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The conventional coherence is defined with respect to a fixed orthonormal basis, i.e., to a von
Neumann measurement. Recently, generalized quantum coherence with respect to general positive
operator-valued measurements (POVMs) has been presented. Several well-defined coherence mea-
sures, such as the relative entropy of coherence C', the I3 norm of coherence Cj; and the coherence
C'r,o based on Tsallis relative entropy with respect to general POVMs have been obtained. In this
work, we investigate the properties of C,, {1 and Cr,o. We estimate the upper bounds of Cj,; we
show that the minimal error probability of the least square measurement state discrimination is
given by Cr 1/2; we derive the uncertainty relations given by C', and calculate the average values
of Cr, Cr,o and C}, over random pure quantum states. All these results include the corresponding
results of the conventional coherence as special cases.

PACS numbers: 03.65.Ud, 03.67.Mn, 03.65.Aa
I. INTRODUCTION

Coherence is a fundamental feature in quantum physics
and a significant resource in quantum information pro-
cessing. Since the rigorous framework [1] for quanti-
fying coherence has been established, fruitful advances
about coherence, both in theories and experiments, have
been achieved, for reviews see e.g. [2, 3]. The con-
ventional coherence is defined with respect to a fixed
orthonormal basis. We know that an orthonormal ba-
sis {]4) ?:1 of a d-dimensional complex Hilbert space
H, corresponds to a rank-one projective measurement
(von Neumann measurement) with measurement opera-
tors {|7)(j|}4=,. Along this line, we may ask whether
or not the notion of coherence can be generalized to gen-
eral measurements. Recently, Bischof, Kampermann and
Bruf} generalized the conventional framework of coher-
ence to the case of general positive operator-valued mea-
surements (POVMs), by replacing the projective mea-
surements with POVMs [4, 5].

Let S(H) be the set of all quantum states on H,
C(H) be the set of all channels on H [6]. For a POVM
E = {E}}\_), E; > 0Vj and 0| E; = I; with I,
the identity on H, the set of POVM incoherent states is
specified as [4]

T,(H) = {p € S(H)|E;pE), = 0, Vj # k}. (1)

A channel ¢ € C(H) is called a POVM incoherent chan-
nel [5] if ¢ has a Kraus operator decomposition ¢ = { K},

with Zl K lT K; = I; and there exists a block incoherent
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channel {K/}; with respect to a canonical Naimark ex-
tension such that

KipK] @ 1)(1] = K/(p @ [)A))K,T, V1, (2)

where t stands for conjugate transpose. We call such a
decomposition ¢ = {K;}; a POVM incoherent decom-
position. We denote by Cpi(H) the set of all POVM
incoherent channels.

A functional C' : S(H) — R is called a POVM coher-
ence measure with respect to the POVM E = {E;}7_, if
C fulfills the following conditions [5].

(P1) Faithfulness: C(p, E) > 0, with equality if and
only if p € Zp(H).

(P2) MOHOtOHiCityZ C(¢Pl(p)7E) < C([),E), v ¢PI €
Cpi(H).

(P3) Strong monotonicity: >, piC(pi, E) < C(p, E), V
op1 € Cpr(H), where ¢pr = {K;}; is a POVM incoherent
decomposition of ¢pr, p; :tr(szKD, pL= KlpKlT/pl.

(P4) Convexity: C(32;pipj, E) < >2,;p9;C(pj, E),
{pj}; C S(H), {p;}; a probability distribution.

