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Abstract

Employing the lattice theory on majorization, we investigate the universal quan-
tum uncertainty relation for any number observables and general measurement. We
find: 1. The least bounds of the universal uncertainty relations can only be prop-
erly defined in the lattice theory; 2. Contrary to variance and entropy, the metric
induced by the majorization lattice implies an intrinsic structure of the quantum
uncertainty; 3. The lattice theory correlates the optimization of uncertainty relation
with the entanglement transformation under local quantum operation and classical
communication. Interestingly, the optimality of the universal uncertainty relation
is found can be mimicked by the Lorenz curve, initially introduced in economics to

measure the wealth concentration degree of a society.



1 Introduction

The uncertainty relation may be attributed to the original idea of indeterminacy first
proposed by Heisenberg in the form of p1q; ~ h, where h is the Planck constant, p; and
¢1 represent the precisions in determining the canonical conjugate observables p and ¢ [1].
In the literature, whereas the most representative uncertainty relation is the Heisenberg-
Robertson one [2]:

AXZAY? > (X Y] (1)

|

Here the uncertainty is characterized in terms of variance (AX? for an observable X).
Equation (1)) asserts a fundamental limit to the uncertainties of incompatible observables
expressed in form of commutator. Besides the product-form, there also exist the sum-form
uncertainty relations which will be nontrivial when one of the variances becomes zero, we

refer to [3H7] for recent developments along this line.

The essence of different forms of the uncertainty relations lies in the lower bound,
whose optimization is generally a challenging task. A lasting criticism on variance based
uncertainty relation is about its lower bound state dependence [§]. In order to be state
independent [4], 9], the variance based uncertainty relations have to involve complex vari-
ance functions [10]. On the other hand, the entropic uncertainty relation was proposed

with state independent lower bound [I1], in the form
1
H(X) + H(Y) > log, © )

where H(X) denotes the Shannon entropy of outcome probability distribution while X
is measured; ¢ := max; ; |(z;]y;)|* quantifies the complementarity of observables with |z;)
and |y;) being the eigenvectors of X and Y. Studies indicate that these two different

forms of uncertainty relations are in fact mutually convertible [12].

One main subject in the study of entropic uncertainty relation is about the lower bound



optimization, which turns out to be difficult for general observables in high dimensional
system [I3]. The majorization uncertainty relation has been called universal [14] and been
exploited to refine the entropic uncertainty relation [15], of which the direct sum form
usually has a better lower bound than the direct product ones [16], and both of them
remain to be further optimized [I7HI9]. The majorization relation is a partial order on
probability distribution vectors with descending order components, and has been shown
to form a lattice [20]. The majorization lattice has well defined upper and lower bounds,
and a recent development appears in its application to econometrics [21, 22]. Notice of
these, naturally, one is tempted to think of formulating the uncertainty relation from the

lattice theory, in order to get a properly defined and optimized uncertainty relation.

In this work, by introducing the lattice theory of quantum uncertainty we derive the
optimal universal uncertainty relation in the form of direct-sum majorization relation,
which is applicable to multiple observables and general positive operator-valued measure-
ments (POVM). The majorization lattice [22] leads us to treat the distribution vectors
as ‘relative measures” of quantum uncertainty which are not always comparable and ex-
plains why it is difficult to optimize the uncertainty relations involving either variance or
entropy. Here the incomparability of the measures means that two distribution vectors
may have no particular order in the majorization relation. We illustrate the optimality
of the universal uncertainty relation by Lorenz curve that was originally introduced in
describing the wealth concentration [23]. The Lorenz curve is sensitive to the incompa-
rability of quantum uncertainties while the variance and entropy are not, and hence the
direct experimental test of the universal uncertainty relations by measuring the Lorenz

curves turns out to be feasible.



2 The optimal universal uncertainty relation

2.1 Quantum measurement and the majorization lattice

In quantum mechanics (QM), physical observables are represented by Hermitian op-
erators. In the N-level system, an observable X appears in the form of a N-dimensional

Hermitian matrix, whose spectrum decomposition goes as

X = in|xi)<xi| . (3)

Here, |x;) is the eigenvector that X |z;) = x;|z;). The quantum state p of a system is also
a Hermitian matrix with nonnegative eigenvalues \;, which may be expressed as a vector
Xp = (A1, ..., An)T, where the superscript T denotes the transpose of matrix. Moreover,
the measurement postulate of QM tells that when measuring X over a quantum state p

one can only get its eigenvalue x; with a probability of p; = (x;|p|z;). Similarly, we can

express the probability distribution in form of vector, p= (py,--- ,pn)T.

