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We present the generalized state-dependent entropic uncertainty relations in multiple measurements setting,

and the optimal lower bound is obtained by considering different measurement sequences. We then apply this

uncertainty relation to witness entanglement, and give the experimentally accessible lower bounds on both

bipartite and tripartite entanglements. This method of detecting entanglement is applied to a physical system

of two particles on a one-dimensional lattice, and GHZ-Werner state. It is shown that, for measurements that

are not in mutually unbiased bases, this new entropic uncertainty relation is superior to the previous state-

independent one in entanglement detection. Furthermore, we conduct an online experiment to detect multipartite

entanglement of GHZ states up to 10 qubits on Quafu cloud quantum computation platform. Our results might

play important roles in detecting multipartite entanglement experimentally.

I. INTRODUCTION

The uncertainty principle sets limits on the precise pre-

diction of the outcomes of two incompatible measurements,

which is originally formulated by variance [1, 2]. It is known

that entropy is also an uncertainty quantifier, and the entropic

uncertainty relation has been constructed in the past decades

[3–5]. However, Berta et al. found that the uncertainty can be

decreased if the measured system is entangled with a quantum

memory, and then they proposed a quantum-memory-assisted

entropic uncertainty relation [6]. After that, significant pro-

gresses have been made to generalize this entropic uncertainty

relation to multiple measurements [7–16].

The lower bounds of these uncertainty relations are known

as state-independent, because the complementary factors

come from the overlaps between the eigenstates of measure-

ment operators, which are only connected with measurements.

The characteristic of this kind of uncertainty relation is that

they are tight for measurements with mutually unbiased bases

(MUBs) [17, 18]. If the bases of selected measurements are

non-MUBs, the inequality is far from tightness. Recently, B.

Bergh and M. Gärttner proposed a fully-state-dependent en-

tropic uncertainty relation, which gives a tighter lower bound

for some measurements with non-MUBs [19, 20]. However,

the generalized state-dependent entropic uncertainty relation

for multiple measurements needs to be explored. It remains

interesting whether the generalized uncertainty relation for

multiple measurements with non-MUBs is still tighter than

the previous one.

The quantum-memory-assisted entropic uncertainty rela-

tion has many applications in quantum information, one of

which is to witness entanglement [6, 19–25]. Detection of

entanglement in experiment is important in quantum informa-

∗Electronic address: renlihang@hebtu.edu.cn
†Electronic address: hfan@iphy.ac.cn

tion processing tasks [26–28]. However, estimation of entan-

glement measures requires complete knowledge of quantum

state, which is hard to implement in experiment, especially

for high-dimensional states and multipartite states [29]. Thus,

lower bounds are usually presented to evaluate entanglement

[30–35]. The quantum-memory-assisted entropic uncertainty

relation provides an experimentally accessible lower bound

on bipartite entanglement [19, 20]. It only needs several mea-

surements and does not rely on the tomography of quantum

state. Therefore, one may ask whether the similar method of

obtaining lower bounds on multipartite entanglement can be

realized by using the entropic uncertainty relation.

Over the past few years, cloud quantum computation has

been available online for various applications, such as tests of

fundamental physics [36–42]. Recently, a newly implemented

superconducting cloud quantum computation platform has

been launched online, which is named as ScQ (available at

http://q.iphy.ac.cn), and then updated at Quafu cloud quantum

computation platform (available at http://quafu.baqis.ac.cn).

They have successfully generated a 10-qubit GHZ state and

verified its fidelity [42]. It is convenient to carry out the ex-

periment of multipartite entanglement detection on this cloud

platform.

In this paper, we will prove a generalized state-dependent

entropic uncertainty relation for multiple measurements with

a pair of referenced measurements. We find that the lower

bound of the uncertainty relation depends on the order of mea-

surements, which can be made tighter by taking over all mea-

surement orders. As an application, we apply it to multipar-

tite entanglement detection. On the one hand, this new un-

certainty relation provides a lower bound on bipartite entan-

glement, which is shown in a physical model of two particles

governed by the Hubbard Hamiltonian. On the other hand, we

give a lower bound on tripartite entanglement by using this

new uncertainty relation, and the example of GHZ-Werner

state is investigated in detail. Finally, we detect multipartite

entanglement of GHZ states from 3 to 10 qubits through the

Quafu cloud quantum computation platform.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.00911v2
mailto:renlihang@hebtu.edu.cn
mailto:hfan@iphy.ac.cn
http://q.iphy.ac.cn
http://quafu.baqis.ac.cn
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II. GENERALIZED STATE-DEPENDENT ENTROPIC

