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Measures of imaginarity and quantum state order
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Complex numbers are widely used in both classical and quantum physics, and play an important
role in describing quantum systems and their dynamical behavior. In this paper we study several
measures of imaginarity of quantum states in the framework of resource theory, such as the measures
based on l1 norm, and convex function, etc. We also investigate the influence of the quantum
channels on quantum state order for a single-qubit.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum resource theory provides a method for ex-
ploring the properties of quantum systems [1, 2]. In this
theory the resource of the quantum system is quantified
by an operational method and the information process-
ing tasks which can be realized are determined by the
resource consumed. For example, in the resource theory
of entanglement, the quantization of entanglement [3–
7] and a series of applications of entanglement, such as
quantum key distribution [8–14], quantum teleportation
[15, 16], quantum direct communication [17–20], quan-
tum secret sharing [21, 22] have been provided. In re-
cent years, researchers proposed many resource theories,
such as resource theories of coherence [23–25], asymme-
try [26], quantum thermodynamics [27], nonlocality [28],
superposition [29], etc. In addition, people also have de-
veloped applicable quantities in mathematical framework
of resource theory [30].

One feature of quantum mechanics is the use of imagi-
nary numbers. Although imaginary numbers are used to
describe the motion of an oscillatory in classical physics,
they play a very important role in quantum mechan-
ics, because the wave functions of quantum system all
involve complex numbers [31]. Consider, for example,
the polarization density matrix of a single photon in the
{|H〉, |V 〉} basis, where |H〉 and |V 〉 express the horizon-
tal polarization, and vertical polarization, respectively.
As a matter of fact, the imaginary numbers in the den-
sity matrix cause the rotation of the electric field vector.
Based on this phenomenon, Hickey and Gour [32] came
up with imaginarity resource theory. In this theory, the
density matrix with imaginary elements is defined as re-
source state, otherwise as free state. Hickey and Gour
[32] also defined the largest class of free operations. For
the special physical constraints, some free operations are
obtained, and then the theoretical framework of imagi-
narity resource is established. In this framework, several
measures of imaginarity are given, and a state conversion
condition for the pure states of a single qubit is discussed.
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Furthermore, in 2021, Wu et al [33, 34] proposed the ro-
bustness measure of imaginarity, and gave the transfor-
mation condition of states of a single qubit under free
operation.

In this paper, we investigate several measures of imag-
inarity in the framework of resource theory. The rest of
this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we review
some concepts including the real states, the free opera-
tions and measures of imaginarity. In Sec. III, we mainly
study whether the measures of imaginarity based on lp
norm, p−norm, and convex roof extended are good mea-
sures in the framework of the resource theory. The in-
fluence of the quantum channels on quantum state order
for a single-qubit is discussed in Sec. IV.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Theoretical framework of imaginarity resource

Suppose {|j〉}d−1
j=0 is a fixed basis in a d-dimensional

Hilbert space H. We use D(H) to denote the set of den-
sity operators acting on H. In fact, a quantum state is
descibed by a density operator ρ in D(H). The theo-
retical framework of imaginarity resource [32] consists of
three ingredients: real states (free states), free operations
and measures of imaginarity. They are defined as follows.

Real state [32–34]: In a fixed basis {|j〉}d−1
j=0 , if quan-

tum state

ρ =
∑

jk

ρjk|j〉〈k| (1)

satisfies each ρjk ∈ R, we call ρ a real state (free state).
Here R is the set of real numbers. We denote the set of
all real states by F .

In other words, the density matrices of free states are
real with respect to a fixed basis.

Free operation [32]: Let Λ be a quantum operation
with Kraus operators {Kj}, and ρ be a density operator,

Λ[ρ] =
∑

j KjρK
†
j . We say that Λ is a free operation

(real quantum operation) if

〈i|Kj|l〉 ∈ R (2)

http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.14443v2
mailto:gaoting@hebtu.edu.cn
mailto:flyan@hebtu.edu.cn


2

for arbitrary j and i, l ∈ {0, 1, · · · , d− 1}.
Measures of imaginarity [33]: A measure of imagi-

narity is a function M : D(H) → [0,∞) such that
1. M(ρ) = 0 if and only if ρ ∈ F .
2. M(ε(ρ)) ≤M(ρ), where ε is a free operation.
Condition 2 is also called monotonic.
It is easy to observe that this theory is basis dependent,

the real states do not possess any resource, and the free
operations can not generate resources from real states.