When the POVM F is a rank-one projective measure-
ment E = {| j><j|}§-l:1, the definitions of POVM incoher-
ent states and POVM incoherent channels, as well as the
conditions (P1) to (P4) all reduce to the cases of the con-
ventional coherence theory, for which various kinds of co-
herence measures have been proposed together with their
operational interpretations and applications [1, 7—20].
However, less is known about the POVM coherence mea-
sures. Recently, several POVM coherence measures have
been proposed, such as robustness of POVM coherence
Crob(p, E) [5], l1-norm of POVM coherence Cj, (p, E)
[5, 21], relative entropy of POVM coherence C.(p, E)
[4, 5], and POVM coherence Cr (p, E) based on Tsal-
lis relative entropy [21]. In particular, the C,(p, E),
Cy, (p, E) and Cr(p, E) allow for explicit expressions.
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Furthermore, an alternative definition of POVM inco-
herent operation was introduced [22], and the quantifiers
of POVM coherence based on max-relative entropy and
coherent rank were studied [23].

Cy(p, E) is defined by [4, 5],

B)= Y SWEE)-S6). ()

where S(M) = —tr(M log, M) is the entropy for positive
semidefinite matrix M.

I3-norm of POVM coherence Cj, (p,
as

E) [5, 21] is defined

Cl1 pu

=3 IVEpv/Eellis (1)

J#k

with || M ||y =trvVMTM the trace norm of matrix M.
Cr.o(p, E) is defined by [21]

Z—{Ztr (VE;p*\/E;)Y ] -

for « € (0,1) U (1,2]. When FE is a rank-one projective
measurement, C7 (p, F) returns to the standard coher-
ence measure Cy.(p, {|7)(j|}—,) proposed in Ref. [14, 15].
A quantifier of standard coherence measure based on
Tsallis entropy was proposed in Ref. [24], however it
does not satisfy all conditions of BCP framework.

CT,a(p7 1} (5)

In this work, we investigate the properties and the es-
timations of C,(p, E), Ci, (p, E) and Cr(p, E). We es-
timate the upper bounds and the averages for random
pure quantum states, and explore their operational in-
terpretations and the related uncertainty relations, which
strengthen the necessity and applicability of the coher-
ence with respect to POVMs. This paper is organized as
follows. In section II, we discuss the upper bounds for
Cy,(p, E). In section III, we provide an operational in-
terpretation for Cr;/2(p, E). In section IV, we establish
an uncertainty relation for C.(p, E). In section V, we
calculate the average values of Cy,(p, E), Cyr(p, E) and
Cr.o(p, E) for random pure states. Section VI is a brief
summary.

II. UPPER BOUNDS FOR (j,

We first estimate the upper bounds of Cy, (p, E). From
the Theorem 4.29 in [25], we have that for any positive
semidefinite matrices A, B and matrix X,

1 1
|AXBlli < [|APX |71 X B[/ (6)

for all positive numbers p > 1, ¢ > 1and 1/p+1/q = 1.
From (6) we obtain

2 2 1
IVE;pv/ Eilles < 1EYllPIEL?l1% (7)

Summing over all j # k we get the following Theorem.

Theorem 1. For any POVM E = {E;}_; and quan-
tum state p it holds that

2 2 1
) < S TUE ol PB4, 8)
Jj#k

Cll p7

wherep>1,¢g>1and 1/p+1/qg=1.

For j # k, one sees that from (4), Cj,(p,E) is
dependent on both the state p and the commutativ-
ity of {E;,Er} and p. However, the upper bound

||E§/2p||t/p||EQ/2p||1/q is a factorized form of E; over
p and Ej over p. Theorem 1 sets a constraint on such
factorization.

When p = ¢ = 2, (8) becomes

1/2 1/2
CL(p, B) < S IE;plli 1 Erpllel
j#k

1/2
ZIIEJpII /%)

When p — 1 and ¢ — +00, we have Theorem 2 below.

Theorem 2. For any POVM E = {E;}_; and quan-
tum state p, we have

Cll (pv E)

22(71
(n =13 Il (1)

Z IEjpllee- (9)

IN

(B o) (10)

IN

where {(E}/?p)1} stands for (Ey/?p) < (Ey/?p) < ... <
(En"p).

