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Quantifying quantum coherence is a key task in the resource theory of coherence. Here we establish a good
coherence monotone in terms of a state conversion process, which automatically endows the coherence monotone
with an operational meaning. We show that any state can be produced from some input pure states via the
corresponding incoherent channels. It is found that the coherence of a given state can be well characterized by the
least coherence of the input pure states, so a coherence monotone is established by only effectively quantifying
the input pure states. In particular, we show that our proposed coherence monotone is the supremum of all the
coherence monotones that give the same coherence for any given pure state. We also prove that our coherence
monotone is continuous. Considering the convexity, we prove that our proposed coherence measure is a subset
of the coherence measure based on the convex roof construction. The similarities and differences between our
coherence monotone and coherence cost are studied in detail. As applications, we give a concrete expression of
our coherence measure by employing the geometric coherence of a pure state. We also give a thorough analysis of
the states of the qubit and finally obtain a series of analytic coherence measures. The numerical examples are also
given to show the difference between our coherence monotone and that based on the convex roof construction.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Coherence, as the most fundamental nature of quantum
mechanics, is necessary for almost all the other quantum
features, such as entanglement [1-7], quantum correlation
[8-11], nonlocality [12—16], asymmetry [17-19], and so on. It
also plays an important role in many fields including quantum
thermodynamics [20-25], quantum biology [26-29], quantum
metrology [30-34], quantum phase transitions [35-39], etc.
Recently, the resource theory of coherence [40,41] has been
well developed based on different free operations [42—49].
It not only provides a strict mathematical framework to ef-
fectively quantify coherence [42,50], but also establishes a
platform to understand quantum mechanical features from a
different perspective.

Up to now, many methods have been proposed to quantify
quantum coherence. The most intuitive method could be the
coherence measure based on the distance [42,51-54] between
the state of interest and the closest incoherent state since
the corresponding incoherent operations and incoherent states
can be unambiguously defined. The remarkable examples are
the coherence measure based on the /; norm and quantum
relative entropy [42]. However, it has been shown that the
strong monotonicity in the resource theory requirements has
ruled out many convenient norms such as the trace norm and
other [, norms (p # 1) [51]. In addition, the usual applications
of the commutation such as the skew information and the
Tsallis relative « entropy serve as good coherence measures
[38,55-59]. The distinguished feature of the above coherence
measures is that they can be analytically calculated for a
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general state. In addition, the relative entropy coherence has
the obvious operational meaning due to its connection with
the optimal rate for distilling a maximally coherent state from
given states [48], the coherence based on the skew information
can be related to the quantum metrology [38,55], and the
robustness of coherence is shown to be able to describe the
advantage enabled by a quantum state in a phase discrimi-
nation task [60]. The convex roof construction, a traditional
and effective method in the quantification of entanglement
measure [61-63], can also be used to quantify coherence
[43,48,64—67]. It is obvious that different quantifications not
only provide different computability, but also imply different
operational meanings. How to explore the new understanding
of coherence has been still a significant and attractive topic in
the resource theory [68-71].

In this paper, we present the coherence monotone and
coherence measure from an entirely different perspective. We
consider that some pure states undergo incoherent channels
[72] and finally become the common objective state. It is
shown that the coherence of the objective state can be well de-
scribed by the least coherence of the pure input states. Given
any certain coherence monotone F defined on pure states,
the coherence monotone extended to mixed states through
our method serves as the supremum of all the coherence
monotones equal to F for pure states. We prove our coherence
monotone is continuous based on a redefined distance norm.
Considering the convexity, we prove that our coherence mea-
sure is a particular subset of the coherence measure based on
the convex roof construction. As applications, we select the
geometric coherence measure [6] to quantify the coherence
of pure states and then establish a coherence measure, which
is equivalent to the geometric coherence. Hence we endow
an operational understanding to the geometric coherence. In
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particular, we thoroughly analyze the states of the qubit. We
find the optimal pure state, give the easier method to choosing
the coherence measure of pure states, and finally find out
the analytic coherence measure for a general quantum state
of a qubit. Finally, we numerically illustrate the difference
between our coherence monotone and that based on the con-
vex roof construction, which indicates that our approach can
induce new coherence monotones. This paper is organized as
follows. In Sec. II, we elucidate how to describe the coherence
based on our incoherent operation process and establish the
corresponding coherence monotone. In Sec. III, we consider
the convexity of the coherence monotone and show the con-
nection with the coherence measure based on the convex
roof construction. In Sec. IV, we prove the continuity of our
coherence monotone. In Sec. V, we study the similarities and
differences between our monotone and the coherence cost. In
Sec. VI, we first consider the geometric coherence measure as
the pure-state coherence to establish our coherence measure.
Then we thoroughly deal with the states of the qubit and give a
series of analytic coherence measures and, finally, numerically
illustrate the difference between our coherence monotone and
those in terms of convex roof construction. The discussion and
the conclusion are given in Sec. VIL.

II. THE COHERENCE MONOTONE VIA
PURE-STATE COHERENCE

To begin with, let us give a brief introduction of the
framework of the resource theory, especially of coherence.
The resource theory is well defined by the free state and the
free operation [41,68,73]. For the coherence as a resource,
the free state is the incoherent quantum states, which can be
given as & = ), &1i)(i| with respect to the basis {|i)}. The
set of incoherent states is denoted by Z. The free operation
(or the incoherent operation) is given by the completely
positive trace-preserving (CPTP) map defined in the Kraus
representation as &(-) = > K, (-)K;|, with K,,8K;| € Z for an
incoherent state §. Thus a good coherence measure C(p) of
a density matrix p should satisfy the following conditions
[42]: (Ay) non-negativity: C(p) > Ois saturated iff p € Z; (A,)
monotonicity: C(e(p)) < C(p) for any incoherent operation
e(+); (A3) strong monotonicity: y_, p,,C(KnpKJ/pn) < C(p),
with p, = Tr[KnpK,:f] and p, = Kn,oK,:f/pn; (A4) convexity:
C(p) < Y_; piC(p;) forany p = 3", pipi; (As) only maximally
coherent states (MCS) reach the maximum: C(p) is maximal
only for p = |®,)(Py|, where |D,) = Ld ZZ:I e |n) with
real 6, [74].

In general, C(-) is a good coherence measure if it satisfies
all of the above conditions. However, C(-) will be called a
coherence monotone if it satisfies all the conditions but (A4),
which is similar to the entanglement monotone [75]. Here we
would like to emphasize that a monotone is sometimes as
important as a measure, since it is shown that C(-) (similar
to the entanglement monotone) has its operational meaning
[76,77]. In this sense, the convexity is usually understood as a
mathematical convenience [1,41].