III. MEASURES OF IMAGINARITY

Let us begin to discuss the quantization of imaginar-
ity, which plays a very important role in determining the
resources of a given quantum state.
Two measures of imaginarity of the quantum state ρ

have been proposed in [32]. They are the measure of
imaginarity based on the 1−norm,

M(ρ) = min
σ∈F

‖ρ− σ‖1 =
1

2
‖ρ− ρT‖1, (3)

where ρT denotes the transposition of density matrix ρ,
‖A‖1 = Tr[(A†A)1/2] is the 1−norm of matrix A [23],
and the robustness of imaginarity

R(ρ) = min
σ∈D(H)

{s ≥ 0 :
sσ + ρ

1 + s
∈ F}. (4)

The geometric measure of imaginarity for pure states |ψ〉
is [33]

Mg(|ψ〉) = 1− max
|φ〉∈F

|〈φ|ψ〉|2. (5)

Next we discuss several important distance-based
imaginarity functions. Consider the function constructed
based on the lp norm. The lp norm of a matrix A [23] is
defined as

‖A‖lp = {
∑

ij

|Aij |p}1/p. (6)

Specially we can define the function based on the l1
norm as

Ml1(ρ) = min
σ∈F

‖ρ− σ‖l1 , (7)

where ρ is an arbitrary quantum state, σ ∈ F is real
quantum state. Then one can obtain the following result.

Theorem 1. Ml1(ρ) =
∑

i6=j |Im(ρij)|, and Ml1(ρ)
is a measure of imaginarity for free operations being all
real operations within complete positivity trace-preserving
(CPTP) quantum operations, where Im(ρij) represents
the imaginary part of the matrix element ρij .

Proof. Firstly, we prove Ml1(ρ) =
∑

i6=j |Im(ρij)|.
Obviously, each quantum state ρ = (ρij) in a d-
dimensional Hilbert space can be written as ρ = (ρij) =

(aij + ibij), where aij , bij are real numbers, and when
i = j, then bij = 0 holds. The real state σ = (σij) = (cij)
with cij being real numbers. Hence

‖ρ− σ‖l1
= |(a11 − c11)|+ |(a22 − c22)|+ · · ·+ |(add − cdd)|
+ 2|(a12 − c12) + b12i|+ 2|(a13 − c13) + b13i|
+ · · ·+ 2|(a1d − c1d) + b1di|
+ 2|(a23 − c23) + b23i|+ 2|(a24 − c24) + b24i|
+ · · ·+ 2|(a2d − c2d) + b2di|
+ 2|(a(d−1)d − c(d−1)d) + b(d−1)di|

=
∑

ij

√

(aij − cij)2 + b2ij .

(8)

Clearly, the minimum of ‖ρ − σ‖l1 occurs at cij = aij .
That is, when σ = Re(ρ), one gets

Ml1(ρ) =
∑

i6=j
|Im(ρij)|. (9)

Here Re(ρ) stands for the real part of ρ. It means that
Re(ρ) is the closest real state of ρ.

New we demonstrate that the functionMl1(ρ) is a mea-
sure of imaginarity of quantum state ρ.

Obviously, for an arbitrary quantum state ρ, we have

Ml1(ρ) =
∑

i6=j
|Im(ρij)| ≥ 0. (10)

For a real quantum state ρ we can easily deriveMl1(ρ) =
0 by Eq.(10).

When the function Ml1(ρ) = 0, one has

|Im(ρij)| = 0. (11)

It implies that the matrix elements of quantum state ρ
are real numbers. Hence quantum state ρ is real.

After that, we want to show that Ml1(ρ) is monotonic
under an arbitrary real operation within CPTP.

Assume ε is the real operation within CPTP, ρ and σ
are two density operators, according to the definition of
l1 norm [23], we have

‖ε(ρ)− ε(σ)‖l1 ≤ ‖ρ− σ‖l1 . (12)

Evidently, a quantum state ρ can be written as ρ =
ρR+iρI, where ρR = 1

2 (ρ+ρ
T), ρI =

1
2i (ρ−ρT). It is not

difficult to observe that ρR is real symmetric, ρI is real
antisymmetric, and

TrρR = Tr[
1

2
(ρ+ ρT)] =

1

2
[Tr(ρ) + Tr(ρT)] = 1, (13)

〈ψ|ρR|ψ〉 =
1

2
〈ψ|ρ|ψ〉 + 1

2
〈ψ|ρT|ψ〉 ≥ 0. (14)
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Therefore ρR is the real density matrix. According to the
l1 norm of the matrix is contracted under CPTP, one can
obtain

Ml1(ε(ρ))

= inf
σ∈F

‖ε(ρ)− σ‖l1
≤ ‖ε(ρ)− ε(ρR)‖l1
= ‖ε(ρR + iρI)− ε(ρR)‖l1
≤ ‖ρ− ρR‖l1
= ‖iρI‖l1
=Ml1(ρ).