Proof. Let Ey = 3, /\Jé,zkl()\k,lk) be the eigende-
composition of Ej, where I(\g;,) is the identity oper-
ator of the subspace spanned by all eigenvectors cor-
responding to the eigenvalues A, , {/\t)l,c }i, stands for

Ak,1 > Ag,2 > ..., arranged in strictly decreasing order.
Consequently, we get

D) P IOw),
Ui

B ?plle = try/pEfp

tr/ p[x(Ek)]*1ap
X(Ek),

EY?

= (B2,

IN

B ?p||t/* <

where

max{\ € o(Ey)|I(\)p # 0}, when Ej #0,
X(Ek) = _
0, when FEj =0,

o(FE%) is the set of eigenvalues of E.



When p — 1 and ¢ — +oo, we have ||Ep/2p||1/p
El/ 2 tr- Therefore, from Theorem 1, <
|| p b 1 p7
1/2 1/2
z#kmm{nE P pllee /X ER) 1B pllee v/ X(E7) -
Since EZ/ < I, we get /x(Fx) <1, and
CL(p, B) < 3" min{[|E;?pller, || B pl [}
J7#k
. 1/2 1/2
=" win{||[(E)*0) llee, 11 (B 0) lex )
J#k
. 1/2 1/2
= 23" min{[|(E}* ) few, [1(E*0) ]er}
i<k
1 2
= 22 Z I(ES?0) |ex)
=1 k=j+1
=23 (= HIE?p) | (12)
J

which gives the inequality (10).
From the definition of {||(£] EY? o) ler }, we have

||r_Z|| EPp) e (13)

_JJ,»l

(n— NIIE}?p)

Adding (n — j)[|(E}?p)"[|ex to both sides of (13) and
summing over the 1ndex 7, we obtain

(n— DIE]?p)]ox

E\%:

1

<

M= 5
M-

1B )l + D= DIE0) - (14)

1

<.
Il
—
¥

1=j

Since the first term in (14),

(14) leads to (11). [ |

When F is a rank-one projective measurement F =
{17)(j|}9=1, we have the following Corollary from the in-
equality (10) in Theorem 2.

n

o) e = -G = DIE?p)ler,

Jj=1

M:

+

Corollary 1. For rank-one projective measurement
= {|]><_]|}J 1, and any quantum state p, we have

Cu(p A1) lY=) <23 @ =V = Br, (15)

- ~T . - -
where {\/(j|p?|j) }; stands for arranging {/(jlp*[7)};

in nondecreasing order.

In Ref. [26] the authors presented upper bounds for
Cy, (p, {|j><j|}?:1), see Egs. (2,7) in Ref. [26],

Cu (p, A1) 1) < Z\/ (jlpl7))* =1 = Ba, (16)

Cu (o, (7) G1H)
< \/d<d —1)(trp? — S Glpli)?) = B, (17)

J

We compare the upper bound By with the upper bounds
By and Bj by detailed examples.

Ezxample 1. Consider state

1/1-2 1 4
— _ 2 —_
p_2( 1 1—|—Z)7 26[075]7 (18)

2

under d = 2 orthonormal basis {|j)}?_;. We have

1
Bl = Z+(1_Z)27
BQ = \/1—22,
1
B3 = 5

We see that Bj is tighter than Bs for certain states. In
particular, when z = 0.5 we have By > B; > Bs; while
when z = 0.1, By > By > Bjs, see Fig. 1.

Ezample 2. Consider p = |¢) (|, with

[) = z|1) + 4x|2) + V1 — 1722|3), (19)
SR

where x € [0, 1 is an orthonormal basis. One

has

Bl = 12&[:,

By = (bz++/1—1722)% — 1,

By = +/6[1 — 1724 — (1 — 1722)2]. (20)

One sees that when x = 0.1, By < By < Bs; while when
z = 0.21, By < Bs < Bj, see Fig. 2

Example 1 and Example 2 show that the upper bound
B; is a new bound different from B, and Bjs, and
By, By, B3 have no strict order of which is tighter than
others.

