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From Shor’s [Comm. Math. Phys. 246(3), 453 (2004)] and Hastings’s [Nature Phys. 5, 255
(2009)] studies, the strong superadditivity of entanglement of formation is, in general, not true.
In this paper we provide conditons for strong superadditivity of entanglement of formation, and
consequently identify classes of states that are strongly superadditive.

Introduction.– Entanglement [1, 2], a quantum prop-
erty of quantum systems, is a valuable resource in many
quantum information processing tasks including commu-
nication, computation and cryptography [3–5]. Charac-
terization and quantification of entanglement, therefore,
is necessary. An entanglement measure essentially quan-
tifies how much a quantum state ρAB is entangled; ρAB
is entangled if it cannot be written in the separable form

ρAB =
∑
i

piρ
i
A ⊗ ρiB . (1)

For a pure state |ψ〉AB of a quantum system composed
of the subsystems A and B, a bona fide measure of en-
tanglement is given by the von Neumann entropy of the
reduced density matrix

E(|ψ〉AB) = S(trB |ψ〉AB〈ψ|) = S(trA|ψ〉AB〈ψ|), (2)

where S(ρ) = −tr(ρ ln ρ). However, for a mixed state
the situation is more evolved, and there are several en-
tanglement measures in literature [2]. Entanglement of
formation (EoF) [6], based on the convex roof construc-
tion [7], is a widely used measure, defined by

E
A|B
F (ρAB) = inf

∑
i

piE
A|B(|ψi〉AB), (3)

where “infimum” is taken over all pure state decompo-
sition of ρAB =

∑
i pi|ψi〉AB〈ψi|, and superscript A|B

denotes the cut across which entanglement is computed.
We will call an ensemble {pi, |ψi〉AB} which realizes ρAB ,
and for which the minimum is attained the optimal en-
semble. EoF may be interpreted as the minimal pure-
states entanglement required to build up the mixed state.
It enjoys several appealing properties of an entangle-
ment measure: it vanishes for separable states, is con-
vex and monotone [6], is known to be continuous [8], and
EF (|ψ〉AB) = E(|ψ〉AB), by construction. Though it is
not easy to evaluate, an explicit analytical expression of
EoF, in terms of concurrence [9, 10], has been obtained
for the two-qubit system [10]. A desirable property of an
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entanglement measure is its additivity. We say a quantity
f is additive, if it satisfies the relation

f(ρ⊗ σ) = f(ρ) + f(σ), (4)

for product quantum states. For example, while
squashed entanglement [11] is additive, negativity [12]
is not. We know that N (ρ ⊗ σ) = N (ρ)(N (σ) + 1) +
N (σ)(N (ρ) + 1) [13]. EoF is trivially additive for pure
product states. Further, it has been shown to be addi-
tive for some particular classes of states [14]. Numeri-
cal calculations also support this claim. However, it is
not known whether EoF satisfies additivity in general al-
though there is a long-standing conjecture that EoF is
additive, i.e., the EoF of the composite system equals
the sum of the EoF’s of its parts. If the additivity of
EoF is true, then the entanglement cost of a state ρ [15],
EC(ρ) = limn→∞EF (ρ⊗n)/n, will be equal to the en-
tanglement of formation. Let ρXY be the joint quantum
state of a bipartite system XY . Then, another property
called strong superadditivity,

f(ρXY ) ≥ f(ρX) + f(ρY ), (5)

is quite interesting. The strong superadditivity of EoF
implies additivity of EoF [16, 17]. It also implies the ad-
ditivity of the Holevo-Schumacher-Westmorland classical
capacity of a quantum channel [17]. In Ref. [18], authors
have shown the strong superadditivity of EoF assuming
that additivity of EoF is true. That is, the additivity
of EoF implies the strong superadditivity. In quantum
information theory, there are several open problems on
the additivity of certain quantities [19]. It was conjec-
tured [16, 17] that EoF satisfies strong superadditivity.
Numerical analysis supports this fact. However, studies
of Shor [20] and Hastings [21] rule out this conjecture.
Shor showed that four additivity conjectures, namely,
the conjectures of additivity of the minimum output
entropy of a quantum channel, additivity of the Holevo
expression for the classical capacity of a quantum chan-
nel, additivity of the entanglement of formation, and
strong superadditivity of the entanglement of formation,
are either all true or all false. Hastings in [21] showed
that all of these conjectures are false, by constructing
a counterexample to the additivity conjecture for min-
imum output entropy. But, we haven’t witnessed any
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violation of the strong superadditivity of EoF thus far.
This motivated us to explore conditions under which
EoF is strongly superadditive. In this paper we provide
conditons for strong superadditivity of EoF, and identify
classes of quantum states that are strongly superadditive.

Notation.– Let AkBk (k = 1, 2) are two separate
bipartite systems, and ρA1B1A2B2 be the joint quantum
state of A1B1 and A2B2. In this paper, we will always
consider entanglement of formation across the cut A|B.

Conditions.– Below we give three conditions under
which entanglement of formation is strongly superaddi-
tive.

