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One of the most remarkable features of quantum physics is that attributes of quantum objects,
such as the wave-like and particle-like behaviors of single photons, can be complementary in the
sense that they are equally real but cannot be observed simultaneously. Quantum measurements,
serving as windows providing views into the abstract edifice of quantum theory, are basic tools for
manifesting the intrinsic behaviors of quantum objects. However, quantitative formulation of com-
plementarity that highlights its manifestations in sophisticated measurements remains elusive. Here
we develop a general framework for demonstrating quantum complementarity in the form of informa-
tion exclusion relations (IERs), which incorporates the wave-particle duality relations as particular
examples. Moreover, we explore the applications of our theory in entanglement witnessing and eluci-
date that our IERs lead to an extended form of entropic uncertainty relations, providing intriguing
insights into the connection between quantum complementarity and the preparation uncertainty.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum mechanics imposes fundamental limits on an
observer’s information gain in complementary measure-
ments. In the light of Bohr’s complementarity principle
[1], quantum systems possess mutually exclusive proper-
ties that are equally real, and a measurement to reveal
one property would inevitably preclude all the comple-
mentary ones. Characterizing this subtle relationship be-
tween measurement strategy and information gain is sig-
nificant for the sophisticated manipulation of quantum
measurements in various tasks, from demonstrating gen-
uine nonclassical features of quantum objects to general
quantum information processing.

Wootters and Zurek [2] proposed the first quantita-
tive statement of complementarity relation by taking an
information-theoretical perspective into the competitive
tradeoff between the wave-like and particle-like behaviors
of single photons. This kind of wave-particle duality re-
lations (WPDRs) are currently expressed in a concise in-
equality form [3-6] for photons within the Mach-Zehnder
interferometer (MZI; see Fig.[B). For example, Jaeger
et al |4] and Englert [6] obtained the duality relation
V2 + D? < 1 between fringe visibility (wave property) V
and path distinguishability (particle property) D. It is
thus obvious that better which-way information implies
less wave information, and vice versa.

Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle [7] is another fun-
damental concept in quantum mechanics which captures
similar underlying physics of complementarity. It states
that outcomes of specific measurements, e.g., position
and momentum of a single particle, cannot be predicted
with certainty simultaneously. Modern formulations of
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the uncertainty principle typically use entropic uncer-
tainty measures |8,/9] due to their operational significance
and the widespread applications |10] of entropic uncer-
tainty relations (EURs), e.g., in the security analysis of
quantum protocols [11413].

The connections and contrasts between uncertainty
and complementarity have been intensively debated [14-
20]. It has been wondered whether novel complementar-
ity relations can be derived directly from the well-studied
and already-proven EURs. Particularly, Coles et al |20]
proved that several WPDRs in the two-way interferom-
eter can be equivalently reformulated as EURs for com-
plementary observables. Thus two fundamental concepts
of quantum mechanics are unified in this simple case.

Nevertheless, entropy is a natural measure of lack of in-
formation regarding only observation-independent prop-
erties and becomes conceptually inadequate |21] for quan-
tum properties which are contextual and do not exist
prior to measurements [22, 23]. To avoid this dilemma,
Brukner and Zeilinger proposed an operationally invari-
ant information measure of quantum systems [24]. It
is naturally aligned with the concept of complementar-
ity as being elegantly defined as the sum of individual
measures of information gain over a complete set of mu-
tually unbiased bases (CMUBs) [25-28]—complementary
bases—independent of particular choices of CMUBs and
invariant under unitary time evolution. These intrigu-
ing properties inspired a series of insightful investigations
[29-36], including quantum state estimation [29, [30] and
uncertainty relations for MUBs |34, 135].

In this paper, we adopt the operationally invariant
information measure [24] and develop a general frame-
work for characterizing quantum complementarity be-
yond WPDRs, in terms of basic limits on one’s abil-
ity to gain information about quantum systems through
complementary measurement setups, i.e., information ex-
clusion relations (IERs). We emphasize that when con-
sidering generalized measurements, identifying certainty
of outcome statistics with information gain or visibil-
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ity of physical property faces conceptual challenge—an
outcome predictable with 100% certainty not necessar-
ily reflects the complete information of the measured sys-
tem. In contrast to IERs [37-41] that utilize entropic mu-
tual information or deriving complementarity relations
from EURs [20], our theory applies to generalized mea-
surements and well captures the complete information
of quantum systems as conserved quantities comprised
of complementary pieces, highlighting the interplay be-
tween different pieces of information and their comple-
mentary nature.

This paper is structured as follows. In Sec.[I] we in-
troduce some preliminary notations. In Sec.[[IIl we pro-
pose a measure of information gain in individual measure-
ments while formalizing the concept of complementary
information. In Sec.[[V], we proceed to establish IERs
which restrict one’s weighted sum of information gains
over multiple measurements, with and without quantum
memory respectively. In Sec.[V] we show how our IERs
lead to tight WPDRs. In Sec. [Vl we discuss practical ap-
plications of our IERs. Finally, we briefly conclude this
work in Sec. [VIIL

II. PRELIMINARY

On a d-dimensional Hilbert space Hg4, each general-
ized measurement, i.e., positive-operator-valued measure
(POVM), is a collection of positive semi-definite opera-
tors (called effects) M = {M,} that sum up to the iden-
tity operator: M; > 0 and ), M; = 14. In particular,
the measurement of a nondegenerate observable is de-
scribed by rank-1 projectors onto its eigenvectors, i.e.,
rank-1 projective measurement. When a quantum state
p is measured, the outcome probabilities are given by
Born’s rule, p; = tr(M;p).