UNCERTAINTY RELATIONS FOR MULTIPLE

MEASUREMENTS

The quantum-memory-assisted entropic uncertainty rela-

tion was first proposed by Berta et al. [6], which can be written

as

S(Q|B) + S(R|B) ≥ log2
1

c
+ S(A|B), (1)

where c = maxij |〈qi|rj〉|2 with {|qi〉} and {|rj〉} being

eigenvectors of Q and R, S(A|B) is conditional von Neu-

mann entropy of state ρAB , S(Q|B) is the conditional en-

tropy of the post-measurement state ρQB =
∑

i(|qi〉〈qi| ⊗
I)ρAB(|qi〉〈qi| ⊗ I), and likewise for S(R|B). If there ex-

ist N projective measurements {Mm}Nm=1 applied on A, the

entropic uncertainty relation for multiple measurements has

been extended to be [7]

N
∑

m=1

S(Mm|B) ≥ − log2(b) + (N − 1)S(A|B), (2)

where

b = max
iN







∑

i2···iN−1

max
i1

(|〈u1i1 |u
2
i2
〉|2)

N−1
∏

m=2

|〈umim |um+1
im+1

〉|2






,

(3)

with |umim〉 being the im-th eigenstate of Mm.

Recently, B. Bergh and M. Gärttner proposed a fully-

state-dependent entropic uncertainty relation [19, 20], but the

generalization for multiple measurements needs to be stud-

ied. In the following, we will derive the generalized state-

dependent entropic uncertainty relation for multiple measure-

ments, which avoids maximization of the measurement bases’

overlaps. Now we consider a set of measurements {Mi}Ni=1

made on subsystem A, and label |Mi
mi

〉 as the mi-th mea-

surement base of Mi. Denoting measurement X on A and

Y on B as a pair of referenced measurements with respective

orthonormal bases {|Xx〉} and {|Yy〉}, the post-measurement

state can be written as

ρXY =
∑

xy

ΠxyρABΠxy, (4)

with Πxy = |Xx〉〈Xx|⊗ |Yy〉〈Yy|. Before the proof of uncer-

tainty relation, we provide a lemma first.

Lemma 1. Given a pair of referenced measurements (i.e.

X on A and Y on B), let M1,M2, . . . ,MN be N projective

measurements made on A, and the following relation holds

N
∑

i=1

S(Mi|B) +H(X |Y )−NS(A|B)− S(ρAB)

≥ S(ρAB‖
∑

m
N
y

βNm
N
yΠmN

y), (5)

where βNm
N
y =

∑

xm1...m
N−1

cxm1
cm1m2

. . . cm
N−1

m
N
px|y

with cxm1
= |〈Xx|M1

m1
〉|2 and cmimi+1

= |〈Mi
mi

|Mi+1
mi+1

〉|2,

and Πm
N
y = |MN

m
N

〉〈MN
m

N

| ⊗ |Yy〉〈Yy |.

This lemma can be proved via an iterative approach

[7, 43], by applying a set of operations {Λi(ρ) =
∑

mi
(|Mi

mi
〉〈Mi

mi
| ⊗ I)ρ(|Mi

mi
〉〈Mi

mi
| ⊗ I)} on ρXY , and

the proof has been shown in Appendix A.

Theorem 1. Given a pair of referenced measurements (i.e.

X on A and Y on B), let M1,M2, . . . ,MN be N projective

measurements made on A, and the state-dependent entropic

uncertainty relation for multiple measurements reads

N
∑

i=1

S(Mi|B) +H(X |Y ) ≥ NS(A|B) + q1, (6)

where q1 = −
∑

m
N
y pmN

y log2 β
N
m

N
y which is called the

complementary factor, the parameter βNm
N
y is the same as

lemma 1, and pm
N
y = 〈MN

m
N

|〈Yy|ρAB|MN
m

N

〉|Yy〉.
Proof.— The relation (6) stems from lemma 1 due to the

following relation

S(ρAB‖
∑

m
N
y

βNm
N
yΠmN

y)

= Tr(ρAB log2 ρAB)− Tr(ρAB log2
∑

m
N
y

βNm
N
yΠm

N
y)

= −S(ρAB)−
∑

m
N
y

pm
N
y log2 β

N
m

N
y. (7)

We complete the proof of the theorem by substituting Eq. (7)

into Eq. (5).

