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The detection and quantification of quantum coherence play significant roles in quantum infor-
mation processing. We present an efficient way of tomographic witnessing for both theoretical and
experimental detection of coherence. We prove that a coherence witness is optimal if and only if all
of its diagonal elements are zero. Naturally, we obtain a bona fide homographic measure of coher-
ence given by the sum of the absolute values of the real and the imaginary parts of the non-diagonal
entries of a density matrix, together with its interesting relations with other coherence measures

like 1 norm coherence and robust of coherence.

PACS numbers: 03.65.Ud, 03.65.Ca, 03.67.Mn, 03.67.-a

Introduction - Linear superposition lies at the heart of
quantum mechanics. It is the most fundamental and sig-
nificant principle of quantum physics and lays down the
quantum parallel computing and quantum communica-
tion theory. As a characterization of liner superposition,
quantum coherence has attracted considerable interest
and has rapidly grown into a hot research field. The
quantification, characterization, manipulation, dynami-
cal evolution, and operational application of coherence
have been widely investigated (see, e.g., | and refer-
ences therein).

Many methods and tools used in investigating quan-
tum entanglement have been employed in dealing with
coherence. Inspired by the entanglement witnesses @],
the notion of coherence witnesses was first introduced by
Napoli et al. [5, [d]. They found that the expectation
value of a coherence witness operator for any quantum
state provides a quantitative lower bound to the robust-
ness of coherence, which can be endowed with an oper-
ational interpretation in terms of channel discrimination
ﬂa, ] A coherence witness W is an Hermitian opera-
tor such that (i) tr(1Wd) > 0 for all incoherent states d,
(ii) there exists at least one coherent state 7 such that
tr(Wm) < 0, and (iii) ¢tr(W) = 1 for normalization. The
condition (i) could also be defined by (i’) tr(Wd) = 0 for
all incoherent states 6. However, condition (i) is claimed
to be experimentally friendlier than condition (") [3, ld].
Tightening condition (ii) to (ii’), tr(Wr) # 0, Ren et
al. put forward the so-called stringent coherence wit-
ness which satisfies conditions (i’) and (ii’). The optimal
witness W is defined to be the one such that tr(W)
attains the maximal value ﬂ] Recently, some experi-
ments and applications involved in coherence witnesses
have also been presented B—Iﬂ] based on coherence wit-
nesses satisfying conditions (i) and (ii).

Quantifying coherence is essential for both quantum
foundations and quantum technologies E, ] A plethora

of measures have been presented. The [; norm mea-
sure of coherence and the relative entropy measure of
coherence ], the distillable coherence and coherence
of formation , entanglement ﬂﬂ], the coherence
concurrence ,@], the robustness of coherence ﬂa], the
max-relative entropy of coherence HE], Hellinger distance
], Logarithmic coherence number [22] etc. have been
employed to quantify coherence. However, most of the
measures are for given known states or require state to-
mography by experiments.

In this paper, we develop a theoretical groundwork for
coherence witnesses and apply it to the experimental ver-
ification and quantification of quantum coherence in a
quantum optical setting. Inspired by the optimization
of entanglement witnesses ], we characterize a coher-
ence witness by using a set of coherent states detected
by the coherence witness. We introduce a new definition
of optimal coherence witness and show that a coherence
witness W is optimal if and only if its diagonal elements
are zero. We find a group of optimal coherence witnesses
which just corresponds, one by one, to the generators of
the standard special unitary group for non-diagonal ele-
ments. We employ state tomography method to realize
the optimal (traceless) coherence witnesses. The state-
tomography method generally contains redundant mea-
surements for coherence detection, as one does not need
to know the full information about a quantum state to
judge if the state is coherent. Our method employs both
the theory of optimal coherence witnesses and the tomo-
graphic technology in experiment. It provides a more
economic way to detect coherence than the usual coher-
ence witness in experiments, in analogy to the theory of
entanglement witnesses ﬂﬂ, ] Naturally, we put for-
ward a bona fide coherence measure of coherence, which
takes over all real and imaginary parts of all non-diagonal
elements of a density matrix. We further characterize this
measure and reveal its relations with the [y norm measure
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and the robustness of coherence.