We define a set of Hermitian operators
S = {an(n = |zl TS {L,...,N}and|Z| = n} : (4)
i€l
where | - | means the cardinality of the set Z. For given n, ]S,(f)| equals to C(N,n) =

N!

TN )T that means the operators in S are composed of various n distinct projection

operators |x;)(z;| from the complete set, and evidently S(()m) = {0}. The partial sum of
the probability distribution p now may be expressed as
D oo =T o) {wilp) = T[Xu(T)p] . (5)
ieT i€l
Here X,(Z) denotes the matrix X, € Si” specified by the set Z. For the POVM, the
projection operators |x;)(z;| are replaced by positive semidefinite operators M; satisfying
the normalization condition Y7, M M; = 1 [24], and the probability of outcome i is given
by p; = Tr[MZTMip]. Hence equation applies to POVM as well.
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The majorization relation between two tuples of real numbers, @ < b say for instance

is defined as [25]:

k k
Sat< S0k ke (..., N}, (6)
i=1 j=1

where the superscript | means that the components of vectors @ and b are arrayed in
descending order, and the equality holds when k& = N. For the set
N
PN = {ﬁz (pr -+ o)1 pi €10,1],)  p; = const., p; me} : (7)
i=1

the following Lemma exist [20].

Lemma 1 For all d, be PN, there exists a unique least upper bound i = avbe PN such
that the followings are satisfied:
1. @< and b < @;

2. For arbitrary & € PN, if @ < T and b < X, then u < T.

There also exists a unique greatest lower bound defined as @ A b e PN , and hence PV
together with the majorization relation form a lattice. Practical methods for constructing

least upper bound @ V b and greatest lower bound @ A b are given in Ref. [20].

2.2 The optimal universal uncertainty relation

The probability distribution of observable measurement outcomes may be expressed
as a high dimensional vector in the form of direct sum. Hence for observables X, Y, and
Z, the corresponding vector turns out to be a 3N-dimensional vector ¥ = p @& ¢ &7, with
pi = (xilplzs), @5 = (Y;ilply;), e = (2k|plzx), and one may notice Y+ € P3N, The sum of

n components of Y\ for quantum state p can be expressed as

Tr[(Xn, + Yo, + Zny)p] < gi : Xt = Tn(Xnys Yogs Zns) (8)



where ny +ny + n3 = n; gis the eigenvalue list of X,,, +Y,, + Z,,, and ff gives the

maximum value of 7,,. According to equation 7 X,, (similarly for Y, and Z,,) has

1

C(N,ny) different choices, hence 7, varies with the choices of X,,,, Y,,,, and Z,,,

ny ?

3
{Tn(Xm,Ym,ZnSnXm €8M, Yo, €SY, Zy, €83, mi = n} . (9)
=1

Let 5™ € {x*+} be the vector that has the largest sum of the first n components of various
X", then 370 s,(f” = IMaXp, nynsiTn} Where the maximization runs over different n; for
C(N,n;) choices of X,,,, Yy,, and Z,,. Note, for a given n, 5™ may not be unique, but
they all attribute equally to the vector § [20], and hence does not matter to our discussion.
We then have the following optimal universal uncertainty relation, the main result of this

work:
Theorem 1 In N-dimensional quantum system p, the probability distributions of mea-
surements on X, Y, and Z satisfy the following relation:
PHIHT<5. (10)

Here 5:= W v 5@ v ... v §6N1 45 the unique least upper bound of & ¢ @ 7 over all
quantum states.
Proof: First to show § is an upper bound. From the definition of § and the associative
law of operation V on lattice, we have

§M <5 Vne{l,--- 3N —1}. (11)

Since 5™ owns the largest summed value of the first n components in set {\*}, pBgHF < 5

is satisfied by every quantum state.

Next, § is the least. For arbitrary ¢, if 7@® ¢ & 7 < ¢ for all quantum states, so is

0 <t VYne{l,---,3N — 1}, and according to Lemma

g o .
2,(2) j ? } = 5Wvi® <f (12)
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Repeatedly applying equation (12) to §™ will in the end lead to § < . Q.E.D.

