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Ming-Liang Hu 1,* and Heng Fan2,3,4,†

1School of Science, Xi’an University of Posts and Telecommunications, Xi’an 710121, China
2Institute of Physics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190, China

3CAS Center for Excellence in Topological Quantum Computation, University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190, China
4Beijing Academy of Quantum Information Sciences, Beijing 100193, China

(Received 15 April 2023; revised 22 June 2023; accepted 7 July 2023; published 20 July 2023)

Entanglement and uncertainty relation are two focuses of quantum theory. We relate entanglement sharing to
the entropic uncertainty relation in a (d×d )-dimensional system via weak measurements with different pointers.
We consider both the scenarios of one-sided sequential measurements in which the entangled pair is distributed to
multiple Alices and one Bob and two-sided sequential measurements in which the entangled pair is distributed to
multiple Alices and Bobs. It is found that the maximum number of observers sharing the entanglement strongly
depends on the measurement scenarios, the pointer states of the apparatus, and the local dimension d of each
subsystem, while the required minimum measurement precision to achieve entanglement sharing decreases to
its asymptotic value with the increase of d . The maximum number of observers remain unaltered even when the
state is not maximally entangled but has strong-enough entanglement.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum entanglement is a central topic of quantum the-
ory, and the distant parties sharing an entangled quantum state
can establish strong correlations that have no classical analog
[1]. Aside from its fundamental significance, it is also an
essential physical resource for various quantum information
processing tasks, such as quantum teleportation [2], dense
coding [3], remote state preparation [4], and quantum key
distribution [5]. It is also deeply connected to other charac-
teristics of quantum states, including Bell nonlocality [6,7],
Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) steering [8,9], quantum dis-
cord [10], and quantum coherence [11,12].

Since quantum correlations (nonlocality, entanglement,
EPR steering, etc.) are vital physical resources, starting from
the perspective of quantum information processing, it would
be desirable to demonstrate these characteristics between sep-
arated observers who perform local measurements on a shared
quantum state. The usual projective (strong) measurement
induces collapse of the initial state into one of the eigenbases
of the measured observable, hence in this case the quantum
correlations can be shared by not more than two observers.
Silva et al. considered instead a different scenario in which
one Alice and multiple Bobs (say, Bob1, Bob2, etc.) share
an entangled pair, with the middle Bobs (Alice and the last
Bob) performing weak (projective) measurements [13]. In this
context, they showed that Bell nonlocality could be sequen-
tially shared in the sense that a simultaneous violation of
Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) inequalities between
Alice-Bob1 and Alice-Bob2 was observed. Subsequently, a
double violation of CHSH inequality with equal sharpness of
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measurements has also been theoretically predicted [14–16]
and experimentally observed [17–19]. Further studies showed
that an unbounded number of CHSH violations can be
achieved using weak measurements with unequal sharpness
[20,21]. The sequential sharing of tripartite Bell nonlocality
[22], EPR steering [23–27], entanglement [28], and nonlo-
cal advantage of quantum coherence [29,30] have also been
studied via weak measurement, showing the advantage of con-
sidering this measurement strategy. While the above works are
limited to one-sided measurements, the sharing of Bell non-
locality [31,32], EPR steering [33], two-qubit entanglement
[34], as well as the quantum advantage in generating random
access codes [35] under two-sided measurements for which
an entangled pair is distributed sequentially to multiple Alices
and Bobs attracts growing interest. The nonlocality sharing
via trilateral sequential measurements [36] and network non-
locality sharing [37–40] have also been studied recently.

The sequential sharing of quantum correlations strongly
depends on the measurement precision. The uncertainty prin-
ciple sets a fundamental limit on the precise measurements
of two incompatible observables on a particle [41], and hence
can be related to entanglement sharing. As for its character-
ization, apart from the conventional one expressed in terms
of the variance of two observables [42], the entropy is an-
other preferred quantity and the entropic uncertainty relations
(EURs) have been widely studied in the past decades [41,43].
In particular, by introducing a quantum memory entangled
with the particle to be measured, Berta et al. [44] proved
an entanglement-assisted EUR for two orthonormal mea-
surements, which has been verified experimentally [45,46]
and leads to applications including quantum cryptography
[44], entanglement witness [44–46], and teleportation [47].
It also attracted growing interest in studying it from var-
ious aspects [41], especially its connections with quantum
correlations [48–50] and quantum coherence [51,52]. The
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entanglement-assisted EUR also holds if one of the positive
operator-valued measures (POVMs) has rank-one elements
[53]. For arbitrary POVMs, a generalized EUR was obtained
by Frank and Lieb [54].

In this paper, we address the question as to how many
observers can sequentially and independently sharing the en-
tanglement in a (d×d )-dimensional (i.e., two-qudit) state.
Different from the two-qubit case [28], we consider this prob-
lem from the perspective of EUR, and this enables us to
explore the two-qudit states which include the two-qubit states
as a special case. Moreover, it also enables us to explore
entanglement sharing in the two-sided measurements scenario
where the entangled qudit pair is distributed sequentially to
multiple Alices and Bobs. Compared to the detection of en-
tanglement using witness operators which, in general, needs
to collect statistics of the joint measurements on two qudits
to infer the expectation values of the witness operators, the
advantage of using EUR also lies in that it is sufficient to
estimate the probabilities of different outcomes of the local
measurements on each of the qudits [44]. Although under
specific circumstances, the witness operators can be decom-
posed as a sum of local operators for which the outcomes
of local measurements are also sufficient to infer the expec-
tation values of the witness observables [28,55], the EUR
is still a feasible complement to the usual approach for de-
tecting entanglement. In particular, the efficiency of different
approaches may be different, and the construction and decom-
position of a general witness operator for high-dimensional
systems are not very easy tasks [56]. We will consider both
the one- and two-sided weak measurements with different
pointers and show that the number of observers sharing the
entanglement strongly depends on the measurement scenar-
ios, the pointer states of the apparatus, and the local dimension
of each qudit. These results not only provide an alternative
dimension for the investigation of entanglement sharing, but
can also shed light on the interplay between entanglement and
quantum measurements for high-dimensional systems.