The uncertainty relation (6) is derived from iteration based

on the conditional entropy of ρXY . If we consider the N pro-

jective measurements first, and apply the operation Λxy(ρ) =
∑

xy ΠxyρΠxy at last, then the complementary factor will be

modified in another way.

Corollary 1. Let M1,M2, . . . ,MN be N projective mea-

surements on A. Let X be the referenced measurement on A
and Y the referenced measurement on B, then

N
∑

i=1

S(Mi|B) +H(X |Y ) ≥ NS(A|B) + q2, (8)

where q2 = −∑

xy pxy log2 γ
N
xy with the parameter γNxy =

∑

m1...mN

(
∏N−1
i=1 cmimi+1

)cxm
N
pm1|y .

Proof.— By iteration with Λi at first, an inequality similar

to lemma 1 has been obtained in Ref. [7]

−NS(A|B) +

N
∑

i=1

S(Mi|B) ≥ S(ρAB ‖ σ), (9)

where σ =
∑

m1...mN

∏N−1
i=1 cmimi+1

|MN
m

N

〉〈MN
m

N

| ⊗
〈M1

m1
|ρAB|M1

m1
〉. Then we apply the operation Λxy on the
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right-hand side of Eq. (9) and obtain

S(ρAB ‖ σ)
≥ S(Λxy(ρAB) ‖ Λxy(σ))

= S(ρXY ‖
∑

xy

∑

m1...m
N

N−1
∏

i=1

cmimi+1
cxm

N
pm1yΠxy)

= −H(ρXY )−
∑

xy

pxy log2
∑

m1...m
N

N−1
∏

i=1

cmimi+1
cxm

N
pm1y

= −H(X |Y )−
∑

xy

pxy log2 γ
N
xy, (10)

where γNxy =
∑

m1...m
N

∏N−1
i=1 cmimi+1

cxm
N
pm1|y with

pm1|y = pm1y/py . Therefore, we complete the proof.

It is shown that different measurement orders lead to differ-

ent complementary factors, which is similar to the results in

Ref. [8]. Thus we can obtain the following result by taking

the optimal measurement sequence.

Theorem 2. Given the referenced measurementX with a set

of measurements {M1,M2, . . . ,MN} made onA and a refer-

enced measurement Y made on B, let’s rearrange the N + 1
measurements onA in an order ε. Denoting Ei as the ith mea-

surement in the ε order with {|Eiεi〉〈Eiεi |} being its projectors,

the optimal entropic uncertainty relation gives

N
∑

i=1

S(Mi|B) +H(X |Y ) ≥ NS(A|B) + max
ε
qε, (11)

where qε = −
∑

ε
N+1

y pεN+1
y log2

∑

ε1...ε
N

pε1|y
∏N
i=1 cεiεi+1

is the complementary factor in measurement order ε, and the

maximization runs over all measurement orders ε.
Proof.— Given the order of N + 1 measurements

{X,M1,M2, . . . ,MN} made on A, it is easy to obtain an

uncertainty relation similar to Theorem 1. Changing the or-

der of measurements, one can obtain (N + 1)! uncertainty

relations with different complementary factors. The optimal

lower bound is obtained by taking over all measurement or-

ders ε.

III. MULTIPARTITE ENTANGLEMENT DETECTION

A. Detecting bipartite entanglement

The entanglement of formation is a useful measure to quan-

tify bipartite entanglement [44, 45], which is defined as

Ef (ρAB) = min
{pi,|ψi〉}

∑

i

piS(TrB[|ψi〉〈ψi|]), (12)

where the minimum is taken over all ensembles {pi, |ψi〉} sat-

isfying ρAB =
∑

i pi|ψi〉〈ψi|. It’s difficult to calculate for

general mixed states. However, it has been known that coher-

ent information−S(A|B) is the lower bound on entanglement

of formation [30], which can be used to witness entanglement.