III. OPERATIONAL INTERPRETATION OF
Cri2

In this section, we provide an operational interpreta-
tion for Cr 1 /2. We first review the least square measure-
ment (LSM). Quantum state discrimination is a funda-
mental problem in quantum physics, and plays a key role
in quantum communication and quantum cryptography
[27-31]. For an ensemble {p;,n;}}_; with {p;}}_; quan-
tum states and {7;}7_; a probability distribution, two
persons, Alice chooses one p; with probability n; and
sends it to Bob, Bob performs a POVM E = {E;}7_,
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FIG. 1: B1, B2 and Bs versus z for the states in Example 1.
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FIG. 2: Bi1, B2 and Bs versus z for the states in Example 2.

to determines which 7; he has received. Bob’s maximal
success probability then is

PP ({pj,m;}r—1) = maxg Yy n;tr(Ejp;),
J

where max is over all POVMs. When n = 2, the analyt-
ical formula of P°P' and the optimal measurements have
been found, but the formulas of P°P' and the optimal
measurements are still not found for general n > 2.

As a suboptional scheme, LSM is a significant method
to discriminate quantum states [32-38]. An LSM has the
construction as follows. let

Pout = Y _1iPj: (21)
j=1

then the LSMs M = {M}*™}"_, are given by the mea-
surement operators

_1 _1
MP™ = 1002 i Pows - (22)

As a result, the minimal error probability of M is given
by

P ({pj,mt=) =1- Z??jtf(M}sij)~ (23)

J

Concerning the relationship between Cr 1/ and LSM, we
have the following Theorem 3 and Theorem 4.

Theorem 3. Let E = {E;}7_; be a POVM on the
Hilbert space H and p a state in H. We have

OT,1/2(pa E) = 2P15m({pj, nj}?zl)a (24)

where

nj = tr(pE;j), (25)
NN (26)
Proof. According to Egs. (21), (22) and (26), we have

n
Pout = 3 _1ipj = p.
=1

_1 _1
MP™ = 10pod piPo = Ej.
(27)

Consequently, we obtain
P ({pj,mi}i=1)
= 1= ntr(M™p;)

=1- Ztr(Ej\/ﬁEj\/ﬁ)
=Y ulVENVEY

1
= ECT,1/2(/)7 E).

which completes the proof. |

Theorem 3 shows that the minimal error probability
of the least square measurement state discrimination is
given by the POVM coherence Cr1/2(p, ) based on
Tsallis relative entropy. If p is POVM incoherent with
respect to POVM E = {E;}7_,, ie., Cr12(p, E) = 0,
then P™({p;,1;}7_,) = 0, which means that {p;,7;}7_,
can be perfectly discriminated by the least square mea-
surement = {E;}7_;.

From Theorem 3, we also see that for a given POVM
E = {E;}7_; and a state p, there exists an ensemble
{pj;nj}}—; such that Eq. (24) holds. Conversely, we may
ask for a given ensemble {p;,7;}7_,, whether a POVM
E ={E;}7_, and a state p exist so that Eq. (24) holds.
Theorem 4 below shows that this is true, which can be

verified similar to the proof of Theorem 3.

Theorem 4. For a given ensemble {p;,7;}}_; on the
Hilbert space H, there exist a quantum state p and a
POVM E = {E;}"_; such that

2P15m({pj777j}?:1) = CT,1/2(p7 E)’ (28)

where

p=> mipj (29)
j=1



_1
Ej = mip~zpip 2. (30)

We remark that when the POVM E = {E;}_; is a
rank-one projective measurement E = {|5)(j|}%_,, both

the Theorem 3 and Theorem 4 reduce to the correspond-
ing conclusions in the theory of conventional coherence
[15].

IV. UNCERTAINTY RELATIONS GIVEN BY C.

The entropic uncertainty relations play a central role
in quantum cryptographic protocols [39]. In this section,
we establish an entropic uncertainty relation given by the
relative entropy of the POVM coherence C.(p, E).