In fact, the resource theory can always be established as
long as free states and free operations are defined. Based
on the different considerations for coherence, it has been
shown that the free operations include at least five types,

such as physically incoherent operations (PIO) defined by
the operations implemented only by incoherent unitary, in-
coherent ancillary system and incoherent projective measure-
ment; maximally incoherent operations (MIO) defined by the
operations that can convert one incoherent state to another
incoherent state; dephasing-covariant incoherent operations
(DIO) defined by the set of all maps that commute with the
dephasing map; incoherent operations (I0), which are defined
as &(-); and strictly incoherent operations (SIO) defined as
the subset of 10 with the additional condition that ef(-) is
also 10. Here we are mainly interested in the IO and the
SIO.

It is not difficult to understand that a pure state can always
be converted into a mixed state by some SIO(IO). On the
contrary, for a mixed state, one can always find a pure state
which can be converted into the given mixed state by SIO(10)
(note that SIO is a subset of 10). A typical example is that
any mixed state can be considered as the pure state with the
same diagonal entries as the given mixed state undergoes a
series of purely dephasing channels to reduce the modulus
of the off-diagonal entries and undergoes some proper phase
operations to adjust the phases. In particular, an incoherent
mixed state can also correspond to an incoherent pure state in
this sense. Note that the corresponding pure states for a given
mixed state are not generally unique. In this sense, one can
collect all these pure states as a set R(p) corresponding to the
certain mixed state p. In other words, the set R(p) is not empty
for any given state p. Next, we will show that the coherence
of the state p can be well described by the minimal coherence
achieved by the pure state |[¢) € R(p).

To do so, we have to first consider a coherence measure
of a pure state. Let ([¥)) = ((1[y) 2, 121w) % ...)" de-
note the coherence vector with respect to some basis {|i)}.
Denote f(w) as a symmetric concave function with two
additional conditions: (1) f = 0 whenever u is a permutation
of (1,0,---,0), and (2) f reaches the maximum only when
every element of u equals 1/d (d is the dimension of w).
It is shown that any good coherence measure can always be
reduced to a symmetric concave function f(u) of u(|y)) if
applied on a pure state |v) [67,78]. Throughout the paper, we
specify F (|y)) as a good pure-state coherence measure, which
means F (V) is defined only for pure states by f(u(|y)))
mentioned above and satisfies (A1)—(Az) and (As) for pure
states. In this sense, F(|1)) does not pertain to mixed states,
and therefore the convexity given by (A4) makes no sense.
With the pure-state coherence measure F (|1)), we can further
propose our coherence monotone for any mixed state in the
following rigorous way.

Theorem 1. If R(p) is the set of pure states that can
be converted into the given state p by IO, then F(p) is a
coherence monotone with

¢(p)=_inf F(|9)), (1)

[)eR(p)

where F(|¢)) is a good pure-state coherence measure men-
tioned above.

Proof. To prove the theorem, we will have to show that
% (-) satisfies all the conditions (4)—(A3) and (As).
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(A1) Non-negativity. Suppose o = Z/’ 0;ilj){(jl is an arbi-
trary incoherent state, and |1)(1] is an incoherent pure state.
Define an SIO(IO) ey = {W;} as

Wi = b))y, )
Y
12
ST =1, 3)

J

where h; is a permutation function with s;(y) = B for the
integers y, B and h;(y1) # hj(y2) if y1 # y». Then,

ew (I(1) = > Wi (1w
J
=316 1 (1) (D). )
J

If we let (1) = j and |b\|> = o, it is obvious that
ew (I1)(1]) = o,

which shows that for any incoherent state o, one can always
find a corresponding incoherent pure state |1) such that |1)
can be converted to o by SIO(IO). It implies that for any
incoherent state, ¥ = 0. On the contrary, IO cannot convert
an incoherent state into a coherent state, so for any coherent
state, & > 0.

(A2) Monotonicity. Let A be an arbitrary 10 and p denote
any state. Suppose |) € R(p) is the optimal pure state subject
to €(p) = F(|y)); then it is implied that e(|y)(¥]) = p.
Define py = A(p), i.e., po = Ale(|¥){¥])]. Based on the
definition of ¥ given in Eq. (1), one can easily find F (|v/)) >
% (po), thatis, €'(p) = € (A(p)).

(A3) Strong monotonicity. Let ex(-) =Y, K,(-)K; be an
I0. For a state p, define

i = Tr(K; pK,),

o1 = KipK,' /pi. (5)
C(p) =

The strong monotonicity is
> % (pr).

Suppose |y) is the optimal state in R(p) such that €' (p) =
F(|¥)). It is implied that the following relation holds:

equivalent to

) = o E 1, o). ©6)

Equation (6) indicates that there exists an 1O such that

10 {K;}
) —> {ti, lgi)} — {tigur, |par)} )
where  p =) .filg;){¢;| with £>0 and gy=

Tr[K; |@i) (@il K1 and |du) = Kilg:)//@it> qu # 0. In other
words, |¢) can be converted into {t;q;;, |¢;)} by 10, which,
based on Ref. [79], is equivalent to

) < D tigapt (u)). (8)
il

where u¥(|v)) is the coherence vector in decreasing order.
Define the pure state |1;) such that

wh (1) = Z%Mm). ©)

1

Itis obvious that p; = Y. tigi, pr = ), ’%|¢il>(¢u |. One can

directly arrive at ut (Jy;)) < Y, ’%/ﬂ(wm )) which, based on
Ref. [79], shows that |i/;) can be converted into p; by IO.
According to the definition of €, we have

F(yn)) = € (o). (10)
Substituting Eq. (9) into Eq. (8), one can obtain

wiy <Y m Y. t’%u%m))
! i

=" i) (11)
!

It states that ) can be converted to {p;, |¥;)} by 10, so the
strong monotonicity of the selected measure F'(-) gives

F(y) = > piF (1)) 12)
I

Substituting Eq. (10) into Eq. (12), one can obtain
C(p) =F(¥) =Y piF(lyn)
1

> piE(o), (13)
1

which is the exact strong monotonicity of 4.

(As) Only MCS reach the maximum. Suppose p is not the
MCS. Reference [74] shows that there is decomposition p =
> i Pilei) {@;| with at least one pure state |¢;,) which is not
the MCS. Thus, ! (|®4)) < Y-, pit (I¢:) and p(|®q)) #
> piit¥ (|@;)), which implies |®,) can be converted into
p. Define |y) such that ut(|¥)) = Y, pint (lg:)). One will
obtain that ) # |®,), |) can be converted to p, and | )
can be converted into |i). From properties (A;), (As) of F
and the definition of €, one can see that F (|®y;)) > F(|y)) >
% (p). It shows any state p which is not the MCS cannot reach
the maximum. Conversely, from Eq. (1), € inherits property
(As) of F for pure states. |

With the above theorem, next we will show that our pro-
posed coherence monotone (o) serves as the supremum of
all the coherence monotones which can be reduced to F for
pure states.

