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We analyze the optimal basis for generating the maximum relative entropy of quantum coherence
by an arbitrary gate on a two-qubit system. The optimal basis is not unique, and the high quantum
coherence generating gates are also typically high entanglement generating ones and vice versa.
However, the profile of the relative frequencies of Haar random unitaries generating different amounts
of entanglement for a fixed amount of quantum coherence is different from the one in which the roles
of entanglement and quantum coherence are reversed, although both follow the beta distribution.

I. INTRODUCTION

The characterisation of resource theory, within quan-
tum information science and technology, was initiated
with the theory of entanglement [1–4]. In general, a re-
source theory is constructed by putting certain natural
“constraints” or restrictions on the set of all quantum
mechanical operations to perform a specific job, and the
restrictions are overcome by utilizing certain “resources”.
The naturality of the constraints of course depend on the
accessible physical system and the job at hand. In en-
tanglement theory and practice, the restriction is set by
the constraint that the observers - generally assumed to
be at distant locations - will be able to perform only
local quantum operations and classical communication
(LOCC) and the “resources” are the entangled states
shared by the same observers. In this manner, entan-
glement becomes useful in several interesting phenom-
ena and tasks like quantum teleportation [5–7], quantum
cryptography [8–10] and quantum dense coding [11, 12].
Quantum coherence [13–16] (see also [17–19]) is also one
of the principal resources in quantum phenomena and in-
formation tasks, and along with being the reason for the
classic interference phenomena, it is also useful in jobs
like in quantum-enhanced metrology (see e.g. [20–22]),
quantum algorithms (see e.g. [23–27]), quantum state
discrimination (see e.g. [28, 29]), etc. The set of allowed
operations are now the so-called incoherent operations,
and the resources are the quantum coherent states.

Quantifying the entanglement generated by quantum
evolutions has been extensively studied in the literature
(see e.g. [30–50]). In particular, the two-qubit unitaries
that generate maximal entanglement from zero resource
pure input states (i.e., two-qubit pure product states)
were identified, among other things, in Ref. [31]. The
effect of auxiliaries on the entanglement generating abil-
ity was considered in e.g. [31, 35, 41]. The case of mixed
state inputs was considered in e.g. [32, 34]. Generation of
maximal entanglement using global unitaries of arbitrary
bipartite dimensions was considered in e.g. [43]. The
asymptotic limit of the entanglement generating capac-
ity of a bidirectional channel acting on two d-dimensional
systems has also been investigated in e.g. [44]. The
relation of entanglement generation of two-qubit uni-
tary operators with their distinguishability was uncov-

ered in [46]. In Ref. [47], they found two-qubit mixed
states whose entanglement content cannot be increased
by unitary transformations.

Similar to the path followed in entanglement theory,
various aspects of the quantitative theory of quantum
coherence have been uncovered [13–16]. In particu-
lar, different properties of the incoherent and coherence-
generating operations have been identified, and maxi-
mally coherent states have been analyzed. It is un-
derstood that there exists interconnections between the
resource theories of entanglement and quantum coher-
ence. But we remember that while entanglement is basis-
independent as long as we stick to local bases, quantum
coherence is almost strictly basis-dependent. Interrela-
tions between the two resource theories have been studied
in e.g. [51–65]. In particular, given a global unitary oper-
ation on a bipartite system, an arbitrary unentangled in-
put state does not generate entanglement. Also, defining
quantum coherence with respect to “local” bases leads to
a conceptualization of entanglement [60, 65]. There have
also been studies on interrelations between quantum co-
herence and other resources like “non-locality” [66–68],
non-markovianity [69–74] and quantum discord [75–77].
Also, a relationship between classical communication-
and entanglement-generation of two-qubit unitary opera-
tors was found in [78]. In [79], they begin by considering a
thermal state and find the maximum amount of quantum
coherence that can be generated when acted upon by a
unitary operator. In [53], they have constructed a basis-
independent measure of quantum coherence and shown
that it is equivalent to quantum discord. A quantum
coherence-generating power for quantum channels, when
it acts on incoherent states, was defined in [80]. Quan-
tum coherence-generating power of quantum dephasing
processes was considered in [81]. Parallel to the con-
cepts of distillable entanglement [82, 83] and entangle-
ment cost [82, 84], “quantum coherence distillation” and
“quantum coherence cost” were considered in [15].

In this paper, we begin by exploring the maximal quan-
tum coherence generating power of an arbitrary two-
qubit unitary gate. The parallel case for maximal entan-
glement generation was considered in [31]. We provide a
formal definition of the power, which involves a maximum
over all product bases of the underlying tensor-product
Hilbert space. We define the same for arbitrary bases
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also.
We then compare the quantum coherence generation

with entanglement generation for generic two-qubit uni-
taries. We find in particular that there exists a gen-
eral tendency of a randomly chosen unitary to produce
high quantum coherence when the entanglement gener-
ation is high, and conversely to produce high entangle-
ment when the quantum coherence generation is so. We
make this statement more precise by considering relative
frequencies of randomly chosen unitaries to fall in a cho-
sen region on the entanglement-quantum coherence plane
(with finite precision). A gist of these facts appears in
Figs. 3, 5 and 7 below. We believe that this correlation
between the different resource generating powers for two-
qubit unitaries is potentially useful for further analysis
of resources and their generations within quantum tech-
nologies, as also to lead to fundamental inter-relations
between these resources.

Furthermore, we analyze the relative frequency of a
randomly generated unitary to have a certain entangle-
ment and quantum coherence generating power (with fi-
nite precision). We find that the profiles of the rela-
tive frequencies for a fixed quantum coherence generat-
ing power and a fixed entanglement generating one are
qualitatively similar and follow the beta distribution, but
are quantitatively different.

The remainder of the paper is arranged as follows. The
relevant information from previous literature is discussed
in Sec. II. This includes the definition of entanglement
generating power and its evaluation for two-qubit unitary
gates. We also present here a formal definition of the
quantum coherence generating power of unitary gates.
In Sec. III, we present our results on quantum coherence
generating power of two-qubit unitaries. We compare the
entanglement and quantum coherence generations of sev-
eral paradigmatic two-qubit gates in Sec. IV. In Sec. V,
we consider the same comparison for Haar uniformly gen-
erated two-qubit unitaries. We present the concluding
remarks in Sec. VI.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We wish to deal with the resource-generating power
of two-party unitaries, when the resource is either en-
tanglement or quantum coherence. Let the two parties
be Alice (A) and Bob (B), with the system they possess
being defined on the Hilbert space, HA ⊗HB .

