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ABSTRACT

In Hall’s reformulation of the uncertainty principle, the entropic uncertainty relation occupies a core position and provides the
first nontrivial bound for the information exclusion principle. Based upon recent developments on the uncertainty relation,
we present new bounds for the information exclusion relation using majorization theory and combinatoric techniques, which
reveal further characteristic properties of the overlap matrix between the measurements.

Introduction

Mutual information is a measurement of correlations anggka central role in communication thedry. While the en-
tropy describes uncertainties of measurenfefitsmutual information quantifies bits of gained informatidfurthermore,
information is a more natural quantifier than entropy exdéeipplications like transmission over quantum charthelBhe
sum of information corresponding to measurements of mwsénd momentum is bounded by the quantity lAF 2Py /k for

a quantum system with uncertainties for complementaryrobbéesAX andAPy, and this is equivalent to the Heisenberg
uncertainty principl&” . Both the uncertainty relation and information exclusietationt*2 have been be used to study the
complementarity of obervables such as position and momenilne standard deviation has also been employed to quantify
uncertainties, and it has been recognized later that the@nseems more suitable in studying certain aspects oftaictes.

As one of the well-known entropic uncertainty relations,ddsen and Uffink’s formulatidrstates that

H(My)+ H(M>2) > —logcmax, 1)

whereH (M) = H(My,p) = — ¥ ; phlogy pk with p* = (uf|plut) (k = 1,2;j = 1,2,....d) for a given density matriy of

dimensiond, andc,q, = maxc(uj; ,uZ,), ande (uj, ,uZ ) =| (uf: [u?)) |* for two orthonormal basetly = {|uj,) } andMa = {|uZ,)}
11,12

of d-dimensional Hilbert space?.

Hall'! generalized Eql) to give the first bound of théiformation Exclusion Relation on accessible information about a
guantum system represented by an ensemble of state&!;latdM> be as above on systefn and letB be another classical
register (which may be related 49, then

I(MllB)+I(M2:B)<VH, (2)

wherery = 10g,(d?cpq,) andI(M; : B) = H(M;) — H(M;|B) is themutual information** corresponding to the measuremafit
on systermA. HereH (M;|B) is the conditional entropy relative to the subsys#&nMoreover, if systenB is quantum memory,
thenH (M;|B) = H(pm;z) — H(pg) With py,p = (A4 @1)(pag), While Ai(-) = 3y, [ug ) (g | (), ) (. |- EQ. @) depicts that it
is impossible to probe the registeto reach complete information about observabgesandM, if the maximal overlag,,.
between measurements is small. Unlike the entropic uringrteelations, the boundy is far from being tight. Grudkar
al.*® conjectured a stronger information exclusion relatiorebasn numerical evidence (proved analytically in some speci
cases)

I(My: B)+1(My: B) < rg, 3)

whererg = log, <d-[ ) c(u}l,uizz)]) As the sum runs over the largestc(u;, u5), we getrg < rg, S0 Eq. 8) is an
d largest

improvement of Eq. ). Recently Coles and Pidfiiobtained a new information exclusion relation strongentig. @),
which can also be strengthened to the case of quantum mémory

I(M1:B)+1(M>:B) < rcp+H(A|B), (4)
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wherercp = min{rcp(My1, M), rcp(Ma,My)}, rep(My,M3) = log, <dZmaXc(ul u2)>, andH (A|B) = H(pag) — H(pp) is
i1 2

i1 %ip
the conditional von Neumann entropy with(p) = —Tr(plog, p) the von Neumann entropy, whifg represents the reduced

state of the quantum stapgg on subsysten. It is clear thatcp < 7.
As pointed out in Ret! | the general information exclusion principle should hdweform

N
zI(Mm:B)gr(MlaMZa"'vMNvB% (5)
m=1

for observabledfy, M, ..., My, wherer(M1,M5, ... , My, B) is a nontrivial quantum bound. Such a quantum bound is rgcent
given by Zhangt al.'® for the information exclusion principle of multi-measurents in the presence of quantum memory.
However, almost all available bounds are not tight evenHerdase of two observables.

