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We provide a coherence-based approach to nonclassical behavior by means of distance measures.
We develop a quantitative relation between coherence and nonclassicality quantifiers, which establish
the nonclassicality as the maximum quantum-coherence achievable. We compute the coherence
of several representative examples and discuss whether the theory may be extended to reference
observables with continuous spectra.

I. INTRODUCTION

Coherence is the concept behind the wave nature of
light and the quantum nature of physics. In quantum
mechanics this is well illustrated by the Schrödinger cats
as the coherent superposition of macroscopically incom-
patible situations. When the coherence of the superpo-
sition vanish all quantum features disappear replaced by
just classical-like ignorance of the cat state. Actually,
decoherence is the most popular mechanism to account
for the emergence of the classical world [1].

This is a research area of fast grow in quantum and
classical optics. In classical optics the interest has
been motivated in recent times by the extension of
interference-related phenomena to vector light [2–6]. In
quantum optics this research has been prompted by the
revelation of coherence as a footing for emerging quantum
technologies such as quantum information processing [7],
and quantifying coherence has become a central task as
expressed by resource theories [8, 9].

From this understanding of coherence as the distinc-
tive quantum feature, it seems reasonable to assume it as
the basis of any approach to nonclassical behavior from
first principles. In this work we develop a quantitative
relation between quantum coherence and nonclassicality.
We find nonclassicality as the maximum coherence that
a field state can display by varying the basis, in the same
understanding that the degree of polarization is the max-
imum coherence between two filed modes that can be
reached under unitary transformations [10–12].

The quantifier of coherence based on the l1-norm has
been established as a good measure of coherence in spaces
of finite dimension [8, 9]. In this work we express this co-
herence measure in terms of a Hellinger-like distance. We
also define the quantifiers of all the magnitudes involved
by means of this distance. In Sec. II we establish these
quantifiers and derive the relation between them for finite
dimensional spaces. In Sec. III we compute the coher-
ence of some relevant states. In Sec. IV, the analysis is
reproduced in infinite dimensional spaces. In Sec. V we
investigate whether the theory may be extended to ref-
erence observables with continuous spectra. Finally, in
Sec. VI it is shown how these results can be replicated
by using the Hilbert-Schmidt distance.

II. COHERENCE QUANTIFIED BY A
HELLINGER-LIKE DISTANCE

We begin the analysis with the case of an abstract
space of finite dimension N . It is worth noting that we fo-
cus on a basis-dependent approach to coherence, so we fix
a given orthogonal basis {|j〉}j=1,...,N representing some
physical variable or observable J , as presented for exam-
ple in Ref. [13]. The quantifiers utilized in this section
are based on a suitable version of the Hellinger distance
between two density matrices a and b [14], which is

dH(a, b) =

√
tr[(
√
a−
√
b)2], (1)

where throughout this work the meaning of the square
root is

〈i|
√
a|j〉 =

√
〈i|a|j〉, (2)

which is slightly different from the usual definition of
square root of a matrix. We can mention a similar
appearance of square roots in classical-optics coherence
problems [15, 16].

Accordingly, we establish the quantifier of coherence
based on the Hellinger distance [17] as the distance to
the closest incoherent state ρd,

CH = [dH(ρ, ρd)]
2

= tr
[
(
√
ρ−√ρd)2

]
, (3)

where by incoherent we mean states diagonal in the ref-
erence basis, so that ρd turns out to be the diagonal part
of ρ in the same basis [13]

ρd =

N∑
j=1

ρj,j |j〉〈j|, (4)

where ρi,j = 〈i|ρ|j〉 are the matrix elements of ρ in the
basis {|j〉}. This quantifier can be expressed as

CH =
∑
j 6=k

|ρj,k|, (5)

which coincides with the well established quantifier of co-
herence Cl1 [8, 9]. This definition relies on the idea that
the coherence of any state in a given basis is essentialy

ar
X

iv
:2

20
3.

05
39

3v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
0 

M
ar

 2
02

2



2

determided by the nondiagonal terms of its density ma-
trix, which are obviously base-dependent. Then, if ρ is
diagonal in the basis {|j〉} it is incoherent in such a basis
CHmin

= 0. The maximum value, CHmax
= N − 1, can

be easily computed for pure states with ρii = 1/N , those
are phase-like states as we discuss around Eq. (23). This
bound is actually general beyond pure states as shown in
Refs. [18, 19].