Theorem 5. Let B = {E;}7_, and F' = {F}}}", be
two POVMs on the Hilbert space H and p a state in H.
We have

1
where ¢ = max; ¢k, ¢jx = ||\/E;jVFl|l, ||-|| denotes the

operator norm (the maximal singular value).

Proof. Rewrite Eq. (3) as
Cr(p, B) = S({tr(E;

‘P) ?:1)
+> t1(E;p)S(\/Ejp\/E; /tr(E;p)) — S(p). (32)
j=1
By using the result [40] that

S({tx(E;p)) iy

we then can prove Theorem 5. |

)+ S({te(Fip)} L) > 210y -, (33)

Theorem 5 can be improved when c is improved by ¢/
as in [41, 42].

¢’ = min{max|| Z E;FE;||, max;|| Z FLE;Fy||},
J k

Replacing ¢ by ¢’ in Eq. (31), it yields a stronger uncer-

tainty relation [41, 42].

There is an operational interpretation of C..(p, E) [5]:
Cr(p, E) quantifies the private randomness generated by
the POVM FE on the state with respect to an eavesdrop-
per holding optimal side information about the measured
state. In this case Eq. (31) sets a tradeoff constraint be-
tween the POVMs E and F. When POVMs F and F are
rank-one projective measurements, Eq. (31) reduces the
case of conventional coherence [43].

For any normalized pure state |¢)), Theorem 5 gives
rise to
1
Cr(w7 E) + CT(¢7 F) 2 10g2 Eu (34)

where the lower bound is no longer state-dependent.

V. AVERAGES OF C,, Cro» AND C;; OVER
RANDOM PURE QUANTUM STATES

Random pure quantum states offer new insights into
various phenomena in quantum physics and quantum in-
formation theory [44]. For the space of d-dimensional
pure states, there exists a unique measure diy induced
from the uniform Haar measure du(U) on the unitary
group U(d) [44]. This amounts to saying that any ran-
dom pure state can be seen as a unitary matrix U € U(d)
performing on a fixed pure state ¥g. In the following we
always adopt this measure for random pure states [45—
47]. The average value of the function g(¢) over all pure
states 1 then is defined as

Jone=],,

The average of conventional coherence for pure quan-
tum states has been extensively studied [45-47]. In [48]
the authors presented the conventional coherence aver-
age over all orthonormal bases (rank-one projective mea-
surements). In this section, we investigate the averages

g(Ubo)du(U)

of Cr(p, E), Cro(p,E) and Cy, (p, E) with respect to
POVM FE for random pure states. We have Theorem
6 below.

Theorem 6. The averages of C, (¢, E), C1,, (¢, E) and

Cy, (¥, E) for random pure states ¢ have the properties
[avciw. )= -1
T dIn2
n d d 1
S 3)PUNSLINS AP SESHES
=1 k=1 Al m=2

[ awCratwp) - ﬁ{z BE, D) -1}, (30)

B(Ekv quk)

qjk

Pk
EJ,L

), (87)

(38)

B8 >0, I'(-) is the Gamma function, and p;i > 1, gjr > 1,
1/pjr +1/qjx =1 for any j # k. B(E;, 8) is discussed in
Appendix A of [49].

Proof. Let A be an operator on H with eigendecom-
position,

d
A=) Aleneil, (39)

j=1



where {);}4_, are the real eigenvalues and {|¢;)}_, con-
stitute an orthonormal basis of H. Then one has [50]

/ﬂwﬂww

o) > Hkm —Raalfly) (40)

for any function f(-), where R4_1[f] is the Riemann-
Liouville fractional integration defined by

R0 = 2 [ ft

Note that [51]

w)"~dw, Rep > 0. (41)

