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Classification of incompatibility for two orthonormal bases

Jianwei Xu*
College of Science, Northwest A& F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China

For two orthonormal bases of a d-dimensional complex Hilbert space, the notion of complete
incompatibility was introduced recently by De Biévre [Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 190404 (2021)]. In
this work, we introduce the notion of s-order incompatibility with positive integer s satisfying 2 <
s < d+1. In particular, (d+1)-order incompatibility just coincides with the complete incompatibility.
We establish some relations between s-order incompatibility, minimal support uncertainty and rank
deficiency of the transition matrix. As an example, we determine the incompatibility order of the
discrete Fourier transform with any finite dimension.

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

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum physics manifests many properties different
from classical physics, these properties are called quan-
tum nonclassicality. There are diverse aspects and no-
tions of quantum nonclassicality, such as noncommuta-
tivity of two operators, entanglement, coherence, uncer-
tainty principles, nonreality, contextuality, and nonlo-
cality. These nonclassical properties remarkably deep-
ened the understanding of quantum physics and provided
fruitful applications in quantum technology.

Suppose A = {[a;)}_,, B = {|bx)}i_, are two
orthonormal bases of a d-dimensional complex Hilbert
space H. To avoid the freedom |a;) — e¥|a;) with
0; € R real number and i = V=1, we denote A =
{la;){a;|}4_, and B = {|b)(bx|}{_;, that is, A and B are
all rank-1 projective measurements. We adopt the notion
“incompatibility” as in Ref. [1] that, when A and B com-
mute we say A and B are compatible, otherwise we say A
and B are incompatible. A and B commute means that
la;){a;| and |bg)(bg| commute for any j,k € [1,d] with
[1,d] represents the set of consecutive integers { j}?:l-
Thus A and B are compatible iff (if and only if) A = B.

The term “incompatible” in the literature usually
refers to the meaning that two positive operator-valued
measures (POVMs) are not jointly measurable, such as
in Refs. [2-12], and recent reviews see [13, 14]. A POVM
D can be expressed by a set of positive semidefinite op-
erators D = {D;}" | which sum to unity. Two POVMs
D = {D;}7, and £ = {Ex};_, are called compati-
ble iff there exists a POVM G = {G. }J,,;_, such that
271G = Ej, for any k, and ) _, Gy, = D; for any j.
As a special case, when two measurements are two rank-1
projective measurements (A, B) above, we can check that
(A, B) are jointly measurable iff A = B. In this work,
we only consider the incompatibility of two rank-1 pro-
jective measurements (A, B). Notice that in some works
the term “incompatible” may refer to different meanings
than joint measurable. For example, in Ref. [15] the

*Electronic address: xxujianwei@nwafu.edu.cn

notion of compatibility corresponds to commutativity of
the measurement operators.

In Ref. [1], De Bievre introduced the notion of com-
plete incompatibility. Two orthonormal bases A =
{la;)}i_y, B = {|bx)}{_, are completely incompatible,
if for any nonempty subsets @ # Sy C A, @ # Sp C B,
|Sal + |Sg| < d, it holds that span{S4}nNspan{Sg} =
{0}. Here |S4| stands for the number of elements in Sy,
span{Sa} is the subspace spanned by S over the com-
plex field C. Although the definition of complete incom-
patibility is purely algebraic, it possesses the physical
interpretation in terms of selective projective measure-
ments [16-18]. Tt is shown that complete incompatibility
closely links with the minimal support uncertainty [1],
and also, it is useful to characterize the Kirkwood-Dirac
nonclassicality [1].

In this work, we introduce the notion of s-order incom-
patibility with s € [2,d + 1]. Under this definition, com-
plete incompatibility is just (d+ 1)-order incompatibility.
This paper is organized as follows. In section II, we give
the definition of s-order incompatibility, and establish a
link between it and the minimal support uncertainty. In
section III, we characterize s-order incompatibility via
the transition matrix of the two orthonormal bases. In
section IV, we give examples to illustrate the calculation
of incompatibility order. Section V is a brief summary.

