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A complete characterization and quantification of entanglement, particularly the multipartite
entanglement, remains an unfinished long-term goal in quantum information theory. As long as
the multipartite system is concerned, the relation between the entanglement contained in different
partitions or different subsystems need to take into account. The complete multipartite entanglement
measure and the complete monogamy relation is a framework that just deals with such a issue. In this
paper, we put forward conditions to justify whether the multipartite entanglement monotone (MEM)
and genuine multipartite entanglement monotone (GMEM) are complete, completely monogamous,
and tightly complete monogamous according to the feature of the reduced function. Especially,
with the assumption that the maximal reduced function is nonincreasing on average under LOCC,
we proposed a class of complete MEMs and a class of complete GMEMs via the maximal reduced
function for the first time. By comparison, it is shown that, for the tripartite case, this class
of GMEMs is better than the one defined from the minimal bipartite entanglement in literature
under the framework of complete MEM and complete monogamy relation. In addition, the relation
between monogamy, complete monogamy, and the tightly complete monogamy are revealed in light

of different kinds of MEMs and GMEMs.

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

Entanglement, as one of the most puzzling features in
quantum mechanics, has been widely used as an essen-
tial resource for quantum communication [1-3], quantum
cryptography [4, 5], and quantum computing [6, 7], etc.
The utility of an entangled state for these applications
is often directly related to the degree or type of entan-
glement contained in it. Therefore, efficiently quanti-
fying and characterizing multipartite entanglement is of
paramount importance. Especially, the genuine multi-
partite entanglement, as one of the important types of
entanglement, offers significant advantages in quantum
tasks compared with bipartite entanglement [8].

The phenomenon becomes much more complex for
multipartite entanglement, particularly the genuinely
multipartite entanglement, entanglement shared between
all of the particles. Over the years, many multipar-
tite entanglement measures have been proposed, such as
the “residual tangle” which reports the genuine three-
qubit entanglement [9], the genuinely multipartite con-
currence [10], the k-ME concurrence [11], the m con-
currence [12], the generalization of negativity [13], the
SL-invariant multipartite measure of entanglement [14-
19], and the a-entanglement entropy [20], concurrence
triangle [21], concentratable entanglement [22], geomet-
ric mean of bipartite concurrence [23], concurrence tri-
angle induced genuine multipartite entanglement mea-
sure [24], and a general way of constructing genuine mul-
tipartite entanglement monotone is proposed in Ref. [25].
In Ref. [26], we proposed a framework of complete mul-
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tipartite entanglement monotone from which the entan-
glement between any partitions or subsystems with the
coarsening relation could be compared with each other.

In the context of describing multipartite entanglement,
another fundamental task is to understand how entan-
glement is distributed over many parties since it reveals
fundamental insights into the nature of quantum correla-
tions [8] and has profound applications in both quantum
communication [27, 28] and other area of physics [29-
33]. This characteristic trait of distribution is known
as the monogamy law of entanglement [27, 34], which
means that the more entangled two parties are, the
less correlated they can be with other parties. Quan-
titatively, the monogamy of entanglement is described
by an inequality [9, 29, 34-36] or equality [26, 37, 38],
involving a bipartite entanglement monotone or multi-
partite entanglement monotone (MEM). Consequently,
considerable research has been undertaken in this direc-
tion [9, 26, 29, 34-39).

Very recently, we discussed when the genuine multi-
partite entanglement measure is complete [40] with the
same spirit as in Ref. [26]. Under such a sense, the hierar-
chy structure of the entanglement in the system is clear.
Moreover, whether the multipartite entanglement mea-
sure is proper or not can be justified together with the
framework of complete monogamy relation for the mul-
tipartite system established in Ref. [26]. The framework
of complete monogamy relation is based on the complete
multipartite entanglement measure [26, 40, 41]. With
this postulates, the distribution of entanglement appears
more explicitly.

Multipartite entanglement measure is always defined
via the bipartite entanglement measure. Let SX be the
set of all density matrices acting on the state space HX.
Recall that, a function E : S4B — R, is called a mea-
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sure of entanglement [42, 43] if (1) E(c4?) = 0 for any
separable density matrix o4 ¢ S48 and (2) E be-
haves monotonically decreasing under local operations
and classical communication (LOCC). Moreover, convex
measures of entanglement that do not increase on average
under LOCC are called entanglement monotones [42, 44].
By replacing S4B with SA41424n it is just the mul-
tipartite entanglement measure/monotone, and denoted
by E(™. Any bipartite entanglement monotone corre-
sponds to a concave function on the reduced state when
it is evaluated for the pure states [44]. For any entangle-
ment measure E, if

h(p?) = E (J9) (| *7) (

is concave, i.e. h[Apr + (1 — N)p2] > Mh(p1) + (1 —
Ah(p2) for any states p1, p2, and any 0 < A < 1,
then the convex roof extension of F, ie., Fp (pAB) =
min 37 p; B (|;)(¥;|4B), is an entanglement mono-
tone, where the minimum is taken over all pure state
decompositions of pAP = 37" pileh;) (1|4, We call h
the reduced function of E and H* the reduced subsystem
throughout this paper.

An n-partite pure state |[¢p) € HA A2 An s called
biseparable if it can be written as |¢) = [¥)¥ ®
|)Y for some bipartition of AjAs---A, (for exam-
ple, A1A3|A2A4 is a bipartition of A1A2A3A4). An n-
partite mixed state p is biseparable if it can be writ-
ten as a convex combination of biseparable pure states
p = >, pilti)(1i|, wherein the contained {|¢;)} can be
biseparable with respect to different bipartitions (i.e., a
mixed biseparable state does not need to be separable
with respect to any particular bipartition). If p is not
biseparable, then it is called genuinely entangled. A mul-
tipartite entanglement measure E(™ is called a genuine
multipartite entanglement measure if (i) £ (o) = 0 for
any biseparable state o, (ii) E(™ (p) > 0 for any genuine
entangled state, and (iii) it is convex [10]. A genuine
multipartite entanglement measure is called a genuine
multipartite entanglement monotone (GMEM) if it does
not increase on average under LOCC.

