1904.01183v1 [quant-ph] 2 Apr 2019

arXiv

Strict entanglement monotonicity under local operations and classical communication

Yu GuOH

Institute of Quantum Information Science, School of Mathematics and Statistics,
Shanzi Datong University, Datong, Shanzi 037009, China

Entanglement monotone is defined as a convex measure of entanglement that does not increase on
average under local operations and classical communication (LOCC). Here we call an entanglement
monotone a strict entanglement monotone (SEM) if it decreases strictly on average under LOCC.
We show that, for any convex roof extended entanglement monotone that on pure states is given
by a function of the reduced states, if the function is strictly concave, then it is a SEM. Moreover,
we prove that the negativity and the relative entropy of entanglement which are not defined by the
convex roof structure, are also SEMs. In addition, if the squashed entanglement could be obtained
by some optimal extension, then it is a SEM as well. Our results imply that entanglement is strictly

decreasing on average under LOCC.

Entanglement is one of the most crucial features of
quantum theory as compared to classical theory, which
is also considered to be a valuable resource for quantum
information processing @, E] To quantify the amount
of entanglement contained in a composite quantum sys-
tem is a fundamental problem in quantum information
science and quantum physics Bﬁ The first signifi-
cant milestone in this field came from the discovery that
entanglement can be used as a resource for distributed
quantum information processing in the frame work of lo-
cal operations and classical communication (LOCC) [7].
Consequently, to identify certain a prior: axioms for a
good measure of entanglement, Vedral et al. ﬂg] proposed
three conditions for a quantity to be such a measure for
the first time. Later, Vidal in Ref. ﬂg] explored a more
restrictive requirement on LOCC, and an additional de-
mand of convexity is needed, and there the satisfactory
measure is called an entanglement monotone.

It is interesting that these constraints on entanglement
measures can be easily checked ﬂg] For any convex roof
extended entanglement measure, it is an entanglement
monotone if it can be defined by both a locally unitary
invariant and a concave function on the reduced states
of the pure states [see Eqs. (B) and ({#]) below]. Recently,
we found that, for almost all entanglement measures so
far, the associated functions are not only concave, but
also strictly concave m] More significantly, this strict
concavity guarantees the monogamy of entanglement HE]
where the monogamy law is a key feature of entangle-
ment distribution among multiparties (see Refs. ﬂm—%]
and references therein for details). This motivates us
to investigate entanglement measures deeply. In this pa-
per, we investigate this strict concavity in a more general
sense: We show that entanglement is strictly monotonic
under LOCC on average for many entanglement mono-
tones. That is, we exploit here a new property of the
entanglement monotone.

Let HA®@HE = HAP be a bipartite Hilbert space with
finite dimension, where A, B are subsystems of the com-
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posite quantum system, and let S(H4Z) = S4B be the
set of density operators acting on HAB. Recall that, a
function E : S4B — R is called a measure of entangle-
ment if it satisfies [§]: (E1) E(p) = 0 iff p is separable
[this condition can be replaced by E(p) = 0 if p is separa-
ble]; (E2) E is invariant under local unitary operations,
ie, E(p) =E(Uas® UBpUI‘ ®U;) for any local unitaries
Uy and Up; (E3) E cannot increase under LOCC, i.e.,
E[®(p)] < E(p) for any LOCC ®. Note that (E3) im-
plies (E2). The map ® is completely positive and trace
preserving (CPTP). In general, LOCC can be stochastic
in the sense that p can be converted to o; with some
probability p;. In this case, the map from p to o; can
not be described in general by a CPTP map. More than
(E2), E is said to be an entanglement monotone [9] if it
is nonincreased on average under stochastic LOCC, i.e.,

E(p) =) piE(o
J

Note that Eq. () is more restrictive than E(p) >

E(Y>,pjo;) since in such a case we cannot select
subensembles according to a measurement outcome ﬂﬂ
It is possible that E(cj,) > E(p) for some jo. Almost
all measures of entanglement studied in literature sat-
isfy (). The measure is said to be faithful if it is zero
only on separable states.