Corollary 1. For any coherence monotone C(-) with
C(ly)) = €(ly)) for any pure state [y), €'(p) = C(p) holds
for any state p.

Proof. Given a density matrix p, based on the definition
of €(p), one can always find the corresponding optimal
pure state |y) such that €’ (p) = F(|y)) with p obtained by
IO on the optimal pure state |¢). Note that it is also valid
to write ¢'(p) = ¢(1y)) = C(|y)) = F(|¢)). Since C(-) is
also a coherence monotone, we have C(|y)) > C(p), which
implies € (p) > C(p). The proof is completed. |

Up to now, a valid coherence monotone %(-) has been
completely established if a pure-state coherence measure F (-)
is given. Based on our definition of %(-), one can see that
% (p) of the state p is obtained by the minimal pure-state
coherence optimized in the set R(p). We will show that the set
R(p) in the above minimization can actually be replaced by
its subset denoted by Q(p). So our coherence measure € (p)
can be rewritten based on Q(p). For clarity, we would like to
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give the explicit forms of both Q(p) and % (p) in the following
rigorous way.

Theorem 2. The coherence monotone % (p) of a density
matrix p can be rewritten as

C(p) = Mngf(p)F(IW), (14)

where F (|1)) is defined the same as Theorem 1, and Q(p) C
R(p) is the set of all pure states |¢) which fulfill

116D = pint (i), (15)

where {p;, |¢;)} is a pure-state decomposition of p.

Proof. Let ) € R(p); then there exists a decomposition
{Pi» |@i)} of p such that yu* (|%)) < 3=, pire* (l¢;)) [79]. Define
a pure state |y) such that ut(|v0)) = >, pi* (l¢:)), which
actually implies u*(|¥0)) < Y, pitt* (I@i)) and ph(|y)) <
w¥(|¥o)); then we have that |y) can be converted into |v),
and |v¥) can be converted to p. Correspondingly, it follows
that F (|Y0)) < F(|v)). Thus, all the pure states |1/y) can form
the subset Q(p). In particular, one can find that the minimal
F(-) can be achieved by those in the subset Q(p). |

III. THE CONVEXITY

In the previous section, we do not address the convexity.
Now we will study the requirements of F(-) such that our
proposed coherence monotone can become a good coherence
measure, that is, €(-) is convex.

Theorem 3. € is convex if and only if for any ensemble

{pi, W)} (i pi =1, and let o =3, pilyi) (i), there al-

ways exists a pure state |¢@g) € R(o) such that

F(lgo)) < Y piF (19:). (16)

Proof. Suppose {p;, |¥;)} is an arbitrary ensemble and o =

Zi pil¥:) (). If there exists |¢p) € R(o) satisfying Eq. (16),
then

() < Fllpo)) < Y piF (19:) =Y pi6 ().

Corollary 1 shows that %’ is the upper bound of any coherence
monotone which gives the same coherence as € for pure
states; hence, ¢ is not less than Cy, the coherence measure
based on the convex roof construction, i.e.,

€@ >Cs(0) = inf > uE(a)), (17)
1 1X1 /

witho = Y, il x:) Ol and 1 = 1,y > 0.1F {py, )} hap-
pens to be the optimal decomposition that achieves C(g) in
Eq. (17), one can easily obtain that €’ (0) = Cy(0). It implies
that €’ (o) inherits the convexity of C¢(o).

Conversely, let o = Y, pi|¥:) (] and |@o) € R(0) be the
optimal state such that F (Jgg)) = € (0). If € is convex, then

F(lpo)) = 6(0) < Y piF (1¥)). (18)

The proof is completed. ]
Theorem 3 shows that if the conditions given by Eq. (16)
are satisfied, the proposed coherence measure ¢ is a good

coherence measure. In fact, if € is convex, % can own more
general important properties.

Theorem 4. For a state p, € (p) = C¢(p) is equivalent to
that € is convex, where Cy(p) is the coherence measure in
terms of the convex roof construction.

Proof. The proof actually is given in the proof of Theorem
3, so it is not repeated here. ]

As mentioned at the beginning of the last section, the
main results are only restricted to the case of IO(SIO), so
the coherence strong monotone can be established first, and
then in the current section, we mainly consider the convexity.
However, if ¢ satisfying the convexity is a prerequisite, one
will find from the following theorem that our approach is also
suitable for the establishment of the coherence measure in the
sense of MIO, DIO, and PIO.

Theorem 5. Considering the different free operations, i.e.,
10, MIO, DIO, SIO, or PIO, the set R (-) similar to Eq. (1)
and the corresponding %, (-) can be defined based on a
pure-state measure Fj (), where A denoting 10, MIO, DIO,
SIO, or PIO indicates the corresponding free operation. If
6r, (+) is convex and F, (-) for pure states satisfies the strong
monotonicity under the corresponding free operation, then
6r, (-) will also satisty the strong monotonicity under these
corresponding free operations, respectively.

Proof. Let us focus on a given free operation A. For a cer-
tain p, let |1) be the optimal pure state such that F (|¢)) =
6r, (p), with p = 1(|})(¥]) and &; denoting the considered
A operation. Suppose that &, is another A operation; it is
clear that e7(-) = & o €1(-) must be a A operation. Let the
Kraus operators of ¢, €|, and er be denoted, respectively,
by (K}, (M}, and Ty}, with gy = (|T;/Tuly) and p; =
(YK Kil¥). Then,

Cr,(p) = FA(lY))
>3 quFa (Tl (W IT] /qu)
il

= 2 p X TG WIT fa0)
i !

>3 pitr, (Z %KiMz W) (¥ M} If,T/qﬂ)
i l !
=Y pi%r, (KipK] /pi), (19)

where the first inequality is due to the strong monotonicity of
FA(-) under A operations, and the second inequality is due
to the convexity of %F, (-). Equation (19) shows the strong
monotonicity of €, (+). |

Before ending this section, we would like to emphasize that
R(-) defined under SIO is the same as 1O [79]. But R(-) defined
under MIO, DIO, or PIO is not the same as I0O(SIO), which
can be seen from the counterexamples given in Appendix B.
These examples show that the definition of R(p) depends on
the free operations. Hence the monotonicity of € in Eq. (1)
naturally depends on free operations. For example, if one
selects F'(-) in Eq. (1) as the /; norm coherence Cj,, then from
Theorem 1, €}, (p) = infgycr(p) Ci, (I¢)) is a monotone under
10. But it is not a monotone under DIO (MIO). It can be seen
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from the following inequality:

e, (1) = C (1Y) < G (@Y (YD) < €, (@Y ) (YD),

(20)

where [{) and @ (a DIO) are given in Eq. (B3), the first
inequality is a result from Ref. [80], and the second inequality
comes from Corollary 1.