In Refs. [25, 26, 40], we present MEMs and GMEMs
that are defined by the sum of the reduced function on
pure states and then extended to mixed states via the
convex-roof structure. The aim of this paper is to give
a condition that can justify when the MEMs and the
GMEMs defined in this way is complete and completely
monogamous. Moreover, we give another way of defining
MEMs and the GMEMs from the maximal reduced func-
tion and then discuss when these quantities are complete
and completely monogamous.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
In Sec. II, we introduce some preliminaries. Sec. III
discusses the properties of the reduced functions of the
entanglement monotones so far in literature. Sec. IV
is divided into two subsections. Subsec. A discusses
the MEM defined by the sum of reduced functions, and
in Subsec. B, we give the MEMs defined by the max-
imal reduced function. Both of these two MEMs are
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explored under the framework of the complete measure
and the complete monogamy relation. In Sec. V, we
consider three kinds of GMEMs which are defined by the
sum of reduced functions, the maximal reduced function,
and the minimal reduced function, respectively, under
the framework the complete measure and the complete
monogamy relation. We present a conclusion in Sec. VI.

II. NOTATIONS AND PRELIMINARIES

The framework of the complete entanglement mea-
sure/monotone is closely related to the coarser relation
of multipartite partition. We first introduce three kinds
of coarser relation in Subsec. A, from which we then re-
view the complete MEM, complete GMEM, monogamy
relation and complete monogamy relation, respectively,
in the latter three subsections.

A. Coarser relation of multipartite partition

Let X1|Xs|---| X and Y1|Y3]---|Y; be two partitions
of AjAs -+ A, or subsystem of A; Ay - - A,, (for instance,
partition AB|C|DE is a 3-partition of the 5-particle sys-
tem ABCDE with X; = AB, Xo = C and X3 = DE).
We denote by [40]

Xq1|Xo| - | Xk = V1|Y2l -+ - |V, (2)
Xi1| X | X =P V3| Ya| - |V, (3)
X1 Xo| -+ [ X = Y [Ya| - |V (4)

if Y1|Y3|---|Y; can be obtained from X;|Xs|---| X} by
(a) discarding some subsystem(s) of X1|Xo| -« | Xk,
(b) combining some subsystems of X;|Xs]| -+ | X},

(c) discarding some subsystem(s) of some subsystem(s)
X; provided that X; = At(l)At(Q) .. 'At(f(t)) with
f) 22, 1<t <k,

respectively. For example, A|B|C|D »=* A|B|D = B|D,
A|B|C|D =* AC|B|D =* AC|BD, A|BC ¢ A|B.
We call Y1|Ya|---|Y; is coarser than Xp|Xa|---|Xj if
Y1|Ya|---]Y; can be obtained from X;|Xs|---|Xj by
one or some of item (a)-item (c), and we denote it by
X1|Xo| - | Xp = Y[V - |V

Furthermore, if Xi|Xs| - | Xk = Yi|Y2|---|Yi, we
denote by ZE(Xi|Xa| - |Xr — Y1|Y2|---]Y;) the set of
all the partitions that are coarser than Xp|Xal---|Xk
but (i) neither coarser than Yj|Ya|---|¥; nor the

one from which one can derive Yi|Y3|---|Y; by the
coarsening means, and (ii) either exclude any sub-
system of Yi|Ya|---|Y; or include both some subsys-

tems of Y7|Ya|---]Y; with all the subsystems Yjs in-
cluded are regarded as one subsystem and other sub-
systems in X;|Xa|---|Xk but not in Yi|Y3|---|Y],
and (i) if Yi|[Ya|--- Y1 = Xu|Xof - [Xpoq| X Xy,



E(X1|Xo| -+ [ X =Y1|Y2| - - [Y7) contains only Xi| - - [ X}
and the one coarser than it. For example, Z(A|B|CD|E—
A|B) = {CD|E, A|CD|E, B|CD|E, A|CD, B|CD,
B|C|E, B|D|E, A|D|E, A|C|E, A|E, B|E, A|C,
AD, B|C, B|D, C|E, D|E, AB|CDE, AB|CDIE,
AB|CD, AB|E}. E(A|B|C|D|E — A|B|C) = {D|E,
A|D|E, A|D, A|E, B|D|E, B|D, B|E, C|D|E, C|D,
C|E, AB|D|E, AB|D, AB|E, AC|D|E, AC|D, AC|E,
BC|D|E, BC|D, BC|E, ABC|DE, ABC|D|E, ABC|D,
ABC|E, AB|DE, AC|DE, BC|DE}. E(A|B|C|D —
A|BCD) = {B|C|D, B|CD, BC|D, C|BD, B|C, C|D,
B|D}.

B. Complete MEM

A multipartite entanglement measure E(™) is called a
unified multipartite entanglement measure if it satisfies
the unification condition [26]:

(i) (additivity):

E(")(AlAg A @ Agr - Ap)
= E® (A1 Ay A) + E@P (g - A),  (5)

holds for all pAidz=An ¢ SA1AzAn
EM(X) refers to E™ (pX) and EM) = 0;

hereafter

EM(A1Ay---A,) =
A1Az-- Ay

(ii) (permutation invariance):
EM(AryAr2) - An(ny), for all p
SAlAQH-A

m

» and any permutation 7;

(iii) (coarsening monotone):
EW(X1|Xa| - [Xi) 2 EOM[Ya| - [Y)  (6)

holds for all pAtdz=An ¢ SArd2An when-
ever Xi|Xo|---|Xyp =% Yi|Ya|---|Y;, where
X1|Xa| -+ | Xk and Y1|Ys| - - |Y; are two partitions
of AjAs--- A, or subsystem of A;As---A,, the
vertical bar indicates the split across which the en-
tanglement is measured.

E™) is called a complete multipartite entanglement mea-
sure if it satisfies both the conditions above and the hi-
erarchy condition [26]:

(iv) (tight coarsening monotone): Eq. (6) holds for
all p € SA424n whenever Xi|Xa|---|Xp =0

C. Complete GMEM

Let Eg(,n) be a genuine multipartite entanglement mea-
sure. It is defined to be a wunified genuine multipartite
entanglement measure if it satisfies the unification con-
dition [40], i.e.,
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(i) (permutation invariance): Eg(,n)(AlAg-uAn) =

B (ApyAn(z) -+ Ay, for all phidzdn ¢

SA1424An and any permutation 7

(ii) (coarsening monotone):
EP (G 1Xo| - |Xp) > EP (Ve V1) (7)

holds for all pAidz=An ¢ SﬁlAQ”'A" whenever
X1| Xa| | Xk = Y1|Ya|- - |V,

A unified GMEM Eén) is call a complete genuine multi-

partite entanglement measure if E;n) admits the hierar-
chy condition [40], i.e.,

(iii) (tight coarsening monotone):

E(X1]Xs| | X)) > EP(Y4]Ya] - [V)) (8)

holds for all p € whenever

Xl‘X2| |Xk Fb Y1|Y2| |Y—l

SA1Az Ay,
g9

D. Monogamy Relation

For an bipartite entanglement measure E, F is said to
be monogamous if [9, 39]

E(A|BC) > E(AB) + E(AC). 9)

However, Equation (9) is not valid for many entangle-
ment measures [9, 35, 37] but some power function of
@) admits the monogamy relation (i.e., E*(A|BC) >
E“(AB) + E*(AC) for some a > 0). In Ref. [37], we
improved the definition of monogamy as: A bipartite
measure of entanglement E is monogamous if for any
p € SABC that satisfies the disentangling condition, i.e.,

E(p"P9) = B(p*?), (10)

we have that E(p2°) = 0, where pAB = Trgp?BC.
With respect to this definition, a continuous measure F
is monogamous according to this definition if and only if
there exists 0 < a < oo such that

E*(pM1PC) = B (p"P) + E*(p")  (11)

for all p acting on the state space HABC with fixed
dim HABC = d < 0o (see Theorem 1 in Ref. [37]).

