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While quantum entanglement is known to be monogamous (i.e. shared entanglement is restricted
in multi-partite settings), here we show that distributed entanglement (or the potential for entangle-
ment) is by nature polygamous. By establishing the concept of one-way unlocalizable entanglement
(UE) and investigating its properties, we provide a polygamy inequality of distributed entanglement
in tripartite quantum systems of arbitrary dimension. We also provide a polygamy inequality in
multi-qubit systems, and several trade offs between UE and other correlation measures.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum entanglement is a non-local quantum cor-
relation providing a lot of useful applications in the
field of quantum communications and computations such
as quantum teleportation and quantum key distribu-
tion @, 4, E] This important role of quantum entan-
glement has stimulated intensive study in both way of
its quantification and qualification.

One of the essential differences of quantum correlations
(especially, quantum entanglement) from other classical
ones is that it cannot be freely shared among the parties
in multipartite quantum systems. In particular, a pair of
components that are maximally entangled cannot share
entanglement @, ﬁ] nor classical correlations ﬂa] with any
part of the rest of the system, hence the term Monogamy
of Entanglement (MoE) [7]. Monogamy of entanglement
was shown to have a complete mathematical characteri-
zation for multi-qubit systems ﬂﬂ] using a certain entan-
glement measures, the concurrence [g].

Whereas MoE shows the restricted sharability of multi-
party quantum entanglement, the distribution of entan-
glement, or Entanglement of Assistance (EoA) [d, [10] in
multipartite quantum systems was shown to have a du-
ally monogamous (or Polygamous) property. Using Con-
currence of Assistance (CoA) |11] as the measure of dis-
tributed entanglement, it was also shown that whereas
monogamy of entanglement inequalities provide an up-
per bound for bipartite sharability of entanglement in a
multipartite system, the same quantity provides a lower
bound for distribution of bipartite entanglement in a mul-
tipartite system ﬂﬁ] In this paper, by introducing the
concept of One-way Unlocalizable Entanglement (UE), we
provide a polygamy inequality of entanglement in tripar-
tite quantum systems of arbitrary dimension using en-
tropic entanglement measure. Based on the functional
relation between concurrence and entropic measure in
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two-qubit systems, we provide a polygamy inequality in
multi-qubit systems. We also provide several trade offs
between UE and other correlations such as EoA, and lo-
calizable entanglement.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [[I, we pro-
vide the definition of UE, and its basic properties. In
Sec. [Tl we provide a polygamy inequality of distributed
entanglement in tripartite quantum systems in terms of
entropy and EoA. In Sec.[[V] we generalize the polygamy
inequality of entanglement into multi-qubit systems, and
provide a more tight polygamy inequality for three-qubit
systems. In Sec.[V] we provide several trade offs between
UE and other correlations, and we summarize our results,

in Sec. [V1l

II. ONE-WAY UNLOCALIZABLE
ENTANGLEMENT

A. Definition

For any bipartite quantum state pap, its one-way dis-
tillable common randomness [13] is defined as

1
< _ N —( ,®n
Cp (paB) = nhIn ’rLI (pAB)a (1)

where, the function I (pap) [14] is

I (pan) = max S(pa) =Y pS(PH)| . (2)

and where the maximum is taken over all the mea-
surements {M,} applied on system B. Here, S(p4) is
the von Neumann entropy of ps = trp(pap), Pz =
tr[(Ia ® M,)pap] is the probability of the outcome x,
and p% = trg[({a ® M3)pag]/ps is the state of system
A when the outcome was .

For a tripartite pure state |¢),p- with psa =

trelY) s po (¥, it was shown that ﬁ

S(pa) =17 (paB) + E¢(pac). 3)
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Here, Ef(pac) is the Entanglement of Formation (EoF)
of pac defined as [15]

Ef(pac) =min»_p;S(ply), (4)
i
where the minimization is taken over all pure state de-
composition of pac such that,

pac = Zpi|¢i>Ac<¢i|, (5)

with trc|¢i>Ac <¢l| = p%.
As a dual quantity to EoF, EoA is defined by the max-
imum average entanglement of pac,

= max Z PiS(pa), (6)

Ea(pac)

over all possible pure state decompositions of pc¢.

