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Quantum information theory is plagued by the problem of regularisations, which require the evalu-
ation of formidable asymptotic quantities. This makes it computationally intractable to gain a precise
quantitative understanding of the ultimate efficiency of key operational tasks such as entanglement
manipulation. Here we consider the problem of computing the asymptotic entanglement cost of
preparing noisy quantum states under quantum operations with positive partial transpose (PPT). A
previously claimed solution to this problem is shown to be incorrect. We construct instead an al-
ternative solution in the form of two hierarchies of semi-definite programs that converge to the true
asymptotic value of the entanglement cost from above and from below. Our main result establishes
that this convergence happens exponentially fast, thus yielding an efficient algorithm that approxi-
mates the cost up to an additive error 𝜀 in time poly

(
𝐷, log(1/𝜀)

)
, where 𝐷 is the underlying Hilbert

space dimension. To our knowledge, this is the first time that an asymptotic entanglement measure is
shown to be efficiently computable despite no closed-form formula being available.

Introduction.— Quantum Shannon theory studies the
fundamental limitations on the manipulation of quan-
tum information in the presence of external noise. Cal-
culating those limits often involves computing certain
functions that encapsulate the ultimate capabilities of
information carriers. Paradigmatic examples include
the various capacities of quantum channels, such as
the classical [1, 2], quantum [3–5], private [5, 6], and
entanglement-assisted [7, 8] capacities, but also the op-
erational entanglement measures that tell us how much
entanglement can be extracted from a given bipartite
quantum state, i.e. the distillable entanglement [9–13],
and vice versa, how much entanglement must be in-
vested to create that state [14, 15]. This latter quantity,
the entanglement cost, is the main focus of this work.

With the sole exception of the entanglement-assisted
capacity, all of the above functions are expressed by regu-
larised formulas, i.e. formulas that involve an explicit limit
𝑛 → ∞ over the number of uses of the channel or avail-
able copies of the state. For example, by the Lloyd–Shor–
Devetak theorem [3–5] the quantum capacity of a chan-
nel N equals𝑄(N ) = lim𝑛→∞

1
𝑛 𝐼𝑐

(
N ⊗𝑛 ) , where 𝐼𝑐(N ) is

the ‘coherent information’ of N , and N ⊗𝑛 represents 𝑛
parallel uses of N . In stark contrast with classical infor-
mation theory, for quantum channels it holds in general
that 𝐼𝑐(N ⊗𝑛) ≠ 𝑛𝐼𝑐(N ), meaning that evaluating the limit
cannot be avoided. Such non-additivity is a fundamental
feature of most settings encountered in quantum infor-
mation [16–21]. Analogously, the entanglement cost of
preparing a state 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 using local operations and

classical communication (LOCC) is given by

𝐸𝑐, LOCC(𝜌) = lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐸 𝑓

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) , (1)

where 𝐸 𝑓 is the ‘entanglement of formation’ [11, 22]. The
precise nature of these formulas is not so important here;
what is important, however, is that the regularisation
𝑛 → ∞ makes them analytically hard to control and
computationally intractable. Indeed, on the one hand
the dimension of the quantum system on which N ⊗𝑛

acts, or to which 𝜌⊗𝑛 pertains, is exponential in 𝑛, quickly
rendering numerical calculations infeasible as 𝑛 grows;
on the other, there is no guarantee on the quality of the
approximation obtained by stopping at the 𝑛th level of
any of these hierarchies — for instance, an unbounded 𝑛
may be required to even check that the quantum capacity
is non-zero [23]. The regularisation thus appears to be
an omnipresent curse that stifles almost every attempt
to quantitatively understand the ultimate limitations of
quantum information manipulation.

But is that really so? In this work we show how to
overcome this fundamental obstacle, efficiently calculat-
ing a type of entanglement cost — expressed as a regu-
larised quantity — on all quantum states. To this end,
we look at a problem that has been studied by many au-
thors [24–28], but for which a full solution had not been
found prior to our work: namely, zero-error asymptotic
entanglement dilution with ‘positive partial transpose’
(PPT) operations. The task is to determine the ultimate
rate 𝑅 at which singlets Φ2 (i.e. two-qubit maximally
entangled states) have to be consumed to prepare an
asymptotic number of copies of a given bipartite quan-

ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

09
61

3v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
5 

M
ay

 2
02

4



2

tum state 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 using PPT operations only. That
is, we declare a rate 𝑅 achievable if for all sufficiently
large 𝑛 there exists a PPT operationΛ𝑛 with the property
that Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2

)
= 𝜌⊗𝑛 . The infimum of all achievable

rates 𝑅 is the zero-error PPT entanglement cost of 𝜌, de-
noted 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌). In a nutshell, the key reason why many
authors have been interested in this problem is that it
provides a more tractable model for the fundamental
problem of entanglement dilution under LOCC opera-
tions, whose underlying figure of merit, given by (1), is
computationally inaccessible in most cases of interest.

Prior work. — In a pioneering paper by Audenaert, Ple-
nio, and Eisert [24] it was shown that the PPT entan-
glement cost can be evaluated exactly for all bipartite
states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 that satisfy a condition known as ‘zero
bi-negativity’ [24, 29, 30]. Specifically, if |𝜌Γ |Γ ≥ 0, where
Γ denotes the partial transpose operation [31] defined as
(𝑋𝐴 ⊗ 𝑌𝐵)Γ = 𝑋𝐴 ⊗ 𝑌⊺

𝐵
and |𝑋 | ..=

√
𝑋†𝑋 is the absolute

value, then

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = log2

𝜌Γ1 =.. 𝐸𝑁 (𝜌) . (2)

The expression on the right, 𝐸𝑁 , is a celebrated en-
tanglement measure known as the entanglement nega-
tivity [32, 33], obtained by simply evaluating the trace
norm ∥ · ∥1 ..= Tr | · | of the partially transposed state. This
framework thus provides a partial operational interpre-
tation for 𝐸𝑁 through its equality with the zero-error
PPT cost 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT for some states. At the same time, Eq. (2)
effectively solves the problem of computing 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT for
states with zero bi-negativity, because 𝐸𝑁 is efficiently
computable via a semi-definite program (SDP) [34–36]:

𝐸𝑁 (𝜌) = log2 min
{
Tr 𝑆 : −𝑆 ≤ 𝜌Γ ≤ 𝑆

}
. (3)

But what to do for those states that have non-zero bi-
negativity, i.e. satisfy |𝜌Γ |Γ ≱ 0? In their recent works [25,
26], Wang and Wilde claimed to have found a general
solution to this problem, in the form of an alternative
SDP-computable quantity called 𝐸𝜅 that would coincide
with 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT for all states — and in particular reduce to
𝐸𝑁 for states with zero bi-negativity. The validity of the
claimed identity between 𝐸𝜅 and 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT rests crucially
on the additivity of 𝐸𝜅: in [25], it is averred that

𝐸𝜅
(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) ?

= 𝑛 𝐸𝜅(𝜌) (4)

holds true for all bipartite states 𝜌 and all positive in-
tegers 𝑛, thus completely eliminating the issue of regu-
larisation. However, below we construct a simple coun-
terexample to (4). Its existence shows that in general
𝐸𝜅 ≠ 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT, thus invalidating the efficiently computable
solution claimed in [25]. The connection between the
quantity 𝐸𝜅 and the PPT entanglement cost revealed
in [25, 26] will still prove useful to us, albeit a priori it

is not clear how it could lead to a computable formula
for 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT — the daunting problem of regularisation per-
sists. Further details about the claims of [25, 26] can be
found in the erratum [37].
Main results. — In this work, we completely solve the
problem of calculating 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT through an entirely dif-
ferent approach. Namely, we construct two converging
hierarchies of semi-definite programs that can be used to
calculate 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT for any given state to any degree of preci-
sion efficiently, i.e. in time polynomial in the underlying
Hilbert space dimension and in log(1/𝜀), with 𝜀 being
the additive error. The key quantities in our approach
are a family of PPT entanglement monotones indexed by
an integer 𝑝 ∈ N and given by

𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) ..= log2 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) , (5)

where

𝜒𝑝(𝜌) ..= min
{

Tr 𝑆𝑝 : −𝑆𝑖 ≤𝑆Γ𝑖−1≤𝑆𝑖 , 𝑖=0, ..., 𝑝, 𝑆−1=𝜌
}

(6)
is an SDP with variables 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝 . These quantities are
increasing in 𝑝 for every fixed 𝜌, and we refer to them
as the 𝝌-hierarchy. Note also that 𝐸𝜒,0 = 𝐸𝑁 , hence 𝐸𝜒,𝑝

can be regarded as a generalisation of the entanglement
negativity [32, 33].

The functions 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 can be related to the quantity 𝐸𝜅
studied in [25, 26] and its generalisations. In particu-
lar, by exploiting the connection between the entangle-
ment cost 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT and a regularised form of 𝐸𝜅 shown
in [25, 26], the 𝜒-hierarchy can be shown to approximate
the entanglement cost 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT from below, in the sense
that 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌) ≥ 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) for all states and all 𝑝. Our first
main result establishes that this approximation becomes
increasingly tight as 𝑝 increases, and the 𝜒-hierarchy
gives the value of 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT exactly in the limit 𝑝 → ∞. This
allows us to replace the limit in the number of copies 𝑛,
which is what makes 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT difficult to compute, with
a limit in the hierarchy level 𝑝. This already provides
a single-letter formula for the PPT entanglement cost
that no longer suffers from the curse of regularisation.
However, because of the limiting procedure 𝑝 → ∞, it
is still unclear if the expression can be evaluated eas-
ily. Crucially, we show that calculating the limit of the
𝜒-hierarchy is indeed significantly easier than evaluat-
ing regularised expressions: the convergence to the true
value of 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT is exponentially fast uniformly on all states,
which opens the way to an accurate calculation of 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT
in practice.

Theorem 1. For all bipartite states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 on a system of
minimal local dimension 𝑑 ..= min {|𝐴|, |𝐵|} ≥ 2, and all
positive integers 𝑝 ∈ N+, it holds that

0 ≤ 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) − 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) ≤ log2

1
1 −

(
1 − 2

𝑑

)𝑝 , (7)
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entailing that

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = lim

𝑝→∞
𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) . (8)

Note that for every fixed value of 𝑑 and for large 𝑝, the
approximation error on the right-hand side of (7) can be
estimated as

(
1 − 2

𝑑

)𝑝 (log2 𝑒). In other words, the speed
of convergence in (8) is exponential in 𝑝 and furthermore
independent of 𝜌.

The single-letter formula (8) can be used to establish
two notable properties of the zero-error PPT entangle-
ment cost 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT, namely additivity and continuity [38,
§ IV D]. Also, Theorem 1 yields immediately a sim-
ple solution in the qubit-qudit case (𝑑 = 2), generalis-
ing Ishizaka’s result that 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT = 𝐸𝑁 for all two-qubit
states [30]:

Corollary 2. For all states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 on a 2 × 𝑛 bipartite
quantum system,

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜒,1(𝜌)

= log2 min
{𝑆Γ01 : −𝑆0 ≤𝜌Γ≤𝑆0

}
.

(9)

But the most important implication of Theorem 1 is
that it allows us to construct an efficient algorithm that
calculates 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT accurately.

Theorem 3 (Efficient algorithm to compute the cost).
There exists an algorithm that computes 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌) up to an
additive error 𝜀 in time

O
(
(𝑑𝐷)6+𝑜(1) polylog(1/𝜀)

)
(10)

for an arbitrary bipartite state 𝜌 on a system of total dimension
𝐷 and minimal local dimension 𝑑.

This result is a first of its kind for two distinct reasons:
(a) First, because it establishes the efficient computabil-
ity of an operationally meaningful asymptotic entangle-
ment measure (i.e. a distillable entanglement or an entan-
glement cost). There is no known algorithm to estimate
any other such measure, not even under the simplifying
zero-error assumption.
(b) Second, because efficient computability is shown
without exhibiting a closed-form single-letter formula,
but rather by describing converging SDP hierarchies. To
the extent of our knowledge, the only other case in quan-
tum information theory where a similar situation arises
is in [39, Theorem 5.1]. However, unlike ours, the algo-
rithm described there is computationally extremely ex-
pensive, featuring an exponential dependence on 𝑑3/𝜀.
More generally, expressing difficult-to-compute quanti-
ties through converging SDP hierarchies is a technical
tool that has found various uses in quantum informa-
tion [40–45], but such results typically do not result in
efficiently computable algorithms or do not yield exact
operational results.

Our algorithm is simple to describe: the first step is
to use (7) to find 𝑝 large enough so that 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) approx-
imates 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌) up to an additive error 𝜀/2. It turns
out that 𝑝 = O

(
𝑑 log(𝑑/𝜀)

)
suffices. We then solve the

SDP that computes 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) with a precision 𝜀/2 and es-
timate the corresponding time complexity. Doing so
yields an 𝜀-approximation of 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌). The key obser-
vation in the analysis is that climbing the 𝜒-hierarchy
up to level 𝑝 introduces only polynomially many more
constraints in the SDP and is thus relatively inexpen-
sive. Indeed, the time complexity of the above algorithm,
reported in (10), is only marginally larger than that of
computing the entanglement negativity itself, which is
O

(
𝐷6+𝑜(1) polylog(1/𝜀)

)
.

Methods. — The task. We start by defining 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT in rig-

orous terms. A (quantum) channel Λ : 𝑋 → 𝑌 is a com-
pletely positive and trace preserving map taking as input
states of a quantum system 𝑋 and outputting states of𝑌.
The set of completely positive maps (respectively, quan-
tum channels) from𝑋 to𝑌will be denoted as CP(𝑋 → 𝑌)
(respectively, CPTP(𝑋 → 𝑌)). If 𝑋 = 𝐴𝐵 and 𝑌 = 𝐴′𝐵′

are both bipartite systems and Λ ∈ CP(𝐴𝐵 → 𝐴′𝐵′), we
say that Λ is PPT if Γ𝐵′ ◦ Λ ◦ Γ𝐵 is still completely pos-
itive, where Γ𝐵 denotes the partial transpose on 𝐵, and
analogously for Γ𝐵′ . We can then define the zero-error
PPT entanglement cost of any bipartite state 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 as

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) ..= inf

{
𝑅 : for all sufficiently large 𝑛 ∈ N

∃ Λ𝑛∈PPT ∩ CPTP: Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2

)
=𝜌⊗𝑛

}
.

(11)
Here, Φ2 ..= |Φ2⟩⟨Φ2 |, where |Φ2⟩ ..= 1√

2
(|00⟩ + |11⟩) is the

two-qubit maximally entangled state, i.e. the ebit, and
Λ𝑛 is required to be a PPT channel.

The above task is of interest because it constitutes
a simplification of fully fledged entanglement dilution
(cf. (1)). In particular: (I) The mathematically hard-to-
characterise set of LOCC [46] is replaced by its outer
approximation given by the set of PPT operations. Be-
cause of this connection to LOCC, PPT operations have
been studied extensively in entanglement theory [47–50].
(II) Dilution with asymptotically vanishing error (which
leads to entropic measures such as that in (1)) is replaced
with exact, zero-error dilution. However, in the SM [38]
we show that no substantial change occurs if we require
that the error, instead of being exactly zero, decay to zero
sufficiently fast — the relevant figure of merit is then still
𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT.

The quantifier 𝐸𝜅. Wang and Wilde [25, 26, 37] introduced
and studied the SDP-computable quantity

𝐸𝜅(𝜌) ..= log2 min
{
Tr 𝑆 : −𝑆 ≤ 𝜌Γ ≤ 𝑆, 𝑆Γ ≥ 0

}
. (12)

Among other things, they showed that: (i) 𝐸𝜅 is mono-
tonically non-increasing under PPT channels; (ii)𝐸𝜅(𝜌) ≥
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𝐸𝑁 (𝜌) for all states 𝜌, with equality when 𝜌 has zero bi-
negativity; (iii) 𝐸𝜅 is sub-additive, meaning that

𝐸𝜅(𝜌 ⊗ 𝜌′) ≤ 𝐸𝜅(𝜌) + 𝐸𝜅(𝜌′) (13)

for all pairs of states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and 𝜌′ = 𝜌′
𝐴′𝐵′ ; and (iv) its

regularisation yields the zero-error PPT entanglement
cost, i.e.