The Choi-Jamiotkowski isomorphism [42] allows us to
represent each operator O on H4 as a vector |O) of the
product space /H?Q:

d
0) =Vd-0 @14 |¢a) = Z Oijliy@ 7). (1)

O =Vd-tr; (|0){¢al),

where |¢g) = id Z?Zl i) @ |i)" is the maximally entan-
gled isotropic state and tro(-) denotes the partial trace
over the second space. A useful property of Eq. () that
will be exploited is that (O1|Os) = tr(O] O3) holds for

any two operators O; and Oy on Hg.

III. MEASURE OF INFORMATION GAIN

In the light of Kochen-Specker’s theorem [22] (see also
Ref. |23]), it is impossible to assign a definite noncon-
textual value to every quantum observable. During a

measurement, all that an observer has is the probabilis-
tic occurrence of one outcome (labeled contextual value
1), which simultaneously negates the occurrence of other
outcomes (labeled contextual values 0). The information
content of quantum systems is thus reflected in the statis-
tics of these contextual binary strings.

Consider an experimental setup to perform the mea-
surement M = {M;} on individual copies of a quantum
state that is unknown to the experimenter. Each time the
ith outcome occurs, the experimenter gets a squared de-
viation (1—tr(M;)/d)? from the expectation tr(M;)/d for
the completely mixed state—least information state—or
gets (0—tr(M;)/d)? otherwise. After repeating the exper-
iments large enough N times, the total squared deviation
is D? = N[p;(1—tr(M;)/d)*+(1—p;)(tr(M;)/d)?], which
consists of two contributions D? = A? + B?. Wherein
A? = N[p;(1 — p;)] is the total uncertainty (variance),
which determines the width 2A;/N of the confidence in-
terval [p; — %Ai, pi + %Az] for estimating the outcome
probabilities {p;}.

What truly discriminates the measured state from the
completely mixed state, on the other hand, is the total
squared bias B? = N(p; — tr(M;)/d)?. We suggest the
measure of information gain on the state p in each in-
dividual trial of the measurement M = {M;} to be the
sum of mean squared bias over all outcomes

G(M), = (pi — tr(M;)/d)* = (p|G(M)]p).  (2)

%

In the above, we leverage the isomorphism () to define
the view operator of a measurement M as

GM) = 37 [31,) (4T )

where M; = M; — étr(Mi)]ld is traceless, or equivalently,
|M;) = |M;) — [vha)(¥a|M;) is orthogonal to |1a). View
operators are positive semi-definite, G > 0 on the (d?—1)-
dimensional subspace H |, of 7—[?2 orthogonal to |¢4),
and vanish for trivial POVMs whose effects are all pro-
portional to the identity, M; = étr(Mi)lld.

Now we are able to formalize our idea of complemen-
tary information. Let p = p — 14/d, observe that the
outcome probabilities of a measurement M on the state
p are encoded in the expansion coefficients of the vector
[pm) = GIM)-|p) = G(M):|p) = 32 (pi—tr(M;)/d) [M;)
under the basis {|M;)}. The vector |pr) encodes the
complete information of p if |p) lies in the subspace of
Hy, on which the view operator G(M) is invertible,
whereas if |p) is orthogonal to that space, |prq) vanishes
and M cannot be employed to distinguish p from the
completely mixed state (see Fig.[Il for an illustration of
the geometric relations between the above vectors). In
the sense above, two nontrivial measurements M; and
M, satistying

GMy)-G(Mz) =0 (4)
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Figure 1. Illustration of the information complementarity,
where the vector |p) encodes the complete information con-
tent of the state p. For a two-outcome measurement M =
{M;}}_, the vectors {|M;)} span a 2-dimensional space (col-
ored horizontal plane), on which the view operator G(M) is a
bijective transform. While the horizontal component |5g) of
|#) can be reconstructed from the vector |par) encoding the
outcome statistics, its vertical component |pv) contains only
information complementary to what is accessible through M.

are complementary since, if the complete information of
p is accessible through M, then no information gain
is accessible through M5, and vice versa. We prove in
Appendix. [Al that measurements in mutually unbiased
bases (MUBs) [25-28] are complementary.

It is worth mentioning that the combined view oper-
ator G = ), G(My) associated with a set of POVMs
M = {My} on Hg can be positive definite (invertible)
on Hy,. In this case, no POVM can be complementary
to all POVMs of .# simultaneously. This means that
A is informationally-complete and G offers a complete
view to all d-dimensional quantum states. Utilizing the
isomorphism (IJ), arbitrary unknown state p can then be
reconstructed from the vector G |5) = |f.4) encoding the
outcome statistics as follows

p=Vd-trs(G p.a) (al) + La/d. (5)

For further readings on the topic of state estimation, we
recommend Refs. |43, |44].

Interestingly, the combined view operator associated
with CMUBs of Hg4, i.e., d + 1 mutually unbiased bases
(MUBs) |25-28], is simply the identity operator 1, =
1q® 1g — [¢a)(va| on Hiyp, (see Appendix. [Al). Thus
the operationally invariant measure [24] of complete in-
formation content contained in quantum states can be
restateted in our language as

Lom(p) = (p|LLy,lp) = tr(p*) —1/d. (6)

This measure naturally coincides with Bohr’s idea [1l] that
only the totality of complementary properties together
exhausts the complete information of objects.

IV. INFORMATION EXCLUSION RELATIONS

To formulate quantum complementarity into informa-
tion exclusion relations, next we focus on the measure-
ment scenarios where distinct measurements on individ-
ual copies of a quantum system are selected with biased
(non-uniform) probabilities.