(15)

Thus we arrive at that the function Ml1(ρ) is a measure
of imaginarity for free operations being all real opera-
tions within CPTP quantum operations. The proof of
Theorem 1 has been completed.
However, for the functions induced by the lp norm or

p−norm [24] we have the following conclusion.

Theorem 2. For any quantum state ρ in a d-
dimensional Hilbert space, when p > 1, both the func-
tion Mlp(ρ ⊗ I

d ) and function Mp(ρ ⊗ I

d) induced by the
lp norm and p−norm respectively, do not satisfy mono-
tonicity under all real operations within CPTP mappings.

Proof. It is not difficult to observe that for a partic-
ular real state

ρ1 = |0〉〈0|, (16)

there exists a real operation Λ which transforms the
quantum state

ρ2 =
I

d
(17)

to the quantum state ρ1. Here I is the d-dimensional
identity operator, the Kraus operators of the real op-
eration Λ are {Ki = |0〉〈i − 1|}, and {Ki} satisfy
∑d

i=1K
†
iKi = I.

We choose the real operation Λ̃, whose Kraus operators

are {K̃i = I⊗Ki}. Clearly, {K̃i} satisfy
∑

i
˜
K

†
i K̃i = I

′,
where I

′ is the identity operator of the direct product
space. Then we have

Mlp(Λ̃[ρ⊗
I

d
]) =Mlp(ρ⊗ |0〉〈0|)

= {
∑

ij

|Im(ρ⊗ |0〉〈0|)ij |p}1/p

=Mlp(ρ)

> Mlp(ρ⊗
I

d
).

(18)

Here Im(ρ⊗|0〉〈0|)ij represents the imaginary part of the
matrix element (ρ⊗|0〉〈0|)ij . The above inequality takes

advantage of the following results

M
lp
(ρ⊗ I

d
) = {

∑

ij

|Im(ρ⊗ I

d
)ij |p}1/p

= d
1

p
−1M

lp
(ρ)

< M
lp
(ρ).

(19)

Obviously, Eq.(18) indicates that when p > 1, function
Mlp does not satisfy the condition Mlp(ε(ρ)) ≤ Mlp(ρ)
for arbitrary free operation ε and quantum state ρ. That
is when p > 1, function Mlp can not be regarded as a
measure of imaginarity.

For a matrix A, its p-norm ‖A‖p is defined as

[Tr(A+A)
p

2 ]
1

p . When p > 1, for p-norm induced func-
tion

Mp(ρ) = min
σ∈F

‖ρ− σ‖p, (20)

we have

Mp(Λ̃[ρ⊗
I

d
]) =Mp(ρ⊗ |0〉〈0|)

=Mp(ρ)

> Mp(ρ⊗
I

d
).

(21)

The inequality above can be derived from

Mp(ρ⊗
I

d
) ≤ min

σ∈F
‖ρ⊗ I

d
− σ ⊗ I

d
‖p

= min
σ∈F

‖(ρ− σ)⊗ I

d
‖p

= min
σ∈F

‖ρ− σ‖p‖
I

d
‖p

=Mp(ρ)‖
I

d
‖p

< Mp(ρ).

(22)

Thus we have demonstrated that when p > 1, the func-
tion Mp violates monotonicity under all real operations
within CPTP mappings. Hence Theorem 2 is true.

Let us discuss the measure of imaginarity based on
relative entropy. In resource theory of coherence, coher-
ence measure Cr(ρ) based on relative entropy satisfies
the axiomatic condition of coherence measure [2], and its
expression being similar to coherence distillation [25] is

Cr(ρ) = S(∆′(ρ))− S(ρ), (23)

where ∆′ is the decoherence operation and S(ρ) stands
for Von Neumann entropy of quantum state ρ.

Similar to resource theory of coherence, here we need
an operator ∆.

Definition 1. The mathematical operator ∆ is de-
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fined by

∆(ρ) =
1

2
(ρ+ ρT), (24)

where ρ is any quantum state.

Evidently, ∆ is just a simple mathematical operator,
rather than a free operation. The relationship between
∆(ρ) and quantum real operation satisfying the physi-
cally consistent condition [32] can be stated as the fol-
lowing theorem.