Definition 1. The one-way unlocalizable entangle-
ment (UE) of a bipartite state pap is defined as follows:

By (pag) = S(pa) — Ea(pac), (7)

where pac denotes the reduced state of a purification
V) apc of paB-

The one-way unlocalizable entanglement can be equiv-
alently characterized as follows:

Lemma 1. For any given bipartite state pap, its one-
way unlocalizable entanglement is given by

me pA ’ (8)

where the minimum is taken over all possible rank-1 mea-
surements {My} applied on subsystem B.

B (pan) = min |

Proof. Eq. [8) can be rewritten as
E{ (pap) = S(pa) — WﬁZPmS(PZ)a (9)

where the maximum is taken over all possible rank-1 mea-
surements { M, } applied on system B.

Since [¢) 45 is a pure state, all possible pure state
decompositions of pac can be realized by rank-1 mea-
surements of subsystem B, and conversely, any rank-1
measurement can be induced from a pure state decom-
position of pac. Thus, the second term on the right hand
side of Eq. (@) is the maximum average entanglement over
all possible pure state decomposition of p4¢, which is the
definition of E,(pac), and this completes the proof. [

By definition, the UE of pap is the difference between
S(pa) and E4(pac). Here, S(pa) quantifies the entan-
glement of the pure state |¢>A(Bc) with respect to the bi-
partite cut A-BC, whereas E,(pac) measures the max-
imum average entanglement that can be localized on the
subsystem AC with the assistance of B. The terminol-
ogy used is then clear. Figure [1 graphically illustrates
this separation.

& B ®

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 1: The entanglement of [1) ;5 ((a) in the figure) con-
sists of two different parts: One is the localizable entangle-
ment onto AC represented by Eq(pac) ((b) in the figure), and
the other part is the unlocalizable entanglement represented
by E{ (pag) ((c) in the figure).

B. Properties
1. Subadditivity
Lemma 2. For all bipartite states pap and oa/p/,

E{ (pap®@oap) < EY (pap) + E (oap), (10)

where

E Tz TAA"|7

(11)

E (pap®@oap) = ?%11% S(pa@aoar)

with v, = tr[(laar ® Ly)pap ® oap], Tiax =
trpp [(Iaa @ L.)pap @ oarp:|/72, and the minimum is
taken over all possible rank-1 measurements { L.} applied
on subsystem BB'.

Proof. Let {M,} and {N,} be the optimal rank-1 mea-
surements on subsystems B and B’ for ES (pap) and
Ef (04/p’) respectively, then, we have

Ey (pap) + E; (cap)

= S(pa)+ S(oar) sz (%) Z%S(UZJ
y
=S(pa®oar) — ZPzQyS(pZ ® o)
zy
> E, (paB®@oap), (12)

where p,p% = trp[(la @ My)pasl, ¢y = tre((la ®
Ny)oa p], and the second equality is due to the ad-
ditivity of von Neumann entropy and the definition of

E{ (pap ®@oarpr). O

By Lemma 2] we can assure the existence of the regu-
larized UE

_ (PA%)
Bioo(pap) = lim —— =222, (13)
which satisfies
Eu oo(pAB) < E;_(pAB) (14)



2. Simple Lower Bound

Lemma 3. For any bipartite state pap,
Ey (pap) = max{I{ (pas), 0}, (15)

where IS (pap) := S(pa) — S(pap) is the coherent infor-

mation of pap.

Proof. Let 1) , g be a purification of p4p, then due to
the monotonicity of entanglement, we have

Eu(pac) <min{S(pa), S(pc)}, (16)

where pac = tre[v) 4 g (Y-
Thus, together with Lemma [I we have

Ey (paB) = S(pa) — Ea(pac)
> max{S(pa) — S(pc), 0}
=max{/; (pap), 0}, (17)

where the last equality is due to the purity of |¢) 45¢,
that is, S(pc) = S(pas)-

Since [¢))% e is a purification of both p37
we have

Xn
and ppo,

By (p35) + Ea (p36) = nS(pa)- (18)

By taking the limit n — oo, and due to the relation [16]

lim Ea (pfg)

n—00 n

we have that

B wo(pa) = max{I (pap),0}. (20)

Eq. 20) implies that, in the asymptotic limit of many
copies, separable states do not exhibit quantumness in
their correlations, or their correlations are completely
erasable. This is a strong evidence that the distinction
between separable and entangled states is operational
only in asymptotic sense, since separable states can ex-
hibit non-zero UE in finite case.