A. Local information exclusion relations

Theorem 1. For a set of measurements { My} with
selection probabilities {wy}, the average information gain
on the state p satisfies

S weG(Mo), = (pldlp) < |3l - Leom(p),  (7)
[

where g = 3", we G'(Mg) is the average view operator and
Il denotes the operator norm, i.e., the largest eigenvalue
of an operator.

Proof. According to Egs. (@ Bl), for any density op-
erator p on Mg there is (valp)(plva) = 1/d, (plp) =
tr(p?) and (p|M;e) = pijg — tr(M;e)/d. Hence we
have Y, wp (pio — tr(Mye)/d)* = (plalo) < 3l -
(11 Loalp) = 3] - (tr(p®) — 1/d).

Theorem 1 limits an observer’s weighted average infor-
mation gain over multiple measurements to be less than
a proportion ||§|| of the complete information content (G
contained in quantum states. We show in Appendix. [A]
that & <[|gl| < 1 for a number © of rank-1 projective
measurements. To be more precise, for nondegenerate ob-
servables with one or more common eigenstates we have
gl = 1 and the rightmost side of Eq. (@) is achieved
by density operators whose eigenvectors corresponding
to positive eigenvalues form a subset of the common
eigenstates of observables, which means that no state-
independent information exclusion exists. On the other
hand, we have [|g|| = maxg{wg} < 1 for MUBs. Par-
ticularly, for random measurements in one of & MUBs,
wy =+ = we = g, thereby [|g|| = &. We therefore see
that the average information gain is rather limited with
an increasing number of MUBs.

FEzxample. For random measurements on a qubit in one
of two bases {|i1)} and {|j2)}, Ba. @ gives (pllp) <
Cmax  Leom (p). Here, emax = max; ;{|{i1|j2)|*} is the max-
imal overlap between bases and in this simple example
1/2 < cmax < 1. By definition, ¢pax = 1/2 holds for
MUBSs, while for compatible bases ¢pax = 1.

We remark that for those measurement strategies with
which the associated view operator § oc 1, ,, the right-
most side of Eq. () can be achieved by any density op-
erator on H4. Typical examples include random mea-
surements in CMUBSs, random selection of measurements
from a complete set of mutually unbiased measurements
[45] and other design-structured POVMs [46-51] (see Ap-
pendix. [A] for details).



B. Information exclusion relations with memory

We move on to investigate the basic limits on an ob-
server’s information with respect to measurements on a
distant quantum system, given access to another system
(called memory). To illustrate, let us consider the guess-
ing game [12] involving two participants, Alice and Bob.
As depicted in Fig. Zh, in the beginning, Bob prepares a
bipartite system in the state p4p, and sends subsystem
A to Alice. Upon receiving subsystem A, Alice chooses a
measurement according to the value 6 of a random vari-
able drawn from the probability distribution {ws}, and
announces her choice to Bob. Bob’s win condition is to
guess the final state on Alice’s side correctly.

To quantify Bob’s lack of information about system
A while possessing a memory system B, we define the
conditional linear entropy as below

SL(A|B) =1 — d- FPE(A|B). (8)

Here, FPS(A|B) Lr{[(1a ® p5""")pas(la ®
—1/4

P )}2} is the recoverable entanglement fidelity with
which pap can be transformed into a maximally entan-
gled state through the pretty good recovery operation on
system B |52, 53], and d denotes the dimension of sys-
tem A. In the case of a product state pap = pa ® ps,
system B offers no side information about system A
and Eq. [8) reduces to the linearized entropy Sr(pa) =
1 —tr(p%), i.e., the complement of the information con-
tent (B) contained in the state ps. More generally, ac-
cording to the data-processing inequality |54, [55] we have
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Figure 2. (a) Sketch of the proposal. (b) When Alice chooses
to measure a qubit in one of three orthogonal directions, Bob’s
total lack of information (uncertainty) about Alice’s measure-
ment outcomes is negative linearly related to the recoverable
entanglement fidelity FP%(A|B) of the initial state, which is
time-invariant if there exits no information exchange with en-
vironments or between subsystems A and B.

SL(A|B) < Sr(pa), thereby a memory helps to reduce
Bob’s ignorance. Further, pap is necessarily entangled
if SL(A|B) < Si(y/pB) = 0, since one’s ignorance about
the overall system in a separable state does not increase
with the removal of any its local subsystem |56, 57].

For brevity, we will focus on rank-1 projective mea-
surements. Bob has no direct access to system A once it
is sent to Alice, his understanding of the overall system
when Alice chooses the 8th measurement is described by
the classical-quantum state

PMyB = Z i) (i| @ tra [(Mijp ® 18)pas],  (9)

where M;s denotes the ith effect of the th POVM M,
and {|i)(i|} are the measurement outcomes stored in a
classical register. Then, the conditional linearized en-
tropy (8) evaluated on the classical-quantum state (@),
denoted Si,(My|B) = 1—d- FP8(My|B), measures Bob’s
ignorance about Alice’s measurement outcomes. Indeed,
FP8(My|B) is now precisely the probability for Bob to
correctly guess Alice’s measurement outcome by perform-
ing the pretty good measurement on system B [58, |59].
Theorem 2. Suppose pap describes a bipartite system
and {Mp} are rank-1 projective measurements on sys-
tem A with selection probabilities {wp}. The average
conditional linearized entropy is bounded below by

> weSL(MslB) = (1—|gl) - [1 - F*5(AB)]. (10)
(%

We prove in Appendix. [B] a result that is valid for
more general measurements. Like the memoryless TER
(@), Eq. (IO) becomes an equality saturated by arbitrary
bipartite state if the equality ¢ = ||g|| - 114, holds. Con-
sequently, in the absence of information exchange with
environments or between systems A and B, Bob’s total
information with respect to measurements on system A
in CMUBSs, as well as other design-structured measure-
ments [46-51], is time-invariant.