II. ENTANGLEMENT-ASSISTED EUR
FOR GENERAL POVMS

We consider two POVMs X with elements {Xx} and
Z with elements {Zz}. Defining Xx = √

Xx and Zz = √
Zz

the measurement operators corresponding to Xx and Zz,
respectively, then for a two-qudit state ρAB, the entanglement-
assisted EUR reads [54]

H (X |B) + H (Z|B) � log2
1

c′′ + H (A|B), (1)

where c′′ = maxx,z tr(XxZz ) quantifies the incompatibility of
X and Z, the conditional entropy H (A|B) = S(ρAB) − S(ρB)
with S(ρAB) = −tr(ρAB log2 ρAB), and likewise for S(ρB)
of the reduced state ρB = trAρAB. Moreover, H (X |B) and
H (Z|B) are given by [54]

H (X |B) = −
d−1∑
x=0

tr
(
ρ̃B|Xx log2 ρ̃B|Xx

) − S(ρB),

H (Z|B) = −
d−1∑
z=0

tr
(
ρ̃B|Zz log2 ρ̃B|Zz

) − S(ρB),

(2)

where ρ̃B|Xx and ρ̃B|Zz are the (unnormalized) postmeasure-
ment states of qudit B given by

ρ̃B|Xx = trA(XxρABX †
x ), ρ̃B|Zz = trA(ZzρABZ†

z ), (3)

where we omitted the identity operators whenever their
presence is implied by context, e.g., XxρABX †

x should be un-
derstood as (Xx ⊗ 1)ρAB(X †

x ⊗ 1). Note that H (X |B) does
not equal the conditional entropy of

∑
x XxρABX †

x (i.e., the
output of X without postselection) if X is not a rank-one
measurement, and likewise for H (Z|B) [54]. In addition, for
the rank-one orthogonal-projective measurements, Eq. (1) re-
duces to the entanglement-assisted EUR given by Berta et al.
[44].

As −H (A|B) gives the lower bound of the one-way dis-
tillable entanglement in state ρAB [57,58], one can see from
Eq. (1) that whenever the uncertainty U OS

AB := H (X |B) +
H (Z|B) estimated by the one-sided measurement on qudit A
and state tomography on qudit B is smaller than log2(1/c′′),
then ρAB is entangled. Moreover, as quantum measurements
never decrease entropy, U TS

AB := H (X |X ) + H (Z|Z ), which
corresponds to the uncertainty estimated by direct two-sided
measurements and is favored for its ease of implementation,
provides an upper bound of U OS

AB . As a consequence, U TS
AB <

log2(1/c′′) can also be used for entanglement witness. Here,
H (X |X ) and H (Z|Z ) can be obtained as follows [45]:

H (X |X ) = −
d−1∑

x1,x2=0

px1x2 log2 px1x2 +
d−1∑
x2=0

px2 log2 px2 ,

H (Z|Z ) = −
d−1∑

z1,z2=0

qz1z2 log2 qz1z2 +
d−1∑
z2=0

qz2 log2 qz2 ,

(4)

where the probability distribution px1x2 = tr[ρAB(Xx1 ⊗
Xx2 )], px2 = ∑

x1
px1x2 , and likewise for qz1z2 and qz2 .

III. WEAK MEASUREMENTS ON TWO-QUDIT STATES

For a weak measurement, the system is weakly coupled
to a pointer that serves as the measurement apparatus, thus it
provides less information about the system while producing
less disturbance [59–61]. Defining {�i} the projectors in the
basis {|i〉}, |φ〉 the initial pointer state, and {|φi〉} the evolved
pointer states associated with {|i〉}, then for the initial system
state ρ0, the system-pointer state after the coupling is given by
the following map:

E(ρ0 ⊗ |φ〉〈φ|) =
∑

i j

�iρ0� j ⊗ |φi〉〈φ j |, (5)

and by tracing out the pointer one can obtain the nonselective
postmeasurement state as ρ = ∑

i j �iρ0� j〈φi|φ j〉.
We consider the two-qudit state ρAB. Defining F =

〈φi|φ j �=i〉 (it depends on i and j in general, here for simplicity,
supposing it is a constant) the quality factor measuring the dis-
turbance of a measurement [17]. Furthermore, we denote by E

the POVM defining the weak measurement. Then the nonse-
lective postmeasurement states of the one-sided measurement
on A and two-sided measurements on AB, after tracing out the
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pointer, can be obtained as [30]

E(ρAB) = FρAB + (1 − F )
∑

i

�iρAB�i,

E⊗2(ρAB) = FρAB + (1 − F )
∑
i, j

(�i ⊗ � j )ρAB(�i ⊗ � j )

+ (F 2 − F )
∑

i �=k, j �=l

(�i ⊗ � j )ρAB(�k ⊗ �l ).

(6)
As the pointer states {|φi〉} are not perfectly distinguish-

able, we further choose a complete orthogonal set {|ϕi〉} as
the reading states. Then for the one-sided case, the probability
pi of getting outcome i and the associated (unnormalized)
collapsed state ρ̃AB|i = 〈ϕi|E(ρAB ⊗ |φ〉〈φ|)|ϕi〉 are given by

pi = tr(�iρAB)|〈ϕi|φi〉|2 +
∑
j �=i

tr(� jρAB)|〈ϕi|φ j〉|2,

ρ̃AB|i = �iρAB�i|〈ϕi|φi〉|2 +
∑
j �=i

� jρAB� j |〈ϕi|φ j〉|2

+
∑
k �=l

�kρAB�l〈ϕi|φk〉〈φl |ϕi〉, (7)

and without loss of generality, we suppose the measurements
are unbiased. Here, by saying the measurements are unbi-
ased, we mean that the pointer states {|φi〉} and reading states
{|ϕi〉} yield the same |〈ϕi|φi〉|2 (∀i) and the same |〈ϕi|φ j �=i〉|2
(∀ j �= i), that is, |〈ϕi|φi〉|2 is independent of i and |〈ϕi|φ j �=i〉|2
is independent of j �= i, then Eq. (7) can be rewritten as

pi = Gtr(�iρAB) + 1 − G

d
,

ρ̃AB|i = F
d

ρAB + 1 + d1G − F
d

�iρAB�i

+ 1 − G − F
d

⎛
⎜⎝∑

j �=i

� jρAB� j +
∑

k �=l
k,l �=i

�kρAB�l

⎞
⎟⎠,

(8)
where we defined d1 = d − 1, F = [(1 + d1G)(1 − G)]1/2,
and G = 1 − d|〈ϕi|φ j �=i〉|2 measures the precision (or equiv-
alently, the information gain) of the weak measurement. From
Eq. (8), one can obtain ρ̃B|i = trAρ̃AB|i which will be used to
calculate H (X |B) and H (Z|B).