Theorem 3. Let ε be a real operation within CPTP.
If ε satisfies the condition of physical consistency. Then
for any quantum state ρ, we have

ε(∆(ρ)) = ∆(ε(ρ)). (25)

Proof. For any quantum state ρ, because the real
operation ε is linear, hence one has

ε[∆(ρ)] = ε[
1

2
(ρ+ ρT)]

=
1

2
[ε(ρ) + ε(ρT)]

=
1

2
[ε(ρ) + ε(ρ)T]

= ∆(ε(ρ)),

(26)

where the third equality of the above equation is obtained
from the condition of physical consistency [32]. Therefore
Theorem 3 holds.
The quantum relative entropy between quantum states

ρ and σ is usually taken as [35]

S(ρ‖σ) = Tr[ρ log2 ρ]− Tr[ρ log2 σ]. (27)

The relative entropy of imaginarity of a quantum state ρ
is defined as [36]

Mr(ρ) = min
σ∈F

S(ρ‖σ). (28)

Then the relative entropy function Mr(ρ) can be reex-
pressed as [36]

Mr(ρ) = S(∆(ρ)) − S(ρ). (29)

Theorem 4. For any qubit pure state |ψ〉, the measure
of imaginarity based on the relative entropy satisfies

Mr(|ψ〉) ≤Ml1(|ψ〉), (30)

the equality holds if Ml1(|ψ〉) = 1.

Proof. Choose a qubit pure state |ψ〉 = α|0〉 + β|1〉,
where α, β are complex numbers and satisfy |α|2+|β|2 =
1. Assume that α = c + di, β = e + f i, and H(x) =

−x log2 x− (1−x) log2(1−x). It is not difficult to obtain

Mr(|ψ〉) = H(λ1), (31)

where

λ1 =
1 +

√

1− 4(cf − de)2

2
. (32)

According to H(x) ≤ 2
√

x(1 − x) [37], we have

Mr(|ψ〉)
= H(λ1)

≤ 2
√

λ1(1 − λ1)

= 2

√

1 +
√

1− 4(cf − de)2

2
× 1−

√

1− 4(cf − de)2

2

= 2

√

1

4
− 1

4
(1− 4(cf − de)2)

= 2
√

(cf − de)2

= 2|cf − de|
=Ml1(|ψ〉).

(33)
Thus we have proved that for a qubit pure state |ψ〉,
Mr(|ψ〉) ≤Ml1(|ψ〉) is true.
Clearly, when Ml1(|ψ〉) = 1, one has |cf − de| = 1

2 .

So λ1 = 1
2 , which induces 1 = H(λ1) = Mr(|ψ〉). This

fact shows that Ml1(|ψ〉) =Mr(|ψ〉), if Ml1(|ψ〉) = 1. So
Theorem 4 holds.

In addition to the above measures of imaginarity, there
exist other measures. Next, based on the measure of
imaginarity of pure states, we will give a measure of imag-
inarity of mixed quantum states by convex roof extended
[38].

Theorem 5. If M(|ψ〉) is a measure of imaginarity of
pure state |ψ〉, then the convex roof extended

M(ρ) = min
{pi,|ψi〉}

∑

i

piM(|ψi〉) (34)

is a measure of imaginarity of mixed state ρ if M(ρ) is a
convex function. Here {pi, |ψi〉} is the decomposition of
quantum state ρ, and {pi} is a probability distribution,
namely, ρ =

∑

i pi|ψi〉〈ψi|.

Proof. According to the definition of the function
M(ρ), when M(ρ) = 0, obviously we can obtain that
quantum state ρ is a real one. Conversely, if ρ is a real
state, there is a real decomposition ρ =

∑

i pi|ψi〉〈ψi|
such that M(|ψi〉) = 0. So M(ρ) = 0.

Next, we will prove that the function M(ρ) is mono-
tonic.

For any quantum state ρ, we take the best decomposi-
tion of quantum state ρ, expressed as ρ =

∑

k pk|ψk〉〈ψk|,
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then one has

M(ρ) =
∑

k

pkM(|ψk〉). (35)

Assume {Kj} is the set of Kraus operators of a real op-
eration, cjk = 〈ψk|KT

j Kj |ψk〉, qj = TrKjρK
T
j , then

∑

j

qjM(
KjρK

T
j

qj
)

=
∑

j

qjM(
∑

k

pk
Kj |ψk〉〈ψk|KT

j

qj
)

=
∑

j

qjM(
∑

k

pkcjk

qj
×
Kj |ψk〉〈ψk|KT

j

cjk
)

≤
∑

j,k

pkcjkM(
Kj|ψk〉〈ψk|KT

j

cjk
)

≤
∑

k

pkM(|ψk〉)

=M(ρ),

(36)

where first inequality is true because M(ρ) is a convex
function. Thus we demonstrate that the function M(ρ)
is monotonic. So Theorem 5 holds.