Note that the number of observables can be arbitrary in Theorem [1, and the general
POVM measurement also applies here. Moreover, the Theorem [1] is also applicable to
mixed state with given )\f) according to equation @D and § is optimal for such mixed
state by maximizing the corresponding 7,,. For Shannon entropy of H(p') := — >, pi log p;,

direct application of Theorem [1| leads to the following entropic uncertainty relation:

Corollary 1 For M observables X;, j € {1,..., M}, there exists the following entropic

uncertainty relation
ST H(X) > H(3). (13)

Here H(X;) = H(pW) with 7U) being the probability distribution of the measurement of

M
j-th observable X;; § is defined in Theorem satisfying @ p¥) < 5

j=1
Given that one has noticed the Shannon entropy is a Schur-concave function [25], the
prove of equation is quite straightforward. The Corollary 1 in fact can be further

improved by adding a state-dependent term, i.e., from Theorem 3 of [20]

M
> H(X;) = H(3) + D(E|X) (14)
j=1
st
where Y = @ P9 and D(5|¥) = Z st log(X—ﬁ) As the relative entropy is nonnegative, it
J J
can be easily verlﬁed that D(§ ||X) MD(+3]|5:X) > 0.

For a given set of incompatible observables, e.g. X, Y, and Z, quantum states p; and
p2 will result in two probability vectors 1, X2 € P>V, where without loss of generality we
have assumed the components of Y; 2 are arranged in non-increasing order. The property

of the majorization lattice tells that there exists a distance measure on P3V [22]
d(X1,X2) == H(X1) + H(X2) = 2H(X1 V X2) > 0. (15)
In account of this metric, we may get the following corollary:
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Corollary 2 For arbitrary different probability distribution vectors X1 and X2, we have

the entropic uncertainty relation
H(X1) + H(X2) > 2H(5) + d(X1, X) - (16)

The d(X1, X2) > 0 while X1 and Xy are different vectors.

Proof: The lattice theory tells that, if y; < &, then y; V5§ = § for both : = 1, 2, and hence
d(Xi,§) = H(X:) — H(3) . (17)
Since d(X1, X2) < d(X1,5) + d(X2,5) [22], equation is readily obtained. Q.E.D.

Corollary [2| reveals an important feature of majorization lattice, that is the sum of
the two independent uncertainty relations H(x12) > H(§) yields a even stronger one
due to d(x1,X2) > 0. The distance measure d(,-) induces a metric on P3N [22] and is
non-zero even if H(x1) = H(X2). As there exist the distributions that neither x; < x> nor
X1 > X2, we call such distribution vectors incomparable, which means that they have no
particular order in majorization relation. The time-order-event analogy may be heuristic
in the understanding of incomparability, that is, two space-like separated events have no
particular order in time. Considering that entropies are always comparable, say either
H(x1) < H(x2) or H(X1) > H(X2) (also true for variances), the variance and entropy may
be called the “absolute measure” of quantum uncertainty, while the lattice theory reveals

the intrinsic structure of quantum uncertainty and leads merely to “relative measure”.

It is also interesting to compare our results with that of [I4] and [I5]. Note, there is
no explicit definition for the least upper bound of the majorization uncertainty relation
in either of [I4] and [I5]. The algorithm used in [14] and [15] for getting the upper bound
of the majorization relation goes as follows: First compute {2, which has the largest value
of the sum of the first £ components on the left hand side of the majorization relation,

then regard t = (21,9 — Q1,93 — Qy,--- )T as the upper bound for the majorization

8



uncertainty relation. It can be shown that this algorithm can not guarantee obtaining
the least upper bound in general. For example, the example 1 in [20], for two probability

distributions
P =(0.6,0.15,0.15,0.1) , ¢= (0.5,0.25,0.20,0.05) , (18)

it is easy to know that the  for p and ¢ are 1 = 0.6, Q5 = 0.75, Q3 = 0.95, Qy = 1.

However the vector
= (0,0 — 0, Q3 — Dy, Qy — Q) = (0.6,0.15,0.2,0.05) (19)
is not the least upper bound for p,§ < ¢ noticing
P,q < (0.6,0.175,0.175,0.05) < t . (20)

In fact in this case the least upper bound is §= (0.6,0.175,0.175,0.05). In all, the upper
bound obtained by means of finding the maximum value of the sum of the first largest
k components of a probability vector in a set will not always give the least upper bound
for the set of probability vectors in the majorization relation, and a systematic flattening

operation is generally needed (see Lemma 3 in [20]).

2.3 The optimality of the uncertainty relation and Lorenz curve

To elucidate the physics embedded in above mathematics, following we give three

typical examples for illustration, but the calculation details will be given in Appendix.