IIT. POLYGAMY OF ENTANGLEMENT IN
TRIPARTITE QUANTUM SYSTEMS

For any bipartite pure state |§) ,, its concurrence,
C(|¢) 4p) is defined as [§]

Cl8) ap) = /21 = trp%), (21)

where pag = trp(|¢) 45(¢|). For any mixed state pap, its
concurrence is defined via convex-roof extension, that is,

Clpa) =min Y _ prC(|6k) ap); (22)
k

where the minimum is taken over all possible pure state
decompositions, pap = Y., Pk|Ok) 45(Px-

As a dual value to concurrence, CoA [11] of pap is
defined as

C*(pap) =max Y prC(|ér)4p), (23)
k

where the maximum is taken over all possible pure state
decompositions of pap.

By using concurrence and CoA as the quantification
of bipartite entanglement, it was shown that there exists
a polygamy relation of entanglement in multi-qubit sys-

tems [12]. More precisely, for any pure state [t)) 4 . 4
in an n-qubit system Ha, ® - -+ ® Ha, where Ha, = C?
fori=1,...,n,

CEh(Ag---An) <(Ch )+ +(Ch )% (24)
where Cy4,(a,-..4,) is the concurrence of [¢)) , ., with
respect to the bipartite cut A; and Ag--- Ay, and C§ 4,
is the CoA of pa,a, =tra,..a A, (|w>A1»~An <1/)|)
fori=2,...,n

In this section, we provide an analytic upper bound
of UE in Eq. (), and derive a polygamy inequality of
entanglement in terms of von-Neumann entropy and EoA
for tripartite quantum systems of arbitrary dimension.

First, for an upper bound of UE, we have the following
theorem.

i1 A1

Theorem 4. For any bipartite state pap in a bipartite
quantum system Ha @ Hpg,

I(pagB)
2 9

E. (paB) < (25)

where I(pag) = S(pa) + S(pB) —
information of pap.

S(pap) is the mutual

Proof. Let pp = EdB "\ lei) g (es| be a spectral decom-
position of pg = tra(pap) where dp is the dimension of
the subsystem Hp. The proof method follows the con-
struction used in [17].

For any state o € Hp, define the channels

dp—1

Mo(o) : = lei)(eilole:) (e
1=0
dp—1

M(o) : = Z &) (€5]a1€;) (&, (26)

where {|é;)}; is the Fourier basis such that,

Z wd |ek ji=0,...,

k=0

dg—1,  (27)

2mi

and wg = e”a is the d-th root of unity.




Notice that My(pp) = pp, and Mi(pp) = iIB, S0
that My (Mo(ps)) = Mo(Mi1(pg)) = #IB. We can also
write

1 dp—1 dp—1
Mo(o) = Z Z°0 77" Mi(o Z X%X™,

(28)
where Z and X are generalized dp-dimensional Pauli op-
erators,

dp—1 )
Z =" wiles)el,
=0
dp—1 dp—1
X = le)lel= > willeEl (29)
j=0 j=0
In the following, we will write
dp—1
(1a ® Mo)(paB) ZUA®)‘|61 (edl,
dB 1
(Ia ® M1)(paB) Z h® —|€g B(&l, (30)
dp—1
Qxyap = Z |z) (x| @ |y)y
z,y=0
we have
dp—1
QxaB _d_ Z |7) x
dp—1
) J
Qyap = d Z|y (vl ® Zg ZTA®
and
I
QABZPA®—B. (34)

dp
By straightforward calculation, we can obtain

=5(Qx) + S(QaB) — S(QxaB)
=logdp + logdp + S(pa) —

- S (Zoﬂ,@&ki)g@ﬂ)
Z/\ S(o?)

=logdg — S(pB) + x(&0), (35)

(QX(AB )
logdp

=logdp + S(pa) —

|®X7§<

dp—1

where \io?y = trp[(Ia ® |e;)g(ei)pan], and 7 /dp =
trp[(1a ®|€;)B(€;j|)pan] for i, j € {0, -+, dp —1}.