Our goal in this paper is to give a general approach for therin&tion and exclusion principle using new bounds for
two and multiple observables of quantum systems of any ftiiteension by generalizing Coles-Piani’s uncertaintytieta
and using majorization techniques. In particular, all asgults can be reduced to the case without the presence diuguan
memory.

The close relationship between the information excluselation and the uncertainty principle has promoted mutual
developments. In the applications of the uncertainty iafatio the former, there have been usually two available ooth
either through subtraction of the uncertainty relationhia presence of quantum memory or utilizing the concavityperty
of the entropy together with combinatorial techniques otaie symmetry. Our second goal in this work is to analyze¢he
two methods and in particular, we will show that the seconthoetogether with a special combinatorial scheme enalsles u
to find tighter bounds for the information exclusion prifeipThe underlined reason for effectiveness is due to theiape
composition of the mutual information. We will take full aaiwtage of this phenomenon and apply a distinguished symmetr
of cyclic permutations to derive new bounds, which wouldén&een difficult to obtain without consideration of mutual
information.

We also remark that the recent restilfor the sum of entropies is valid in the absence of quantura sibrmation
and cannot be extended to the cases with quantum memory pyysatiding the conditional entropy between the measured
particle and quantum memory. To resolve this difficulty, vee a different method in this paper to generalize the resftilts
Ref? in Lemma 1 and Theorem 2 to allow for quantum memory.

Results

We first consider the information exclusion principle forotwbservables, and then generalize it to multi-observaide<
After that we will show that our information exclusion retat gives a tighter bound, and the bound not only involvestthe
largestc(u;,,u2 ) but also contains all the overlapg:}.,u7,) between bases of measurements.

We start with a qubit system to show our idea. The bound adfére Coles and Piani for two measurements does not
improve the previous bounds for quibit systems. To see ftsede;,;, = c(u,.ll,u,.zz) for brevity, then the unitarity of overlaps
between measurements implies that+ c12 =1, c11+ c21 =1, c21+ c22 = 1 andeg2 + c21 = 1. Assuminge11 > c12, then
c11 = 22 > 12 = c21, thus

rir =100y (d%Cmax) = 100y (4c11),
r¢ = logy(d Z c(uill,uizz)) =1005(2(c11+ ¢22)),
d largest

rep = Min{rep(My,M>), rep(M2,M1)} = 100,(2(c11+ ¢22)), (6)

hence we gety = rg = rcp =109, (4c11) Which says that the bounds of Hall, Grudka/, and Coles and Piani coincide with
each other in this case.

Our first result already strengthens the bound in this casealRthe implicit bound from the tensor-product majoriaat
relatior?®22 is of the form

H(M|B) + H(Mo|B) > — 50 + H(4) — 2H(B), (7)

where the vector® = (log,(w-A;y;,))* and2l;, ;, = (c(u}l,u,?)c(u},ufz))fj are of sized?. The symbol, means re-arranging
the components in descending order. The majorization véctiendw for probability tensor distribution }1pl-22)ili2 of state
p is thed?-dimensional vectow = (Q1,Q1 — Q»,...,Qs — Q4_1,0,...,0), where
Q= max PLPS.
{(iv,i2) =k
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Figure 1. First comparison with Hall's bound. The upper orange cuowe pound 2+ %w%) is tighter than the lower blue
one (Hall's bound;) almost everywhere.
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Figure 2. First comparison with Hall's bound. The differenge— 2 — %w% of our bound from Hall's boundy for
a € [0.5,1] is shown.

The bound means that
2
(pillpiz)iliz = w,

for any density matriy and=< is defined by comparing the corresponding partial sums ad#oeeasingly rearranged vectors.
Thereforew only depends on;;;,2° . We remark that the quantity(A) — 2H(B) assumes a similar role as that&fA|B),
which will be clarified in Theorem 2. As for more general cab# aneasurements, this quantity is replaced®y- 1)H(A) —
NH(B) in the place ofVH (A|B). A proof of this relation will be given in the section of Metth&@ The following is our first
improved information exclusion relation in a new form.