Example one: considering the following two observables in the general qubit system

1 0 cosf sinf T
Z= (O —1) , X = <Sin¢9 —cos@) ,0€ [O’E]’ (21)



the probability distribution vectors ¥ = p, @ p, are then four dimensional, and

o o o 0 ,
0 = (1, Ascos” 5+ dgsin® 2 Ay sin? 2 + A cos? 2, 0a)T = 5 (22)
o o o

. o0 0 . o0 0
\; sin? 1 + Ay cos? 7 \p sin? 1 + s cos? Z)T . (23)

Following the procedure given in Ref. [20], we have

§=50vz®

0 0 0 0
= ()\1, )\1 COSs 5 + 2)\2 Sin2 Z_l, 2)\1 Sin2 Z + )\2 COS 5, )\Q)T . (24)

We find the probability distribution vectors 5, 52 and 5 may be exhibited by the

Lorenz curve, as shown in Figure (a) for Ay = 1 and 6§ = 7. The Lorenz curve of a

probability distribution vector X is y, := fy(n) => "1, Xj with f,(0) = 0.

For completely mixed state p = %]l, the probability distribution Yyix = (%, %, %, %)T,
whose Lorenz curve goes from (0,0) to (4,2), the dashed anti-diagonal line in Figure [[[(a).
The Lorenz curve of each ¥ lies below the curve of §'and above the anti-diagonal line Y.
Obviously, the Lorenz curve of § is the least possible envelope, red dashed line in Figure
(a), enclosing the curves of §, and is optimal for the universal uncertainty relation

Py @ P, < § for any quantum states.

Example two: for X = 0,, Y = 0y, and Z = o0, in pure qubit system, we can find the
optimal bound for p, @ p, @ p, < §’. The vectors s’ (") which have the largest sum of the

first n components, are

1111

>/(1) _ 1.2 - - = _ (5 2

S ( 7272’27270) S ) ( 5)
1 1 11 1 1

§/(2) = ) 1 e 0 ) :§/(4)7 26

(2—\/§ 2—\/5222—{—\/5 2—|—\/§) (26)

1 1 1 1 1 1

50 = ( ). (27)

3—v3'3-v33-v33+v33+vV3 3+V3

10



D)

3’

T T
0 1 2 3

4 3
() (b)

Figure 1. The Lorenz curves for the universal uncertainty relations of two and three
observables. (a) the Lorenz curves for observables X and Z where ¥ = p, ® p.; (b)
the Lorenz curves for observables X, Y, and Z where X' = p, & p, & p,. By means of
§=5Wv5® and 5" = 5'M v 5 ® v 5®) the Lorenz curves of §and 5" (red dashed lines)
give the least possible envelops enclosing the curves of ¥ and X’ for all quantum states.

The 5’ can then be readily obtained

,§” _ §»/(1) v/ §/(2) Vi §»/(3)

V2 14VE-V2 1-V3 412 242
) 2 Y

2’ 2 2

= (17 ,O)T . (28)

The Lorenz curves of 5/ and 5/® are plotted in Figure (b), where the optimality of §’

for universal uncertainty relation is evidently demonstrated.

Example three: for 3-dimensional observables X and Y with the orthonormal bases of

Ref.[27], i.e.,
1 00
(|l’1>7 |$2>a |(L’3>) = 010 ’ (29)
001
1 1 L
(ly) lga)lws)) = | v2 Y~ |, (30)
1 2 1
IRVERE
the optimal bound for universal uncertainty relation reads
6 6
ﬁl‘@ﬁy—<§//:(17\/__a1_£a0a070)' (31>

3 3
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Here 5" is optimal in the sense that for any vector @' satisfying p,, @ p, < ¢'in all quantum

states, §" < v.

To summarize, the application of majorization lattice to the study of uncertainty prin-
ciple gives rise to some new insights, that the sole scalar measure, such as variance or
entropy, is insufficient to characterize the quantum uncertainty. The variance or entropy
maps the probability distribution into a real number, while in fact the distribution uncer-
tainty has some intrinsic structures as revealed by the majorization lattice. The structure
of quantum uncertainty also deciphers the puzzle: why getting the optimal bound for the
variance- or entropy-based uncertainty relation is a tough issue. Each scalar quantity can
only measure one facet of the multifaceted quantum uncertainty and hence the bound

may vary with the measures chosen.