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸∞

𝜅 (𝜌) ..= lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐸𝜅

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) . (14)

As said, it was claimed in [25] that 𝐸𝜅 is additive, mean-
ing that equality holds in (13). However, this claim is
incorrect (see also [37]). To disprove it, it is useful to
first note that additivity indeed holds when both 𝜌 and
𝜌′ have zero bi-negativity, simply because in that case
𝐸𝜅 coincides with the entanglement negativity by prop-
erty (ii), and this latter measure is additive. Hence, our
search for a counterexample must start with the con-
struction of states with non-zero bi-negativity. That such
states do exist was reported already in [29, 30] based on
numerical evidence. However, here we present a sim-
pler, analytical construction.
Punch card states. Let 𝐴 ≥ 0 be a positive semi-definite
𝑑×𝑑matrix, and let𝑄 be another 𝑑×𝑑 symmetric matrix
with only 0/1 entries. The associated punch card state
is the bipartite quantum state on C𝑑 ⊗ C𝑑 defined by

𝜋𝐴,𝑄 ..=
1

𝑁𝐴,𝑄

©«
∑
𝑖 , 𝑗

𝐴𝑖 𝑗 |𝑖𝑖⟩⟨𝑗 𝑗 | +
∑
𝑖≠𝑗

𝑄𝑖 𝑗 |𝐴𝑖 𝑗 | |𝑖 𝑗⟩⟨𝑖 𝑗 |ª®¬ ,
(15)

where 𝑁𝐴,𝑄 is chosen so that Tr𝜋𝐴,𝑄 = 1. It is straight-
forward to verify that

��𝜋Γ
𝐴,𝑄

��Γ =
1

𝑁𝐴,𝑄

©«
∑
𝑖 , 𝑗

𝑄𝑖 𝑗𝐴𝑖 𝑗 |𝑖𝑖⟩⟨𝑗 𝑗 | +
∑
𝑖≠𝑗

|𝐴𝑖 𝑗 | |𝑖 𝑗⟩⟨𝑖 𝑗 |ª®¬ .
(16)

Therefore, if 𝐴 and 𝑄 are chosen such that 𝑄 ◦ 𝐴 ≱ 0,
where ◦ denotes the Hadamard (i.e. entry-wise) product
between matrices, 𝜋𝐴,𝑄 will have non-zero bi-negativity.
It is easy to come up with examples of𝐴 and𝑄 that meet
the above criteria, the simplest one being

𝐴0 ..=
©«
1 1 1
1 1 1
1 1 1

ª®¬ , 𝑄0 ..=
©«
1 0 1
0 1 1
1 1 1

ª®¬ . (17)

Having constructed a state with non-zero bi-negativity,
we can wonder whether two copies of it already violate
the additivity of 𝐸𝜅. And sure enough, they do:

Lemma 4. The punch card state 𝜋0 ..= 𝜋𝐴0 ,𝑄0 defined by (15)
with the substitution (17) satisfies

��𝜋Γ
0
��Γ ≱ 0, and moreover

1.001 ≈ 𝐸𝜅
(
𝜋⊗2

0
)
< 2𝐸𝜅(𝜋0) ≈ 1.029 . (18)

In particular, the sub-additivity of 𝐸𝜅 and Lemma 4
imply that 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜋0) ≤ 1
2 𝐸𝜅

(
𝜋⊗2

0
)
< 𝐸𝜅(𝜋0) and there-

fore that 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜋0) ≠ 𝐸𝜅(𝜋0), thus invalidating the main

claims of [25, 26].
Two SDP hierarchies. In (5)–(6) we have already intro-
duced the 𝜒-hierarchy as a generalisation of the entan-
glement negativity. We now introduce another comple-
mentary hierarchy of SDPs, the 𝜿-hierarchy, defined for
𝑞 ∈ N+ (note that 𝑞 ≥ 1) by

𝐸𝜅,𝑞(𝜌) ..= log2 𝜅𝑞(𝜌) , (19)

with

𝜅𝑞(𝜌) ..=min
{
Tr 𝑆𝑞−1: −𝑆𝑖 ≤𝑆Γ𝑖−1≤𝑆𝑖 , 𝑖=0,..., 𝑞−1,

𝑆−1=𝜌, 𝑆Γ𝑞−1 ≥0
}
.

(20)

Observe the resemblance to the definition of 𝜒𝑝 in (6):
the only difference between the two optimisations is the
condition 𝑆Γ

𝑝−1 ≥ 0; adding that to (6) yields immedi-
ately (20) with 𝑞 ↦→ 𝑝, and indeed in that case the opti-
mal 𝑆𝑝 would automatically be 𝑆𝑝 = 𝑆Γ

𝑝−1. Furthermore,
𝐸𝜅,1 = 𝐸𝜅 coincides with the quantity (12) introduced by
Wang and Wilde, of which the 𝜅-hierarchy thus consti-
tutes a generalisation.

In the Supplemental Material [38] we explore the prop-
erties of the quantities 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 and 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 , showing them to
be legitimate entanglement measures. In particular, the
functions are all suitably normalised, continuous, faith-
ful on PPT states, and strongly monotonic under PPT
operations. The pivotal property that distinguishes 𝐸𝜒,𝑝

from 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 is that, while the quantities 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 are only sub-
additive, the 𝜒-quantities are fully additive under ten-
sor products, meaning that regularisation can always be
avoided.

Two key insights lead to the proof of our main results.
First, that the two hierarchies provide complementary
bounds on 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT, the fundamental quantity we want to
estimate: namely, the 𝜒-hierarchy gives increasing lower
bounds on𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT, while the𝜅-hierarchy gives decreasing
upper bounds on it. In other words, on any fixed state 𝜌

𝐸𝜒,0 ≤ 𝐸𝜒,1 ≤ ... ≤ 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT = 𝐸∞

𝜅 ≤ ... ≤ 𝐸𝜅,2 ≤ 𝐸𝜅,1. (21)

In particular, 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 is increasing in 𝑝, while 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 is de-
creasing in 𝑞. Eq. (21) immediately shows the remark-
able connection between two very different limits: one
in the number of copies 𝑛, which is needed to compute
𝐸∞
𝜅 (see Eq. (14)), and one in the hierarchy levels 𝑝 and 𝑞.
The second insight is that there is a connection be-

tween the 𝜒- and 𝜅-hierarchies, as expressed by the fol-
lowing key technical result, proven in the SM [38].
Proposition 5. For all states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 on a system of minimal
local dimension 𝑑 ..= min{|𝐴|, |𝐵|} ≥ 2, and all 𝑝 ∈ N+,

𝜅𝑝(𝜌) ≤
𝑑

2 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) −
(
𝑑

2 − 1
)
𝜒𝑝−1(𝜌) . (22)
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With Proposition 5 at hand, we can now see how it
implies our two main results, Theorems 1 and 3.

Proof sketch of Theorem 1. Combining (21) and (22) shows
that

2𝐸
exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) ≤ 𝜅𝑝(𝜌) ≤

𝑑

2 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) −
(
𝑑

2 − 1
)
𝜒𝑝−1(𝜌) . (23)

The quantity that we are really interested in, however, is
the normalised difference between 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) and its claimed
limiting value 2𝐸

exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌). To see what the above inequality

tells us in this respect, we can define the quantity

𝜀𝑝(𝜌) ..= 1 −
𝜒𝑝(𝜌)

2𝐸
exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌)

, (24)

by means of which (23) can be cast as

𝜀𝑝(𝜌) ≤
(
1 − 2

𝑑

)
𝜀𝑝−1(𝜌) . (25)

Iterating the above relation gives

𝜀𝑝(𝜌) ≤
(
1 − 2

𝑑

)𝑝
𝜀0(𝜌) ≤

(
1 − 2

𝑑

)𝑝
, (26)

which entails (7) after elementary algebraic manipula-
tions. Taking the limit 𝑝 → ∞ in (7) proves also (8).

Proof sketch of Theorem 3. It suffices to formalise the qual-
itative argument provided below the statement of the
theorem. For 𝑑 > 2, we first choose

𝑝𝑑
..=

⌈
log2(2𝑑/𝜀)

− log2
(
1 − 2

𝑑

) ⌉ = O
(
𝑑 log(𝑑/𝜀)

)
, (27)

so that, with the notation in (24), 𝜀𝑝𝑑 (𝜌) ≤ 𝜀
2𝑑 . Using

ln(2) |𝑎 − 𝑏 | ≤
��2𝑎 − 2𝑏

��, valid for 𝑎, 𝑏 ≥ 0, we get

0 ≤ 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) − 𝐸𝜒,𝑝𝑑 (𝜌) ≤

2𝐸
exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌)𝜀

2𝑑 ln 2 ≤ 𝜀
2 ln 2 ,

(28)

where the last inequality is a consequence of the fact
that every state can be created via a quantum telepor-
tation protocol — and hence with PPT operations —
from a maximally entangled state, which entails that
𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) ≤ log2 𝑑 for all 𝜌. We then solve the SDP for

𝜒𝑝𝑑 (𝜌)up to an additive error (ln 2 − 1/2) 𝜀 by running an
optimised SDP solver [51, 52]. Doing so yields an approx-
imation of 𝐸𝜒,𝑝𝑑 (𝜌) up to an additive error

(
1 − 1

2 ln 2
)
𝜀.

Adding this up with the error in (28) yields a total error
of 𝜀. The time complexity in (10) can be calculated using
known theoretical bounds on the complexity of SDPs,
e.g. those found in [51].

Discussion and conclusions. In this paper, we have pro-
vided a computationally complete, single-letter solution
to the problem of calculating the zero-error PPT entan-
glement cost of arbitrary (finite-dimensional) quantum
states. To the best of our knowledge, it is the first time
that any operational asymptotic entanglement measure
is shown to be efficiently computable. A particularly in-
teresting feature of our construction is that it does not
rely on a closed-form formula, but rather on two converg-
ing hierarchies of semi-definite programs that approxi-
mate the cost from above and below with controllable
error.

An open question in our analysis is whether the 𝜒-
hierarchy collapses at any finite level for some — or even
all — states. We found examples of states 𝜌 such that
𝐸𝑁 (𝜌) = 𝐸𝜒,0(𝜌) < 𝐸𝜒,1(𝜌) and also 𝐸𝜒,1(𝜌) < 𝐸𝜒,2(𝜌),
but we were not able to ascertain whether there exists
in general a gap between 𝐸𝜒,2 and 𝐸𝜒,3. If 𝐸𝜒,2 = 𝐸𝜒,3
holds in general, then this would mean that 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT =

𝐸𝜒,2, and thus the cost could be computed with a simple
single-letter formula. While this would be a considerable
simplification from the analytical standpoint, we stress
that it will only entail a poly(𝑑) improvement in the time
complexity of evaluating it numerically.
Acknowledgements. L.L. thanks Andreas Winter for en-
lightening correspondence on zero-error information
theory, as well as the organisers and attendees of
the workshop ‘Quantum information’ (Les Diablerets,
Switzerland, 25 February–1 March 2024), where this
work was first presented, for stimulating and entertain-
ing discussions. L.L. and B.R. thank Xin Wang and Mark
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(Lemma 4) is discussed in detail in the erratum [37].
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Quantum states and channels

The quantum systems we consider in this work are all represented by finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces H. We
will denote the set of linear operators on H by L(H). We occasionally refer to these operators also as matrices, to
underline the fact that they are understood to be finite dimensional.

Quantum states pertaining to a quantum system with Hilbert space H are represented by density operators, i.e.
positive semi-definite operators on H with unit trace. We will denote the set of positive semi-definite operators on
H by L+(H). Given two Hermitian operators 𝑋,𝑌 ∈ L+(H) we write 𝑋 ≤ 𝑌 if 𝑌 − 𝑋 ∈ L+(H), and 𝑋 < 𝑌 if 𝑌 − 𝑋 is
strictly positive definite. The relations ≥ and > are defined similarly.

The trace norm of an arbitrary operator 𝑋 ∈ L(H) is given by

∥𝑋∥1 ..= Tr
√
𝑋†𝑋 , (S1)

where for a positive semi-definite operator 𝐴 its square root is constructed as the unique semi-definite operator
√
𝐴

such that
√
𝐴

2
= 𝐴. If 𝑋 = 𝑋† is Hermitian, then it is possible to give the following simple characterisation of its trace

norm. We include a proof for the sake of completeness, as the lemma below will be used a few times throughout this
paper.
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Lemma S1 (Variational characterisation of the trace norm). Let 𝑋 = 𝑋† ∈ L(H) be a Hermitian matrix. Then

∥𝑋∥1 = min {Tr𝑌 : −𝑌 ≤ 𝑋 ≤ 𝑌} . (S2)

Proof. Let 𝑋 =
∑
𝑖 𝑥𝑖 |𝑖⟩⟨𝑖 | be the spectral decomposition of 𝑋. Then by inspection we find ∥𝑋∥1 =

∑
𝑖 |𝑥𝑖 |. On the one

hand, setting 𝑌 = |𝑋 | ..=
∑
𝑖 |𝑥𝑖 | |𝑖⟩⟨𝑖 | we find that min {Tr𝑌 : −𝑌 ≤ 𝑋 ≤ 𝑌} ≤ Tr

∑
𝑖 |𝑥𝑖 | |𝑖⟩⟨𝑖 | = ∥𝑋∥1. On the other,

for an arbitrary 𝑌 such that −𝑌 ≤ 𝑋 ≤ 𝑌 we have that − ⟨𝑖 |𝑌 |𝑖⟩ ≤ ⟨𝑖 |𝑋 |𝑖⟩ = 𝑥𝑖 ≤ ⟨𝑖 |𝑌 |𝑖⟩, implying that ⟨𝑖 |𝑌 |𝑖⟩ ≥ |𝑥𝑖 |.
Therefore, Tr𝑌 =

∑
𝑖 ⟨𝑖 |𝑌 |𝑖⟩ ≥

∑
𝑖 |𝑥𝑖 | = ∥𝑋∥1; since 𝑌 was arbitrary, this concludes the proof.

Given two quantum systems with Hilbert spaces H and H′, a linear map Λ : L(H) → L(H′) is called positive if
Λ

(
L+(H)

)
⊆ L+(H′), and completely positive if 𝐼𝑘 ⊗Λ is positive for all 𝑘 ∈ N, where 𝐼𝑘 is the identity map on L

(
C𝑘

)
.

It is well known that complete positivity can be formulated as a positive semi-definite constraint using the formalism
of Choi states. Namely, introducing the maximally entangled state

Φ𝑑
..= |Φ𝑑⟩⟨Φ𝑑 | , |Φ𝑑⟩ ..=

1√
𝑑

𝑑∑
𝑖=1

|𝑖𝑖⟩ , (S3)

a linear map Λ : L
(
C𝑑

)
→ L

(
C𝑑

′ ) is completely positive if and only if(
𝐼𝑑 ⊗ Λ

)
(Φ𝑑) ≥ 0 (S4)

is a positive semi-definite operator.
A completely positive map and trace-preserving map Λ : L(H) → L(H′) is called a quantum channel. In what

follows, CP(𝑋 → 𝑌) and CPTP(𝑋 → 𝑌) will denote respectively the set of completely positive maps and the set of
quantum channels between two quantum systems 𝑋 and 𝑌.

B. Positive partial transpose

Composite quantum systems are represented by the tensor product of the local Hilbert spaces; for the simplest
case of a bipartite system, this is expressed in formula as H𝐴𝐵 = H𝐴 ⊗ H𝐵. In what follows, we will often need to
consider the minimal local dimension of a bipartite quantum system 𝐴𝐵, i.e. the number 𝑑 = min{|𝐴|, |𝐵|}, where
we denote by |𝐴| (respectively, |𝐵|) the dimension of the local Hilbert space H𝐴 (respectively, H𝐵).

Given an arbitrary bipartite quantum system𝐴𝐵, the partial transpose on 𝐵 is the linear mapΓ𝐵 : L
(
H𝐴𝐵

)
→

(
H𝐴𝐵

)
uniquely defined by

Γ𝐵(𝑋𝐴 ⊗ 𝑌𝐵) = (𝑋𝐴 ⊗ 𝑌𝐵)Γ ..= 𝑋𝐴 ⊗ 𝑌⊺
𝐵

∀ 𝑋𝐴 ∈ L(H𝐴) , 𝑌𝐵 ∈ L(H𝐵) . (S5)

Here, ⊺ denotes the transposition with respect to a fixed basis of H𝐵. Note that

Tr𝑍𝐴𝐵𝑊𝐴𝐵 = Tr𝑍Γ
𝐴𝐵𝑊

Γ
𝐴𝐵 ∀ 𝑍,𝑊 ∈ L(H𝐴𝐵) , (S6)

and in particular

Tr𝑍Γ
𝐴𝐵 = Tr𝑍𝐴𝐵 ∀ 𝑍 ∈ L(H𝐴𝐵) . (S7)

The definition of Γ𝐵 does depend on which basis we choose, but all choices are unitarily equivalent to each other,
in the sense that for any two different partial transpositions Γ, Γ̃ there exists a unitary𝑈𝐵 acting on 𝐵 such that

Γ̃𝐵(𝑍𝐴𝐵) = 𝑈𝐵 Γ𝐵(𝑍𝐴𝐵)𝑈
†
𝐵 . (S8)

A state 𝜎𝐴𝐵 on a bipartite quantum system 𝐴𝐵 is said to be a PPT state if 𝜎Γ
𝐴𝐵

= Γ𝐵(𝜎𝐴𝐵) ≥ 0. The PPT condition is
important in quantum information because it provides a relaxation of separability: any separable (i.e. unentangled)
state 𝜎𝐴𝐵, which can thus be decomposed as 𝜎𝐴𝐵 =

∑
𝑥 𝑝𝑥 𝛼

𝐴
𝑥 ⊗ 𝛽𝐵𝑥 for some probability distribution 𝑝 and some sets

of local states 𝛼𝐴𝑥 and 𝛽𝐵𝑥 [53], is PPT, but the converse is famously not true [54, 55].
A completely positive map Λ ∈ CP(𝐴𝐵 → 𝐴′𝐵′) with bipartite quantum systems 𝐴𝐵 and 𝐴′𝐵′ as input and output

is called PPT if

Γ𝐵′ ◦Λ ◦ Γ𝐵 ∈ CP(𝐴𝐵 → 𝐴′𝐵′) . (S9)
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If Λ is in addition also trace preserving, then we call it a PPT channel (or a PPT operation). Such maps are
sometimes also referred to as ‘completely PPT preserving’. The importance of the set of PPT channels is that it
provides an outer approximation to the set of quantum channels that can be implemented with local operations and
classical communication (LOCC) on a bipartite system 𝐴𝐵. The usefulness of the PPT approximation rests on the key
observation that condition (S9) amounts to a positive semi-definite constraint, as can be seen by employing (S4).