IV. INFLUENCE OF QUANTUM CHANNEL ON

QUANTUM STATE ORDER

In this section, we mainly investigate the ordering of
quantum states based on the measure of imaginarity after
passing through a real channel. The main real channels
involved are amplitude damping channel, phase flip chan-
nel, and bit flip channel. We restate the definition of the
ordering of quantum states as follows [39–41].

Definition 2. Let MA and MB be two measures of
imaginarity. For arbitrary two quantum states ρ1 and
ρ2, if the following relationship

MA(ρ1) ≤MA(ρ2) ⇔MB(ρ1) ≤MB(ρ2) (37)

is true, then the measures MA and MB are said to be of
the same order, if the above relation is not satisfied, the
measures MA and MB are considered to be of different
order.

We only discuss the ordering of quantum states in the
case of a single qubit. In a fixed reference basis, the state

of a single-qubit can always be written as

ρ =
1

2
(I+ r · σ)

=
1

2
(I+ tn · σ)

=

(

1+tnz

2
t(nx−iny)

2
t(nx+iny)

2
1−tnz

2

)

,

(38)

where σ is the Pauli vector, t = ‖r‖ ≤ 1, n =
(nx, ny, nz) =

1
t r is a unitary vector.

It is easy to obtain that the measures of imaginarity of
quantum state ρ

Ml1(ρ) = t|ny|, (39)

Mr(ρ) = H(
1

2
+
t
√

1− n2
y

2
)−H(

1 + t

2
).

(40)

Now let’s consider the monotonicity of these functions.
One can easily obtain

∂Mr(ρ)

∂|ny|
=
t

2
· −|ny|
√

1− n2
y

log2

1− t
√

1− n2
y

1 + t
√

1− n2
y

≥ 0. (41)

∂Mr(ρ)

∂t
=

1

2
log2

1 + t

1− t
+

√

1− n2
y

2
log2

1− t
√

1− n2
y

1 + t
√

1− n2
y

.

(42)
Because the function f(x) = x log2

1−tx
1+tx (0 ≤ x ≤ 1) is

decreasing monotonically, so we have

∂Mr(ρ)

∂t
=

1

2
log2

1 + t

1− t
+

√

n2
x + n2

z

2
log2

1− t
√

n2
x + n2

z

1 + t
√

n2
x + n2

z

≥ 1

2
log2

1 + t

1− t
+

1

2
log2

1− t

1 + t

≥ 0.
(43)

Therefore, Mr(ρ) is monotonic increasing about the in-
dependent variables |ny| and t. Evidently Ml1(ρ) is also
monotonic increasing about the independent variables
|ny| and t. Thus we have the following conclusion.

Proposition 1. The measure Ml1(ρ) and the measure
Mr(ρ) are of the same order for qubit quantum states.

It is well known that the quantum channel can change
the quantum state, furthermore it can affect the quan-
tum state order also. For a measure of quantum states,
we define the influence of quantum channel on quantum
state order as follows.

Definition 3. LetM be a measure of imaginarity and
ε be a quantum channel. For arbitrary two quantum
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states ρ1 and ρ2, if

M(ρ1) ≤M(ρ2) ⇔M(ε(ρ1)) ≤M(ε(ρ2)) (44)

holds, then we say the quantum channel ε does not
change the quantum state order; otherwise we say the
quantum state order is changed by the quantum channel
ε.

Next, we discuss the influence of a quantum channels
on the ordering of qubit quantum states when one chooses
a measure of imaginarity. Firstly we study the case of the
bit flip channel ε and imaginarity measure Mr(ρ). Here
the quantum state of the qubit is stated as Eq.(38), the
bit flip channel ε is expressed by the real Kraus operators
{K0 =

√
pI, K1 =

√
1− pσx}, where p ∈ [0, 1], σx is the

Pauli operator.

Proposition 2. Suppose one chooses Mr(ρ) as the
measure of imaginarity, then the quantum state order
does not change after a single-qubit goes through a bit
flip channel.

Proof. The state of the qubit system after passing
through the bit flip channel ε is

ε(ρ) = K0ρK
†
0 +K1ρK

†
1

=

(

1+tnz(2p−1)
2

tnx−itny(2p−1)
2

tnx+itny(2p−1)
2

1−tnz(2p−1)
2

)

,
(45)

where ρ is expressed by Eq.(38).

It is easy to derive that

Mr(ε(ρ)) = H(
1 + t

√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

2
)

−H(
1 + t

√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2(1− n2

x)

2
).