For one type of entropic function, e.g., the Shannon entropy H(:), the majorization
lattice can tell why there are hurdles in getting the optimal entropic bound. We know
the procedure of optimizing entropic uncertainty relation is to find the minimum H ()
over all quantum states. In order to get the minimum value, the vector Yy, should be
incomparable with 5 under the majorization relation, that is the Lorenz curves of 5
intercross with that of Y,. For incomparable vectors under majorization, there exists
the catalytic phenomenon initially observed in entanglement transformation under local
quantum operations and classical communication [28], which causes the comparison of
different entropic measures complicated. That is, for Ymin # 5™ and 5™ 4 Y, there
may exist an unknown catalytic probability tensor that predetermines the relative size of
H(Xmin) and H(5) [29]. The optimization of entropic uncertainty relation is then turned
to finding the quantum state whose Y catalytically majorizes others, which is hard to be
solved analytically [28]. It is worth mentioning that majorization lattice has, and may

have more, profound applications in the entanglement transformation [30, 31].
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It is worth mentioning that with different entropic functions, one may even get con-

tradicting results. For example, two probability distributions p; = (%, %,0) and po =

(15: 15, 2) may lead to

=
\Y
O\F

1(p2) & Ha(ph) < Ha(p2) (32)

where the Rényi entropies Ho(0') := = log(}, v#) with different index o are scalar
measures of uncertainty. It should be noted that when the number of observables and the
dimensions of the system go large, computer programs may be used to simplify the solving

of the least upper bound of the majorization relation, i.e., semidefinite programming [32].

3 Conclusions

In this work we have explored the uncertainty relation by employing the lattice theory,
and obtained the optimal bound for universal uncertainty relation, which is applicable to
general measurement and arbitrary number of observables. The application of lattice
theory indicates that the quantum uncertainty is a structure quantity, the variance or
entropy may not be the most appropriate measure for it. Moreover, we find the optimality
of the uncertainty relation can be intuitively exhibited by the Lorenz curve, which enables
the direct experimental test of universal uncertainty relation and may even shed some
light on the understanding of economic phenomena. Finally, the majorization lattice
reveals the incomparability of quantum uncertainties, that does not manifest in variance
or entropy form. This character indicates that the optimization of entropic or variance-

based uncertainty relation generally must be a tough issue.

13



Acknowledgements

This work was supported in part by the Ministry of Science and Technology of the Peoples’

Republic of China(2015CB856703); by the Strategic Priority Research Program of the

Chinese Academy of Sciences, Grant No.XDB23030100; and by the National Natural

Science Foundation of China(NSFC) under the Grants 11375200 and 11635009.

References

1]

W. Heisenberg, Uber den anschaulichen Inhalt der quantentheoretischen Kinematik
und Mechanik. Z. Phys. 43, 172 (1927); in Quantum theory and Measurement, edited
by J. A. Wheeler and W. H. Zurek, (Princeton University press, Princeton, NJ, 1983),
pp. 62-84.

H. P. Robertson, The uncertainty principle, Phys. Rev. 34, 163-164 (1929).
R. Schwonnek, L. Dammeier, and R. F. Werner, New J. Phys. 17, 093046 (2015).

Chen Qian, Jun-Li Li, and Cong-Feng Qiao, State-independent uncertainty relations

and entanglement detection, Quantum Inf. Process. 17, 84 (2018).

R. Schwonnek, L. Dammeier, and R. F. Werner, State-independent uncertainty re-
lations and entanglement detection in noisy systems, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 170404
(2017).

P. Giorda, L. Maccone, and A. Riccardi, State independent uncertainty relations

from eigenvalue minimization, Phys. Rev. A 99, 052121 (2019).

K. Szymanski and K. Zyczkowski, Geometric and algebraic origins of additive uncer-

tainty relations, arXiv:1804.06191.

14


http://arxiv.org/abs/1804.06191

[8] D. Deutsch, Uncertainty in quantum measurements, Phys. Rev. Lett. 50, 631-633
(1983).

[9] Jun-Li Li and Cong-Feng Qiao, Reformulating the quantum uncertainty relation, Sci.

Rep. 5, 12708 (2015).

[10] A. A. Abbott, P. Alzieu, M. J. W. Hall, and C. Branciard, Tight state-independent

uncertainty relations for qubits, Mathematics 4, 8 (2016).

[11] H. Maassen and J. B. M. Uffink, Generalized entropic uncertainty relations, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 60, 1103-1106 (1988).

[12] Jun-Li Li and Cong-Feng Qiao, Equivalence theorem of uncertainty relations, J. Phys.
A: Math. Theor. 50, 03LT01 (2017).

[13] A. Riccardi, C. Macchiavello, and L. Maccone, Tight entropic uncertainty relations

for systems with dimension three to five, Phys. Rev. A 95, 032109 (2017).