IV. THE CONTINUITY

The continuity is a desirable property of a resource mea-
sure which indicates that the measure has no sudden transition
with a small perturbation on the states. In this section, we will
prove that our coherence monotone %’ is continuous. To do so,
we will first present a measure of the distance of two states.

Given a d-dimensional density matrix p, its eigendecom-
position can be given as p = PMPT = &P, where the
columns of ® correspond to the eigenstates of p, the diagonal
entries of the diagonal matrix M are the eigenvalues of p,
and ® = ®/M. Similarly, any decomposition of p can be
written as p = YY'T. Based on the Hughston-Jozsa-Wootters
(HJW) theorem [81,82], we have Y = ®T, where T is a
right-unitary matrix with 7T = I;. Let us consider another
density matrix o in the d-dimensional Hilbert space with the
eigendecomposition given by o = W', Here we would like
to emphasize that we keep the zero eigenvalues in ® and
W, so they are both the (d x d)-dimensional matrices. Thus
a (d x n)-dimensional right-unitary matrix 7 can lead them
to any decomposition similar to Y. Throughout this section,
we write a density matrix in its eigendecomposition form
as p = ®®T without further repeated definitions. Now the
distance between the states p and o can be defined in the
following way.

Theorem 6. For two density matrices p = ®®' and o =
W the distance between them can be defined by

D(p, ) = mTaxikjLzuch)k, )0,

where |®T'), denotes the kth column of the matrix (®7") and
Ly(1¥). [9)) = VTe([¥) (¥ | — |9} {@])? is the I norm for two
pure states |¢) and |¢) (non-normalized).

Proof. We prove D is a metric. At first, one can easily find
that D(p, o) = 0 if and only if p = 0. Second, it is easy to
see that D(p, o) = D(o, p). Next, we will show that D(p, o)
satisfies the triangle inequality.

For two density matrices with the eigendecomposi-
tion form as p; = <I>1<I>'{' and p, = <I>2<I>£, suppose T is
the optimal right-unitary matrix such that D(pq, p2) =
> La(I®1T)y, |P2T),). Considering a third density matrix
o = W', we have D(p\2,0) = >, La(|®12T),, 1WT);)
with the subscript 1\2 denoting 1 or 2. Thus the triangle
inequality of the I, norm [L,(|), |¢))] implies that

D(p1,0) + D(p2, 0)
> Y LS T, [WT)) + Y La(|PaT )i, [WT i)

k k
> Y LT, |92T)) = D(p1, p2), @1)
k
which completes the proof. ]

= d>1d>I and p, =
D, CD; with a right-unitary matrix 7, define two pure states
|¢p(D) and |¢®) based on the coherence vector such that

wHpM) =Y (19T, (22)
k

Lemma 1. For two density matrices p;

wH (@) =Y (19T, (23)
k

Then,

\/Z i (90)) — w/ (19PN < Dipr, p2),  (24)

with u}(-) representing the ith element of ().
Proof. Let ¢""®) denote the density matrix of the pure state
|©/T) (I = 1,2); then, ¢ is the (i, j)-th element of ¢,

Since y,f (+) denotes the decreasing order, we have
D ut(e Towt (@27 = D ¢ Ve,
which further implies

>l - o
i

> I (2iT)) — i (@T NP (25)

Therefore,

Ly(|®( T )y, |P2T 1)

> [0~
ij
\/Z |¢(l ) (2 k|2

> \/Z 4 (121 T)e) — wf (P2 T)OP. (26)

Based on Egs. (22) and (23), we have

\/Z |t (16 0)) = it (162

==
< Z\/Z [ (D1 T ) = g (| DT i) 2
k i

<Y L1 Ty, [92T)) < D(p1, p2), (27)
k

ZM (19,7) k>—2m(|<bzr

where the first inequality is due to the triangle inequality of
the I, norm for vectors, the second inequality comes from
Eq. (26), and the last inequality is based on the definition of
the distance D. The proof is finished. ]
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Based on Theorem 6 and Lemma 1, we can show that our
coherence measure is continuous so long as a continuous F is
employed.

Theorem 7. If F is continuous for pure states, then % is
continuous.

Proof. To prove the continuity, we need to show that for
Ve > 0, there exists § > 0 such that | (p;) — € ()| < &
holds for D(py, p2) < §.

Denote |«) and | 8) are the optimal pure states in R(p;) and
R(p7) such that

C(p1) = F(la)), (28)
C(p2) = F(IB)). (29)
Then, based on the eigendecompositions p; = <I>1d>I and

02 = D, CID; there must exist the right-unitary matrices 77 and
T» such that

ph(a)) =Yt (@1 T, (30)
k

1 B =D (1P o)) 31

k/
Define another pair of pure states |&) and |B) such that
pdla)) =" ut(1®1 ), (32)
o

p(B) =3 1 (1@aTi)). (33)
k

Lemma 1 shows that

\/Z luf (o)) = B2 < D(pr.p2). (34

\/Z lwf (1B)) — i (@) < Dipr, po).  (35)

Based on the continuity of F, for Ve > 0, we have
a 8 such that [F(Jy®)) —F(y?®)) <e holds for
Ly(ly D), | ®)) < 8. Let D(p1, p2) < 83/4. Then, based on
Lemma 1, for any i, we have

(it a) — it B))?

< Iuf (@) — (1B

_ 82
<\/;|u#<|a>>—u}<|ﬂ>>|2 < ZO. (36)

Denote

va) =Y /i (la))li),
vg) =Y\ il B, 37

Then, from Eq. (36), we have
[Lo(Jva). [vp))]I?

= 3 (et Qo et (le) — it Byt (1BY)’
ij

= [\/u#ua»(\/ujua» - \/uj-uB)))
ij

+ S B ity = it ]
[V it o)+ S BDT

<Z 2

iJ

[} () + b (1B)1S2
<> 5 /

iJ

{ L3 2
_ [Zl ,u,'(|a>)+22j ,uj(|,3))]5() 253, (38)

i.e.,

La(Jva). [v3)) < .