Let E be a measure of entanglement on bipartite
states. The entanglement of formation Ep associated
with E is defined by

= min Zp]

where the minimum is taken over all pure state decom-
positions of p = ZJ 1Dj1i)(¥;|. That is, Ep is the
convex roof extension of E. Vidal ﬂg Theorem 2] showed
that Er above is an entanglement monotone on mixed
bipartite states if the following concavity condition holds.
For a pure state [¢p) € HAB pA = Trp|y) (1], define the
function h : S4 — R, by

h (pA) =

Vpe ShP. (1)

(I (D), (2)

E(|¢)() - (3)
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Note that since F is invariant under local unitaries we
must have h (UpAUT) =h (pA) for any unitary operator
U acting on HA. If h is also concave, i.e.

hAps + (1= Npa] = Milpr) + (1= Nh(p2)  (4)

for any states pi, p2, and any 0 < A < 1, then Fp as
defined in (2] is an entanglement monotone.

It was shown in Ref. [10] that for almost all the well-
known entanglement measures, the associated function
defined as in (@B]) is strictly concave (from which we proved
that F is monogamous on pure tripartite states and Fr is
monogamous on both pure and mixed tripartite states,
according to our definition in Ref. [11]). Then, in the
sense of Vidal E], what is the corresponding property of
LOCC if h is strict concave? We introduce here the con-
cept of strict entanglement monotone in terms of more
restriction on the LOCC in (E3). We then show that
Er is a strict entanglement monotone if the associated
function A is strict concave. Going further, we will prove
that many entanglement measures, such as the negativ-
ity ﬂﬂ], the relative entropy of entanglement B, ], and
the squashed entanglement HE] (if it can be obtained by
some optimal extension) are strict entanglement mono-
tones. Our results would demonstrate that entanglement
measures are strict in our sense.

For convenience, we fix some terminologies. An entan-
glement measure F is said to be strictly decreasing on
average under LOCC if for any stochastic LOCC,

®;: Ted;(p) =pj, > pj=1,
j

T T
®;(p) # pUf @ UPp(U)' @ (UP)',
T .
UNUX =X, j=1,2, ..., d.} (5)
there exists p € SAP such that

E(p) > ijE(O’j), (6)

where pjo; = ®;(p), UX are unitary operators on

J
HX. Equivalently, an entanglement measure E decreases

strictly on average under LOCC if and only if

E(p) = ijE(O’j) (7)

holds for all states p € SAP implies that the LOCC is
either a local unitary operation (if the LOCC is a map
from system A + B to A’ + B’, then it is a local isomet-
ric operation; hereafter, we always assume with no loss of
generality that the LOCCs are acting from A+ B to itself)
or a convex mixture of local unitary operations. If an en-
tanglement monotone F is strictly decreasing on average
under LOCC, we call it is a strict entanglement mono-
tone (SEM). If an entanglement monotone E is strictly
decreasing under LOCC for pure states, we call it is a
SEM on pure states.

Theorem 1. Using the notations above, if E is a SEM
on pure states, then Er is a SEM as well.

Proof. According to the LOCC scenario in Ref. [14], in
order to prove that a local unitary invariant function
E : S4B — R, satisfying condition (E1) is an en-
tanglement monotone, we only need to consider a fam-
ily {®} consisting of completely positive linear maps
such that ®x(p) = prok, p € SAB, where ®4(X) =
YoM, XTI ® M,I transforms pure states to some scalar
multiple of pure states, >, M,IMk =15,
Applying @, to p, the state becomes

or = Pr(p) /v

with probability pp = Tr®y(p). We assume that p =
[9) (] € SAP is an entangled pure state. It yields

E(lY)() =Y pE(ox) = Y prBr(ox).  (8)
k k

If F is a SEM on pure states and the equality holds in (&)
for any pure state [1)) € HAB, then either &, = ®F
for some local unitary operation ®% or @ (-) = pp/4 @
UE()IA & (UP)T.