(46)

Obviously,Mr(ε(ρ)) contains four parameters t, p, nx, nz.
We can easily get

∂Mr(ε(ρ))

∂|nz|

=
t

2
· (2p− 1)2|nz |
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

log2
1− t

√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

1 + t
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

≤ 0.
(47)

By using the monotonically increasing property of

f(x) =
1

x
log2

1 + tx

1− tx
, (0 ≤ x ≤ 1), (48)

we have

∂Mr(ε(ρ))

∂|nx|

=
t

2
· |nx|
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

· log2
1− t

√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

1 + t
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

− t

2
· |nx|[1− (2p− 1)2]
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

y + (2p− 1)2n2
z

·

log2

1− t
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z + (2p− 1)2n2
y

1 + t
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z + (2p− 1)2n2
y

≥ t

2
· |nx|(2p− 1)2
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

log2
1− t

√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

1 + t
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

.

(49)

So when nx ≤ 0, we have ∂Mr(ε(ρ))
∂nx

≥ 0. Because

Mr(ε(ρ)) is an even function of the variable nx, we can
conclude that Mr(ε(ρ)) is monotonic decreasing function
of variable |nx|, i.e.

∂Mr(ε(ρ))

∂|nx|
≤ 0. (50)

The partial derivative of Mr(ε(ρ)) with respect to t is

∂Mr(ε(ρ))

∂t

=

√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

2
log2

1− t
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

1 + t
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z

+

√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z + (2p− 1)2n2
z

2
·

log2

1 + t
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z + (2p− 1)2n2
y

1− t
√

n2
x + (2p− 1)2n2

z + (2p− 1)2n2
y

≥ 0.
(51)

So the measure Mr(ε(ρ)) is a monotonically decreas-
ing function with respect to the variable |nx|, |nz|, and
a monotonically increasing function with respect to the
variable t.

On the other hand, we can obtain that

∂Mr(ρ)

∂|nx|

=
∂Mr(ρ)

∂|ny|
∂|ny|
∂|nx|

=
∂Mr(ρ)

∂|ny|
∂
√

1− n2
x − n2

z

∂|nx|

=
∂Mr(ρ)

∂|ny|
−|nx|

√

1− n2
x − n2

z

.

(52)
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By using Eq.(41), one gets

∂Mr(ρ)

∂|nx|
≤ 0. (53)

Similarly, we have

∂Mr(ρ)

∂|nz|
≤ 0. (54)

Combining Eqs. (43), (47), (50), (51), (53), and (54), one
arrives at that the quantum state order does not change
after a single-qubit goes through a bit flip channel. Thus
Proposition 2 is true.

Proposition 3. Assume we chooseMl1(ρ) as the mea-
sure of imaginarity, then the quantum state order does
not change after a single-qubit goes through a bit flip
channel.

Proof. By using Eq.(45) we have

Ml1(ε(ρ)) = t|(2p− 1)ny|. (55)

Considering the above equation and Eq.(39), it is not
difficult to obtain that when we choose Ml1(ρ) as the
measure of imaginarity, the quantum state order does
not change after a single-qubit goes through a bit flip
channel. This implies that Proposition 3 holds.

Now let us investigate the case that when the imaginar-
ity measure Mr(ρ) has been choosed, and the quantum
channel is the phase flip channel Λ. Here the quantum
state of the qubit is stated as Eq.(38), the phase flip
channel Λ is expressed by the real Kraus operators K0 =√
pI,K1 =

√
1− p|0〉〈0|,K2 =

√
1− p|1〉〈1|, 0 ≤ p ≤ 1.

For this case we will prove the following proposition.

Proposition 4. Suppose we choose Mr(ρ) as the mea-
sure of imaginarity, then the quantum state order does
not change after a single-qubit goes through a phase flip
channel.

Proof. After a qubit passes through a phase flip chan-
nel, the quantum state can be written as

Λ(ρ) = K0ρK
†
0 +K1ρK

†
1 +K2ρK

†
2

=

(

1+tnz

2
tp(nx−iny)

2
tp(nx+iny)

2
1−tnz

2

)

.
(56)

One can easily deduce

Mr(Λ(ρ)) = H(
1 + t

√

n2
z + p2n2

x

2
)

−H(
1 + t

√

n2
z + p2(1− n2

z)

2
).