II. s-ORDER INCOMPATIBILITY AND
MINIMAL SUPPORT UNCERTAINTY

We give the definition of s-order incompatibility, and
establish a relation between it and the minimal support
uncertainty.

Definition 1. s-order incompatibility. Suppose the in-
teger s satisfies s € [2,d+1], A = {|a;)}}_, and B =
{|bk)}¢_, are two orthonormal bases of d-dimensional
complex Hilbert space H. We say A and B are s-order
incompatible if the following (1.1) and (1.2) hold.

(1.1). For any @ # Sa C Aand @ # Sg C B, if
[Sal+ |SB| < s, then span{S4}N span{Sp} = {0}.

(1.2). There exist @ # S4 C A and @ # Sp C B, such
that |Sa| + |Sp| = s and span{S4}N span{Sp} # {0}.
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We use xap to denote the incompatibility order of A
and B. When xap = d + 1, the (d + 1)-order incompat-
ibility just coincides with the complete incompatibility
introduced in Ref. [1].

We establish a link between s-order incompatibility
and the minimal support uncertainty. For a pure state
), we express it in the orthonormal bases A = {|a;)}4 G=1

and B = {|bi)}i_; as [v) = S5, lag)(aj]¢) and |¢) =
Zk 1 |bx) (br [¥). We use nA(|z/1>) to denote the number of
nonzero elements in {<aJ|¢>}J 1, use np(|Y)) to denote

the number of nonzero elements in {(by|1)}4_,, and let

nan(0) : =na(v) +na(e). (1)
WEE ¢ = min nas (). @

nap(|¢)) is called the support uncertainty of |1/) with re-
spect to A and B, and n{¥ is called the minimal support
uncertainty with respect to A and B. The support uncer-
tainty nap(|tY)) has many applications in different situ-
ations [19-23]. Obviously, n'}}§ € [2,d + 1]. Tt is shown
that xap = d+ 1 iff n3% = d+ 1 [1]. We now prove a
more general result in Theorem 2.

Theorem 2. Suppose A = {|a;) ?:1 and B = {|bg)}¢_,
are two orthonormal bases of d-dimensional complex
Hilbert space H. The incompatibility order yap and
minimal support uncertainty nf}fg‘ are defined in Defini-
tion 1 and Eq. (2), then it holds that

XAB = nf}? (3)

Proof. By the definition of nrjg’, if nrjg’ = s, then there
exists pure state |¢0) such that nag(]¢)) = na(J¥)) +
np(]Y)) = s and there does not exist pure state |¢') such
that nag(|¥)) = na(|¥")) + ne(|¢')) < s. For such [¢),
there exist @ # S4 C A and @ # Sp C B, such that
4] = n4(16)), 1S5] = np(¥)), and |9) Espan{Sa}n
span{Sp}. The nonexistence of such [¢’) implies that
there does not exist @ # S4 C A and @ # S C
B, such that |Sa| = na(|¢), 85| = np(')), and
[¢") espan{Sa}N span{Sp}. These two conditions just
coincide with (1.1) and (1.2) in Definition 1. Then the
claim follows. |

Again, when s = d + 1, Theorem 1 returns to the cor-
responding result in Ref. [1].

III. s-ORDER INCOMPATIBILITY AND THE
TRANSITION MATRIX

In this section, we introduce the index of rank defi-
ciency T4p. We also establish a link between x 4p (nf{"}é’)
and T4p, then xy4p can be determined via TAB

For two orthonormal bases A = {|a;)}4_, and B =
{|bk)}4_,, the transition matrix UAB = (UAB)]k | s

defined as U J’-‘,‘CB = (a;|bk). Conversely, for a given unitary

matrix U, we can always find two orthonormal bases A =
{|aj>}?:1 and B = {|bk>}gzl such that Uj, = (a;|bk).