Now we assume that p is mixed. Perform ®; on p and
denote o, = P(p)/pr with probability p, = Tr®(p).
Observe that there exists an ensemble {¢;,[n,)} of p such
that

Er(p) = Z%‘E (In;)) -

For each j, let o5 = tjikq)k (Imj)(njl), where t;; =

Trdy(|n;) (n;])- Then oy, = 5= 37, ¢t k05 and E(|n;)) >
>k tikE (0ji) by what is proved for pure states above.
It follows that

Er(p) = Z%‘E (Im3))
> thtjkE (Ujk) > ZpkEF (Uk) . (9)

gk k

If Ep(p) = 32 piB(o) for any p € SAP, then E(|n;)) =
>k tikEr(0oji), which completes the proof by the result
of the case for pure states. O

Proposition 2. Er as defined in @) is a SEM if the
associated function h in Eq. @) is strictly concave, i.e,
h{Ap1 + (1 — N)p2] > Ah(p1) + (1 — XN)h(p2) whenever
p1# p2, 0 <A <L

Proof. We only need to check it for pure states by Theo-
rem[Il We use the notations as in the proof of Theorem[l
and we assume without loss of generality that k=1, 2.

If h is strictly concave, we assume that the equality
holds in (8)), which leads to

)= (St ) = Senedt) a0
k k



since E(|¢)(¢]) = h(p") = h(c?) and 35, prh (of) =
S kB (ok) = X, piBr (o3), where p* = Trp|y) (Y],
a;f = Trpo and o = Zk pkajj. Then O']? = O'lA for any
k and [, which implies that either ®, = ®* for some local
unitary operation ®% or ®,(-) = p IAQUE ()1 (UP)T,
where Ulf’s are unitary operators on H?%, >oebe = L
The proof is completed. O

Note that, many entanglement measures, such as en-
tanglement of distillation Fg4, entanglement cost E., the
squashed entanglement ﬂﬁ], and the relative entropy
of entanglement FE, coincide with the entanglement of
formation Ej (hereafter, we denote by E; the original
entanglement formation [17]) for pure states |6, [15, [16].
In addition, By < Ey < E; [16], E, < E; [15], and
E. < E; [18,19). Thus Ef, E., Ey,, and E, are SEMs
on pure states, and Ey decreases strictly under LOCC
on average for pure states (Fy is not an entanglement
monotone since it is not convex, see Table [I).

Theorem 3. Let E be an entanglement monotone that
for pure states it is defined as in @). Then h is strictly
concave if and only if for any stochastic LOCC {®; :
Q,(-) = IA®MJ-(~)IA®M]T} and any pure state p € SAB
that satisfies

o #pt (11)

for some jo we have (@) holds, where pjo; = ®;(p),
X4 =TrpX.

Proof. The ‘only if’ part is clear. Conversely, if ()
holds, it is equivalent to say that if E(p) = >_, p;E(0;)

then we must have 03-4 = p? for any j. Note that 0;’s are

pure states, it follows that for any pure state p € S48,
h(pA). = Zj pjf.L(O'j‘) if and only if 03-4 = p? for all j.
That is, A is strictly concave. O

It is interesting that we can give another proof of part 1
in Ref. [10, Theorem] from condition ([T)). We recall part
1 of the Theorem in Ref. HE] Let E be an entanglement
monotone for which h, as defined in Eq. @), is strictly
concave. If pABC = | (1|2 BC is pure and E(pA1PC) =
E(pAB), then H® has a subspace isomorphic to HP' @
HPB2 and up to local unitary on system By Ba,

[Y)ABC = |y A8 ) B2 (12)

where |p)ABr € HABL and |n)B2C € HP2C are pure
states. In particular, p*© is a product state [and, conse-
quently, E(pAC) =0/, so that E is monogamous on pure
tripartite states. In order to see this, we let {|ip)} and
{|j¢)} be orthonormal bases of HZ and HY, respectively.
Define