Similarly, for the two-sided measurements, the probability
distribution pi j of the measurement outcomes i on A and j on
B can be obtained as

pi j = tr[(�i ⊗ � j )ρAB]|〈ϕi|φi〉|2|〈ϕ j |φ j〉|2

+
∑
k �=i

tr[(�k ⊗ � j )ρAB]|〈ϕi|φk〉|2|〈ϕ j |φ j〉|2

+
∑
l �= j

tr[(�i ⊗ �l )ρAB]|〈ϕi|φi〉|2|〈ϕ j |φl〉|2

+
∑

k �=i,l �= j

tr[(�k ⊗ �l )ρAB]|〈ϕi|φk〉|2|〈ϕ j |φl〉|2, (9)

then by defining �̃i = 1 − �i and using F and G defined
above, Eq. (9) can be reformulated as

pi j = (1 + d1G)2

d2
tr[(�i ⊗ � j )ρAB]

+ (1 − G)2

d2
tr[(�̃i ⊗ �̃ j )ρAB]

+ F
2

d2
tr[(�i ⊗ �̃ j + �̃i ⊗ � j )ρAB], (10)

and this will be used to calculate H (X |X ) and H (Z|Z ).
As we are interested in entanglement sharing, we consider

�x = |ψd
x 〉〈ψd

x | and �z = |ψ0
z 〉〈ψ0

z | (x, z = 0, 1, . . . , d − 1)
the projectors associated with X and Z defining two weak
measurements, where {|ψd

x 〉} and {|ψ0
z 〉} are two sets of mu-

tually unbiased bases (MUBs). For d = 2, the three MUBs
{|ψ2

x 〉}, {|ψ1
y 〉}, and {|ψ0

z 〉} are eigenbases of the Pauli opera-
tors σ1, σ2, and σ3, respectively. For d > 2, we construct them
via the following MUBs:

∣∣ψd
x

〉 = 1√
d

d−1∑
n=0

ei 2π
d xn|n〉, ∣∣ψ0

z

〉 =
d−1∑
n=0

δzn|n〉, (11)

where δzn and i represent the Delta function and the imaginary
unit, respectively. Moreover, for any prime d � 3, one can also
construct X and Z via any pair of the MUBs. In addition to
{|ψd

x 〉} and {|ψ0
z 〉} in Eq. (11), the remaining d − 1 MUBs

{|ψ r
a〉} (r = 1, . . . , d − 1) are given by [62,63]

|ψ r
a〉 = 1√

d

d−1∑
n=0

ei 2π
d r(a+n)2 |n〉 (r = 1, . . . , d − 1), (12)

where the index a ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d − 1} for any given r.
For the weak measurements, there is a trade-off F 2 + G2 �

1 for two-qubit systems [13]. For a two-qudit system, as F
and G defined above are basis independent, one can write
the reading and pointer states as |ϕi〉 = |i〉 and |φi〉 = ui|i〉 +∑

k �=i vik|k〉, respectively. By combining this with the assump-
tion that the measurements are unbiased, one has |ui| ≡ u
(∀i), |vik| ≡ v (∀k �= i), and u2 + d1v

2 = 1, which gives F =
|uiv ji + u jvi j + ∑

k �=i, j vikv jk| and G = 1 − dv2. Hence

F 2 + G2 � (2uv + d2v
2)2 + (1 − dv2)2 � 1, (13)

that is, one still has the trade-off F 2 + G2 � 1. When the
equality holds, the pointer is said to be optimal in the sense
that the highest precision is achievable for a given quality
factor, and the corresponding optimal pointer can be obtained
by solving the equation (2uv + d2v

2)2 + (1 − dv2)2 = 1. But
for the general weak measurements (e.g., the biased case),
whether or not the trade-off F 2 + G2 � 1 holds still remains
an open question.

In addition, there are other pointers, including the square
and Gaussian pointers [13]. The unsharp measurement is an-
other kind of weak measurement [64], and when it does not
lead to confusion we also term it as the weak measurement
with an unsharp pointer. The associated POVM elements of
X and Z are given by [24]

Xx = λ�x + 1 − λ

d
1, Zz = λ�z + 1 − λ

d
1, (14)
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FIG. 1. Two scenarios of entanglement sharing via EUR.
(a) Multiple Alices measure sequentially on their side and Bob
checks whether or not there is shared entanglement via the uncertain-
ties of Alices’ outcomes estimated by his measurements. (b) Multiple
Alices and Bobs measure sequentially on their respective sides, af-
ter which they check whether there is shared entanglement via the
uncertainties estimated by their measurement statistics.

where λ ∈ [0, 1] is the sharpness parameter. For X con-
structed by the MUB {�x}, one has [24]

Xx =
(√

1 + d1λ

d
−

√
1 − λ

d

)
�x +

√
1 − λ

d
1, (15)

and likewise for Zz. In the language of weak measurements,
the reading and pointer states of the unsharp measurement can
be written as |ϕi〉 = |i〉 and |φi〉 =

√
1 − d1u2|i〉 + u

∑
j �=i | j〉

(∀i), respectively, where u = √
(1 − λ)/d [33]. In addition,

by defining d2 = d − 2, the quality factor F and mea-
surement precision G of the unsharp measurement can be
obtained as

F = d2(1 − λ) + 2
√

1 + d2λ − d1λ2

d
, G = λ, (16)

thus it is optimal for d = 2 and nonoptimal for d � 3.
Supposing that {Ei} are the elements of the POVM E

defining the weak measurement, then one also has pi =
tr(EiρAB). Combining this with Eq. (8) and taking ρAB =
1 ⊗ 1/d2 yields trEi = 1 (∀i). Then for X and Z with the el-
ements Xx = r01/d + ∑

m rxm|ψ r
m〉〈ψ r

m| and Zz = s01/d +∑
n szn|ψ s

n〉〈ψ s
n| comprising of the identity operator 1 and

the MUBs {|ψ r
m〉} and {|ψ s

n〉}, one can obtain tr(XxZz ) =
1/d (∀x, z), thus c′′ = 1/d . Here, the coefficients r0 and rxm

satisfy
∑

x Xx = 1 and trXx = 1 (∀x), and likewise for s0

and szn.
In the following, we mainly concentrate on X and Z

constructed by {|ψd
x 〉} and {|ψ0

z 〉}, respectively, as we aim at
exploring the two-qudit state with d being a general positive
integer. When d is a prime, we will also sketch the main
results for the cases that X and Z are constructed via other
MUBs at the end of this paper.