An useful expression for CH valid for pure states is

CH =

∑
j

√
pj

2

− 1, (6)

where pj = ρj,j is the statistics of the basis variable J .

In line with the distance-based measures of quantum-
ness from quantum resource theories [20–22] we utilize
the distance in Eqs. (1) and (2) to define a quantifier of
nonclassicality:

NCH = [dH(ρ, I/N)]
2

= tr

[(√
ρ− I/

√
N
)2
]
. (7)

As the state of reference or classical state we consider the
maximally mixed state, I/N , since it has been shown in
Ref. [23] that under very generic conditions the normal-
ized identity is actually the only classical state [24]. We
may invoke also the approach to nonclassicality in Ref.
[25]. These two ideas merge recalling that the identity is
the only matrix which is diagonal in all bases. However,
as well as the previously introduced measure of coher-
ence, NCH is also a base-dependent quantity. The min-
imum NCHmin

= 0 clearly holds if and only if ρ = I/N
as the only classical state. On the other hand, the max-
imum value is CHmax

= N − 1, and holds again for pure
phase-like states for which ρii = 1/N .

Finally, we quantify the fluctuations of the observable
defined by the basis {|j〉} whose probability outcomes
are the diagonal terms in ρ, pj = ρj,j . We refer to this
quantity as certainty [26, 27] and we require it to be min-
imum when the probabilities are equally distributed, this
is pj = 1/N , and maximum when the probability distri-
bution has only one therm pj = δj,j0 .

Since these fluctuations are absolutely independent on
the coherence terms of ρ, we define the certainty quanti-
fier as the distance between ρd and I/N :

SH(ρ) = [dH(ρd, I/N)]
2

= tr

[(√
ρd − I/

√
N
)2
]
, (8)

with

tr

[(√
ρd − I/

√
N
)2
]

= 2

1− 1√
N

N∑
j=1

√
ρjj

 . (9)

This means that I/N is the incoherent state with larger
indetermination on J fluctuations in the coherence basis

{|j〉} and therefore the larger the distance between ρd and
I/N the lesser the fluctuations. As it was required, the

maximum SH(ρ) = 2(1−1/
√
N) holds for the elements of

the coherence basis {|j〉} while the minimum SHmin
= 0

occurs when ρii = 1/N . Moreover,after Eq. (9) we may
relate SH to the Rènyi entropy of order 1/2 [28]

H1/2 = 2 ln

(
n∑
k=1

p
1/2
k

)
. (10)

A. Pythagorean equation

Theorem. Given the previous definitions (3), (7) and
(8), it can be established the following relation between
magnitudes

Non classicality = Coherence + Certainty, (11)

this is

NCH = CH + SH . (12)

Proof. We insert the closest incoherent state ρd in the
definition of non-classicality’s quantifier in Eq. (7) as

tr

[(√
ρ−√ρd +

√
ρd − I/

√
N
)2
]

so that it equals to

NCH = tr
[(√

ρ−√ρd
)2]

+ tr

[(√
ρd − I/

√
N
)2
]

+2tr
[(√

ρ−√ρd
) (√

ρd − I/
√
N
)]
. (13)

As long as tr
(√
ρ
√
ρd
)

= tr
(√
ρd

2
)
, it can be readily

shown that

tr
[
(
√
ρ−√ρd)

(√
ρd − I/

√
N
)]

= 0. (14)

Therefore, we obtain the following Pythagoras-like equa-
tion in a finite dimensional space:

tr

[(√
ρ− I/

√
N
)2
]

= (15)

tr
[(√

ρ−√ρd
)2]

+ tr

[(√
ρd − I/

√
N
)2
]
.�

The central point of this derivation is the interpre-
tation that we can make of each term in the underly-
ing right-triangle structure associated to this version of
the Phytagorean theorem. The hypotenuse represents
nonclassicality , while coherence and certainty are the
cathetus, that are orthogonal as shown in (14). This
may be illustrated with the aid of Fig. 1, where ρd is
the orthogonal projection of ρ into the incoherence hy-
perplane. Note that we may obtain arbitrary Pythagoras
theorems replacing I/N by any incoherent state, so that
the orthogonality (14) will still hold. But the choice I/N
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is clearly the one where hypotenuse and cathetus have
a most clear physical meaning. Note that (15) and (11)
adopts also the form of a duality relation between co-
herence and certainty in the coherence basis, as already
studied in Refs. [10, 29] . It also worth noting that this
quantum result parallels equivalent results in classical op-
tics [11].

