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Multipartite distribution property of one way discord beyond measurement
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We investigate the distribution property of one way discorenultipartite system by introducing the con-
cept of polygamy deficit for one way discord. Thefdience between one way discord and quantum discord
is analogue to the fierence between entanglement of assistance and entangleifiemmation. For tripartite
pure states, two kinds of polygamy deficits are presenteld thiz equivalent expressions and physical inter-
pretations regardless of measurement. For four-partite ptates, we provide a condition which makes one
way discord polygamy being satisfied. Those results can pkcaple to multipartite quantum systems and are
complementary to our understanding of the shareabilityuainqum correlations.

PACS numbers: 03.67.Mn, 03.65.Ud

I. INTRODUCTION tem is also worth considering. In this paper, we present the
concept of polygamy deficit of one way discord. For any tri-

Quantum correlations, such as entanglement and quantuR(tité pure state, using the equivalent expression ofaohy
discord, are considered as valuable resources for quantum j9€ficit, we can control the polygamy degree of one way dis-
formation task[[107]. On the other hand, in general, entang| cord. For 4-partite pure states, we provide an c_ond|t|0|th‘er
ment and discord are quitefiirent from each other. Since the €2S€ thatone way discord is polygamy. We believe that our re-
entanglement seems not to capture all the quantum featurd¥!ts provide a useful method in understanding the disiobu
of quantum correlations, other measures of quantum cerrel2fOPerty of one way discord. Our results get rid of the optima
tions are proposed. Quantum discord is a widely accepted of@€@surement problem, which isfiult or evenimpossible to
among them [€-15]. The quantum discord plays an importarfVercomein most researches on one way discord and quantum
role in the research of quantum correlations due to its poterfiSc0rd, and give important relations to simplify the cédeu
tial applications in a number of quantum processes, such dion. Therefore, we believe that our results may have great
quantum critical phenomenia [16119], quantum evolution un_appl!catlons in quantum information processing and can be
der decoherenck [20122] and the DCQ1 protdcd! [23]. applied to phy_S|caI quels of many-body quantum systems.

Since quantum discord quantifies the quantum correlatio _The Paper IS orgam;t_ad as follows. In Sec. ll, we give a
in a bipartite state and might also be a resource in quantu rief review of the definition of one way discord and corre-
information processing, it is interesting to study its st
bution property in the multipartite system. The monogamyal

property which characterizes the restriction for sharing-a ?ilr?g t%%rrzslpogg:ng;?c?tn;?gnng?/\rl;elzti'sg; dlnFcS)regﬁ l\t/r,i V\é?tge'
source or a quantity is helpful to provide significant infarm polygamy y ' ytrp

tion for this issue and deserves systematic investigation. pure state, the polygamy degree of one way discord is consid-

general, the limits on the shareability of quantum correfet ered. For 4-partitg pure states, we provide an conditioh tha
are described by monogamy inequalitié [24-29]. RecentIQnakes one way discord polygamy. In Sec. V, we summarize
the monogamy relation for quantum discord was studied in0ur results.

[30-136]. It is found that the monogamy of quantum discord

is not always hold for any tripartite pure statel[33]. Thatbis Il. THE DEFINITION OF ONE WAY DISCORD AND

say, the polygamy relation for quantum discord can hold for ' CORRESPONDING CORREL ATIONS

some states.

F;lecelrlnlél, a quantuml corlr_elagllon S|m|tlar a(ljs_ quadntum dis- In order to study the distribution property of one way dis-
cord caled one-way uniocalizable quantum diScord was prégq g e give a brief review of one way discord and corre-
sented|[37]. The one way discord has an operational mters-ponding correlations
pretation, for any tripartite pure state, the polygamytrefta X

7 . ) For a bipartite statpag, the one-way unlocalizable quan-
always holds. It is interesting to study thefdrence and con- tum discord is defined as thefidirence between the mutual

nection between one way discord and quantum discord. Th : -
distribution property of one way discord in multipartitessy Ec&:g;sﬂon and the one way unlocalizable entanglenieilt [37

8y (ons) = | (pas) — Ej (0as), (1)
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as:

B (ose) = min S (on) - > Sk ©)
k K

where the minimum is taken over all possible rank-1 measure-

ments{M?} applied on subsystem, px = Tr[(1* ® MZ)p"F]

is the probability of the outcomé, andpp = Trg[(I* ®
MB)pagl/px is the state of systerA when the outcome ik
[Ea]. The definition of quantum discord is similar as one way
discord,