Impressively, the r.h.s. of Eq. (I0) is a product of
two independent terms controlled by Alice and Bob re-
spectively. The first term, 1 — ||g|| =: X, is a state-
independent signature of information exclusion and Alice
is free to manipulate it through her measurement strat-
egy. It varies in the range X’ € [0,1— %] when the number
of observables under consideration is ©. To keep her mea-
surement outcomes secret, Alice should avoid measuring
observables that share a common eigenstate (X = 0), as
Bob can completely eliminate his uncertainty by prepar-
ing system A precisely in that eigenstate. In contrast,
Bob’s uncertainty will be maximized if Alice randomly
selects one of © MUBs (X = 1— ). The special case
when Alice chooses to measure the Pauli observables of a
qubit is illustrated in Fig.2b. We need to mention here
that a set of © MUBs may not exist for sufficiently large
O, and numerical methods can be utilized to maximize
the exclusivity in such cases.

On the other hand, the second term decreases mono-
tonically with the recoverable entanglement fidelity



FP8(A|B) of the initial state pap. Bob’s pretty good
guessing probability [58, [59] FP8(My|B) would be less
than 1 whenever FP8(A|B) < 1. However, he can pre-
pare an appropriate entangled state such that this fi-
delity enables him to guess the outcomes of measure-
ments on system A with high probability. Indeed,
it is well known that maximally entangled states pro-
vide perfect side information. For example, two sys-
tems in the state [¢g) = ﬁ Zf;ol i) 4 ® |i)p are per-
fectly correlated with no local information content at all,
TIeom(pB) = Icom(pa) = 0, whereas the joint information
content Ioom(pap) =1 — 1/d? is maximal. This leads to
FP8(A|B) = 1, namely, the correlation between A and B
is strong enough to completely remove Bob’s uncertainty.
Just as is mentioned in Refs. |21, 124], the information
content of a maximally entangled state is “exhausted in
defining the joint properties” and “none is left for individ-
ual systems”.

V. ORIGIN OF TIGHT WPDRs

We argue that the tight WPDRs are particular exam-
ples of the IERs (7)) and (I0) for complementary observ-
ables. To see this, let us consider two complementary
setups of the Mach-Zehnder interferometer depicted in
Fig.Bl (i) the second beam splitter is removed to gain
the path information of single photons inside the inter-
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Figure 3. Mach-Zehnder interferometer. An input photon is
directed into two paths by an asymmetric beam splitter (BS;)
and then is recombined on a 50:50 beam splitter (BSz) to trig-
ger two detectors (D). Modulating the phase shift ¢ € [0, 2]
in the upper path, the phenomenon that the probability of
click in each detector oscillates periodically reflects the inter-
ference pattern of path amplitudes, which is a signature of
wave property. When BSs is removed, the photon behaves
particle-like such that the local phase shift in path no longer
affects the detection probability.

ferometer (let oP denote the associated path observable
with binary outcomes “+41” and “—1”, corresponding to
clicks in detectors Dy and D, respectively ); (ii) BSs is
inserted in and the phase shift ¢ is adjustable to reveal
wave properties of photons (let o, denote the associated
wave observable with binary outcomes “£17). It takes
some calculation (see Appendix. [C) to see that Eq. ()
leads to the equality

G(a}))p +G(a})), = cos(¢' — d) (o ) (o) +
[Teom(p) — G(0P),] sin’(¢' — ¢), (11)

where (o) = tr(op) denotes the average of observable o,

and G(oP), = 1(o?)* and G(o}), = 1 (o¥)” are the
respective information gains (2) for measuring the path
and wave observables in the qubit p.

Observe that the information gain regarding an individ-
ual wave observable oscillates as the phase shift ¢ varies,

Eq. (1)) essentially depicts an interference pattern of the
wave information. To make it clearer, let ¢ and ¢’ be two
real unit vectors at an angle of ¢’ — ¢. Eq. (I can then
be restated as

(o) + e (o) |
=2[Icom(p) — G(0P),] sin*(¢' — ¢). (12)

It is interesting to note that the average values of wave
observables behave like the “amplitudes of wave informa-
tion” and interfere with each other, see Fig.[dh. Notably,
the average interference intensity Z = I.om(p) — G(0P),
on the r.h.s. of Eq. (IZ) disappears if the photon ex-
hibits particle property only—the complete information
content of p is accessible through measuring the path ob-
servable or, formally, Icom(p) = G(0P),. In this view,
I = G(0g)p + G0y, )5)p (sce the case ¢ — ¢ = £5

(a) (b)
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—
| =
Sy )
— —> ¢
C
Photon Information  Interference
amplitudes  intensity

Figure 4. Interference pattern of information amplitude. (a)
In the double-slit experiment, filtering out the component con-
taining path information from photon’s density operator, the
remaining components lead to a fringe with 100% contrast on
the screen. The intensity varies periodically at different loca-
tions, corresponding to the intensity oscillation in the MZI as
the phase shift ¢ varies. (b) The information gains on single
photons in the MZI when two complementary wave observ-
ables (¢’ — ¢ = m/2) are measured constitute the complete
description of the wave-like behavior. The fringe visibility is
given by the diameter of the gray circle.



in the preceding equation) emerges as a measure of wave
property which can be determined by measuring two com-
plementary wave observables.

