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Abstract The characterization of the quantum ensemble is a fundamental issue in

quantum information theory and foundations. The ensemble is also useful for vari-

ous quantum information processing. To characterize the quantum ensemble, in this

article, we generalize the coherence measure of a state to the quantum ensemble. Ex-

ploiting the fidelity and affinity between the ensemble, we propose a quantumness

quantifier for the quantum ensemble. It is shown that the proposed quantifier satisfies

the necessary axioms of a bonafide measure of quantumness. Finally, we compute the

quantumness of a few well-known ensembles.
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1 Introduction

Quantum coherence, a direct consequence of the superposition principle [1,2], is fu-

eled widespread attention at a fundamental level, as well as in terms of potential

applications such as metrology [3,4], biology [5,6,7,8], thermodynamics, nanoscale

physics [9,10] and refrigeration [11]. It is one of the fundamental characteristics of a

quantum system that makes a clear distinction from the classical system can behave.

Recently, there has been a considerable effort devoted to quantifying quantum coher-

ence from a resource theoretic perspective. The resource theory of coherence consists

of a set of axioms for function on a real valued function of quantum states which are

introduced in Baumgratz et. al [12]. After this rigorous framework on coherence the-

ory, various coherence measure has been introduced [13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,

22,23,24,25].
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In quantum theory, we have encountered the most situation with incomplete prior

information and this peculiar situation can be mathematically described by a quan-

tum ensemble. It means that a quantum ensemble E = {(pi,ρi), i ∈ I} which consists

of a number of states ρi (i is an index) with respective probabilities pi and I is an

index set. The states in the corresponding ensemble do not commute with each other

and due to the noncommutativity, ensemble exhibits the quantum nature. Hence, the

noncommutivity between the state is an important tool to characterize the quantum

ensemble [26]. Further, the various quantum information processing such as quantum

communication and cryptography demonstrated through the quantumness (resources)

of quantum ensemble instead of the quantum state. Hence, the quantum ensembles

are both fundamental and practical objects in quantum information theory. Owing to

the quantumness of ensemble as a physical resource, measures have been proposed

from different perspectives such as relative entropy [27], commutators [26], unitary

similarity invariant norms [28], coherence [29], quantum correlations, accessible in-

formation, security of information transmission, and quantum cloning [30,31].

The fidelity and affinity characterize the closeness or similarity between two

states. These quantities are useful in comparing initial and final states. Hence, both

measures useful in various quantum information processing such as quantum cloning

[32], teleportation [33], metrology [34], quantum detection [35], and estimation the-

ory [36]. Further, a monotonically decreasing function of fidelity and affinity is con-

sidered as a valid distance measure. Metrics on state space induced by fidelity and

affinity are useful for quantification of geometric discord [37], measurement-induced

nonlocality [38,39], and quantum coherence [22,25]. In this article, we extend the

definition of fidelity and affinity between state to the between ensemble.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we review the definition and its

properties of fidelity and affinity. In Sec. 3, we generalize the definition of fidelity

and affinity to the quantum ensemble. The quantumness measure for ensemble in

terms of coherence is presented in 4. Finally, in Sec. 5 we present the conclusions.

2 Fidelity and Affinity of ensemble

In order to characterize the quantum ensemble and quantify the quantumness of the

ensemble, we first, recapitulate the definition and properties of quantum fidelity and

affinity. Let H be the Hilbert space with dimension d and L (H ) consists of a set of

density matrices on H . Assume ρ ,σ ∈ L (H ), then the fidelity between the states

ρ and σ is defined as [40]

F(ρ ,σ) = Tr

√

ρ
√

σρ, (1)

which quantifies the closeness of two quantum states. Similar to fidelity, the affinity

A(ρ ,σ) is also a measure of closeness between the states ρ and σ and is defined as

[41,42]

A(ρ ,σ) = Tr
√

ρ
√

σ . (2)

This definition is similar to the Bhattacharyya coefficient between two probability

distributions (discrete or continuous) in classical probability theory [43].
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Here, X(σ ,ρ) refers to either fidelity or affinity. We now list the fundamental

properties of the X(σ ,ρ):

(X1) 0 ≤ X(ρ ,σ) ≤ 1 and X(ρ ,σ) = 1 if and only if ρ = σ . Moreover, X(ρ ,σ) =
X(σ ,ρ).

(X2) X(ρ ,σ) is unitary invariant i.e., X(ρ ,σ) = X(UρU†,UσU†) for any unitary op-

erator U .

(X3) X(ρ ,σ) is multiplicative under tensor product:

X(ρ1 ⊗ρ2,σ1 ⊗σ2) = X(ρ1,σ1) ·X(ρ2,σ2).