Thus we have

IF(ja)) = F(B)| = F(lva)) = F(lvg))l < e, (39)

and similarly,
|F(la)) — F(IB)I < &,
which is equivalent to
1€ (1) = FUB)I < &, 1€ (02) = F(1@)] < . (40)
Equation (40) leads to

C(p2) —e < F(IB) —e < C(p1), (41)
C(p1) —e < F(la)) —& < C(p2), (42)

which can be rewritten as
1€ (01) — €()] < &. (43)

Thus we have shown that for Ve > 0, there exists § = 85 /4
such that |%(p1) — € (p2)| < € holds for D(py, p;) < 8. That
is, % (+) is continuous. The proof is completed. |

We have shown the continuity of our proposed coher-
ence measure from the general perspective. Here we would
like to give an example to demonstrate this property ex-
plicitly. Let F(-) = C,(-) be the coherence measure based
on the relative entropy. We know that for a pure state |y),
C.(J¥)) = S(A[|¥){¥]]), where A[-] represents the diago-
nal matrix by deleting all off-diagonal entries of the con-
sidered matrix, and S(p) = —Trplogp is the von Neuman
entropy of a density matrix p. Thus we can easily show
that 6,.(p) = inf|p)er(p) Cr(|@)) is continuous. To do so, we
consider two pure states |i¢) and |¥,) and the distance
between them, D(|v/1), [¥2)) = La(|¥1), [¥2)). Denote €' =
trl| ALY (Wil — Ally2) (2|11l One can easily find that
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DY), |¥2)) = 0 leads to ¢ — 0 and utilize Fannes’ in-
equality [83],

IC(1¥1)) — G (1Y)
= [SCA[Y1) (Y]] — S(ALY2) (Y21 DI
< €'logd — €'logé’, (44)

and thus |C,.(|Y1)) — C.(|¥2))] — 0, which further implies
%,(p) is continuous.

V. RELATION BETWEEN ¥ AND COHERENCE COST

In this section, we discuss the relation between % and the
coherence cost. Their differences are apparent. The asymp-
totic (and one-shot) coherence cost can be understood as the
least number of MCS in the asymptotic limit [48] (and the
least length of MCS in the one-shot case [70,71]) required
to prepare the given state by the incoherent operations. The
coherence cost happened to be equal to the coherence of
formation, a single-letter formula, which is equivalent to
the convex roof construction based on the relative entropy
coherence of a pure state [48]. In this sense, the coherence cost
can be understood as the specific coherence quantifier based
on the particular coherence measure (relative entropy) for pure
states. However, %’ in the current paper essentially is given by
the least coherence of the pure state that can be converted to
the given state by incoherent operations. The establishment
of ¥ in Eq. (1) strongly depends on the coherence measure
for a pure state, which is similar to (but not the same as)
the convex roof construction. Therefore, 4 can be built by
providing any good coherence measure F for pure states (e.g.,
[; norm, relative entropy, skew information, and so on) and
the different selected F leads to different €. It is especially
noted that € is not equal to the coherence cost even though F
is chosen as the relative entropy, which will be demonstrated
in Sec. VI. Therefore, the coherence cost and € are generally
two different coherence quantifiers. However, in some particu-
lar cases (select some specific pure-state coherence quantifier
F), € can be closely related to coherence cost. Next, we will
show these relations.

One-shot scenario. Denote B.(p) as the set of all the states
o satisfying .Z (p, 0) = (Try//o p/5)* > 1 — €; then, the

one-shot coherence cost can be defined as [70]
Cio(p) = ngin {log M| A1o(|Wam)(Wul) € Be(p)},  (45)
10

with |Wy,) being the MCS of M dimension and the subscript
representing the IO operation Ajp, and we use log to indicate
log,. It is obvious that for a pure state |/), CIOO(|1//>) =logM,
with M equivalent to the number of nonzero elements of
w(y¥r)). If we choose F(|y)) =CI°0(|1p)) to establish co-
herence monotone as 6io(p) = inf|p)er(p) Ci(I$)), then the
smoothing version can be written as

Go(p) = min io(o). (46)
o €B.(p)

Theorem 8. For any density matrix p, 615(0) = C5(p).

Proof. Given a density matrix p, let p, be the optimal state
such that €5, (p) = Gio(px) wWith F(p, px) = 1 — €. Suppose
|@x) to be the optimal state in R(p, ) such that

Gio(p) = F(l¢x)) = Clp(lg:)) = log M,

where M = M[|g,)]. The definition of CIOO(|<px)) indicates
that |Wy,) can be converted into |¢,) by IO operations. The
definition of ¥’(p,) shows that |¢,) can be converted into py
by IO operations. Thus we have that |\W,,) can be converted
into py by IO, so one can find

Glo(p) =logM = Cip(p). (47)

Conversely, suppose |Wy) is the M’-dimensional MCS such
that the state o' = Ajo(|Wy)(Wyr|) achieves the exact one-
shot coherence cost of p, so we have Cj,(p) = logM’. Let
|¢’) be the optimal state in R(p") in the sense of %1o(p’). Note
that |Wy,) € R(p") for p’. One can find that M[|¢')] > M’
implies that |¢’) will not be the optimal state R(p") because
at least |W,,) is more suitable than |¢’). If M[|¢’)] < M’, one
can always find an MCS |Wy ;) which can be converted
into |¢') and, further, be converted into p’ by incoherent
operations. It means that |\Wy,) is not the optimal MCS for
C{5(p), which is a contradiction. So we can have M[|¢")] =
M’, which directly leads to

%io(p') = F(l¢')) = logM’ = Cip(p). (48)

In addition, the minimization in €5 (p) implies Gio(p’) =
€1o(p) for the particular p’ that is optimal for C{,(p) instead
of ¢15(p). So, based on Eq. (48), we have C{;(p) = 65(p),
which, combined with Eq. (47), follows that

Cio(p) = C1o(p).

The proof is completed. |

Asymptotic regime. Let F(|¢)) = C,(|¢)) be the coher-
ence measure based on the relative entropy. Then we have
G, (p) = inf|gyer(p) Cr(¢)). The smoothing version is given
by € (p) = min,cp,(p) (o).

Theorem 9. For a d-dimensional density matrix p,

€ ®n
lim lim 2P Ci(p), (49)

e—>0t n—o0
where C(p) = ming, |4, > piCr(l¢:)) is the coherence of
formation.