Conventionally, the wave property is frequently quan-
tified by the fringe visibility [3-6]

V = max|pj —pg|, (13)

where pfb is the probability that the ¢th detector clicks
when the observable o is measured. We remark here
that the average interference intensity is precisely half
of the fringe visibility squared, i.e., V = maxy | (o) | =

Z/2 (see also Fig.[@b for an illustration). Combined
with the squared path distinguishability D% = (oP)* =
2G(0o?),, we then arrive at the WPDR V? 4 D?
2tr(p?) — 1 |60]. We therefore see that the WPDR origi-
nates from the IER [G(o)), + G(JZZJFW/Q),,} +G(oP), =
I.om(p) for three complementary observables, including
the path observable and two wave observables with phase
difference satistying ¢’ — ¢ = £7/2.

Theorem 1 applies also to the quantum delayed-choice
experiment [61], where complementary properties of pho-
tons are measured in a single experimental setup. As
shown in Fig.[H the presence of BS, is controlled by an
ancilla qubit, the value of which determines whether to
reveal the wave property or particle property. In this case,
Eq. (@) limits an observer’s weighted average information
gain about three complementary observables, with (un-
normalized) weights w; = cos? 3 for the path observable
and wy = w3 = sin? § for the wave observables. There-
fore, the true nature of complementarity does not pro-
hibit the observation of complementary properties in a
single measurement setup, but necessarily restricts one’s
simultaneous information gain about them.

Another interesting issue concerns the WPDRs when
an observer has side information about single photons in
the Mach-Zehnder interferometer, but without direct ac-
cess to them. Let us consider two photons in the bipartite
state pap. As a measure of information about photon A
conditioned on photon B, we turn to the complement of

Dpho
H D@

Danc
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0) U

cosf|0) + sinB|1)

Figure 5. Delayed choice experiment controlled by an ancilla
qubit (red line) in the state cos 8]0) + sin 3 |1). The second
beam splitter in the two-way interferometer is now equiva-
lently represented by the Hadamard gate H: H|0) — (|0) +
[1))/v/2 and H|1) — (|0) —|1))/v/2, while the first beam split-
ter, which can be asymmetric, is represented by a real unitary
U: UJ0) — cosa|0) +sina|1) and U|1) — sina|0) —cos a|1).

the conditional linearized entropy (8) below

I(A|B) =d- FP(A|B) — 1/d. (14)
This is non-negative and reduces to the complete infor-
mation of the reduced state pa, I(A|B) = Icom(pa) when
pPAB = pA ® pp is a product state.

We derive in Appendix. [Clthe following generalization

of Eq. (12),

tr((Pon + € Py )]
=2[I(A|B) — I(o®|B)]sin®(¢ — ¢). (15)
Here, fyp = trA[(p§1/4pABp;1/4)(ag ® ]lB)] q; is the
“amplitude of conditional information” which connects to
the conditional information /(o|B) through its squared
modulus tr(p,%) = 2I(c}|B).

Equation (I5) manifests the interference pattern of
conditional information amplitude, with the r.h.s. of
it being the interference intensity. Combining the av-
erage intensity (wave property) I(A|B) — I(o?|B) =
I(c¥|B) + I(og+w/2|B) with the conditional which-way
information (particle property) I(oP|B), we then obtain
the WPDR [I(ag|B)+I(U;V+W/2|B)] +I(oP|B) = I(A|B).
Again, we see that a tight WPDR saturated by all bipar-
tite systems with dimension d4 = 2 arises from an IER
for three complementary observables, wherein two com-
plementary wave observables constitute the complete de-
scription of wave property.

VI. DISCUSSIONS

Our theory for characterizing information complemen-
tarity from a measurement-based perspective enables us
to analyze the behaviors of quantum systems through
their manifestations in versatile measurement setups,
without delving into the exhaustive calculations with
quantum state parameters. As two examples, we explore
the implications of our IERs (@, [IT)) for entanglement de-
tection and EURSs respectively.

A. Entanglement detection

Quantum correlation tends to suppress the local infor-
mation content contained in individual subsystems. For
example, a pair of maximally entangled qubits possess
only joint properties in the sense that each single qubit
is in the completely mixed state. We introduce the corre-
lation measure J(pap) = >_; g woltr(Jijg - pap)| for local
measurements { M} ® MZF} on individual copies of the
bipartite state pap, where M;jy denotes the ith effect of

the 0th measurement and J;9 = (MZ.’?G — itr(M{?e)]lA)@)

(M - itr(Mz%)]lB) are the correlation detection op-
erators. We show in Appendix. [Dl the following.
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Figure 6. Numerical comparison of the critical value of n for
the state (7)) to be entangled (denoted n*) and that to vio-
late Eq. (I8 under four different choices of three local observ-
ables, with equal weights and optimized weights respectively
(denoted 7equ and mopt). The three local observables consid-
ered here are oy ® 0y,0. @ 0, and (a) 0z ® 0¢. (b) 0 ® 04.

(©) (30= + F02) @ (30: + o). (d) 02 @ 0.

Theorem 3. For any bipartite separate state pap, it
holds that

J(paB) < /La-Lp,

where L = ||§]|(1 — 1/d) is the state-independent upper
bound on local information gain given by Eq. ().
Consequently, a violation of Eq. (I8) necessarily indi-
cates the presence of entanglement. As a concrete exam-
ple, we can apply Eq. (1) to the mixture of a pure two-
qubit state |¢(3)) = cos 300) +sin3|11) (=5 <B< %)

and white noise:

o =nPB) (B + (1 —n)la/4, (0<n<1). (17)

Note that the noiseless state |¢)(3)) is entangled as long
as 8 # 0. Now the question is how much noise it can
resist from being separable, i.e., the critical value n* of
1 below which p, s ceases to be entangled. In Fig.[d
we present numerical results regarding the critical val-
ues Nequ and nopt for the state (I7) to violate Eq. (I8,
under measurements with equal weights and optimized
weights respectively. As depicted, three complementary
observables with equal weights are enough to detect all
the entanglement (equ = 7opt = 7). For more general
observables Nopt < 7equ, an optimization over the weights
{wg} yields better performance.