Theorem 1. For any bipartite stat@,p, let My and M> be two measurements on systémandB the quantum memory
correlated t4, then

I(My: B)+1(My: B) <2+%w’3+2H(B)—H(A), 8)

wherew is the majorization bound a8 is defined in the paragraph under E@).

See Methods for a proof of Theorem 1.

Eqg. @) gives an implicit bound for the information exclusion tt&a, and it is tighter than lod4c,,.,) + 2H(B) — H(A) as
our bound not only involves the maximal overlap betwggrandM,, but also contains the second largest element based on the
construction of the universal uncertainty relatiwf-22 . Majorization approach22 has been widely used in improving the
lower bound of entropic uncertainty relation. The applmain the information exclusion relation offers a new agm#che
majorization method. The new lower bound not only can be fsearbitrary nonnegative Schur-concave funcfibsuch as
Rényi entropy and Tsallis entroffy, but also provides insights to the relation among all thelaps between measurements,
which explains why it offers a better bound for both entrapicertainty relations and information exclusion relasiokiVe
also remark that the new bound is still weaker than the onedas the optimal entropic uncertainty relation for quiits
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Figure 3. Comparison of our bound with that of Coles and Piani. Our loio2u %w% (lower in green) is better than
Coles-Piani’s bound-p (upper in purple) everywhere.

As an example, we consider the measureméfits: {(1,0),(0,1)} andM; = {(\/a,e'*/1—a),(v1—a,—e'?\/a)}. Our
bound and log4c;,.x for ¢ = 11/2 with respect ta are shown in FIG. 1.

FIG. 1 shows that our bound for qubit is better than the previboundsy = rg = rcp almost everywhere. Using
symmetry we only consider in [%, 1]. The common termH(B) — H(A) is omitted in the comparison. Further analysis of
the bounds is given in FIG. 2.

Theorem 1 holds for any bipartite system and can be used fitrany two measurementd; (i = 1,2). For example,
consider the qutrit state and a family of unitary matrit€®) = M(8)03M(8)716-20 where

1 0 0
MO)=( 0 cosH sing |,
0 —sin@ cosf

1 [ V2 V2 V2
03:% \/1§ _02 —l/é . )

Upon the same matri& (8), comparison between our bounelr% wB and Coles-Piani's boungp is depicted in FIG. 3.

In order to generalize the information exclusion relatiomtulti-measurements, we recall that the universal bound of
tensor products of two probability distribution vectors ¢ computed by optimization over minors of the overlap in&tr?
. More generally for the multi-tensor prodt(gat;llpiz2 o -pﬁx) corresponding to measurema#, on a fixed quantum state, there

exists similarly a universal upper bound (p[llpiz2 = -pglv) < w. Then we have the following lemma, which generalizes Eq.

(7).

Lemma 1. For any bipartite statpsz, letM,, (n=1,2,...,N) be N measurements on systetnandB the quantum memory
correlated ta4, then the following entropic uncertainty relation holds,

%H(Mmua) > —%w%—l—(N—l)H(A)—NH(B), (10)
m=1

wherew is thed" -dimensional majorization bound for thémeasurement®,,, ands3 is thed” -dimensional vectoflog(w-
QL,~1,,‘2’_,_’,~N))T defined as follows. For each multi-indéi, i,...,iy), thed"-dimensional vecto®l;, ;, .., has entries of the
forme(1,2,...,N)c(2,3,...,1)---¢(N,1,...,N—1) sorted in decreasing order with respect to the indite®, ... ,iy) where

c(1,2,...,N)= % maXc(uill,ul-zz)---c(ugvj,ugv) .
i,..., iy-1 4

See Methods for a proof of Lemma 1.

We remark that thedmixture bound introduced in Ret® was based upon the majorization theory with the help of the
action of the symmetric group, and it was shown that the bawtplerforms previous results. However, the admixture boun
cannot be extended to the entropic uncertainty relatiorthénpresence of quantum memory for multiple measurements
directly. Here we first use a new method to generalize theteestiRef!® to allow for the quantum side information by
mixing properties of the conditional entropy and Holevoguality in Lemma 1. Moreover, by combining Lemma 1 with
properties of the entropy we are able to give an enhancethirafiion exclusion relation (see Theorem 2 for details).
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Figure 4. Com@rison of our bound with that of Zhang et al. Our bounid the bottom is tighter than the top curve of
Zhang's bound%;.