From Eq. (11) in Theorem 2, we obtain that

− S(A|B) ≥ 1

N

[

qm −
N
∑

i=1

S(Mi|B)−H(X |Y )

]

. (13)

Here the parameter qm refers to the maximal complemen-

tary factor by taking over all measurement sequences. To

make the terms on the right-hand side measurable experimen-

tally, one needs to apply the data-processing inequality, i.e.,

H(Mi|M ′
i) ≥ S(Mi|B), in which {M ′

i}Ni=1 is a set of projec-

tive measurements made on B. The lower bound can be ob-

tained experimentally by estimating the complementary factor

qm and classical conditional entropy (namely, H(X |Y ) and

H(Mi|M ′
i)), which only needs the probability distribution of

measurements. Thus, the entropic uncertainty relation pro-

vides a lower bound on coherent information, which can be

used to detect entanglement directly.

Next we consider an example of two distinguishable par-

ticles on a one-dimensional lattice, to estimate the entangle-

ment between two particles. The Hamiltonian is written as

H = −J
∑

p∈{A,B}

L−1
∑

i=1

(â†p,iâp,i+1 +H.c.) + U
L
∑

i=1

n̂A,in̂B,i,

(14)

where L lattice sites, J hopping strength, U interaction

strength, â†p,i(âp,i) the creation (annihilation) operator for par-

ticle p and lattice site i, and n̂p,i = â†p,iâp,i. The Hilbert space

of one particle is spanned by “site basis” {|i〉}Li=1, which

constitute the bases of a natural measurement in this sys-

tem. The second measurement can be picked as the “tilted

basis” measurement, which is realized by letting the system

evolve for a period of time and then measuring the parti-

cle’s position. The evolution is unitary, which is described as

R(t) = exp[itH(J = 1, U = 0)]. We choose the third mea-

surement to be “tilted basis” measurement with fixed evolu-

tion time tf = 0.38L. The preparation of the ground state and

the realization of the above measurements have been demon-

strated in experiment [46–48].

We consider the bipartite entanglement between particles

A and B in the ground state of the system with J = 1 and

U = −100. The lower bound of entanglement of formation

can be evaluated by coherent information, which can be de-

tected by Eq. (13). As shown in Fig. 1, the blue and red

solid lines correspond to cases of L = 2 and L = 4 respec-

tively, by using entropic uncertainty relation (11) with three

measurements involving site basis {|i〉}, tilted basis with evo-

lution R(t) and R(tf ). Compared with the results that use

Eq. (2) to estimate entanglement (dot-dashed lines), our gen-

eralized entropic uncertainty relation is more efficient in de-

tecting entanglement. The blue dotted lines are plotted as the

detectable entanglement by means of Eq. (11) with the first

two measurements in the case of L = 2, which is consistent

with the results in Ref. [19, 20]. Although the increasing

number of measurements may reduce the efficiency of entan-

glement detection, this new uncertainty relation does better

for some measurements with non-MUBs. For example, in the
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FIG. 1: (Color online) The lower bound on entanglement of for-

mation ELB
f of the ground state for the system with J = 1 and

U = −100. The blue and red lines correspond to L = 2 and L = 4

respectively. Detectable entanglement are plotted by using Eq. (11)

(solid lines) and Eq. (2) (dot-dashed lines) with three measurements,

while the blue dotted line is the case of L = 2 by using Eq. (11) with

two measurements.

case of L = 2, focusing on the interval of abscissa [0, 0.2]
and [0.6, 1], at which the measurements are not in MUBs, the

detectable entanglement with three measurements (blue solid

line) is higher than that with two measurements (blue dotted

line).

B. Detecting tripartite entanglement

In order to detect tripartite entanglement, we choose the

measure of tripartite entanglement of formation that reads [49]

E
(3)
F (ρ) = min

{pi,|ψi〉}

∑

i

pi[S(ρ
i
A)+S(ρ

i
B)+S(ρ

i
C)]/3, (15)

where the minimum runs over all the pure state decompo-

sitions ρ =
∑

i pi|ψi〉〈ψi|, and ρiX are the reduced states

of subsystem X in state |ψi〉. We choose 1/3 as the co-

efficient in Eq.(15) for normalization. The tripartite entan-

glement of formation is a multipartite entanglement measure

that satisfies complete monogamy relation [49]. Consider

ρABC =
∑

i qi|φi〉〈φi| as the optimal pure state decompo-

sition, and then we have

E
(3)
F (ρ) =

1

3
(
∑

i

qiS(ρ
i
A) +

∑

i

qiS(ρ
i
B) +

∑

i

qiS(ρ
i
C))

=
1

3
(−

∑

i

qiS(Ai|BiCi)−
∑

i

qiS(Bi|AiCi)

−
∑

i

qiS(Ci|AiBi))

≥ 1

3
(−S(A|BC)− S(B|AC)− S(C|AB)), (16)

where the second equality uses the relation S(Ai|BiCi) =
−S(ρiA) for pure state |φi〉, and the last step is due to the

fact that conditional entropy is concave. The above inequality

combined with Eq.(13) gives the method to detect tripartite

entanglement.