IV. ENTANGLEMENT SHARING OF TWO-QUDIT STATES

In this work, we consider entanglement sharing via both the
one- and two-sided sequential weak measurements. As shown
in Fig. 1(a), the one-sided scenario refers to the case in which
multiple Alices (say, Alice1, Alice2, etc.) have access to half
of an entangled pair and a single Bob has access to the other

half. Alice1 performs her randomly selected measurement (X
or Z) and records the outcome. She then passes her qudit to
Alice2 who also measures randomly X or Z on the received
qudit, records the outcome, and passes it to Alice3, and so
on. For the two-sided scenario, as shown in Fig. 1(b), multiple
Alices (Alice1, Alice2, etc.) have access to half of an entangled
pair and multiple Bobs (Bob1, Bob2, etc.) have access to the
other half. To proceed, Alice1 and Bob1 choose randomly the
same POVM X or Z, perform measurements and record their
outcomes. They then pass their qudits to Alice2 and Bob2 who
repeat this process again, and so on.

For each measurement scenario, we further consider two
slightly different cases for which we illustrate through the
one-sided scenario (they are similar for the two-sided sce-
nario). In the first case, the classical information pertaining to
each Alice’s measurement choice and outcome is not shared,
thus the state shared between Alicen (n � 2) and Bob is av-
eraged over all the possible inputs and outputs of Alicen−1,
from which one arrives at Bob’s uncertainty about Alicen’s
outcome. In the second case, however, each Alice informs the
next Alice of her measurement choice but not the outcome,
thus Bob’s uncertainty has to be averaged over the uncertainty
for each of their possible inputs. More specifically, for the first
case one first obtain the average state of all the possible inputs
and then arrives at the associated uncertainty, while for the
second case one first obtain the uncertainty associated with
each possible input and then arrives at their average effect. For
convenience of later presentation, we term these two cases as
scenario OS1 and scenario OS2, respectively. Similarly, the
two cases associated with the two-sided scenario are termed
as scenario TS1 and scenario TS2, respectively.

We would like to mention that when exploring nonlocal-
ity, EPR steering, and entanglement, both the scenarios OS1
[13–16,20,24,25,28] and TS1 [31–34] have been considered
previously. Moreover, scenario OS2 is analogous to a scenario
of entanglement-assisted EUR which is useful in crypto-
graphic protocols such as quantum key distribution [41,44].
Due to the fact that the multiple Alices (Bobs) in each side can
be spatially separated, these scenarios are expected to play a
similar role in multipartite cryptographic tasks.

Having collected all the required tools for our analysis, we
are now in a position to investigate sequential sharing of en-
tanglement for the aforementioned scenarios. To set the stage,
we start by indicating some notations that will be employed in
the following discussion. We denote by E(0) = 1 the identity
map and E(n) ∈ {X,Z} (n = 1, 2, . . .) the POVMs defining
the measurements of Alicen and Bobn. Moreover, we denote
by Fn (Gn) the quality factor (precision) of the corresponding
weak measurement and GOS

n,c (GTS
n,c) the critical value of Gn

larger than which the entanglement could be shared by Alicen

and Bob (Bobn), provided that the previous Alices and Bob
(Bobs) have already shared the entanglement. Finally, we
denote by |�+〉 = ∑d−1

k=0 |kk〉/√d the two-qudit maximally
entangled state shared between Alice1 and Bob (one-sided
case) or Alice1 and Bob1 (two-sided case).

A. One-sided scenario

We first consider the scenario OS1. If the initial state shared
between Alice1 and Bob is ρA1B, then the state shared between
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Alicen and Bob will be given by

ρAnB = 1

2n−1

∑
E(0),...,E(n−1)

E(n−1) ◦ . . . ◦ E(0)(ρA1B), (17)

where the factor 1/2n−1 is due to the fact that ρAnB is an av-
erage state of the 2n−1 possible inputs of Alicen, while E(0) is
introduced for ensuring that ρAnB reduces to ρA1B when n = 1.
For the general weak measurement, E (1)(ρA1B) can be ob-
tained from Eq. (6), and likewise for E(n−1) ◦ . . . ◦ E(0)(ρA1B).
As the POVMs E(l ) ∈ {X,Z} (l = 1, . . . , n − 1), when the
elements {Xx} of X and {Zz} of Z are known, by defining
Xx = √

Xx and Zz = √
Zz, we also have

ρA2B = 1

2

(∑
x

XxρA1BX †
x +

∑
z

ZzρA1BZ†
z

)
, (18)

and likewise for ρAnB [65]. Moreover, ρAnB in Eq. (17) is
normalized. This is because E(n−1) ◦ . . . ◦ E(0)(ρA1B) is a non-
selective postmeasurement state which is normalized and
different from the selective postmeasurement state, e.g., for
the POVM X and initial state ρA1B, the postmeasurement state
associated with the outcome x is XxρA1BX †

x /tr(XxρA1B) [65].
In the following, we choose ρA1B = |�+〉〈�+|. Then from

Eqs. (17) and (8) we can obtain ρ̃AnB|Xx and ρ̃AnB|Zz . A direct
calculation shows that for both ρ̃B|Xx = trAn ρ̃AnB|Xx (∀x) and
ρ̃B|Zz = trAn ρ̃AnB|Zz (∀z), the eigenvalues are given by

ε0 = 1 + d1μn

d2
(1), ε1 = 1 − μn

d2
(d1), (19)

where the numbers in the brackets denote the degeneracy, and
by defining F0 = 1, the parameter μn can be written as

μn = Gn
∏n−1

k=0(1 + Fk )

2n
. (20)

As ρB = 1/d , from Eqs. (2) and (19), we arrive at the uncer-
tainty

U OS
AnB = 2

[
H2

(
1 + d1μn

d

)
+ d1(1 − μn)

d
log2 d1

]
, (21)

where H2(·) denotes the binary Shannon entropy function.
Based on Eq. (21), we can determine the maximum number

of Alices sharing the entanglement with Bob by checking
whether or not U OS

AnB < log2 d holds. As U OS
AnB is a monotonic

decreasing function of Gn, the measurement precision must be
larger than a critical value GOS

n,c for achieving possible entan-
glement sharing. Of course, GOS

n,c with n � 2 is not a constant
as the actual precision Gl of Alicel (l � n − 1) may be larger
than GOS

l,c . As for GOS
1,c, its value could be obtained by solving

numerically the transcendental equation U OS
A1B = log2 d , and

it is obvious that it is independent of F1. This is because
U OS

A1B depends on the initial state ρA1B and the measurement
precision G1 (i.e., the information gain) of Alice1, while the
disturbance of her measurement affects only the output state
of the qudit which is passed on to Alice2, and this will
further affects U OS

A2B and GOS
2,c. As illustrated in Fig. 2, GOS

1,c
decreases with the increase of d , and for infinite large d , it

FIG. 2. The critical precision Gα
1,c (α = OS or TS) versus d for

the weak measurement.

approaches the asymptotic value GOS
1,c(∞) = 1/2. This shows

that the larger the local dimension d of each qudit, the lower
the critical measurement precision is required for sharing the
entanglement.