FIG. 1: Pythagoras-like theorem in finite dimension.

As a direct conclusion from the previous theorem we
can see that nonclassicality NCH becomes the maximum
value achievable for the coherence CH , in agreement with
[30]. In addition, the difference between them is at-
tributed to the properties of the basis at hand. This is an
interesting combination, since from a more classical-like
perspective NCH has be seen as an intrinsic or absolute
form of coherence, this is independent of any reference
observable [12, 31–33], see also Ref. [34].

By simplifying (15) we arrive to the following relation
between the coherence and the equivalent purity of the
square root density matrix

tr
(√

ρ
2
)

= CH + 1. (16)

Considering this simplification we try to find a different
relation between coherence and certainty which does not
involve the nonclassicality term. If we denote

x =

N∑
i=1

√
ρii, (17)

then

CH =
∑
i6=j

|ρij | ≤ x2 − 1, SH = 2

(
1− x√

N

)
, (18)

and the equality in CH holds for pure states under the
form (6). These quantities are combined to obtain a new
relation between them, arriving to:

1 =
SH
2

+
x√
N
≥ SH

2
+

√
CH + 1

N
(19)

where the equality holds for pure states.

III. EXAMPLES

Next we compute the CH coherence of some meaningful
states within the area of quantum optics.

A. Qubit

This is the case N = 2. In quantum optics the most
famous qubit is a single photon split into two field modes,
representing typically two orthogonal polarization states,
or the two inner paths in a two-beam interferometer. A
qubit can be fully characterized by three-dimensional real
Bloch vector s with |s| ≤ 1, equivalent to the Stokes
parameters if we are within a polarization context, such
that

ρ =
1

2
(1 + s · σ) , (20)

where σ are the Pauli matrices. Choosing the basis J as
the eigenvectors of the σz matrix we have

CH =
√
s2
x + s2

y, SH = 2−
√

1 + sz −
√

1− sz, (21)

and naturally NCH = CH + SH .

In order to look for maximum coherence and nonclas-
sicality varying the basis, we equivalently vary the Bloch
vector without altering its modulus. It can be easily seen
that the maximum of both CH and NCH holds when the
projection of the Bloch vector along the direction of the
basis, say J = σz, vanishes, this is sz = 0, giving the
following maxima

NCH = CH = |s|. (22)

B. Phase states

As already noticed, the states that make CH maximum
should be pure states with the same value of ρii = 1/N
for all i, leading to SH = 0 and NCH = CH = N − 1.
The corresponding states are

|ψ〉 =
1√
N

N∑
j=1

eiφj |j〉, (23)

where φj are arbitrary phases. With a proper phase ad-
justment we may say that these are finite-dimensional
phase states [35, 36] .

C. Rotated number states

Beam splitting is a traditional form of creating coher-
ence after incoherent states in classical and quantum op-
tics, being the basis of interferometry. So let us exam-
ine the coherence gained when incoherent number states



4

|n〉|m〉 illuminate a lossless beam splitter. In particular
we focus on the optimum case of a 50 % beam splitters
in the sense of providing maximum coherence. Since we
consider energy-conserving processes and a finite num-
ber of photons NT = n + m, for all practical purposes
the system is described by finite-dimensional spaces of
dimension N = NT + 1, being isomorphic to an spin
s = N/2. These states includes SU(2) coherent states as
the case m = 0 [37], and the Holland-Burnett states of
maximum SU(2) squeezing and maximum interferomet-
ric resolution as the twin photon states |n〉|n〉 [38].

The 50 % beam splitter induces a suitable mode trans-
formation from the input modes a, b to the output modes
a1, a2, some phases irrelevant for our purposes,

a1 =
1√
2

(a+ b) , a2 =
1√
2

(a− b) , (24)

such that the input state in modes a, b

|n〉|m〉 =
1√
n!m!

a†nb†m|0, 0〉, (25)

transforms into the following state in the output modes
a1, a2

|n〉|m〉 =
1√

2m+nn!m!