(X4) X(ρ ,σ) is monotonic under CPTP map Λ i.e., X(Λ(ρ),Λ(σ))≥ X(ρ ,σ)
(X5) For any orthogonal projectors Πi = |i〉〈i|, X(∑i ΠiρΠi,∑i ΠiσΠi)=∑i X(ΠiρΠi,ΠiσΠi)
(X6) For a CPTP map,

∑
i

X(KiρK
†
i ,KiσK

†
i ) = ∑

i

X(piρi,qiσi)≥ X(ρ ,σ), (3)

where ρi =KiρK†
i /pi and σi =KiσK†

i /qi with pi =Tr(KiρK†
i ) and qi =Tr(KiσK†

i )
are the respective probabilities after the super selection.

The detailed proof of the above properties is given in Refs.[22,25]. Next, we extend

the notion of fidelity and affinity to the quantum ensemble. Consider, two quantum

ensemble E = {(pi,ρi) : i ∈ I} and F = {(q j,σ j) : i ∈ J} on the same Hilbert space.

Then the fidelity or affinity between the ensemble is defined as

X(E ,F ) = inf
c ∑

i, j

ci jX(ρ ,σ), (4)

where X(E ,F ) refers to either fidelity or affinity between the ensembles and the

infimum is taken over joint probability distribution c = {ci j} with marginal distribu-

tions {pi} and {q j}. The fidelity or affinity between the ensemble has the following

fundamental properties:

i). If pi = δik and q j = δ jk i.e.,two ensembles E and F degenerate to sets of single

quantum state, E = {1,ρ}, F = {1,σ}, then X(E ,F ) reduces to conventional

X(ρ ,σ) for any two singleton ensembles:

X(E ,F ) = X(ρ ,σ). (5)

ii). X(E ,F ) = 1 if and only if E and F are equivalent under trivial reductions.

iii). X(E ,F ) is monotonic under any completely positive and trace preserving (CPTP)

maps.

In general, both the fidelity and affinity are metric and one can define any mono-

tonically decreasing function of X(ρ ,σ) as a metric in state space. One such distance

measure is

dX(ρ ,σ) = 1−X(ρ ,σ) (6)

and we generalize the above distance measure to the quantum ensemble as

dX(E ,F ) = 1−X(E ,F ). (7)

In what follows, we extend the definition of coherence measure based on affinity and

fidelity to the ensemble.
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3 Coherence of quantum ensemble

In this section, let us formally introduce the measures of coherence in the framework

of resource theory. This resource theory is based on the set of incoherent operations

as the free operations and the set of incoherent states as the set of free states. The

set of incoherent states and the incoherent operations depend crucially on the choice

of basis. Firstly, we assume, {|i〉, i = 0,1, · · · ,d− 1} be a set of orthonormal basis in

the state space with finite dimension d. A state is said to be an incoherent state if the

corresponding density operator δ of the state is diagonal in this basis and denoted as

δ = ∑d−1
i=0 δi|i〉〈i| with δi ∈ R and ∑i δi = 1. We label this set of incoherent quantum

states as I :

I =

{

δ =
d−1

∑
i=0

δi|i〉〈i|
}

. (8)

It is well-known that the incoherent state δ can have coherence in any other basis.

All other states, which are not belonging to the above-mentioned set in the basis, are

called coherent states. In coherence theory, in view of the widely accepted notion of

free states, there are different approaches to characterize the free operations. The free

operations are named incoherent operations (IOs), referred to as the completely posi-

tive and trace-preserving (CPTP) maps that admit an incoherent Kraus representation

[1]. That is, there always exists a set of Kraus operators {Ki} such that

Φ(δ )≡ KiδK†
i

Tr(KiδK
†
i )

∈ I ; ∑
i

K
†
i Ki = 1 (9)

for all i and any incoherent state δ . These operations are called incoherent operations.

A functional C(ρ) is a bonafide measure of quantum coherence of a state ρ , if it

fulfills the following essential requirements [13,12]. They are

(C1) Faithfulness: C(ρ) ≥ 0 is nonnegative and C(ρ) = 0 if and only if ρ is an inco-

herent state.

(C2) Monotonicity: C(ρ) does not increase under the action of an incoherent operation

i.e., C(ρ)≥C(Φ(ρ)).
(C3) Strong Monotonicity: C(ρ) does not increase on average under selective incoher-

ent operations, i.e., C(ρ)≥C(∑i piρi)), where pi =Tr(KiρK
†
i ) and ρi =KiρK

†
i /pi

with ∑i K
†
i Ki = 1.