(16)

B. Implications for EURs

Entropic uncertainty relations (EURs) that take into
account information leakage from a memory system play

a crucial role in various aspects of quantum information
processing |10], particularly in the security analysis of
quantum protocols |12]. However, existing EURs [10]
are thus far limited since they are restricted to providing
lower bounds on simply entropy sums. On a conceptual
level, there is no reason to assign equal weights, instead
of biased weights, to different measurements. Based on
Theorem 2, we have the following lower bounds on the
weighted sum of entropies over multiple measurements
(see the proof in Appendix, [E]).

Theorem 4. Suppose pap describes a bipartite system
and { My} are rank-1 projective measurements to be per-
formed on system A with selection probabilities {wg}.
The smooth minimum entropy evaluated on the state (@)
satisfies ), wo HS; (Mg|B) > 5, where

. . . 2
Ginin = —log [[|9]| + FPE(AIB)(1 = [|3])] —log . (18)

The conditional smooth minimum entropy [62] (see
also Ref. [10]) is a fundamental tool for the security anal-
ysis of quantum protocols. In quantum cryptographic
protocols where an eavesdropper aims to know an exper-
imenter’s measurement outcomes by probing a memory
system, the weighted EURs we introduced provide guid-
ance for adjusting the probabilities of selecting distinct
measurements to minimize potential information leakage.
It is conceivable that equal selection probabilities are not
optimal for biased measurements. Optimized selection
probabilities are thus crucial for elaborating the measure-
ment strategies to enhance security and achieve stronger
levels of protection. Importantly, this optimization does
not, require additional quantum costs and can be easily
done on a classical computer.

VII. CONCLUSION

In summary, we have developed a general approach to
formulate the complementarity principle quantitatively
in terms of basic limits on one’s ability to gain informa-
tion on quantum systems under versatile measurement
setups, with and without memory respectively. Our
framework sheds new light on the interpretation of wave-
particle duality for single photons in the two-way inter-
ferometry experiments from an information-theoretical
perspective. Extending this interpretation to multi-path
interferometers presents an intriguing avenue for future
investigation. Moreover, our IERs have direct applica-
tions in certifying genuine quantum features of physical
systems, such as entanglement detection based on local
measurement outcomes. An extended form of EURs can
also be derived from our IERs, which could offer practical
advantages in various quantum information processing.
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Appendix A: View operator and properties

Consider a set of POVMs { M;y} assigned with weights
{we} (wg > 0, > ,we = 1). We define the associated
average view operator to be

§="> weG(Mg) = wy|Mig){Misl,
00

0,0

(A1)

where Mi‘g = M;jg — éfT(Mi‘g)]ld is traceless, or equiv-
alently, |M;)g) = [Mjjo) — |va){1a|M;jg) is orthogonal to
|thq). View operators are positive semi-definite, G > 0 on
the (d? — 1)-dimensional subspace H |, of H$? orthog-
onal to |1)4), and vanish for trivial POVMs whose effects
satisfy M;jp = Jtr(M;)0)La.

The matrix representation of § under an orthonormal
basis {|a)} of H 1y, takes the form

Gawr = > wola| Mijg) (Mypla’) = (RR")aar.
00

(A2)

Here, the matrix elements of R are given by R, yz;,0) =

\/’LU_9<G|MZ-‘9>, with b being a bijection from the labels
{(#,0)} of POVM effects to the labels {a} of the ba-
sis vectors {|a)}. Note that the positive eigenvalues of
g = RRT are identical to those of the Gram matrix
for the vectors {\/wg |M;j9)}, that is, g = RTR. To ob-
tain eigenvalues of a view operator g, it will be enough
to deal with the Gram matrix g, whose elements are
Gv(4,0).,(5,0") = /Wower (M9 Mjg:).

Claim 1. POVMs that form a design structure are
mutually complementary.

Claim 2. The combined view operator associated with
a complete set of design-structured POVMs is propor-
tional to the identity operator on H |, .

Claim 8. The average view operator of a set of MUBs
with weights {wg} satisfies ||g|| = maxg{ws}.

Proof. Design-structured measurements include
complete sets of mutually unbiased measurements
(MUMs)  [45], general symmetric-informationally-
complete POVMs [49-51], POVMs from equiangular

tight frames [48] and POVMs from general quantum
designs |46, [47]. Without loss of generality, we prove
the above claims for MUMs. MUMs [45] are d-outcome
POVNMs satisfying tr(M;g) = 1, tr(M;gMjje) = é, and
tT(Mi\GM_ﬂO) = H(SZJ+;TT(175Z]) for all Z,j = 0, s ,d*l
and 0 # 0. Here k € (é, 1] is called the efficiency pa-
rameter, wherein k = 1 corresponds to projective
measurements in MUBs [25-28].