[14] S. Friedland, V. Gheorghiu, and G. Gour, Universal uncertainty relations, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 111, 230401 (2013).

[15] Z. Puchata, L. Rudnicki, and K. Zyczkowski, Majorization entropic uncertainty rela-
tions, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 46, 272002 (2013).

[16] L. Rudnicki, Z. Puchala, and K. Zyczkowski, Strong majorization entropic uncer-

tainty relations, Phys. Rev. A 89, 052115 (2014).

[17] Tao Li, Yunlong Xiao, Teng Ma, Shao-Ming Fei, Naihuan Jing, Xianqing Li-Jost, and

Zhi-Xi Wang, Optimal universal uncertainty relations, Sci. Rep. 6, 35735 (2016).

[18] Yunlong Xiao, Naihuan Jing, Shao-Ming Fei, and Xianqing Li-Jost, Improved uncer-
tainty relation in the presence of quantum memory, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 49,
49LT01 (2016)

15



[19]

[20]

[21]

22]

23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

28]

[29]

Z. Puchala, L. Rudnicki, A. Krawiec, and K. Zyczkowski, Majorization uncertainty

relations for mixed quantum states, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 51, 175306 (2018).

F. Cicalese and U. Vaccaro, Supermodularity and subadditivity properties of the

entropy on the majorization lattice, IEEE Tran. Inf. Theor. 48, 933-938 (2002).

P. Harremoés, A new look at majorization, in: Proceedings of International Sympo-

sium on Information Theory and its Applications, 1422-1425 (2004).

F. Cicalese, L. Gargano, and U. Vaccaro, Information theoretic measures of distances
and their econmetric applications, in: Proceedings of IEEE International Symposium

on Information Theory, 409-413 (2013).

M. O. Lorenz, Methods of measuring the concentration of wealth, Publications of the

American Statistical Association 9, 209-219 (1905).

M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum computation and quantum information,

(Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2000).

A. W. Marshall, I. Olkin, and B. C. Arnold, Inequalities: Theory of Majorization

and Its Applications second edition, (Springer, 2011).

Siu-Wai Ho and S. Verdd, On the interplay between conditional entropy and error

probability, IEEE Tran. Inf. Theor. 56, 5930-5942 (2010).

P. J. Coles and M. Piani, Improved entropic uncertainty relations and information

exclusion relations, Phys. Rev. A 89, 022112 (2014).

D. Jonathan and M. B. Plenio, Entanglement-assisted local manipulation of pure

quantum states, Phys. Rev. Lett. 83, 3566-3569 (1999).

M. P. Miiller and M. Pastena, A generalization of majorization that characterizes

Shannon entropy, IEEE Tran. Inf. Theor. 62, 1711-1720 (2016).

16



[30] G. M. Bosyk, G. Sergioli, H. Freytes, F. Holik, and G. Bellomo, Approximate trans-
formations of bipartite pure-state entanglement from the majorization lattice, Phys-

ica A 473, 403-411 (2017).

[31] G. M. Bosyk, H. Freytes, G. Bellomo, and G. Sergioli, The lattice of trumping

majorization for 4D probability vectors and 2D catalysts, Sci. Rep. 8, 3671 (2018).

(32] J. Watrous, Theory of quantum information, URL:

https://cs.uwaterloo.ca/~watrous/LectureNotes.html

17



Appendix

For the sake of integrity, here we present some basic properties of majorization lattice
and the method for constructing the least upper bound for the majorization lattice in
Section A. Section B contains the detailed derivations for the examples of qubit and

qutrit states.

A The majorization lattice

A.1 Basic defintions

The majorization relation between two tuples of real numbers is defined as [S1]:

P=q <= > pr<> q . ke{l,... N}, (S1)

=1 7j=1
where the superscript | means that the components of vectors p and ¢ are arrayed in
descending order, and the equality holds when k& = N. Let PV be the set of all N-

dimensional probability distributions with components in nonincreasing order

PN = {ﬁ: (pla"' 7pN)T

N
pi €10,1], Zpi = const. , p; > pi+1} . (S2)

i=1
The quadruple (PY, <, A, V) form a lattice, where PV is a set, < is a partial ordering on
PN and there is a unique greatest lower bound p'A ¢ (meet) and a unique least upper

bound p'V{ (join). The demonstration that PV is a lattice can be found in [S2}S3],[S4] [S5].