In Ref. [26], in order to characterize the distribution
of entanglement in a “complete” sense, the term “com-
plete monogamy” of the unified multipartite entangle-
ment measure is proposed. For a unified multipartite
entanglement measure E(| it is said to be completely
monogamous if for any p € SA142An that satisfies [26]

EM (X1 X, | Xp) = EVM|Ye| -+ [V)  (12)
with X1|X2| s ‘Xk - Y1|Y2| s D/l we have that

EMT) =0 (13)



holds for all ' € =Z(X1|Xo|- -+ | Xk — Y1|Y2|- - |Y7), here-
after the superscript (*) is associated with the partition
T, e.g., if T is a n-partite partition, then (x) = (n). For
example, E®) is completely monogamous if for any p45¢
that admits E®)(ABC) = E®)(AB) we get E?)(AC) =
E®)(BC) = 0. Let E™ be a complete multipartite en-
tanglement measure. E() is defined to be tightly com-
plete monogamous if for any p € SA1424An that satis-
fies [26]

EM(X1|Xs| - |Xi) = EOW1[Yo| - [Y)  (14)
with X[ Xa|- -+ | Xg =° Y1|Ya|- - - Y] we have that
EM(T) =0 (15)

holds for all T' € =(X1| X3 | Xk — Y1|Y2|---|Y;). For
instance, E®) is tightly complete monogamous if for any
pABC that admits E®)(ABC) = E®(A|BC) we have
E®)(BC) =0.

Let Eén) be a genuine multipartite entanglement mea-
sure. We denote by S;‘lAz“‘Am the set of all genuine en-

tangled states in SA4142:Am, Eén) is completely monog-
amous if it obeys Eq. (7) [40]. A complete genuine mul-

tipartite entanglement measure Eén) is tightly complete
monogamous if it satisfies the genuine disentangling con-
dition, i.e., either for any p € 5541‘42“"4’" that satis-
fies [40]

E(X1|Xo| -+ | X)) = ED (Vi [Ya| -+ Y1) (16)
with X1|Xa|- -+ | X) =° Y1|Ya| - - |Y; we have that
EC)(T) =0 (17)
holds for all T € E(X1|X3] - | Xk — Y1|Y2| -+ |V7), or

EP (X1 Xa| - [Xi) > E)(M[Ya| -+ [Y)  (18)
holds for any p € SA1A2 - Am
In Ref. [26], we showed that the tightly complete
monogamy is stronger than the complete monogamy for
the complete MEMs that defined by the convex-roof ex-
tension. One can easily find that it is also true for any
complete GMEM defined by the convex-roof extension.

III. STRICT CONCAVITY AND
SUBADDITIVITY OF THE REDUCED
FUNCTION

Any entanglement monotone, when evaluated on pure
states, is uniquely determined by its reduced function
and vice versa. Therefore, the feature of the entangle-
ment monotone defined via the convex-roof extension
rests with the quality of its reduced function. In Ref. [38],
we proved that the bipartite entanglement monotone is
monogamous whenever its reduced function is strictly

concave. In ths Section, we review all the reduced func-
tions of the entanglement monotones in literature so far
and then discuss the subadditivity of these functions. As
what we will show in the next two Sections, the subaddi-
tivity is affinitive with the completeness of the measures
for some kind of MEM/GMEM.

A. Strict concavity

The reduced functions of the entanglement of for-
mation Ey [45, 46], tangle 7 [47], concurrence C [48-
50], negativity N [51], the Tsallis g-entropy of entangle-
ment E, [52], and the Rényi a-entropy of entanglement
E, [44, 53] are

h(p) = S(p),
he(p) = h&(p) =2(1 = Trp?),

(o) = Sl(Tryp)” ~ 1,

1 —Trp?
he(p) = =1 q>0,

ha(p) = (1= a)™ In(Trp®),

respectively, where S is the von Neumann entropy. It has
been shown that h, h-, hc, hn, hq, and h, are not only
concave but also strictly concave [38, 44, 54] (where the
strict concavity of hy is proved very recently in Ref. [55]).

The reduced functions of the entanglement monotones
induced by the fidelity-based distances Er, Ex/, and
EaF are [56]

0<a<l,

h}_(p) = 1—T\I'p37

2
hr(p) = 1—(Trp®)",
hAJ:(p) =1- \/Trp?):

respectively. They are strictly concave [40].

In Ref. [55], four kinds of partial norm of entangle-
ment are investigated: the partial-norm of entanglement
E5, the minimal partial-norm of entanglement E,;,, the
reinforced minimal partial-norm of entanglement FE,,
and the partial negativity N. The reduced functions of
Es, By, E/ ., and N are

min?

ha(p) = 1=l
hiin(p) = [|pllmin,
hamin' () = 7(p)|[pllmin,
h(p) = /6105,
where 7(p) denotes the rank of p, || - || is the operator

norm, i.e., | X[ = supy, [[A[)]],

[l = § Vi A <1,
min —
07 )\min:]-v

and d1, do are the two largest eigenvalues of p. All of them
are concave but not strictly concave (fz is only strictly
concave on qubit states), and these entanglement mono-
tones are not monogamous [55].



B. Subadditivity

We summarize the subadditivity of the reduced func-
tions in literature as following:

(i) S is additive and subadditive [54], i.e.,

S(p®a)=S(p)+ S(o) (19)
and

S(p*P) < S(p™) + S(p"), (20)
respectively.

(ii) Sy is subadditive iff ¢ > 1, but not additive, and
for 0 < ¢ < 1, S, is neither subadditive nor super-
additive [57] (superadditivity refers to S,(pAZ) >
S,(p™) + S,(p®)). In addition,

Sa(p™ @ p) = Sq(p™) + S4(p") (21)
iff p# or p® is pure [57].
(iii) hy is additive but not subadditive [58, 59].
(iv) h, is subadditive [60], i.e.,
1+ Teplp 2 Teph + Trph. (22)

In particular, the equality holds iff p4 or p? is
pure [26].