C. Zero-error PPT entanglement cost

The zero-error PPT entanglement cost of a bipartite state 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 is defined as the minimum rate of ebits (or
singlets)

Φ2 ..= |Φ2⟩⟨Φ2 | , |Φ2⟩ ..=
1√
2
(|00⟩ + |11⟩) , (S10)

that need to be consumed in order to create copies of 𝜌 with PPT operations and zero error. In formula,

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) ..= inf

{
𝑅 : for all sufficiently large 𝑛 ∈ N ∃ Λ𝑛 ∈ PPT ∩ CPTP : Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑅𝑛⌋
2

)
=𝜌⊗𝑛

}
. (S11)

Wang and Wilde proved [25, 37] that 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT can be alternatively computed as

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸∞

𝜅 (𝜌) ..= lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐸𝜅

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) , (S12)

𝐸𝜅(𝜌) ..= log2 min
{
Tr 𝑆 : −𝑆 ≤ 𝜌Γ≤ 𝑆, 𝑆Γ ≥ 0

}
. (S13)

he first equality in (S12) is an asymptotic consequence of the more general one-shot statement that the PPT entan-
glement cost of generating a single copy of a state 𝜌 with PPT operations, denoted by 𝐸(1)

𝑐, PPT(𝜌), can be bounded as
log2

(
2𝐸𝜅(𝜌) − 1

)
≤ 𝐸

(1)
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) ≤ log2

(
2𝐸𝜅(𝜌) + 2

)
[25, Proposition 2]. It is easy to see that the function 𝐸𝜅 is sub-additive,

so that by Fekete’s lemma [56] we can alternatively write the limit in (S12) as an infimum over 𝑛, i.e.

𝐸∞
𝜅 (𝜌) = inf

𝑛∈N+

1
𝑛
𝐸𝜅

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) . (S14)

Unfortunately, due to an error in the derivation of the super-additivity inequality, which can be traced back to [25,
Eq. (S59)], 𝐸𝜅 is no longer known to be additive. Hence, the regularisation in the above identity is needed. And in
fact, we will show in the forthcoming Section II that it must be included, because 𝐸𝜅 is indeed not additive in general.

We refer the interested reader to the erratum [37] for a detailed explanation of this issue and of its consequences.
There, Wang and Wilde also present other examples of additivity violations for 𝐸𝜅. In the next section, we will
construct our own examples of additivity violation.

II. VIOLATIONS OF ADDITIVITY OF 𝑬𝜿

To construct an example of additivity violation, it is useful to start by asking the opposite question: when is it that
we know 𝐸𝜅(𝜌) to be additive? There is a simple answer to this question that is already discussed in [25] based on
the pioneering work [24]: 𝐸𝜅 is easily seen to be additive on many copies of 𝜌 whenever 𝜌 has zero bi-negativity, i.e.
whenever

��𝜌Γ��Γ ≥ 0. When this happens, then

𝐸𝜅
(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) = log2

(𝜌⊗𝑛 )Γ
1
= 𝑛 log2

𝜌Γ1 = 𝑛𝐸𝑁 (𝜌) = 𝑛𝐸𝜅(𝜌) , (S15)

for all 𝑛. This observation tells us that to look for additivity violations of 𝐸𝜅 we need to construct states with non-zero
bi-negativity. After a bit of trial and error, we homed in on the following construction.
Definition S2 (Punch card states). Let 𝐴 ≥ 0 be a 𝑑 × 𝑑 positive semi-definite matrix. Also, let 𝑄 be a 𝑑 × 𝑑 symmetric
matrix with 𝑄𝑖 𝑗 ∈ {0, 1} for all 𝑖 , 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑑. Then the associated punch card state is a bipartite quantum state acting on
C𝑑 ⊗ C𝑑 and defined by

𝜋𝐴,𝑄 ∝
∑
𝑖 , 𝑗

𝐴𝑖 𝑗 |𝑖𝑖⟩⟨𝑗 𝑗 | +
∑
𝑖≠𝑗

𝑄𝑖 𝑗 |𝐴𝑖 𝑗 | |𝑖 𝑗⟩⟨𝑖 𝑗 | , (S16)
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with the normalisation Tr𝜋𝐴,𝑄 = 1.

Note that

𝜋Γ
𝐴,𝑄 ∝

∑
𝑖

𝐴𝑖𝑖 |𝑖𝑖⟩⟨𝑖𝑖 | +
∑
𝑖< 𝑗

(
𝑄𝑖 𝑗 |𝐴𝑖 𝑗 | (|𝑖 𝑗⟩⟨𝑖 𝑗 | + | 𝑗𝑖⟩⟨𝑗𝑖 |) + 𝐴𝑖 𝑗 |𝑖 𝑗⟩⟨𝑗𝑖 | + 𝐴∗

𝑖 𝑗 | 𝑗𝑖⟩⟨𝑖 𝑗 |
)

≃
(∑

𝑖
𝐴𝑖𝑖 |𝑖𝑖⟩⟨𝑖𝑖 |

)
⊕

⊕
𝑖< 𝑗

(
𝑄𝑖 𝑗 |𝐴𝑖 𝑗 | 𝐴𝑖 𝑗
𝐴∗
𝑖 𝑗

𝑄𝑖 𝑗 |𝐴𝑖 𝑗 |

)
,

(S17)

from which, using the elementary observation that����(𝑄𝑖 𝑗 |𝐴𝑖 𝑗 | 𝐴𝑖 𝑗
𝐴∗
𝑖 𝑗

𝑄𝑖 𝑗 |𝐴𝑖 𝑗 |

)���� = ( |𝐴𝑖 𝑗 | 𝑄𝑖 𝑗𝐴𝑖 𝑗
𝑄𝑖 𝑗𝐴

∗
𝑖 𝑗

|𝐴𝑖 𝑗 |

)
, (S18)

valid because 𝑄𝑖 𝑗 = 0, 1, we obtain that���𝜋Γ
𝐴,𝑄

���Γ ∝
∑
𝑖 , 𝑗

𝑄𝑖 𝑗𝐴𝑖 𝑗 |𝑖𝑖⟩⟨𝑗 𝑗 | +
∑
𝑖≠𝑗

|𝐴𝑖 𝑗 | |𝑖 𝑗⟩⟨𝑖 𝑗 | , (S19)

where ∝ hides a positive constant. We therefore record the following observation:

Lemma S3. Let 𝐴 ≥ 0 be a 𝑑 × 𝑑 positive semi-definite matrix, and let 𝑄 be a 𝑑 × 𝑑 symmetric matrix with 𝑄𝑖 𝑗 ∈ {0, 1} for
all 𝑖 , 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑑. If 𝑄 ◦ 𝐴 ≱ 0, where ◦ denotes the Hadamard product, then the punch card state 𝜋𝐴,𝑄 does not have zero
bi-negativity, meaning that ���𝜋Γ

𝐴,𝑄

���Γ ≱ 0 . (S20)

In particular, the state

𝜋0 ..= 𝜋𝐴0 ,𝑄0 , 𝐴0 ..=
©«
1 1 1
1 1 1
1 1 1

ª®¬ , 𝑄0 ..=
©«
1 0 1
0 1 1
1 1 1

ª®¬ ≱ 0 (S21)

does not have zero bi-negativity.

And sure enough, the above punch card state is already enough to exhibit a small but meaningful violation of
additivity for 𝐸𝜅, already at the 2-copy level:

Proposition S4. For the state 𝜋0 defined by (S21), it holds that

2𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜋0) ≤ 𝐸𝜅

(
𝜋⊗2

0
)
< 2𝐸𝜅(𝜋0) . (S22)

In particular, 𝐸𝜅
(
𝜋⊗2

0
)
≈ 1.001 and 2𝐸𝜅(𝜋0) ≈ 1.029.

Proof. The first inequality follows by combining (S12) and (S14). The numerical calculations of 𝐸𝜅
(
𝜋⊗2

0
)

and 𝐸𝜅(𝜋0)
can be verified with an SDP solver.

III. NEW ENTANGLEMENT MONOTONES: 𝑬𝝌,𝒑 AND 𝑬𝜿,𝒒

A. Rationale of our construction

Let us investigate in greater depth the fundamental reason why 𝐸𝜅 fails to be additive. To this end, it is useful to
look at the dual SDP program [35, 36] for 𝐸𝜅, which takes the form [25, Eq. (S25)]

𝐸𝜅(𝜌) = log2 max
{
Tr 𝜌 (𝑉 −𝑊)Γ : 𝑉,𝑊 ≥ 0, 𝑉Γ +𝑊Γ ≤ 1

}
. (S23)
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Since 𝐸𝜅 is sub-additive, to prove additivity we would only need to prove super-additivity. This is most naturally

done with the dual program, which involves a maximisation. The proof of 𝐸𝜅(𝜌⊗ 𝜌′)
?
≥ 𝐸𝜅(𝜌)+𝐸𝜅(𝜌′) would proceed

as follows: first we consider optimal feasible points 𝑉,𝑊 and 𝑉′,𝑊 ′ that achieve the maxima in the dual SDPs (S23)
for 𝜌 and 𝜌′; then we attempt to construct a feasible point 𝑉′′,𝑊 ′′ for the dual SDP for 𝜌 ⊗ 𝜌′; such an ansatz would
need to yield a value of the objective function equal to 𝐸𝜅(𝜌)+𝐸𝜅(𝜌′) (upon taking the logarithm). A quick inspection
reveals that this requires that

Tr 𝜌 (𝑉′′ −𝑊 ′′)Γ ?
=

(
Tr 𝜌 (𝑉 −𝑊)Γ

) (
Tr 𝜌 (𝑉′ −𝑊 ′)Γ

)
. (S24)

A natural ansatz at this point is the one found by Wang and Wilde [25], namely,

𝑉′′ = 𝑉 ⊗ 𝑉′ +𝑊 ⊗𝑊 ′ , 𝑊 ′′ = 𝑉 ⊗𝑊 ′ +𝑊 ⊗ 𝑉′ . (S25)

Note that 𝑉′′,𝑊 ′′ ≥ 0; furthermore, this ansatz clearly satisfies (S24). The problem is that

(𝑉′′ +𝑊 ′′)Γ = (𝑉 +𝑊)Γ ⊗ (𝑉′ +𝑊 ′)Γ ≰ 1 (S26)

in general. Indeed, while (𝑉 +𝑊)Γ ≤ 1 and (𝑉′ +𝑊 ′)Γ ≤ 1 holds by hypothesis, from this it does not follow that the
tensor product of these operators is also upper bounded by the identity. The reason is that both of these operators
could have large negative eigenvalues, which would become large and positive when multiplied.

The first idea we have is to modify the definition of 𝐸𝜅 so as to make sure that this does not happen. To this end, it
suffices to add the further constraint (𝑉 +𝑊)Γ ≥ −1. We can therefore define

𝐸𝜒(𝜌) ..= log2 max
{
Tr 𝜌 (𝑉 −𝑊)Γ : 𝑉,𝑊 ≥ 0, −1 ≤ 𝑉Γ +𝑊Γ ≤ 1

}
= log2 min

{
Tr𝑇 : −𝑆 ≤ 𝜌Γ≤ 𝑆, −𝑇 ≤ 𝑆Γ≤ 𝑇

}
= log2 min

{𝑆Γ1 : −𝑆 ≤ 𝜌Γ≤ 𝑆
}
,

(S27)

where in the second line we derived the primal program corresponding to the dual program in the first line, and in
the third line we used Lemma S1.

We will see shortly that our approach fixes the additivity problem, in the sense that the new function 𝐸𝜒 we have
just constructed is indeed additive, unlike 𝐸𝜅. Of course, what we are really interested in is the regularisation of 𝐸𝜅;
in general, 𝐸𝜒 can only provide a lower bound to that quantity. Indeed, for all states it holds that 𝐸𝜒 ≤ 𝐸𝜅, because
taking the optimisation on the third line of (S27) and restricting to operators 𝑆 that satisfy 𝑆Γ ≥ 0 yields precisely 𝐸𝜅,
as can be seen by observing that in those cases

𝑆Γ1 = Tr 𝑆. Assuming the additivity of 𝐸𝜒, which we will prove
shortly, we immediately deduce that

𝐸𝜅 ≥ 𝐸∞
𝜅 ≥ 𝐸𝜒 . (S28)

While this is already interesting in itself, we can do better. In fact, the definition of 𝐸𝜒 in the second line of (S27)
lends itself naturally to some generalisations.

Definition S5 (𝜒-hierarchy). Let 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 be any bipartite quantum state. For 𝑝 ∈ N, we define the corresponding 𝝌-quantity
𝐸𝜒,𝑝 as

𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) ..= log2 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) , (S29)
𝜒𝑝(𝜌) ..= min

{
Tr 𝑆𝑝 : −𝑆𝑖 ≤ 𝑆Γ𝑖−1 ≤ 𝑆𝑖 , 𝑖 = 0, ..., 𝑝, 𝑆−1 = 𝜌

}
(S30)

= min
{
Tr 𝑆𝑝 : −𝑆0 ≤ 𝜌Γ≤ 𝑆0 , −𝑆1 ≤ 𝑆Γ0 ≤ 𝑆1 , . . . , −𝑆𝑝 ≤ 𝑆Γ𝑝−1 ≤ 𝑆𝑝

}
. (S31)

We will refer to the sequence of functions 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 , 𝑝 ∈ N, as the 𝝌-hierarchy.

Remark S6. The minima in (S30)–(S31) are always achieved, essentially because of the compactness of the set of
positive semi-definite operators with trace bounded by a fixed number.

Remark S7. For 𝑝 > 0, due to Lemma S1 we can equivalently write

𝜒𝑝(𝜌) = min
{𝑆Γ𝑝−1

 : −𝑆0 ≤ 𝜌Γ ≤ 𝑆0 , −𝑆1 ≤ 𝑆Γ0 ≤ 𝑆1 , . . . , −𝑆𝑝−1 ≤ 𝑆Γ𝑝−2 ≤ 𝑆𝑝−1

}
. (S32)
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When 𝑝 = 0, clearly we have that

𝐸𝜒,0(𝜌) = log2
𝜌Γ1 = 𝐸𝑁 (𝜌) (S33)

yields the celebrated entanglement negativity [32, 33]. For 𝑝 = 1, instead,

𝐸𝜒,1(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜒(𝜌) (S34)

reproduces (S27).
While this is quite interesting, we can now observe that the above functions 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 are of a somewhat different nature

than the 𝐸𝜅 monotone introduced by Wang and Wilde [25], whose definition is reported in (S13). We can however
try to generalise that construction as well. This is done as follows: for 𝑞 ≥ 1, one replaces 𝑝 with 𝑞 in (S30), restricts
the minimisation there to operators 𝑆𝑞−1 satisfying 𝑆Γ

𝑞−1 ≥ 0, and sets 𝑆𝑞 = 𝑆Γ𝑞−1 accordingly; this gives a ‘𝜅-hierarchy’
defined as follows.

Definition S8 (𝜅-hierarchy). Let 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 be any bipartite quantum state. For an arbitrary positive integer 𝑞 ∈ N+, we define
the corresponding 𝜿-quantity 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 as

𝐸𝜅,𝑞(𝜌) ..= log2 𝜅𝑞(𝜌) , (S35)

𝜅𝑞(𝜌) ..= min
{
Tr 𝑆𝑞−1 : −𝑆𝑖 ≤ 𝑆Γ𝑖−1 ≤ 𝑆𝑖 , 𝑖 = 0, ..., 𝑞 − 1, 𝑆−1 = 𝜌, 𝑆Γ𝑞−1 ≥ 0

}
(S36)

= min
{
Tr 𝑆𝑞−1 : −𝑆0 ≤ 𝜌Γ≤ 𝑆0 , . . . , −𝑆𝑞−1 ≤ 𝑆Γ𝑞−2 ≤ 𝑆𝑞−1 , 𝑆

Γ
𝑞−1 ≥ 0

}
. (S37)

We will refer to the sequence of functions 𝐸𝜒,𝑞 , 𝑞 ∈ N+, as the 𝜿-hierarchy.