When the measured qudit is passed to the subsequent Al-
ices, the uncertainties U OS

AnB will be dependent on the quality
factors Fl (l = 1, . . . , n − 1) of the measurements. Based on
Eq. (21), one can see that the maximum number of Alices
sharing the entanglement with Bob can be determined by
checking whether the following inequalities hold

Gl � GOS
l,c (l = 1, . . . , n − 1), GOS

n,c = 2nGOS
1,c∏n−1

k=0(1 + Fk )
� 1,

(22)

where the first inequality ensures that Alicel (l = 1, . . . , n −
1) share the entanglement simultaneously. Moreover, as U OS

AnB
is a decreasing function of μn and μn of Eq. (20) is an
increasing function of Gn, one must have μOS

n,c = μOS
1,c (μOS

n,c

is the critical μn obtained by replacing Gn with GOS
n,c) to

ensure that Alicen can also share the entanglement. This,
together with Eq. (20), gives the above equality. As for the
second inequality, it is due to the fact that Gn � 1 (∀n) by its
definition.

We now discuss whether or not the inequalities in Eq. (22)
hold when the qudit is passed to Alice2. We consider the weak
measurements with unsharp, optimal, Gaussian, and square
pointers.

(A1.1) For the unsharp pointer, the relation between F1

and G1 is in Eq. (16), by combining of which with Eq. (22)
we can obtain that when GOS

1,c � G1 � 2ξ/d , there exists valid
GOS

2,c for all d � 2, where the parameter ξ is given by

ξ = d2
(
1 − GOS

1,c

) +
√

2
(
1 − GOS

1,c

)(
2d1GOS

1,c − d2
)
. (23)

(A1.2) For the optimal pointer, F 2
1 + G2

1 = 1, then from
Eq. (22) we arrive at GOS

1,c � G1 � 2[GOS
1,c(1 − GOS

1,c)]1/2, which
holds if GOS

1,c � 0.8. As GOS
1,c 
 0.7799 for d = 2 and decreases

with the increasing d , there exists valid GOS
2,c for all d � 2.

(A1.3) For the Gaussian pointer, the relation of F1 and G1

can be obtained numerically [13]. We denote it by �(F1) =
G1, i.e., for any given F1, the map �(F1) gives the associated
G1. Then from Eq. (22) we can obtain GOS

1,c � G1 � �(2GOS
1,c −

1), which holds when GOS
1,c � 0.7547. By combining this with

012423-5



MING-LIANG HU AND HENG FAN PHYSICAL REVIEW A 108, 012423 (2023)

GOS
1,c obtained for different local dimension d (see Fig. 2), we

can see that there exists valid GOS
2,c for d � 4.

(A1.4) For the square pointer which is far from optimal,
we have F1 + G1 = 1 [13], then from Eq. (22) we arrive
at GOS

1,c � G1 � 2 − 2GOS
1,c. This inequality holds when GOS

1,c �
2/3. By combining this with GOS

1,c obtained for different d , we
can see that there exists valid GOS

2,c for d � 34.
The critical GOS

2,c also decreases with the increase of d
and approaches its asymptotic value 1/[1 + F OS

1,c (∞)] when
d → ∞, where F OS

1,c (∞) is the quality factor associated with
GOS

1,c(∞). Following the same line of reasoning as above, we
can obtain that for the optimal pointer with d � 34 and the
Gaussian pointer with d � 141, the entanglement could be
sequentially shared by, at most, three Alices and Bob, and
for large enough d , the maximum number of Alices could be
further enhanced. In fact, a similar phenomenon for sequential
sharing of EPR steering has also been observed previously
[24]. But for the unsharp and square pointers, the maximum
number of Alices remains 2. We explain this for the square
pointer (the case is similar for the unsharp pointer). From
Eq. (22) we can obtain that if there exists a valid GOS

3,c, then
(2 − G1)(2 − G2) � 4GOS

1,c. However, even under G1 = GOS
1,c

and G2 = GOS
2,c, this inequality holds only when GOS

1,c � 1/2.
As illustrated above, GOS

1,c � 1/2, and the equality holds when
d → ∞, thus the entanglement cannot be sequentially shared
by three Alices and Bob.

Next, we turn to consider the scenario OS2 for which each
Alice knows the measurement choice but not the outcome
of the former Alices, and our aim is to determine whether
or not the entanglement can be shared by multiple Alices
and Bob. We will consider the average effect, that is, the
shared entanglement between Alicen and Bob is averaged
over the possible inputs and outputs of Alicen−1, and like-
wise for Bob’s uncertainty about Alicen’s outcome. Clearly,
this is different from the scenario OS1 for which the entan-
glement and uncertainty are obtained for the state averaged
over the previous Alice’s possible inputs and outputs. For this
case, the possible states shared between Alicen and Bob are
given by

ρE(0)...E(n−1)

AnB = E(n−1) ◦ . . . ◦ E(0)
(
ρA1B

)
, (24)

where the meanings of E(0) and E(n) (n � 1) are the same as
that in Eq. (17). For each possible input, from Eq. (8) we can
obtain the unnormalized postmeasurement states ρ̃E(0)...E(n−1)

AnB|Oo
,

where Oo = Xx or Zz. Then after a straightforward but some-
what complex calculation, we can obtain the eigenvalues of
ρ̃E(0)...E(n−1)

B|Oo
= trAn ρ̃

E(0)...E(n−1)

AnB|Oo
(∀o) as

ε0 = 1 + d1Gn
∏n−1

k=0 F δ(E(k),O)
k

d2
(1),

ε1 = 1 − Gn
∏n−1

k=0 F δ(E(k),O)
k

d2
(d1),

(25)

where we define the function δ(E(k),O) = 0 if E(k) = O and
δ(E(k),O) = 1 if E(k) �= O, and the numbers in the brackets
still denote the degeneracy. Combining this with Eq. (2) gives