(v) hp is neither subadditive nor supperadditive [26].

Ttem (iv) implies h¢ is subadditive and the equality holds
iff pA or pB is pure. hz is subadditive since it coincides
with Sg/2 (¢ = 3). We conjecture that hy and har are
subadditive.

Proposition 1. hs is subadditive, i.e.,

e e = e R

AB c SAB.

(23)

holds for any p In particular, the equality
holds iff p* or p® is a pure state.

Proof. Note that partial trace is a quantum channel and
any quantum channel can be regarded as a operator on
the space of the trace-class operators. The norm of quan-
tum channel in such a sense is 1. Therefore ||pAB| >
o] Moreover, if 1+ |0 = [[oA] + [pZ]|, then
llpA]| = 1 or ||p®| = 1, which completes the proof. O

Let

ap 1 1
P18 = S (W] + 516) (6]

with [) = /4100)+/2111) and |8) = |/ [22)+/1133).
It is clear that [[p"8||lmin = 2 > [|p?|lmin + [|0Z|min =
1/10 + 1/10 = 1/5. That is, || - ||min is not subaddi-
tive. Clearly, hymin is also not subadditive. According

TABLE I: Comparing of the properties of the reduced func-
tions. C, SC, SA, and A signify the function is concave,
strictly concave, subadditive, and additive, respectively.

E h C sC SA A
Ef S v v v v
C 2(1 — Trp?) v v v X
T 2(1 - Trpz) v v N X
B, = V(g>0) v(g>1) v(g>1) x
E, 2% ae(0,1) v v X
Np % Ve v X X
Er 1— Trp® v v v X
Ex 1 — (Trp?)? v v VEx
FEar 1—/Trp3 v v v X
)oR 1—|pll v X v X
Emnin Il min v X X X
Ernin 7(p)llpllmin v X X X
N NI vl X Ve X

“We conjecture that they are subadditive.
bWe conjecture that it is concave.

to Proposition 1, hyiy, and Ay, are subadditive on the
states that satisfies r(pAP) = r(p4) = r(p?) = 2. One
can easily verifies that hs, Amin, Amin’, and h are not
additive.

We conjecture that his subadditive, i.e.,

h(p™P) < h(p) + h(p?) (24)

holds for any pAZ € SAB. In what follows, we always
assume that hr/, har, and h are subadditive, and that
h is concave.

The reduced functions of parametrized entanglement
monotones in Ref. [61] and Ref. [62] are

hg(p) =1—="Trp?, q>1,

and

ha(p) =Trp* =1, 0<a<l,

respectively. Obviously, the properties of these two func-
tions above are the same as that of h,, although they are
different from E, [61, 62]. We summarize the properties
of these reduced functions in Table I for more conve-
nience.

IV. COMPLETE MEM

A. Complete MEM from sum of the reduced
functions

In Ref. [26], we put forward several complete MEMs
defined by the sum of the reduced functions on all the



single subsystems. In fact, this scenario is valid for all en-
tanglement monotones. Let [1))41424n be a pure state
in #A1424n and h be a non-negative concave function
on SX. We define

E) (jyp) a4

Z h(p (25)

and then extend it to mixed states by the convex-roof

structure. We denote E(™ by E(" cm, () E(")
E((ln)’ NI(;' )7 Egl), Eég), E(n) E(’ﬂ) Er(r:llzu E(n) _and N(n)

whenever h = S, hc, h-r, hq, ha, hN, h]:, h]:/ hA]:, hg,
Amin, Pmin’, and fu respectively. Here, E}n), cm, 7).
EM™, E(Y, and N{” have been discussed in Ref. [26]
for the first time. The coeflicient “1/2” is fixed by the
unification condition when E(™ is regarded as a unified

MEM. One need note here that E(n) E(n) and E( A7 are

different from E?)F, E;ZL,) r, and E® A]_-  respectively in
Ref. [56].

Theorem 1. Let E™) be a non-negative function defined
as in Eq. (25). Then the following statements hold true.

(i) E™ is a unified MEM and is completely monoga-
mous;

(ii) E™ is a complete MEM iff h is subadditive;

(iii) E™) is tightly complete monogamous iff h is sub-
additive with

h(p"?) = h(p" )= ptP

)+ h(p?) = p?" is separable. (26)
Proof. We only need to discuss the case of n = 3 with no
loss of generality.

(i) For any W)‘;‘BC € HAABC, we let E?)(pAB) =
S B ([i)) = 5 3, pilh(p) + h(pf)]. Then
EO)(|p)4BC) —

> o [np?

[h(p™) + h(p®) + h(p)]

> wilh(pf) + h(p?)]

%

[N

)+ h(p")

DN | =

—

>

= E@(p"B).

That is, E®) satisfies Eq. (6) for pure states and it is
completely monogamous on pure states. For any mixed
state pABC we let E(S)( ABCY — > G E®(|;)) and

E@ (pB) = 32, pih @ (Iui))) = 5 i pap [h(pfly) +
h(p?(j))]. Then

E®) (pABC)

qu
;zq,« (%) +
o Z QJpz

(p3) + h(pP) + h(pS)]

v

hy(pP)]

%

P”) + h(p){ Pii) = E®) (p"5),

e., it is a unified MEM. If E®)(pABC) = ER)(pAB),
it yields h(pjc) = 0 for any j, and thus [i;)28C =
;)48 |1;)€. Therefore it is completely monogamous.

(ii) If E®) is a complete MEM, then E(3)(|w>ABC) >
E(Q)(MMA'BC) for any |1/)>ABC, which implies h(p?¢) <
h(pB) 4+ h(p®). That is, h is subadditive since |¢>ABC
is arbitrarily given. Conversely, if h is subadditive,
then EG)(|y)ABC) > EQ@(|)AIBC) for any pure state
|9)ABC. For any mixed state pAB¢, we let EG)(pABC) =

32 G E® (1)), Then

E(s ABC

Z%
1
> 545 [hi(p™) + hy(p™C
j

i.e., it is a complete MEM.

