rewrite the distributions p
(N)

ρ⊗N
, p

′(⌊rN⌋)
ΦN (ρ⊗N )

as the distributions on Z:

pρ⊗N (m) := p
(N)

ρ⊗N
(Em), (F82)

pΦN (ρ⊗N )(m) := p
′(⌊rN⌋)
ΦN (ρ⊗N )

(Em), (F83)

where Em := m 2π
τstrong(ρ)

. Then, due to (F80),

pρ⊗N (m) = pΦN (ρ⊗N )(m) (F84)

Furthermore, since ηAN is strong symmetric, it is an eigenstate of HAN that we denote aN , and thus the distribution

p
′(⌊rN⌋)
σ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

(F ) ̸= 0 holds only when F can be written as

F = m′ 2π

τstrong(ρ)
+ aN , m

′ ∈ Z. (F85)

Hence, if aN cannot be written as aN = m′′ 2π
τstrong(ρ)

with some integerm′′, p
′(⌊rN⌋)
ΦN (ρ⊗N )

has no overlap with p
′(⌊rN⌋)
σ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

.

Therefore, due to (F5), there exists a natural number N0 and for any N ≥ N0, aN can be written as

aN = m′′
N

2π

τstrong(ρ)
, (F86)

and thus we can rewrite p
′(⌊rN⌋)
σ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

as the distribution on Z:

pσ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
(m) := p

′(⌊rN⌋)
σ⊗⌊rn⌋⊗ηAN

(Em). (F87)
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Now, let us define the total variation distance between two distributions p and q on Z as

dTV(p, q) :=
1

2

∑
m

|p(m)− q(m)|. (F88)

Then, in the same way as the derivation of (F18) and (F23), we obtain:

dTV

(
pρ⊗N , TP

(
N
τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(ρ), n

τstrong(ρ)

2π
VH(ρ)

))
≤ c√

Nb− 1/2
+

2

N
τstrong(ρ)

2π VH(ρ)
(F89)

dTV

(
pσ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

, TP

(
⌊rN⌋τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(σ) +m′′

N , ⌊rN⌋τstrong(ρ)
2π

VH(σ)

))
≤ c′√

⌊rN⌋b′ − 1/2
+

2

⌊rn⌋ τstrong(ρ)2π VH(σ)
(F90)

where EH(ρ) := Tr[ρH] and where b, b′, c and c′ are finite real numbers independent of n (and b and b′ satisfy b ≥ 1/2
and b′ ≥ 1/2), and TP (x, y) is the translated Poisson distribution.

As shown in the proof of Theorem 18, the translated Poisson distributions satisfy:

lim
N→∞

dTV (TP (Nx,Ny) , TP (⌊rN⌋x′N , ⌊rN⌋y′)) = 0 ⇔
(
x = r lim

N→∞
x′N

)
∧ (y = ry′) . (F91)

Hence, if (F78) does not holds, for any sequence {m′′
N}, there exist a real number δ > 0 such that for any N ′ ∈ N,

there exists N > N ′ such that

dTV

(
TP

(
N
τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(ρ), N

τstrong(ρ)

2π
VH(ρ)

)
, TP

(
⌊rN⌋τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(σ) +m′′

N , ⌊rN⌋τstrong(ρ)
2π

VH(σ)

))
> δ.

(F92)

Due to (F89), (F90), (F92) and the existence of N0, for any sequence {ηAN }, there exists δ > 0 such that for any
N ′ ∈ N, there exists N > N ′ satisfying

dTV

(
pρ⊗N , pσ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

)
>
δ

2
. (F93)

Therefore, due to (F84),

1

2
∥ΦN (ρ⊗N )− σ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN ∥1 ≥ dTV

(
pΦN (ρ⊗N ), pσ⊗⌊rN⌋

)
>
δ

2
. (F94)

This contradicts to (F5). Therefore, if r is achievable, (F78) must hold.
Next, we show that the direct part, i.e., if (F78) holds, r is achievable. Let us assume that (F78) holds. Since