For example, when express U = (Ujk)?,kzl in the stan-
dard computational basis {[j)}9_,, let A be this stan-
dard computatlonal basis and B be the column vectors of
U = (Uj)4 -, Note that U4P = (a;]br) = (a;|VTV |br)
for any d x d unitary matrlx V with VT the Hermitian
conjugate of V', then the transition matrix U with re-
spect to (A, B) is invariant under the unitary operation
V:(A,B) — (VA,VB). Here VA = {V|a;)}4_,

We want to characterize s-order incompatibility via the
transition matrix U4®. To do this, we introduce the def-
inition of t-order rank deficiency of UAB.

Definition 3. t-order rank deficiency of UAB. For the
transition matrix UA® and the integer ¢ € [0,d — 1], we
define the t-order rank deficiency of U4 as follows.

Ry (UAP)
J1y 925 o5 Jmi
- _ rank
1<mZd—t; {m —ran (klak2v---vkm+t->}7

1<j1<j2<...<jm<d;
1<ki1<ko<...<Ekm:<d

(4)

Ry o(UAP)
= max {m—rank< b 7,71+t’>},
1<m<d—t; J15725 0 Jm-

1<j1<g2<... <jm <d;
1<ki<ke<...<kmy:<d

(5)
R(UAP) = max{R; ,(U*B), R .(UAP)}. (6)

Where ( J15925:w0rdm ) denotes the submatrix obtained by
k1,k2,. . kmat-

the (j1,J2, .-, jm) rows and (k1, ke, ..., kmtt) columns of
13 ) = (a1]b2) (a1|bs) (a1|ba)
2,3,4. (as|b2) (aslbs) (as|bs) )

Clearly, the definitions of Ry .(UAP), R, .(UAP), and
R;(UAB) above can be similarly defined for general ma-
trices, not only the unitary matrices. Note that a similar
definition of rank-deficient submatrices was proposed in
Ref. [24].

Proposition 4. Suppose t € [0,d — 1], then the follow-
ing (4.1)- (4 4) hold.

UAB | for example (

(4.1). Ry(UAP) > 0.

(4.2). 0 < R(UAP) = Ry (UAP) <11

(4.3). Rq—1(UP) = 0.

(4.4). If Ry(UAB) = 0 then R, (UAP) = 0 for any

teo,d—1].

Proof. Recall that the matrix rank is defined as the
rank of row vectors and which also equals the rank of
column vectors, then R;(U4Z) > 0 evidently holds since

m >rank(k{1kf ________ kz:::»t) and m Zrank(klff% ----- kv_n+t;).

For t + 1, according to Definition 3,

1 <m<d-(t+1) and (kljcg’f?_:k:jrjﬂ_

ABY _ J1,3255Jm3
Rt+1(U ) - m_rank(k17k2;~~~;k7n+t+l

ist 1 < n < (¢4 1) and (0F2Feeesd) such that

Ry (UAB) = n— 1“8ut1k(kl Jk2J2k"J““) We consider the
former case, the latter can be discussed similarly. For

there exist
) such that

), or there ex-



the former case, we see that
jl7j27"'7jm;
Ri1 UAB =m—rank( )
" ( ) k15k27"'7k’m+t+1-

lmu lm-l—l;)
skmtty1.

where 0 < I3 < Iy < .. < Iy < lpy1 < d and
{41,525 -y Jm} € {l1, 12, .oy Ly lng1 }- The first inequality
says the fact that adding one row can at most increase 1
for the rank. The second inequality is from the definition
of Ry(UAB). Then R, (UAB) > R, (UAB).

When t = d — 1, from Definition 3, m can only take
m = 1. Since UAP is unitary, then every row vector
and every column vector of U4 are all nonzero. Hence,
Rq_1(UAB) = 0. This proves (4.3).

(4.4) is a direct result of Ry(UAB) > Ryy1(UAP) and
(4.3).

