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We propose an alternative framework for quantifying coneee The framework is based on a natural property
of coherencethe additivity of coherence for subspace-independent states, which is described by an operation-
independent equality rather than operation-dependequaiiies and therefore applicable to various physical
contexts. Our framework is compatible with all the knowrutesson coherence measures but much more flexible
and convenient for applications, and by using it many opastjons can be resolved.

Quantum coherence is a fundamental feature of quantum Possibly, based on filerent physical contexts, various
mechanics, describing the capability of a quantum stat&-to e frameworks for quantifying coherence can be constructed, a
hibit quantum interference phenomena. It is an essential ineach of them may be with fierent conditions. The ques-
gredient in quantum information processirig, [and plays a tion is then: What basic conditions should be included in a
central role in emergent fields, such as quantum metrologwell-defined framework for quantifying coherence, or isréhe
[24], nanoscale thermodynamics-{L1], and quantum biol- a framework consisting of the basic conditions that candavoi
ogy [12-16]. Although the theory of quantum coherence is the arguments against the previous conditions and are-appli
historically well developed in quantum optic7-19], it is cable to various physical contexts? In this Rapid Commu-
only in recent years that the quantification of coherence hasication, we address this issue. We will put forward an al-
attracted a growing interes2(-24] due to the development ternative framework for quantifying coherence. It corsist
of quantum information science. three basic conditions, which are applicable to varioussphy

By following the approach that has been established for en|_cal contexts and can avoid the arguments against the previ-

tanglement resource$, 26], Baumgratzet al. proposed a ous frameworks. Our framework is compatible with all the

. o known results on coherence measures but much more flexible
seminal framework for quantifying coherence as a resource

in Ref. [22]. The framework comprises four conditions, of and c_onvenient for applications, an_d by using it, many open
which the first two are based on the notions of free stategluesmnS or arguments can be easily resolved.

and free operations in the resource theories, while thé thir To present our framework clearly, it is instructive to reitap
and fourth conditions are two constraints imposed on coulate some notions in resource theories, such as free atades
herence measures. Based on this framework, a number &fee operations. In general resource theories, the notbns
coherence measures, such as the relative entropy of cohdree states and free operations are, respectively, fortétess
ence, thd; norm of coherence, and the coherence of formathat contain no resource and the operations that are ur@mble t
tion [20, 22, 27, 28], have been put forward. With the co- create the resourcd], 42]. Specifically to the coherence, a
herence measures, various properties of quantum coherendeee state means a quantum state with no coherence, known
such as the relations between quantum coherence and quas an incoherent state in general, and a free operation means
tum correlationsZ9-33], the freezing phenomenon of coher- a special quantum operation under which coherence does not
ence B4, 35|, and the distillation of coherenc28, 36], were increase, known as an incoherent operation in the BCP frame-
investigated. Hereafter, we refer to the framework prodosework. Noting that the coherence of a state is with respect to
by Baumgratzt al. as the BCP framework for simplicity. a fixed basis, known as the incoherent basis, we hereafter use

Although the BCP framework has been widely used as arﬂm’. = 0 1,...,d -1} to denote the.mcoherent basis of a
—glmensmnal guantum systei An incoherent state can

approach to coherence measures, there are argumentstagamen be written ap = 3 puli¥(il, and a general state can be
the necessity of its last two condition&9 37], and re- : Wi P = 2ipildl, ag )
written asp = 3} ; pijli)(j| with codficientsp;; being the el-

searchers have fiierent opinions on the definition of free op- ] .
: . L op : : . b ements of the density matrix. We further uS&) to denote
erations. Besides the incoherent operations defined in@fe B .
the coherence of a state andA to denote a free operation,

framework, there have been manyfdient suggestions on the i . . :
A 99 which can be an incoherent operation or any other operations

definition of free operations, such as maximally incoheren%IS mentioned above. With these notions. we mav now be able
operations 20Q], translationally invariant operation23], and ' ' Y

others B8-40]. These arguments against the conditions am{%ggvelop our framework consisting of three essential cond