The induced ensembles on A by the channels M,
and M; will be denoted by & := {\;,0%4}; and & =
{+ a0 T 7}, and the entropy defects of the induced ensem-
bles on A will be denoted as

dp—1
x(&o Z \iS(ay),
1 dB—l _
(1) =S(pa) = - > S(Th). (31)
=0

By defining a four-partite quantum state Qxyap in
B ((CdB ®C¥ @ C¥H @ (CdB) such that

(yl® (2 ® XpZp)pap(la ® 25" X5"), (32)

dp—1

Z 0'54 ®)\1|61>B<61|> X];w,

! el | 25, (33)

where I(2x(ap)) is the mutual information of Qx(4p)
with respect to the bipartite cut X — AB, and the second,
third equalities are due to the joint entropy theorem [18].
Analogously, we have

1(Qyap)) = x(&1),

= logdp + S(pa) — S(pas)
=logdp + IS (paB)- (36)
Due to the independence of subsystems X and Y, we

have I(Q(XY)(AB)) > I(QX(AB)) +I(Qy(AB)), which im-
plies

I(QxyyaB))

x(&o) + x(&1) < I(pag). (37)
Since x(&) and x(&1) of Eq. @) can be ob-



tained, respectively, from pap by rank-1 measurements
{lei) g{eil}i and {|€;) (€;|}; of subsystem B, by defining
a rank-1 measurement

{|6i>B<ei| |éj>B<éj|} 7 (38)

2 2 :
we have
& & 1
E(pap) < X&) | x(&) _ (pAB)7 (39)
2 2 2
which completes the proof. [l

Corollary 1. For any tripartite pure state |{) 4po, we
have

S(pa) < Eo(pas) + Eo(pac) (40)

Proof. By Lemma [7] we have

Eo(pap) = S(pa) — Ey (pac), (41)
and thus,
Eo(pac) + Ea(pap) =25(pa) — E; (pap) — B (pac).
Now, by Theorem (] we have )
Eq(pac)+Ea(paB)
>28(pa) — I(P;B) B I(P2AC)

~25(pa) — S(pa)/2 — S(p5)/2 + S(pa)/2
— S(pa)/2 = S(pc) /2 + S(pac)/2
—S(pa). (43)

O

Corollary [ tells us that for a tripartite pure state
of arbitrary dimension, there exists a polygamy rela-
tion of entanglement in terms of entropy of entanglement
and EoA. Furthermore, this is, we believe, the first re-
sult of the polygamous (or dually monogamous) property
of distribution of entanglement in multipartite higher-
dimensional quantum systems rather than qubits.

IV. POLYGAMY RELATION OF
ENTANGLEMENT IN MULTI-QUBIT
QUANTUM SYSTEMS

In this section, we show that the polygamy inequality
of entanglement in Corollary [ can be generalized into
multipartite quantum systems for the case when each
subsystem is a two-level quantum system. By investi-
gating the functional relation between concurrence and
EoF in two-qubit systems |§], we show that there exists

a polygamy inequality of entanglement in terms of en-
tropy and EoA in n-qubit systems. We also show that,
in three-qubit systems, we have a more tight polygamy
inequality than Eq. (@0) in Corollary [II

First, let us consider the functional relation of con-
currence with EoF in two-qubit systems. For a 2-qubit
mixed state pap (or a pure state |¢) , 5 € C? @ C?), the
relation between its concurrence, Cap and E¢(pap) can
be given as a monotone increasing, convex function & [§],
such that

Ey(pap) = E(Can), (44)
where
E(x):H(%—i—% 1—962), for0<z<1, (45)

and H(-) is the binary entropy function H(z) =
—[zlogy x + (1 —x)logy(1 — z)]. The same function &(z)
relates also the EoA of a bipartite state pap with its CoA
via the equation

Eo(paB) > €(Chp), (46)

which is due to the convexity of £ and the definition of
EoA. The following lemma shows an important property
of the function £(x).

Lemma 5.

E(Va?+y?) < E(x) +E(y), (47)
for 0 <z, y<1 such that 0 < 22 +¢y2 < 1.

Proof. By considering

fz,y) = E(x) + E(y) — E(Va? +y?), (48)

as a two-vairable real-valued function on the domain D =
{(z,)|0 <2, y < 1,0 < 22 +y? < 1}, it is enough to
show that f(x,y) > 0in D.