Lastly, we prove R, (UAP) — Ry 1 (UAP) < 1. If
Ry (UAB) < 1 then the claim is obviously true. Suppose
Ry(UAB) > 2 and the submatrix ( J10925:29m; ) reaches

T ' k1,k2,. . kmat-
Ry(UAB) = m—rank(kflk’;?"“;j”:t ), we see that m > 2.

Removing any row, the remaining submatrix, for exam-
ple, is (17279~ 1). We have that

117127 )
by ko

IN

(m+1)— rank(

< R(U*P),

ki,k2,.. kgt
Ry 1 (UAB)

jl;jQ; ---,jmfl;
> (m—1) —rank
B ( ) <k17k27'--7km+t.)

J15525 o0 I
> m — rank 1
B (klak% '-'7km+t->
= R(U"P) -1,
then (4.2) is true and we finished this proof. ]

With Proposition 4, we propose the definition of the
index of rank deficiency of the transition matrix U45.

Definition 5. We define the index of rank deficiency of
the transition matrix U4P as

TAB := min
te[0,d—1]

{t’Rt(UAB) —0} - L (7)

Clearly, 7ap € [—1,d —2]. When Ro(UAB) = 0, we

have that T4p = —1. For T4 = —1, every m X m subma-
f ((J1sT2reesdmi Y .
trix ( i km.) is of rank m, particularly, every element

UﬁB = (a;|bx) # 0. When 7ap € [0,d — 2], Tap is the

3

maximal ¢ for which R;(UAP) > 0, for such case it must
hold R,,, (UAP) = 1. Hence we have Corollary 1 below.

Corollary 1. Suppose 7ap € [0,d—2], then
R,,,(UAB) =1, and

max
te[0,d—1]

man = {t|Ri(U4P) =1}, ®)

J15J25-0ms ABY _
If (klxk27~~~7km+TAB~) reaches R.,,(U*7) =1, we assert

that there must exist {z;}7"; being complex numbers
and all nonzero such that

(Zl 2 P )< jlana"-ajm; > -0
3 #25 ce0y M = U.
k17k27 L) km-‘rTAB'

Otherwise, if {z;}72; are not all nonzero, for exam-
ple, {z; # 0}}”:_11 and zp, = 0, then Eq. (9) im-

plies (, 717*7m=1 ) s rank deficient in rows and
kl)k27~~~7km+TAB~

R, p+1(UAB) > 1, this contradicts Eq. (8).

Similarly, if (kl’];f};k";TAB;) reaches R, ,, (UAB) =1,

then there exist {z;}7_; being complex numbers and all
nonzero such that

(kl,kg,...,kn-i-TAB;)(Zl 29 2 )t:O
jla.an a.]’n« ’ ’ T ’

9)

(10)

where () denotes the transpose.

In Ref. [1], it is shown that when A and B are com-
pletely incompatible, i.e., xap = d+1, then it holds that
74 = —1. Theorem 6 below shows a more general result,
which is the central result of this work.

Theorem 6. Suppose A = {|a;)}9_, and B = {|b;)}9_,
are two orthonormal bases of d-dimensional complex
Hilbert space H. Then the incompatibility order xap
and the index of rank deficiency 745 have the relation

(11)

Proof. The case of xap = d + 1 has been proved in
Ref. [1], then we only consider the case of 2 < xyap < d.
Suppose the incompatibility order is x4z, then (1.2) in
Definition 1 holds, that is, there exist @ # S4 C A
and @ # Sp C B such that |S4| + |Sg| = xap and
span{Sa}N span{Sp} # {0}. Then there exists a pure
state |1) €span{Sa}N span{Sp}. Without loss of gener-

1541 Sp = {Ib)}25). We

j=1>

XAB + Tap = d.