FIG. 3. The d dependence of the critical precision GOS
2,c (obtained

with G1 = GOS
1,c) for the scenario OS2 with different pointers.

the average uncertainty

UOS
AnB = 1

2n−1

∑
E(0),...,E(n−1)

U OS
AnB

(
ρE(0)...E(n−1)

AnB

)

= 1

2n−2

⎧⎨
⎩

∑
i0,...,in−1

H2

(
1 + d1Gn

∏n−1
k=0 F ik

k

d

)

+ d1

d

[
2n−1 − Gn

2

n−1∏
k=0

(1 + Fk )

]
log2 d1

}
, (26)

where i0 = 0 and ik|k�1 ∈ {0, 1} are the power exponents.
Based on Eq. (26), we can determine the number of Alices

sharing the average entanglement with one Bob. We focus
on n � 2 as the scenario OS2 differentiates the scenario OS1
only for this case. From Eqs. (17) and (24) one can see
that Alicen’s input for the scenario OS1 can be recognized
as an equal mixture of the possible inputs for the scenario
OS2, thus the entanglement shared between Alicen and Bob
for the scenario OS1 will be weaker than or equal to that
for the scenario OS2 due to the convexity of entanglement
[1]. As the measurement uncertainty strongly depends on the
amount of entanglement [44], then intuitively, the maximum
number of Alices sharing the entanglement for the scenario
OS2 will be no less than that for the scenario OS1. In the fol-
lowing, we derive GOS

n,c with Gl = GOS
l,c (l = 1, . . . , n − 1), for

which the corresponding quality factor Fl can be obtained for
the measurements with different pointers. By substituting Fl

into Eq. (26) and then solving numerically the transcendental
equation UOS

AnB = log2 d , we can obtain the critical GOS
n,c. For

n = 2, the corresponding results are shown in Fig. 3.
(A2.1) For the unsharp pointer, GOS

2,c approaches the
asymptotic value of 2/3 when d → ∞. Moreover, from
Eq. (26) we can check that when the first two Alices share the
average entanglement with Bob, UOS

A3B is always larger than
log2 d . Thus Alice3 cannot share the average entanglement
with Bob.

(A2.2) For the optimal pointer, GOS
2,c decreases to 4 − 2

√
3

when d → ∞. For small d , the number of Alices sharing the
entanglement with Bob remains 2. But with the increasing
d , the number of Alices may be enhanced. We performed
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calculations based on Eq. (26) and it is found that for d � 10,
180, and 30 608, respectively, at most three, four, and five
Alices can share the average entanglement with Bob, and the
critical GOS

n,c (n = 3, 4, 5) all decrease with the increase of d .
For large enough d , it is reasonable to conjecture that the
maximum number of Alices will be further enhanced.

(A2.3) For the Gaussian pointer, a comparison of
Figs. 3(a) and 3(c) shows that for d � 7, GOS

2,c becomes smaller
than that for the unsharp pointer, that is, from the point of
view of entanglement sharing, the Gaussian pointer performs
better than the unsharp pointer for d � 7. A further calculation
shows that for d � 67, the average entanglement can also be
shared by Alice3 and Bob, and the number of Alices can be
further enhanced by increasing d . However, the critical d start-
ing from which the average entanglement can be sequentially
shared will be far larger than that with an optimal pointer.

(A2.4) For the square pointer, GOS
2,c decreases to the same

asymptotic value as that of the unsharp pointer, which can
be explained from Eq. (16) as for the unsharp pointer, F1 +
G1 → 1 when d → ∞. In addition, as its precision is worse
than that of the unsharp pointer, the maximum number of
Alices sharing the average entanglement with Bob remains
two.

B. Two-sided scenario

In this subsection, we discuss sharing of entanglement
via two-sided measurements, and for simplicity, we focus on
the case that both Fn and Gn (∀n) for Alicen equal to that
for Bobn. We begin with the scenario TS1 and suppose the
state ρA1B1 = |�+〉〈�+| is initially shared between Alice1 and
Bob1, then the state ρAnBn shared between Alicen and Bobn

takes the similar form as that given in Eq. (17), with only
E(k) (k = 0, 1, . . . , n − 1) being replaced by E(k) ⊗ E(k). By
combining this with Eq. (10) we can obtain the probability
distributions px1x2 and qz1z2 as

px1x2|x∈S = 1 + d1νn

d2
, px1x2|x/∈S = 1 − νn

d2
,

(27)

qz1z1 = 1 + d1νn

d2
, qz1z2|z1 �=z2 = 1 − νn

d2
,

where we define x = (x1, x2) and S = {(0, 0), (n, d − n)|n =
1, . . . , d − 1} for simplifying the equations, and νn can be
obtained by replacing Gn and Fk in Eq. (20) with G2

n and F 2
k ,

respectively.
From Eqs. (27) and (4) we can show that the uncertainty

U TS
AnBn

has a similar form to U OS
AnB in Eq. (21), with only the

parameter μn being replaced by νn. So the critical GTS
1,c larger

than which the entanglement can be shared by Alice1 and
Bob1 equals the square root of GOS

1,c, i.e., GTS
1,c = (GOS

1,c)1/2,
implying a similar behavior for their dependence on d , see
Fig. 2.

Similar to the one-sided scenario, the maximum number of
Alices and Bobs sharing the entanglement can be obtained by
checking whether the following inequalities hold:

Gl � GTS
l,c (l = 1, . . . , n − 1),

GTS
n,c = 2n/2GTS

1,c√∏n−1
k=0

(
1 + F 2

k

) � 1. (28)

When the two qudits are passed to Alice2 and Bob2,
Eq. (28) reduces to G2

1 � GOS
1,c and F 2

1 � 2GOS
1,c − 1. We now

analyze whether or not the two inequalities hold simultane-
ously for the weak measurements with different pointers.

(B1.1) For the unsharp pointer, the above two inequalities
depend on d and it is hard to give an analytical analysis. The
numerical calculation by using the trade-off between the qual-
ity factor F1 and measurement precision G1 given in Eq. (16)
shows that they hold simultaneously when GOS

1,c � 0.7321 and
d � 224526395. This condition is difficult to meet in experi-
ments, hence the unsharp measurement is not a good choice
for achieving entanglement sharing.

(B1.2) For the optimal pointer, the above inequalities
are equivalent to GOS

1,c � G2
1 � 2 − 2GOS

1,c, which holds when
GOS

1,c � 2/3. By combining this with the results of GOS
1,c for

different d , we can note that the entanglement can be sequen-
tially shared by two Alices and Bobs for d � 34.