For reasons analogos to those explained in Remark S6, the minima in (S36)–(S37) are always achieved. Furthermore,
note that

𝐸𝜅,1(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜅(𝜌) (S38)

reproduces the function in (S13). We shall now explore the properties of the 𝜒- and 𝜅-hierarchies in detail.

B. Relation between the 𝝌- and 𝜿-hierarchies

We now begin our investigation of the properties of the 𝜒- and 𝜅-hierarchies. First, we will study the relation
between the two. A very simple yet very useful observation that we record as a preliminary lemma is as follows.

Lemma S9 (Increasing trace). Let the operators 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝 be a feasible point for the SDP (S30) that defines 𝜒𝑝(𝜌), for some
bipartite state 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and some 𝑝 ∈ N. Then 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝 ≥ 0 are positive semi-definite, and moreover

1 ≤ Tr 𝑆0 ≤ Tr 𝑆1 ≤ . . . ≤ Tr 𝑆𝑝 . (S39)

Similarly, if 𝑆′0 , . . . , 𝑆
′
𝑞−1 constitute a feasible point for the SDP (S36) that defines 𝜅𝑞(𝜌) (𝑞 ∈ N+), then 𝑆′0 , . . . , 𝑆

′
𝑞−1 ≥ 0, and

1 ≤ Tr 𝑆′0 ≤ Tr 𝑆′1 ≤ . . . ≤ Tr 𝑆′𝑞−1 . (S40)

Proof. From the inequalities −𝑆𝑖 ≤ 𝑆Γ
𝑖−1 ≤ 𝑆𝑖 (𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝, with 𝑆−1 = 𝜌) it follows immediately that −𝑆𝑖 ≤ 𝑆𝑖 , i.e.

𝑆𝑖 ≥ 0. To prove (S39), it suffices to take the trace of the inequalities 𝑆Γ0 ≤ 𝑆1, 𝑆Γ1 ≤ 𝑆2, . . . , and 𝑆Γ
𝑝−1 ≤ 𝑆𝑝 . The proof

of 𝑆′0 , . . . , 𝑆
′
𝑞−1 ≥ 0 and of (S40) is entirely analogous.

Remark S10. In particular, for all 𝑝 ∈ N, 𝑞 ∈ N+, and bipartite states 𝜌, it holds that 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) ≥ 1 and 𝜅𝑞(𝜌) ≥ 1.

We are now ready to prove the following result.

Proposition S11. For all non-negative integers 𝑝 ∈ N, positive integers 𝑞 ∈ N+, and for all bipartite states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵, it holds
that

𝐸𝑁 = 𝐸𝜒,0 ≤ . . . ≤ 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 ≤ 𝐸𝜒,𝑝+1 ≤ . . . ≤ 𝐸𝜅,𝑞+1 ≤ 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 ≤ . . . ≤ 𝐸𝜅 , (S41)
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where we forwent the dependence on 𝜌. In other words, the functionN ∋ 𝑝 ↦→ 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) is increasing 1, whileN+ ∋ 𝑞 ↦→ 𝐸𝜅,𝑞(𝜌)
is decreasing; moreover, 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) ≤ 𝐸𝜅,𝑞(𝜌) holds for all 𝑝 ∈ N and 𝑞 ∈ N+.

Proof. We prove the claims one by one.

• N ∋ 𝑝 ↦→ 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 is increasing (for fixed 𝜌). Let 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝+1 be optimal feasible points for the SDP that defines 𝜒𝑝+1.
Then the operators 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝 clearly constitute a feasible point for the SDP that defines 𝜒𝑝 , because all the
inequalities that have to be obeyed are also present in the SDP that defines 𝜒𝑝+1. Hence, 𝜒𝑝 ≤ Tr 𝑆𝑝 ≤ Tr 𝑆𝑝+1 =

𝜒𝑝+1, where for the second inequality we leveraged Lemma S9 (and, more precisely, Eq. (S39)). Taking the
logarithm completes the argument.

• N+ ∋ 𝑞 ↦→ 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 is decreasing (for fixed 𝜌). The proof is somewhat similar, but reversed. If 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑞−1 represent
the optimal feasible point for the SDP (S36) that defines 𝜅𝑞 , then we can construct a corresponding feasible point
𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑞−1 , 𝑆𝑞 ..= 𝑆Γ

𝑞−1 for the SDP that defines 𝜅𝑞+1. Indeed, the inequalities −𝑆𝑖 ≤ 𝑆Γ
𝑖−1 ≤ 𝑆𝑖 are automatically

satisfied for 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑞−1 (here, 𝑆−1 = 𝜌). For 𝑖 = 𝑞, we obviously have that−𝑆𝑞 = −𝑆Γ
𝑞−1 ≤ 𝑆Γ

𝑞−1 = 𝑆𝑞 due to the
fact that 𝑆Γ

𝑞−1 ≥ 0. Finally, the last constraint in the SDP for 𝜅𝑞+1 is 𝑆Γ𝑞 ≥ 0. This is also obeyed, because 𝑆Γ𝑞 = 𝑆𝑞−1,
which is positive definite due to Lemma S9. Using (S7) we thus obtain that 𝜅𝑞+1 ≤ Tr 𝑆𝑞 = Tr 𝑆Γ

𝑞−1 = Tr 𝑆𝑞−1 = 𝜅𝑞 .
Taking the logarithm completes the proof of the claim.

• 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 ≤ 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 for all 𝑝 ∈ N and 𝑞 ∈ N+. Due to the fact that N ∋ 𝑝 ↦→ 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 is increasing and N ∋ 𝑞 ↦→ 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 is
decreasing, the claim is equivalent to the statement that

sup
𝑝∈N

𝐸𝜒,𝑝 = lim
𝑝→∞

𝐸𝜒,𝑝
?
≤ lim

𝑞→∞
𝐸𝜅,𝑞 = inf

𝑞∈N+
𝐸𝜅,𝑞 . (S42)

Now, let 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑞−1 be optimal feasible points for the SDP (S36) that represents 𝜅𝑞 , for some 𝑞 ∈ N+. By direct
inspection of (S30), we see that these are also feasible points for the SDP that represents 𝜒𝑞−1. Therefore,

𝜒𝑞−1 ≤ Tr 𝑆𝑞−1 = 𝜅𝑞 . (S43)

Since this holds for an arbitrary 𝑞 ∈ N+, we can now take the limit 𝑞 → ∞ and subsequently the logarithm of
both sides, thus concluding the proof.

To conclude this subsection, we observe that both of our hierarchies collapse into one single quantity in the simple
case where the underlying state 𝜌 has zero bi-negativity.

Lemma S12. If 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 has zero bi-negativity, in the sense that
��𝜌Γ��Γ ≥ 0, then

𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜅,𝑞(𝜌) = 𝐸𝑁 (𝜌) = log2
𝜌Γ1 (S44)

for all 𝑝 ∈ N and 𝑞 ∈ N+. In particular, if Φ𝑑 is the maximally entangled state defined by (S3), then

𝐸𝜒,𝑝(Φ𝑑) = 𝐸𝜅,𝑞(Φ𝑑) = log2 𝑑 . (S45)

Proof. Wang and Wilde [25, Proposition 8] have already established that 𝐸𝜅(𝜌) = 𝐸𝑁 (𝜌) if 𝜌 has zero bi-negativity. Due
to Proposition S11, this implies a complete collapse of both hierarchies. As ΦΓ

𝑑
= 1

𝑑
𝐹 where 𝐹 is the swap operator,

it is elementary to observe that |ΦΓ
𝑑
| = 1

𝑑
1 and so the maximally entangled state Φ𝑑 indeed has zero bi-negativity;

moreover, one immediately recovers the well-known result that 𝐸𝑁 (Φ𝑑) = log2
ΦΓ

𝑑


1 = log2 𝑑 [32].

1 Not necessarily strictly increasing. The meaning of ‘decreasing’ should similarly be intended as ‘non-increasing’.
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C. 𝑬𝝌,𝒑 and 𝑬𝜿,𝒒 as PPT monotones

We will now prove that our functions 𝜒𝑝 , 𝜅𝑞 , as well as their logarithmic versions 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 and 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 , represent novel
entanglement monotones under PPT operations.

Proposition S13 (Strong monotonicity). For two bipartite quantum systems 𝐴𝐵 and 𝐴′𝐵′, let
(
N𝑥

)
𝑥

be a collection of PPT
maps with input system 𝐴𝐵 and output system 𝐴′𝐵′ such that

∑
𝑥 N𝑥 is trace preserving. Then for any bipartite quantum state

𝜌 on 𝐴𝐵 it holds that

𝐹(𝜌) ≥
∑

𝑥: Tr[N𝑥 (𝜌)]>0

Tr [N𝑥(𝜌)] 𝐹
(

N𝑥(𝜌)
Tr [N𝑥(𝜌)]

)
, 𝐹 = 𝜒𝑝 , 𝜅𝑞 , 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 , 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 , ∀ 𝑝 ∈ N, ∀ 𝑞 ∈ N+ . (S46)

In particular, for any PPT channel N it holds that

𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) ≥ 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(N (𝜌)) ,
𝐸𝜅,𝑞(𝜌) ≥ 𝐸𝜅,𝑞(N (𝜌)) .

(S47)

Proof. The cases 𝐹 = 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 and 𝐹 = 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 of (S46) follow by taking the logarithm of the same inequality written for the
case 𝐹 = 𝜒𝑝 and 𝐹 = 𝜅𝑞 while exploiting the concavity of the function 𝑥 ↦→ log2(𝑥).

We thus focus on the cases 𝐹 = 𝜒𝑝 , 𝜅𝑞 , starting from the former. Let 𝑆−1 , 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝 be optimisers of the minimisation
problem (S30) that defines 𝜒𝑝(𝜌). In particular,

𝑆−1 = 𝜌, −𝑆𝑖 ≤ 𝑆Γ𝑖−1 ≤ 𝑆𝑖 ∀ 𝑖 = 0, 1, . . . , 𝑝 . (S48)

Since N𝑥 is PPT, the map Γ ◦N𝑥 ◦ Γ is (completely) positive. Eq. (S48) then implies that

−
[
N𝑥(𝑆Γ𝑖 )

]Γ ≤
[
N𝑥(𝑆𝑖−1)

]Γ ≤
[
N𝑥(𝑆Γ𝑖 )

]Γ ∀ 𝑖 = 0, 1, . . . , 𝑝 . (S49)

Moreover, Eq. (S48) and the fact that N𝑥 is completely positive imply that

−N𝑥(𝑆𝑖) ≤ N𝑥(𝑆Γ𝑖−1) ≤ N𝑥(𝑆𝑖) ∀ 𝑖 = 0, 1, . . . , 𝑝 − 1 . (S50)

Consequently, for any 𝑖 = −1, 0, . . . , 𝑝 we can introduce the operators

𝑆
(𝑥)
𝑖

..=

{[
N𝑥(𝑆Γ𝑖 )

]Γ if 𝑖 is even ,

N𝑥(𝑆𝑖) if 𝑖 is odd
(S51)

(here, −1 is considered odd), in terms of which we can rewrite (S49) as

−𝑆(𝑥)
𝑖

≤
(
𝑆
(𝑥)
𝑖−1

)Γ ≤ 𝑆
(𝑥)
𝑖

(𝑖 even), (S52)

and (S50) as

−𝑆(𝑥)
𝑖

≤
(
𝑆
(𝑥)
𝑖−1

)Γ ≤ 𝑆
(𝑥)
𝑖

(𝑖 odd). (S53)

It follows that for any 𝑥 such that Tr[N𝑥(𝜌)] > 0 the operators 𝑆(𝑥)
𝑖

/
TrN𝑥(𝜌), 𝑖 = −1, 0, . . . , 𝑝 are valid ansatzes in the

minimisation problem (S30) that defines 𝜒𝑝
(

N𝑥 (𝜌)
Tr[N𝑥 (𝜌)]

)
. Therefore,

𝜒𝑝(𝜌) = Tr[𝑆𝑝]
(i)
=

∑
𝑥

Tr
[
𝑆
(𝑥)
𝑝

]
(ii)
≥

∑
𝑥: Tr[N𝑥 (𝜌)]>0

Tr [N𝑥(𝜌)] Tr

[
𝑆
(𝑥)
𝑝

Tr [N𝑥(𝜌)]

]
(iii)
≥

∑
𝑥: Tr[N𝑥 (𝜌)]>0

Tr [N𝑥(𝜌)] 𝜒𝑝
(

N𝑥(𝜌)
Tr [N𝑥(𝜌)]

)
.

(S54)
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Here, in (i) we used the fact that the maps
∑
𝑥 N𝑥 and

∑
𝑥 Γ ◦ N𝑥 ◦ Γ are trace preserving; in (ii) we observed that

𝑆
(𝑥)
𝑝 ≥ 0, which follows from (S49) and (S50); finally, in (iii) we leveraged the fact that the operators 𝑆(𝑥)

𝑖

/
TrN𝑥(𝜌),

𝑖 = −1, 0, . . . , 𝑝 are valid ansatzes in the minimisation problem (S30) that defines 𝜒𝑝
(

N𝑥 (𝜌)
Tr[N𝑥 (𝜌)]

)
, as argued above. This

proves (S46) for 𝐹 = 𝜒𝑝 .
The proof of the strong monotonicity property (S46) for the case where 𝐹 = 𝜅𝑞 is completely analogous. The only

additional observation we need is that
(
𝑆
(𝑥)
𝑞−1

)Γ ≥ 0 if 𝑆Γ
𝑞−1 ≥ 0. Indeed, if 𝑞 is odd then

(
𝑆
(𝑥)
𝑞−1

)Γ
= N𝑥

(
𝑆Γ
𝑞−1

)
, which is

positive because N𝑥 is a positive map; if 𝑞 is even then
(
𝑆
(𝑥)
𝑞−1

)Γ
= N𝑥(𝑆𝑞−1)Γ = (Γ ◦ N𝑥 ◦ Γ)

(
𝑆Γ
𝑞−1

)
, which is positive

definite because Γ ◦N𝑥 ◦ Γ is a positive map. This concludes the proof.

As an immediate consequence of Lemma S12 and Proposition S13, we deduce the following.

Corollary S14. Let 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 be an arbitrary quantum state of a bipartite system 𝐴𝐵 with minimal local dimension 𝑑 ..=

min{|𝐴|, |𝐵|}. Then for all 𝑝 ∈ N and 𝑞 ∈ N+ it holds that

𝜒𝑝(𝜌), 𝜅𝑞(𝜌) ≤ 𝑑 , 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌), 𝐸𝜅,𝑞(𝜌) ≤ log2 𝑑 . (S55)

Proof. An application of Nielsen’s theorem [57] guarantees that there exists an LOCC transformation Λ such that
Λ(Φ𝑑) = 𝜌𝐴𝐵, where Φ𝑑 is the maximally entangled state with local dimension 𝑑. Since LOCC is a subset of PPT,
the result then follows by combining Lemma S12 and Proposition S13. Incidentally, an alternative, direct way of
constructing an LOCC with the above property is to let the party with the maximum local dimension prepare 𝜌𝐴𝐵
locally and then apply the quantum teleportation protocol [58] to teleport the smaller system to the other party.

D. Dual expressions

In what follows, we derive the SDPs dual to those in (S30) and (S36). We refer the reader to [34–36] for an
introduction to the general theory of semi-definite programs. We start with the 𝜒-quantities, whose dual expressions
will play an important role in establishing their additivity.