Since D is a compact subset in R?, whereas f is an-
alytic on the interior of D, and continuous on D, the
minimum value of f arises only on the critical points or
on the boundary of D. It can be directly checked that f
does not have any vanishing gradient on the interior of
D, and has non-negative function values on the boundary
of D. Thus, f is non-negative on the domain D. O

A. Three-qubit systems

A direct observation from [4] shows that, for a 3-qubit
pure state [1) 4 g,

C,24(BC) =Cip+(Cic)?, (49)

where Cap and C%, are the concurrence and concur-
rence of assistance of pap and pac respectively. (Later,
Eq. (49) was formally shown in [19].) From Eq. {@9) to-
gether with Lemma B we have the following theorem.



Theorem 6. For a three-qubit pure state V) 4 g,

S(pa) < Ef(pag) + Ea(pac). (50)

Proof. Since [1)) 4 g is a bipartite pure state in C?ecCt
with respect to the bipartite cut A and BC, we have,
S(pa) = Ey(Yasc)) = E(Case))- (51)

Thus,

S(pa) = E(Cao))

£(,/Chp + €5 )
E(Cap) +E(Chc)
Ef(paB) + Ea(pac), (52)

IN A

where the first inequality is by Lemma Bl and the second
inequality is by Eq. (). O

Thus, the polygamy relation of distributed entangle-
ment in tripartite quantum systems obtained in Corol-
lary [l can have a more tight form in three-qubit sys-
tems. Furthermore, the result of Theorem [6] together
with Eqgs. [B) and (@) give us the following corollary.

Corollary 2. For any two-qubit mized state pap with
rank less than or equal to two,

I (paB) < Ea(paB), (53)

E; (paB) < E¢(pas)- (54)

Remark 1. Eq. (54)) of Corollary [ implies that any
two-qubit separable state pap of rank less than or equal
to two has zero UE, E{ (pap) = 0. However, this is
not generally true for two-qubit separable states of rank
larger than two. Here, we provide an example of two-
qubit rank-three separable state with non-zero UE.

Ezample: Let us consider the following state in C* ®
C? ® C* quantum system [20],

9) 40 = %mcmg + %|y>AC|1>B, (55)

where |z) and |y) are two orthogonal states in the C*@C?
such that

) =(102) + v2[10))/V/3,
ly) =(12) + V2/01))/V/3. (56)

First, since pa = (|0) 4(0] 4+ |1) ,(1]|)/2, it is clear that

V/2(1 —trp%) = 1, therefore we have S(pa) =

CaBo) =
1.

Since pac = (|2) g4 (x| + 1Y) 4 (y])/2, Hughston-Jozsa-
Wootters (HJW) theorem [21] says that for any decom-
positions of pac = D, pildi) 4o (i, there exists an uni-
tary operator (u;;) such that \/pi|¢:) oo = (wit|z) o +
uin|y) ac)/ V2 with 2p; = [us|? + |uiz|?. Thus,

Ui Uy
wizl? + 2[ui |?

3190 Al 57)

i1 [* + 2[uo|?
UigUjy

tro (103) ac {04) =5 - (

1
==1
314 +
with [1;) = (u5]0) + uly]1))/+/2pi, and we obtain that
C(|¢i) ac) = 2‘3/5 for any pure state [¢;) 4 in any pure
state decomposition of pac.
Since |¢;) 4 is a 2 ® 3 pure state, we have

Er(|¢i) ac) = E(C(161) ac))
- (3
= log3 2, (58)
and thus Ef(pac) = Ea(pac) =logy 3 — 2.

Now, we have E{ (pap) = S(pa) — Ealpac) = 2 —
logy 3 > 0, whereas, it can be easily seen that pap has a
Positive Partial Transposition (PPT) which is equivalent
to separability for two-qubit states [22]. Thus, pap is a
two-qubit, rank-three separable state with non-zero UE.

B. n-qubit systems

The polygamy inequality of entanglement in n-qubit
systems in Eq. (24]) gives us an inequality

< \/ CAlAg

Thus, together with Lemmal[B] we have the following the-
orem.

CAI Az-- + (CgllAn)2' (59)

Theorem 7. For any n-qubit pure state [1) 4 4 ,

S(pAl) < Ea(pAlAz) et Ea(pAlAn)' (60)

Proof. First, let us assume that (C4 4,)* + -+ +
(C4,4,)% <1, then we have

S(pa,) =E(Ca,(a,--a,))

<& (\/(CA )2+ +(Cha, )2)

<E(C44,) +E (\/ Ch,a,)? + (CZIAn)2)

<& (CA1A2) +¢& (CAIAS) -+ & (CilAn)
SEa (PA1A2) +-- Ea (PAlAn) ) (61)




where the first inequality is due to the monotonicity of
the function &, the second and third inequalities are ob-
tained by iterating Lemma [l and the last inequality is
by Eq. ({4).