Consider the view operator Groum = >0 G(Mg) asso-
ciated with a set of MUMs [45] on Hg4, according to Eq.
(A2) the corresponding Gram matrix G is given as

_ - - 1
Gi,0),0(5,0n) = (Myjg| Mjjor) = tr(M;je Mjg:) — p
kd —1 1—kd
_599,[ i+ d(dfl)}' (A3)

According to Eq. (A3)), obviously two MUMs are comple-
mentary since G(Mpy) - G(Mg/) = 0 whenever § # ¢'.
Next, let us focus on the d x d submatrix

_ kd —1 kd —1
Go(ieG) = -7 La— d(d — 1)Q’

(A4)

where () denotes the matrix satisfying @; ; = 1 for all
i,j=0,---,d—1. This submatrix (A4) has d—1 identical
nonzero eigenvalues (kd — 1)/(d — 1), thus the view oper-
ator of a complete set of d+1 MUMs (CMUMSs) has (d+
1)(d—1) = d? — 1 identical nonzero eigenvalues. In other
words, Gemum = %ﬂLwd, with ]llwd = lgxa— |’L/Jd> <’lbd|
being the identity operator on the (d? — 1)-dimensional
space H|,,. Claim 3 follows from the fact that MUBs
(i.e., MUMs with efficient parameter x = 1) are comple-
mentary, thus ||§|| = maxg{ws||G(My)|} = maxg{wy}.
Claim 4. For arbitrary d-outcome POVMs M = {M,}
on Hg4 that consists of equal-trace effects (ETE-POVMs),
ie., tr(Mg) = --- = tr(My_1), we have |G(M)| < 1.
Claim 5. For any set of d-outcome ETE-POVMs {Mjy}

on Ha, [ = || o woG(Mo)|| < g wp || GMo)|| < 1.

Claim 6. For a number © of d-outcome ETE-POVMs
{My} on 4 with equal weights, ||| = & [1>°p G(Mo)|| =
1 iff the overlap matrix W, defined as Wy 0y p(j,0) =
tr(M;9M;jg:), is reducible.

Proof. Consider the Gram matrix G; ; = (M;|M;) =
tr(M;M;) — L. We can rewrite it as G = W — Q/d, where
W, ; = tr(M;Mj) is referred to as the overlap matrix, and
Q;; = 1 for all ¢,j. Note W is doubly stochastic, i.e.,
2 Wiy =32, Wi; =1, its first eigenvalue (arranged
in descending order) must be A\ (W) = 1. Moreover,
the corresponding eigenvector v; = (1,---,1)7T is also an
eigenvector of () which corresponds to the unique nonzero
eigenvalue d of Q. Immediately G-v; = 0, and |G(E)|| =
|Gl = Aa(W) < M (W) = 1. Claim 5 follows directly
from Claim 4. Further, considering that the matrix %W
is doubly stochastic, according to Theorem 3.1 of Ref.
[63] we have Ao(FW) = 1 iff W is reducible.




Appendix B: Proof of Theorem 2

Let {M;}9} be a set of generalized measurements such
that the POVM effects of each measurement are equal-
trace, i.e., tr(Mojg) = --- = tr(M;,_1j9) = d/lp, where
ly denotes the number of effects in the 6th POVM. After
Alice performed the 8th measurement on system A, Bob’s
understanding of the overall system is then described by
the classical-quantum state

lp—1

PMgB = Z|

Here, {Ki|0} are the Kraus operators |64] which satisfy
K} Ko =
To prove Theorem 2, we only need to show the operator

(X HEYS

'|Kijp @ al|KjppanKjlz')a (B2)

Ko ® 1p)pap (K, o ® 1g). (B1)
M;|p by definition.

Tap = ldll1a®py

Z ngZ.T0|:c>A<:c

y ’
0,i,x,x

is p0s1t1ve semi-definite on the space Ha ® Hp, where
{|z> 1s an orthonormal basis of H4 and pap = (]lA®
pp )PAB(]lA ® pg't ). Notice that the measurement-
induced local transformation pap — pam,n commutes

with the map pap — pap, from I'yp > 0 we have
tr(Eanpan) = 13+ (D wo/lo — 13l /d) (i)
9
> Zweﬁ" [K¢|eﬁABK;|r9KueﬁABK;|rg]

= wp - tr(Pha,5); (B3)

0

where ppmyp = (1a ® p;1/4)pMeB(]lA ® p;1/4). This

leads us to
> weSL(Mg|B) > 1— g
0

(Y we/ts —llgll/d) [1 — SL(AIB)].  (B4)

0

In the case of rank-1 projective measurements, [y = --- =
le are equal to the dimension d of system A. With Eq.
(B4) Theorem 2 is already obvious.

Next, we proceed to show I' > 0. Observe the operator
below is positive semi-definite

Wa)(al) — g = [|g]| - 15> (B5)
Mol + (Y wod/ls — 1|g])|¢a) (¥al > 0,
0

Q=|lgll- (1% -

- Zw0|Mu9><
00

and, accordingly, so does its partial transpose over the

second space

O = llgl - 1§ = > wo(IMijo) (Mijo])™
7,0

+(3_wed/lo — 91N = 0 (B6)
0
In the above
=
= (|va) (a|)™® = p Z Yl ® [5)(i (B7)
and
(I M;10)(M;)0]) ™

fd(KzTe io ® 1d|¢d><¢d|Kj‘eKﬂ9 ® 1) (B8)

=3 Kjjyl) (@' [ Ky © Z(Kue)my|y'><y|(K;|re)y’z’-

’ ’
z,T Y,y

Let Qac be the operator Q) when defined on the space
Ha®He. Similarly, pcp and pap denote the same den-
sity operator p but defined on different spaces. Then,
with T denoting to the partial transpose over the space
Hc, it can be checked that

Tup = tre(Q% pes). (B9)
As a positive semi-definite Hermitian operator, Q) can be
written as the sum of (unnormalized) rank-1 projectors
Q=73 |m)(ms|, thereby

Tap = Ztrc[ |7Tz>AC<7Tm|)TCﬁCB}
=L tre[Vien(m)ac) " (ae ) Vics]  (B10)
:Ztrc (I 11,),

where I, = /pos(|me)ac).  Considering that
ITJII, > 0 are positive semi-definite operators on the
space Ha ® Hp ® He, immediately we have f‘AB > 0.
This completes the proof of Theorem 2.