Observation. For a tripartite quantum state ρABC , choosing

a sets of measurements {MA
i } with referenced measurement

X made on subsystemA, and {MB
i }with Y onB, and {MC

i }
with Z on C, the tripartite entanglement of formation can be

detected by

E
(3)
F ≥ 1

3N
[qm −

N
∑

i=1

H(MA
i |MB

i M
C
i )−H(X |Y Z)

+ q′m −
N
∑

i=1

H(MB
i |MA

i M
C
i )−H(Y |XZ)

+ q′′m −
N
∑

i=1

H(MC
i |MA

i M
B
i )−H(Z|XY )], (17)

where H(·|·) is the classical conditional entropy, and

qm, q
′
m, q

′′
m are the optimal complementary factors of the cor-

responding uncertainty relations.

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
 p

-2

-1.5

-1

-0.5

0

0.5

1

L
ow

er
 B

ou
nd

FIG. 2: (Color online) The lower bound of E
(3)
F for GHZ-Werner

state. The black and red dashed lines give the lower bound by using

the uncertainty relations (2) and (11) respectively with the same set

of measurements {σz, σx}. The black and red dot-dashed lines are

plotted by using the uncertainty relations (2) and (11) respectively

with two measurements {σz, σr}. The blue and purple curves are ob-

tained by Eq. (11) with respective set of measurements {σx, σy , σz}
and {σx, σz, σr}.

We consider the GHZ-Werner state to estimate the lower

bound of E
(3)
F via relation (17). The three-qubit state is de-

fined as

ρp = p|GHZ〉〈GHZ|+ (1− p)
I

8
, (18)

where |GHZ〉 = (|000〉 + |111〉)/
√
2 is the GHZ state, I is

the identity matrix, and 0 ≤ p ≤ 1. Choosing σx and σz
as two measurements made on each qubit, the lower bounds
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of tripartite entanglement using both Eqs. (2) and (11) are

shown in Fig. 2. The results are the same (i.e. the black

and red dashed lines coincide), which indicates that when

p > 0.747614, tripartite entanglement can be detected in

GHZ-Werner state. However, if we choose measurements σz
and σr = (σz + σx)/

√
2, which are not in mutually unbaised

bases, the entanglement detection efficiency is reduced. In

spite of this, the lower bound calculated by means of our

relation (11) (red dot-dashed line) is better than the results

with the previous uncertainty relation (2) (black dot-dashed

line). That is to say, for non-MUBs measurements, the state-

dependent uncertainty relation (11) is more effective to detect

tripartite entanglement due to the varying overlaps, which is

consistent with the results of bipartite entanglement detection

[19]. This conclusion holds true for multiple measurements.

As shown in Fig. 2, the blue and purple curves correspond

to the cases with respective set of measurements {σx, σy, σz}
and {σx, σz , σr} by using Eq. (11). The latter is better than

the former, and even better than the case with two measure-

ments {σz, σr} (red dot-dashed line).

Note that a scheme to quantify genuine tripartite entangle-

ment with entropic correlations has been recently proposed

[24], where the genuine multipartite entanglement measure

(GMEM) based on entanglement of formation can be esti-

mated by the following inequality [24, 50]

EGME
f ≥ −S(A|BC)−S(B|AC)−S(C|AB)−2 log2(dmax),

(19)

where dmax is the maximal dimension of subsystemsA,B and

C. Therefore, if the bases of chosen measurements are non-

MUBs, the genuine tripartite entanglement can be detected

more effectively by applying this new uncertainty relation in

a similar way.