ality, we assume Sa = {|a;)}
explicitly write U4B as

(a1|b1) (a1lbysg)  (a1lbisg)+1) (a1]ba)
<a/|S'A“||bl> <G\SAV|-5|SB\> <G\SA\|'b'|-SB\+1> <a|S-A“||bd> (12)
(a)54141101) v {aisa1111b1551) (@|sai411055141) - (@54 +1]ba)
(a(;|'b1> <ad|é\-53\> <Gd|b\';3\+1> <aa-l'|-bd>



Expanding |¢) in S4 and Sp we get that

|Sal ISs|

vy =Y wilag) =Y uilbw),
j=1 k=1

where {z;}54, are all nonzero complex numbers, {y.} 2>
are all nonzero complex numbers. z; =0 or y, =0 W111
contradicts |Sa| + |Sg| = xap = n'5. Consequently,

(Wlbr) = 0 for all [Sp|+1<k<d,
(aj|ly) = 0forall |Sa|+1<j<d.

i

These imply that
[Sal
> ai(a;lbk) = 0forall [Sp|+1<k<d,
j=1
|S5]
Zyk<aj|bk> = Oforall |Sa|+1<j<d,

where z7 is the complex conjugate of z;. These say that

1,2,..., |Sal;
the [Sa| x (d — IS5l41158 12,0 ., 2) has

linearly dependent row vectors, and the (d —|Sa|) x |Sg]

submatrix (ls A‘fé"S“"Sf' """ d;) has linearly dependent col-

umn vectors. Since 2 < xap < d, then |Sa| +|Sg| < d,

|Sal < d—1|Sg|, and |Sp| < d—|S4|. These further imply

that Rd_|SA‘_‘SB|(UAB) >0and 7o > d— xaB-
Conversely, suppose the index of rank deficiency

is 7ap, then there exist 1 < m < d — 74p and
( J1:J25-0ms )such that m— rank( 1;1;]27 Jm ) —

|Sp|) submatrix (

k1,k2,.kmtr - 250 kmtr -
E1koyekngr i
1, or there exist 1 < n < d— 745 and ( 1R fAB)
155250 5dn-

ki,kz,...

such that n—rank( 1. We consider

the former -case,

kn+r2,)

the latter can be discussed simi-

larly. For the former case, without loss of gener-

; J1,J25-0ms _ 1,2,...m;

ality, we assume (k17k27~~-7km+TAB~) - (1,27~~~7m+TAB~)'
1,2,...,m;

Since m—rank( ) = 1, then there must ex-

ist {z; }7:1

1,2,..., m+TaAB.
being complex numbers and all nonzero such

that
sz (a;jlbr) =0forall 1 <k <m+TaB.
j=1

Let [¢) = >27%, 2fla;), then |¢) # 0 and

(plbgy =0forall 1 <k <m+ 7apB.

It follows that na(|@)) = m, np(l¢)) < d—m—7ap, and

xap =145 < na(lp)) +np(le) < d—7Tap.

Theorem 6 then follows. ]
Theorem 6 and Theorem 2 provide a way to determine

xap and nm‘“ via TAB- From the proof of Theorem 6, we
see that there exist ( Jlk’”"“,fm ) and (kl"k?""’k’?“?) such
k1,k2,..., m41- J15725+50n-

that m— rank( J15325e-- ms ) = n—rank(kl’k%'“’k”“?) -
k2 ..... km+1. j17j2 VVVVV Jn

1. We conclude thls fact as Corollary 2 below.
Corollary 2. Suppose Tap € [0,d — 2], then

R (UAB) = RTAB,T(UAB) = RTAB,C(UAB) =1 (13)

TAB

g

1 2 3 4

FIG. 1: Plot of {R:(Is)}ico,5) in Example 1.

IV. EXAMPLES

We give some examples to illustrate the computation
of R;(UAP) and incompatibility order.

Ezample 1. For d = 6, we consider R,(UAP) of the
unity matrix

UAB = I = (14)

[=NeleloNols
S oo O~ O
SO+~ OO
SO = OO O
OO O OO
OO OO OoO

I is symmetric, then R;(Is) = R, (ls) = Ri.c(Is).
We only need to consider R;.(Is). By (4.3) one sees
that R5(Iﬁ) =0.