(C4) Convexity: Nonincreasing under mixing of quantum states i.e., C(∑n pnρn) ≤
∑n pnC(ρn) for any states ρn with ∑n pn = 1.

More recently, the coherence measure based on fidelity and affinity has been in-

troduced [22,25] and the application of these coherence measures is also highlighted.

The definition of the coherence measure is given as

CX(ρ) = 1− max
δ∈I

X(ρ ,δ ), (10)

where the optimization is taken over all possible incoherent states from the set as

given in Eq. (8). It is shown that the fidelity measure could satisfy all the necessary
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axioms (C1)-(C4) of a valid quantum resource. On the other hand, in general resource

theory, affinity-based resource does not satisfy the convexity (C4) and not a valid

resource. Recently, researchers have been shown that the affinity- based measure is a

useful resource only in the framework of resource theory of coherence. Without loss

of generality, the above coherence measure rewritten as

CX(ρ ,σ) = 1− max
δ∈I

X(ρ ,Π(ρ)), (11)

where Π = {Πi = |i〉〈i|} is the von Neumann measurement corresponds to the given

basis |i〉 and Π(ρ) = ∑i ΠiρΠi is the post-measurement state.

In order to extend the above definition to the quantum ensemble, first, we define

the incoherent ensembles ∆ , which can be identified as the ensemble freely access on

the above mentioned basis, i.e., the ensemble that consists of only incoherent states

(diagonal states). Similar to the coherence of a quantum state, the natural way to

quantify the coherence of a given quantum ensemble E is the distance of this ensem-

ble from the set of incoherent ensembles ∆ in the reference basis. Exploiting affinity

and fidelity between quantum ensemble we can propose a coherence quantifier for

quantum ensemble

CX(E ,∆) = inf
∆ dX(E ,∆) = inf

{(q j ,δ j)}
inf
c ∑

i, j

ci jdX(ρi,σ j), (12)

where ∆ = {(q j,δ j), j ∈ J} is an incoherent ensemble, δ j are the diagonal states in

the considered basis {|i〉, i = 0,1, · · · ,d−1} and c = {ci j} is the joint probability dis-

tribution. The above quantity is quite hard to compute due to complex optimization.

Theorem:1 The quantity CX(E ) has the equivalent form,

CX(E ) = ∑
i

piCX(ρi). (13)

Proof: Let c = {ci j} is the joint probability distribution with ci j = ∑i piδi j. We

have

CX(E ) =∑
i

piCX (ρi) =
inf

δ j∈∆
inf
c ∑

i, j

ci jdX(ρi,σ j) (14)

≤∑
i, j

piδi j
inf

δ j∈∆ dX(ρi,σ j)

=∑
i

pi
inf

δi∈∆ dX(ρi,σi)

=∑
i

piCX (ρi).

For the converse, we define the optimal incoherent ensemble ∆̃ = {(q̃ j, δ̃ j), j ∈ J} and

c̃i j be the optimal joint probability distribution with marginals distribution p̃i and q̃ j

which achieve the minimum (12). With these, one can define the nearest incoherent
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state of ρ is δ̃ j = Π(ρ) = ∑k |k〉〈k|ρ |k〉〈k|. Then, we have

CX(E ) = ∑
i

piCX(ρi) =
inf

δ j∈∆
inf
c ∑

i, j

ci jdX(ρi,σ j) (15)

=∑
i, j

c̃i j dX(ρi,σ j),

≥c̃i j dX(ρi,Π(ρi))

=∑
i

(

∑
j

c̃i j

)

CX(ρi) = ∑
i

piCX (ρi),

which completes the proof of the theorem.

The coherence measure for ensemble given in Eq. (13) is positive CX(E )≥ 0 for

any ensemble E , monotonic under CPTP map and is convex in the sense that C(E )≤
∑n tnC(En) with tn ≥ 0, ∑n tn = 1 and E = {(pi,ρin), i ∈ I} satisfies ∑n tnρin = ρi.

These properties are the direct consequence of the properties of X(ρ ,σ). Further,

the measures fidelity and affinity are useful in quantification of coherence and distin-

guishability. Then the quantity CX(E ) is interpreted as (i) The minimal distinguisha-

bility between E and any incoherent ensembles, (ii) The average coherence of the

constituent states in E , (iii) The coherence of the bipartite state with a label space

i.e., ∑i pi|i〉〈i|⊗ρi.