τstrong(ρ) = τstrong(σ), again we can define the distribution pρ⊗N on Z satisfying (F82). To define HAN , HAN and
ηAN , we firstly define

mmax
N := max{m|p(N)

ρ⊗N
(Em) ̸= 0 ∨ p(⌊rN⌋)

σ⊗⌊rN⌋(Em) ̸= 0}. (F95)

Then we define HA′
N

as a 4mmax
N + 1-dimensional Hilbert space and define HA′

N
as

HA′
N
:=

2mmax
N∑

m=−2mmax
N

Em |m⟩ ⟨m|A′
N
. (F96)

Then we define ηA′
N

as a pure state

|ηA′
N
⟩ := |m′′

N ⟩AN , (F97)

m′′
N :=

⌊
N
τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(ρ)− ⌊rN⌋τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(σ)

⌋
(F98)
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We define HAN , HAN and ηAN as

HAN =

{
HA′

N
(⌊rN⌋ ≥ N)

HA′
N
⊗H⊗N−⌊rN⌋ (⌊rN⌋ < N)

(F99)

HAN =

{
HA′

N
(⌊rN⌋ ≥ N)

HA′
N
⊗ IH⊗N−⌊rN⌋ + IA′

N
⊗H

(N−⌊rN⌋)
tot (⌊rN⌋ < N)

(F100)

ηAN =

{
ηA′

N
(⌊rN⌋ ≥ N)

ηA′
N
⊗ |0⟩ ⟨0|⊗N−⌊rN⌋

(⌊rN⌋ < N)
(F101)

Then, we can rewrite p
′(⌊rN⌋)
σ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN

as the distribution pσ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
on Z satisfying (F87). Then, due to (F89), (F90)

and (F91),

lim
N→∞

dTV (pρ⊗N , pσ⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
) = 0. (F102)

Due to ρ ̸∈ FG,strong and σ ̸∈ FG,strong, the variances VH(ρ) and VH(σ) are strictly larger than 0, and thus the
following relations hold:

0 < EH(ρ) < m(1), (F103)

0 < EH(σ) < m(1), (F104)

where m(l) is the maximum value of m such that Em is an eigenvalue of H
(l)
tot. Therefore, we can define a real positive

number ∆ as

∆ :=
1

4
min

{
τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(ρ), r

τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(σ), m(1) − τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(ρ), rm(1) − r

τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(σ)

}
. (F105)

Then, for any N > 2max

{
1, 1r ,

1
r

2m(1)

m(1)− τstrong(ρ)

2π EH(σ)

}
, the following relation holds:

0 ≤ min

{⌊
⌊rN⌋τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(σ)− 2∆N

⌋
,

⌊
N
τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(ρ)− 2∆N

⌋}
(F106)⌊

⌊rN⌋τstrong(ρ)
2π

EH(σ) + 2∆N

⌋
≤ m(⌊rN⌋) (F107)⌊

N
τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(ρ) + 2∆N

⌋
≤ m(N) (F108)

We also define

MN :=

{
m|
⌊
N
τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(ρ)−∆N

⌋
≤ m ≤

⌊
N
τstrong(ρ)

2π
EH(ρ) + ∆N

⌋}
, (F109)

Π
(N)
MN

:=
∑

m∈MN

Π(N)
m , (F110)

where Π
(N)
m is the projection to the eigenspace of H

(N)
tot whose eigenvalue is Em. Then, due to the large-deviation

principle for the i.i.d. state, ϵN := 1−
∑
m∈MN

pρ⊗N (m) satisfies

lim
N→∞

ϵN → 0 (F111)

We also define HA′′
N
, HA′′

N
and |0⟩A′′

N
as

HA′′
N
=

{
HA′

N
⊗H⊗⌊rN⌋−N (⌊rN⌋ > N)

HA′
N

(⌊rN⌋ ≤ N)
(F112)