Now, assume that (C4, 4,)*+---+(C%, 4 )* > 1. Since
S(pa,) < 1 for any n-qubit pure state [1)) 4 . 4 , it is
enough to show that Ea(pa, a,) + - + Ea(pa,a,) > 1.

Let us first note that there exist k € {2,...,n—1} that
satisfies
(Ch )+ +(Ch ) <1,
(Cha)?+-+ (CfxlAkH)Q > 1, (62)
and let
T= (CZ1A2)2 +o (CfxlAHl)Q - L (63)
Since, (CZIAk+1)2 -T=1- (CZ1A2)2 - (CffxlAk)Q,
we have
0 S (C.ZlAk+1)2 - T S ]‘5 (64)
and

1=¢ (\/(C?hAQV ++(C A1Ak+1)2 T)

<& (\/(CZIAQ)Q ++ (Ch,a,) 2)
2

+€ <\/(031Ak+1) T)

<& (CthAz) +oFE (CzhAk) +& (CzlAk+l)
<Eq(pa,a,) + -+ Ealpa,a,), (65)

where the first and second inequalities are by Lemma
and by monotonicity of £, and the last inequality is by

Eq. (86). O

V. UNLOCALIZABLE ENTANGLEMENT
VERSUS OTHER MEASURES OF
CORRELATION

In this section, we provide some properties of UE con-
cerned with several other correlation measures. By in-
vestigating the relation between UE and EoF in 2®2®d
quantum system, we show that any two-qubit state with
zero UE is a separable state. We also provide a quanti-
tative relation among entropy, localizable entanglement,
and UE for tripartite mixed states.

A. 2®2®d pure state

Let [¢) 4 g be a tripartite pure state in C? @ C? ® C%.
Theorem 8. For any 2-qubit state pap,
E " (pag) = 0= pap separable, (66)

or, equivalently, if S(pa) = Eq(pac), then Ef(pag) = 0.

Proof. Suppose S(pa) = FEa(pac), and let pac =
Zipi’¢z>Ac<¢1’ be an optimal decomposition such that,

Eq(pac) = ZpiE(|¢i>AC)
ZpiS(pfq)a (67)

where p% = tro ’¢Z>AC<¢1D and pa =Y . pip’y-

The concavity of von Neumann entropy says, S (p A) >
> piS(p’y) and the equality holds if and only if p’y are
identical for all 7. So, by the assumption, p%, are identical
for all 7.

Since ‘¢1> AC
concurrence is C(|¢i>AC) = 2/detp’y, we also have that
C(‘¢i>Ac) are identical for all 4, say C(‘¢i>Ac) =

Now, we have

S(pa) = Ep(|6") 1) =

for all 4, and

is a pure state in 2 ® d system and its
Cic-

(C(|¢") 4c)) = £(Cac), (68)

E(Cae)) = Ep(|Yasc)))
= S(pa)

= ZPiS(Pfo)
= szg(c(’¢l>Ac))

= &(Cho); (69)

where C4(pcy is the concurrence of [¢)) , 5 between sub-
systems A and BC, and £(-) is the function in Eq. [@H]).

Since £(-) is strictly monotone increasing, (the first
derivative %5 (C) is 0 at C = 0 and positive elsewhere),
we have

Casey = Chcs (70)

therefore

Casey > Chc > Zpic(}¢i>Ac) =Cic = Ca(Boys

(71)
and thus,
Case) = Cic- (72)
Now, by the Theorem 3 in [20], we have C(pap)

=0
where pap is a 2-qubit state, which implies E;(pap) =
0. [l

Any two-qubit state with zero UE is separable by The-
orem [ and any two-qubit separable state with rank less
than or equal to two has zero UE by Corollary 2l How-
ever, the converse of Theorem [§ is not generally true,
since Remark [I] provides us a two-qubit separable state
with non-zero UE.