A.2 Construction of the least upper bound pV ¢

The construction of gV ¢ for p, ¢ € PV can be found in [S5]. Here we summarize their

procedure as follows.
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First, we define the vector B(p,¢) whose components are b; and

i i i—1
b; = max {ij,Zq]} — ij
j=1 j=1 j=1
i i i—1 i—1
:maX{ij,Zq]}—maX{ZPj,ZQj} . (83)
j=1 j=1 j=1 Jj=1

While 8(p,q)* € PV, B(p,¢) may not be in the set PV.

Second, there exists the following Lemma (Lemma 3 of [S5])

Lemma S1 Let 8(p,q) = (b1, ,bx)T, and let j be the smallest integer in {2,--- N}

such that b; > b;_y. Moreover, let i be the greatest integer in {1,2,---,j — 1} such that
b

b1 > ]—Tﬁ a. (S4)

Let the probability distribution fi = (p1,--- , un) be defined as

_Joa forr=di+1,---,j
" { b, otherwise. (85)
Then for the probability distribution [ we have that
:qulzluruvr:Qf"?j (86)
and
k k
Z Z k=1,---,N. (S7)

Moreover, for all t = (ti,--- ,ty) € PN such that

Z Z k=1,--- N (S8)

we also have
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Finally, if 8(p,¢) € P", i.e., there is no j such that b; > b;_y, then 3(p,¢) =pV q. If
B(p,q) & PN, by iteratively applying the transformation described in Lemma [S1| with no
more than N — 1 iterations, we eventually obtain a vector § € PV such that, 7, § < 5, and
for any vector ¢ € PV such that 7 < ¢ and ¢ < t, it holds also that § < ¢. And therefore
S=pV{.

In order to construct the least upper bound for more than two probability distribution

vectors we need the following theorem for a lattice (Theorem 2.9 in [S6])

Theorem S1 Let (PN, <, A, V) be a lattice. Then V and A satisfy, for all @, b, e PN

(@Vbh)VE=av (bVe), @Ab)AC=aA(bAT),
ivVb=bVid,aANb=bAd,aVi=a,a Nd=a,
av(@nb)=a,an@vb)=a. (S10)

In a lattice, associativity of join V and meet A allows us to write iterated joins and meets

unambiguously.

B Examples of qubit and qutrit states

B.1 Two observables in general qubit system

For the two observables in qubit system

1 0 cosf sinf T
Z= <O —1) , X = (sin@ —cos@) A 5] ’ (511)

the projective measurement bases of Z and X are

w= el = (5 1) o= oo = (508 02, 1)

—COS§

where Z = |z1)(z1| — |22) (22| and X = |x1)(x1| — |z2)(z2]. The probability distribution
vectors XY = p, @ p, are then four dimensional. Our aim is finding the least bound § where

De D P, < § is satisfied for all quantum states.
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First, for quantum states with Xt = (A1, Ag), if we want Y has one largest component,

we need to maximize Tr[O;p] where
Oy = |x1)(x1| , O = |z1)(m1] , O3 = [21)(21] , Os = |22)(22] . (S13)

It is easy to observe that the maximal value is max{r} = A\; which may be obtained, for
instance, by p1 = Ai|x1) (z1| + Ae|z2) (@a], p2 = A1]21)(21] + Aa|z2) (22|, etc. Taking p; into
X = Pz D D>, we have

s = (A1, Ap cos? g + Ay sin? g, A sin? g + Ay cos? g, )t (S14)

Here the components have been rearranged in descending order. Since 5§V also has the

largest sum of any 3 components, we have §6) = g1,

Second, in order to get the largest sum of any two components of Y, we need to

maximize Tr[O;p] where

Oy = |z1) (@] + |z2) (22| , Oz = [w1) (21| + |21)(21] , O3 = [w1) (1] + [22) (22| ,  (S15)

Oy = |z2) (w2] + |21) (21|, O5 = |22) (32| + |22) (22| , O6 = [22) (21| + |22)(z1| . (S16)

The maximum value is simply max{r} = maxl-{ﬁy))\l + féi))\g} with f% being the eigen-
values of O; in descending order. The probability vector x¥ with the largest sum of any

two components reads

0 0 0
§(2) = (Al COS2 Z + )\2 SiIlQ - Al COS2 -+ AZ Sin2 )

4 4 4

.50 0 .50 0
\; sin? 2 + s cos? 7 \p sin? 1 + Ay cos? Z)T , (S17)

which can be obtained by p = A\|¢1) (¢ |+ Xo|¢_|) (¢_|. Here |¢1) = cos &|z) +sin 4|z)

and |¢_) = —sin?|z) + cos &|z,) are eigenvectors of O, whose eigenvalues are 2 cos? 2

and 2 sin® %. It can be checked that max{m} = 552)& + 5;2))\2 = 2\ cos? % + 2\, sin? %