(
a†1 + a†2

)n (
a†1 − a

†
2

)m
|0, 0〉,

(26)
leading to

|n〉|m〉 =

n+m∑
j=0

cj |j〉, (27)

where |j〉 are photon-number states on the modes a1, a2,
|j〉 = |j〉1|n+m− j〉2, and omitting an irrelevant phase,

cj =

√
n!m!√
2m+n

j∑
k=0

(−1)k
√
j!(n+m− j)!

k!(j − k)!(n− k)!(m+ k − j)!
. (28)

We start comparing the coherence of the SU(2) coherent
states m = 0 and the twin states n = m, by using Eq.
(6) with pj = |cj |2.

It can be seen in Fig. 2 how the total amount of co-
herence increases in both cases with the total number of
photons. The SU(2) coherent states are also more coher-
ent when total number of photons is low and less coher-
ent than the twin states when the energy of the states
increases.

For fixed n + m there is a general trend in which co-
herence tends to be maximum around equal splitting of
the photons between the input modes n ' m ' NT/2,
curiously except the exact equality n = m that shows a
clear coherence dip, as displayed in Fig. 3.
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FIG. 2: Coherence based on Hellinger distance of SU(2)
coherent states and Twin states as a function of the

total number of photons
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FIG. 3: Coherence of rotated number states |n〉|m〉 as a
function of m for total number of photons

NT = n+m = 50 showing a general trend in which
coherence increases when n ' m ' NT/2, except the

exact equality.

IV. INFINITE DIMENSION: NUMERABLE
BASIS

Now we extend the previous analysis to a Hilbert space
of infinite dimension. We choose a numerable basis,
{|n〉}n=0,1,...∞, representing for example number of pho-
tons. The case of observables with continuous bases is
examined separately below. The translation to this area
of the finite-dimensional analysis made above finds a ma-
jor difficulty. This is that there can be no physical state
proportional to the identity. This is to say that in infinite
dimension there are no classical states.

As discussed after Eq. (15), we may expect that the
Pythagorean theorem will still hold replacing the identity
by any incoherent state, but the point is the physical in-
terpretation of the terms. Because of this, in this context
we replace the identity by a incoherent physical state ρT
as close as desired to have a uniform distribution in the
coherence basis {|n〉}, this is approaching to be a maxi-
mally mixed state. This can be the case of a thermal-like
state in the limit when the analog of the temperature
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tends to infinity

ρT = (1− ξ)
∞∑
n=0

ξn|n〉〈n| with ξ → 1. (29)

A. Pythagorean equation

So let us derive the infinite-dimensional version of the
Pythagorean theorem (11) illustrated in Fig. 1. As the
key point of the derivation we have the orthogonality
condition,

tr [(
√
ρ−√ρd) (

√
ρd −

√
ρT )] = 0, (30)

for the same meaning of ρd as the diagonal part of ρ in
the number basis. The above relation holds for any ρT
diagonal in the number basis since

tr
(√
ρ
√
ρ
d

)
= tr

(√
ρ
d

√
ρd
)
,

(31)

tr
(√
ρ
√
ρT
)

= tr
(√
ρT
√
ρd
)
.

Therefore, we readily get this new version of Pythagoras
theorem in a infinite-dimension Hilbert space:

tr
[(√

ρ−√ρT
)2]

= (32)

tr
[(√

ρ−√ρd
)2]

+ tr
[(√

ρd −
√
ρT
)2]

,

which has the same interpretation as in the finite-
dimension scenario:

Non classicality = Coherence + Certainty. (33)

as far as we consider the above mentioned limit for ρT in
Eq. (29). Let us compute the certainty and simplify this
expression as follows,

SH = tr
(√

ρd
2
)

+ tr
(√

ρT
2
)
− 2tr

(√
ρd
√
ρT
)
, (34)

with

tr
(√

ρd
2
)

= tr
(√

ρT
2
)

= 1, (35)

while for the third term we have

tr (
√
ρd
√
ρT ) =

√
1− ξ

∞∑
n=0

ξn/2
√
pn, (36)

where pn = 〈n|ρ|n〉. In order to proceed with the ξ →
1 limit we shall consider that the following quantity is
finite, which is the key ingredient of coherence as shown
in Eq. (6),

∞∑
n=0

√
pn <∞. (37)

This is actually satisfied by all the cases to be considered
in this work. In such a case, when ξ → 1 we get

tr (
√
ρd
√
ρT )→ 0, (38)

so that SH = 2 and

NCH = CH + 2. (39)

Roughly speaking, SH = 2 means that as ξ → 1 the
distance between the physical state ρd and ρT tends to
be maximum. Therefore, it is worth noting that in this
infinite dimensional case we get that, in the conditions
specified above, coherence equals nonclassicality.