(57)

The partial derivatives are

∂Mr(Λ(ρ))

∂t

=

√

p2n2
x + n2

z

2
log2

1− t
√

n2
z + p2n2

x

1 + t
√

n2
z + p2n2

x

+

√

n2
z + p2(1− n2

z)

2
log2

1 + t
√

n2
z + p2(1 − n2

z)

1− t
√

n2
z + p2(1 − n2

z)

≥ 0;
(58)

∂Mr(Λ(ρ))

∂|nx|

=
t

2
· p2|nx|
√

n2
z + p2n2

x

log2
1− t

√

n2
z + p2n2

x

1 + t
√

n2
z + p2n2

x

≤ 0;

(59)

∂Mr(Λ(ρ))

∂|nz|

=
t

2
· |nz|
√

n2
z + p2n2

x

log2
1− t

√

n2
z + p2n2

x

1 + t
√

n2
z + p2n2

x

− t

2
· |nz |(1− p2)
√

n2
z + p2(1− n2

z)
log2

1− t
√

n2
z + p2(1− n2

z)

1 + t
√

n2
z + p2(1− n2

z)

≤ t

2
· |nz|
√

n2
z

log2
1− t

√

n2
z

1 + t
√

n2
z

− t

2
· |nz |(1− p2)
√

n2
z + p2(1− n2

z)
log2

1− t
√

n2
z + p2(1− n2

z)

1 + t
√

n2
z + p2(1− n2

z)

≤ t

2
· |nz|
√

n2
z

log2
1− t

√

n2
z

1 + t
√

n2
z

− t

2
· |nz|
√

n2
z

log2
1− t

√

n2
z

1 + t
√

n2
z

= 0.
(60)

Here the first inequality in Eq.(60) comes from the fact
that when t is fixed, 1

x log2
1−tx
1+tx is monotonically decreas-

ing function with respect to x and n2
z+n

2
x ≤ 1; the second

inequality in Eq.(60) is based on that when nz, t are fixed,

− t
2 · |nz|(1−p2)√

n2
z+p

2(1−n2
z)

log2
1−t

√
n2
z+p

2(1−n2
z)

1+t
√
n2
z+p

2(1−n2
z)

is monotonically decreasing function with respect to p2.

By Eqs. (43), (53), (54), (58), (59), (60) we obtain that
if we choose Mr(ρ) as the measure of imaginarity, then
the quantum state order does not change after a single-
qubit goes through a phase flip channel. Thus Proposi-
tion 4 is true.

Proposition 5. Suppose we chooseMl1(ρ) as the mea-
sure of imaginarity, then the quantum state order does
not change after a single-qubit goes through a phase flip
channel.
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Proof. By using Eq.(56), we have

Ml1(Λ(ρ)) = tp|ny|. (61)

By considering Eq.(39) and above equation one can easily
see that Proposition 5 holds.

Next we discuss the influence of an amplitude damp-
ing channel on the ordering of quantum states. Here
an amplitude damping channel Γ is expressed by the
real Kraus operators {K0 = |0〉〈0|+√

1− p|1〉〈1|, K1 =√
p|0〉〈1|, 0 ≤ p ≤ 1}. We will prove the following result.

Proposition 6. When qubit state ρ satisfies nz ≤ 0,
if one chooses Mr(ρ) as the measure of imaginarity, then
the quantum state order does not change after a single-
qubit goes through an amplitude damping channel

Proof. For a qubit state stated by Eq.(38), the am-
plitude damping channel leads it to

Γ(ρ) = K0ρK
†
0 +K1ρK

†
1

=

(

1+tnz

2 + p(1−tnz)
2

√
1−pt(nx−iny)

2√
1−pt(nx+iny)

2
(1−p)(1−tnz)

2

)

.
(62)

One can easily obtain the measure of imaginarity based
on relative entropy

Mr(Γ(ρ))

= H(
1 +

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2n2
x

2
)

−H(
1 +

√

[p+ tnz(1 − p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(1− n2
z)

2
).

(63)

Therefore, we get the partial derivatives

∂Mr(Γ(ρ))

∂t

=
[p+ tnz(1− p)]nz(1− p) + t(1 − p)n2

x

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2n2
x

× log2
1−

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1 − p)t2n2
x

1 +
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1 − p)t2n2
x

+
[p+ tnz(1− p)]nz(1 − p) + t(1− p)(n2

x + n2
y)

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(n2
x + n2

y)

× log2

1 +
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(n2
x + n2

y)

1−
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(n2
x + n2

y)

≥ 0;
(64)

∂Mr(Γ(ρ))

∂|nx|

=
(1− p)t2|nx|

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2n2
x

× log2
1−

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2n2
x

1 +
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2n2
x

≤ 0;

(65)

∂Mr(Γ(ρ))

∂nz

=
[p+ tnz(1 − p)]t(1− p)

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2n2
x

× log2
1−

√

[p+ tnz(1 − p)]2 + (1 − p)t2n2
x

1 +
√

[p+ tnz(1 − p)]2 + (1 − p)t2n2
x

+
[p+ tnz(1− p)]t(1 − p)− (1− p)t2nz

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)

× log2
1 +

√

[p+ tnz(1 − p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(1− n2
z)

1−
√

[p+ tnz(1 − p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(1− n2
z)
.