4 Quantumness of ensembles

In this section, we introduce a new quantifier of quantumness in ensembles from the

perspectives of the quantum coherence measure identified above. The quantumness

of the ensemble is regarded as a useful kind of quantum resource for the various

applications, in particular, quantum cryptography. Before proceeding further, we in-

troduce the terminologies (free ensembles and free operations) used in the resource

theory for the ensemble. The free ensembles are the ensembles that possess no quan-

tumness, which can be naturally identified as classical ensembles (diagonal) in the

sense that all the constitute states commute with each other. Further, it is important to

highlight that free ensembles are the basis-independent version of incoherent ensem-

bles, since incoherent ensembles are classical and all classical ensembles are incoher-

ent in a specific basis. The free operations for quantumness can be characterized as

the commutativity preserving operations (CPOs), which map all classical ensembles

to classical ensembles. For the given ensemble E = {(pi,ρi), i ∈ I}, the measure of

quantumness in the ensemble is defined as

QX (E ) = min
U

inf
∆ CX(E ,U∆U†), (16)

where U is the arbitrary unitary operator and ∆ is the incoherent ensemble in a pre-

ferred basis. In general, a bonafide quantifier of quantumness monotone should at

least satisfy the following three conditions: (i) vanishes only for the classical en-

semble, (ii) nonincreasing under CPOs, (iii) invariant under unitary operations, since

noncommutativity can not be altered by unitary operations.
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To show the quantumness for the ensemble as a valid measure, we list the funda-

mental properties of QX (E ) given in Eq. (16)

(i) Positivity: QX(E )≥ for any quantum ensembles E , with equality if and only if E

is a classical ensemble (diagonal state) in the sense that all its constituent states

commute with each other. In particular, the ensemble is singleton, its quantumness

is zero.

(ii) Unitary invariance: QX(E ) is invariant under unitary transformation in the sense

that QX(E )=QX(UEU†) for any unitary operatorU with UEU† = {(pi,UEU†), i∈
I}.

(iii) Monotonicity under any commutativity preserving operations QX(E ) is nonin-

creasing under any commutativity preserving operation M i.e., QX(E )≥QX(M(E )),
where M(E ) = {(pi,M(E ), i ∈ I}.

(iv) Concavity under probabilistic union: QX(E ) is concave in the sense that Q
(

⋃

µ λµEµ

)

≥
∑µ λµQ(Eµ). Here, λµ ≥ 0, ∑µ∈K λµ = 1 and for each µ ∈K, Eµ = {(pµi,ρµi), i∈
Iµ} is a quantum ensemble and

⋃

µ λµEµ = {(λµ pµi,ρµi),µ ∈ Ki ∈ Iµ} is a prob-

abilistic union of Eµ .

(v) Concavity of probabilistic distributions: QX (E ) is concave in the sense that QX (E )≥
∑n tnQX(En) with tn ≥ 0, tn = 1 and E = {(p

(n)
i ,ρi), i ∈ I} satisfies ∑n tn p

(n)
i = pi.

Implying that the ensembles En are probability distribution decomposition of en-

semble E with fixed constituent states.

(vi) Increasing under fine-graining: QX(E ) is increasing under fine-graining in the

sense that QX(E )≤QX(EF). Here, E = {(pi,ρi), i∈ I}with each constituent state

ρi being decomposed into a new quantum ensemble EF = {(λiµ ,ρiµ), i∈ I,µ ∈ Ji}
is the fine-grained ensemble such that ρi = ∑µ∈Ji

λiµ ,ρiµ .

(vii) Decreasing under coarse-graining: QX(E ) ≥ QX(EC). Here E = {(pi,ρi), i ∈ I}
and {cs,s ∈ S} is a partition of the index set I i.e.,

⋃

s cs = I,cs ∩ ct = /0 for s 6=
t, EC = {pcs ,ρcs ,s ∈ S} is the coarse-grained ensemble with pcs = ∑i∈cs

pi and

ρcs = (pcs)
−1 ∑i∈cs

piρi.

Here we provide proof of all the properties of quantumness measure of the ensem-

ble. The properties (i) and (ii) directly follow from positivity and unitary invariance

of CX (ρ). To prove (iii), assume ∆̃ = {(q̃ j,U δ̃ jU
†), j ∈ J} the optimal incoherent

ensemble and c̃i j be the optimal joint probability distribution with marginals distri-

bution p̃i and q̃ j, which makes Eq. (16) is minimum. Then we have,

QX (E ) = min
U

inf
∆ CX(E ,U∆U†) =∑

i, j

c̃i jCX(ρi,U δ̃iU
†). (17)

Since X(·) is monotonic under CPTP map and M preserves commutativity, a classical

state is mapped to a classical one. Then the QX(E ) is

QX (E )≥∑
i, j

c̃i jCX(M(ρi),M(U δ̃iU
†)), (18)

≥ min
U

inf
∆ CX(M(ρi),U∆U†)

=CX (M(E )).