B. Examples

1. Number states

As the elements of the coherence basis they are inco-
herent having maximum certainty

CH = 0, SH = NCH = 2. (40)

2. Phase states

In the case of the normalizable Susskind-Glogower
phase states [39]

|ξ〉 =
√

1− |ξ|2
∞∑
n=0

ξn|n〉, (41)

the coherence becomes

CH =
1 + |ξ|
1− |ξ|

− 1 =
2|ξ|

1− |ξ|
, (42)

so that CH →∞ as |ξ| → 1. In terms of the mean number
of photons

n̄ =
|ξ|2

1− |ξ|2
, |ξ|2 =

n̄

1 + n̄
, (43)

we have

CH = 2
(
n̄+

√
n̄+ n̄2

)
, (44)

that for large enough n̄� 1 the coherence scales linearly
with the mean number of photon as

CH ' 4n̄. (45)

3. Two-mode squeezed vacuum

The results for the phase sates can be easily translated
to the case of the two-mode squeezed vacuum because of
their form similarity
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|ξ〉 =
√

1− |ξ|2
∞∑
n=0

ξn|n, n〉, (46)

made just of twin-photon states we will obtain the same
expression for the coherence as in (42), which in this case
means the more squeezing the more coherence.

4. Squeezed coherent states.

We compute the coherence in the photon-number basis
of pure displaced squeezed vacuum states, with displace-
ment or coherent amplitude R, and squeezing parameter
r.

In Fig. 4 it is shown how the larger the displacement R,
the larger the coherence, almost in a linear way. In Fig. 5
it can be seen how coherence raises with the compression
parameter, r, then squeezed coherent states have more
coherence than coherent states.

This behaviour can be understood recalling that for
large displacements R and not too large squeezing the
photon-number distribution of squeezed coherent states
can be well approximated by a continuous Gaussian dis-
tribution. In such a case, after the suitable generalization
of Eq.(6) to this situation, the coherence can be readily
computed to give

CH ' 2
√

2π∆2n− 1, (47)

where ∆n is the number uncertainty, which in these con-
ditions might be approximated on the form ∆2n ' n̄e2r.
So we see that coherence increases with the photon-
number variance, and that squeezing can always increase
fluctuations via super-Poissonian number statistics.

Finally, we fix the mean photon number in order
to study the optimum distribution of energy between
squeezing and displacement. In Fig. 6 we observe an
optimum distribution of this energy when around 30%
is utilized to squeeze the state. In this case, the opti-
mum configuration supposes an important improvement
in the total amount of coherence. Roughly speaking, such
optimum configuration agrees with the limit in which
squeezed coherent states become suitable approximations
of normalized phase phase states, as states that tend to
be optimum regarding metrology [40].

5. Displaced-number states

We examine the contribution of the displacement to
the coherence in the case of displace number states,

2 4 6 8 10
R

50

100

150

200

250

300

350
CH

r=0.0001

r=1

r=2

FIG. 4: Coherence of squeezed coherent states with
different compression parameters, as a function of the

displacement, R.

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
r

50

100

150

200

250

300

350
CH

R=0

R=2

R=10

FIG. 5: Coherence of squeezed coherent states with
different coherent displacements as a function of the

squeeze parameter, r.

1 2 3 4 5 6
R

0

50

100

150

CH

FIG. 6: Coherence of squeezed coherent states as a
function of the displacement R for determined mean
number of photons, n̄ = 16 red line, n̄ = 20 blue line,

n̄ = 30 black line, n̄ = 40 orange line.

D(α)|n0〉, where D(α)|n0〉 where D(α) = exp(αa†−α∗a)
is the displacement operator. We find that the general
trend of coherence is to grow with |α| as in the squeezed
coherent state case. More specifically, in Fig. 7 it is
shown how this growth is softer for states the coherent
state, n0 = 0.
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0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
|α|

5

10

15
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25

CH

FIG. 7: Coherence for displaced number states
D(α)|n0〉 as a function of the displacement |α| for
n0 = 0 in solid black line, this is a coherent state,

n0 = 1 in dashed blue line, n0 = 2 in dotted green line,
and n0 = 4 in dash-dotted orange line.