For design-structured measurements, the correspond-
ing combined view operators are proportional to 1, =
192 —|4h4) (¥al, then @ = T 4p = 0 and Eq. (B3) becomes
an equality saturated by arbitrary state pap on HaQHc.

Appendix C: Interference pattern of information
amplitude

We denote by {|i)}i=0,1 the measurement basis with
respect to the experimental setup where BSy of the two-
way interferometer (see Fig.[]) is inserted in and the



phase shift is ¢. Then, the associated view operator is

Ty = > lioiol ® lig)(ig] — [2) (2] (C1)
i=0,1
_1 e oyt |- L
=5 (=1 lig) (ol @ lie)" (el = 5log) g,
%,7=0,1

where [0F) = [0p) ® [04)" — |14) @ |1)* is the vector
representation of the wave observable o)} = [04)(0y| —
[145)(14| given by the isomorphism (). Similarly, the
view operator associated with the path observable oP is
given as GP = 1[oP)(oP|.

Recall that the path observable is complementary to
wave observables and, consequently, the view operators
{GP,GY,GY +%} are mutually orthogonal and satisfy

GP+GY + Gz =11y, (C2)

Moreover, for arbitrary two wave observables o, and
oy, it can be easily checked that

log) = cos(¢’ — ¢) o) +sin(¢' — @) [og, ). (C3)

10

This leads us to
sin?(¢f — 0)C, 5 = sin(@' — 6)210%, 5) (0 5|
ZGX/ + GgG;Z,Gg — Gngfg, — fg,Gfg. (C4)

Combining equations (C4) and (C2)) we have for any
qubit density operator p

sin®(¢' — ¢) (|GP + G + G, =|p)
=sin’ (¢’ — P)G(a®), + Glog),l + Glog),

+cos*(¢' — 9)G (o)), — cos(¢' — ¢) (03)) (o))
=sin’*(¢' — ) (plLLynlp) = sin* (¢ — §)Lcom(p), (C5)

which completes the proof of Eq. ().

To derive the interference pattern of the “amplitude
of conditional information” as given in Eq. (IT), let us
consider the equality

Anc =G + G - GLGY, — GGy
=sin’(¢/ — ¢)[1 Ly, — G”]. (C6)

From the proof of Theorem 2 we have

tTABC(ﬁABAZ;CcﬁCB) =sin®(¢/ — @)[1 — tr(pav )]
:tr(ﬁ?ng) + tr(ﬁgg,B) —tr(pag) —T(¢' —¢), (CT)

where p,p denotes the classical-quantum state (BI)) after
measuring the observable ¢ and

T(¢' — ¢) = 2 trapc [poppan(GYGY) %] = 2cos(¢ — d)trape [peppan(|oy) (o)) ie]
=cos(¢' = @) > (=)' -trapc [paslis)alis| @ lje)olislpes]

i,j=0,1

—cos(¢' —¢) > (1) - trp[alip|paslis)aliolpanlio)al

i,j=0,1

=cos(¢' — @)trap(oy papoypan)

=cos(¢' — P)trpltra(pasoy @ Lp)tra(papoly ® 1p)] — cos®(¢' — ¢)[tr(php) — 1.

Observe Eq. (C7) can be rewritten as

tr(Poy ) = 1/2+1r(0, ) = 1/2 = cos(¢' — @)trptra(papoy @ Lp)tra(papoy @ 1p)]

=sin’(¢/ — Q)[tr(php) — tr(poe )]-

(C9)

Let fyn = pon & = tra(papoy @ 1) ¢, apprently tr(52) = tr(p2) = 2tr(p,2 p) — 1 = 21(0%|B). Eq. (C3) thus

completes the proof of Eq. (IT).

Appendix D: Proof of Theorem 3

This proof is inspired by the works [65, 66] on entanglement detection with MUMs [45]. By definition any bipartite
separable state can be written as a linear combination of product states in the form pap = Zk Prpa, ® pp, (k>



0, >, pr = 1). For a product state pa ® pp, obviously tr(J;gpa ® p) = [pﬁe — ﬁtr(Mi’?e)] . [pﬁe — %tr(Mﬁe)].
Then we have

pﬁe - tT(Mfe)d_
B

1
Pilo — tr(M{?@)a‘ VW

1
J(PA@PB):Z\/U)O ‘
0

< [Zwe (piky — tr(M;ﬁ(,)/dAﬂ B [ng (pifs — tr(Mﬁ,)/czBﬂ1/2
00 0,0

S\/HQAHICOIH(PA) ) ||gB||Icom(PB) < \/LA - Lp,

with Lg = ||ga||(1—=1/d4) and Lp = ||§p||(1—1/dp) being state-independent upper bounds on local information gains,
and the first inequality above exploits the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. Therefore, for bipartite separable states there
must be J(pap) = Ziﬁ woltr(Jijo - Y, PrpA, @ pB )| < Dk Pr Ziﬁ wyltr(Jije - pa, @ pB,)| = Dk PkJ(pa, @ pB,) <
> uPeVLa-Lp=+1La-Lp.

Appendix E: Proof of Theorem 4

Observe that in the case of rank-1 projective measurements Eq. (B3] becomes

1911 + (1 = g1 FPE(AIB) = Y we - tr (P, p)- (E1)

0

Considering that HS;, (My|B) > —log[tr(pi,, g)] — log % (see Lemma 19 of Ref. [67] and Theorem 7 of Ref. |68]),

immediately

= _ 2 . . 2
S wo i (Mo|B) 2 —log [ S w tr(she, 5| —log = = —1log [l + (1 — g FP4(AIB)] —log 5. (E2)
0
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