The amount of entanglement generated by applying an
arbitrary unitary operator UAB is given by

Eg(UAB) = max
%AB

[
E
(
UAB%ABU

†
AB

)
− E (%AB)

]
, (1)

where the maximization is over all states, %AB , on
HA ⊗ HB , and where E is a measure of entanglement
for two-party quantum systems. One can also choose to
consider the more general situation where the evolution
acts on locally extended Hilbert spaces, and an additional

optimization is performed over all such extensions. For
pure bipartite states, the local von Neumann entropy is
a good measure of the state’s entanglement [85], so that
use

E(|ψ〉) = −Tr(ρA log2 ρA) = −Tr(ρB log2 ρB), (2)

where ρA is the partial trace of |ψ〉〈ψ| over the subsystem
B and similarly for ρB . In this paper, we restrict to pure
input states and to input states having zero resource.
Therefore, the input states are pure product states, so
that

Eg(U) = max
|ψ〉⊗|φ〉

S
(
TrA/BP [UAB |ψ〉A ⊗ |φ〉B ]

)
, (3)

where P [|χ〉] = |χ〉〈χ| and S(σ) = −Tr(σ log2 σ). More-
over, we will restrict ourselves to two-qubit systems, for
which the entanglement-generating power was considered
in Ref. [31].

A conceptually different entanglement quantifier can
be considered by using the “Nielsen-Vidal” entanglement
monotones, which characterize transformations between
bipartite pure states [86–90]. If |ψ〉 is a pure state rep-
resenting a bipartite quantum system corresponding to
Cn ⊗ Cn, then its Schmidt decomposition is given by

|ψ〉 =

n∑
i=1

√
αi |iAiB〉 , (4)

with {√αi} being the Schmidt coefficients having∑n
i=1 αi = 1, and we further assume that they are or-

dered as αi ≥ αi+1 ≥ 0. {|iA〉} and {|iB〉} are the sets
of eigenvectors of the reduced subsystems of |ψ〉, corre-
sponding to the eigenvalues αi. A family of entanglement
monotones, Ek(|ψ〉), for a positive bipartite system, for
k = 1, 2, ..., n, can be defined as [87]

Ek(|ψ〉) =

n∑
i=k

αi. (5)

So, the amount of entanglement generated by applying
an arbitrary unitary operator UAB , by using Ek(|ψ〉) as
a measure of entanglement is given by

Eg(U) = max
|ψ〉⊗|φ〉

Ek (UAB |ψ〉A ⊗ |φ〉B) . (6)

Note that E1 is always unity. As we are concentrating on
two-qubit systems, here k runs over 1 and 2. Therefore
for our purposes, k = 2 in Eq.(6).

We next move over to quantum coherence generation
by the unitary operator, UAB . To deal with this question,
we first need to fix the basis with respect to which the
quantum coherence is to be calculated. Let us suppose
that this basis of HA ⊗HB is

B = |ψi〉dAdBi=1 , (7)

where dA = dimHA and likewise for dB . The coherence
power [53, 91], with respect to a basis B, generated by
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the unitary, UAB , is given by

Cg(UAB |B) = max
%AB

[
C
(
UAB%ABU

†
AB |B

)
− C (%AB |B)

]
,

(8)

where again, like in the case of entanglement generation,
the maximization is over all states, %AB on HA ⊗ HB .
And again, it is possible to consider the generating power
by considering an additional optimization over all local
extensions on Alice’s and Bob’s spaces. C is a measure
of quantum coherence, and while several quantum coher-
ence measures are known in the literature, we consider
the relative entropy of quantum coherence and the l1-
norm of quantum coherence [14] for our purposes. Just
like for the case of entanglement we will consider pure
inputs, so that for relative entropy of coherence,

C(|ψ〉|B) = S(ρdiag), (9)

where ρdiag is a diagonal density matrix constructed by
the diagonal elements of |ψ〉〈ψ|, when written in the
basis, B. We focus on product as well as arbitrary or-
thonormal bases of the bipartite system, for computing
the relative entropy of quantum coherence. Arbitrary
product bases in general bipartite quantum systems is
a relatively less understood concept. However, for two-
qubit systems, all product orthonormal bases have been
characterized [92], and they can be expressed as

|00〉 , |01〉 , |1η〉 , |1η⊥〉 . (10)

In the computational basis, the |η〉 and |η⊥〉 can be writ-
ten as |η〉 = cos(θ/2)|0〉 + eiφ sin(θ/2)|1〉 and |η⊥〉 =
−e−iφ sin(θ/2)|0〉 + cos(θ/2)|1〉 where 0 ≤ θ ≤ π and
0 ≤ φ < 2π. The elements for an arbitrary two-qubit
product basis can be chosen, for our purposes, as in (10).
Since we optimize over all input states of two-qubits for
a given unitary, we have the freedom of choosing an arbi-
trary basis as the computational basis on each local qubit
space. Therefore, while the general two-qubit product
basis is |η′η′′〉, |η′η′′⊥〉, |η′⊥η〉, |η′⊥η⊥〉, we can use the
mentioned freedom to choose |η′〉 = |0〉, |η′⊥〉 = |1〉 for
the first qubit and |η′′〉 = |0〉, |η′′⊥〉 = |1〉 for the second
qubit.

The construction of an arbitrary two-qubit basis,
which would then contain entangled elements, in general,
can be attained by applying a two-qubit arbitrary non-
local unitary on the four elements of the computational
basis, {|00〉 , |01〉 , |10〉 , |11〉}. The two-qubit unitary can
be formed by using the prescription of [31, 93], discussed
below (see Eq. (16)). When acted on by the unitary,
the computational basis elements, |00〉, |01〉, |10〉, |11〉,
yield four states, which serve as the four elements of an
arbitrary basis.

Just like for the case of entanglement generation, we
consider only those inputs for which the resource is van-
ishing. As we have already mentioned, we only consider
pure inputs. Therefore, for quantum coherence genera-
tion with respect to a product or arbitrary orthogonal

basis, BC2⊗C2 , on the two-qubit Hilbert space, the inputs
can only be the four states of BC2⊗C2 . So finally, the
amount of quantum coherence with respect to the basis,
BC2⊗C2 , that is generated by using the unitary, UAB , is
given by

Cg(U |BC2⊗C2) = max
i
C(UAB |φi〉AB |BC2⊗C2), (11)

where BC2⊗C2 = {|φi〉AB}4i=1. Now for obtaining the
quantum coherence generating power of the unitary with
respect to product bases, we have to take a maximization
over arbitrary product bases of the C2⊗C2 Hilbert space.
So, we have

Cg(U) = max
product bases BC2⊗C2

max
i
C(UAB |φi〉AB |BC2⊗C2)

(12)
Similarly, for obtaining the same for arbitrary bases, we
have

C ′g(U) = max
arb bases BC2⊗C2

max
i
C(UAB |φi〉AB |BC2⊗C2).