V. CONTINUOUS BASES

In this section we attempt to extend the previous
analysis to continuous bases both in finite and infinite-
dimensional spaces.

By a suitable generalization of the preceding analyses
we may consider as coherence with respect to any basis
|φ〉, even if it is continuous or nonorthogonal, the contri-
bution of the nondiagonal terms of ρ, this is an expression
of the form

CH = tr
(√

ρ
2
)
− 1. (48)

taken from Eq. (16). The question to be addressed next
is whether such definition of coherence has the same ge-
ometrical meaning we have found above in the case of
discrete orthogonal basis. To discuss this we focus on
whether there is a proper definition of ρd as the in-
coherent state closest to ρ. First we consider normal-
ized nonorthogonal bases in finite-dimensional spaces,
and then orthogonal nonnormalized ones in infinite-
dimensional spaces.

A. Finite-dimensional space

For definiteness we use as the basis the set of finite-
dimensional phase states

|φ〉 =
1√
N

N∑
j=1

eijφ|j〉, (49)

where the |j〉 refers to some orthonormal number-like ba-
sis. In this scenario we may consider

ρd =
N

2π

∫
dφ〈φ|ρ|φ〉|φ〉〈φ| (50)

to be the “incoherent” state of reference, no longer di-
agonal as we will see in the following. In addition, it is
necessary to determine the meaning of the square root
suitable for this continuous framework. Thus we define√
ρd as

√
ρd =

√
N

2π

∫
dφ
√
〈φ|ρ|φ〉|φ〉〈φ|, (51)

so that C = 0 if ρ = ρd.
After these definitions it turns out that

tr
[
(
√
ρ−√ρd)2

]
does not reproduces Eq. (48) nor

the Pythagorean theorem holds due to

tr
[
(
√
ρ−√ρd)

(√
ρd − I/

√
N
)]
6= 0, (52)

as it can be easily checked for example for the qubit state.
We may ascribe this behavior to the lack of orthogonality
of the phase states

〈φ′|φ〉 =
1

N

N∑
j

eij(φ−φ
′) 6= 0, (53)

which makes ρd non-diagonal, meaning

〈φ′|ρd|φ〉 6= 0, φ 6= φ′. (54)

B. Infinite-dimensional space.

Let us consider next the case of a continuous basis
made of unnormalizable orthogonal states, such as the
quadrature or position eigenstates |x〉, where x can take
any real value. Although they are orthogonal in the sense
of 〈x′|x〉 = δ(x − x′) there is the difficulty of |x〉 being
no normalizable. As a consequence, any state diagonal
in the |x〉 basis is not physical since its trace diverges,
in particular this is the case of the following definition of
ρd:

ρd =

∫ ∞
−∞

dx〈x|ρ|x〉|x〉〈x|. (55)

As we have done above with ρT we can try to avoid this
via some kind of regularization in some proper limit. To
this end we replace |x〉 by some normalizable states, for
example displaced-squeezed states |x〉∆ with quadrature-
coordinate wave function

〈x′|x〉∆ =
1

(2π∆2)1/4
exp

[
− (x− x′)2

4∆2

]
(56)

so that we can define a truly unit-trace ρd as

ρd =

∫ ∞
−∞

dx〈x|ρ|x〉|x〉∆∆〈x| (57)

in the spirit of considering afterwards the limit ∆ → 0.
With this definition it can be easily seen that

lim
∆→0
〈x|ρd|x〉 = 〈x|ρ|x〉, (58)
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simply by invoking the Gaussian representation of the
Dirac delta function

lim
∆→0

|〈x′|x〉∆|2 = δ(x− x′). (59)

Now we try to recover an expression for the coherence
in Eq. (48) as a suitable trace-distance, this is in terms

of tr
[(√

ρ−√ρd
)2]

. To this end we introduce
√
ρ and

√
ρd as

√
ρ =

∫ ∞
−∞

dx′
∫ ∞
−∞

dx
√
〈x|ρ|x′〉|x〉〈x′| (60)

and

√
ρd =

∫ ∞
−∞

dx
√
〈x|ρ|x〉|x〉∆∆〈x|. (61)

respectively.