free operations imply that the frameworks for quantifyirog ¢
herence are not unique. There can be other frameworks dif- The first two of the three conditions are based on the re-
ferent from the BCP framework. For instance, the frameworksource theories, just like those in the previous frameworks
proposed by Marvian and Spekkens in Re23][ called the  One of them originates from the notion of incoherent states.
MS framework for simplicity, is based on the translatiopall By definition, an incoherent state means a state with no eoher
invariant operations, and it comprises only two conditionsence. Itis natural to set the coherence of an incoheremttstat
which correspond to the first two of the BCP framework. zero and let the coherence of a nonincoherent state (caheren
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state) be positive. That i§(p) = O for the incoherent states where7 is the set of incoherent statetd];

andC(p) > O for all other states. The other condition comes(B3) C(p) > Y, pnClon), Wherep, = Tr(KnoK?), pn =

directly from the notion of free operations. By definitiohet KoK /pn, andK, are the Kraus operators of an incoherent

coherence of a state does not increase under a free operati@PTP mapA(p) = 3, KooKy and

We then have€(p) > C(A(p)). (B4) 3., pnCl(on) = C(X, pren) for any set of stategp,} and
Our third condition is based on a characteristic of coher-any probability distributiorfpn}.

ence itself. To develop it, we consider a special family of We aim to show that an§ satisfying the conditions (B1)—

states, which is with the form of block-diagonal matrices,(B4) will necessarily satishC(pio1 @ p202) = pP1C(o1) +

p = Pp1® Pop2, i€, p = (P ° ), where density opera- P2C(p2). To this end, we consider an incoherent CPTP map,

torspy andp, are defined on the two independent subspaced\(-) = P1-P] +P2-P}, wherePy = [0)(0]+- - -+|Ny — 1)(N; — 1|

S; and S,, respectively, angp; and p, are two possibility andPz = [Ny){Ng| + --- + [Ny + No = 1)(N; + N> - 1] are

codficients withp; + p, = 1. Note that the coherence of a projectors ontaS; andS,, with N; andN; being the dimen-

state stems from the correlations or superpositions ofrthe i sions ofS1 andS,, respectively. It is easy to verif§, 7P} c

coherent basis states. Since there is no correlation betivee 7. According to (B3), since TRi(pyo1 & p2p2)Pl]l = pu,

two subspace-independent stagtesandp,, the coherence of = Tr[P,(pyo1® P2p2)Ph] = P2, P1(pro1 @ pp2) P/ p1 = p1@0,

p only comes from the inside correlations of eaghi = 1.2.  andP, (pyp1 @ pop2) pg/p2 = 0@ p,, we obtain

Therefore, the coherence @thould not be more than the to-

tal coherence gf; andp,. Similarly, it should not be less than C(p1o1 @ P2p2) = P1C(o1 @ 0) + p2C(0 & p2). (2)

the latter either, since contains all the information qf; and

p2. By noting thatp is the mixture ofp; andp, with weights ~ On the other hand, according to (B4), singg: @ pao. =

p1 andp,, a reasonable condition can then be expressed as p; (p; @ 0) + p2 (0® p,), we have

C(p1p1 ® P2p2) = P1C(p1) + P2C(p2). (2) C(p1o1® P2p2) < P1C1®0) + P2C(0@ p2).  (3)

Expression 1) is derived from the characteristic of quantum However,C(p), as a valid coherence measure based on the
coherence. It is a display of a basic property of coherenceBCP framework, must satisfy both Eqs2) (and @). This
to which we refer aghe additivity of coherence for subspace-  results in an equality,
independent states.

The above three conditions form a general framework for C(pro1 ® p202) = P1C(o1 @ 0) + p2C(0 @ p2). 4)
qguantifying coherence. If we further specify incoherent¢iep
ations for free operations, our framework can be expressed a To obtain (C3), we need to pro@p; ®0) = C(p1). To this
follows. A functionalC can be taken as a coherence measurend, we consider two incoherent CPTP map¥;) = K§- Kg"'
if it satisfies the following three conditions: o 21 T
(C1)C(p) = O for all statgs, an€(p) = 0 if and only ifp are with (iIKglJ) = dij z_;mdAb(.) = Yoo Kn ) Ka' with <J|KR|'L=

Gij+nng, Where 0< i < Ng + N —1,0< j < Ng -1, and[N—ﬂ

incoherent states;