Proof. From Ref. [48], for Ve, there is a |\IJ§§”‘Q) which can
be incoherently converted into o™ € B.(p®") when n is large
enough with Z — C}(p) forn — o0, € — 0. Thus,

C(|98") = €(p™) = %5 (p™™), (50)

where the second inequality comes from the minimization
required for € (-). Denote p’ as the exact state such that
€ (p®") = 6,(p'). Since Corollary 1 shows that €,(p’) is
the maximal coherence monotone for the given state o', for
the particular coherence monotone Cj(p'), we have €,(p") >
C’(p'). Considering the asymptotic continuity of C}(~) given
by Ref. [48], one can obtain

CE(0®") = Ch(p') = Ch(p®") — n& (e),

where £(¢) = €'logd + 'T—f/h(lie,), € =+/2(1 = J/1T—e),
and h(x) = —xlogx — (1 —x)log(l —x). Let us take the
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limit with respect to n — o0, € — 0; then,

. w@n.@
Ci(p) = lim lim M

e—>0t n—oo n
. ) <€re (p®n)
2 lim lim ——=
e—>0t n—>o00 n

e—0t n—>o00

C. ®n
> lim lim {# —g(e)} =Cj(p). (5D

where lim._ o+ lim, o, £(¢) =0 is used. Thus, Eq. (51)
implies  lim_o+ lim,0c 2~ = C(p). The proof is
completed. |

In addition, we would like to mention that since Ref. [70]

has shown lim,_ o+ lim,,_, o, S0 ) = Ci(p) and our Theo-
rem 8 has shown 6, (p) = Cj,(p), it is obvious that

T (0™")
n

lim lim

e—>0+t n—o0

= Cj(p), (52)

which means that the asymptotic case ¢}, (-) with F(|y)) =
C (1)) is consistent with Ch().

VI. EXAMPLES
A. The geometric coherence as F

In the previous sections, we have given the general form of
our coherence measure. Next, we will give a concrete example
by selecting an exact coherence measure F'(-) for pure states.
Here we would like to choose the geometric coherence C, [6]
for pure states as the candidate, which is defined as

Cg(IW):l—SHgfz(IW,G), (53)

where Z(|Y),0) = (¥|o|¥) is the Uhlmann fidelity be-
tween the pure state |Y) and the state . Then we have the
following theorem.

Theorem 10. The coherence of a state p can be well
measured by

Co)= inf Culg) = inf > piClv).
with p = )" p;|¥;)(;|. It is equivalent to the geometric co-
herence [6].

Proof. Obviously, the geometric coherence per se is a
coherence monotone, so the key task is to prove %, is con-
vex. However, we do not directly show that the geometric
coherence C, satisfies Theorem 3, but we will prove that &,
is actually a coherence measure based on the convex roof
construction, which will imply that &, is a good coherence
measure (especially satisfies the convexity).

Without loss of generality, let us consider the coherence in
the framework defined by the computational basis {|i)}. It is
obvious that for a pure state |¢), we have

Cy(lp)) =1 — sup |(g]i)?
1

=1 — u (), (54)

with ,uf(|<p)) denoting the first element of pu'(|g)). Now
we take the geometric coherence Cy(p) as the pure-state

coherence measure F (-). Then,

. = inf C,
2(0) \q;)lenQ(p) o(le))

=1— sup uf(le)). (55)
lp)eQ(p)
Based on Theorem 2, one can note that |¢) € Q(p) means that
there exists a decomposition {p;, [;)} of p such that

wi(e)) =Y piny (1)), (56)
Thus, €,(p) can be rewritten as

Co(p) =1 — sup ZP:’M%(W:‘))

{pilvi)}
= inf ,'C i), 57
P (Vi) (57

which shows that Cﬁg is the coherence measure based on the
convex roof construction, i.e., the geometric coherence [6].
So it automatically satisfies the convexity. ]

B. Analytical expressions for qubits

Now we will study the potential analytic expression of our
proposed coherence measure. Based on our definition, one can
quickly note that the key to calculate our coherence measure
is whether one could find out the optimal pure state |{/) €
Q(p) such that € (p) = F(|¥)). First we would like to give
the following theorem.

Theorem 11. If there exists an optimal decomposition
{P, |q§j)} for the state p such that

> pint () < Y pint (1)),
i J

with {p;, |¢;)} denoting any decomposition of p, the optimal
pure state |) can be defined by

Y)Y =Y it (1)) (58)
J

Proof. To show this, let us suppose there exists the optimal
decomposition {f, | i)} of o subject to the above equations.
Thus we can denote ! (|¥)) = ), piut(1¢;)). Considering
any state |¢) € Q(p), there always exists a decomposition
{pi. |¢:)} such that

wHe)) =Y pint () < Y pint(16,) = wh ().
i J

It shows that |@) can be converted into [i) by IO, that
is, F(lp)) = F(|y)). In other words, |Y) can achieve the
least coherence of the pure states in Q(p), namely, Eq. (58)
holds. ]

One can find that to obtain the analytic expression, whether
there exists a decomposition as the above theorem is the
key. However, it is not easy to prove whether there always
exists such an optimal decomposition for a general quantum
state p. But we can show that such an optimal decomposition
can always be found in qubit states. That is, one can always
establish the analytic coherence measure.

Theorem 12. Given a density matrix o of a qubit with b
denoting its off-diagonal element, the optimal decomposition
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subject to Theorem 11 can be given by

o=raP+10 =10, (59)

whereo® = (7 ), withz = /T — 4[b[%, and % € [0, 1]
is some weight paramzeter determined by the state o. In this
sense, the coherence can be given by € (o) = F (™).

Proof. Suppose that {p;, [;)} is any decomposition of
o. Then, similar to the state ¢, we can use {b;, z;} to
express the states o and |¢;)(y;| with z = /1 —4|b|?,z; =
/1 — 4|b;|. Considering o = > i pilwi) (Y], we have

2

2=y1—4[bP =

1—4

Z pib;

2
> 1—4<Zpi|bi|> > pi/1—4lbi?
=) piz (60)

According to the definition of the coherence vector u' for
pure states, from Eq. (60) one can obtain
Met@ )+ (1=t )
_(1+z 1—2
S\ 27 2

N (1 + i pizi I_Zipi2i>

2 ’ 2
= pit (1)), (61)

which proves the existence of the required optimal decom-
position. In addition, based on Theorem 11, one can know
that o® is the exact optimal pure state in Q(c') such that
€(0) = F(c™®). The proof is completed. |

Theorem 13. For a qubit density matrix, the conditions for
convexity given in Theorem 3 are equivalent to that F (|¢)) =
F(|b]) is a convex function on |b| for the pure state |@)(p| =

(f é)Wich: 1 — &b
2

Proof. Any pure state of a qubit can be written as the form
of |p), so its coherence vector can be given as u'(|g)) =

(1;”, 1%) Similarly, for another pure state |y), we can

denote its coherence vector as u'(|y)) = (%Z/, %z/). For a
good coherence monotone F, one has F(|y)) < F(lg)) if
w¥ (@) < u¥(|¥)), which implies that |¢) can be converted
to |¢) by IO. Thus we can easily find that 7/ > z, which
indicates that F'(]¢)) is a monotonically decreasing function
on z. Since z =+/1 —4|b|>, we can equivalently say that
F(lp)) = f(b))isa monotonically increasing function on |b|.