For Ry(Is), (4.2) implies R4(Ig) = 0 or 1. Since the
submatrix rank(273)475)6) = 0, then we get R4(ls) = 1.

For Rs(Is), (4.2) implies that R3(lsg) = 1 or 2.
rank(khkil]és)km) = 0 or 1, then 1—rank(kl’killg3)k4_) =0

or 1. rank(, 22728 ) = 3, then 3—rank( %9235 ) = 0.

\1,2,3,4,5,6. 1,2,3,4,5,6.
J1,d2; _ _ J1.d2.08 ) —
rank(klykzyk?”k%ks.) =1 or 2, then 2 rank(172y374y576.) =0

or 1. In conclusion, R3(Is) = 1.
For RQ(IG) (4.2) implies that RQ(IG) =1 or 2. Since

rank(3 45 6) =0and 2— rank(3 45 6) =2, then Ry(Is) =
2.

For Ri(Is), (4.2) implies that Ri(lg) = 2 or 3.
rank(kl{}cjféf,;l.) € {1,2,3}, then 3—rank(1f217’g)24?§)%_) €
{0,1,2}. rank(, 7172794 ) = 3 or 4, then
A—rank (%9372 ) = 0 or 1. rank ("}24%7475) = 5, then
5— rank(“l_]igz)ﬂ;g) ) = 0. In conclusion, Ry (Is) = 2.

For RO(IG), (4.2) implies that Ry(Is) = 2 or 3. Since
rank(4 o 6) =0, 3— rank(i g 6) = 3, then Ry(Is) = 3.

We depict {Rt(IG)}te[[o,s]] in Figure 1. As a result,
TAB =4, xAB = 2.

FEzxample 2. For qubit system, d = 2,

A [ €¥1sing —e 2 cosd
vt = < €2 cosf e ¥1sinf )’ (15)



with 6,1, o real numbers and 6 € [0, 5 (
sees that Ry(UAP) = 0. For Ro(UAP), (4.2) implies
Ro(UAP) = 0 or 1. When 6§ = 0 or %, sinf = 0
cosf = O we have RO(UAB) =1, 7ap = 0, xaB = 2,
4 — B. When 0 £ 0 75 Z, we have Ro(U4P)
TAB = —1 XAB = 3 = 17 A and B are completely
incompatible.

Ezample 3. For d = 3, consider the unitary matrix [25]

cosficosfy sinfy cosbqsinby
—sinfq cosby cosf; — sinbq sin by
—sin 05 0 cos 0

UAB(6,,6,) =

(16)

ne sees that Ro(U4B) = 0.
UAB), one sees that rank(lgg) = 3, then

14

= 0. The unitarity of UAP implies
that rank(”’”’) # 0, then rank(gi’ﬁi) =1 or 2,

2— rank(il’ﬁ’) 0 or 1. Since rank(&) = 0, then

1—rank( ’) = 1. Consequently, Ro(UAB) =1.

For R;(UAP), the unitarity of UAZ implies that
rank(h)é{gj) =2, rank(;f;j) = 2, then 2—rank({1)é{§f) =
0, 2— rank(1’2’3;) = 0. rank(kjlk; ) = 0 or 1,
mnk(J1 J2’) = 0 or 1, and there exists rank( g ) =0

or rank(J1 J2’) =0 iff

91:OOr91:gor6‘2=OOr6‘2:g. (17)
When Eq. (17) holds then R;(U4P) = 1, otherwise
R (UAB) =0.

It follows that when Eq. (17) holds then 745 = 1,
xAB = 2, otherwise 74 = 0, xaB = 3.

Ezample 4. Discrete Fourier transform (DFT) matrix
F. F = UAB is defined as Fj, = UﬁcB = (a;|by) =
ﬁei%ﬂjk, with i = /—1, j € [0,d — 1], k € [0,d — 1].