The following theorem is obtained by subtracting entropicertainty relation from the above result.

Theorem 2. For any bipartite statpap, letM,, (m=1,2,...,N) be N measurements on systeimandB the quantum memory
correlated t4, then

=

I(M,, : B) < log,d" + %w% +NH(B)— (N—1)H(A) :=ry, (11)
1

m

where w is defined in Eq. 10).

See Methods for a proof of Theorem 2.

Throughout this paper, we takéH (B) — (N — 1)H(A) instead of—(N — 1)H(A|B) as the variable that quantifies the
amount of entanglement between measured particle anduquanémory since&’H (B) — (N — 1)H(A) can outperform- (N —
1)H (A|B) numerically to some extent for entropic uncertainty relasi

Our new bound for multi-measurements offers an improverthemt the bound recently given in RE¥.. Let us recall the
information exclusion relation bout®ifor multi-measurements (state-independent):

N
S 1(My 1 B) < mm{%,%,%} (12)

m=1

with the boundﬁz, GZZ andﬁZZ are defined as follows:

7 =Nlogyd +NH(B)— (N—1)H(A)+ min {Iogmax{ Z max|_| u u j’ﬁ },
in n

(il...iN)EGN in.N_1 i1

U = (N —1)logyd + NH(B) — (N—1)H(A)+  min {Iomeaxrl u' ”*1}

(i1...iN)EGN l,,’ l"+l

%:Nlogszrg(ZH(B)—H(A))qLﬁ( g {m|n{logmaxc( Ui 5 ) Iogmak( fl)}}.
kel

Here the first two maxima are taken over all permutatiggs ... iy) : j — i;, and the third is over all possible subsgis=
{(k1,00), -, (k| Ly ) } such that(ky, Iy, . .. ki, |, [y ) IS @|I2|-permutation 1. N. For example(12), (23), ..., (N —1,N),

(N1) is a 2-permutation of 1.., N, while (12),(13),...,(N —1,N),(N,1) is an(N — 1)-permutation of 1... | N. Clearly,ﬁ%
is the average value of all potential two-measurement coatioins.
Using the permutation symmetry, we have the following Tlkeowhich improves the bour’ﬁg.

Theorem 3. Let psp be the bipartite density matrix with measuremeWs(m = 1,2,...,N) on the system with a quantum
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Figure 5. Comparison of our two bounds via combinatorial and majdigremethods: the top curve ig,; (combinatorial),
while the lower curve is, (majorization).

memoryB as in Theorem 2, then

N
N
> 1(Mu:B) <Nlogyd + = (2H(B) — H(A))
m=1
1
+ min  {logmax max [ c(uf ,uf™)} } = Topt (13)
| (klﬁkZaZkL)EIL {(kl’kz""’kL) i kz,-éul |_| kHl

where the minimum is over all-permutationsof L.. NforL=2,... N

In the above we have explained that the bo@’?@ds obtained by taking the minimum over all possible 2-pemtiahs of
1,2,...,N, naturally our new bouna,,; in Theorem 3 is sharper th@g as we have considered all possible multi-permutations
of1,2,...,.N

Now we ComparQZ with .. As an example in three-dimensional space, one choosesrtieasurements as folloWis

ui = (1,0,0),@: (0,1,0),u3 = (0,0,1);
2= (L (Lol
w3 = (Va, e"pm O) u3 = (vV1—a,—e%\/a,0),u3 = (0,0,1).

FIG 4 shows the comparison wherthanges ang = 11/2, where it is clear that, is better tharﬁz.

The relationship between,; andr, is sketched in FIG. 5. In this casgis better thar,,, for three measurements of
dimension three, therefore ndin,,;, .} = min{r, }. Rigorous proof that, is always better than,,, is nontrivial, since all the
possible combinations of measurements less Marust be considered.