Vi) = (il Gelw)lin), ¥ [w) € HEC. (13)
It follows that

J

3

Let pABY¢ = |4)(|4PY and assume that it satisfies
E(pM15C) = B(pAB), AP = Trop™C. Let {Jka)} be
an orthonormal basis of H#, then

[)APC = aaglka)liv)e)-

kyij
The action of ®,(-) = I @ V,(-)I* @ V[ on pABC gives
pspa? = @5 (p1PC) = W) (Wi, (15)

where [1;) = > ; ayis|ka)|ip). That is, p2B is a pure
state for any s. On the other hand, E obeys (1), which
results in

pl=p", Vs, (16)

where p2 = Trpp2B.Note that pA8 = 3 _|1,) (s[4,
then following the proof of the Theorem in Ref. [10],
we can conclude that H? has a subspace isomorphic to
HPBr @ HPB2 and up to local unitary on system B; By,

) AEC = [g) A5 ) P2 (17)

where |¢)AB1 € HAPL and [n)P2¢ € HP2C are pure
states.

In what follows, we discuss whether or not the entan-
glement monotones that are not derived via the convex
roof structure are SEMs as well. The well known one

is the computable measure of entanglement, negativity,
which is defined by [14]

T
™y,
2 3
where || X1, = TrvVXTX and p’™ denotes the partial
transposition with respect to part A under some given

orthonormal bases of H4 and HZ. The logarithmic neg-
ativity Ey is defined as [14]

En(p) = logy N(p). (19)

It is known that the negativity N is a SEM on pure
states [10] and thus N is also a SEM by Proposition 2
In what follows we will show that N is also a SEM on
mixed states, and thus it is a SEM.

Theorem 4. The negativity N is a SEM.

N(p) p eSS, (18)

Proof. According to the scenario in Ref. M], we only
need to consider a family {®} consisting of completely
positive linear maps such that ®p(p) = pror, where

®p(X) =1 ® M XT4 ® M,I transforms pure states to

some scalar multiple of pure states, »_, M,IMk = IB,
For any p € S48 with N(p) > 0, we let

p™ = (1 +a)p —ap, (20)

where (1 + a)p™ and ap~ are the positive part and the
negative part of p’4, respectively. That is, N(p) = a,
ptp~ =p pt =0. It follows that

proyt = Op(p)™h = Dy (p"1)
= (1+a)® (p*) —a®r (p).  (21)



It is clear that N(op) < qra/pr, g = Tr®y(p™).
Thus, if Eq. [@ holds, then N(oy) = qra/pk, and thus
Py (pT)Pr(p™) = r(p” )Pr(p™) = 0. Take p = [¢)(¢]
with [¢) = >, Ajlja)ljs) as the Schmidt decomposi-
tion of [¢). Then [) (|4 = 37 A|ja) (Jal ® 1) (| +
Zi<j )‘i)‘j|1/’;;><7/1;;| —Ziq )\i)\j|wi;><1/}i;|a where |1/11ij> =
5 ([ia)lgs) £ lja)liv)). Denoting by Myljs) = |j3), it
follows that (ij|i;) = (jilj;) holds for any i and j,
from which we can conclude that M; is a scalar mul-
tiple of some unitary operator. This guarantees that @y
is either a local unitary operation or ®;(-) = q.I* ®
UB()I* ® (UP)T with Y, qx = 1 provided that N(p) =
> x PN (or). Therefore, N decreases strictly on average
under LOCC. O

Proposition 5. The logarithmic negativity En decreases
strictly under LOCC on average, but it is not a SEM.

Proof. It is clear that FEy decreases strictly under
stochastic LOCC on average since the logarithm is
strictly concave. But En is not convex ﬂﬂ], namely, it
is not an entanglement monotone, therefore it is not a

SEM. O

Another important entanglement monotone that is not
derived from the convex roof extension is the relative
entropy of entanglement ﬂg, |E]

B = mips (041000). @)

where S(pAB||c4B) = Tr[pAB(In pAf — Ino4P)] is the
quantum relative entropy and the minimum is taken over
all separable states 048 in SAB. This measure, as one
might expect, is a SEM.