HA′′
N
=

{
HA′

N
⊗ IH⊗⌊rN⌋−N + IA′

N
⊗H

(⌊rN⌋−N)
tot (⌊rN⌋ > N)

HA′
N

(⌊rN⌋ ≤ N)
(F113)

|0⟩A′′
N
=

{
|0⟩A′

N
⊗ |0⟩⊗⌊rN⌋−N

H (⌊rN⌋ > N)

|0⟩A′
N

(⌊rN⌋ ≤ N)
(F114)
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Then, HA′′
N

and HA′′
N

satisfy

H⊗N ⊗HA′′
N
= H⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗HAN , (F115)

H
(N)
tot +HA′′

N
= H

(⌊rN⌋)
tot +HAN . (F116)

To define ΦN , note that we can decompose ρ⊗N and σ⊗⌊rN⌋ as

ρ⊗N =
∑
m

pρ⊗⌊rN⌋(m)ρN,m (F117)

σ⊗⌊rN⌋ =
∑
m

pσ⊗⌊rN⌋(m)σr,N,m, (F118)

where ρN,m σr,N,m is eigenstates of H
(N)
tot and H

(⌊rN⌋)
tot whose eigenvalue is Em, respectively. Because of the definitions

of m′′
N , ∆ and MN , for any N > 2max

{
1, 1r ,

1
r

2m(1)

m(1)− τstrong(ρ)

2π EH(σ)

}
,

m ∈MN ⇒ 0 ≤ m−m′′
N ≤ m(⌊rN⌋). (F119)

Therefore, for any N > 2max

{
1, 1r ,

1
r

2m(1)

m(1)− τstrong(ρ)

2π EH(σ)

}
and any m ∈ MN , the state σr,N,m−m′′

N
is well-defined.

Using these symbols, we define ΦN as

ΦN (·) :=
∑

m∈MN

Tr[Π(N)
m ·]σr,N,m−m′′

N
⊗ ηAN +

∑
m̸∈MN

Tr[Π(N)
m ·]ρN,m ⊗ |0⟩ ⟨0|A′′

N
(F120)

By definition, it is a strong covariant CPTP. Furthermore, it satisfies

ΦN (Π
(N)
MN

ρ⊗NΠ
(N)
MN

) =
∑

m∈MN

pρ⊗N (m)σr,N,m−m′′
N
⊗ ηAN . (F121)

Because of [Π
(N)
MN

ρ⊗NΠ
(N)
MN

, ρ⊗N ] = 0 and the definition of ϵN ,

∥Π(N)
MN

ρ⊗NΠ
(N)
MN

− ρ⊗N∥1 = ϵN (F122)

and thus

∥ΦN (Π
(N)
MN

ρ⊗NΠ
(N)
MN

)− ΦN (ρ⊗N )∥1 ≤ ϵN . (F123)

We also evaluate ∥ΦN (Π
(N)
MN

ρ⊗NΠ
(N)
MN

)− σ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN ∥1 as

∥ΦN (Π
(N)
MN

ρ⊗NΠ
(N)
MN

)− σ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN ∥1 = ∥σ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN −
∑

m∈MN

pρ⊗N (m)σr,N,m−m′′
N
⊗ ηAN ∥1

=
∑

m∈MN

|pρ⊗N (m)− pσ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
(m)|+

∑
m̸∈MN

pσ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
(m)

≤
∑

m∈MN

|pρ⊗N (m)− pσ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
(m)|+

∑
m̸∈MN

|pρ⊗N (m)− pσ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
(m)|

+
∑

m̸∈MN

pρ⊗N (m)

= 2dTV (pρ⊗N , pσ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
) + ϵN (F124)

Therefore, we obtain

lim
N→∞

∥ΦN (ρ⊗N )− σ⊗⌊rN⌋ ⊗ ηAN ∥1 ≤ lim
N→∞

(2dTV (pρ⊗N , pσ⊗⌊rN⌋⊗ηAN
) + 2ϵN )

= 0, (F125)

which implies that r is achievable. □
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