D (oaB) = | (0aB) = I (0aB) . (3

whereJ< (pag) is the classical correlation which defined as

37 (pre) = max(S (o) - > PSep)|. @)
k k

For any tripartite pure state, we have the Koashi-Wintex-rel
tion [27]
J7 (paB) + Ef (oac) = S(oa) (%)

where E¢ (oac) is the entanglement of formation (EOF) of
pac. Similarly, we have the Buscemi-Gour-Kim equality/[39]:

E; (0aB) = S (0a) — Ea(oac), (6)

where E, (oac) is the entanglement of assistance (EOA) of
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FIG. 1: (color online). (ap; (pag) — D (pae) V.S. &/ for the
GHZ stately) = cosg|000) + sing|111). (b) The diference between
one way discord or quantum discord @fs andpcg is plotted as a
function of 2/x for a statey) = cos|®*)ag|0)c + SINGIOYAIP " )pc.-

We know that the one way discord is greater than or equal
to the quantum discord in general, but how to measure the dif-
ference between them? For an arbitrary tripartite pure stat
this equation tells us that theftiérence can be measured by
the diference between EOA and EOF for another two parties.
Since the EOF and EOA do not contains measurements, it is
much easier to calculate thefidirence between them, which
provides an simple method for measureing théedénce be-
tween one way discord and quantum discorghalc changes
from a pure state to another pure state, the change of bath sid
of this equation are equivalent. In other words, we can cbntr
the diference between this two kinds of quantum discord by

oac, which is defined by the maximum average entanglemerﬁ‘deSting the corresponding entanglement measure. licpart

of pac [40,141],
Ea(oac) = (

max
P [6x)°C}

> S (), (7)

ular, when EOA and EOF are equal, the two kinds of quantum
discord are equivalent.

Now we give a simple example. In Fig. 1(a), for the
GHZ statelyy) = cosg|000) + sing|111) (6 € [0,7/2]), the
65 (oas) — D (pag) is plotted as a function ofé@x. This

where the maximum is taken over all possible pure-state defigure shows that the fierence between one way discord and

compositions ofpac, satisfyingpac = X Pxldx)" " (¢« and
L = Trc(1x)"“(#«l). Here,S(p) = ~Tr(plog, p) is the von
Neumann entropy [38].

. THE DIFFERENCE AND CONNECTION BETWEEN

ONE WAY DISCORD AND QUANTUM DISCORD

guantum discord fgpag first increases then decreases with in-
creasing. In particular, wherd = or /2, the state is separa-
ble and we havé; (oas) = D (0ag). Whend= n/4, the state
is the maximally entangled state, théfdrence between one
way discord and quantum discord foxg reaches the maxi-
mum value.

Consider the distribution property of one way discord, we
provide an interesting relationship as follows:

The one way discord and quantum discord are two simi-

lar quantum correlations. TheftBrences and connections

8y (pas) — 65 (oce) = DT (pas) — D™ (oce) = S(BIC). (9)

between them are interesting questions. In this section, we

study this issue carefully. First of all, let us consider dlife

Here we give a simple proof. Using the definition and

ference between one way discord and quantum discord. Adduscemi-Gour-Kim equality, we hav& (oas) = | (oas) —

cording to the definitions, we have“ (pag) + J (paB) =

o5 (pas) + ES (0as) = | (0as), Using Eq. [B) and ), we
have

8, (oa) — D7 (oae) = Ealoac) — Ef (oac) 0. (8)

This formula tells us an interesting fact that th&elience be-
tween one way discord and quantum discorddigy is equiv-
alent to the diference between EOA and EOF fgi .

ES (oas), wWith E{ (0aB) = S (0a) — Ea(oac). Thus, we have
85 (paB) = Ea(oac) — S(AB) and 6y (oce) = Ealoca) -
S (C|B), similarly. Combined these two equations, we have

Sy (paB) = 6y (pce) = S(pa) — S(oc) = S(BIC).