Proposition S15 (Dual SDP for the 𝜒-quantity). For an arbitrary bipartite state 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and some 𝑝 ∈ N, the associated
𝜒-quantity 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) defined by (S30) can be equivalently expressed as

𝜒𝑝(𝜌) = max. Tr
[
𝜌

(
𝑉Γ

0 −𝑊Γ
0
) ]

𝑉0 , . . . , 𝑉𝑝 ,𝑊0 , . . . ,𝑊𝑝 ≥ 0 ,
s.t. 𝑉𝑖 +𝑊𝑖 = 𝑉

Γ
𝑖+1 −𝑊

Γ
𝑖+1 ∀ 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝 − 1 , 𝑉𝑝 +𝑊𝑝 = 1 ,

(S56)

or else, if 𝑝 ≥ 1, as

𝜒𝑝(𝜌) = max. Tr
[
𝜌

(
𝑉Γ

0 −𝑊Γ
0
) ]

𝑉0 , . . . , 𝑉𝑝−1 ,𝑊0 , . . . ,𝑊𝑝−1 ≥ 0 ,

s.t. 𝑉𝑖 +𝑊𝑖 = 𝑉
Γ
𝑖+1 −𝑊

Γ
𝑖+1 ∀ 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝 − 2 , −1 ≤

(
𝑉𝑝−1 +𝑊𝑝−1

)Γ ≤ 1 .
(S57)

Remark S16. If 𝑝 = 0, then the only constraints in (S56) are 𝑉0 ,𝑊0 ≥ 0 and 𝑉0 +𝑊0 = 1. Similarly, if 𝑝 = 1 then the
only constraints in (S57) are 𝑉0 ,𝑊0 ≥ 0 and −1 ≤

(
𝑉0 +𝑊0

)Γ ≤ 1. Note that for 𝑝 = 1 the SDP in (S57) reproduces
(up to the logarithm) the expression on the first line of (S27), as it should.

Proof of Proposition S15. The 𝑝 + 1 (effectively free) variables 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝 in (S30) obey 2(𝑝 + 1) semi-definite constraints,
namely 𝑆𝑖 ± 𝑆Γ𝑖−1 ≥ 0 for 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝, with the convention that 𝑆−1 = 𝜌. We therefore introduce 𝑝 + 1 positive semi-
definite dual variables 𝑉0 , . . . , 𝑉𝑝 ≥ 0 for the inequalities with the minus and another 𝑝 + 1, namely 𝑊0 , . . . ,𝑊𝑝 ≥ 0,
for the inequalities with the plus. The resulting Lagrangian is

L = Tr 𝑆𝑝 −
𝑝∑
𝑖=0

Tr𝑉𝑖
(
𝑆𝑖 − 𝑆Γ𝑖−1

)
−

𝑝∑
𝑖=0

Tr𝑊𝑖

(
𝑆𝑖 + 𝑆Γ𝑖−1

)
= Tr 𝜌

(
𝑉Γ

0 −𝑊Γ
0
)
−
𝑝−1∑
𝑖=0

Tr 𝑆𝑖
(
𝑉𝑖 +𝑊𝑖 −𝑉Γ

𝑖+1 +𝑊
Γ
𝑖+1

)
+ Tr 𝑆𝑝

(
1 −𝑉𝑝 −𝑊𝑝

)
,

(S58)
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where in the second line we employed (S6) repeatedly. Minimising the above expression over 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝 yields −∞
unless 𝑉𝑖 +𝑊𝑖 −𝑉Γ

𝑖+1 +𝑊
Γ
𝑖+1 = 0 for all 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝 − 1, and moreover 𝑉𝑝 +𝑊𝑝 = 1. This proves that the SDP dual to

that in (S30) is the one given by (S56).
To see that strong duality holds (and the dual is achieved), it suffices to check that Slater’s condition is obeyed, and

that both the primal and the dual program are in fact strictly feasible. This simply means that all inequalities can be
satisfied strictly. In the primal program (S30), one can take 𝑆𝑖 = (𝑖 + 1)1 (𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝); in the dual program (S56),
instead, it suffices to set 𝑉𝑖 = 2 · 3−(𝑝−𝑖+1)1,𝑊𝑖 = 3−(𝑝−𝑖+1)1 (𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝).

Finally, it remains to see that (S57) is equivalent to (S56) if 𝑝 ≥ 1. This can be done as follows. In (S56), the
only constraints on 𝑉𝑝 ,𝑊𝑝 ≥ 0 are that 𝑉𝑝 −𝑊𝑝 =

(
𝑉𝑝−1 −𝑊𝑝−1

)Γ and 𝑉𝑝 +𝑊𝑝 = 1. It is possible to satisfy these
constraints if and only if −1 ≤

(
𝑉𝑝−1 −𝑊𝑝−1

)Γ ≤ 1. Indeed, this condition is necessary, because on the one hand(
𝑉𝑝−1 −𝑊𝑝−1

)Γ ≤ 𝑉𝑝 ≤ 𝑉𝑝 +𝑊𝑝 = 1, and on the other
(
𝑉𝑝−1 −𝑊𝑝−1

)Γ ≥ −𝑊𝑝 ≥ −(𝑉𝑝 +𝑊𝑝) = −1. It is also sufficient,
since if it is obeyed we can set 𝑉𝑝 = 1

2

(
1 +

(
𝑉𝑝−1 −𝑊𝑝−1

)Γ) and𝑊𝑝 =
1
2

(
1 −

(
𝑉𝑝−1 −𝑊𝑝−1

)Γ) .

Although it is not strictly needed in what follows, for completeness we derive also the dual program for the
𝜅-quantities.

Proposition S17 (Dual SDP for the 𝜅-quantity). For an arbitrary bipartite state 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and some 𝑞 ∈ N+, the 𝜅-quantity
𝜅𝑞(𝜌) defined by (S36) can be equivalently expressed as

𝜅𝑞(𝜌) = max. Tr
[
𝜌

(
𝑉Γ

0 −𝑊Γ
0
) ]

𝑉0 , . . . , 𝑉𝑞−1 ,𝑊0 , . . . ,𝑊𝑞−1 ≥ 0 ,

s.t. 𝑉𝑖 +𝑊𝑖 = 𝑉
Γ
𝑖+1 −𝑊

Γ
𝑖+1 ∀ 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑞 − 2 ,

(
𝑉𝑞−1 +𝑊𝑞−1

)Γ ≤ 1 .
(S59)

Remark S18. If 𝑞 = 1, then the only constraints in (S59) are 𝑉0 ,𝑊0 ≥ 0 and
(
𝑉0 +𝑊0

)Γ ≤ 1. Note that for 𝑞 = 1 the
SDP in (S59) reproduces (up to the logarithm) the expression in (S23).

Proof of Proposition S17. The argument is very similar to that employed to prove Proposition S15. This time around
we have 2𝑞 + 1 constraints, namely 𝑆𝑖 ± 𝑆Γ𝑖−1 ≥ 0 for 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑞 − 1 (with the convention that 𝑆−1 = 𝜌), as well as
𝑆Γ
𝑞−1 ≥ 0. We thus introduce 𝑞 positive semi-definite dual variables 𝑉0 , . . . , 𝑉𝑞−1 ≥ 0 for the first inequalities with

the minus, another 𝑞, namely𝑊0 , . . . ,𝑊𝑞−1 ≥ 0, for the first inequalities with the plus, and finally one more variable
𝑍 ≥ 0 for the last inequality. The resulting Lagrangian is

L = Tr 𝑆𝑞−1 −
𝑞−1∑
𝑖=0

Tr𝑉𝑖
(
𝑆𝑖 − 𝑆Γ𝑖−1

)
−

𝑞−1∑
𝑖=0

Tr𝑊𝑖

(
𝑆𝑖 + 𝑆Γ𝑖−1

)
− Tr𝑍𝑆Γ𝑞−1

= Tr 𝜌
(
𝑉Γ

0 −𝑊Γ
0
)
−

𝑞−2∑
𝑖=0

Tr 𝑆𝑖
(
𝑉𝑖 +𝑊𝑖 −𝑉Γ

𝑖+1 +𝑊
Γ
𝑖+1

)
+ Tr 𝑆𝑞−1

(
1 − 𝑍Γ −𝑉𝑞−1 −𝑊𝑞−1

)
.

(S60)

Minimising the above expression over 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑞−1 gives −∞ unless𝑉𝑖+𝑊𝑖−𝑉Γ
𝑖+1+𝑊

Γ
𝑖+1 = 0 for all 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑞−2, and

moreover 𝑉𝑞−1 −𝑊𝑞−1 = 1 − 𝑍Γ. The maximisation over 𝑍 can be eliminated by observing that 𝑉𝑞−1 −𝑊𝑞−1 = 1 − 𝑍Γ

for some 𝑍 ≥ 0 if and only if
(
𝑉𝑞−1 −𝑊𝑞−1

)Γ ≤ 1. This proves that the SDP in (S59) is indeed the dual of that in (S36).
To see that they yield the same value, i.e. that the duality gap is zero, it suffices to check Slater’s condition. This can
be done with a reasoning entirely analogous to that presented in the proof of Proposition S15.

E. Additivity properties

We will now look at the additivity properties of our new monotones 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 and 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 constructed in Definitions S5
and S8, respectively. We will prove that the former are fully additive (Proposition S20) while the latter are only sub-
additive (Proposition S21). Before we begin, we need a little preliminary result that is well known in the quantum
information literature (see e.g. [59, Lemma 12.35]). We include a self-contained proof for completeness.

Lemma S19. For 𝑖 = 1, 2, let 𝐴𝑖 and 𝐵𝑖 be linear operators on the Hilbert space H𝑖 . Assume that

−𝐴𝑖 ≤ 𝐵𝑖 ≤ 𝐴𝑖 ∀ 𝑖 = 1, 2 . (S61)
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Then

−𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐴2 ≤ 𝐵1 ⊗ 𝐵2 ≤ 𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐴2 . (S62)

In particular, if −𝐴 ≤ 𝐵 ≤ 𝐴 then for all 𝑛 ∈ N it holds that −𝐴⊗𝑛 ≤ 𝐵⊗𝑛 ≤ 𝐴⊗𝑛 .

Proof. By adding the two operator inequalities

0 ≤ (𝐴1 + 𝐵1) ⊗ (𝐴2 + 𝐵2) = 𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐴2 + 𝐵1 ⊗ 𝐵2 + 𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐵2 + 𝐵1 ⊗ 𝐴2 ,

0 ≤ (𝐴1 − 𝐵1) ⊗ (𝐴2 − 𝐵2) = 𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐴2 + 𝐵1 ⊗ 𝐵2 − 𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐵2 − 𝐵1 ⊗ 𝐴2 ,
(S63)

we infer that 𝐵1 ⊗ 𝐵2 ≥ −𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐴2. Analogously, by adding the two operator inequalities

0 ≤ (𝐴1 − 𝐵1) ⊗ (𝐴2 + 𝐵2) = 𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐴2 − 𝐵1 ⊗ 𝐵2 + 𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐵2 − 𝐵1 ⊗ 𝐴2 ,

0 ≤ (𝐴1 + 𝐵1) ⊗ (𝐴2 − 𝐵2) = 𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐴2 − 𝐵1 ⊗ 𝐵2 − 𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐵2 + 𝐵1 ⊗ 𝐴2 ,
(S64)

one obtains that 𝐵1 ⊗ 𝐵2 ≤ 𝐴1 ⊗ 𝐴2. The last claim is applying (S62) iteratively 𝑛 − 1 times, indexed 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑛 − 1,
with 𝐴1 = 𝐴⊗ 𝑗 , 𝐵1 = 𝐵⊗ 𝑗 , 𝐴2 = 𝐴, and 𝐵2 = 𝐵.

We are now ready to state and prove the additivity of 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 .

Proposition S20 (Additivity of 𝐸𝜒,𝑝). For all pairs of bipartite states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 , 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ and for all 𝑝 ∈ N, we have that

𝜒𝑝 (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′) = 𝜒𝑝(𝜌𝐴𝐵) 𝜒𝑝(𝜔𝐴′𝐵′) , (S65)
𝐸𝜒,𝑝 (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′) = 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) + 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 (𝜔𝐴′𝐵′) . (S66)

Proof. Clearly, Eq. (S66) follows from (S65) upon taking the logarithm. We therefore focus on the latter identity. To
prove it, we will show that 𝜒𝑝 is both sub-multiplicative and super-multiplicative. Let us start by verifying the former
property, i.e. the inequality

𝜒𝑝(𝜌 ⊗ 𝜔)
?
≤ 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) 𝜒𝑝(𝜔) , (S67)

where we omitted the system labels for simplicity. Let 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝 be optimisers of the minimisation problem (S30)
that defines 𝜒𝑝(𝜌). Analogously, let 𝑆′0 , . . . , 𝑆

′
𝑝 be optimisers of the minimisation problem that defines 𝜒𝑝(𝜔). By

exploiting Lemma S19, one can easily check that 𝑆0 ⊗ 𝑆′0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝 ⊗ 𝑆′𝑝 are valid ansatzes in the minimisation problem
that defines 𝜒𝑝(𝜌 ⊗ 𝜔). Consequently,

𝜒𝑝(𝜌 ⊗ 𝜔) ≤ Tr
[
𝑆𝑝 ⊗ 𝑆′𝑝

]
= 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) 𝜒𝑝(𝜔) . (S68)

Now, let us prove the super-multiplicativity of 𝜒𝑝 . We thus need to verify that

𝜒𝑝(𝜌 ⊗ 𝜔)
?
≥ 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) 𝜒𝑝(𝜔) . (S69)

To this end, we need to employ the dual SDP for 𝜒𝑝 that we derived in Proposition S15. Let𝑉0 , . . . , 𝑉𝑝 ,𝑊0 , . . . ,𝑊𝑝 ≥ 0
be optimisers of the SDP in (S56) for 𝜒𝑝(𝜌). Analogously, let 𝑉′

0 , . . . , 𝑉
′
𝑝 ,𝑊

′
0 , . . . ,𝑊

′
𝑝 ≥ 0 be optimisers of the SDP as

in (S56) but for the state 𝜔. For any 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝, define

𝑉′′
𝑖

..= 𝑉𝑖 ⊗ 𝑉′
𝑖 +𝑊𝑖 ⊗𝑊 ′

𝑖 ,

𝑊 ′′
𝑖

..= 𝑉𝑖 ⊗𝑊 ′
𝑖 +𝑊𝑖 ⊗ 𝑉′

𝑖 .
(S70)

Note that
𝑉′′
𝑖 +𝑊 ′′

𝑖 = (𝑉𝑖 +𝑊𝑖) ⊗
(
𝑉′
𝑖 +𝑊

′
𝑖

)
,

𝑉′′
𝑖 −𝑊 ′′

𝑖 = (𝑉𝑖 −𝑊𝑖) ⊗
(
𝑉′
𝑖 −𝑊

′
𝑖

)
,

(S71)

one can easily check that 𝑉′′
0 , . . . , 𝑉

′′
𝑝 ,𝑊

′′
0 , . . . ,𝑊

′′
𝑝 are valid ansatzes for the optimisation as in (S56) but for the state

𝜌 ⊗ 𝜔. Indeed, for 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝 we have that 𝑉′′
𝑖
,𝑊 ′′

𝑖
≥ 0; moreover, if 𝑖 ≤ 𝑝 − 1 it also holds that

𝑉′′
𝑖 +𝑊 ′′

𝑖 = (𝑉𝑖 +𝑊𝑖) ⊗
(
𝑉′
𝑖 +𝑊

′
𝑖

)
= (𝑉𝑖+1 −𝑊𝑖+1)Γ ⊗

(
𝑉′
𝑖+1 −𝑊

′
𝑖+1

)Γ
=

(
(𝑉𝑖+1 −𝑊𝑖+1) ⊗

(
𝑉′
𝑖+1 −𝑊

′
𝑖+1

) )Γ
=

(
𝑉′′
𝑖+1 −𝑊

′′
𝑖+1

)Γ ;

(S72)
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finally, for 𝑖 = 𝑝 we see that

𝑉′′
𝑝 +𝑊 ′′

𝑝 =
(
𝑉𝑝 +𝑊𝑝

)
⊗

(
𝑉′
𝑝 +𝑊 ′

𝑝

)
= 1 ⊗ 1 = 1 . (S73)

Consequently, it holds that

𝜒𝑝(𝜌 ⊗ 𝜔) ≥ Tr
[
(𝜌 ⊗ 𝜔)

(
𝑉′′

0 −𝑊 ′′
0
)Γ]

= Tr
[
𝜌

(
𝑉0 −𝑊0

)Γ] Tr
[
𝜔

(
𝑉′

0 −𝑊 ′
0
)Γ]

= 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) 𝜒𝑝(𝜔) .

(S74)

This concludes the proof.

Unlike the 𝜒-quantities, the corresponding 𝜅-quantities are only sub-additive but in general not fully additive (as
we have seen in Section II). Although we will not make use of this property in what follows, we state and prove it for
completeness.

Proposition S21 (Sub-additivity of 𝐸𝜅,𝑞). For all pairs of bipartite states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 , 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ and for all 𝑞 ∈ N+, we have that

𝜅𝑞 (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′) ≤ 𝜅𝑞(𝜌𝐴𝐵)𝜅𝑞(𝜔𝐴′𝐵′) , (S75)
𝐸𝜅,𝑞 (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′) ≤ 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 (𝜌𝐴𝐵) + 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 (𝜔𝐴′𝐵′) . (S76)

Proof. The argument is totally analogous to that in the first part of the proof of the above Proposition S20. Let
𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑞−1 and 𝑆′0 , . . . , 𝑆

′
𝑞−1, respectively, be optimisers of the SDPs that define 𝜅𝑞(𝜌) and 𝜅𝑞(𝜔) as in (S36). Due

once more to Lemma S19, one sees that 𝑆0 ⊗ 𝑆′0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑞−1 ⊗ 𝑆′𝑞−1 constitute a feasible point for the SDP problem that
defines 𝜅𝑞(𝜌 ⊗ 𝜔). Consequently,

𝜅𝑞(𝜌 ⊗ 𝜔) ≤ Tr
[
𝑆𝑞−1 ⊗ 𝑆′𝑞−1

]
= 𝜅𝑞(𝜌)𝜅𝑞(𝜔) . (S77)

This concludes the proof.