Optimal coherence witnesses - The coherence of a state
is defined with respect to a fixed basis {]i)}i=1,2,....a of
the related d-dimensional Hilbert Space H IE] Denote
7 the set of incoherent states. An incoherent state § € 7
is of the form

d
5= > i)l (1)

It is easily seen that 7 is convex and compact. From
the Hahn-Banach theorem HE], there exists at least one
coherence witness to detect a coherent state.

In analogy with entanglement witnesses ﬂﬁ], we give
the following definitions about coherence. Given a co-
herence witness W, denote Dy = {p > 0|tr (pW) < 0}
the set of coherent states “ witnessed ” by W. Given
two coherence witnesses W7 and Wy, we say that Ws is
finer than Wi if Dw, C Dw,, namely, if all the states
witnessed by W; are also witnessed by W>. We say that
W is an optimal coherence witness if there exist no other
coherence witnesses which are finer than W.

Similar to the criteria for entanglement witnesses ﬂﬁ],
for coherence we have the following conclusions on the
conditions if a coherence witness is finer than another
one, and a coherent witness is optimal.

Lemma 1: Assume that the witness W5 is finer than
the witness W;. Denote

. tr(Wap1)
&= Plérbfwl tr(Wip1) | (2)
We have
(a) If tr(Wyp) = 0, then tr(Wap) < 0;
b) If tr(Wip) < 0, then tr(Wap) < tr(Wip);

c) If tr(Wyp) > 0, then & tr(Wip) > tr(Wap);
d)£=1;
e) Dw, = Dy, if and only if W; = Wa.

[Proof]: Since W5 is finer than Wy, we can use the fact
that tr(Wap) < 0 for all p > 0 such that ¢tr(Wip) < 0.

(a) Assume that tr(Wap) > 0. Take any p1 € Dy, so
that for all x > 0, p(x) = 1J%gc(pl + 2p) € Dw,. Nev-
ertheless, for sufficiently large x, tr(Wap(z)) is positive,
which cannot be true otherwise p(x) ¢ Dy, .

(b) Define p = m(p + [tr(W1p)|I). We have
that tr(Wyp) = 0. Using (a) we have that 0 > tr(Wap) +
r(Wip)|.

(c) Take p1 € Dy, and define (unnormalized) p =
tr(Wip)pr + |tr(Wip1)|p such that ¢r(Wip) = 0. Us-
ing (a) we have [tr(Wyip1)|tr(Wap) < |[tr(Wap1)|tr(Wip).
Dividing both sides by [tr(Wip1)| > 0 and tr(Wip) > 0
we obtain

(
(
(
(

tr(Wap)
tT(Wl p)

tr(Wap1)
tr(Wip1)

<

. (3)

Taking the infimum with respect to p;1 € Dy, on the
right hand side of above equation we obtain the desired
result.

(d) By (b), it immediately follows that £ > 1.

(e) Denote the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product on M,:
(A, B) = tr(AB') and the H-S norm ||A|ls = [tr(AAT)]=.
If tr(ABT) = (A, B) = 0, we say A 1. B. If tr(AB'") =
(A,B) # 0, we say A / B. We require that ||[W;|ly =
[Wall2 = 1.

We prove the only if part (the if part is trivial): if
Dyw, = Dw,, then W7 = Ws. Suppose W; # Ws, we
need to prove that there is a quantum state p, such that
tr(Wip) = 0 but tr(Wap) < 0, namely, p can detected
by Wa, but not by Wi. Since ||[Will2 = ||[Wall2 = 1 and
W1 # W, we can always find a state p such that p 1L W,
and p L Wo, that is, tr(Wip) = 0 and tr(Wap) # 0.
Hence, we can get that tr(Wip) = 0 and tr(Wap) < 0 by
(a). O

As an example concerning the above proof of prop-
erty (e), let us consider a 3-dimensional case: Wp; =

112 131
% 110 andezé 311 One can find
202 111
4 -2 -1
that the quantum state p = % ( -2 2 0 satisfies
-1 0 1

that tr(Wip) = 0 and tr(Wap) = —% < 0.

By using Lemma 1 we can derive the following conclu-
sions, see proofs in Appendix.

Corollary 1: W is finer than W if and only if there
exists a positive operator P and 1 > ¢ > 0 such that
Wi =(1—¢€e)W;+eP.