B. Tripartite Mixed State

Since it is known that the EoA is not a bipartite mea-
sure nor an entanglement monotone 23], it is not clear
yet if there is any quantitative relation between E,(pap)
and E,(pacpp)) for a tripartite mixed state papp. In
fact, this is equivalent to the quantitative relation be-
tween ES (pac) and ES (pa(cpy). This is because, if we
consider a purification ) ,5p of papp, then any di-
rection of a quantitative relation between E,(pap) and
Ei(pasD)), say Ea(paB) < Eq(pasp)), would give us

S(pa) =E; (pacpy)) + Ea(pan)
=Ey (pacy) + Ea(pasp))
>Ey (pac)) + Ea(pas), (73)

which implies E5 (pac) < E (pacop))-

In this section, we pay our attentions only to local
rank-1 measurements of each subsystems, and we derive
a quantitative relation between localizable entanglement,
and UE for tripartite mixed states.

For pacp = tra|Y) 4o p (Y], let us define

Ee — : _ . Ty
" (paep) = min 1 S(pa) > PSR |

(74)

where pgy = tr[(J4a @ M, ® Ny)pacp] is the probability of
the outcome x and y on subsystems C' and D respectively,
and p%Y = trep|(Ia @ My ® Ny)pacp]/pPay is the state of
system A when the outcome were x and y. The minimum
in Eq. ((T4) is taken over all possible rank-1 measurements
{M_,} and {N,} on subsystems C and D respectively. By
definition, we have

E; (paccny) = Ey (pacpy)- (75)

Furthermore, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 9. For any tripartite state pacp,

E (pacpy) = Ey (pac)- (76)

Proof. For pacp, let {M,} and {N,} are the optimal
rank-1 measurements of C' and D respectively, such that

E (pA(CD Zp;vy pA (77)

Due to the concavity of von Neumann entropy, we have

E (pA(CD) szy pA
> p [Z Py 5(p1)
- — Da

_me (mey my>
pr (%)

> By (PAC)a (78)

where
Pe = trac [(1a ® My)pac]
=tracp [({a ® My ® Ip)paco]
= Z tracp [(Ja ® My ® Ny)pacp]

= Puys (79)

1
pPh = p—trc [(Ia ® Mz)pac)

x

1
= —treop [(IA M, ® ID)pACD]

x

= Z —trcp [(Ia ® My ® Ny)pacp]

_ Z pmy my (80)

and the second inequality is due to the definition of
Ei (pac). O

Now, we are ready to have the following theorem.

Theorem 10. For any tripartite mized state papc with
a purification V) sgcp -

S(pa) > Ea(pag) + E (pac), (81)

where Eq(pap) is the localizable entanglement [24] of
pAB, defined by

Eulpap) = max ;pmy (%) (82)

over all possible rank-1 measurements {My} and {N,}
on subsystems C' and D respectively.

Proof. Eq. ((4) can be rewritten as

~. B
E, (pA(CD)) = S(pA {Mmg)]% }szu pA

= 5S(pa) — Ea(pan), (83)

and Lemma [9 completes the proof. [l



Theorem can be considered as an alternative of
Lemma [0 for mixed states case. Furthermore, Theo-
rem [I0] together with Lemma [l give us the following sim-
ple corollary.

Corollary 3. For any tripartite mized state papc with
a purification |) sgcp -

Eu(pasc)) 2 Ealpan). (84)

Proof. By Theorem [I0] we have

S(pa) > Ealpap) + ES (pap) (85)

for any pure state [1)) 4 g, Whereas

S(pa) = Ealpase)) + Ey (pap), (86)

for the tripartite partition A — BC' — D. O

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed the concept of UE, and
shown that the polygamous nature of distributed quan-
tum entanglement in multipartite systems is strongly due

to this unlocalizable character. As the mathematical in-
terpretation for this polygamous nature of quantum en-
tanglement, we have established polygamy inequalities
of entanglement in tripartite quantum systems with ar-
bitrary dimension, and multi-qubit systems. We have
also provided several trade offs between UE and other
correlations such as EoA, and localizable entanglement.

This is the first result where polygamous prop-
erty of quantum entanglement in multipartite higher-
dimensional quantum systems is provided. Furthermore,
the proposed inequalities are in terms of the entropic en-
tanglement measures such as entropy of entanglement
for pure states and EoA. In other words, the proposed
polygamy inequalities of distributed entanglement have
been shown in terms of the actual quantification of en-
tanglement with operational meanings, rather than using
other entanglement measures such as concurrence.
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