Theorem 6. E, is a SEM.

Proof. Let H® be an extended Hilbert space of HAB | let
{lic)} be an orthonormal basis in H¢, and let |a) be a

unit vector. For any CPTP map ®(p48) =", %pAB\/iT,

there exists a unitary operator U acting on HAB¢ such
that [20, 21]
U(A® P)UT = VAV ® [ic) (jel. (23)

4,7
It is clear that
Tre [I1P ® RU (p*" @ P.) UTTP @ P

According to the proof of Theorem 2 in Ref. ﬂﬁ], we only
need to verify that if

ZpiS (o2 Jpillo? Jai) = S(p*Pl|e?P)  (24)

holds for any pAZ and ¢48, then

®;(X) = VXV = pUXUT (25)

4

for some unitary operator U, where g;0{'% = ®;(c4P).
Note that

> p:S(i /pillo? fai)

Pi
>_piS(ei? [pilloit? fa) + 3 _piln
=Y S@ipi®llgic?)

Z S[Trc{IAB ® PiU(pAB

IN

IN

QP )UTAP @ PY||Tro {147
@PU (08 @ P,)UTT*B @ P}
S S[AP @ PU(p*E © PUTTAR @ P|IIAP

2

IN

QPU(c*8 @ P,)UT*E @ P
= S[U (p*? @ P,) UN|U (c*P © P,) U]
_ S(pABHUAB) , (26)

thus ([24) holds and leads to ). p; mZ = 0, which is

i
equivalent to p; = ¢; for any i. Therefore ®; has the
form as in (20). Taking V; = VjA ® V2, the proof is
completed. O

The squashed entanglement Fyq HE] is an additive en-
tanglement monotone and has a nice operational mean-
ing. For any state pP € S4B, E, is defined by HE]

. 1
Eo(p*P) = 1%f {§I(A;B|E) : Trgp?BE = pAB L

(27)
where I(A; B|E) = S(p*7)+8(pPF) = S(p"PF) = 5(p"),
S(+) denotes the von Neumann entropy and the infi-
mum is taken over all extensions of pABF of pAB. We
show below that Egq is also a SEM with the assump-
tion that it can be attained by some optimal extension
[i.e., Eyq(pB) = £1(A; B|E) for some extension pABE].
Note that, if there does not exist some optimal exten-
sion, whether or not Ey, is a SEM remains open since it
is defined in terms of the infimum process over all states
extension which cannot give an accurate equality between
the state and its extension state for the conditional mu-
tual information. However, we still do not know such an
extension exists or not for any state HE]

Theorem 7. If Es(p“?) can be attained by optimal ex-
tension for any state pAP € SAB | then Eyq is a SEM.

Proof. From the proof of Proposition 3 in Ref. ﬂﬁ], if
Eg(p) = Y, peEsq(p),) and the associated LOCC is
stochastic, then we must have I(A’; B|E) = 0 (we use
the same notations as in Ref. [16]), it follows that g4 BE
is a Markov state according to the structure of states that
satisfying the strong subadditivity of entropy @], a con-
tradiction. Thus the LOCC is a local unitary operation
or a convex mixture of local unitary operations. [l



TABLE I: A list of entanglement measures. We denote the distillable entanglemen‘;F]7 entanglement cost @]7 entanglement of
I

formation (the original one defined in Ref. [17]), concurrence [23], G concurrence
ity mL the logarithmic negativity, tangle, squashed entanglement, Tsallis-q entanglement

, negativity, convex roof extended negativ-
[28], Rényi-o entanglement [29, 3],

the relative entropy of entanglement and the conditional entanglement of mutual information Iﬁ] by Ea4, E., Ef, C, G, N,

Nr, En, T, Esq, Ty, Ra, E, and Ef, respectively.