C. Generalization in multipartite systems

The procedure of entanglement detection can be extended

to a general multipartite systems ρA1...Am
. The m-partite en-

tanglement measure based on entanglement of formation is

defined as [49] E
(m)
F = min{pi,|ψi〉}

∑

i piE
(m)
F (|ψi〉), in

whichE
(m)
F (|ψi〉) =

∑

k S(ρ
i
Ak

)/m, with ρiAk
being reduced

state of k-th subsystem Ak for |ψi〉. The lower bound of gen-

eral m-partite entanglement is derived as follows

E
(m)
F ≥ 1

m

m
∑

k=1

−S(ρAk
|ρÃk

), (20)

where ρÃk
is the reduced state after tracing out the subsystem

Ak. Here we also choose 1/m as the coefficient for normal-

ization. The right hand side of the above inequality can be

estimated by entropic uncertainty relation in a similar way as

shown in Eq. (13). Therefore, multipartite entanglement can

be detected by means of this method as well.

IV. ENTANGLEMENT DETECTION OF GHZ STATES ON

QUAFU CLOUD QUANTUM COMPUTATION PLATFORM

FIG. 3: (Color online) Quantum circuit of generating 10-qubit GHZ

state.

The present backend devices of Quafu cloud quantum com-

putation platform include one 10-qubit processor (ScQ-P10),

one 18-qubit processor (ScQ-P20) and one 50-qubit processor

(ScQ-P50). In our experiment, we take the ScQ-P20 as the

backend, which allows single-qubit gates with fidelity > 99%
and two-qubit CZ gates with fidelity 95% ∼ 99.14%. In this

section, we will evaluate multipartite entanglement of GHZ

states up to 10 qubits. The circuit of preparing 10-qubit GHZ

state is shown in Fig. 3, and the circuits of generating GHZ

states from 3 to 9 qubits are designed in a similar way, in

which the Hadamard gate acts on the (n//2)-th qubit, fol-

lowed by a series of CNOT gates.

To detect multipartite entanglement E
(m)
F , we perform two

kinds of measurements (namely, σz and σx), which is the op-

timal strategy to detect entanglement of GHZ states via the

method of entropic uncertainty relations. The results are ob-

tained by averaging 5000 repeated single-shot measurements.

The lower bound of E
(m)
F can be obtained by Eq. (20) com-

bined with Eq. (13), which only needs the probability distri-

bution of two measurements. The detectable entanglement of

n-qubit GHZ states described by the lower bound of E
(m)
F are

calculated as 0.9980± 0.0030 (n=3), 0.9899± 0.0148 (n=4),

0.9875 ± 0.0144 (n=5), 0.9868 ± 0.0112 (n=6), 0.8771 ±
0.0386 (n=7), 0.8699± 0.0305 (n=8), 0.7347± 0.0443 (n=9)

and 0.7222 ± 0.0252 (n=10), which have been illustrated in

Fig. 4. The error bar corresponds to the standard deviation

obtained from eight experiments. Furthermore, when n=3, the

genuine tripartite entanglement can be evaluated by Eq. (19).

The lower bound of EGME
f reaches 0.9940 in 3-qubit GHZ

state via this method.

We compare the above results with GHZ fidelity. Here the

fidelity of GHZ states are defined as F = (P + C)/2, where
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FIG. 4: (Color online) The lower bound on E
(m)
F and fidelity of n-qubit GHZ states. From left to right, the qubits used are Q1-Q3, Q1-Q4,

Q1-Q5, Q1-Q6, Q1-Q7, Q1-Q8, Q1-Q9, Q1-Q10.

P comes from the summation of measurement probabilities

P00···0 and P11···1, and C can be obtained by measuring the

parity oscillations [42, 51–54]. As shown in Fig. 4, there’s

not much difference between the general multipartite entan-

glement detected by entropic uncertainty relation and GHZ

fidelity, but the former is a little higher than the latter.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we propose a generalized entropic uncer-

tainty relation for more than two measurements which is state-

dependent due to a pair of referenced measurements made on

both system and quantum memory. In multiple measurements

setting, the lower bound of uncertainty relation rely on the se-

quence of measurement, and we give the optimal lower bound

by taking over all measurement sequences. We highlight

that the quantum-memory-assisted entropic uncertainty rela-

tion can be used to detect multipartite entanglement, which

requires only the probability distribution of several measure-

ments. By illustrating the examples of ground state of Hub-

bard model and GHZ-Werner state, we show that for mea-

surements with non-MUBs, this new uncertainty relation can

detect entanglement more efficiently than the previous state-

independent one. If the measurements with MUBs are dif-

ficult to implement experimentally due to the characteristics

of systems or environmental noise, our results are of impor-

tance to improve the efficiency of entanglement detection. Fi-

nally, we use this method to verify multipartite entanglement

of GHZ states up to 10 qubits on Quafu cloud quantum com-

putation platform, and the detectable entanglement evaluated

by means of entropic uncertainty relation only needs the prob-

ability distribution of measurements σz and σx, which can be

easily acquired in experiment.
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Appendix A: Proof of lemma 1

Lemma 1. Given a pair of referenced measurements (i.e.