(iii) It can be easily checked using the argument anal-
ogous to that of (ii) together with the fact that, if E(™)
is tightly complete monogamous, it is automatically a
complete MEM. O

(p3) + h(pP) + h(p)]

)| = E@(pNE),

By Theorem 1, we can conclude: (i) E(n)7 cm )

E]é”)7 E((ln), Né‘n)’ E;_Zl)’ Eg_ff), E{(q"])__’ Eén) E(") E(”)

’ min’ min’’

and N are unified MEMs and are completely monog-

amous; (ii) E](c")’ om0 Eén), E(;), E(n) E{(:]l’

E("), and N are complete MEMs; (iii) E,& ), N}"),
E™  and E™ 31, are not complete MEMs since the asso-

min’
ciated reduced functions are not subadditive which vio-

late the hierarchy condition for some states. (iv) E](cn),

¢ (") and E( ") are tightly complete monogamous.
However E(n) E(n) E(@,, and N are not monoga-

mous. Together with Theorem in Ref. [38], we obtain that,
for these MEMSs, both monogamy and tightly complete
monogamy are stronger than the complete monogamy
under the frame work of the complete MEM, and that
monogamy is stronger than both complete monogamy
and tightly complete monogamy (e.g., Eén))

In particular, if h is subadditive with h(pAP) =
h(p?) + h(p?) implies pAf = pA @ pB, then E™ is
tightly complete monogamous. S, h,, hc, and hy be-
long to such situations. We also conjecture that hg, hr,
hr, har, and h belong to such situations as well. That
is, we conjecture that B, EY, E® | EW) and N
are tightly complete monogamous.

In Ref. [25], we put forward several multipartite en-
tanglement measures which are defined by the sum of all
bipartite entanglement. Let |¢)4142"*4n be a pure state
in HA1424n and h be a non-negative concave function
on SX. We define [25]

£ ()

1 > h(pAin iz Ais ) if n is odd,

i1 < <idg,5<n/2 27)
1 > h(pAaAiAi)if n is even,

1< <is<n,s<n/2



TABLE II: Comparing of E™ with different different re-
duced functions, and £™. CM and TCM signify the mea-
sure is completely monogamous and tightly complete monog-
amous, respectively.

MEM Unified Complete CM TCM
B v v v v
cm v v v v
(™ v v v v
EM™ v v v Ve
E(Y v x v x
N v X v X
EY v v v Ve
EY v v v ve
E) v VP v Ve
EM v v v v
Ef:jfj v X v X
E™, v X v X
N®™ v vl v Ve
EM (n>4) v v v v

It is tightly complete monogamous under the assumption that h
is subadditive and Eq. (26) holds.
bTt is complete under the assumption that h is subadditive.

for pure states and for mixed states by the convex-roof
structure. Note that £ is just Ei2..m(2) in Ref. [25]
provided that the corresponding bipartite entanglement
measure is an entanglement monotone. Clearly,

EM < g (28)

and in general, EM < £M) whenever n > 4. Indeed, we
can easily show that E™ (|¢)) < £ (|4h)) iff [b) is not
fully separable, i.e., [¢)) # )1 [) A2 @ @ |)An. £B)
coincides with E®) but £™ is different from E(™) when-
ever n > 4. The following Proposition is straightforward
by the definition of £(").

Proposition 2. Let £ be a non-negative function de-
fined as in Eq. (27), n > 4. Then ™ is a complete
MEM and it is completely monogamous and tightly com-
plete monogamous.

Then, when n > 4, all these MEMs &™) with the
reduced functions we mentioned above are complete
MEMSs, and are not only completely monogamous but
also tightly complete monogamous. We compare all these
MEMs in Table II for convenience.

B. Complete MEM from the maximal reduced
function

Let [1))A1424n be a pure state in HA1424» and h
be a non-negative concave function. We define

E/(n)(|¢>A1A2"'An) = m?xh(pAi) (29)

and then extend it to mixed states by the convex-roof
structure. By definition, £’ (n) < EM) if  is subadditive.

Theorem 2. Let B’ be a nonnegative function defined

as in Eq. (29). If it is nonincreasing on average under
LOCC, then (1) E'® s q complete MEM but not tightly
complete monogamous, and if h is strictly concave, E®
is completely monogamous, and (ii) E'™ s not complete

whenever n > 4.

Proof. (i) It is clear that the unification condition and
the hierarchy condition are valid for E’(?’), thus E'® is
a complete MEM. Let E'®)(|)ABC) = B/ (|yp)AIBC),

then pB¢ is not necessarily separable. Thus, E’ ) is not
tightly complete monogamous. If h is strictly concave

and E/(3)(|,(/}>ABC) _ El(z)(pAB), then E/(Q)(|w>A\BC) _
E'(z)(|¢>B|AC) _ E'(Q)(pAB). Therefore, |w>ABC _
|)AB|)C by Theorem in Ref. [38]. That is, E'® s
completely monogamous.

(ii) Let

W) = % (11000) + |0100) 4 |0010) + [0001)),  (30)

we have E’(4)(|W4>) < E’(2)(|W4>AB‘CD) since

A_B_oc_p_|[3/4 0
pr=p"=p"=p <01/4

and the bipartite reduced state is maximal mixed two
qubit state. That is, it violates the hierarchy condition.
This complete the proof. O

(n)

We denote the corresponding E’ in the previous

subsection by E’}n), C/(n)7 T/(n)a E’f]"), E/Eyn)v N/gl)’
B B, B, B B, B and N re-

spectively. Note here that we can not prove here E’ ()
is nonincreasing on average under LOCC, but we con-
jecture that E’ ™) does not increase on average under
LOCC for these cases mentioned above. Hereafter we
always assume the conjecture is true. In such a sense,
by Theorem 2, all of them are complete MEMs but
not tightly complete monogamous by Theorem 2 for
the case of n = 3, and E’Sc?’), C”(g), T’(B), E’l(lg), E’S’),
N D P and B'CL are completely monoga-

Fs 2 Fs B F AF
mous, Elgcn)’ C«/(”)7 7_/(”)7 E/((ITL)7 E/gb)7 N/gl), Elgz_l)7 E’_(;-L,),
oL B, B, 5,
MEMSs whenever n > 4.

If & is not strictly concave, then E’
monogamous. For example, we take

1) ABC = |y A1) B2C (31)

where B;B; means HP has a subspace isomorphic to
HBr @ HP2 and up to local unitary on system B; By. We

and N’ ) are not complete

) is not completely



assume
E'3,(10)459) = B3, (1) A15C)
~(3) ~(2)
N (j)ABC) = N7 (jg) 4189,
then
E'SL(0)A8C) = B'2) (j9)AP) = B'EL (04 P),

-, (2)

N () A8y = N (a8 = NP (p2),

and pP¢ is entangled. In addition, we take

|p)ABC = %moo) + %um) + %IHO) (32)

It is straightforward that

E' (1¢)4P9)
= E'P ()17 = B (19)"P1€) = E'Y (|9)P11)
= EP(p"") = B (") = E'Y (67°)
= 1/3.

miny &', and N’(S) are not com-
pletely monogamous. Namely, for these four complete
MEMs, monogamy coincides with complete monogamy,
tightly complete monogamy seems stronger than both
monogamy and complete monogamy.