On the other hand, we can give a bound better mA’Q/mRecaII that the concavity has been utilized in the formadjbﬂz//;
together with all possible combinations we will get follewilemma (in order to simplify the process, we first consicdees
of three measurements, then generalize it to multiple meagents).

Lemma 2. For any bipartite statp,p, let M1, M», M3 be three measurements on sysiein the presence of quantum memory
B, then

1

3 3
> I(My:B)< —2H(AIB)+ 5 log, Z(ZmaxC uj, (,Z,u?s)> , (14)

m=1 cyclic perm 3 [
where the sum is over the three cyclic permutations af3.

See Methods for a proof of Lemma 2.
Observe that the right hand side of Efj4( adds the sum of three terms

Zp,s log,| ZmaXC (1,2,3)] Zp,l log,| ZmaXC (2,3,1)] Zp,z log,| ZmaXC (3,1,2)].
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Naturally, we can also ad§2p, Iogz[i maXC(l 2,3)] and 3 ZPu'ng[X maXC(Z 3,1)]. By the same method, consider all

possible combination and denote the m|n|mair3§sS|m|Iar forN measurements set the minimal bound under the concavity
of logarithm function asy,, moreover let, = min{r,,,} (1< m < N), hencer, < U,, finally we get
m

Theorem 4. For any bipartite statpap, letM,, (mn=1,2,...,N) beN measurements on systetnandB the quantum memory
correlated to4, then

=z

[(My, : B) < min{ry,ry} (15)
1

m

with %w% the same in EQ.10). Since midry,r,} < min{%4, %>, %, } and all figures have shown our newly construct bound
min{ry, ry } is tighter. Noted that there is no clear relation betwgeandr,, while the bound,, cannot be obtained by simply
subtracting the bound of entropic uncertainty relationthmpresence of quantum memory. Moreover, ibutperformsr,
then we can utilize, to achieve new bound for entropic uncertainty relationsrejer than—%w%.

Conclusions

We have derived new bounds of the information exclusiortimidor multi-measurements in the presence of quantum nmgmo
The bounds are shown to be tighter than recently availahled®by detailed illustrations. Our bound is obtained blyzirig
the concavity of the entropy function. The procedure hasrtakto account of all possible permutations of the measentésn
thus offers a significant improvement than previous resutish had only considered part of 2-permutations or contimna.
Moreover, we have shown that majorization of the probabidistributions for multi-measurements offers better sinin
summary, we have formulated a systematic method of findglgtér bounds by combining the symmetry principle with
majorization theory, all of which have been made easiergrctintext of mutual information. We remark that the new baund
can be easily computed by numerical computation.

Methods

Proof of Theorem 1. Recall that the quantum relative entrapyp||o) = Tr(plog, p) — Tr(plog, o) satisfies thab(p||o) >
D(1p||to) > 0 under any quantum channel Denote bypsp — py,s the quantum chann@hyg — 3, [ul) (ul|pag|ul) (u?],
which is alsopu,s = ¥ |u}) (ui | @ Tra(pasluf) (uf]). Note that bottM’ = {|u’)} (i = 1,2) are measurements on systamwe
have that for a bipartite stafg

H(M1|B) — H(A|B) = H(pmyp) — H(PaB) = Tr(Pag 109, pap) — Tr(Pa 5109, Pary )
= D(pasl| z |, ) (i | @ Tra(Paglug, ) (u, ).
1

Note that TETra (pag|ut) (ul|) = pi, the probability distribution of the reduced staeunder the measuremeity, soog, =
Tra(pag|ul) (ut])/pt is a density matrix on the systen Then the last expression can be written as

1,1 1
D(pABHzpi1|ui1><ui1|®0-8il)
i
D(pusl| Y pi,Crialuy) (| @ 08, )
2B Z pll 11121%10p i Bil .
11,12

If systemB is a classical register, then we can obtain

H(M1)+H(M2 >H Zplzlogzpll 11? 12 (16)

by swapping the indices andi,, we get that

H(M2)+H(Ml >H Zptllogzplz 12’ (17)