(13)
The quantum coherence generating power, with any
other measure of quantum coherence, can be defined sim-
ilarly as the same in Eqs. (12) and (13), for product
and arbitrary bases respectively, with only the measure
C being replaced by some other measure. A measure
of quantum coherence that is conceptually different from
the relative entropy of quantum coherence is the l1-norm
of quantum coherence, being defined, for an arbitrary
state |ψ〉 and a basis B, as

Cl1(|ψ〉|B) =
∑
i,j
i6=j

|ρi,j |. (14)

This is the sum of moduluses of the off-diagonal elements
of the density matrix when written in the basis B. Sim-
ilarly as for the relative entropy of quantum coherence,
we can e.g. optimize over all product bases to obtain

Cg(U) = max
product bases BC2⊗C2

max
i
Cl1(UAB |φi〉AB |BC2⊗C2).

(15)
Henceforth in this paper, we continue with local von Neu-
mann entropy as the entanglement quantifier (for pure bi-
partite states) as in Eq.(2), and relative entropy of quan-
tum coherence as the quantifier of quantum coherence as
in Eq.(9) (for pure states). We will change the quantifier
in Sec. VC.

An arbitrary two-qubit unitary operator can be written
in the form [31, 93]

UAB = UA ⊗ UBUdVA ⊗ VB , (16)

where UA, VA, UB , VB ∈ U(2). UA, UB , VA, VB are uni-
taries acting on the local subsystems, and Ud is a “non-
local” unitary on C2 ⊗ C2 having the form,

Ud = exp(−iαxσx⊗σx− iαyσy⊗σy− iαzσz⊗σz), (17)
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where αx, αy, αz are real numbers and σx, σy, σz are the
Pauli matrices. The relevant ranges for αx, αy, αz may
depend on the resource being generated, as we see below.

For obtaining the maximum entanglement generated
by a fixed unitary, we have to perform a maximization
over input states. Since we are taking the input states as
arbitrary pure product states, we can forget about the VA
and VB , because they will just rotate the space of prod-
uct states into itself. Also, it is of no use, in this case, to
apply the UA⊗UB , as local unitaries will keep the entan-
glement unchanged. So, while generating entanglement
by a two-qubit unitary, it is enough to only deal with
Ud, as the amount of entanglement generated will not be
affected by the four local unitaries. In Ref. [31], it was
shown that whenever αx +αy ≥ π/4 and αy +αz ≤ π/4,
there always exists an input state for which we get max-
imal entanglement at the output, and outside the region
- dictated by the above inequalities - in the (αx, αy, αz)-
parameter space, the maximum entanglement is given by

E = H

1 +

√
1− C2

2

 , (18)

where H(·) is the binary entropy function, with C being
given by [94, 95]

C = max
k,l
| sin(λk − λl)|, (19)

where k, l go from 1 to 4 and

λ1 = αx − αy + αz,

λ2 = −αx + αy + αz,

λ3 = −αx − αy − αz,
λ4 = αx + αy − αz. (20)

It is enough to consider the parameter range π/4 ≥ αx ≥
αy ≥ αz ≥ 0, as the maximal entanglement generated is
a periodic function in the (αx, αy, αz) parameter space,
and completes a full period in this range.

Moving over to the case of maximal quantum coherence
generation over product bases and with the unitary UAB ,
we note that the product basis {|φi〉}i in Eq. (11) is taken
to another product basis by VA ⊗ VB , which will anyway
be considered in the maximization over product bases in
(12). This argument is essentially the same for arbitrary
bases also. So, in (12), (13) and (15), we can ignore
the VA ⊗ VB . UA ⊗ UB remains relevant throughout the
quantum coherence part of this paper, and of course Ud
is relevant in both entanglement and quantum coherence

parts. For the optimizations, we have used the algorithms
of NLOPT [96].

III. QUANTUM COHERENCE GENERATING
POWER OF UNITARY GATE

In this section, we try to find the maximum coherence
generating powers of two-qubit unitary operators. The
unitary is of the form

UAB = UA ⊗ UBUdVA ⊗ VB . (21)

The Ud is referred to as the “Cartan kernel part” of the
general two-qubit unitary gate. The entanglement power
of the gate depends only on the Cartan kernel part of the
unitary and is not altered due to the presence of the local
unitaries. However, these local unitaries along with the
Cartan kernel part play a role in the quantum coherence
power of the unitary. We set W1 = VA, W2 = VB , W3 =
UA and W4 = UB , with Wk ∈ SU(2) for k = 1, 2, 3, 4,
represented as

Wk =

(
cos θk2 e

i
2 (ψk+φk) sin θk

2 e
− i

2 (ψk−φk)

− sin θk
2 e

i
2 (ψk−φk) cos θk2 e

− i
2 (ψk+φk)

)
. (22)

where θk ∈ [0, π], φk ∈ [0, 2π] and ψk ∈ [0, 4π). The
form of the non-local unitary, Ud, remains the same as in
Eq. (17). We choose an arbitrary product basis according
to Eq. (10), and evaluate the expression for the relative
entropy of quantum coherence which is generated by UAB
when acting on an incoherent pure two-qubit quantum
state. The unitary UAB of the form given in Eq. (21) can
be expressed as

UAB =

 r3 r1 m3 m1

r7 r5 m7 m5

r4 r2 m4 m2

r8 r6 m8 m6

 . (23)

We now calculate the relative entropy of quan-
tum coherence for each of the states in the basis,
{|00〉 , |01〉 , |1η〉 , |1η⊥〉}. They are respectively given by

S̃i = −|r5−2i|2 log2 |r5−2i|2 − |r9−2i|2 log2 |r9−2i|2

− |r10−2i cos
θ

2
− eiφr2i−2(−1)i sin

θ

2
|2

log2 |r10−2i cos
θ

2
− eiφr2i−2(−1)i sin

θ

2
|2

− |r2i−2(−1)i cos
θ

2
+ e−iφr10−2i sin

θ

2
|2

log2 |r2i−2(−1)i cos
θ

2
+ e−iφr10−2i sin

θ

2
|2,

(24)

for i = 1, 2. And for i = 3, 4, the corresponding expres-
sions for quantum coherence are
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FIG. 1. Quantum coherence generation for a general two-qubit unitary. We plot here the relative entropy of quantum coherence
that can be generated by the unitary, UAB , as a function of the parameters of the product basis with respect to which the
quantum coherence is defined and the elements of which act as initial states for the unitary evolution. The four plots are for
the four elements of the product basis that act as the initial states of the evolution. The functions S̃1, S̃2, S̃3 and S̃4 are plotted
with respect to the basis parameters, θ and φ, in panels (a), (b), (c) and (d) respectively. The fixed parameters of the unitary is
taken as αx = 0.6078, αy = 0.2625, αz = 0.2287, θ1 = 2.2330, φ1 = 2.1630, ψ1 = 1.1980, θ2 = 3.0700 φ2 = 6.0630, ψ2 = 9.0910,
θ3 = 1.1000, φ3 = 1.6570, ψ3 = 6.3530, θ4 = 1.9190, φ4 = 5.2110 and ψ4 = 11.2600. The quantities θ and φ in the horizontal
axes are presented in radians and the vertical axes are in bits. The θi, φi and ψi, for i = 1, 2, 3, 4, are in radians.