Ry [w” ™ Inw](u)
- Mu“*”_l(lnu +¥(v) —

o i+ ), (42)

with Rev > 0, Rep > 0 and ¥(v) = L InI'(v) the
digamma function. Set 4 = d — 1 and v = 2. Using
the properties I'(d+1) = d! and U(p+ 1) = U(pu) +1/p,
we get

d
Ynwu — Z % (43)

m=2

Ra—1[wnw](u) =

Since

[avciw.p) Z / i (01 ) Tog (V1 B 1),

we get (35) from (40) and (43).
Note that [51]
L'(v)
T'(v+ p)

for Rev > 0 and Rey >0.Set y=d—1landv—1=5.
We have

Ryulw” ™ (u) = u (44)

Rd—l [w

B)(u) = %Wﬁ-l. (45)

By definition,

[awcrawe

Z/dwwEW—lJ.

Hence we obtain (36) from (40) and (45).

Moreover, from
E) = 3 \JWIE;[0) (| Exly),
J#k

> [ anJwiEs o) wiEd),

J#k

Cll ("/Ju

[ awenw.p)

we have

), (46)
7k Pjk qjk
where we have used the Young inequality,
Pjk bik
ab< T 27 (47)
Pjk ajk
fora >0,b >0, pjr > 1, qu>1and—+qJ—k 1.

Taking into account (46), (40) and (45), one gets (37). W

Note that if the eigenvalues {)\;;}¢_, in (35) and (38)
are degenerate, the problem can be still handled via the
standard trick of taking the limits when the eigenvalues
approach pairwise [50], see also [49] for (38). In particu-
lar, if ;i = gjr = 2 for any j # k in (46), we get

C,(Y,E)<n-—1. (48)
We remark that when the POVM F is a rank-one pro-

jective measurement E = {[5)(j|}9_,, (35) gives rise to
the corresponding result for conventional coherence [45],

SIH

d
[ a1 = o >

To compare (36) with the one of conventional coher-
ence, we consider the case of @ = 1/2. We see that

Zk 1(1_[[75;” = A l))\dJr1 is a homogeneous symmetric
polynomial in {/\Jvk}kzl of degree 2, which can be ex-
pressed in terms of elementary symmetric polynomials.

Due to the homogenity, there exist constants C; and Co
such that

d
H )\d-l-l
221 Ik Jk—A NNk
d
C1OO_Na)+C2 > A (49)
k=0 k<l

Since

d d
O Nw)? =D X +2)  Nisdj, (50)

k=0 k=0 k<l

there further exist constants C3 and Cj such that

d
(Hl k ))\d-i-l
; # )\J & — )\j,l 7,k
d d
= 03(2 )\j,k)z +C4Z/\?7k. (51)
k=0 k=1

Set /\j71 = 1 and {)\j,k = O}g:2, we get C5 + Cy = 1.
Let Aj1 = 1, A\jo = 1/2 and {\;j, = 0}(,, we have



1

%Cg + 304 = %. Consequently, we obtain C3 = Cy = 3

and
[ dvcr,w.p)

[(trE;)* + tr(E;%)]}. (52)

n

1
dld+1)

J

Hence, when the POVM FE is a rank-one projective

measurement £ = {|j><j|}§-l:1, (52) recovers the result in

[47), [ dpCr 3 (b {15) (1} §=1) = 2(d = 1)/(d + 1).

VI. SUMMARY

The conventional quantum coherence is defined with
respect to an orthonormal basis, while the general-
ized quantum coherence studied is defined with respect
to general POVM settings. We have investigated the
properties of three well-defined POVM coherence mea-
sures, the Cy(p, E), Cr.o(p, E) and Cy, (p, E). We have

provided the upper bounds of Cj,(p, F), the opera-
tional interpretation for Cr 1 /2(p, E), the uncertainty re-
lations given by C,.(p, E), and calculated the averages
of Cr(p, E), Cr,a(p, E) and Cj, (p, E) over random pure
states. These results will strengthen the necessity of the
concept of POVM coherence, and highlight the potential
applications of these POVM coherence measures.
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