It is worthy mentioning here that g™ may not
a unified MEM if n > 4 since it may occur that
E'™(X1 Xy |Xp) < E'YWi|Ya|--- V) for some
state p € SAA2An whenever Xi|Xo| oo |X) =¢
YilYa| -+ Vi

Let |[¢)A1424n be a pure state in HA1424n and h
be a non-negative concave function on SX. We define

5/(”)(|w>A1A2-~An) _

3 3 3
Namely, E,é ), El( ) El/( )

max

h Aiy Aig-- A
11 <+ <ig,8<n/2 (p )

(33)
for pure states and for mixed states by the convex-roof
structure. By definition,

El(”) S 5/("), (34)

&'® coincides with E'®, &M gatisfies the hierarchy
condition, but it may violate the unification condition.
We give a comparison for these MEMs in Table III for
more clarity.

The case E'™ < &™) occurs whenever n > 4. It is
clear that E’(4)(|W4>) < 5’(4)(|W4>) for any E'Y and
&'™ with the reduced functions we considered in Sec.
II1. In addition, for the state

V5 V5 V5

TABLE III: Comparing of E'® with different reduced func-
tions, £ (n > 4), and &Y (n > 4).

MEM Unified Complete CM TCM
B v v
/(3)
S/(?r)
B
E'Y
N'®
E'Y
E'§)
P
B
E'D
B,

]\7’(3)

E'™ (n>4)
&' (n>4)

2 NN N N N T W N N N NN
S N T e N N
Do X X X X NN AN

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

V. COMPLETE GMEM

A. Complete GMEM from sum of the reduced
functions

In Ref. [40], we discussed the completeness of GMEMs
defined by sum of all reduced functions of the single
subsystems with the reduced functions corresponding to
E;, C, 7, E4, and E,. We consider here the general
case for any given bipartite entanglement monotone. Let
|p)ArdzAn he a pure state in HA142 A and h be a
non-negative concave function on SX. We define

E{) ([yyhiz )

1
5 Xsh(p™), h(p™) > 0 for any i

(36)
0, h(p??) = 0 for some 1,

and then extend it to mixed states by the convex-
roof structure. By Proposition 1 and Proposition 4 in
Ref. [40], together with Theorem 1, we have the follow-
ing statement.

Proposition 3. Let E_((]") be a non-negative function de-
fined as in Eq. (36). Then the following statements hold
true.

5 1 5
o) = T|0000> + T|1111> + 1|0100> + T|1010>7 (35) (i) E,gn) is a unified GMEM and is completely monog-

we have B'™ < &W for any B'™ and & men-

tioned above except for h = hpy, and h = h since
pd = pB = p¢ = pP and the eigenvalues of p? is
{5/8,3/8} and the eigenvalues of the bipartite reduced

state is {3/8,5/16,5/16}.

amous;
(1) Eg(,n) is a complete GMEM iff h is subadditive;

(iii) E;n) is tightly complete monogamous iff h is sub-
additive with Eq. (26) holds.



We denote Ej (") in the previous Section by F C("

7", By, By, Ny'v, Bk, B2 B, Eé"z), Eé’llm,
Eg"rznn,, and N_é ), respectively. By Proposition 3, we
can conclude: (i) All these GMEMs are unified GMEMs

and are completely monogamous; (i) F (n) an), Tg(,n),

é(,"q), E;"}, E;fl])r, ;"21 s Eénz), and Ny" (n ) are complete

GMEMSs; (iii) Ega, N, E"). . and B are not
complete GMEMs since the associated reduced functions
are not subadditive and thus they violate the hierarchy
condition for some states. (iv) E(n C(n Tén) and Eén)
are tightly complete monogamoue Therefore for these
GMEMs, tightly complete monogamy are stronger than
the complete monogamy under the frame work of the
complete GMEM.

By the assumption, we conjecture that Eéz), E;n},

(n)
B,

mous. That is, Eén) is complete, completely monoga-
mous, tightly complete monogamous, if and only if F(™)
is complete, completely monogamous, tightly complete
monogamous, respectively.

A similar quantity, €,_12...n(2), is also put forward in
Ref. [25]. Let [¢p)A1424n be a pure state in HA142An
and h be a non-negative concave function on SX. We
define

Eé")l}-, and Ng(n) are tightly complete monoga-

E (A An)

B EM)([op)Araz=An) - p(pAi) > 0 for any i, (37)
o, h(p4?) = 0 for some i,
and then extend it to mixed states by the convex-roof
structure. Notice here that Eg(") is slightly different than
€g-12...n(2) in which the factor “1/2” is ignored.
Clearly,

E{ <&M, (38)

and 5;3) coincides with EéB) but é‘;”) is different from
Eg(,") whenever n > 4. Eg(n) is just £g_12...n(2) in Ref. [25]
if the corresponding bipartite entanglement measure is
an entanglement monotone. The following Proposition
can be easily checked.

Proposition 4. Let £ be a non-negative function de-
fined as in Eq. (37), n > 4. Then EM) s a complete
MEM and it is completely monogamous and tightly com-
plete monogamous.

That is, for the case of n > 4, all these MEMs 5;") with
the reduced functions we discussed in Sec. III are com-
plete GMEMSs, and are not only completely monogamous
but also tightly complete monogamous. For convenience,
we list all these MEMs in Table IV. In addition, it is ob-
vious that Es(,n) < Eg(n)
Eg(4) mentioned above.

whenever n > 4 for any E§4) and

TABLE IV: Comparing of ES") with different reduced func-
tions and £™ (n > 4).

GMEM Unified Complete CM TCM
B v v v v
cim v v v v
™ v v v v
E™) v v v Ve
E™) v X v X
N g(?) v X v X
B v v v Ve
E;";, v v v ve
B - v v v ve
B v v v v

gﬁzﬁn v X v X

Ef;film/ v X v X

N{M v Ve v Ve
g (n > 1) v v v v

2Assume that h is subadditive and Eq. (26) holds.
b Assume that h is subadditive.

B. Complete GMEM from the maximal reduced
function

Let [1)A1424n be a pure state in HA1424» and h
be a non-negative concave function on the set of density
matrices. We define

By ()

max h(p), if h(p?
o, if h(pA

i) > 0 for any 1,
) y (30)
i) = 0 for some 1,

and then extend it to mixed states by the convex-roof
structure. From Theorem 2, we have the following Propo-
sition.