To prove f is a convex function, we consider a particular
state o = ), pi|¥i)(¥;], where we denote the off-diagonal
entries of [Y;)(y;| by |b;|. So the off-diagonal entry b of
o can be written as |b| =b =), pilbil. Let |@o) € Q(0)
and {p;, |¥;)} be the exact pure state and the corresponding
decomposition of ¢ required in Theorem 3. Then, Theorem 3

shows

F(lgo)) < Y piF (19).

Let |p) be the optimal state such that €' (o) = F(|g)), with
% (0) < F(lgo)) due to @) € Q(o). Then, one will immedi-
ately find

F(lp) < Y piF (1))

Theorem 12 implies that the off-diagonal element of |¢) (|
can be the same as o, so we can write

Fably =Fp) < Y piF (i) =Y pif (1bil),

which shows the convex f.

Conversely, we first assume f is convex. Suppose {p;, [¥;)}
is an ensemble with b; denoting the off-diagonal entries of
[¥:) (Y], and denote o = ), pi|v;) (¥:l. Let |¢) be the opti-
mal state in Q(o) such that F'(|¢)) = € (o). Then, Theorem
12 shows that |¢)(¢| can have the same off-diagonal entry b
as o, and we have

<f<Z pi|b,-|) <Y pifabi

= " piF(Y), (62)

F(¢)) =f (b)) = f('Zp,-b,»

where the first inequality comes from the monotonically in-
creasing function f on |b|. Obviously, inequality is attributed
to the convexity. Equation (62) is the same as Eq. (16). The
proof is completed. ]

Based on the above theorems, we have known the optimal
pure state |¢) for a mixed state o of the qubit. So one can
easily select the coherence measure F for the pure state, then
use F' to measure the coherence of |¢), and, finally, obtain the
coherence % (0) = F(]g)). Here we would like to emphasize
that almost all the known coherence measures based on the
/1 norm, relative entropy, geometric coherence, skew informa-
tion, and so on are convex on |b| for a pure state of a qubit.
Therefore, all these measures can be safely employed for F.
The concrete expressions are omitted because they become
trivially simple due to our theorems.

C. % as the new coherence monotone
and numerical illustrations

Even though we have shown that if the convexity is satis-
fied by our €(-), €'(-) will become equivalent to the coherence
Cy in terms of the convex roof construction. However, as
mentioned previously, the convexity has been considered as
a mathematical requirement, so it could not be a necessity
for a good coherence quantifier which can also be found in
the above mentioned one-shot coherence cost. Now, we will
show that our %(-) can provide a new coherence monotone.
Let us consider an explicit example that shows the difference
between €(-) and Cy(-).
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Theorem 14. Given a density matrix 7 = A|¢) (o] + (1 —

M)I3) (3], where |¢) = /H=2]1) + . /152]2) (0 < z < 1), with
li)i—1 2.3 denoting the computational basis of the 3-dimension,
it is shown that

¢(r) = F(10)), (63)

where |0) is a pure state with u'(|6)) = Aut(|¢)) + (1 —
Mt (13)), and F(-) is any given coherence measure defined
for pure states satisfying A;—Az and As.

Proof. Suppose {p;, |¢;)} is a pure-state decomposition of
7. One can always formally express |¢;) as |¢;) = x;|1) +
yil2) + zi|3), with T = ), pil¢;){¢:] and p; denoting the cor-
responding weights. In particular, the parameters x;,y;, z;
satisfy

Al 4z
> pie? = 252, (64)
Al —2)
Y il == (65)
Y izl =1-2, (66)
. MW1=2
d_pyi = (67)

It shows that | Y, pixiy? | = (X, pill>)(X; pilyil®). The sat-
uration of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality [84] requires x; =
gy; for any i, with g being a nonzero constant. Thus it is not
difficult to find

D |2
2 _ Zipz|xt| _ 1+z >1, (68)
Ypilvil? 1-z
2 2

gl

. So the first element of u'(|g;))
|>. Considering the

which implies |x;
satisfies uy (Ii) = |x;
following inequality:

> pinf o) <D pilxl* + ) pilail’
i i i

A1 +2)
2

2 |y
12 or uy(lgi) = |z

+1-—2, (69)
one can obtain

A1 A1 —
> purt (o)) < [% b1, 22, 0}

= aut(16) + (1 = 1)t (13)), (70)

which means © = A|¢)(¢| + (1 — A)|3)(3] is the optimal de-
composition in the sense of Theorem 11. Thus we can de-
fine a pure state |6) such that ¥ (|8)) = Aut(|¢)) + (1 — A)
¥ (]3)), and from Theorem 11, we have €(z) = F(|6)). N

Based on the above theorem, we can show the differ-
ence between ¢'(7) and convex roof C;(t). Reference [50]
gives that the convex roof related to F satisfies Cr(7) =
AF (|¢)), which is usually not equal to F'(|0)), that is, Cr(t) #
% (7). To explicitly demonstrate the difference, let us se-
lect F(-) = Cy,(-) the coherence measure based on the /;
norm. Then our coherence monotone for T can be given by
61, () = inf|y)err) Cr, (|¢)). Similarly, the coherence convex
roof based on the /; norm can be given [66] by CJI,l (t) =

(a) (b)

~——
~
~..

Coherence
o
(6]

/
Coherence
o
(&)}

\
\

FIG. 1. Comparisons (a) between %, (t) (solid line) and Cj.l (t)
(dot-dashed line) with A = 0.7, z € [0, 1], and (b) between %, ()
(solid line) and Ci() (dot-dashed line) with z = 0.6, A € [0, 1].

ming,, 4y 2_; piCr, (Igi)), with T = 3. pilei) (¢;]. The numer-
ical comparison is plotted in Fig. 1(a), which demonstrates the
apparent difference. In addition, we also consider the coher-
ence based on the relative entropy as the coherence measure
for pure states. Thus, %’(-) based on the relative entropy is
given by comparing it with €,.(t) = inf|4)err) Cr(|¢)) and the
coherence measure in terms of the convex roof construction is
exactly given by C}(7). Their numerical comparison is shown
in Fig. 1(b), which also illustrates their difference.