The above inequality can be derived from the minimum. Hence, the above three prop-

erties validate the QX (E ) is a bonafide quantifier of quantumness of ensemble E .
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To show the property (iv), assume that Uµ and UE are the particular unitary opera-

tors that achieve the minimum in Eq. (16) for each corresponding quantum ensemble

Eµ and E respectively. Then

∑
µ

λµQ(Eµ) =∑
µ

λµ ∑
i

piµCX(U
†
µρiµUµ) (19)

≤∑
µ

λµ ∑
i

piµCX(U
†
E

ρiµUE )

=∑
i,µ

λµCX (U
†
E

ρiµUE )

=Q(E ).

To establish property (v), again we assume that the c̃i j be the optimal joint prob-

ability distribution and δ ′ = {Ũ δ̃Ũ†} be the set of commuting states which achieve

the minimum in Eq. (16). The marginal distributions {p
(n)
i } satisfying that ∑n snc̃

(n)
i j =

c̃i j, ∀ i, j. Then

Q(E ) = min
U

inf
∆ CX(E ,U∆U†)

=∑
i, j

c̃i jCX (ρi,Ũ δ̃ jŨ
†)

=∑
i, j

∑
n

snc̃
(n)
i j CX (ρi,Ũ δ̃ jŨ

†).

Interchanging the summation, we have

Q(E ) =∑
n

sn ∑
i, j

c̃
(n)
i j CX (ρi,Ũ δ̃ jŨ

†)

≥∑
n

sn
min
U

inf
∆ CX(E ,U∆U†) =∑

n

snQ(En). (20)

The property (vi) can be derived using the convexity of relative entropy coher-

ence of quantum states. Let UF be the particular unitary operator that achieves the

minimum in Eq. (16) for E , we have

Q(E ) = min
U ∑

i

piCX (U
†ρiU)

≤∑
i

piCX (U
†
EF

ρiUEF
)

=∑
i

piCX (U
†
EF
( ∑

µ∈Ji

λiµρiµ)UEF
)

≤∑
i

pi ∑
µ∈Ji

λiµCX (U
†
EF

ρiµUEF
)

=∑
i,µ

piλiµCX (U
†
EF

ρiµUEF
) = Q(EF). (21)

Similarly, one can show the property (vii) of Q(E ).
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Next, we compute the quantumness of the following ensemble, which are used in

different information processing such as quantum key distribution and cryptography.

(i) EB92 = {(1/2, |0〉),(1/2, |ψπ/4〉)} is the ensemble used in the B92 quantum key

distribution protocol with |ψ〉 = sinθ |0〉+ cosθ |1〉 [44]. The quantumness are

QA (E ) = 0.293 and QF (E ) = 0.5.

(ii) The ensemble utilized in the BB84 quantum key distribution protocol is EBB84 =
{(1/4, |0〉),(1/4, |1〉),
(1/4, |ψπ/4〉),(1/4, |ψ3π/4〉)} [45]. The quantumness of the ensemble are com-

puted as QA (E ) = 0.293 and QF (E ) = 0.5
(iii) The trine ensemble Etrine = {(1/3, |0〉),(1/3,(|0〉+

√
3|1〉)/2),(1/3,(|0〉−

√
3|1〉)/2)}

is useful in PBC00 protocol in quantum key distribution[46,47]. The quantum-

ness are QA (E ) = 0.293 and QF (E ) = 0.5.

(iv) The mutually unbiased bases ensemble {(1/6, |φi〉),(1/6, |φ j〉)} with i, j = x,y,z
|φi, j〉 are eigenvectors of Pauli spin matrices. The above ensemble useful in six-

state protocol in quantum cryptography [48]. The quantumness of the ensemble

are computed as QA (E ) = 0.293 and QF (E ) = 0.5

5 Conclusion

To summarize, we have generalized the definition of geometric coherence measures

of a quantum state based on fidelity and affinity to the quantum ensemble. Extending

the coherence resource theory of the state, we set up a framework for the quantifi-

cation of resource content in the quantum ensemble. The coherence measure of the

ensemble is interpreted as minimal distinguishability and average coherence of en-

semble. Further, we have defined the minimal coherence of the ensemble in all bases

as the quantumness measure. It is shown that the quantumness measure of ensemble

possesses some important properties such as positivity, unitary invariance and non-

increasing under CPOs and has been proven as a bonafide measure of quantumness

in quantum ensembles.
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