For quantum discord, using the Koashi-Winter equality, we
have D (pag) Ef (oac) — S(AB), and D (ocg) =
Et (oca) — S(C|B). The diference betweed“ (oag) and

(10)
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D* (pcg) is equivalent taS (oa) — S (oc), which completes polygamy for a particular state. E@3) shows us that the de-
the proof. gree of polygamy for one way discord is determined by the
This equation gives us another interesting fact that the difdifference of UE and EOA. That is to say, we can control
ference between one way discordoag andocg is equivalent  the degree of polygamy by adjusting théfeience of UE and
to the diference between quantum discord of the same stateEOA for corresponding reduced state. The polygamy deficit
Both of them are equal to the conditional entrdp{B|C) or  can be reduced by decreasing thatence of UE and EOA.
—S(BJA). Thatis to say, the élierence is independent of mea- It is worth noting that the right hand side of this equatioiyon
sure and the quantum correlations we used. For any tripartitcontains one local measurement®or C, so the experiment
pure states, ifS (0a) is greater than or equal t8 (oc), we  and calculations can be greatly simplified. Th&eatience of
have the conditional entrop$ (B|C) > 0, which means the UE and EOA forpag andpac change in the same step, we
one way discord or quantum discord@fs is always greater only need to consider one of them.
than or equal tpcg, and vice versa. This formula also givesa Now we consider the equivalent expression of the second
new physical meaning for the conditional entropy: it reffect polygamy deficit of one way discord. For tripartite pure
the distribution property of one way discord or quantum dis-states, we have;’ b = = S(pa) — 67 (0aB) — 65 (oac), where
cord for relevant states. It tells us that if we want to cohtro 67 (oaB) = 5 (oBa)» 67 (oac) = 5 (oca). Since we have
the distribution of one way discord or quantum discord be-proved in the previous section tha‘; (oxy) + S(X1Y) =
tweenpag andpcg, we only need to adjust the corresponding E, (oxz) with (X, Y, Z € {A, B, C}). It can be rewritten as
conditional entropy. Ipasc changes from a pure state to an-
other pure state, the change of both sides of this equatn ar 25, = S(pa) + S(BIA) + S(C|A) - 2Ea(osc) . (15)
equivalent.
For example, we consider a stafi¢) = cosd|®*)ag|0)c +
Sing|0Ya|¥P*)gc with |¥*) and |®@*) the Bell states. In - _ _
Fig. 1(b), the diference between one way discord or quan- B = 1 (pec) = 2Ea (oec). (16)
tum discord ofpag andpcg is plotted as a function ofddr  This equation tells us an interesting fact that the second
(6 = [0,7/2]). This figure shows that thefiierence between polygamy inequality also holds for one way discord, since
one way discord or quantum discordmg andpcg decreases E, (ppc) > %I (0sc) always holds for tripartite pure states.
from 1 to-1 with increasing. In particular, whero= /4,  That s to say, both the first polygamy inequality contains lo
the conditional entrop$ (B|C) is equal to zero, the one way cal and coherent measurements and the second polygamy in-
discord or quantum discord phg andpcg are equal. equality only contains local measurement hold for one way
discord. The polygamy degree of the second polygamy in-
equality is decided by the flierence of (ogc) and Z&; (osc).
IV.  THE POLYGAMY DEFICIT OF ONE WAY DISCORD In other words, we can control the polygamy degree by ad-
justing the mutual Information and EOA fpic. It is worth
In order to study the distribution property of one way dis- noting that the right hand side of this equation does not in-
cord carefully, similar as the quantum discord, we give twoclude any measurement, so the experiment and calculations

For tripartite pure states, we have

kinds of polygamy deficits of one way discotd[35], can be greatly simplified. We can also prove that
Dsuw =00 (paee) — 0y (0aB) = 05 (Pac) - (11) Dsaw = Eu (oBa) = 65 (pea) = Ef (oca) — 6y (pca) - (17)
Ai;» =6y (paec) = 04" (0as) = 6y (pac) - (12) it shows that the second polygamy deficit is equivalent to

Thea§ involves the local measurements BnC and a co- the diference between UE and one way discorddgk or
uA) pca, Which change in the same step. In particular, when

herent measurement &, while thea” onlyinvolves local 3 -
measureme:tsoh Thefirg klind of 66? ar)rllI (\Jllef\i/cit can be Ealpec) = 3! (oac). we haveA‘W = 0 andEy (pea) =
) polygamy 8 (eea), ES (oca) = 65 (oca)

rewritten as Now we provide a simple example. In Fig. 2(a), for the

— E— _ — E— _ GHZ stately) = cosg|000) + sing|111) (6 € [0,7/2]), the

By’ (ore) = Balpne) = By (ac) = Baonc) - (13) 23 =1 (psc) — 2Ea (pec) is plotted as a function of. This
Here we give a simple proof. For tripartite pure states, wefigure shows that the second polygamy deficit of one way dis-
haves; =~ =S(oa)=6y (0as) =6y (oac). Using the formulas  cord first decreases then increases with increasitigpartic-
we have proved, the polygamy deficit can be re-expressed aslar, whend = 0 or /2, the state is separable state, we have

- A;J(A) = 0. Whené= n/4, the state is maximally entangled

S(pa) = 1 (pas) + By (oae) — Ea (oae) + S (AIC) state, the polygamy degree of the second polygamy inegualit
E. (o) — Ea(onB) - (14) reaches maximums,g(A) =-1.