Proposition 5. Let Ey) be a monnegative function de-
fined as in Eq. (39). If it is nonincreasing on average
under LOCC, then (i) E;:,}) is a complete GMEM but not
tightly complete monogamous, and if h is strictly con-
cave, Es(;’) is completely monogamous, and (ii) E, ()
not complete whenever n > 4.

We denote E(n) the corresponding GMEMs men-

(n)

tioned in the previous Subsection by E(") C@, Ty s

(n)  gp(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n)
Eg’,q’ Eg’,a’ J\ig/’Fw Eg/ﬁ]:, Eg’,]:” E /A]_—7 E /27 Eg’,min’
E_((;L)mmu and N, () respectively. Then all these GMEMS

are complete GMEMS but not tightly complete monoga-

B B 6B pB pG)
mous for the case of n = 3, Eg o Cg, Ty Eglgy Eglas

N(?)F, E(?);, E(z,)’ "7, and E(, “ar are completely monog-
amous, all of these GMEMS are not complete GMEMSs
whenever n > 4.



One need note here that, when h is not strictly con-
(n)

cave, L, is not a unified GMEM since it may hap-
pen that B (X1|Xa| -+ [Xy) = EY (Vi|Ya| -+ |v7) for
some p s € SMhdzAn with X |Xo| - | Xy =

g
Y1|Ya2| - -+ Y], namely, it violates Eq. (7). In addition,

E;?) also violates Eq. (17) or Eq. (18). For example, we
take the state in Eq. (31) with both |[p)451 and |¢)B2C
are entangled. We assume

ED ()28 = ED L (1p) 415,
N (j9)yABC) = NS (jy)41B),

then
ES ()A€ = ED L (19)AP) = B
NP (j0)ABC) = NG (jy)4Br) = N (p1F),

and pPC¢ is entangled.
Eq. (32), we have

In addition, for the state in

By (18)479)
2 2 2
= Ba(10)"17%) = By (0)4719) = B2y (1) P14)
= B, = B ) = B
1

3

That is, whenever h is strictly concave, E (") g complete,
completely monogamous, tightly complete monogamous,

if and only if £/\" ™) g complete, completely monogamous,
tightly complete monogamous, respectively.
For the states that admit the form

>ABC

I In) AP ) B¢ (40)

where By By refers to HP has a subspace isomorphic to
HB ®’HB(I) such that up to local unitary on system B,
we have E(S)(|n>ABC) = (2)(|77)B|AC) whenever h(p ®

o) > h(p) and h(p® o) > h(o) for any p and o, and pA¢
is a product state. We therefore have the following fact.

Proposition 6. If h is strictly concave and h(p @ o) >
h(p) and h(p®c) > h(o) for any p and o, E!(;’) defined as

in Eq. (39) is tightly complete monogamous on the states
that admit the form (40).

In fact, we always have h(p®0c) > h(p) and h(p®o) >
hp) if h € {S, he, hr, by, ha, hy, hE, hpr, har}. So

(n) (n) () @) @) (n) (n) (n)
ng,C/, ’7qu7Ega7N’F7E’F’E’]:”and
E( )A £ are tightly complete monogamous on the states
w1th the form as in Eq. (40). Proposition 6 is also valid

when we replacing Eé‘?) with £/,

10

TABLE V: Comparing of Eéﬂ” with different reduced func-
tions, E;A}), and 6;7).

Unified Complete CM TCM

v v

DX XX XN N N S A SR A
X X |[X X X X NN N S8 8 A
DX XX XN N N S SRRl

X XX X X X X X X X X X X X X

Let [¢)A1424n be a pure state in HA1424n and h
be a non-negative concave function on S*. We define

(n) A1 Ag- Ay,
Ey (1) )

_ [E A, it (!
o, if h(p?

i) > 0 for any 4, (a1)
i) = 0 for some 1,

for pure states and for mixed states by the convex-roof
structure. By definition,

B < ey, (12)

£ 9(/3) coincides with E’ _5]3), and & ;,n) satisfies the hierarchy
condition, but it violates the unification condition if n >
4. Tt is easy to see that all these GMEMs 557) with the
reduced function we discussed are not complete GMEMs
whenever n > 4. We give comparison for these GMEMs
in Table V.

For the case of n > 4, it is possible that E ) < €(n
For example, for |IW,) and the state in Eq. (3 r) we have
Eéil) <€ _;fl) for any Eéil) and € éfl) mentioned above except
for h = huin and h = h.

C. GMEM from the minimal reduced function

With h is a non-negative concave function on the set
of density matrices, when we define

By (jo) 4 4) = minh(p™), )



and then extend it to mixed states by the convex-roof
structure, it is a GMEM. Moreover, we can define

EW ()M A=A = min

i1 <o <ig,5<n /2 (praete), (44)
and then extend it to mixed states by the convex-roof
structure, it is also a GMEM. For example, GMC, de-
noted by Cgme [31], is defined as in Eq. (44). Recall
that,

—mln\/Z 1= Tr(p)?]

V€Y

Cyme(|¥))

for pure state |[¢p) € HA1A2Am where v = {v;} repre-

sents the set of all possible bipartitions of Ay As---A,,,
and via the convex-roof extension for mixed states.
We denote Eé(;f) the corresponding GMEMSs mentioned

in the previous Subsection by E;,, C(ff) REARIN 2\

g 9".q
E;ﬁ)a’ N(ITIL)F E(?)}_’ E(?)J_-/, E(Z)A]:v E1(7)27 Eg(;;)rmm
Eétf)mm,, and N ,,), respectwely, and denote 5(” by
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n)
Egr'ps Cor” (08 Cyme), 7' m, Eggr Egiees J\/',, mr Eg
Eéﬁ?f,, Eg(ff?Af, 5;7?2, Eéﬁ)mm, Eéf)mm,, and ./\/(// , respec-
tively.
By definition,
(n) (n) (n) (n)
59” é Eg// S EQ’ S Eg (45)

for any h, and 5 ,, = E(?’). If n > 4, there does exist
state such that 5(7) < E(n). For example, we take

) AFCE = [ A5 ) P2 ) =P,
where X; X, refers to H*X has a subspace isomorphic

to HXI” ® X" such that up to local unitary on sys-
tem X. If h(pP2) < h(p?) and h(p®?) < h(pP), then

4)(|1/)>ABCD) = h(pP?) < E(4 (|1)ABEP). In addition,
for the state in Eq. (35),

@ _ 5 _pw _3
gg// min 16 < g'’,min 87
A _ VD <NG) =Y2 L)

g 8[ 8

Cgme is not a complete GMEM since it does not satisfy
the hierarchy condition (8) [40]: Let

1€) = §|OOOO> + L V5 V5

then

Cyme(I€)) = C(IE)“‘BC'D):@

cermery = V2.