It can be seen that tr
(√
ρd

2
)

vanish in the limit ∆→ 0
since

lim
∆→0

|∆〈x′|x〉∆|2 = 2
√
π∆δ(x− x′)→ 0. (62)

Similarly, taking into account Eq. (56), in the limit
∆→ 0 we may consider that 〈x′|x〉∆ and ∆〈x|x′′〉 are so
peaked functions so that they act as Dirac delta functions

lim
∆→0
〈x′|x〉∆∆〈x|x′′〉 = 2

√
2π∆δ(x− x′)δ(x− x′′), (63)

and therefore, in this limit

tr (
√
ρd
√
ρ)→ 2

√
2π∆

∫
dx〈x|ρ|x〉 → 0. (64)

All this together it emerges that

lim
∆→0

tr
[
(
√
ρ−√ρd)2

]
= tr

(√
ρ

2
)

(65)

so Eq. (48) is essentially recovered. In view of this we
wonder whether Pythagorean relation in Eq. (32) also
holds. Note that in this continuous case

√
ρT is defined

as

√
ρT =

∫
dx
√
〈x|ρT |x〉|x〉∆∆〈x|. (66)

We answer this question in the afirmative since the
limits (62) and (63) ensure the orthogonality condition
in Eq. (30).

VI. COHERENCE QUANTIFIED BY THE
HILBERT-SCHMIDT DISTANCE

The previous results can be reproduced by using the
Hilbert-Schmidt distance to quantify all the magnitudes
involved [21, 41],

dHS(a, b) =
√

tr[(a− b)2]. (67)

We consider this scenario since the coherence based on
the Hilbert-Schmidt distance is widely utilized [8, 9],

CHS(ρ) = [dHS(ρ, ρd)]
2

= tr
[
(ρ− ρd)2

]
=
∑
j 6=k

|ρj,k|2.

(68)
with ρd defined in Eq. (4). This distance allows us to
recover an equivalent Pythagoras-like equation in a finite
dimensional space:

tr
[
(ρ− I/N)

2
]

= tr
[
(ρ− ρd)2

]
+ tr

[
(ρd − I/N)

2
]
,

NCHS = CHS + SHS . (69)

The states making these quantities extremal are the
same as for Hellinger quantifiers. The only difference is
the maximum value of NCHS and CHS which becomes
1−1/N so in this case the coherence, nonclassicality and
certainty are bounded by 1 in finite dimensional spaces.

Furthermore, in infinite dimensional spaces with nu-
merable basis we also arrive at an equivalent Pythagoras-
like equation by means of same classical reference ρT in-
troduced in Eq. (29),

tr
[
(ρ− ρT )

2
]

= tr
[
(ρ− ρd)2

]
+ tr

[
(ρd − ρT )

2
]
. (70)

We complete the analysis of the Hilbert-Schmidt sce-
nario with the translation into continuous basis.

In the case of finite dimensional spaces and nonortog-
onal basis, the difficulties caused by the definition of the
closest incoherent state (see Eqs. (53) and (54)) remain,
so it is also impossible to find a suitable geometrical for-
mulation of coherence and nonclassicality in such contin-
uous framework.

Finally we consider an infinite dimensional space and
continuous bases made of unnormalizable orthogonal
states, where the very same definition of the incoherent
state proposed in Eq.(57) can be utilized. As a result of
the limits in Eqs. (62) and (63) we arrive at

lim
∆→0

tr
[
(ρ− ρd)2

]
= tr

(
ρ2
)
, (71)

which is a base-independent quantity. Thus, in this case
of Hilbert-Schmidt distance the translation into continu-
ous basis is not possible neither for infinite nor for finite
dimensional spaces.
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VII. CONCLUSIONS

We have carried out a study of coherence based on
distance measurements. We have developed a relation
between coherence, certainty and nonclassicality which
establishes the latter as the upper bound of the coher-
ence, ascribing the difference to the basis at hand. This
relation can be extended to infinite dimensional systems
through discrete basis as well as continuous orthogonal
basis. We conclude that there is no straightforward ex-
pansion of the formalism to the case of continuous non-
orthogonal bases. All these conclusions are shared by
the analyses made with both Heillinger-like and Hilbert-
Schmidt distances, except from the case of continuous
non-orthogonal basis, since there is no proper expansion
to continuous basis in any case when using the Hilbert-

Schmidt distance.
The examples examined show the increase of coherence

with squeezing on squeezed coherent states and with the
displacement on coherent and number states. Also we
find an interesting and abrupt reduction in the coherence
of twin states.
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