It is shown that A, B are completely incompatible
(xa = d+ 1) iff d is a prime [1, 21]. We now con-
sider the general case that d is not necessarily a prime.
We have Theorem 7 below.

Theorem 7. For d-dimensional DFT, it holds that

d +d/d, (18)
max{d1 d1|d7 dl < \/E}u (19)

XAB
d -

where d|d means d; is a divisor of d. We will provide a
proof for Theorem 7 in Appendix.

We give another equivalent expression for Eq. (18).
Suppose f is a nonzero complex valued function on the
index set {j }J o, let f denote the DFT of f, that is,

d—1

1dze17” kf

Jj=0

The support of f, denoted by suppf, is defined as
suppf := {j|j € [0,d — 1]}, f(j) # O}.
d—1 4.
= Zj:o f(5)la;), then
supp f| = na(|¢)).

Rewrite |¢) = Zj—l_é f(d)laj) = Z?kl o f(1)1bk)(brlaj) =
Z] k= oFka( )[bk) =

Let the pure state |1)

4L F(k)[bi), then
lsuppf| = np ().

We then can recast Eq. (18) as an uncertainty principle

lsuppf| + |suppf| > d’ + d/d’, (20)

and the lower bound on the right-hand side is sharp.
In 1989, Donoho and Stark [19] established an uncer-

tainty principle for |suppf| and |suppf| of DFT as

|supp f|[suppf| > d, (21)

and the lower bound on the right-hand side is sharp.
In 2005, Tao [21] proved a stronger uncertainty princi-
ple of DFT for d = p with p a prime, as

|suppf| + |suppf| > p +1, (22)

and the lower bound on the right-hand side is sharp.
We see that our result in Eq. (20) evidently includes
Eq. (22) as a special case.

V. SUMMARY

For two orthonormal bases A, B of a quantum system,
we introduced the notion of incompatibility order xag,
which resulted in a classification for incompatibility. We
introduced the notion of the index of rank deficiency of
the transition matrix U4Z, denoted by 745. We estab-
lished a link between x4p and minimal support uncer-
tainty n‘Xg}, and established a link between x 4p and 74 5.
As an application of these relations, we derived the in-

compatibility order of DFT.
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Appendix: Proof of Theorem 7

When d is a prime, Theorem 7 returns to Eq. (22) in
main text, which has been proved in [21]. Then we only
consider the case that d is not prime. Note that F' = F?,
thus Rtyr(F) = Rtyc(F).

Suppose

d = dyds, (A1)

with dy|d, dald and 1 < dy < dy < d. We rewrite the
index sets {j ;l;é and {k}9Z} as
J = Jo+j'dz,jo €[0,da —1],5" € [0,d1 — 1], (A2)
k = ko+ k/dl,ko S [[O,dl - 1ﬂ,k/ S [[O,dg - 1ﬂ, (A3)

then

1 ox; 1
ij = —elTjk = —e

Vd Vd
(A4)

where we have used the fact ei*F3'* did2 — 1. Ag pointed
out in Ref. [24], Eq. (A4) implies that

o +7'da}jrefo,dy—11;
k {]0 j'€[0,d1—-1] =1
ran ( {ko + K'di} i ego,ds—17-

2% joko ei%"jok’dl ei%” koj'd2
)

(A5)
since

{o+i'd2}yeroai—11s \ _ 1 i2mjoko ot
<{k0+k/d1}k’e[[0,dg—l]]- - ﬁe T Fy Flo, (A6)

where we have denoted the row vector

i 2T i 2m —1)i2m
Fko — (1,61 d k0d27€2z d k?()dg’ ...e(dl 1)1 d kodg), (A?)

and denoted the transpose of Fy, by F; ,ﬁo.
{jo +j'da2}jrco,a, - 115 )

{ko + K'di }roeqn,di—1], 0 €0,do—1] -
can be viewed as the column union of the submatrices