(B1.3) For the Gaussian pointer, based on �(F1) = G1, we
can obtain (GOS

1,c)1/2 � G1 � �[(2GOS
1,c − 1)1/2], which holds

for GOS
1,c � 0.6102, and this corresponds to d � 404.

(B1.4) For the square pointer, the above inequalities hold
simultaneously when GOS

1,c � 4 − 2
√

3, which corresponds to
d � 226154704. Hence it is also not a good choice for achiev-
ing sequential sharing of entanglement.

When the two qudits are passed to Alice3 and Bob3, re-
spectively, from Eq. (28) we can obtain that, if they can
sequentially sharing the entanglement, then one must have
G1 � GTS

1,c, G2 � GTS
2,c, and (1 + F 2

1 )(1 + F 2
2 ) � 4GOS

1,c. For the
optimal pointer, we can show that the three inequalities hold
simultaneously when GOS

1,c � 1/2. As we showed previously,
GOS

1,c decreases to 1/2 only when d → ∞, indicating that the
entanglement cannot be shared by Alice3 and Bob3. As the op-
timal pointer gives the highest measurement precision under
the same disturbance, we can conclude that the entanglement
can be sequentially shared by at most two Alices and Bobs via
the two-sided weak measurements.

Next, we consider the scenario TS2. Now, the 2n−1 possible
inputs for Alicen and Bobn can be obtained in the same way
as that in Eq. (24), with, however, E(k) (k = 0, 1, . . . , n − 1)
being replaced by E(k) ⊗ E(k). For ρE(0)...E(n−1)

AnBn
, using Eq. (10)

and after a straightforward but somewhat complex calculation,
one can obtain the probability distribution px1x2 as

px1x2|x∈S = 1 + d1G2
n

∏n−1
k=0 F 2δ(E(k),X)

k

d2
,

px1x2|x/∈S = 1 − G2
n

∏n−1
k=0 F 2δ(E(k),X)

k

d2
,

(29)

while the probability qz1z1 (qz1z2|z1 �=z2 ) can be obtained directly
by replacing X in px1x2|x∈S (px1x2|x/∈S) with Z. By combining
this with Eq. (4) one can obtain the average uncertaintyUTS

AnBn
,

whose form is similar to UOS
AnB in Eq. (26), with however the

parameters Gn and Fk being replaced by G2
n and F 2

k , respec-
tively. In the following, we determine the number of Alices
and Bobs sharing the entanglement, and we calculate the crit-
ical GTS

n,c numerically, if any, under the conditions Gl = GTS
l,c

(l = 1, . . . , n − 1). Specifically, GTS
n,c can be obtained using

the same method as that for obtaining GOS
n,c. Nonetheless, from
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FIG. 4. The d dependence of the critical precision GTS
2,c (obtained

with G1 = GTS
1,c) for the scenario TS2 with different pointers.

the results for scenario TS1, we know that the entanglement
can always be sequentially shared by two Alices and Bobs.

(B2.1) For the unsharp pointer, GTS
2,c decreases very slowly

with the increase of d , see Fig. 4(a). When d → ∞, we
can obtain (GTS

2,c)2 → 2(5 + 2
√

2)/17. However, when the
previous two Alices and Bobs can sequentially share the en-
tanglement, we always have UTS

A3B3
> log2 d . Thus, at most,

two Alices and Bobs can sequentially sharing the entangle-
ment in this case.

(B2.2) For the optimal pointer, as shown in Fig. 4(b), GTS
2,c

still decreases with the increase of d , and when d → ∞, we
have GTS

2,c → √
6/3. Moreover, when the previous two Alices

and Bobs can share the entanglement, UTS
A3B3

> log2 d . Thus
Alice3 and Bob3 cannot share the entanglement even with the
optimal pointer. This result also indicates that, for the weak
measurement with arbitrary pointer state, the entanglement
can be shared by, at most, two Alices and Bobs.

(B2.3) For the Gaussian pointer, the d dependence of
GTS

2,c is shown in Fig. 4(c). When d � 10, it becomes smaller
than that for the unsharp pointer, indicating that for the two-
qudit system with large local dimension, the Gaussian pointer
performs better than the unsharp pointer on entanglement
sharing.

(B2.4) For the square pointer, as illustrated in Fig. 4(d),
GTS

2,c is obviously larger than that for the other pointers. It
decreases slowly with the increasing d , and when d → ∞, it
approaches the same asymptotic value as that with an unsharp
pointer due to the same reason for the one-sided scenario.

C. Case of nonmaximally entangled states

Up to now, we demonstrated sequential sharing of entan-
glement for the initial maximally entangled state, then it is
natural to ask whether the sequential sharing of entanglement
is also possible for those nonmaximally entangled states. To
this end, we consider the following isotropic state:

ρI = p|�+〉〈�+| + 1 − p

d2
1, (30)

where 0 � p � 1 and ρI is separable for p � 1/(d + 1). Note
that ρI in Eq. (30) is equivalent to that given in Ref. [66].

FIG. 5. The d dependence of pα
2 (α = OS or TS) for the scenarios

OS2 and TS2 with unsharp and optimal pointers.

For this state, assuming that all other conditions of the
scenarios remain unchanged, then after some algebra we can
obtain the expressions of U α

AnB, U α
AnBn

, Uα
AnB, and Uα

AnBn
(α =

OS or TS), which are similar to those listed in the above two
subsections, and the only difference lies in that the parameters
Gn for the one-sided case and G2

n for the two-sided case
are multiplied by a factor p. Then one can show that for
p < p1 = GOS

1,c, the entanglement in ρI cannot be shared by
any observer, irrespective of the measurement scenario.

For the scenario OS1, from Eq. (21) (note that Gn should
be replaced by pGn) we can obtain that if two Alices can
share the entanglement in ρI with Bob, then the following
inequalities must hold:

G1 �
GOS

1,c

p
, F1 �

2GOS
1,c

p
− 1. (31)

Then for the unsharp pointer, they hold simultaneously when
p � pOS

2 , where pOS
2 = (3d − √

2d − 4)GOS
1,c/2d2. Similarly,

we have pOS
2 = 5GOS

1,c/4 for the optimal pointer and pOS
2 =

3GOS
1,c/2 for the square pointer. For the Gaussian pointer, pOS

2
can be obtained numerically. They all decrease with the in-
creasing d (for the conciseness of this paper, we do not plot
them here). For the scenario TS1, following the same line of
reasoning as above, one can obtain pTS

2 = 3GOS
1,c/2 for the opti-

mal pointer, while for the other three pointers, even for p = 1,
the entanglement can be shared by two Alices and Bobs only
for very large d , so we do not derive the corresponding pTS

2
here.