S̃i = −|m9−2i cos
θ

2
− (−1)ie−(−1)iiφm2i−5 sin

θ

2
|2 log2 |m9−2i cos

θ

2
− (−1)ie−(−1)iiφm2i−5 sin

θ

2
|2

− |m13−2i cos
θ

2
− (−1)ie−(−1)iiφm2i−1 sin

θ

2
|2 log2 |m13−2i cos

θ

2
− (−1)ie−(−1)iiφm2i−1 sin

θ

2
|2

− |1
4

(
m8(−(−1)i + cos θ) + e2iφm2((−1)i + cos θ)− eiφ(m4 −m6) sin θ

)
|2

log2 |
1

4

(
m8(−(−1)i + cos θ) + e2iφm2((−1)i + cos θ)− eiφ(m4 −m6) sin θ

)
|2

− |1
4

(
eiφ(−(−1)im4 − (−1)im6 + (m4 −m6) cos θ) + (e2iφm2 +m8) sin θ

)
|2

log2 |
1

4

(
eiφ(−(−1)im4 − (−1)im6 + (m4 −m6) cos θ) + (e2iφm2 +m8) sin θ

)
|2. (25)

If we fix the unitary, i.e., if we fix all rj ’s and mj ’s, we
can maximize these four functions with respect to θ and
φ - the parameters of the product basis. Hence, following
Eq. (11), the maximum quantum coherence for the fixed

unitary and for the fixed basis is max{S̃1, S̃2, S̃3, S̃4},
where the S̃i for i = 1, 2 are given in Eq. (24) and for
i = 3, 4 are in (25). So, in accordance with Eq. (12), the
maximum relative entropy of quantum coherence gener-
ated by the fixed unitary, UAB , is given by

Cg(UAB) = max
θ,φ

[max{S̃1, S̃2, S̃3, S̃4}]. (26)

All the four functions S̃i are periodic with respect to each
of αx, αy and αz with a period of π. So, for evaluating
the generation of relative entropy of quantum coherence,
we can use the bounds, π ≥ αx, αy, αz ≥ 0, because be-

yond this region, the functions repeat their natures. In
Fig. 1, we plot the four S̃i’s with respect to the basis pa-
rameters for a fixed unitary. The numerical values of the
parameters of the unitary considered here are given in the
caption of Fig. 1. There are several maxima with respect
to θ in [0, π]. The last two functions, S̃3 and S̃4, are nei-
ther periodic in θ ∈ [0, π] nor symmetric around θ = π.
(The functions are of course periodic in θ with a peri-

odicity 2π.) On the contrary, S̃1 and S̃2 are periodic in
θ ∈ [0, π]. It can be cumbersome to obtain the best choice
of basis analytically, but it can be done numerically, using
globally convergent routines. For a fixed unitary, we have
observed numerically that the maximum quantum coher-
ence corresponding to the initial states |00〉 and |01〉 (the

maximum values of S̃1 and S̃2) are different. But, for the
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FIG. 2. Highest quantum coherences for maximal entanglement generating general two-qubit unitaries, and vice versa. We
investigate here an interplay between two resource generating power of the two-qubit unitaries, UAB . In panel (a), we generate
2 × 105 unitaries which can create maximal entanglement, and plot the maximal relative entropy of quantum coherence that
can be generated by the same. The plot is depicted against a base of θ along x-axis and φ along y-axis, the parameters of the
optimal basis for the quantum coherence generation. In panel (b), for 2 × 105 points, we mark the region of the parameter
space of the general two-qubit unitaries where the generated quantum coherence can reach the maximal value. In panel (c),
the entanglement power of unitaries which can generate maximal quantum coherence are presented. For more details, please
see the text. The θ, φ axes are measured in radians. αx, αy, αz are dimensionless. The quantum coherence used in the plots
are measured in bits, the entanglement therein are in ebits.

states |1η〉 and |1η⊥〉, the maximum values of S̃3 and S̃4

are equal. Here, along with possibility that the θ̃mi
and

φ̃mi ’s are different for different i, each of the functions,

S̃i, can have multiple maxima in the parameter space of
θ in [0, π] and φ in [0, 2π). So, we have that for a general
unitary, the best choice of basis for quantum coherence
generation is not unique and the number of best bases
can even be more than four. We have numerically ob-
served that the four functions, S̃i, are periodic in each
of αx, αy and αz, and considering the parameter range
[0, π] for the α’s is sufficient, and we use this informa-
tion for further analysis and illustration of the quantum
coherence power of UAB ’s.

A. Dependence of resource generating power on
parameters of UAB

We try to compare here between the two resource gen-
erating powers (entanglement and quantum coherence) of
the general unitary, UAB . As mentioned earlier, the local
unitaries VA and VB have no contribution in the maximal
creation of entanglement and they also do not affect the
maximum generated quantum coherence. So, here we do
the analysis and illustration by discarding the VA ⊗ VB
part and considering ŨAB = UA⊗UBUd as equivalent to
the whole unitary UAB . In an actual experimental im-
plementation, this can necessitate a local rotation of the
optimal input state.

a. Highest quantum coherence generated by UAB that
allows maximal entanglement generation. We now find
the maximum quantum coherence that can be generated
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by the unitary operators, ŨAB , which can maximize the
entanglement of a bipartite quantum state to the max-
imal value, i.e., by those ŨAB for which Eg(ŨAB) = 1.
Kraus and Cirac [31] have shown that the maximal en-
tanglement generated by a two-qubit unitary has certain
periodicity and symmetry properties so that it is enough
to consider the range π/4 ≥ αx ≥ αy ≥ αz ≥ 0. As previ-
ously discussed, the parameter region is bounded by 0 to
π in case of evaluating the maximal quantum coherence
generated, and this is the range that we use therefore for
numerically or analytically analyzing quantum coherence
generation or its interplay with entanglement generation.
For this analysis, we first evaluate ŨAB |ψ〉A ⊗ |φ〉B for
arbitrarily chosen parameters of the unitary, and then
calculate the local von Neumann entropy of the output
state and optimize over all |ψ〉A , |φ〉B ∈ C2, where |ψ〉A
and |φ〉B are taken as

|ψA〉 = cos(ᾱ/2) |0A〉+ eiβ̄ sin(ᾱ/2) |1A〉 ,
|φB〉 = cos(γ̄/2) |0B〉+ eiδ̄ sin(γ̄/2) |1B〉 . (27)