Corollary 2: W is optimal if and only if for all
(unnormalized) coherent states P and ¢ > 0, W/ =

(1 4 €)W — €P is not a coherence witness (it does not
fulfill the condition (i)).

Corollary 1 and 2 tell us that W is optimal if and only
if when we subtract any positive operator from it, the
resulting operator is not positive on incoherent states.
In fact, from Corollary 1 if all the diagonal elements of
W are zero, there would be no coherence witnesses which
are finer than W, i.e., W is optimal. On the other hand,
from Corollary 2 if W’ is a coherence witness, then W
is not optimal according to Corollary 1. Therefore, we
have the following theorem:

Theorem 1: A coherence witness W is optimal if and
only if its diagonal elements are all zero.

Theorem 1 tells us that an optimal coherence witness
W with the condition (iii) (¢r(W) = 1) does not exist,
as one cannot stop subtracting the positive operator (the
incoherent state) until all diagonal elements become zero.
Note that, following the definition of incoherent states
and the Hahn-Banach theorem, we can also restrict the



condition (i) tr(Wé) > 0 to that all diagonal elements
of a coherence witness equal zero, and relax condition
(i) to tr(Wm) # 0 (see the statement [50] of Ref. [d]
and Ref. []). Although there intuitively exist traceless
optimal coherence witnesses ,B], to our knowledge, this
fact has not been rigorously proven so far.

Generally, the construction of entanglement witnesses
for a given entangled state is very difficult. The determi-
nation of entanglement witnesses for all entangled states
is a nondeterministic polynomial-time hard problem m
]. However, different from the construction of entan-
glement witnesses ﬂﬂ, ], the construction of optimal
coherence witnesses is rather easier for a given coherent
state p, and the coherence witnesses can be experimen-
tally implemented directly.

Theorem 2: For an arbitrary coherent state p,
we can construct an optimal coherence witness W, =
—p + A(p) to detect the coherence of p, where A(p) =
Zf;&<z|p|z>|z><z| is the dephasing operation in the refer-
ence basis {]i)}97;.

The proof is given in the Appendix.

Efficient detection of coherence - It was thought that
the coherence witnesses with nonzero trace can be
friendlier in experimental implementation than traceless
coherence witnesses, and can ‘set the scene for a practical
verification of coherence’, see the statement [50] of Ref.
ﬂa] Next we show that the optimal coherence witnesses
with zero diagonal elements, compared the coherence wit-
nesses with trace one, are experimentally friendlier in the
sense of the statement [50] of Ref. [6]. By Eq. (@) and
Lemma 1, we can construct a group of optimal witnesses
to witness the real part or the imaginary part of any
non-diagonal elements of a density matrix p,

Wi = 5 (1 om] + m) ), (a)

Wi = 50 (] — fm) 1), )

where W/, (W) can detect all the real (imaginary)
parts of all non-diagonal elements of p. Hence a unified
optimal coherence witness can be obtained, similar to ﬂ],

ilm

(4)

where pf;m and plI m Are real coefficients.

Let D(C?) be the convex set of density operators act-
ing on a d-dimensional Hilbert space. The d? — d wit-
nesses (@) can detect all the coherent quantum states
p € D(C?). These optimal coherence witnesses corre-
spond to specific traceless generators of the standard spe-
cial unitary group SU(d) @, @] Together with the op-

erator Wy =, /ﬁ( ld;Ol [1)(1|—d|d){d]), the witnesses

in (@) can be employed for state tomography @] There-
fore, one obtains a universal way for detecting quantum

coherence based on the simplified state tomography from
the optimal coherence witnesses.