X on A and Y on B), let M1,M2, . . . ,MN be N projective

measurements on A, and the following relation holds

N
∑

i=1

S(Mi|B) +H(X |Y )−NS(A|B)− S(ρAB)

≥ S(ρAB‖
∑

m
N
y

βNm
N
yΠmN

y), (A1)

where βNm
N
y =

∑

xm1...m
N−1

cxm1
cm1m2

. . . cm
N−1

m
N
px|y

with cxm1
= |〈Xx|M1

m1
〉|2 and cmimi+1

= |〈Mi
mi

|Mi+1
mi+1

〉|2,

and Πm
N
y = |MN

m
N

〉〈MN
m

N

| ⊗ |Yy〉〈Yy |.

Proof.— This can be proved using an iterative approach

[7, 43]. First, we prove the relation for N = 1. Let M1

be the measurement on system A with projectors labeled by
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{|M1
m1

〉〈M1
m1

|}. Then

H(X |Y )− S(A|B)

= H(ρXY )−H(Y )− S(ρAB) + S(ρB)

= S(ρAB ‖ ρXY )−H(Y ) + S(ρB)

≥ S(Λ1(ρAB) ‖ Λ1(ρXY ))−H(Y ) + S(ρB)

= S(ρM1B ‖
∑

xym1

cxm1
pxyΠm1y)−H(Y ) + S(ρB)

= −S(M1|B)−
∑

m1y

pm1y log2(
∑

x

cxm1
pxy)−H(Y ),

(A2)

where we denote H(·|·) as the classical conditional entropy,

the definition and contractive property of relative entropy are

used in the the second the third steps, the measurement oper-

ation Λ1(ρ) =
∑

m1
(|M1

m1
〉〈M1

m1
| ⊗ I)ρ(|M1

m1
〉〈M1

m1
| ⊗ I)

are used in the fourth step with cxm1
= |〈Xx|M1

m1
〉|2 and

pxy = 〈Xx|〈Yy |ρAB|Xx〉|Yy〉, and in the last step pm1y =
Tr(ρM1BΠm1y) with Πm1y = |M1

m1
〉〈M1

m1
| ⊗ |Yy〉〈Yy |.

Since pxy = px|ypy , we have log2(
∑

x cxm1
pxy) =

log2(
∑

x cxm1
px|y) + log2 py . Then

−
∑

m1y

pm1y log2(
∑

x

cxm1
pxy)

= −
∑

m1y

pm1y log2(
∑

x

cxm1
px|y)−

∑

m1y

pm1y log2(py)

= −Tr(ρAB log2(
∑

xym1

cxm1
px|yΠm1y))

+H(Y ) + S(ρAB)− S(ρAB)

= S(ρAB‖
∑

xym1

cxm1
px|yΠm1y)

+S(ρAB) +H(Y ). (A3)

Combining Eq. (A2) and Eq. (A3) gives

S(M1|B) +H(X |Y )− S(A|B)− S(ρAB)

≥ S(ρAB‖
∑

xym1

cxm1
px|yΠm1y). (A4)

By using the contractive property of relative entropy with op-

eration Λ2(ρ) =
∑

m2
(|M2

m2
〉〈M2

m2
| ⊗ I)ρ(|M2

m2
〉〈M2

m2
| ⊗

I), then

S(ρAB‖
∑

xym1

cxm1
px|yΠm1y)

≥ S(Λ2(ρAB)‖Λ2(
∑

xym1

cxm1
px|yΠm1y))

= −S(ρM2B) + S(ρB)− S(ρB) + S(ρAB)− S(ρAB)

−Tr(ρM2B log2
∑

xym1m2

cxm1
cm1m2

px|yΠm2y)

= S(ρAB‖
∑

xym1m2

cxm1
cm1m2

px|yΠm2y)

−S(M2|B) + S(A|B), (A5)

in which Πm2y = |M2
m2

〉〈M2
m2

| ⊗ |Yy〉〈Yy|. Thus,

2
∑

i=1

S(Mi|B) +H(X |Y )− 2S(A|B)− S(ρAB)

≥ S(ρAB‖
∑

xym1m2

cxm1
cm1m2

px|yΠm2y). (A6)

By iteration with Λi, we can get

N
∑

i=1

S(Mi|B) +H(X |Y )−NS(A|B)− S(ρAB)

≥ S(ρAB‖
∑

xym1...m
N

cxm1
cm1m2

. . . cm
N−1

m
N
px|yΠm

N
y).