Therefore, to find the best entanglement generation, the
maximization will be over ᾱ, γ̄ ∈ [0, π] and β̄, δ̄ ∈ [0, 2π),

of S(trA/BP [ŨAB |ψ〉A⊗|φ〉B ]), for every set of values of

the parameters ŨAB , which are αx, αy, αz, θi, φi and ψi,
where i stands for 3 and 4. We choose 2×105 unitaries in
this parameter space, which can create maximal entan-
glement, and search for the maximum relative entropy of
quantum coherence maximized over arbitrary pure prod-
uct bases. The algorithm Direct-L [101] of NLOPT is
used for the optimization. We get a finite probability of
finding the maximal quantum coherence. See Fig. 2(a).
The maximum value of relative entropy of quantum co-
herence for a two-qubit system is 2 bits, but here, for easy
comparison with the maximal value of generated entan-
glement, we normalize the generated quantum coherence
as

C̃g(ŨAB) = (1/2)Cg(ŨAB), (28)

and so we get the maximum quantum coherence equal to
1 bit instead of 2 bits. We remember that the maximal
value of generated entanglement in a two-qubit system,
according to the definition that we have used, is 1 ebit.
It may be noted that instead of numerically optimizing
entanglement with respect to the parameters of ŨAB to
identify the unitaries which can generate maximal entan-
glement, one can also decompose any arbitrary two-qubit
unitary matrix, UAB , into the form given in Eq. (21) fol-
lowing the procedure suggested in [31], and then the con-
straints on the parameters of the unitaries for generating
Eg(UAB) = 1 can be used. However, to keep using the
expressions for entanglement generation from Ref. [31],
we must identify the rule for going from the bigger range
of parameters to the smaller one. This is as follows.

We choose the αi, where i can be x or y or z, in the
range [0, π], and if we wish to find the maximal entan-
glement generated by the corresponding unitary, we set
α̃i = αi if αi ≤ π/4 and = π/2 − αi if π/4 ≤ αi ≤

π/2, and using the symmetry of generated entanglement
around π/4, Ud({α̃i}) and Ud({αi}) generates the same
entanglement. As previously mentioned, the local uni-
taries UA, UB , VA and VB can be ignored in the case of
entanglement generation. If αi ∈ [π/2, π], we first use
periodicity of the generated entanglement and go to an
equivalent set of parameters α′i - equivalent with respect
to entanglement generation - where α′i = αi − π/2. If
α′i ∈ [0, π/4], then we set α̃i = α′i, and if α′i ∈ [π/4, π/2],
then we use the symmetry of the entanglement generated
and set α̃i = π/2− α′i.

So, now we have all the α̃i in the parameter range 0 to
π/4, but the order, αx ≥ αy ≥ αz, that was present in
the range 0 to π, may get altered in case of the α̃i’s, as
the symmetry about π/4 of generated entanglement is a
reflection symmetry. Hence, the conditions αx+αy ≥ π/4
and αy + αz ≤ π/4 for obtaining maximal entanglement
in case when the αi belong to the range [0, π/4], have to
be modified. Suppose that after the mapping, we have
the order, α̃i ≥ α̃j ≥ α̃k, where i, j, k are from the set,
{x, y, z}, and there are no repetitions. The conditions
for getting maximal entanglement will then be α̃i+ α̃j ≥
π/4 and α̃j + α̃k ≤ π/4. Therefore, we have the αi’s in
the parameter space 0 to π which can generate maximal
entanglement. And then we can, we wish to analyze the
maximal quantum coherence that can be generated by
unitaries that can generate maximally entangled states.
b. Maximal quantum coherence generating unitaries.

We now try to identify the αx, αy and αz, correspond-

ing to which we get C̃g(ŨAB) = 1, when we act the

unitary operator ŨAB on an incoherent two-qubit pure
quantum state. In Fig. 2(b), we depict the region of the
(αx, αy, αz)-space for random choice of the remaining pa-
rameters (i.e., θj , φj and ψj , for j running over 3 and 4),

at which the unitary, ŨAB , can lead to maximal quantum
coherence (maximization using Isres [102]).
c. Highest entanglement generated by UAB that

allows maximal quantum coherence generation. In
Fig. 2(c), we look at the entanglement that can be gener-
ated by the unitaries which can generate maximum quan-
tum coherence while operating on the set of two-qubit
incoherent pure states. The unitaries are chosen from
Fig. 2(b). We use the parameters αx + αy and αy + αz
as axes of the base against which the generated entan-
glement is depicted. Note however that these αx, αy,
αz belong to the range [0, π], and so for calculation of
the maximal entanglement generation, we need to go to
the range [0, π/4]. And since there is a reflection sym-
metry that is used in the transformation between the
two ranges, the ordering between the α’s is lost. Con-
sequently, the condition for reaching maximal entangle-
ment from Ref. [31] cannot be used directly in the pre-
sentation in panel (c). In Fig. 2(c), we find a finite prob-
ability of points (representing unitaries) for which the
generated entanglement is 1 ebit. From panels (a) and
(c) in the same figure, we can conclude that there ex-
ists unitaries for which both entanglement and quantum
coherence generations are maximal.
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IV. RESOURCE GENERATING POWERS OF
PARADIGMATIC QUANTUM GATES

We choose here a few paradigmatic two-qubit gates
that are widely used in quantum device circuits, and com-
pare their entanglement and quantum coherence power.
For completeness, we first define the gates, and then
present a table containing the capacities.