F. Continuity

To close off this section, we explore the continuity properties of our new monotones. We need a couple of simple
lemmas first. To simplify the exposition, it is useful to note that the functions 𝜒𝑝 and 𝜅𝑞 (𝑝 ∈ N, 𝑞 ∈ N+) defined
by (S30) and (S36) are perfectly well defined and non-negative not only for states, but also for arbitrary Hermitian
operators. In fact, looking at the SDPs in (S30) and (S36), one sees that 𝜒𝑝(𝑋) ≥ 0 and 𝜅𝑞(𝑋) ≥ 0 must hold for all
Hermitian 𝑋, because in both cases any feasible point must satisfy 𝑆𝑖 ≥ 0 for all 𝑖.

It is very easy to verify that

𝐹(𝑋 + 𝑌) ≤ 𝐹(𝑋) + 𝐹(𝑌) , 𝐹 = 𝜒𝑝 , 𝜅𝑞 , 𝑝 ∈ N, 𝑞 ∈ N+ . (S78)

and moreover

𝐹(−𝑋) = 𝐹(𝑋) , 𝐹 = 𝜒𝑝 , 𝜅𝑞 , 𝑝 ∈ N, 𝑞 ∈ N+ . (S79)

since 𝑋 appears with both signs in the definition of both 𝜒𝑝(𝑋) and 𝜅𝑞(𝑋). We can now extend Lemma S12 to the
non-positive case.

Lemma S22. For all Hermitian operators 𝑋 = 𝑋𝐴𝐵 on a bipartite quantum system of local dimension 𝑑 ..= min{|𝐴|, |𝐵|}, it
holds that

𝐹(𝑋) ≤ 𝑑 ∥𝑋∥1 , 𝐹 = 𝜒𝑝 , 𝜅𝑞 , 𝑝 ∈ N, 𝑞 ∈ N+ . (S80)

Proof. Due to the homogeneity of 𝐹 and to Lemma S12, we have that 𝐹(𝑅) ≤ 𝑑 Tr𝑅 for all 𝑅 ≥ 0. But then for an
arbitrary Hermitian operator 𝑋 with positive and negative parts 𝑋+ and 𝑋−, respectively,

𝐹(𝑋) = 𝐹(𝑋+ − 𝑋−) ≤ 𝐹(𝑋+) + 𝐹(−𝑋−) = 𝐹(𝑋+) + 𝐹(𝑋−) ≤ 𝑑 Tr𝑋+ + 𝑑 Tr𝑋− = 𝑑∥𝑋∥1 , (S81)

where we have used first (S78), then (S79), and finally Lemma S12.
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We are now ready to state the continuity properties of our monotones.

Proposition S23 (Continuity). Let 𝜌, 𝜌′ be two quantum states on a bipartite system 𝐴𝐵 with minimal local dimension
𝑑 ..= min{|𝐴|, |𝐵|}. Setting 𝜀 ..= 1

2 ∥𝜌 − 𝜌′∥1, for all 𝑝 ∈ N and 𝑞 ∈ N+ we have that

|𝐹(𝜌) − 𝐹(𝜌′)| ≤ 2𝑑𝜀 , 𝐹 = 𝜒𝑝 , 𝜅𝑞 . (S82)

Consequently,

| 𝑓 (𝜌) − 𝑓 (𝜌′)| ≤ log2 (1 + 2𝑑𝜀) ≤ 2 (log2 𝑒) 𝑑𝜀, 𝑓 = 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 , 𝐸𝜅,𝑞 . (S83)

Proof. Let 𝑋 ..= 𝜌′ − 𝜌. Since ∥𝑋∥1 = 2𝜀, we can write

𝐹(𝜌′) = 𝐹(𝜌 + 𝑋) ≤ 𝐹(𝜌) + 𝐹(𝑋) ≤ 𝐹(𝜌) + 2𝑑𝜀 , (S84)

where we have used (S78) and Lemma S22. Applying this reasoning with 𝜌 and 𝜌′ exchanged yields also the reverse
inequality and thus completes the proof of (S82). As for (S83), it suffices to note that

𝐹(𝜌′) ≤ 𝐹(𝜌) + 2𝑑𝜀 ≤ 𝐹(𝜌) (1 + 2𝑑𝜀) , (S85)

where in the last line we used that 𝐹(𝜌) ≥ 1 by Remark S10. The claim follows by taking logarithms in (S85), and
subsequently exchanging the roles of 𝜌 and 𝜌′.

Remark S24. The type of continuity stated in Proposition S23 is substantially weaker than asymptotic continuity, a key
property of entanglement monotones [60, 61]. The main point is that the Lipschitz constant appearing on the right
hand side of (S82)–(S83) is proportional to 𝑑 instead of log2 𝑑, as would be needed to have asymptotic continuity.
This is not surprising, because the entanglement negativity itself is known to be not asymptotically continuous [32],
and our monotones can be thought of generalisations of the negativity. It is worth remarking, however, that even
the weaker form of continuity established in Proposition S23 can be extremely useful. The same property for the
negativity, for example, which can be re-derived by setting 𝐹 = 𝜒0 in (S82), is key to proving that it upper bounds the
distillable entanglement [32, Section IV]. This observation also underpins the whole approach of [62].

IV. MAIN RESULTS

A. Enter the regularisation

In the previous section we have investigated two families of new PPT monotones, the 𝜒- and the 𝜅-hierarchies. In
Proposition S11 we have established a precise hierarchical relation between the two hierarchies, with the increasing
functions 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) (𝑝 ∈ N) lying below the decreasing functions 𝐸𝜅,𝑞(𝜌) (𝑞 ∈ N+). However, our ultimate goal is
to understand the zero-error PPT entanglement cost of an arbitrary state 𝜌, which, by the results of Wang and
Wilde (Eq. (S12)), coincides with the regularised 𝐸𝜅, in formula 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸∞
𝜅 (𝜌). The purpose of this subsection,

therefore, is to understand how 𝐸∞
𝜅 fits in the hierarchy delineated by Proposition S11. A first insight can be deduced

by leveraging the results we have obtained in the previous section.

Lemma S25. Let 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 be an arbitrary bipartite state. Then for all 𝑝 ∈ N it holds that

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸∞

𝜅 (𝜌) ≥ 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) . (S86)

In particular,

𝐸∞
𝜅 (𝜌) ≥ lim

𝑝→∞
𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) = sup

𝑝∈N
𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) . (S87)

Proof. For all positive integers 𝑛 ∈ N+ we can write

1
𝑛
𝐸𝜅

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) (i)

≥ 1
𝑛
𝐸𝜒,𝑝

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) (ii)

= 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) , (S88)

where (i) holds due to Proposition S11, and in (ii) we exploited the additivity of 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 (Proposition S20). Taking the
limit 𝑛 → ∞ and leveraging (S12) concludes the proof of (S86). Upon taking the limit 𝑝 → ∞, we obtain also (S87).
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We have thus established that the function 𝐸∞
𝜅 lies above the entire 𝜒-hierarchy. We shall now investigate its

relationship with the 𝜅-hierarchy. The main result of this subsection is the following.

Theorem S26. Let 𝑞 ∈ N+ be a positive integer. For any bipartite state 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵, it holds that

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸∞

𝜅 (𝜌) ≤ 𝐸𝜅,𝑞(𝜌) . (S89)

In particular, for every 𝜌 we have that

𝐸𝑁 = 𝐸𝜒,0 ≤ 𝐸𝜒,1 ≤ . . . ≤ lim
𝑝→∞

𝐸𝜒,𝑝 ≤ 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT = 𝐸∞

𝜅 ≤ lim
𝑞→∞

𝐸𝜅,𝑞 ≤ . . . ≤ 𝐸𝜅,2 ≤ 𝐸𝜅,1 = 𝐸𝜅 . (S90)

Proof. Clearly, it suffices to prove (S89), as (S90) would then follow by combining that with the results of Lemma S25
and Proposition S11. In light of these considerations, we thus set out to prove (S89).

Let 𝑆−1 , 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑞−1 be optimisers for the SDP in (S36) for 𝜅𝑞(𝜌). Therefore,

−𝑆𝑖 ≤ 𝑆Γ𝑖−1 ≤ 𝑆𝑖 ∀ 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑞 − 1 , 𝑆−1 = 𝜌 , 𝑆Γ𝑞−1 ≥ 0 . (S91)

For an arbitrary positive integer 𝑛 ∈ N+, Lemma S19 implies that

−𝑆⊗𝑛
𝑖

≤
(
𝑆⊗𝑛
𝑖−1

)Γ ≤ 𝑆⊗𝑛
𝑖

∀ 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑞 − 1 ,
(
𝑆Γ𝑞−1

)⊗𝑛 ≥ 0 (S92)

Let us define

�̃�𝑛
..=

𝑞−1∑
𝑖=0

(
𝑆⊗𝑛
𝑖

+
(
𝑆Γ𝑖

)⊗𝑛)
. (S93)

We will now show that �̃�𝑛 is in fact a feasible point of the minimisation problem that defines 𝜅1
(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) = 2𝐸𝜅(𝜌⊗𝑛 ). To

this end, we need to verify that

−�̃�𝑛
?
≤

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 )Γ ?

≤ �̃�𝑛 , �̃� Γ
𝑛

?
≥ 0 . (S94)

To prove the first two inequalities, note that

�̃�𝑛 ±
(
𝜌⊗𝑛 )Γ = 𝑆⊗𝑛0 +

𝑞−2∑
𝑖=0

(
𝑆⊗𝑛
𝑖+1 +

(
𝑆Γ𝑖

)⊗𝑛) + (
𝑆Γ𝑞−1

)⊗𝑛 ± (
𝜌⊗𝑛 )Γ

≥ 𝑆⊗𝑛0 +
(
𝑆Γ𝑞−1

)⊗𝑛 ± (
𝜌⊗𝑛 )Γ

≥ 𝑆⊗𝑛0 ±
(
𝜌⊗𝑛 )Γ

≥ 0 ,

(S95)

where all three inequalities come from (S92). Consequently, we have proved that −�̃�𝑛 ≤
(
𝜌⊗𝑛 )Γ ≤ �̃�𝑛 . Note that the

latter implies that �̃�𝑛 ≥ 0. In addition, by exploiting the definition of �̃�𝑛 in (S93), we also have that �̃�Γ𝑛 = �̃�𝑛 , and hence
�̃� Γ
𝑛 ≥ 0. We have thus proved that �̃�𝑛 is a feasible point of the minimisation problem that defines (up to a logarithm)
𝐸𝜅

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) . Hence, it follows that

𝐸𝜅
(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) ≤ log2 Tr �̃�𝑛

= log2 Tr

[
𝑞−1∑
𝑖=0

(
𝑆⊗𝑛
𝑖

+
(
𝑆Γ𝑖

)⊗𝑛)]
(i)
= log2

(
2
𝑞−1∑
𝑖=0

(Tr 𝑆𝑖)𝑛
)

(ii)
≤ log2

(
2
(
Tr 𝑆𝑞−1

)𝑛)
= log2(2𝑞) + 𝑛 log2(Tr 𝑆𝑞−1)

(iii)
= log2(2𝑞) + 𝑛 𝐸𝜅,𝑞(𝜌) .

(S96)
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Here, in (i) we exploited (S7), (ii) follows from the inequalities Tr 𝑆0 ≤ Tr 𝑆1 ≤ . . . ≤ Tr 𝑆𝑞−1 (Lemma S9), and
finally (iii) holds by the optimality of 𝑆−1 , 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑞−1. As a consequence of (S96), we have that for all fixed 𝑞 ∈ N+

𝐸∞
𝜅 (𝜌) = lim

𝑛→∞
1
𝑛
𝐸𝜅

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) ≤ 𝐸𝜅,𝑞(𝜌) , (S97)

which establishes (S89) and thus concludes the proof.

Remark S27. Theorem S26 also shows that

𝐸∞
𝜅,𝑞(𝜌) ..= lim

𝑛→∞
1
𝑛
𝐸𝜅,𝑞

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) = 𝐸∞

𝜅 (𝜌) = 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) ∀ 𝜌, ∀ 𝑞 ∈ N+ . (S98)

B. A key technical result: proof of Proposition 5

This subsection is devoted to the detailed proof of the crucial Proposition 5, which links the 𝜒- and the 𝜅-hierarchies
in a profound way. This connection will be the keystone on which all of our main results are build.

Proposition 5. For all bipartite states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 on a system of minimal local dimension 𝑑 ..= min{|𝐴|, |𝐵|} ≥ 2, and all positive
integers 𝑝 ∈ N+, it holds that

𝜅𝑝(𝜌) ≤ 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) +
(
𝑑

2 − 1
) (

𝜒𝑝(𝜌) − 𝜒𝑝−1(𝜌)
)

(S99)

In particular,

𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) ≥
2
𝑑
𝐸𝜅,𝑝(𝜌) +

(
1 − 2

𝑑

)
𝐸𝜒,𝑝−1(𝜌) . (S100)

To obtain the above result we first need a key technical lemma, proved below. Before stating it, let us fix some
terminology. Given an arbitrary positive semi-definite bipartite operator 𝑇 = 𝑇𝐴𝐵, we set

𝑑max (𝑇∥PPT ) ..= min {Tr 𝐿 : 𝑇 ≤ 𝐿 , 𝐿 ∈ PPT } = min
{
Tr 𝐿 : 𝑇 ≤ 𝐿, 𝐿 ≥ 0, 𝐿Γ ≥ 0

}
. (S101)

It is well known that for all positive semi-definite 𝑇 it holds that [63]

𝑑max (𝑇∥PPT ) ≤ 𝑑 Tr𝑇 . (S102)

One way to see this is, similarly to Corollary S14, by first noticing that for the maximally entangled state one has
𝑑max(Φ𝑑∥PPT ) = 𝑑 and then using the fact that any state𝑇/Tr𝑇 can be obtained from Φ𝑑 by an LOCC transformation,
which can never increase 𝑑max(·∥PPT ). For completeness, let us give here a more self-contained proof of Eq. (S102).

Up to taking positive linear combinations, it suffices to prove (S102) when 𝑇 = |𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 | is the rank-one projector
onto the pure state |𝜓⟩ = |𝜓⟩𝐴𝐵 with Schmidt decomposition |𝜓⟩𝐴𝐵 =

∑𝑑
𝑖=1

√
𝜆𝑖 |𝑒𝑖⟩𝐴 | 𝑓𝑖⟩𝐵. Setting 𝐿 ..= |𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 |𝐴𝐵 +∑

𝑖≠𝑗

√
𝜆𝑖𝜆 𝑗 |𝑒𝑖⟩⟨𝑒𝑖 |𝐴 ⊗ | 𝑓𝑗⟩⟨ 𝑓𝑗 |𝐵 one sees that on the one hand 𝐿 ≥ 𝑇 = |𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 |, while on the other

𝐿Γ ≃
⊕
𝑖

𝜆𝑖 ⊕
⊕
𝑖< 𝑗

√
𝜆𝑖𝜆 𝑗

(
1 1
1 1

)
≥ 0 . (S103)

Then, using Cauchy–Schwarz and noting that
∑
𝑖 𝜆𝑖 = 1 one finds that

Tr 𝐿 = 1 +
∑
𝑖≠𝑗

√
𝜆𝑖𝜆 𝑗 =

∑
𝑖

𝜆𝑖 +
∑
𝑖≠𝑗

√
𝜆𝑖𝜆 𝑗 =

(∑
𝑖

√
𝜆𝑖

)2
≤ 𝑑 , (S104)

which concludes the proof of (S102).
The key lemma that is needed to prove Proposition 5 is the following.