VII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we have presented an approach to quan-
tifying quantum coherence. Our coherence measure can be
understood as the least coherence of the pure states which
can be converted to the state of interest. In particular, we
have shown that our coherence monotone is the supremum
of all the coherence monotones with the same coherence for
any given pure state. Our coherence measure is proven to be
a subset of the coherence measure in terms of the convex
roof construction, which gives a different understanding of
the coherence measure. In addition, we have shown that our
coherence monotone is continuous. The comparison with co-
herence cost shows that our coherence monotone is generally
not the same as coherence cost, but with some particular
coherence measure for pure states, our coherence monotone
can also be equivalent to the coherence cost. As a demonstra-
tion, we give concrete examples for our coherence measure.
It is especially important that we have thoroughly analyzed
the case of qubit states and have given a series of analytic
expressions of coherence. We have also given an example
to explicitly illustrate the difference between our coherence
monotone and that based on the convex roof construction by
selecting the /; norm and relative entropy as the coherence
measure for pure states, which further indicates that our
approach can induce new coherence monotones. Finally, we
would like to emphasize that the same approach could also be
suitable for other resource theories, which will be studied in
further work.
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APPENDIX A: AN ALTERNATIVE PROOF OF STRONG
MONOTONICITY SUBJECT TO SIO

Lemma 2. Given an SIO operated on the state p as ex(p) =
ZiKipKiT, there always exists a corresponding SIO on the

pure state |) € R(p) as er(IY)(¥]) = 3, Ty ) (¢ |T;" such
that

TGV (YIT) = Tr(KipK,) (A1)

for any given i. In addition, the state T,-|1p)(1p|TiT /
Tr(T; |y ) (¥|T.") can be converted into Kipl(iT/Tr(KipI(iT) by
SIO.

Proof. For an n-dimensional pure state |y) given, with
respect to the computational basis, by

W) (| = Z|cm| m)(m| + Y " enclm)(n (A2)
m#n

let us consider three SIO ey = {M,}, ex = {K;} and e7 = {T}}
defined, respectively, by

M=) allm))iyl. 1=1.2,..., (A3)
Y
K=Y tDi0N0l i=1,2....  (Ad)
Y
and
;= dPy)yl, (A5)
Y

where {|y)} is the computational basis, ; and f; are the per-
mutation function labeled by / and i, respectively, ) _, |a§,’)|2 =

> 1291 =1, and
[P =3 [al P24 (A6)
1

easily find that ), |d}(/")|2 =
> |a<yl>|2 3 |rf7j§y)|2 = 1. With the above SIO, we have

Thus, one can

KM, |y) (¢ IM] K]
= Z|cm| |al | Kilor (m) ey (m) | K
+ 3 cucialal*Klm (m)) (m(m)|K;
m##n
—Zm a2, I (m)) (i (m)|
+ Y emcialVal* Tl T | fil m)) il ()]
m#n
(A7)

Therefore,

Tr(KipK]) = ZTr<K~Mz|w><w|M*Kf>

= ZZlcml jal [z, a8

Similarly,

Te[ T 1Y) (W17 ]

= Z |l ‘d(’)| (m|m) + Zcmc;dlﬁi)d(’)* n|m)
m#n

= leul?|d?]. (A9)

Based on Eq. (A6), it is obvious that Egs. (A8) and (A9) imply
Tr(KipK,") = Tr[T;|y) (¥ |T,]. Thus, Eq. (A1) is proved.
To proceed, let us consider an SIO 8(’) {N;} defined by

(M O]

a
Ny =Y LB Al (), (A10)
” dy,
with
[l |
ZNN ZZ d@f‘w ly) (vl
o2
Y 5l ey
; )
(A11)

=Y Iy
Y

Then, one can see that
en(TIY)(YIT)
=Y NTIY)YITN]
I

=3'N (Z el || ) (m
1 m

+ Y emcydPd* m)(n| | N/
m#n

= Z > lenlPlal |2, Pl m)) (il m)]]

1 1
+ Y Y emcpalal* Tl | fil m)]) (Sl ()]

| m#n
= KipK], (A12)
which completes the proof. ]

To show the strong monotonicity of SIO, we need to prove

;
“(p) 2 Zp, ( ik, )

where {K;} are Kraus operators of arbitrarily given SIO g and
pi = Tr(KipK}).

Let |Y) € R(p), corresponding to the state p. According to
Lemma 2, there exists an SIO ¢7 = {T;} such that

TGV (WIT) = Tr(KipK,) = pi,
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. i . T
and —T’WZEWT‘ can be converted into K’g—& by SIO. Thus,

T; 7!
C(p) = F(lp)) > ZpiF(%>

i

' ¥ : i
= prg(—TzW);mTi ) = pi%(_K,,OK,- >,

(A13)
where the first inequality results from the strong monotonicity

, d DK
of F, and the second inequality is due to TWT, _, Kok

Pi pi
by SIO and the monotonicity of .

APPENDIX B: THE EXAMPLES FOR THE DIFFERENCE
OF THE SET R(-)

1. R(-) based on PIO is different from that based on 10

Consider the state

1¢) = (VT +zI1) + 1 —22))/v2, (B1)

) _ 1142 pyiI—2z? (B2)
2\ pV1—2z72 1-72 )

with 0 <z<7 <1 and% ‘ll__zz/z<p<1. It is easy to

check that |¢) can be converted to p by IO from the theorems
in Refs. [49,85], but PIO cannot achieve the transformation
from the theorems in Ref. [86]. Thus, |¢) is not an element in
R(p) under PIO, but an element in R(p) under 10.

2. R(-) based on DIO (MIO) is different from that based on 10
Let

lY) = (VT +zI1) + V1 —22)/v2,

l 1_12 0 l—Z2
4 43 43

1-22 1 12 0

o= 435 = = (B3)

43 4 ]

1—z2 0 _ 12 1

43 43 4

From Ref. [80], there exists a DIO (naturally, an MIO) &
satisfying o = ®(|y)(¥|), but o cannot be converted from
|¢r) by I0. Thus, R(o) defined under DIO (MIO) including
|) does not belong to R(c) under 10. The Kraus operations
of ® are given as [80]

1 1 1 1
0 100 s 0% %
- 000 o L oo
_ 23 2
Ki=1"3 590 % 10 o0 o)
2.3 243
1 1
55 000 55 00
1 _ 1 1 1 6
2l¢§0 NG = 00 =
- 0 0 0 _
K; = 26@10 0’K4— 2‘1@00 0
lz 55 00 0
550 00 0 30 0
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