Arguably, the most well-known two-qubit gate is the
controlled-NOT (CNOT) operator. The NOT gate is
the same as the Pauli-σx operator. The CNOT oper-
ator is defined on the two-qubit space as UCNOT =
|0〉〈0|⊗I2+|1〉〈1|⊗σx, where I2 is the identity operator on
the qubit space. The CNOT is therefore the controlled-
σx operator. Similarly, one can consider the controlled-σz
operator as UCZ = |0〉〈0| ⊗ I2 + |1〉〈1| ⊗σz, which is usu-
ally referred to as the CZ gate. The SWAP is a two-qubit
linear operator defined as USWAP |ψ〉|φ〉 = |φ〉|ψ〉, where
|ψ〉, |φ〉 ∈ C2. [One can of course define a swap gate
in arbitrary bipartite dimensions, Cd ⊗ Cd.] The SWAP
of course cannot create any entanglement by acting on
a product state. The situation is very different for its
square root, for which the matrix representation in the
computational basis, is

U√SWAP =


1 0 0 0
0 1

2 (1 + i) 1
2 (1− i) 0

0 1
2 (1− i) 1

2 (1 + i) 0
0 0 0 1

 . (29)

So far, we have not considered any product unitary
(i.e., product of two single-qubit unitaries), which triv-
ially have vanishing entanglement power. They however
can have nontrivial quantum coherence power. We con-
sider three such product unitary gates. The first one
that we choose is UY X = σy ⊗ σx. One can of course
consider any other combination of the Pauli spin-1/2 op-
erators. An important single-qubit unitary, that is al-
most universally present in a quantum algorithm circuit,
is the Hadamard gate, defined by H|0〉 = 1√

2
(|0〉 + |1〉),

H|1〉 = 1√
2
(|0〉 − |1〉), supplemented by linearity. The

other two product unitaries that we consider are H ⊗H
and H ⊗ I2.

In the following table, we present the capacities of en-
tanglement and quantum coherence generation for the
above unitaries, correct to four significant figures.

Gate (U) Eg(U) C̃g(U)

CNOT 1 0.5
CZ 1 0.5
SWAP 0 0.7768√

SWAP 1 0.75
YX 0 0.5
H ⊗H 0 1
H ⊗ I2 0 0.75

In the succeeding section, we look at Haar uniformly
generated random two-qubit unitaries, and compare their
entanglement and quantum coherence powers.
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FIG. 3. Resource generating tendencies of Haar random two-
qubit unitaries. We Haar uniformly generate a large number
of two-qubit unitaries, and find their entanglement and quan-
tum coherence power. We then divide the (Eg, C̃g) space
into small squares, and find the relative frequencies of the
number of unitaries that fall in those squares. These relative
frequencies are plotted along the vertical axis, which is on a
logarithmic scale. The quantity plotted in the vertical axis
is dimensionless, while the Eg and C̃g are in ebits and bits
respectively. Please see text for more details.

V. RESOURCE GENERATING POWERS OF
HAAR RANDOM QUANTUM GATES

In this section, we will compare the entanglement and
quantum coherence generating powers of Haar uniformly
generated gates on two-qubit systems. The Haar uniform
generation is effected by using the Ginibre ensemble [97].
For each unitary, we numerically evaluate the Eg, by op-
timizing over arbitrary two-qubit pure product states as
inputs (Eq. (27)). For the same unitary, we also obtain

C̃g for a pure incoherent input state, and optimize over
the inputs as well as the product (Eq. (10)) or arbitrary
bases, with respect to which the quantum coherence is
defined. The two maximizations are done independently,
so that the input state for which the maximum entan-
glement is attained, can be different from the state for
which we obtain the maximum quantum coherence. In-
stead of numerically maximizing the entanglement for a
unitary, one can also use the canonical decomposition
given in [31]. We present our observations on the re-
source generating powers of Haar uniformly generated
unitaries in the next three subsections. The first two
contains the discussions using the measures of entangle-
ment and coherence as the local von Neumann entropy
and the relative entropy of coherence respectively. In the
third one, we illustrate the results of our investigations,
considering the Nielsen-Vidal monotone and l1-norm of
coherence, defined in Eqs. (6) and (15) respectively, as
measures of the corresponding resources.
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FIG. 4. The asymmetrical nature of resource generating powers of two-qubit unitaries. In panel (a), we present a magnified
view of the plot in Fig. 3 when restricted to the range [0.9775, 1] on the entanglement axis. In panel (b), the same is done for
quantum coherence. The vertical axes are again in logarithmic scale for both the panels, (a) and (b). Just one cross-section of
the surface in panel (a) is analyzed in panel (c). The chosen cross-section is for Eg = 1. The inset and the main plot in panel
(c) differ only in the range of the horizontal axis. Please also note that the vertical axis is in the normal scale in panel (c). The
analysis in panel (d) is exactly the same as in panel (c), with the roles of entanglement and quantum coherence being reversed.

The quantity plotted in the vertical axes is dimensionless, while on the horizontal axes, Eg is in ebits and C̃g is in bits. Please
see text for more details.

A. Maximal entanglement vs maximal quantum
coherence in product bases

In Fig. 3, we depict Eg and C̃g on the base axes,
and ν, the relative frequency of the number of uni-
taries generating the corresponding Eg and C̃g, plot-
ted along the vertical axis. Of course, a finite preci-
sion is needed for calculating the relative frequencies,
and we have a total of 1.6 × 103 squares, with each be-
ing of area 2.5 × 10−2 ebits × 2.5 × 10−2 bits on the
entanglement-quantum coherence plane. We generate a
total of 1.6 × 106 two-qubit unitaries, Haar uniformly,
and for each square, we plot (on the vertical axis) the
relative frequency of the number of unitaries having the
ability of generating the numerical values of resources in
ebits and bits corresponding to that square.

This depiction describes how the relative frequency in-
creases progressively from ≈ 0 to ≈ 1, as we go along
the plane in the direction of increasing entanglement and
increasing quantum coherence, and reaches a peak value
at the point where entanglement and quantum coherence

are both maximal. Note that the vertical axis has a loga-
rithmic scale in the depiction, and this implies that there
is a large fraction of unitaries, in the space of two-qubit
unitaries, for which both entanglement and quantum co-
herence generation are near maximal.

In Fig. 4(a), we have focused attention at high-
entanglement end of Fig. 3. Precisely, we have restricted
the entanglement range to [0.9775, 1], in ebits. Similarly,
Fig. 4(b) depicts the same in the high-quantum coherence
range, [0.9775, 1], in bits. We find that there is asymme-
try between the entanglement and quantum coherence
generations, near their respective maximal values.