Lemma S28. For 𝑝 ≥ 1, let 𝑆−1 , 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝−1 , 𝑆𝑝 be optimisers for the SDP (S30) that defines 𝜒𝑝(𝜌). Then there exists a PPT
operator 𝑀 = 𝑀𝐴𝐵 ∈ PPT such that 𝑆−1 , 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝−2 , 𝑆𝑝−1 +𝑀 are valid ansatzes for the SDP that defines 𝜅𝑝(𝜌) as in (S36),
and moreover Tr𝑀 = 𝑑max

( (
𝑆Γ
𝑝−1

)
−
PPT )

.
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Proof. Since −𝑆𝑖 ≤ 𝑆Γ
𝑖−1 ≤ 𝑆𝑖 holds for all 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝 − 1 by assumption, and moreover 𝑀 ≥ 0, the only inequality

that is left to verify is
(
𝑆𝑝−1 +𝑀

)Γ ≥ 0. By definition of 𝑑max(·∥PPT ), there exists a PPT operator 𝐿 = 𝐿𝐴𝐵 such that(
𝑆Γ
𝑝−1

)
− ≤ 𝐿 and Tr 𝐿 = 𝑑max

( (
𝑆Γ
𝑝−1

)
−
PPT )

. We can then define 𝑀 ..= 𝐿Γ, so that(
𝑆𝑝−1 +𝑀

)Γ
= 𝑆Γ𝑝−1 + 𝐿 =

(
𝑆Γ𝑝−1

)
+ −

(
𝑆Γ𝑝−1

)
− + 𝐿 ≥

(
𝑆Γ𝑝−1

)
+ ≥ 0 . (S105)

Since Tr𝑀 = Tr 𝐿 = 𝑑max
( (
𝑆Γ
𝑝−1

)
−
PPT )

, this concludes the proof of the lemma.

We are now ready to give the complete proof of Proposition 5.

Proof of Proposition 5. Let 𝑆−1 , 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝−1 , 𝑆𝑝 be optimisers for the SDP (S30) that defines 𝜒𝑝(𝜌). Then clearly
𝑆−1 , 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝−1 are valid ansatzes for the SDP that defines 𝜒𝑝−1(𝜌). Therefore,

Tr 𝑆𝑝−1 ≥ 𝜒𝑝−1(𝜌) = 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) − Δ𝑝 = Tr 𝑆𝑝 − Δ𝑝 , (S106)

where we defined Δ𝑝
..= 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) − 𝜒𝑝−1(𝜌). We deduce that

0 ≤ 𝛿𝑝 ..= Tr
[
𝑆𝑝 − 𝑆𝑝−1

]
≤ Δ𝑝 . (S107)

The first inequality is a consequence of Lemma S11 — basically, of the fact that 𝛿𝑝 = Tr
[
𝑆𝑝 − 𝑆Γ

𝑝−1
]
, and the

operator inside the trace is positive semi-definite. Now, by Lemma S28 there exists a PPT operator 𝑀 such that
𝑆−1 , 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝−2 , 𝑆𝑝−1 +𝑀 are legitimate ansatzes for the SDP that defines 𝜅𝑝(𝜌) as in (S36), and moreover

Tr𝑀 = 𝑑max
( (
𝑆Γ𝑝−1

)
−
PPT )

(i)
≤ 𝑑 Tr

[ (
𝑆Γ𝑝−1

)
−
]

= 𝑑

𝑆Γ
𝑝−1


1 − Tr 𝑆𝑝−1

2
(ii)
≤ 𝑑

Tr 𝑆𝑝 − Tr 𝑆𝑝−1

2

=
𝑑𝛿𝑝
2 ,

(S108)

where the bound in (i) follows from (S102), and that in (ii) comes from Lemma S1 applied to the operator inequalities
−𝑆𝑝 ≤ 𝑆Γ

𝑝−1 ≤ 𝑆𝑝 . (The latter is, in fact, an equality if the operators 𝑆𝑖 are optimisers for 𝜒𝑝(𝜌); however, we shall not
make use of this observation.)

Putting all together, we obtain that

𝜅𝑝(𝜌) ≤ Tr
[
𝑆𝑝−1 +𝑀

]
= Tr 𝑆𝑝 − 𝛿𝑝 + Tr𝑀

(iii)
= 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) − 𝛿𝑝 + Tr𝑀
(iv)
≤ 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) +

(
𝑑

2 − 1
)
𝛿𝑝

(v)
≤ 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) +

(
𝑑

2 − 1
)
Δ𝑝

= 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) +
(
𝑑

2 − 1
) (

𝜒𝑝(𝜌) − 𝜒𝑝−1(𝜌)
)
,

(S109)

which reproduces (S99). Here, (iii) follows by the optimality of 𝑆−1 , 𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑆𝑝 for 𝜒𝑝(𝜌), in (iv) we employed (S108),
and finally (v) follows from (S107).

Rearranging, taking the logarithms, and using the concavity of the log2 function, one obtains also (S100).
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C. What have we achieved so far?

Convergence

Proposition 5 is the core technical finding on which all of our main results rest. Now that we have proved it, most
of the remaining proofs are comparatively straightforward. To show the importance of Proposition 5, it is instructive
to pause for a second and explore some of its immediate consequences. In this subsection we do precisely that.

We first show that Proposition 5 already implies (8), i.e. that the limits of the 𝜒- and 𝜅-hierarchies coincide and
yield the true zero-error PPT entanglement cost. In fact, taking the limit 𝑝 → ∞ on both sides of (S99) and using the
fact that both lim𝑝→∞ 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) and lim𝑝→∞ 𝜅𝑝(𝜌) exist by monotonicity (Proposition S11) shows that

lim
𝑝→∞

𝜅𝑝(𝜌) ≤ lim
𝑝→∞

𝜒𝑝(𝜌) . (S110)

Combined with the reverse inequality, which is an obvious consequence of (S41), one deduces that indeed
lim𝑝→∞ 𝜅𝑝(𝜌) = lim𝑝→∞ 𝜒𝑝(𝜌). Now, going back to Theorem S26, and in particular to (S90), we see that this im-
plies that in fact

lim
𝑝→∞

𝐸𝜅,𝑝(𝜌) = lim
𝑝→∞

𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) = 𝐸∞
𝜅 (𝜌) = 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌) , (S111)

i.e. the four central quantities appearing in (S90) coincide for all states. We will re-derive this equalities with some
additional guarantees on the speed of convergence while proving Theorem 1 below.

The identity in (S111) is remarkable because it provides a precise connection between the zero-error PPT cost, given
by the regularisation of 𝐸𝜅 and thus by a limit 𝑛 → ∞ over the number of copies 𝑛, and the limits of the hierarchies,
intended as limits 𝑝 → ∞ on the hierarchy level. The fact that there would be any sort of connection between the
asymptotic limit in the number of copies and that in the hierarchy level was a priori totally unclear, and it should
be regarded as one of the neater results of our approach. However, Eq. (S111) is still not completely satisfactory
from a computational standpoint, because it does not provide any rigorous guarantee on the speed of convergence
to the limit. Having such guarantees (either on the limit in 𝑛 or on that in 𝑝) would turn (S111) into an algorithm,
because it would tell us at which 𝑛 or 𝑝 we would need to stop in order to achieve a certain approximation. If that
could be done, then, due to the fact that 𝐸𝜅

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) , 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌), and 𝐸𝜅,𝑝(𝜌) are all computable via SDPs, we would know

how to approximate 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) up to an arbitrary accuracy. In short, whether the algorithm we have described works

or not depends on whether or not we can say something about the speed of convergence to the limit in either 𝑛 or
𝑝. Furthermore, even if the algorithm does exist, then whether it is efficient or not depends on the actual speed of
convergence to the limit, either in 𝑛 or in 𝑝.

The key observation underpinning our entire approach is that while there seems to be no easy way of achieving
either of the above two goals when dealing with the limit in the number of copies 𝑛, the situation changes dramatically
for the better when considering the limit in the hierarchy level 𝑝. Not only will we be able to give universal, uniform
bounds on the convergence speed, but the resulting convergence will also turn out to be exponentially fast (Theorem 1),
resulting in an efficient algorithm to calculate the zero-error PPT entanglement cost on all states (Theorem 3).

The local qubit case

Proposition 5 also implies an immediate simple solution to the problem of computing 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌𝐴𝐵) when either 𝐴

or 𝐵 is a single-qubit system. In this case, it turns out that both hierarchies collapse at the first level (𝑝 = 1), entailing
that 𝐸𝜒 = 𝐸𝜅 = 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT already gives the true zero-error PPT cost.

Corollary 2. Let 𝐴𝐵 be a bipartite quantum system in which either 𝐴 or 𝐵 is a single qubit, i.e. 𝑑 = min{|𝐴|, |𝐵|} = 2. Then
for all states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 it holds that

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜒(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜅(𝜌) , (S112)

where 𝐸𝜒 and 𝐸𝜅 are defined by (S27) and (S13), respectively.

Note. Remember that we identify 𝐸𝜒 = 𝐸𝜒,1 (cf. (S27) and (S29)) and 𝐸𝜅 = 𝐸𝜅,1 (cf. (S13) and (S35)).
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Proof. Writing down (S99) for 𝑑 = 2 and 𝑝 = 1 shows that 𝜅1(𝜌) ≤ 𝜒1(𝜌). Combining this with Theorem S26 then
implies the claim.

Remark S29. The above Corollary 2 does not tell us what happens to the zeroth level of the 𝜒-hierarchy, namely,
the logarithmic negativity. An older result by Ishizaka [30] states that all two-qubit states have zero bi-negativity,
implying, by Lemma S12, that

|𝐴| = |𝐵| = 2 =⇒ 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸𝑁 (𝜌) = log2

𝜌Γ1 ∀ 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 . (S113)

When e.g. |𝐴| = 2 but |𝐵| > 2, Corollary 2 guarantees that 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT = 𝐸𝜒 = 𝐸𝜅, but it would be even better if one could

establish a closed-form expression for this quantity. One way to achieve this, for instance, would be by generalising
Ishizaka’s result so as to encompass all qubit-qudit systems. If that could be done, then again we would find that
𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT = 𝐸𝑁 , which would be our sought closed-form expression. We leave a full understanding of the role of the

logarithmic negativity in the qubit-qudit case as an open problem.

D. Exponential convergence: proof of Theorem 1

This subsection is devoted to the proof of our first main result, Theorem 1, which will be seen to be a relatively
straightforward consequence of the key Proposition 5.

Theorem 1. For all bipartite states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 on a system of minimal local dimension 𝑑 ..= min {|𝐴|, |𝐵|} ≥ 2, and all positive
integers 𝑝 ∈ N+, it holds that

𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) ≤ 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) ≤ 𝐸𝜅,𝑝(𝜌) ≤ 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) + log2

1
1 −

(
1 − 2

𝑑

)𝑝 . (S114)

In particular,

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸∞

𝜅 (𝜌) = lim
𝑝→∞

𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) = lim
𝑝→∞

𝐸𝜅,𝑝(𝜌) , (S115)

with the convergence in 𝑝 being exponentially fast uniformly on 𝜌.

Proof. We give here a slightly modified and extended version of the argument presented in the main text. The reason
for doing so is to incorporate also the convergence of the 𝜅-hierarchy in a single statement. To deal with the 𝜒- and
𝜅-hierarchies simultaneously, it is useful to set by convention 𝜅0(𝜌) ..= 𝑑. Now, define the numbers

𝜀𝑝(𝜌) ..= 1 −
𝜒𝑝(𝜌)
𝜅𝑝(𝜌)

, (S116)

which satisfy 𝜀𝑝 ∈ [0, 1] for all 𝑝 ∈ N due to Proposition S11. Note that this definition differs from that employed in
the main text (Eq. (24)) — in particular, the quantity in (S116) is larger than that in (24). We can now write

1
(i)
≤ 𝑑

2
𝜒𝑝(𝜌)
𝜅𝑝(𝜌)

−
(
𝑑

2 − 1
)
𝜒𝑝−1(𝜌)
𝜅𝑝(𝜌)

(ii)
≤ 𝑑

2
𝜒𝑝(𝜌)
𝜅𝑝(𝜌)

−
(
𝑑

2 − 1
)
𝜒𝑝−1(𝜌)
𝜅𝑝−1(𝜌)

(iii)
= 1 − 𝑑

2 𝜀𝑝 +
(
𝑑

2 − 1
)
𝜀𝑝−1 .

(S117)

The justification of the above steps is as follows: the inequality in (i) is just a rephrasing of that established by
Proposition 5, obtained by diving both sides by 𝜅𝑝(𝜌) (remember that 𝜅𝑝(𝜌) ≥ 1 by Remark S10); in (ii) we observed
that 𝜅𝑝(𝜌) ≤ 𝜅𝑝−1(𝜌) due to Proposition S11 (this is also true for 𝑝 = 1 due to Lemma S12) and 𝑑 ≥ 2; finally, in (iii)
we employed the definition of 𝜀𝑝 in (S116).

We now see that (S117) can be readily massaged into

𝜀𝑝 ≤
(
1 − 2

𝑑

)
𝜀𝑝−1 . (S118)
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Iterating this 𝑝 times and using the fact that 𝜀0 ≤ 1 and 𝜀𝑝 ≥ 0 yields immediately

0 ≤ 𝜀𝑝 ≤
(
1 − 2

𝑑

)𝑝
, (S119)

which in turn can be rephrased as

𝜅𝑝(𝜌) ≤
𝜒𝑝(𝜌)

1 −
(
1 − 2

𝑑

)𝑝 . (S120)

Taking the logarithms of both sides proves the last inequality in (S114). The first three inequalities are already known
from Theorem S90.

Taking the limit 𝑝 → ∞ establishes also the convergence of both hierarchies to the true zero-error PPT entanglement
cost (Eq. (S115)). Note that the speed of convergence depends on 𝑑 but not on 𝜌.

The above result is central in our approach, because it provides a quantitative guarantee on what level of the
hierarchies we have to resort to in order to obtain a prescribed approximation of the true value of the zero-error PPT
entanglement cost. Before we proceed with the description of an algorithm that builds on this observation, we take
note of two remarkable consequences of Theorem 1, namely, the full addivity of the zero-error PPT entanglement
cost and its continuity.

Intuitively, the former means that the cheapest way to generate many copies of a state of the form 𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ ,
where 𝐴 and 𝐴′ belong to Alice, and 𝐵 and 𝐵′ to Bob, is to manufacture many copies of 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ separately: in
other words, there is no advantage to be gained in considering joint protocols. The continuity of the zero-error PPT
cost, instead, allows us to estimate the cost of a state that is close enough to one for which the cost is known. The
proofs of both of these facts are paradigmatic examples of how the knowledge we have gathered so far allows us to
say a lot about the problem of zero-error PPT entanglement dilution even without a closed-form expression for the
corresponding cost.

Corollary S30. The zero-error entanglement cost under PPT operations is fully tensor additive, i.e. for all pairs of bipartite
states 𝜌𝐴𝐵 , 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′ it holds that

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵 ⊗ 𝜔𝐴′𝐵′) = 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT (𝜌𝐴𝐵) + 𝐸
exact
𝑐, PPT (𝜔𝐴′𝐵′) . (S121)

Proof. It suffices to take the limit 𝑝 → ∞ of (S66) using (S115).

Corollary S31 (Continuity of the zero-error PPT entanglement cost). Let 𝜌, 𝜌′ be two quantum states on a bipartite system
𝐴𝐵 with minimal local dimension 𝑑 ..= min{|𝐴|, |𝐵|}. Let 𝜀 ..= 1

2 ∥𝜌 − 𝜌′∥1. Then���2𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) − 2𝐸

exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌

′)
��� ≤ 2𝑑𝜀 , (S122)

and therefore ��𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) − 𝐸

exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌′)

�� ≤ log2 (1 + 2𝑑𝜀) ≤ 2 (log2 𝑒) 𝑑𝜀 . (S123)

Proof. It suffices to take the limit 𝑝 → ∞ of (S82) and (S83) written for 𝐹 = 𝜒𝑝 and 𝑓 = 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 , using Theorem 1, and in
particular (S115), to simplify the left-hand sides.

E. An explicit algorithm to compute the zero-error PPT cost: proof of Theorem 3

We will now exploit the above Theorem 1 to prove the last of our main result, Theorem 3. To this end, we will
design an efficient algorithm that computes the zero-error PPT entanglement cost up to any desired accuracy.

Theorem 3 (Efficient algorithm to compute the cost). Let 𝐴𝐵 be a bipartite quantum system of total dimension𝐷 ..= |𝐴𝐵| =
|𝐴| |𝐵| and minimal local dimension 𝑑 ..= min{|𝐴|, |𝐵|}. Then there exists an algorithm that for an arbitrary state 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵

computes 2𝐸
exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) up to a multiplicative error 𝜀 — and hence, a fortiori, 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌) up to an additive error 𝜀 — in time

O
(
(𝑑𝐷)6 polylog

(
𝑝, 𝐷, 𝑑, 1/𝜀

) )
= O

(
(𝑑𝐷)6+𝑜(1) polylog(1/𝜀)

)
. (S124)
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Proof. To start, choose

𝑝 ..=

⌈
ln(2𝑑/𝜀)
ln 𝑑

𝑑−2

⌉
, (S125)

so that (
1 − 2

𝑑

)𝑝
≤ 𝜀

2𝑑 .
(S126)

Due to (S114), we then know that

1 − 𝜀
2𝑑 ≤

𝜒𝑝(𝜌)

2𝐸
exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌)

≤ 1 , (S127)

which implies that ���𝜒𝑝(𝜌) − 2𝐸
exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌)

��� ≤ 𝜀
2𝑑 2𝐸

exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) ≤ 𝜀

2 , (S128)

where the last equality is a consequence of the fact that 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) ≤ log2 𝑑 for all 𝜌 by Lemma S12.