We illustrate the state tomography in quantum two-
level systems by Stokes parameters ﬂﬁ] Consider a set
of four intensity measurements: (1) transmit 50% of the
incident radiation with a filter regardless of its polariza-
tion; (2) transmit only horizontally polarized light with
a polarizer; (3) transmit only light polarized at 45° to
the horizontal with a polarizer; and (4) transmit only
right-circularly polarized light. We obtain the number of
the photons counted by a detector, which is proportional
to the classical intensity in these four measurements:
no = 5 (HlplH) + (V|p|V)) = S((RIp|R) + (L|p|L));
ni = N((H|p|H)) = 5(Rlp|R) + (Rlp|L) + (L|p|R) +
(LIp|L)); n2 = N((DIpID)) = Y((R|p|R) + (L|o|L) -
i(LIp|R) + i(RIp|L)); n3 = N((R|p|R)), where [H), V),
D) = (|H) = [V))/V2 = exp(in/4)(|R) +i|L))/V2, and
|R) = (|H) — i|V))/+/2 represent photons polarized in
the linear horizontal, linear vertical, linear diagonal, and
right-circular senses, respectively. p denotes the density
matrix in C2®C? for the polarization degrees of the light,
and N is a constant depending on the detector efficiency
and light intensity.

For single qubit p, its density matrix is of the form,

3
1 S;
P = 5;8_00“ (6)

where Sy = 2ng, S1 = 2(n1 — ng), S2 = 2(n2 — ng) and
S3 = 2(ng — ng) are the Stokes parameters, oy = I is
the identity operator, o1 = 0, = Wh, 00 = 0, = W,
and o3 = o, are Pauli operators. A quantum state is
incoherent only if both &; and Sy are zero. One can
learn the quantum state whether or not it is coherent by
comparing the photon numbers ng and ni, and ng and
ns. Generally, a d-dimensional state p; can be written as
a linear combination of the generators of SU(d) group,

1
=~ >N (7)

=0
where >\(l—1)2+2(m—1) = Wlljﬁm and )\(1_1)2_,’_27”_1 =
Wl;m are the off-diagonal generators of the SU(d) group
and the coefficient g is one for normalization. Since
the observables are orthogonal, the similar measurement
approach as the qubit case apply, see @] for detailed
tomography method.

Recently, based on the fact that a coherence witness
W satisfies the conditions (i) and (ii), a few experiments
have been put forward . Wang et. al. introduced
a witness-observable method E] The target quantum
state can be expressed as p = (I + r,(sin 6, cos p,0, +
sin @, sin p,0, + cosbywo.)). The qubit witness observ-
able W = %(]H—TW (sin Oy cos pw oy +sin Oy sin oy, +
cosOwo,)), where 0 < a < 2, ryy < % —1and -1 <



rw cosfyy < 1. The traversal searching parameters are
ow, Ow, and rw (or a), respectively.

We can improve the witness-observable method given
in Ref. E] From Theorem 1, for any quantum qubit
state, the optimal coherence witness must be of the form,

(®)

Wz[ 0 a—bz],

a+bi 0

where a,b are real numbers. Such W can be normal-
ized as [7], W = cos Oy o, + sinfyo,, where 0 € [0,27).
Therefore, the traversal searching process can be reduced

TABLE I. Comparison between OCW and NOCW

to one parameter § from three parameters for optimal
coherence witness E] Although the extreme value of
tr(Wp) has been obtained experimentally at the point
where the coherence witness is traceless, the general proof
that an optimal coherence witness is traceless is first
given here. Table[[] gives a comparison between the op-
timal coherence witness (OCW) and non optimal coher-
ence witness (NOCW). Our tomographic witnessing ap-
proach and the state-tomography approach only need to
count photons. While the interference-fringe approach
and the witness-observable approach introduced in E]
need an ancillary state or sweeping parameters, see Table

0

Interference-fringe | Witness-observable | State-tomography | Tomographic witnessing
An ancillary state yes no no no
Sweeping parameters yes yes no no
Counting photons no no yes yes

We remark that our approach is efficient compared
with the previous results from the witness-observable
based method ﬂﬂ] As our optimal witnesses have van-
ishing diagonal elements, no diagonal observables need
to be measured. For d-dimensional case, it means that
the number of observables is d — d in general, compared
with d? — 1 required in state tomography. However, for
the optimal case the number of observables required is
just one, since we only verify if the quantum state has
non-vanishing coherence. In average, consider N + 1
(N = d* —d) quantum states {p;} Y, where p; denotes a
quantum state with 4 real or imaginary zero non-diagonal
entries. Suppose that each quantum state is randomly
selected with probability ﬁ Then the expected num-

N
i ﬁ > ico E(pi), where
E(pi):Zi,fllmgm T Wfor1<z<N 1. Here

m—1 7! m—1 _ !
G = e A Oy = e =y 1)|(]zvv mr1)1 e
combinatorial numbers. Then we can get that F(pg) = 1
for the best case i = 0, and F(pn) = N for the worst

case ¢ = IN. That is

ber of measurements is Eny =

N—-1 i+1 N —i
:—{l—f—N—i—;lem oo N—(m—l)}'

9)
As an example, let us consider a 3-qubit Dicke state @],
[v) = ZZ:O |i), In this case, all the real (imaginary)
parts of the non-diagonal entries of the density matrix are
(nonzero) zero. The expected number of measurements
in average is F(ps¢) ~ 1.982, much less than d? —d = 56.