{Jo + j'da}jrefo,a,-115
’ thus the col-
{ ( {ko + kldl}k’e{[o,(bfl]]. , thus the co

umn rank (and then the rank)

The submatrix (

koeﬂl,dlflﬂ

. /d }‘/ _ .
k {jo +7'd2} 0,y -1 ><d -1
ran ({ko+k’dl}k(,e[[1,d1—1]],k/e[[o,d2—1]]- =
(A8)

. jo +7'da}jrefo,d—11;
S Lo Jefo.di-1] has d
tmee ( {ko + E'd1 } roeqt,dy—1],k €[0,do—1]- as @

jo +5'd2}jrefo,dy 115 .

, th Lo 7€l k
rows, thus <{k0 +k/dl}koeﬂl,drl]],k/e[[o,dzq]}- is ran
deficient for rows. By the definition of 745, it follows
that TAB Z (dl — 1)d2 — dl, that is

TABZd—(dl-f—dg). (Ag)

Minimizing d; + ds over all d; under Eq. (A1) will yield

Tap > d—(d +d/d), (A10)

Cr2(x)
13+

12+
1ME

10¢

- : - . : — X
2 4 6 8 10 12

FIG. 2: Plot of ¢i12(z) in Eq. (A15). All z € [3,4] reach the
minimum ¢12(3) = ¢12(4) = 7.
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FIG. 3: Plot of ¢36(z) in Eq. (A15). Only one value x = 6
reaches the minimum (4(6) = 12.

d' . =max{d |1 <dy <Vd d|d}. (A1l
Applying Theorem 6, we see that Eq. (A10) is equiv-
alent to

xap < d +d/d. (A12)
Next, we prove that xap > d’ + d/d’, then Theorem 7
follows. For simplicity of notation, we let d/d’ = d".
Lemma 1([27]). Let di < dz be two consecutive divi-
sors of d. If dq < |suppf| < da then

. d
|suppf| > ——(d1 + d2 — [suppf]).

Al
~ dids ( 3)

Adding |suppf]| to both sides of Eq. (A13), we get
~ d d d
lsupp f|+ [suppf| > — 4 — + (1 ———)|suppf|. (Al4)
di  do dids

Define the function

lx,  (A15)



where x € [1,d], di(x) is the greatest divisor of d satis-

fying dy(z) < x, da(z) is the least divisor of d satisfying

da(x) > z. If © = ¢ being a positive integer and g|d,

then d1(q) = da(q) = q. C4(x) has the obvious properties

below.

(7.1). Calg) = Ca(%) = ¢ + ¢ when gld.

(7.2). Calz) =d' +d",z € [d,d").

(7.3). Ca(z) is linear with respect to x when x € [dy, ds]
a

and d; < ds are two consecutive divisors of d.
(7.4).
11— m < 0,when z € (1,d);
= Sl = 0, when o € (4, d"); (A16)

1~ s > 0, when @ € (4, d].

Consequently, (4(z) decreases when z increases in
[1,d'], Ci(x) increases when x increases in [d”,d], and
Ca(z) keeps constant when z increases in [d’,d"]. It fol-

lows that (4(z) > d’ + d"” and the lower bound d’ + d”
is reached only when z € [d/,d"]. Also, (4(z) is a
convex function. When d is a square number, then
d = d", d = d?, only one value x = d reaches the
minimum (4(d’) = 2d’. When d is not a square num-
ber, then d' < d”, all z € [d',d”] reach the minimum
Ca(d') = Ca(d") = d' + d”". We plot (12(x) (12 is not a
square number) and (36(z) (36 is a square number) in
Figure 2 and Figure 3.
Returning to Eq. (A14), we get that

|suppf| + [suppf| > d’ +d”, (A17)
this certainly implies that
Xap >d +d". (A18)

Combining Eqgs. (A12,A18), Theorem 7 then follows.
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