E Continuity Additivity Convex Faithfull Relation h Monogamy Strict decreasing”
Eq 7b x[32] x[32] X < E. Strict concave Al states® Pure states
E. ? v V(6] ? < Ef[18,19]  Strict concave Pure states Pure states
Ey v ? v v Strict concave  All states v
C v v v Strict concave  All states v
G v v v Strict concave  All states v
N v v X Strict concave Pure states v
Np Ve Ve Ve Strict concave  All states ve
En v X Ve Strict concave  All states Ve
T v v v Strict concave  All states v
E4q[16] v[33] v v v Eq < Esg < E. Strict concave  All states Pure states®
Tq,9¢>0 v v v Strict concave  All states v
Ro,0<a<1 v v v Strict concave  All states N
E, v x [34] v v < Ey[15] Strict concave Pure states v
E; [31] v v v ? < Ey,E. Strict concave® Pure states Pure states

“Here strict decreasing refers to the strict decreasing property of
the measure under LOCC on average.

? means it is unknown.

¢The one-way distillable entanglement is monogamous E]

dFor mixed states, see Theorem [7

“It is easy to check that E;(|¢)(x|AB) = S(p?) for any pure state
[¥)AB, p* = Trp|y) (Y45,

At last, we present a list of the properties of all en-
tanglement measures that are well-known by now for
convenience of readers (see Table [[). As one might ex-
pect, almost all the entanglement measures are decreas-
ing strictly under LOCC on average for pure states. In
addition, one can see from the table that, apart from the
strict concavity of the associated function i, monogamy
is another property that is also closely related with the
strict monotonicity of LOCC. We also found that other
properties, such as additivity, convexity and faithfulness,
seem not to be the nature of the entanglement measures
so far.

To summarize, we explored the action of entanglement
under LOCC for many entanglement measures so far, and
we showed that the axiomatic definition of entanglement
monotone can be improved: F is defined to be an entan-
glement monotone if it is convex, vanishes on separable
states, and decreases strictly on average under LOCC in

the sense of (@). Together with the result in Ref. [10],
our results here support the conclusion that entangle-
ment is monogamous. But we still can not prove whether
the squashed entanglement (it is defined via the infimum
over all extensions), entanglement of distillation, and the
entanglement cost are strict entanglement monotones or
not.
Acknowledgments

The author is very grateful to the referees for their
constructive suggestions. Y.G is supported by the Natu-
ral Science Foundation of Shanxi Province under Grant
No. 201701D121001, the National Natural Science Foun-
dation of China under Grant No. 11301312 and the Pro-
gram for the Outstanding Innovative Teams of Higher
Learning Institutions of Shanxi.

[1] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation
and Quantum Information: 10th Anniversary Edition,
10th ed. (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, U.K.,
2011).

[2] M. M. Wilde, Quantum information theory. Cambridge
University Press, 2013.

[3] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and K.
Horodecki, Quantum entanglement, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81,
865 (2000).

[4] O. Giihne and G. Téth, Entanglement detection, Phys.
Rep. 474, 1 (2009).

[5] M. B. Plenio and S. Virmani, An introduction to entan-



glement measures, Quant. Inf. Comput. 7, 1-51, (2007).

[6] M. J. Donald, M. Horodecki, and O. Rudolph, The
uniqueness theorem for entanglement measures, J. Math.
Phys. 43 (9), 4252-4272 (2002).

[7] C. H. Bennett, H. J. Bernstein, S. Popescu, and B. Schu-
macher, Concentrating partial entanglement by local op-
erations, Phys. Rev. A 53, 2046 (1996).

[8] V. Vedral, M. B. Plenio, M. A. Rippin, and P. L. Knight,
Quantifying entanglement, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 2275
(1997).

[9] G. Vidal, Entanglement monotone, J. Mod. Opt. 47, 355
(2000).

[10] Y. Guo and G. Gour, Entanglement of formation is
monogamous, arXiv:1809.08532.

[11] G. Gour and Y. Guo, Monogamy of entanglement with-
out inequalities, Quantum 2, 81 (2018).