Similarly, for 4-partite pure state, we define the two kinds
of polygamy deficits as follows:

-
Ar5u(A)

-
A5u(A)

Using the Buscemi-Gour-Kim equalify; (oxv) + Ea (oxz) =
S(px) (X,Y,Z € {A,B,C}), we haveE{ (oas) — Ea(ons) =
E{ (oac) — Ea(oac). A =8 55 55 5 18

Accordlng to Ref. -7] the one way discord is polygamy 5““‘) (oaeen)) = 0u” (0ag) = 0" (0ac) =0y (Pao) . (18)
for tripartite pure states, but we do not know the degree of A(, s = 04" (oa@cD)) — 8y (0aB) — 6" (0ac) — ;" (oaD) -(19)



0 0 For example, we consider a family of statdg, =
€0s6|0000 + sing|111D (0 € [0,7/2]). In Fig. 2(b), the half
-025 of the interaction information is plotted as a function 62
N This figure shows thaél (oaBc) first decreases then increases
o5 Rg.; 025 with increasing. In particular, whem = 0 orz/2, the state is
< 2 separable and the polygamy deficits are upper bounded by 0.
075 When6= n/4, the state is the maximally entangled state, the
polygamy deficits are upper bounded by21 That is to say,
A S om 05— 5 oom the one way discord is always polygamy for this state.
(@) (b)
FIG. 2: (color online). (a) For statg) = cosf|000) + sing|111) V. CONCLUSIONSAND DISCUSSION
6 € [0,7/2]), the A;u’(A) against 2/z. (b) The interaction informa-
tion | (oarc) is plotted as a function of@x for |y) = coss|0000 + In summary, we have considered the distribution property
sing|1113 of one way discord for multipartite quantum systems. We have

showed that the flierence between one way discord and quan-
) tum discord equals to the fiitrence between entanglement
We can provide an upper bound of these two polygamysf assistance and entanglement of formation. The distribu-

deficits: Ai::(:) < S(pa) — 31 (oa8) — 3! (oac) — 31 (paD) =  tion property of one way discord for tripartite pure stateéha
%| (oasc). Sincel (oasc) = | (pa@c))—! (pas)— (pac) = Afg)’ also been investigated. Molre.over, we have int.roduced lhe.co
we have cepts of two polygamy deficits for one way discord of which

we have found the equivalent expressions. Using this result
(20) we can obtain physical interpretations for these two patyga

deficits and control the polygamy degree of one way discord
. L regardless of the optimal measurement problem. For 4tparti
When(g)nutual information is polygamty(oagc) < 0, we must pure states, we have provided an condition for the case that
haves, - < 0. one way discord is polygamy. That is to say, if our condit®n i

So far, similar as the polygamy deficit for tripartite states satisfied, the one way discord must be polygamy. We believe

we have defined the two kinds of polygamy deficits for 4-that our results provide a powerful but computationally-sim
partite pure states. We have provided an upper bound foe theglified method in understanding the distribution property o
two polygamy deficit, which is equivalentto the interaction  one way discord in multipartite quantum systems. Our rgsult
formation for its tripartite reduced stat@sc. In general, the  may have applications in quantum information processirt an
| (oasc) can be positive or negative. Wheéifoagc) < 0, We  can be applied to physical models of many-body quantum sys-
have that the two kinds of polygamy inequalities hold for onetems.
way discord. It is worth noting tha}l (oaBC) = Affﬁ) holds

for any tripartite reduced stajeasc. That is to say, when
the mutual information is polygamy fgragc, we must have
| (oasc) < O, then both polygamy inequalities of one way
discord hold forpagcp. So we can make the polygamy in-
equalities hold by adjusting the tripartite interactioforma- We thank Yu Zeng and Xian-Xin Wu for valuable dis-
tion | (oasc) or the corresponding mutual information. Since cussions.  This work is supported by “973” program
| (oagc) does not include any measurement, the experimen2010CB922904), NSFC (11075126, 11031005, 11175248)
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