21



Finally, the least upper bound of p, & p, < § now can be obtained via the following
§=5Wyv3z®

= (A1, M1 Cosg + 2\, sin Z 2)\; sin Z + A2 cos 5 i )t (S18)

Here s is the unique least upper bound of the uncertainty relation p, ® p, < § for all the

quantum states whose eigenvalues are {\;, A2}

B.2 Three observables in pure qubit system

For three observables of X = o,, Y = 0y, and Z = ¢, in pure qubit system, we can
find the optimal bound for p, ® p, ® p. < 5’. The vectors 5/ which have the largest

sum of first n components, are

1111
/(1) _ 1,=,=,=,= /(5) 1
3 ( 22220) 50 (S19)
1 1 11 1 1
5@ = = , EUOM S20
(2—\/_ 2-2'272"24+2 2+\/§) (520)
1 1 1 1 1 1
58 = ( ). (S21)

3—-v3'3-v3'3-V3'3+V33+V33+3
Let the eigenvectors of X, Y, and Z be {|+),|—)}, {|L),|R)}, and |H), |V') respectively,
then 5 can be obtained by any one of the eigenvectors of X, Y, and Z; 5§ may be
obtained by eigenvector of |+)(+| + |H)(H| with the larger eigenvalue 2+f = max{7};
§®) may be obtained by the eigenvector of |+)(+| + |L)(L| + |H)(H| with the larger

eigenvalue 3*‘[ = max{73}. We have

0 gy (Lti 1
00 = 0,0, ) = (5. 55) (522
3) _ 142 1 ' S
v ((\/3—1N3+\/§’ ¢3+\/§> (523)

and §” can be readily obtained

5»/ _ §»/(1) v/ §»/(2) Vi §"(3)

L V2 1+V3-V2 1-V3+V2 242

_ V- T
_(7 27 2 ’ 2 ) 2 7O> . (824)
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Here 57 is the unique least upper bound of the uncertainty relation p, & p, ® p. < §' for

all the quantum states.

B.3 Two observables in pure qutrit system

We take the 3-dimensional observables X and Y with the orthonormal bases of [27]

100
(lz1), |22), Jzs)) = {0 1 O, (S25)
001
ST T
NG |
() lwo)s s = | v Y =%, (526)
1 2 1
V6 3 V6

as an example. For pure states, the largest possible one component in ' = p, ® p), is
max{7 } = 1. Thisis obtained by any one of quantum states in {|z1), |z2), |z3), |v1), |y2), |ys) }-

Taking |z1), we have

11
"M = (1,=.=.=.0.0)". S27
S (7 73737 9 ) ( )

W

,0,0)" which

Wl o
| =
D

One may also take, for example |x3), and we would get 5”1 = (1,

will give the same §” at last.

The largest sum of any two components of ¥ correspond to finding the largest eigen-
value in |z;)(z;| + |y;)(y;],4,5 € {1,2,3}. It is quite clearly from equation that
|z3) (23| + |y2) (4| has the largest eigenvalue (3 4 v/6)/3, and therefore max{n} = (3 +
v6)/3. The quantum state giving the largest sum of any two components is just the

eigenvector correspond to this eigenvalue

[®) = (—\/%—%,o, \/%+%). (528)

Taking ) into ¥, we have

§”<2>=(%+i, + 1L i(s—wé),i@—\/é),of. (529)



The largest sum of any three components of ¥ corresponds the largest eigenvalue in
i) (@l =+ Jaes) (s =+ Tyie) (il or Tya) (Wil + 1y;) (Y5l + [) (ze| with @ 7 j. Simple evaluation

shows that |z1)(x1| + |z3) (@3] + |y2) (y2| has the largest eigenvalue 2 with the eigenvector

gy _ [ L, V2
o )>—< 70 \/§> (S30)

Hence max{r3} = 2. Taking [1/®)), we have

2
§"3) = (1, 3 ,0,0,0)T . (S31)

No further calculation is needed, because the largest sum of any three components

already reaches the value 2 where py, + pgy + Duy + Dyy + Dy, + Py = 2. We have

g = §'”(1) \/ 5»//(2) v/ §//(3)
6
1

VB VB
:(1,7 _T’O’O’O)’ (S32)

?

and we can readily get the optimal bound for the universal uncertainty relation
D ®p, <8". (S33)

Here 5" is the unique least upper bound of the uncertainty relation p, & p, < §” over all

the quantum states.
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