Condition 1. For a pure state |χ〉A1B1A2B2
∈

HA1
⊗ HB1

⊗ HA2
⊗ HB2

, entanglement of formation
is strongly superadditive if the reduced density matrix,
ρχA1A2

= trB1B2
|χ〉A1B1A2B2

〈χ|, admits one of the
following forms:

ρχA1A2
=

∑
i

pitrB1 |ψi〉A1B1〈ψi| ⊗ |i〉A2〈i|, (6)

ρχA1A2
=

∑
i

pi|i〉A1
〈i| ⊗ trB2

|φi〉A2B2
〈φi|. (7)

Proof. This follows systematically from the definition
of EoF, EF (|χ〉A1A2B1B2) = S(ρχA1A2

), the “strong con-
cavity” of von Neumann entropy [22],

S(
∑
i

piρ
i
1 ⊗ ρi2) ≥

∑
i

piS(ρi1) + S(
∑
i

piρ
i
2), (8)

S(
∑
i

piρ
i
1 ⊗ ρi2) ≥ S(

∑
i

piρ
i
1) +

∑
i

piS(ρi2), (9)

and the fact that for ρXY =
∑
j qj |ξj〉XY 〈ξj |,

EF (ρXY ) = inf
∑
j qjS(trY |ξj〉XY 〈ξj |) ≤∑

j qjS(trY |ξj〉XY 〈ξj |) ≤ S(ρX). �

Condition 2. For a pure state |χ〉A1B1A2B2
∈

HA1
⊗ HB1

⊗ HA2
⊗ HB2

with the Schmidt decom-
position [3, 4], |χ〉A1B1A2B2

=
∑
i

√
λi|ψi〉A1B1

⊗
|φi〉A2B2

, entanglement of formation is strongly su-
peradditive if S(ρχA1A2

) ≥ R(χ), where R(χ) =∑
i λiS(trB1

|ψi〉A1B1
〈ψi| ⊗ trB2

|φi〉A2B2
〈φi|) (see [23]).

Proof. This is because

EF (|χ〉A1A2B1B2) = S(ρχA1A2
)

≥
∑
i

λiS(trB1 |ψi〉A1B1〈ψi| ⊗ trB2 |φi〉A2B2〈φi|)

=
∑
i

λi[S(trB1
|ψi〉A1B1

〈ψi|) + S(trB2
|φi〉A2B2

〈φi|)]

=
∑
i

λi[EF (|ψi〉A1B1
) + EF (|φi〉A2B2

)]

≥ EF (ρχA1B1
) + EF (ρχA2B2

), (10)

where the first inequality follows from the assump-
tion, the second equality is due to the additivity of

von Neumann entropy for product states, the third
equality follows from the definition of EoF for a pure
state, and the last inequality is due to the fact that
ρχA1B1

=
∑
i λi|ψi〉A1B1

〈ψi| and ρχ2 =
∑
i λi|φi〉A2B2

〈φi|
may not be the optimal decompositions. �
Note that Condition 2 is “sufficient” only because EoF
may be strongly supperadditive even if it is violated. For
example, for |χ〉A1B1A2B2

= 1√
6
(|00〉A1B1 ⊗ |01〉A2B2 +

|11〉A1B1
⊗ |10〉A2B2

) +
√

2
3 |ψ

+〉A1B1
⊗ |φ+〉A2B2

,

where |φ±〉 = |00〉±|11〉√
2

and |ψ±〉 = |01〉±|10〉√
2

, we

have S(ρχA1A2
) = 1.25163 and R(χ) = 4/3 but

EF (ρχA1B1
) + EF (ρχA2B2

) = 0.374597.

Condition 3. Entanglement of formation is strongly
superadditive for ρA1B1A2B2

if the reduced density
matrices ρAkBk

(k = 1, 2) are separable/diagonal.

(a)

(b)

FIG. 1. The strong superadditivity of entanglement of forma-
tion. We Haar uniformly generate 5× 104 pure four-qubit (a)
random, and (b) symmetric states, for generating histograms.
Symmetric states are the linear combinations of Dicke states
[24]. The vertical axis represents the “probability” of occu-
rance of a randomly generated four-qubit state in the corre-
sponding range of ∆EF = EF (|χ〉A1B1A2B2) − EF (ρχA1B1

) −
EF (ρχA2B2

) ≥ 0, on the horizontal axis. While the vertical
axis is dimensionless, the horizontal axis is in ebits.

Examples.– Based on above conditions, we identify
classes of states for which EoF is strongly superadditive.
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(i) Let {|i〉} and {|j〉} be orthonormal sets of vectors.
Then, for |χ〉A1B1A2B2

=
∑
ij

√
λij |ii〉A1B1

|jj〉A2B2
,

ρχA1A2
=

∑
ij

λij |i〉A1
〈i| ⊗ |j〉A2

〈j|

=
∑
i

λi|i〉A1〈i| ⊗ trB2 |φi〉A2B2〈φi|,

where |φi〉A2B2
= 1√

λi

∑
j

√
λij |jj〉A2B2

, and∑
j λij = λi.

(ii) States |χ〉A1B1A2B2
=

∑
ij

√
λij |ij〉A1B1

|ij〉A2B2
,

where {|i〉} and {|j〉} are orthonormal sets of vectors,
satisfy both Conditions 2 & 3.
(iii) Four-qubit X-states and four-qudit generalized GHZ

states, |χ〉A1B1A2B2
=

∑
i

√
λi|iiii〉A1B1A2B2

, satisfy
Condition 3.

Remark. EoF is strongly superadditive for ρA1B1A2B2

if EoF is strongly superadditive for all the pure states in
the optimal decomposition of ρA1B1A2B2

.

Conclusion.– We have provided conditons for strong
superadditivity of entanglement of formation, and
identified some classes of states that are strongly su-
peradditive. We also investigated numerically strong
superadditivity of entanglement of formation for four-
qubit pure states.
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