The holographic measure - From the above analysis on

witnessing both the real and imaginary parts of the non-
diagonal entries of a density matrix, we now present a
new well defined measure of quantum coherence.

As the coherence are contributed by the non-diagonal
entries of a density matrix p under a fixed basis, an in-
tuitive quantification of coherence would certainly be re-
lated to both the real and the imaginary parts of the
off-diagonal entries of a quantum state. We have the
following conclusion, see proof in Appendix.

Theorem 3: The following % (p) is a bona fide mea-
sure of coherence for a general quantum state p,

n n
Gulp) = > lothl+ D il (10)
l#m;l,m=1 l#m;l,m=1

where pft and p! = denote the real and the imaginary
parts of pym,, respectively.

We call 6,,(p) a holographic measure of coherence as it
involves both real and imaginary parts of all non-diagonal
elements of the density matrix. Clearly, 6, (p) = 0 if and
only if p is an incoherent state. The holographic measure
can be expressed according to coherence witnesses. As-

I
signing ‘p“”‘ and ‘pp“"| to pft and p! in (@) according

to the sign of the real and the imaginary parts of the
entries of the density matrix, we have €, (p) = tr(WY p).
Therefore, the measure is observable as it is just the ex-
pectation value of a coherence witness operator for any
quantum state.

Besides the necessary conditions (C1), (C2a), (C2b)
and (C3) [13], the measure of coherence €, (p) also satis-



fies the following condition,

(C2c¢)

> Cgh sz

(il ® pi),
(11)

where p =Y. pipi.

[Proof]: The holographic measure straightforwardly
fulfil this additional constraint as it satisfies (C2b), (C3)
and €7,(]i)(i| ® p) < n(p). Under the h-norm, for any
|i)(i| € T and matrix M, one has

)l © 82l = >~ |(1)6l © M) 4y )|
7,k,l,m
+ 30 (1 © M) 4y )
7,k,lL,m
> 6l ME L+ > 6500 MY,
7,k,l,m 7,k,l,m

k,m k,m
e, ||li)(il @ (p — paiag)||, = || — Pdiag]| - Therefore,

@ (Zpi|i><

(C3)

< sz%h
:ZPiHPi

(C2b)
< Gu(p),

il ® pz')

(i ® pi)
. N\ /. diag
il @ pi — i) (il @ pi ||,

prfh (pi)

dlag H
h

which completes the proof. O

The well-known I; norm measure %, is defined by

€1, (p) = 24, [(lplk)|. Tt is easy to see that ¢3,(p) >
61, (p) > g(fh(p). For real density matrices, the holo-

graphic measure reduces to the [y norm measure.

The holographic measure has also an interesting re-
lationship with the robust of coherence. The robust of
coherence €r(p) [5,l6] of a quantum state p € D(C?) is
defined as

p+sT

er(p) = Teng}i({éd) {s >0

—561}. (12)

It is found that the expectation value of any witness W
provides a quantitative lower bound of ¢,

r(p) = max{0, —tr(Wp)} (13)

VYW such that A(W) > 0 and W < I. Interestingly,
given a state p, there always exists an optimal witness

W* characterized by A(W
inequality ([I3).
Theorem 4: For any state p € 2(C?) it holds that

*) = 0, which saturates the

en(p) = Cr(p)en(r) and €p(r) <1,  (14)

where 7 is the state minimizing s in ([I2).