(C2)C(p) = C(A(p)) if A is an incoherent operation; and is the smallest integer greater than or equa{ﬁ—?o It is easy
(C3)C(p1p1 ® P2p2) = P1C(p1) + P2C(p2) for block-diagonal  to verify that bothA? and AP are incoherent CPTP maps, and
stateg in the incoherent basis. there are\?(p;) = p1®0 andAP(p1®0) = p;. Thus, according

The third condition in our framework is described by to condition (B2), we should hav&(p;) < C(po1®0) < C(o1),
only an operation-independent equality rather than ofwerat which results inC(p1 & 0) = C(p1). Similarly, we can prove
dependent inequalities. This is the key to our frameworkC(0& p2) = C(p2). By substituting these relations into E4).(
Many advantages of the framework, such as the compatibilitywe finally obtainC(pio1 @ p202) = pP1C(o1) + p2C(02).

flexibility and applicability, originate from this simplegaal- Second, we show that the BCP framework can be derived
ity. The following discussions will further elucidate theerits ~ from our framework. That is, each of the four conditions
of our framework. (B1)—(B4) can be derived from (C1), (C2), and (C3). To prove

First, we show that the additivity of coherence for subspaceit, we only need to derive (B3) and (B4) from conditions (C1),
independent states, i.e., our third condition, is fulfiledall ~ (C2), and (C3), since (B1) and (B2) are just corresponding to
the coherence measures based on the BCP framework. T€1) and (C2).
make the proof clear, we recall the BCP framework. A func- We first derive (B3). To this end, we introduce an auxiliary
tional C can be taken as a coherence measure if it satisfies thrgystemA of dimensionN, of which the incoherent basis is

following four conditions: denoted agin), 0 < n < N - 1}. The auxiliary systen# and
(B1)C(p) = O for all states, an@(p) = O ifand only ifpisan  the systemS form a combined syste#S, of which the in-
incoherent state; coherent basis i§n) ® |i)}. We suppose that the whole system

(B2) C(p) = C(A(p)) if A is an incoherent operation, i.e., is initially in the state,
a completely positive trace-preserving (CPTP) nidp) =
3 KoK with the Kraus operatoti§, satisfyingKn 7K, c 7, p7S = 100 ® p, (5)



and undergoes an incoherent CPTP map,

N-1
AﬂS(PﬂS) = Z(Un ® Kn)PﬂS(Un ® Kn)T,
n=0

(6)

whereU, ® K, are the Kraus operators of*® with U, =
Sk + n (mod N))(ki, andK, are the Kraus operators of
the incoherent CPTP map. It is easy to verify thatWy, ®
Kn)Z (U, ® K,)' ¢ 7. Note thatA has been defined as an
incoherent CPTP map. Substituting E®) (nto Eq. €), we
have

N-1
A™S(p™) = " palnni @ po, (7)
n=0
wherep, = Tr(KnoK}) andpn = KnoKq/ph.
According to condition (C3), we have
C(p™) = C(0X0l®p) =C(®0) =C(p).  (8)
and
N-1
C(A™ (™)) = C[Z paln)(n ®pn]
n=0
= C(Popo ® P11 @+ ® pn-1on-1)  (9)

N-1
= Z PnC(on).

n=0

According to condition (C2), from Eqs8) and Q) we imme-
diately derive

Cp) = " pClon), (10)
n
i.e., the condition (B3).
By the way, one may find that the first equality in
Eq. () immediately leads to the conditio€(p) >
C(Z,’}‘z‘ol pn|n)<n|®pn), i.e., the classical flag monotonicity

3

where|0)(n| ® | are the Kraus operators &S, satisfying
(I0Xn|® NT(10)n|® )" c I. Substituting Eq. 11) into Eq.
(12), we have

N-1
AT (™) = 0)01® ) Pron. (13)
n=0
According to condition (C3), we have
N-1 N-1
C(pﬂS) = C[Z paln){n| ®pn] = Z PnC(on), (14)
n=0 n=0

and
N-1 N-1
C(Aﬂs(pﬂs)) = C[|0><0| ® Z pnpn] =C [Z pnpn]- (15)
n=0 n=0

According to condition (C2), from Eqs14) and (L5) we im-
mediately derive

N-1 N-1
Z PnC(on) = C[Z pn,On) >

(16)

n= n=0

i.e., condition (B4).