In panels (c) and (d) of Fig. 4 we look at both the re-
sources by first fixing the other resource at a fixed value.
Precisely, we take the fixed values to be the maximal ones
in both cases. In panel (c), the fixed resource is entangle-
ment, while in panel (d), it is quantum coherence. The
asymmetric nature between entanglement and quantum
coherence generation, as seen in the relative frequencies
of Haar random unitaries, that we had mentioned before,
is now visible more clearly. We find that the numerically
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FIG. 5. Resource generating power of Haar random two-qubit
unitaries. Here we demonstrate a scattered plot of the max-
imum coherence C̃′g vs maximum entanglement Eg by gener-
ating 16 × 105 two-qubit unitaries Haar uniformly. Among
the quantites plotted here, Eg is in ebits and C̃′g is in bits.

generated red dots in the panels (c) and (d) can be well-
described by the beta distribution, suitably scaled and
shifted. But the parameters of the beta distributions
that fit the two cases are different. The fitting function
therefore has the form,

fB(x) = dB(x;αB , βB) + h, (30)

for x ∈ [0, 1], and αB > 0, βB > 0. The explicit form
of the beta distribution, B(x;αB , βB), is given in Ap-
pendix A. For Fig. 4(c), the best fit values of the expo-
nents of fB(x) are as follows:

αB = 21.0539 (±1.244),

βB = 0.4694 (±3.057),

Error = 1.85× 10−4. (31)

The numbers in brackets indicate the respective 95% con-
fidence intervals, and the “Error” mentioned is the min-
imum χ2 error. The same numbers in Fig. 4(d) are

αB = 9.1513 (±0.1627),

βB = 0.3766 (±0.0097),

Error = 1.186× 10−3. (32)

See Appendix A for the values of the other parameters.
We have used non-linear least-square fitting to obtain the
values of the parameters, their 95% confidence intervals,
and the error estimates, for the fitting curves [98].

B. Maximal entanglement vs maximal quantum
coherence in arbitrary bases

Here we depict C̃ ′g with Eg as a scattered plot, in Fig. 5.

C̃ ′g is just the normalized version of C ′g : C̃ ′g(UAB) =

(1/2)C ′g(UAB). The choice of zero resource inputs and
the methods of optimization are the same as in the pre-
ceding case of arbitrary product bases. Just like the pre-
ceding case, here also we observe the tendency of uni-
tary gates to produce maximal entanglement along with
maximal coherence. Most of the points of the scattered
plot, depicted for 16×105 Haar uniformly generated two-
qubit unitaries, are concentrated near the region having
both coherence and entanglement close to unity with a
higher spread along the entanglement axis. We can ob-
serve that the majority of unitaries produce C̃ ′g approx-
imately ≥ 0.96 and there exist a finite probability to
generate C̃ ′g from 0.84 to 0.96. Typically, there appears

almost no possibility to generate C̃ ′g < 0.84.
We now depict the relative frequency of the number of

unitaries generating Eg and C̃ ′g, with the corresponding

Eg and C̃ ′g along the base axes in Fig. 6(a), in a manner
similar to that in Fig. 4(b). We can see that the nature
of the frequency in the former one is qualitatively similar
to that in the latter one, with a progressively increas-
ing frequency from ≈ 0 to 1, reaching the maximum at
Eg = 1. In panel (b) of Fig.6, we plot a cross-section
of panel (a) at C ′g = 1, and in this case also, the rela-
tive frequency exhibits a nature which can be fitted with
the beta function given in Eq. (30). The best fit values
for the parameters of fB(x) and their corresponding 95%
confidence intervals are provided in Appendix A.

C. Examining the correlation between
resource-generating powers for altered measures

We now move over to the discussion of the resource
generating capacities of Haar random quantum gates us-
ing an altered pair of measures of the resources. Here,
we have used a Nielsen-Vidal entanglement monotone
and the l1-norm of quantum coherence as measures of
entanglement and quantum coherence respectively. The
respective resource generating powers, Eg and Cg, given
respectively in Eqs. (6) and (15), are presented in a scat-
tered plot in Fig. 7 for 13.5×105 Haar random unitaries.
Like in the previous investigations, here also, most of
the unitaries generate maximum entanglement and max-
imum coherence. Along the coherence axis, the spread
dies out after 0.4 bits while along the entanglement axis,
the spread is very small and most of the points are con-
centrated between 1−10−5 and 1. Hence, in this scenario
also, the maximum entanglement generating unitaries are
the maximum coherence generating ones, and vice versa.

VI. CONCLUSION

There are two main themes of this manuscript. The
first is to find the maximum quantum coherence that
can be generated by two-qubit unitary gates from pure
incoherent states. And the second is to compare this
generation with entanglement generation for the same
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FIG. 6. Relative frequency vs the two resources generated by the Haar uniform random unitaries, where the optimum coherence
is obtained by maximizing over all bases. In panel (a) the relative frequency is plotted in the range [0.9975,1] on the coherence

axis. One cross section of (a) for C̃′g = 1 is presented in panel (b). All other considerations are same as in Fig. 4. The quantities,

Eg and C̃′g, are expressed in ebits and bits respectively on the horizontal axes, and the quantity represented on the vertical
axis is dimensionless.

FIG. 7. Maximum coherence vs maximum entanglement gen-
erating power, defined by Eqs. (6) and (15), generated by
Haar uniform random unitaries. Here we have presented Cg

with respect to Eg for 13.5 × 105 Haar uniformly chosen
two-qubit unitaries. The quantity plotted along the horizon-
tal axis is in ebits and the one along the vertical axis is in
bits. Along the horizontal axis k represents 1 − k × 10−5, for
k = 0, ..., 3.

gate from pure unentangled states, for generic two-qubit
unitary gates.

With respect to the first theme, we dealt with the max-
imum quantum coherence generated by a general two-
qubit unitary operator acting on an incoherent pure state
of an arbitrary product basis of two qubits, as also a
generic basis of the same. We discussed about the best
choice of basis for obtaining the maximum coherence for
a fixed unitary, and about the nature of the quantum
coherences generated by the unitary when acting on dif-
ferent elements of the basis. The work of Kraus and

Cirac [31] had considered the parallel problem for en-
tanglement generation, and had identified a class of two-
qubit unitaries, that they called “non-local” unitaries.
The same was referred to as the “Cartan kernel part”
in Khaneja and Glaser [93]. It is this part of the whole
unitary that is responsible for entanglement generation,
provided there is a certain arbitrariness present in the in-
put. We performed the analysis for the general two-qubit
unitaries, as even local unitaries can generate quantum
coherence. We also analyzed the quantum coherence gen-
erating powers of unitaries that can create maximal en-
tanglement, and in parallel, the entanglement power of
maximally quantum coherence generating unitaries.

Finally, for the second theme, we considered the cor-
relation between entanglement and quantum coherence
generations for a generic two-qubit unitary gate, which
we generated Haar uniformly by using the Ginibre en-
semble. We found that the high entanglement generat-
ing unitaries are also typically high quantum coherence
generating ones, and conversely, the unitaries that gener-
ate high quantum coherence also typically generate high
entanglement. It should be noted however that there is
an inherent asymmetry between the entanglement and
quantum coherence generations. In particular, we ana-
lyzed the profile of the relative frequency of unitaries that
can generate maximal entanglement to have the ability to
create a given amount of quantum coherence, and found
that it can be well-described by the beta distribution.
Role-reversal between entanglement and quantum coher-
ence leads one to obtain a steeper curve, but still describ-
able by the beta distribution, albeit with a different set
of distribution parameters.