(66)

By using the monotonically increasing property of

f(x) =
1

x
log2

1 + x

1− x
, (0 ≤ x ≤ 1), (67)

and 0 ≤ n2
x ≤ 1− n2

z, then we have

∂Mr(Γ(ρ))

∂nz

≥ Min

{

[p+ tnz(1− p)]t(1− p)

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2

× log2
1−

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2

1 +
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2

+
[p+ tnz(1− p)]t(1 − p)− (1− p)t2nz

2
√

[p+ tnz(1 − p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)

× log2
1 +

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(1− n2
z)

1−
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(1− n2
z)
,

(1− p)t2nz

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)

× log2
1−

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(1− n2
z)

1 +
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(1− n2
z)

}

.

(68)
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Let

A =
[p+ tnz(1− p)]t(1− p)

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2

× log2
1−

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2

1 +
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2

+
[p+ tnz(1− p)]t(1− p)− (1− p)t2nz

2
√

[p+ tnz(1 − p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(1− n2
z)

× log2
1 +

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)

1−
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)
,

(69)

B =
(1− p)t2nz

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1 − n2
z)

× log2
1−

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)

1 +
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)
.

(70)

A−B

=
[p+ tnz(1 − p)]t(1− p)

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2

× log2
1−

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2

1 +
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2

+
[p+ tnz(1 − p)]t(1− p)

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1 − n2
z)

× log2
1 +

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)

1−
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)
.

(71)
So when p + tnz(1 − p) ≥ 0, we have A ≥ B; when
p+ tnz(1 − p) ≤ 0, we have A ≤ B.

In the situation p+ tnz(1 − p) ≤ 0, one gets

∂Mr(Γ(ρ))

∂nz

≥ A

=
−t(1− p)

2
log2

1−
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2

1 +
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2

+
t(1 − p)

2

p(1− tnz)
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)

× log2
1 +

√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)

1−
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1− n2
z)

≥ 0.
(72)

On the other hand, in the case p+ tnz(1 − p) ≥ 0 we

have

∂Mr(Γ(ρ))

∂nz

≥ B

=
(1− p)t2nz

2
√

[p+ tnz(1− p)]2 + (1− p)t2(1 − n2
z)

× log2
1−

√

[p+ tnz(1 − p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(1− n2
z)

1 +
√

[p+ tnz(1 − p)]2 + (1 − p)t2(1− n2
z)
.

(73)
So when nz ≤ 0 and p + tnz(1 − p) ≥ 0, we have
∂Mr(Γ(ρ))

∂nz
≥ 0, that is, if nx, t, p are fixed and satisfy

nz ≤ 0 and p+tnz(1−p) ≥ 0, then the functionMr(Γ(ρ))
is monotonically increasing with respect to the variables
nz.

Combining Eqs. (43), (53), (54), (64), (65), (72), (73),
we arrive at that when qubit state ρ satisfies nz ≤ 0, if
one chooses Mr(ρ) as the measure of imaginarity, then
the quantum state order does not change after a single-
qubit goes through an amplitude damping channel. Thus
we have demonstrated Proposition 6.

Proposition 7. When we take Ml1(ρ) as the mea-
sure of imaginarity, then the quantum state order does
not change after a single-qubit goes through an amplitude
damping channel.

Proof. By using Eq.(62) we can easily deduce the
measure of imaginarity

Ml1(Γ(ρ)) = t
√

1− p|ny|. (74)

By using Eq.(39) and above equation one can easily
obtain that Proposition 7 is true.

V. CONCLUSION

In summary, we study the measures of imaginarity in
the framework of resource theory and the quantum state
order after a quantum system passes through a real chan-
nel. We define functions based on l1 norm and the convex
roof extended, and show that they are the measures of
imaginarity. The relationships between relative entropy
of imaginarityMr(ρ) and the imaginarity measureMl1(ρ)
based on l1 norm for the single-qubit pure state ρ is in-
vestigated. We also prove that the functions based on
lp norm and p−norm are not the measures of imaginar-
ity. Moreover, we demonstrate that the measure Ml1(ρ)
and the measure Mr(ρ) are of the same order for qubit
quantum states and discuss the influences of the bit flip
channel, phase damping channel and amplitude flip chan-
nel on single-qubit state order, respectively.
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