Thus we complete the proof.
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Santos, Géza Tóth, and Carsten Klempt, Detecting multiparti-

cle entanglement of Dicke states, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 155304

(2014).

[30] I. Devetak and A. Winter, Distillation of secret key and entan-

glement from quantum states, Proc. Math. Phys. Eng. Sci. 461,

207 (2005).

[31] R. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and P. Horodecki, Entanglement

processing and statistical inference: The jaynes principle can

produce fake entanglement, Phys. Rev. A 59, 1799 (1999).

[32] Z.-H. Chen, Z.-H. Ma, O. Gühne, and S. Severini, Estimating

entanglement monotones with a generalization of the wootters

formula, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 200503 (2012).

[33] Y.-K. Bai, Y.-F. Xu, and Z. D. Wang, General monogamy re-

lation for the entanglement of formation in multiqubit systems,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 100503 (2014).

[34] F. Nicacio and M. C. de Oliveira, Tight bounds for the entangle-

ment of formation of Gaussian states, Phys. Rev. A 89, 012336

(2014).

[35] Y. Dai, Y. Dong, Z. Xu, W. You, C. Zhang, and O. Gühne,

Experimentally accessible lower bounds for genuine multipar-

tite entanglement and coherence measures. Phys. Rev. Appl. 13

054022 (2020).

[36] Y. Chen, M. Farahzad, S. Yoo, and T. C. Wei, Detector tomogra-

phy on IBM quantum computers and mitigation of an imperfect

measurement, Phys. Rev. A 100, 052315 (2019).

[37] Yuanhao Wang, Ying Li, Zhang-qi Yin and Bei Zeng, 16-qubit

IBM universal quantum computer can be fully entangled, npj

Quantum Inf 4, 46 (2018).

[38] G. J. Mooney, C. D. Hill and L. C. L. Hollenberg, Entanglement

in a 20-Qubit Superconducting Quantum Computer, Sci Rep 9,

13465 (2019).

[39] Huan-Yu Ku, N. Lambert, Feng-Jui Chan, et al., Experimental

test of non-macrorealistic cat states in the cloud, npj Quantum

Inf 6, 98 (2020).

[40] Ken X. Wei, I. Lauer, S. Srinivasan, et al., Verifying multipar-

tite entangled Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger states via multiple

quantum coherences, Phys. Rev. A 101, 032343 (2020).

[41] Zhi-Peng Yang, Huan-Yu Ku, A. Baishya, Yu-Ran Zhang, et

al., Deterministic one-way logic gates on a cloud quantum com-

puter, Phys. Rev. A 105, 042610 (2022).

[42] C.-T. Chen, Y.-H. Shi, Z. Xiang, Z.-A. Wang, T.-M. Li, H.-Y.

Sun, T.-S. He, X. Song, S. Zhao, D. Zheng, K. Xu, and H. Fan,

ScQ cloud quantum computation for generating Greenberger-

Horne-Zeilinger states of up to 10 qubits, Sci. China-Phys.

Mech. Astron. 65, 110362 (2022).

[43] P. J. Coles, R. Colbeck, L. Yu, and M. Zwolak, Uncertainty Re-

lations from Simple Entropic Properties, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108,

210405 (2012).

[44] W. K. Wootters, Entanglement of formation of an arbitrary state

of two qubits, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 2245 (1998).

[45] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and K. Horodecki,

Quantum entanglement, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 865 (2009).

[46] A. Bergschneider, V.M. Klinkhamer, J. H. Becher, R. Klemt,

L. Palm, G. Zrn, S. Jochim, and P. M. Preiss, Experimental

characterization of two-particle entanglement through position

and momentum correlations, Nat. Phys. 15, 640 (2019).

[47] M. Boll, T. A. Hilker, G. Salomon, A. Omran, J. Nespolo,

L. Pollet, I. Bloch, and C. Gross, Spin- and density-resolved

microscopy of antiferromagnetic correlations in fermihubbard

chains, Science 353, 1257 (2016).
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