Relations between different resource theories may help
us to understand a general structure among resource the-
ories in quantum systems. Entanglement and quantum
coherence are the ubiquitous resources in quantum tech-
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nologies. The connection uncovered here between entan-
glement and quantum coherence generation for generic
two-qubit global unitaries can potentially lead to funda-
mental inter-relations between these resources, as also to
fresh applications and towards optimized usage of these
resources in quantum devices. The interrelations between
different resources of the same quantum device could po-
tentially be of fundamental importance in utilizing these
resources in an optimal way. A device that is known to be
significantly good for generating a certain resource may
not be so for generating another. We however show that
the two quintessential quantum resources, viz. entangle-
ment and quantum coherence, are related, and once we
know that a device can generate a significant amount of
entanglement, then we can be sure - with high probabil-
ity - that the same can generate a significant amount of
quantum coherence, and vice versa.
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Appendix A: Beta distribution and the fitting
parameters for panels (c) and (d) of Fig. 4 and for

panel (b) of Fig. 6

The beta distribution is a probability density function
given by

B(x;αB , βB) =
Γ(αB + βB)

Γ(αB)Γ(βB)
(x−x0)αB−1[1−(x−x0)]βB−1,

(A1)
for x ∈ [0, 1], and αB > 0, βB > 0. x0 is a real num-
ber. For panel (c) of Fig. 4, the best fit values of the
parameters of fB(x) and their respective 95% confidence
intervals, within the nonlinear least-square fit method,
are

αB = 21.0539 (±0.2618),

βB = 0.4694 (±0.0143),

d = 0.0135 (±0.0003),

x0 = 0.0022 (±0.0001),

h = −8.0159× 10−6 (±1.793× 10−5). (A2)
The values of the same parameters in Fig. 4(d) are

αB = 9.1513 (±0.1627),

βB = 0.3766 (±0.0097),

d = 0.0019 (±3.049× 10−5),

x0 = 6.8175× 10−5 (±5.969× 10−6),

h = 9.6372× 10−6 (±5.78× 10−6). (A3)

The following are the values of the same parameters in
Fig. 6(b):

αB = 8.9527 (±0.1871),

βB = 0.3949 (±0.0106),

d = 0.0028 (±4.656× 10−5),

x0 = 7.2652× 10−5 (±7.066× 10−6),

h = 5.0638× 10−5 (±1.506× 10−5). (A4)

[1] M. B. Plenio and S. Virmani, An Introduction to entan-
glement measures, Quant. Inf. Comput. 7, 1 (2007).

[2] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki and K.
Horodecki, Quantum entanglement, Rev. Mod. Phys.
81, 865 (2009).
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[52] J. K. Asbóth, J. Calsamiglia and H. Ritsch, Computable
Measure of Nonclassicality for Light, Phys. Rev. Lett.
94, 173602 (2005).

[53] Y. Yao, X. Xiao, L. Ge and C. P. Sun, Quantum coher-
ence in multipartite systems, Phys. Rev. A 92, 022112
(2015).

[54] A. Streltsov, U. Singh, H. S. Dhar, M. N. Bera and G.
Adesso, Measuring Quantum Coherence with Entangle-
ment, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 020403 (2015).

[55] Z. Xi, Y. Li and H. Fan Quantum coherence and corre-
lations in quantum system, Sci. Rep. 5, 10922 (2015).

[56] E. Chitambar and M.-H. Hsieh, Relating the Resource
Theories of Entanglement and Quantum Coherence,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 020402 (2016).

[57] N. Killoran, F. E. S. Steinhoff and M. B. Plenio, Con-
verting Nonclassicality into Entanglement, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 116, 080402 (2016).

[58] A. Streltsov, E. Chitambar, S. Rana, M. N. Bera, A.
Winter and M. Lewenstein, Entanglement and Coher-
ence in Quantum State Merging, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116,
240405 (2016).

[59] X. Qi, T. Gao and F. Yan, Measuring Coherence with
Entanglement Concurrence, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor.
50, 285301 (2017).

[60] H. Zhu, Z. Ma, Z. Cao, S. Fei and V. Vedral, Oper-
ational one-to-one mapping between coherence and en-
tanglement measures, Phys. Rev. A 96, 032316 (2017).

[61] S. Chin, Coherence number as a discrete quantum re-
source, Phys. Rev. A 96, 042336 (2017).

[62] H. Zhu, M. Hayashi and L. Chen Axiomatic and opera-
tional connections between the l1-norm of coherence and
negativity, Phys. Rev. A. 97, 022342 (2018).

[63] D. Egloff, J. M. Matera, T. Theurer, and M. B. Plenio,
Of Local Operations and Physical Wires, Phys. Rev. X
8, 031005 (2018).

[64] L. Kraemer and L. del Rio, Currencies in Resource The-
ories, Entropy 23, 755 (2021).

[65] A. Mekala and U. Sen, All entangled states are quantum
coherent with locally distinguishable pointers, Phys. Rev.
A 104, L050402 (2021).

[66] K. Bu, A. Kumar and J. Wu, Bell-type inequality in
quantum coherence theory as an entanglement witness,
arXiv:1603.06322.

[67] L. Qiu, Z. Liu and F. Pan, Tripartite Bell-type inequali-
ties for measures of quantum coherence and skew infor-
mation, arXiv:1610.07237.

[68] D. Mondal, T. Pramanik and A. K. Pati, non-local ad-
vantage of quantum coherence, Phys. Rev. A 95, 010301
(2017).

[69] T. Chanda and S. Bhattacharya Delineating incoher-
ent non-Markovian dynamics using quantum coherence,
Annals of Physics 366, 1 (2016).

[70] S. Bhattacharya, S. Banerjee and A. K. Pati, Evolu-
tion of coherence and non-classicality under global en-
vironmental interaction, Quantum Inf. Process. 17, 236
(2018).

[71] Z. Huang and H. Situ, Optimal Protection of Quantum
Coherence in Noisy Environment, International Journal
of Theoretical Physics 56, 503 (2017).

[72] B. Cakmak, M. Pezzutto, M. Paternostro and Ö.
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[87] Guifré Vidal, Entanglement of Pure States for a Single
Copy, Phys. Rev. Lett. 83, 1046 (1999).

[88] L. Hardy, Method of areas for manipulating the entan-
glement properties of one copy of a two-particle pure
entangled state, Phys. Rev. A 60, 1912 (1999).

[89] D. Jonathan and M. B. Plenio, Minimal Conditions
for Local Pure-State Entanglement Manipulation, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 83, 1455 (1999); Erratum Phys. Rev. Lett.
84, 4781 (2000).
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