[12] H. S. Dhar, A. K. Pal, D. Rakshit, A. S. De, and U
Sen, Monogamy of quantum correlations-a review, In
Lectures on General Quantum Correlations and their Ap-
plications, pp. 23-64. Springer, Cham, 2017.

[13] M. B. Plenio, Logarithmic Negativity: A full entangle-
ment monotone that is not convex, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95,
090503 (2005).

[14] G. Vidal and R. F. Werner, Computable measure of en-
tanglement, Phys. Rev. A 65, 032314 (2002).

[15] V. Vedral and M. B. Plenio, Entanglement measures and
purification procedures, Phys. Rev. A 57, 1619 (1998).

[16] M. Christandl and A. Winter, “Squashed entangle-
ment”: An additive entanglement measure, J. Math.
Phys. (N.Y.) 45, 829 (2004).

[17] S. Hill and W. K. Wootters, Entanglement of a pair of
quantum bits, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 5022 (1997).

[18] M. Christandl, R. Renner, and S. Wolf, A property of the
intrinsic mutual information, in Proc. ISIT 2003, Yoko-
hama, Japan, p. 258.

[19] P. M. Hayden, M. Horodecki, and B. M. Terhal, The
asymptotic entanglement cost of preparing a quantum
state, J. Phys. A 34, 6891-6898 (2001).

[20] G. Lindblad, Expectations and entropy inequalities for
finite quantum systems, Commun. Math. Phys. 39, 111
(1974).

[21] G. Lindblad, Completely positive maps and entropy in-
equalities, Commun. Math. Phys. 40, 147 (1975).

[22] P. Hayden, R. Jozsa, D. Petz, and A. Winter, Structure
of states which satisfy strong subadditivity of quantum
entropy with equality, Commun. Math. Phys. 246 (2),
359-374 (2004).

[23] M. B. Plenio and S. Virmani, An introduction to entan-
glement measures, Quantum Inf. Comput. 7, 1 (2006).

[24] C. H. Bennett, D. P. DiVincenzo, J. A. Smolin, and W. K.
Wootters, Mixed-state entanglement and quantum error
correction, Phys. Rev. A 54, 3824 (1996).

[25] P. Rungta and C. M. Caves, Concurrence-based entan-
glement measures for isotropic states, Phys. Rev. A 67,
012307 (2003).

[26] G. Gour, Family of concurrence monotones and its ap-
plications, Phys. Rev. A 71, 012318 (2005).

[27] S. Lee, D. P. Chi, S. D. Oh, and J. Kim, Convex-roof ex-
tended negativity as an entanglement measure for bipar-
tite quantum systems, Phys. Rev. A 68, 062304 (2003).

[28] J. S. Kim, Tsallis entropy and entanglement constraints
in multiqubit systems, Phys. Rev. A 81, 062328 (2010).

[29] G. Gour, S. Bandyopadhyay, and B. C. Sanders, Dual
monogamy inequality for entanglement, J. Math. Phys.
48, 012108 (2007).

[30] J. S. Kim and B. C. Sanders, Monogamy of multi-qubit
entanglement using Rényi entropy, J. Phys. A: Math.
Theor. 43, 445305 (2010).

[31] D. Yang, M. Horodecki, and Z. D. Wang, An additive
and operational entanglement measure: conditional en-
tanglement of mutual information, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101,
140501 (2008).

[32] P. W. Shor, J. A. Smolin, and B. M. Terhal, Nonaddi-
tivity of bipartite distillable entanglement follows from a
conjecture on bound entangled Werner states, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 86, 2681 (2001).

[33] R. Alicki and M. Fannes, Continuity of quantum condi-
tional information, J. Phys. A 37 (5), 55 (2004).

[34] K. G. H. Vollbrecht and R. F. Werner, Entanglement
measures under symmetry, Phys. Rev. A 64, 062307
(2001).

[35] M. Koashi and A. Winter, Monogamy of quantum entan-
glement and other correlations, Phys. Rev. A 69, 022309
(2004).


http://arxiv.org/abs/1809.08532