—|1111 —|01 —]101 4
J1111) + Y2(0100) + *2 1010, (46)

11

1.5 ‘ P
1 [ ‘/'// \.\\
Ly ’/'/ 77777 09 \\
// 77777 Cg/ \.\
05/ I 4
0" ‘
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
t
(a)Cq
P E, & .
W /'/ /'/‘/'/‘ ‘\V\‘\‘\ \\‘\
05+ /’/' ‘/,/' \\ '\‘\
0 L
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
t
(b)Eg,T’
0.8
,/'/ \\‘\ ***** Eg,p
0.6 N Bye
02r 7 NS
O ,4/4 . . . . T
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
t
(c)Eg,2
FIG. 1: (color online). Comparing (a) C;g) and C;:,)’), (b)
E<3 = and E(, F» and (c) EE(]‘Q’Q> and E;??Q for | ), respectively.

E;S) E;?,) in such a case.

In general, E;ﬁ) and 59(7) do not obey the unification

condition (7) and the hierarchy condition (8).
stance, for the state as in Eq. (31), we have

For in-

ES) o (0)A89) = B2 L (1) B1A9),
(2) BIAC
@ (| Blacy,

(3) ABCY _
Ny ([)*7%) =
and

ES) i (10)AP) < EQ) L () A1PC)

g’/ ,min

1\ 2
= EQ) (A8 = ES) L (p4P),



3 2
ES) i (I0)APC) < EG) L ([9)C14B)

g’ ,min
= E_((]?’),min(|w>B2C) = Eg(]%/)’min(pBC),
VO ([0)ABC) < N2 (1) 418€)
= N2 ()P = N3 (p*P),

(3) ABC v(2) AB|C
Ny ([9)4P€) < Ny (1) 4719)
_ ~n® B,C\ _ n7(2) ¢ BC
= N (jp)P2C) = NP (,5C),
In addition,
C(pPP) 2 0.839 > Cyme([€))
for the pure state |¢) in Eq. (46). Let

1C)ABC = X6|000) + Ag|101) + A3[110) (47)

with Ao > Ao > A3 > 0. If we take )\ = % Ao =

L, and As = L in Eq. (47), then (), ()45€) = 1/4,

but ES),(I0ABC) = 5/12, B, (I04PI9) = 1/3. In
general, for the state

W) ABC = Ao[000) + A2|101) + A3|110) + Ag|111)

with AgAg > 0, max{Aa, A3} > 0 and min{i2, A3} = 0,
then (i) p¢ and pP¢ are separable while pA? is entan-
gled whenever A3 > 0, and (ii) pA? and pP¢ are separable
while pAC is entangled whenever Ay > 0. From this we
can arrive at (i) if A4 is small enough, then

Cyme(Jw)*P9) = C(Jw)*P19) < O(Jw) 1P,
C(lw)*P19) < C(|w)P119),
Cgme(|w>ABC) < C(PAB)’

and (ii) if A4 is small enough, then

Cyme(lw)*P9) = C(jw)P14) < C(|w)14P),
O(|lw)PH) < C(jw)H1P9),
Cyme(Jw)*P9) < C(p29).
For example, when taking A2 = 7/9, A3 = Ay = 1/3, we
get
Cyme(Jw)APY) ~ 0.5879,
C(|w)A1BC) = C(Jw)BIAC) ~ 0.8315,
C(p™P) ~ 0.8090;
when taking A3 = 7/9, Ao = Ay = 1/3, we get

Cyme(Jw)*P) ~ 0.5879,
C(|w)A1BY) = C(Jw)C11P) ~ 0.8315,
C(p™°) = 0.8090.
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(b)E, 5

mE,,
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0.5
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06 1 0.8 P

(c)Eq,2

FIG. 2: (color online). Comparing (a) Cf’), C’;‘?) and C’;f’,),
(b) B, BS L and B . () B, B, and E) , for |®)
with p > ¢>1—p— g > 0, respectively.

For the generalized GHZ state

(GHZ) = Xo[0)®" + M[1)®" + - Aga[d = 1)®", (48)

Eéfﬁ) and 5557) are complete monogamous and tightly
complete monogamous. For this state, EW = ng) =

551”,” = 5;?), and nE;Tf) = nE!(;L) = 2E§"). Moreover, for
such a state, all the entanglement are shared between all
of the particles. We thus regard this state as the maxi-
mal genuinely entangled state, and it reaches the maxi-
mal value whenever \g = A\; = -+ = A\g_1 = 1/\/3 for
the multi-qudit case.



Comparing E;%) with E;‘?) and E§3), E((;?) seems the
best one since (1) it is complete and complétely monoga-
mous whenever the reduced function is strictly concave,
(ii) it can be easily calculated, and (iii) it is monogamous
iff it is completely monogamous. For the case of n > 4,
EM_ gn) Eén), and Eg(n) seems better than the other
cases as a MEM/GMEM as these measures admit the
postulates of a complete MEM/GMEM.

At last, we calculate these GMEMs for the following
examples,

(W) = V/1000) + /1 —¢t[111),
|®) = /p|100) + /|010) + /1 — p — ¢|001).

For the GHZ class state |¥), Ey coincides with Ey» and
E, is equivalent to E, (see Fig. 1 for detail). For |®),
E,, Ey and Eg» reflect roughly the same tendency (see
Fig. 2 for detail).

VI. CONCLUSION

We developed a grained scenario of investigating the
MEM and GMEM based on its reduced functions and
then explored these measures in light of the framework of
the complete MEM and complete monogamy relation re-
spectively. We provided criteria that can verify whether
a MEM/GMEM is good or not. By comparison, with
the assumption that the maximal reduced function does
not increase on average under LOCC, for tripartite case,
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the MEM and GMEM via the maximal reduced function
seems finer than that of the minimal reduced function as
it not only can be easily calculated but also is complete
and completely monogamous. And for the n-partite case
with n > 4, the MEM and GMEM via the sum of the
reduced function sound better than the other one in the
framework of complete MEM and complete monogamy
relation.

In addition, our findings show that, whether the re-
duced function is strictly concave and whether it is
subadditive is of crucial important. We can also con-
clude that the monogamy is stronger than the complete
monogamy in general, they are equivalent to each other
for some case such as the MEM and GMEM via the max-
imal reduced function for the tripartite case, and the
tightly complete monogamy is stronger than the com-
plete monogamy in general. We also find that, in the
framework of complete MEM, the hierarchy condition is
stronger than the unification condition in general but it
is not true for some case such as the MEM and GMEM
via the maximal bipartite entanglement.
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