Now, 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) is given by an SDP and hence it can be computed efficiently up to additive error 𝜀/2. We will look at
the time it takes to carry out this computation in a moment, but for the time being assume that it yields an estimator
�̂�𝑝(𝜌) with the property that ���̂�𝑝(𝜌) − 𝜒𝑝(𝜌)

�� ≤ 𝜀
2 . (S129)

Then by combining (S128) and (S129) one obtains that����̂�𝑝(𝜌) − 2𝐸
exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌)

��� ≤ 𝜀 . (S130)

This yields the claimed computation of 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) up to an additive error 𝜀. To estimate the error one incurs when

computing 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌), it suffices to observe that��𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌) − log2 �̂�𝑝(𝜌)
�� ≤ (log2 𝑒)

��� �̂�𝑝(𝜌) − 2𝐸
exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌)

��� ≤ 𝜀 log2 𝑒 , (S131)

so the error on𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) is also 𝜀, up to a constant. In the above derivation, we used the estimate |𝑎−𝑏 | ≤ (log2 𝑒)

��2𝑎−2𝑏
��,

valid for all 𝑎, 𝑏 ≥ 0.
We still need to estimate the running time of the SDP that computes the estimator �̂�𝑝(𝜌). To do that, we use the

best known SDP solvers, which have time complexity [51] (see also the quantum-friendly review in [52])

O
(
𝑚

(
𝑚2 + 𝑛𝜔 + 𝑚𝑛𝑠

)
polylog(𝑚, 𝑛, 𝑅, 1/𝜀)

)
(S132)

once the SDP is put in the standard form

max. Tr𝐶𝑋
s.t. 𝑋 ≥ 0,

Tr𝐴 𝑗𝑋 ≤ 𝑏 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑚 ,
(S133)

where ∥𝐴 𝑗 ∥∞ , ∥𝐶∥∞ ≤ 1 for 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑚, all matrices are 𝑛 × 𝑛, 𝑅 is any upper bound on the optimal value,
𝜔 ∈ [2, 2.373) is the matrix multiplication exponent, and 𝑠 is the sparsity, i.e. maximum number of non-zero entries
in any row of the input matrices 𝐴 𝑗 , 𝐶.

What we have to do now is to cast the SDP for 𝜒𝑝(𝜌) (Eq. (S30)) in the standard form (S133). This can be done by
restricting the variable 𝑋 to be of the form

𝑋 −→
𝑝⊕
𝑖=0

(
𝑆𝑖 𝑆Γ

𝑖−1
𝑆Γ
𝑖−1 𝑆𝑖

)
, (S134)
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where 𝑆−1 = 𝜌. To see why, note that for a matrix of the above block form positive semi-definiteness implies that(
𝑆𝑖 𝑆Γ

𝑖−1
𝑆Γ
𝑖−1 𝑆𝑖

)
≥ 0 ∀ 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝 , (S135)

which by a simple unitary rotation can be rephrased as

1
2

(
1 1

1 −1

) (
𝑆𝑖 𝑆Γ

𝑖−1
𝑆Γ
𝑖−1 𝑆𝑖

) (
1 1

1 −1

)†
=

(
𝑆𝑖 + 𝑆Γ𝑖−1 0

0 𝑆𝑖 − 𝑆Γ𝑖−1

)
≥ 0 ∀ 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝 , (S136)

i.e. 𝑆𝑖 ± 𝑆Γ𝑖−1 ≥ 0 for all 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝, matching the positive semi-definite constraints in (S30).
The above reasoning tells us that it is a good idea to try to enforce the structure (S134) on 𝑋. This fixes the size of

the matrices to be

𝑛 = 2(𝑝 + 1)𝐷 = O(𝑝𝐷) , (S137)

where 𝐷 = |𝐴| |𝐵| is the total dimension. The problem therefore becomes that of ensuring that 𝑋 has the structure
in (S134). To this end, it is useful to think of 𝑋 as a block matrix of size (𝑝 + 1) × (𝑝 + 1), where each block has size
2𝐷 × 2𝐷. We need to make sure that:

(1) all the 𝑝(𝑝 + 1) off-diagonal blocks are zero;

(2) inside each diagonal block𝑋𝑖𝑖 (𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑝), which can in turn be thought of as a 2×2 block matrix𝑋𝑖𝑖 =
(
𝐻𝑖 𝐾𝑖
𝐿𝑖 𝑀𝑖

)
with each block having size 𝐷, we have that 𝐻𝑖 = 𝑀𝑖 and 𝐾𝑖 = 𝐿𝑖 ;

(3) for all 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑝, 𝐾𝑖 = 𝐻Γ
𝑖−1; and

(4) 𝐾0 = 𝜌Γ.
All of these constraints are equalities instead of inequalities, but any equality can be written as two inequalities, and
we do not count factors of 2. How many linear equality constraints on 𝑋 do we need?

(1): 𝑝(𝑝 + 1)𝐷2 constraints;

(2): 2(𝑝 + 1)𝐷2 constraints;

(3): 𝑝𝐷2 constraints;

(4): 𝐷2 constraints.
We are therefore dealing with a total of (𝑝+ 1)(𝑝+ 3)𝐷2 linear equality constraints. It is therefore clear that we can set

𝑚 = O(𝑝2𝐷2) . (S138)

Now, constraints (1)–(3) are of the form Tr𝐴𝑋 = 0, where 𝐴 has only two non-zero elements on the same row or
column, while the constraints (4) are of the form Tr𝐴𝑋 = 𝑏, where 𝐴 has a single non-zero entry (equal to 1). Note
also that since we want Tr𝐶𝑋 = Tr 𝑆𝑝 , 𝐶 needs to be block diagonal, with the first 𝑝 diagonal blocks equal to zero
and the last one equal to 1/2 (all blocks are of size 2𝐷). We can thus set

𝑠 = O(1) . (S139)

As for 𝑅, by Lemma S12 we already know that

𝑅 = 𝑑 (S140)

is an upper bound on 𝜒𝑝(𝜌). Plugging the values (S137)–(S140) into (S132) yields a time complexity

O
(
(𝑝𝐷)6 polylog

(
𝑝, 𝐷, 𝑑, 1/𝜀

) )
= O

(
(𝑑𝐷)6 polylog

(
𝑝, 𝐷, 𝑑, 1/𝜀

) )
= O

(
(𝑑𝐷)6+𝑜(1) polylog(1/𝜀)

)
,

(S141)

where we used the fact that 𝑝 = O
(
𝑑 log(𝑑/𝜀)

)
due to (S125).

Remark S32. It can be verified that the time complexity of solving the SDP that defines the negativity 𝐸𝑁 is
O

(
𝐷6+𝑜(1)polylog(1/𝜀)

)
. While this is smaller than the complexity for computing 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT, it is only marginally so —
the difference being a mere factor poly(𝑑).
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F. Open problem: hierarchy collapse

Although we showed that evaluating the limit lim𝑝→∞ 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) to any desired precision is computationally not much
more demanding than evaluating 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 for a fixed level of the hierarchy 𝑝, one may still wonder — perhaps from
an analytical or aesthetic standpoint — whether computing the limit is truly necessary, or whether the hierarchy
collapses at a certain point and there exists a finite 𝑝★ such that 𝐸𝜒,𝑝 = 𝐸𝜒,𝑝★ ∀𝑝 ≥ 𝑝★. An analogous question can be
asked for the 𝜅-hierarchy.

One immediate consequence of Proposition 5 is that, if 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜒,𝑝−1(𝜌) for some 𝑝, then 𝐸𝜅,𝑝(𝜌) ≤ 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌),
which would imply a complete collapse of both hierarchies, that is,

𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜒,𝑝(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜅,𝑝(𝜌) , (S142)

due to Proposition S11.
We were not able to confirm nor disprove that this happens. However, numerical evidence strongly suggests that

the hierarchies collapse, and indeed they do so already at the second level of the 𝜒-hierarchy. This leads us to posit
the following conjecture.

Conjecture S33. For all states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵, the 𝜒-quantities defined by (S30) satisfy that 𝐸𝜒,3(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜒,2(𝜌). As a consequence,
the 𝜒- and 𝜅-hierarchies collapse and 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜒,2(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜅,3(𝜌).

In fact, we were not even able to find a gap between 𝐸𝜒,2 and 𝐸𝜅,2, so one could even make the stronger conjecture
that 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜒,2(𝜌) = 𝐸𝜅,2(𝜌) holds for all states, which would entail that both hierarchies collapse at the second
level. For the sake of obtaining a single-letter, limit-free formula for 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT, it would be very interesting to resolve this
question in future work. However, as remarked in the main text, doing so would only amount to a poly(𝑑) reduction
of the computational complexity of calculating the zero-error PPT entanglement cost 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT.

V. FROM ZERO ERROR TO VERY SMALL ERROR

Zero-error entanglement manipulation tasks may seem on the surface un-physical, because nothing in nature
happens with zero error, and small, undetectable errors should therefore always be included into the picture. Here
we will do precisely that, and we will find that if those errors are assumed to be sufficiently small (but non-zero), the
resulting entanglement dilution rates are the same as in the zero-error case. In this context, ‘sufficiently small’ could mean
for example ‘going to 0 super-exponentially in the number of copies of the given state’.

This is no different from what happens in classical information theory, where the capacity for communicating on
a noisy classical channel with error probability going to 0 super-exponentially equals its zero-error capacity, defined
by Shannon in his landmark 1956 paper [64]. The argument to prove this claim seems to be part of the folklore in
information theory, and it was brought to our attention by Andreas Winter. It goes as follows. A classical channel N
with input alphabet X and output alphabet Y can be thought of as a transition matrix𝑁(𝑦 |𝑥) ≥ 0, with

∑
𝑦 𝑁(𝑦 |𝑥) = 1

for all 𝑥 ∈ X . A code to communicate on N ⊗𝑛 is a list of words 𝑥𝑛1 , . . . , 𝑥
𝑛
𝑀

, where 𝑀 = 2⌈𝑛𝑅⌉ , and 𝑅 is the rate of the
code. Suppose that for a fixed 𝑛 a word in {1, . . . , 𝑀} is drawn at random. Whatever the decoder is, the probability
of making an error can be estimated from below as follows. Pick two distinct 𝑖 , 𝑗 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀}. For a fixed 𝑦𝑛 ∈ Y𝑛 ,
call 𝑝𝑖 ..= N ⊗𝑛(𝑦𝑛 |𝑥𝑛

𝑖
) and 𝑝 𝑗

..= N ⊗𝑛(𝑦𝑛 |𝑥𝑛
𝑗
) the probabilities that these two words get transformed into the same

output word 𝑦𝑛 ∈ Y𝑛 . When that happens, even if the decoding party knows that the message was either 𝑖 or 𝑗 all
they can do is to guess 𝑖 or 𝑗 with a maximum likelihood rule, i.e. 𝑖 with probability 𝑝𝑖

𝑝𝑖+𝑝 𝑗 and 𝑗 with probability 𝑝 𝑗
𝑝𝑖+𝑝 𝑗 .

The total probability of error is thus at least

1
𝑀
𝑝𝑖

𝑝 𝑗

𝑝𝑖 + 𝑝 𝑗
+ 1
𝑀
𝑝 𝑗

𝑝𝑖

𝑝𝑖 + 𝑝 𝑗
=

1
𝑀

2𝑝𝑖𝑝 𝑗
𝑝𝑖 + 𝑝 𝑗

≥ 1
𝑀

min{𝑝𝑖 , 𝑝 𝑗} . (S143)

Now, if the right-hand side is not zero for some 𝑦𝑛 , then it must be at least 𝑡𝑛/𝑀, where 𝑡 ..= min𝑥,𝑦:𝑁(𝑦 |𝑥)>0 𝑁(𝑦 |𝑥).
Therefore the probability of error of the whole process (encoding, transmission, and decoding) is at least 𝑡𝑛2−⌈𝑛𝑅⌉ ,
which cannot go to 0 super-exponentially. This completes the summary of the state of affairs in classical communi-
cation over noisy channels.

To arrive at analogous conclusions in the case of PPT entanglement dilution, we first need to fix some terminology.
Our first task is to design a way to control the errors incurred in an arbitrary entanglement manipulation protocol.
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This can be done by introducing a rate-error pair achievability region for entanglement manipulation under a given
set of free operations F , defined as follows.

Definition S34. For two bipartite states 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 and 𝜔 = 𝜔𝐴𝐵 and a class of free operations F , we say that the rate-error pair
(𝑟, 𝑠) is achievable for the transformation 𝜌 → 𝜔 with operations in F if there exists a sequence of protocols (Λ𝑛)𝑛∈N+ , with
Λ𝑛 ∈ F (𝐴𝑛𝐵𝑛 → 𝐴′𝑛𝐵′𝑛) for all 𝑛 ∈ N+, such that

lim inf
𝑛→∞

{
− 1
𝑛

log2
1
2
Λ𝑛

(
𝜌⊗⌈𝑟𝑛⌉ ) − 𝜔⊗𝑛

1

}
≥ 𝑠 . (S144)

In our case, we care about the case where F = PPT is the set of PPT operations, the initial state is the ebit Φ2, and
the final state is an arbitrary 𝜌. In this case, a rate-error pair that is achievable for Φ2 → 𝜌 under PPT operations
is also called an achievable rate-error pair for PPT entanglement dilution to 𝜌. The main result of this section is as
follows.

Theorem S35. Let 𝜌 = 𝜌𝐴𝐵 be an arbitrary finite-dimensional bipartite state. If (𝑟, 𝑠) is achievable for PPT entanglement
dilution to 𝜌, then

max
{
𝑟, log2 𝑑 − 𝑠

}
≥ 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌) . (S145)

In particular, for all 𝑠 > log2 𝑑 − 𝐸exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌) the rate-error pair (𝑟, 𝑠) is achievable if and only if 𝑟 ≥ 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌).

Before proving the above result, let us discuss its implications. What this shows is that if the error is required to
decay sufficiently fast, i.e. faster than 2−𝑛

(
log2 𝑑−𝐸

exact
𝑐, PPT(𝜌)

)
asymptotically, then the optimal rate of entanglement dilution

coincides with its zero-error value. In other words, once a certain threshold in 𝑠 is passed, it does not make a
difference for the rate 𝑟 whether 𝑠 increases further, even if it goes all the way to infinity. Note that Theorem S35
applies to two suggestive special cases, namely where (i) we require the error to decay faster than 𝑑−𝑛 ; and therefore
also when (ii) we require a super-exponential decay law. In both of these cases, the relevant optimal rate of PPT
entanglement dilution coincides with the zero-error PPT entanglement cost 𝐸exact

𝑐, PPT(𝜌).

Proof of Theorem S35. Consider a sequence of PPT operations (Λ𝑛)𝑛∈N+ such that

𝜀𝑛 ..=
1
2

Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑟𝑛⌋
2

)
− 𝜌⊗𝑛


1

(S146)

exhibits the asymptotic decay rate

lim inf
𝑛→∞

{
− 1
𝑛

log2 𝜀𝑛

}
≥ 𝑠 . (S147)

Then,

2⌊𝑟𝑛⌋ = 𝜅1

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑟𝑛⌋
2

)
(i)
≥ 𝜅1

(
Λ𝑛

(
Φ

⊗⌊𝑟𝑛⌋
2

))
(ii)
≥ 𝜅1

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) − 2𝑑𝑛𝜀𝑛

(S148)

where (i) is a consequence of the monotonicity of 𝜅1 = 2𝐸𝜅 under PPT operations (Proposition S13), while (ii) is an
application of Proposition S23, and in particular of (S82) with 𝐹 = 𝜅1. Therefore,

1 + max
{
⌊𝑟𝑛⌋ , 1 + 𝑛 log2 𝑑 + log2 𝜀𝑛

}
= log2

(
2 max

{
2⌊𝑟𝑛⌋ , 2𝑑𝑛𝜀𝑛

})
≥ log2

(
2⌊𝑟𝑛⌋ + 2𝑑𝑛𝜀𝑛

)
≥ log2 𝜅1

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 )

= 𝐸𝜅
(
𝜌⊗𝑛 ) .

(S149)
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Dividing by 𝑛 and taking the lim sup of both sides as 𝑛 → ∞ yields precisely

max{𝑟, log2 𝑑 − 𝑠} ≥ lim sup
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛

(
1 + max

{
⌊𝑟𝑛⌋ , 1 + 𝑛 log2 𝑑 + log2 𝜀𝑛

})
≥ lim sup

𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐸𝜅

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 )

= lim
𝑛→∞

1
𝑛
𝐸𝜅

(
𝜌⊗𝑛 )

= 𝐸∞
𝜅 (𝜌) ,

(S150)

concluding the proof.
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