[Proof]: From ([I2)) we have p+%r(p)T = (1+%r(p))o.
Since 63,(0) = 0 we get € (p+ Er(p)T) = 0. As €n(p) =
én(cl — p) for any quantum state p and ¢ > 0 such that
cl — p is positive, we obtain €3 (p) = Er(p)€n(T). O

Theorem 4 gives a direct relation between the holo-
graphic measure of coherence and the robustness of co-
herence. Since the robustness of coherence quantifies the
advantage enabled by a quantum state in a phase discrim-
ination task, holographic measure of coherence plays also
essential roles in characterizing phase discriminations.

Conclusions and discussions - We have shown that
the optimal coherence witness with trace does not exist.
Based on this fact, we have presented a more efficient
tomographic witnessing method for detecting coherence
in experiments. From the analysis on optimal coherence
witnesses, we have put forward a bona fide measure based
on the sum of absolute values of the real and imaginary
parts of non-diagonal elements of a density matrix, and
analyzed the relations among the /3 norm coherence, ro-
bustness of coherence and holographic measure of coher-
ence. Our results may highlight further investigations on
the theory of quantum coherence and its applications.
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APPENDIX
Proof of Corollary 1

(If) For all p € Dy, we have that 0 > tr(Wip) =
(1—e)tr(Wap) + etr(Pp), which implies tr(Wap) < 0 and
hence p € Dyy,.

(Only if) We have Dy, C Dyy, if W3 is finer than
Wi. If Dy, = Dw,, then Lemma 1 (e) gives rise to
that W7 = W (ie., € = 0). If Dy, C Dy,, we have
W1 # Wy due to Dw, # Dyw, by using Lemma 1 (e).
Hence tr(Wap) # tr(Whip). For all p € Dy, we have
tr(Wip) < 0. Combining with Lemma 1 (b), we get
that tr(Wap) < tr(Wip) and € > 1. Denote P = (§ —
D7Y W, — Ws) and e = 1 — 1/€ > 0. We have that
W1 = (1—€)W5 + eP. It only remains to be shown that
P > 0. But this follows from Lemma 1 (a-c) and the
definition of £. One easily verifies that P is either not
finer than W7 or it is incoherent. O

Proof of Corollary 2

(If) According to Corollary 1, there is no coherence
witness which is finer than W. Therefore, W is optimal.

(Only if) If W’ is a coherence witness, then according
to Corollary 1 W is not optimal. 0

Proof of Theorem 2

Clearly, W, is Hermitian and not positive. The diag-
onal elements of W, are 0, and tr(W,d) > 0 (factually
tr(W,0) = 0) for any incoherent state 0.

Since Z ( |pli)|i)(i] is a matrix with the same di-
agonal elements as p and other elements 0, we have

tr(p?) > tr(p 39 (ilpli)]i) (i]) and

d—1
tr(pW,) = —tr(p®) + tr(p Y _(ilpli)|i)(il) < 0.
1=0

Proof of Theorem 3

A proper coherence measure € (p) for a quantum state
p should satisfy the following conditions:

(C1) Non-negativity. €' (p) > 0 for any quantum state
p, and € (p) = 0 if and only if p is an incoherent state.

(C2a) Monotonicity. %(p) > €(®(p)) for all inco-
herent completely positive and trace-preserving (ICPTP)

maps ®(p) = Z Knp . where {K,} is a set of Kraus
operators, 3. KIK, =T and K, ZK} C T.

(C2b) Strong monotonicity (under selective measure-
ments on average). €(p) > >, pn€(pn), where p, =

Ky;pK pn = tr(K,pK}), 3, KIK, =Tand K,IK} C
(C3) Convexity. Y pn€(pn) > €3, pnpn) for any
ensemble of {p,, p,} of a state p.

For the convinience of proof, we define a so-called holo-
graphic matrix norm. Denote M, the n x n complex
matrices M, ,,(C). We define the holographic norm of
A € M, by

FA =" lafnl+ D lail, (15)

I,m=1 I,m=1

where aff and a  are the real and the imaginary parts
of aym,, respectively. We clarify that (I&]) is not a true
matrix norm but a pseudo matrix norm. Recall that a
matrix norm || - || is a function satisfying the following
properties: for A, B € M,

(1) | Al >0, ||A]| = 0 iff A =0 (Nonnegative)

(2) ||cA|l = |c|||A]lfor all complex c¢(Homoheneous)
(3) ||A+ B| < ||4]| + ||B]| (Triangle inequality)
(4) ||AB]| < ||A||||B]| (Submultiplicative).