For the scenarios OS2 and TS2, the critical pα
2 larger than

which the entanglement can be shared by two Alices and
Bob can be obtained numerically. We illustrate the method for
OS2 (it is the same for TS2). First, we assume G1 = GOS

1,c/p
which ensures that Alice1 and Bob share the entanglement.
For given G1, the associated F1 can be obtained accordingly
for different pointers. Then by substituting G1, F1, and G2 = 1
into Eq. (26),UOS

A2B will be transformed to a function of p, and
by solving numerically the equation UOS

A2B = log2 d , we can
obtain the critical pα

2 . For the unsharp and optimal pointers,
the d dependence of pα

2 can be found from Fig. 5 (the d
dependence of pα

2 for the square and Gaussian pointers are
similar and we do not plot them here). They also decrease with
the increase of d . For infinite large d , we have pOS

2 → 2/3
and pTS

2 → 2(5 + 2
√

2)/17 for the unsharp pointer, while
pOS

2 → 4 − 2
√

3 and pTS
2 → 2/3 for the optimal pointer.
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The above results exemplify that even the state is not max-
imally entangled, it is also possible to sequentially sharing the
entanglement in it. From Ref. [66] we can note that in the
region of p > pα

2 , the entanglement of formation (a measure of
entanglement [67]) increases monotonically with the increase
of p, thus the condition p > pα

2 for sequential sharing of the
nonmaximal entanglement implies that the entanglement in ρI

must be stronger than a critical value.

D. Other cases

Having clarified the number of observers sharing the en-
tanglement for X and Z constructed via the MUBs given in
Eq. (11), we now turn to the case of primes d , for which
one can also construct X and Z via other MUBs. For this
case, when considering the one-sided scenario, a direct cal-
culation shows that the uncertainties and the corresponding
critical measurement precision are the same as those discussed
above. When considering the two-sided scenario, however,
they remain the same as that discussed above only for d = 2.
For primes d � 3, U TS

AnBn
and UTS

AnBn
obtained with X and Z

constructed by other MUBs are always larger than that ob-
tained with X and Z constructed via Eq. (11). As a matter of
fact, for this case even Alice1 and Bob1 cannot witness the
entanglement.

Another issue that remains is whether the conclusion also
holds when different observers choose different measurement
settings for the primes d � 2, e.g., Alice1 (or Alice1 and Bob1)
chooses X and Z of Eq. (11) and the other Alices (Alices and
Bobs) choose that constructed by other MUBs. For this case, a
further calculation shows that for both the one- and two-sided
scenarios, at most, one Alice can share the entanglement with
Bob. Thus the measurement settings X and Z constructed via
Eq. (11) perform better than the other cases.

Finally, it is also relevant to ask whether or not the number
of observers sharing the entanglement will be changed if they
measure the received qudits with equal precision, i.e., Gn = G
(∀n). For this case, we performed calculations based on the
formulas in the above subsections and it is found that only for
the one-sided weak measurements with the optimal and Gaus-
sian pointers can there exists a valid region of G ∈ [GL, GU ] in
which the entanglement can be shared by two Alices and Bob.
For the scenario OS1 with an optimal pointer, this region can
be obtained by substituting G1,2 = G and F1,2 = (1 − G2)1/2

into Eq. (21), then the two bounds GL and GU , if any, can be
obtained by solving numerically the equation U OS

A2B = log2 d .
They exist for d � 62 and as illustrated in Fig. 6, the bound
GL (GU ) decreases (increases) with the increase of d . When
d → ∞, GL approaches the asymptotic value of about 0.5437
and GU approaches the asymptotic value 1. These asymptotic
values are solutions of G4 − 2G + 1 = 0, which was obtained
from Eq. (21) for the optimal pointer. For the scenario OS2
with an optimal pointer, the region G ∈ [GL, GU ] can be
obtained similarly. It exists for d � 11, where GL and GU ap-
proach the same asymptotic values as above; in particular, GU

approaches rapidly the asymptotic value 1 (e.g., it is of about
0.9931 for d = 11 and 0.9999 for d = 15). Similarly, for the
scenario OS1 (OS2) with the Gaussian pointer, the region
G ∈ [GL, GU ] exists for d � 6950 (d � 640), and now the
asymptotic value of GL is about 0.5861, while the asymptotic

FIG. 6. The bounds GL and GU versus d for the scenario OS1
with an optimal pointer. When G locates in the green shaded region,
the maximum entanglement can be shared by two Alices and Bob.

value of GU is still 1. This shows that the sequential sharing of
entanglement is possible even using weak measurements with
near-highest precision (i.e., very strong but not ideal strong
measurement). A similar phenomenon for nonlocality sharing
was reported previously [15,19].

V. CONCLUSION

We explored entanglement sharing from the perspective of
entanglement-assisted EUR, and this enabled us to consider
a general two-qudit state which shows more fruitful charac-
teristics compared with the two-qubit case. We considered
two different scenarios, that is, the scenario in which multiple
Alices and a single Bob share the entangled pair and the sce-
nario in which multiple Alices and Bobs share the entangled
pair. For both the scenarios, we considered the weak measure-
ments with different pointers. The results showed that for the
unsharp and square pointers, at most two Alices could sequen-
tially share the entanglement with one Bob (one-sided sce-
nario) or two Bobs (two-sided scenario). For the optimal and
Gaussian pointers, however, the maximum number of Alices
sequentially sharing the entanglement with one Bob increased
discontinuously with the increasing dimension d of each qudit
for the one-sided scenario, while the maximum number of
Alices and Bobs remains two for the two-sided scenario. We
also obtained the critical measurement precision higher than
that which the entanglement could be shared, and it was found
that it always decreased with the increasing d and approached
a finite asymptotic value when d approached infinity.

By further considering the isotropic states, we exemplified
that it is also possible to achieve the sequential sharing of
nonmaximal entanglement, provided that it is strong enough.
However, for a general nonmaximally entangled state, fur-
ther study is still needed to clarify the interplay between the
amount of entanglement and the number of observers sharing
the entanglement. Furthermore, as the unsharp measurement
is optimal (in the sense of achieving the highest precision for
a given disturbance) only for d = 2, it is also of fundamental
significance to explore what forms the optimal pointers take
for general weak measurements on high-dimensional systems.
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