Third, our framework is iicient and convenient for appli-
cations, and it can help to resolve some open questions and
arguments. For instance, our framework can help to resolve
the argument about the necessity of the last two conditions i
the BCP framework. As mentioned above, the two conditions
(B3) and (B4) have been suspected of necessity. Here, our
discussion shows that these conditions can be derived from
the natural property of coherence described by Eq, gnd
therefore they are reasonable requirements in the BCP frame
work. Furthermore, our framework can simplify the calcu-
lations in examining whether a function@lis qualified as a
coherence measure. Generally speaking, it is relativedieea
to examine whether a candidate of coherence measure satis-

[22]. Itimplies that the classical flag monotonicity, which was fies (C3) than to examine whether it satisfies (B3) and (B4),

proved only for the relative entropy of coherence &ndorm

of coherence, is actually valid for all coherence measuags s
isfying our third condition and therefore for all the cohree
measures based on the BCP framework.

since (C3) is only an equality and does not involve operation
For example, the proof of the relative entropy of coherence
can be significantly simplified by using our framework, since
condition (C3) follows directly from the well-known relati

We now derive (B4). We again consider the combined sysfor entropyS(p1p1 ® p2p2) = H(p1, P2) + P1S(o1) + pP2S(e2),

tem comprising the auxiliary systeri and the systens, as

whereS is von Neumann entropy artd is Shannon entropy

stated above. Now, we suppose the whole system is initially1]. In the following, we would like to give one more example,

in the state,

N-1

P =" pmni @ pn, (11)
n=0

where{on, 0 < n < N -1} is a set of states angh,, 0 <

i.e., the trace norm of coherence, to further show theiency
of our framework.
The trace norm of coherence is defined as

Cu (o) = minllp — 6ll, (17)
oel

n < N — 1} is a probability distribution, and undergoes an wherellp—dlly = Trjo—4| is the trace norm between the state

incoherent CPTP map,

N-1
A7) = Y (0 Np” (0l e 1), (12)
n=0

and the incoherent staté$22). C, has been expected to be a
coherence measure, but it is quitéidult to prove it to satisfy

all four conditions in the BCP framework. So far, whether the
trace norm of coherence is a legitimate coherence measure
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is still an open question. Previous works have proved@at our framework in order to compare with the BCP framework,
satisfies (B1), (B2), and (B42R, 34]. Recently, it was further our framework is still valid if the incoherent operations ag-
proved that (B3) is fulfilled at least for qubit andstates 44, placed by any other free operations as needed. For instance,
45]. Yet, it remains unknown whether (B3) is fulfilled for all the incoherent operations can be replaced by the translatio
other states. By using our framework, the open question ially invariant operations defined in Re23], which leads to
resolved, since&C, does not satisfy our third condition. To another expression of our framework. Note that the transla-
illustrate this, we need first to prove tionally invariant operations, developed from the reseuhe-
2d-1) ories of asymmetryJ1, 48-52], are described with the help of
, (18)  afixed observablel, of which the eigenstates just correspond
d to the fixed basis in our framework. By definition, a functibna
where|¥q) = L Y% %), d > 1. For this, we letu, =  Cn canbetaken as a coherence measure relative to a fixed ob-
Vg &n=0lf?, 0= L. ' n o o . e
-1t 4 1 (moddhekl n = 0.1 d—1 Bv using the servableH, if it satisfies the following two conditions:
2k:0.| + + ), n=01...d-1 By 9 (M1) Cu(p) = 0, andCy(p) = 0 if and only if p is a transla-
relations|lUAU [ly = [IAlly and [IAlly + [IBlly > lIA + Bllr, iy : sfuinaibl aHt —
. . i X . tionally invariant state, i.e., satisfying'g{pe"' = p; and
which are valid for all the same dimensional matrides88 : . . . .
: . (M2) Cu(p) = Cu(A(p)) if A is a translationally invari-
and unitary operatort) [46€], we can obtain|||¥q){(¥q| — ’ . NP e
1 wd1 + 1iedet ant operation, i.e., a CPTP map satisfyinf'eA(p)e"t =
Oller = d Zn:0||un(|q’d><q’d| - 6)Un||tr 2 a”Zn:o Un(|‘Pd><\Pd| - A(e—thpeth) for all stategp
i ; _ d-1 P N '
6)Unlkr. Noting thatUn[¥q) = [¥a) and 2,25 UndU, = la,  Comparing the MS framework and our framework, one may
we further obtain(|[¥a)(¥al — 6lle = ¥a)(¥al = Glallr-  find that (M1) and (M2) are just equivalent to (C1) and (C2)