One can prove that ||Al|, defined in (IH) satisfies the
properties (1), (3) and (4), as well as the modified prop-
erty (2a): ||cAlln = |¢|||A||n for all real and pure imagi-
nary number ¢, but not for arbitrary complex scalars c.
We remark that we do not use this property for arbitrary
complex scalars ¢ in our proof. We call ||A||, a pseudo
matrix norm.

Properties (1), (2a) and (3) are easy to prove. We
prove the property (4) as follows:

| AB|n
n n n n
<Y O abim) I+ Y 1O abim)|
l,m=1 j=1 l,m=1 j=1
n n
= I~ el 3 1D afb + o)
I,m=1 j=1 I,m=1 j=1
n n

Z Z |aljl|b |+|a’lIJ||bm|+|alg||bm|+|allj||bfm)

M:\

Z |a’l_]|+|a’l_] |bm|+| m|)

S(Z (lafil + la; )Y (b5 ] + b5,.1)
1,j=1 jm=1
=[| Alln I Bl|n-



Now we prove that the holographic measure of coher-
ence 65 (p) satisfies the required conditions.

(C1) Obviously, €n(p) > 0 for any quantum state p
and @ (p) = 0 if and only if p is incoherent.

(C2b) A general state can be written as p = p® +ip!,
where pf and p’ are the real and imaginary parts of p,
respectively. The holographic norm of coherence of p can
be written as

@h(p) = Z [0™i.5] + Z p"]is-

W] @]
i#£] i#]

Therefore, we have
an(gh(pn anz pn ,]|+|[pn] 7J|)
" wséj
=> pa Y ol + Y pa Y llohlisl
= > Ipaloflisl + > Y Ipalonlil
n o ij no 4J
i i
=22 _lIKwpiK
=22 Z
i,J
i#]

+ZZ|Z[Kn]i,k[Pé]k,l[K:L]l,ﬂ-
no i kil

i#]

1#]

nzkpn leT]lJ|

(16)

Note that for k& = [ in (I6), we have
ZkA[Kn]i,kka,Ak[Kl]k,j = Zk<Z|Kn|k>kak<k|sz|j> =
(il Kn A(pR)K 1), where ApR) = Sy pfty B} (K|, Due
to the fact that A(p®) € T and K nA(p )KT € 7,
we obtain 3, [Kuliwf [Kiles = 01,(KnA(PR)K]).
Hence, for the case i # j, we only need to consider the
case of k # I. Then the term of the real part in ([I6) can
be written as

22 12K
wséj
—ZZ|Z nzkpnleT],]|
1#; k#l

<Z|pnkl|ZZ| nJi k(K151
SZ|[p7}§]k,l|ZZ|[Kn]i,k|Z|[Kl]l,j|' (17)

It is easy to see that

505 ol S LD
\/ZZ| Knlir])? ZZIKTU )2 (18)

nli k[P ] szT]lﬂ

i#£j
7J|+ZZ| npn ,J|

Sincce

Z(D[Kn]i,uf

_ZW:Z] kK]

—;Z| (i Kl k) (k1K)

—ZZ' i| K k) (kK 1))

:ZZ| (KIK]|7) (1] K| )|

:Ln i (19)

and similarly, Em(Zj |[Kl]lg

/)2 = 1, we obtain
YRl SR <1 @0

From (I7) and (20)), we have

ZZ|Z kanleTl]|<Z|pnkl| (21)
i35

i£j k;él

In a similar way, one can aslo prove that

LT ITk

nzkpnleT ]|_Z|pnkl| (22)

ki
)

Substituting ([ZI) and 22) into (I6]), we get

an%h(pn) < ZHP 1J|+Z|

k;él

Jiil = €nlp), (23)

which completes the proof.

(C3) That the holographic norm of coherence may only
decrease under mixing can be proved directly by the tri-
angle inequality || A+ B [|[1,<|| A ||n + || B ||n satisfied
by the holographic norm.

(C2a) By (C2b) and (C3), we have

(C2b)
< Gu(p),

(C3)

Cgh ((I)(p)) = Cgh (Z pnpn)

where p, = K,pK] /p, and p, = tr(K,pK}). O