Cur(Pa)(¥al) = minil¥a)¥al - 6llr =

This inequaiity necessarily leads to miA|'¥a)(Yal — dllr = jf the incoherent operations in our framework are replaced
¥ (Pl = a'q”tf’ which fgrther glvesl the r?sult n Eql®.  py the translationally invariant operations. Howeverrehis
We then consider a special state= 501 ® 302, With p1 = one more condition in our framework. In the language of a

3(10y +11))((0 + (1)) andpz = 3(12) +13) +4))((2 + (3| + (4)).  fixed observabldd, an equivalent expression of Eql) can
By definition, there i€y (o) = Minserllo—6llr < llo—dollr =1,  be rewritten as

where s, = diag@.3.0,0,0). On the other hand, from (M3) Cpen,(Po1 ® P2p2) = P1Ch(p1) + P2Ch, (02),

Eq. (18), we haveCy(o1) = 1, Cy(o2) = %, and hence whereH; represent the components of observallén the

$Cu(p1) + 3Cu(p2) = &, which shows that subspaceS; on which the density operatoys are defined.
Such expression of our framework is applicable to the trans-
Ctr(},ol ® },02) + }Ctr(Pl) n }C"(pz). (19) lationally invariant operations. Itis interesting to ndtet all
2 2 2 2 the known coherence measures based on the MS framework,

Therefore, the trace norm of coherence is not a legitimate cosuch as Dyson-Wigner-Yanase skew informati® p3], the
herence measure, and it must violate (B3) too. trace norm of commutato®p], and the quantum Fisher infor-

In passing, we would like to add that the modified tracemation 4], fulfill our third condition. The coherence mea-
norm of coherenceC, (o) = Minysosezllo — Adlly, can be — sures fulfilling our third condition automatically satistiie
proved to satisfy (C1), (C2), and (C3), and therefore presid monotonicity of coherence under selective measurements on
a legitimate coherence measu@][ However, it is quite dif- average and the nonincreasing of coherence under mixing of
ficult to prove this result without using our framework. states, while the coherence measures fulfilling only the MS

All the above discussions show that our framework, com{ramework but not the third condition cannot have these fea-
pared with the seminal BCP framework, has many interestingures.
features. (1) An operation-independent equality in ounfza In conclusion, we have put forward a property of coherence,
work takes the place of both an operation-dependent inequatalled the additivity of coherence for subspace-independent
ity and an operation-independentinequality in the BCP gram states, which is applicable to various physical contexts, and
work. This makes our framework simple in form and conve-based on it, an alternative framework for quantifying ceher
nient for applications. (2) Our third condition is fulfillagy ~ ence is constructed. Our framework, consisting of thre&bas
all the coherence measures based on the BCP framework, ag@nditions, is compatible with all the known results on co-
the BCP framework can be derived from our framework. Thisherence measures but much more flexible and convenient for
compatibility can greatly simplify many calculations byingg ~ applications, and it can significantly improve the theooés
our framework instead of the BCP framework. (3) Our frame-guantifying coherence.
work can help to resolve some open questions or arguments Our finding leads to a much simpler and more practical ex-
about guantifying coherence. For instance, the open quresti pression of the seminal BCP framework if the incoherent-oper
whether the trace norm of coherence is a legitimate coheren@tions are specified for free operations. Many open question
measure is immediately resolved by using our framework. which have been provedfticult to resolve by using the pre-

Before concluding, we would like to stress that our frame-vious frameworks, can be resolved by using our framework.
work, as an approach for quantifying coherence, is genyerall This work was supported by National Natural Science
applicable to various physical contexts. Although we havd-oundation of China through Grant No. 11575101 and the
used the notion of incoherent operations in the expresdion dNational Basic Research Program of China through Grant
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