Their combination implies that

H(My)+H (M) > H(A <Zp12|09217,1 i, +Zp11|09217,2 u, 111)>, (18)
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thus it follows from Re#” that

H(M|B)+H(M2|B) > H(A) — (ZPQlOgZpll i, +ZP11|092P12 uf, ,1>, (19)
hence
I(M1|B) +1(M2|B) = H(My) + H(M>) — (H(M1|B) + H(M>|B))
<H(My)+H (M) + %<zp,2|092p,1 U, +ZP,1|OQZP,2 uf,u )>+2H( )—H(A)
<) 4108+ 3 s 3 et g>c<u3,ua>)+m<3>—H<A>
<2+§w%+2H(B)—H(A), (20)

where the last inequality has usd#dM;) < log,d (i = 1,2) and the vecto® of lengthd?, whose entrie®;,;, = Iogz(w Aisiy)
are arranged in decreasing order with respegiitg,). Here the vecto®l is defined byl ;, = c(u},u,zz)c(u u; ) for each
(i1,i2) and also sorted in decreasing order. Note that the extra28itB) — H(A) is another quantity appearmg on the right-
hand side that describes the amount of entanglement betiveemeasured particle and quantum memory besid#§A|B).

We now derive thenformation exclusion relation for qubits in the form off (M1 : B) +1(My : B) < 2+ 3w® + 2H (B) —

H(A), and this completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 1. Suppose we are givevi measurement¥, ..., My with orthonormal base§|u{;>}. To simplify presen-
tation we denote that

1,..N
Ci v = C(“iaui)c(uivui) C(Mfyv ivuf\;)
Then we have that
al 1 1..N N
(L-MH(A)+ 5 H(My)>=Tr(plog 5 pje; 7, luy Zp log Y pherh (D)
m=1 ll Iz,...,lN 11 i2,...,iN,1

Then consider the action of the cyclic group @fpermutations on indices,2,--- |N, and taking the average gives the
following inequality:

H(M,) > —%w%—i—(N—l)H(A), (22)

where the notations are the same as appeared inlBg.Thus it follows from Ref’ that

N 1
> H(Mu|B) > — @B+ (N=1)H(A) - NH(B). (23)
m=1

The proof is finished.

Proof of Theorem 2. Similar to the proof of Theorem 1, due ioM,, : B) = H(M,,,) — H(M,,|B), thus we get

N N N
I(Mm:B): H(Mm)_ ZH(MmlB)
m=1 m=1 m=1
N

< S H(My)+ %w% +NH(B) — (N—1)H(A)

m=1

< logyd" + %w% +NH(B)— (N—1)H(A), (24)
with the product—}, wB the same in Eq.10).
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Proof of Lemma 2. First recall that f0|§ A Iogz[z maXC( u?)c(u? ,ud)] we have

11’ 12 27 13

1 2 2 3
H M3 +ZP13|092 ZmaXC ll? lz)c(u127u13)]

3

2 3
- Zpl3 IOgZp_3+Zpt3|092 ZmaXC i) zz)c(u127u13)]
3 3
w3
\IOQZZ ZmaXC i1’ 12 ( Uiy, 13)]

3 12

where we have used concavity of log. By the same method wegbien

3

z I(My, ' B) < % H(M,,)+3H(B)—2H(A) —|—%Zp?3 Iogz[z miaXC(1, 2,3)]
1

m=1 m=

+ % gp,zlog2 ZmaXC (3.1,2)]+3 Zp,llog2 ZmaXC (2,3,1)]

_miH(Mm) +3H(B) — 2H(A) + g Py, Iogz[g n}lec(l, 2,3))3

+ 3 Phloga[3 man(3.1 2)]5 + 3 7l loge[ 3 mac(2.3 1))3
i2
1
<3H(B) —2H(A) +log, maxc(1,2 3)]3 +log, maxc(3,1,2)]3 + log, maxc(2,3, 1)]
I3 oL oL
=3H(B) — 2H(A)
1 1 1

+log, Z( mii’;\XC(1,2,3)>3 Z( mi;';\m(&l,2)>3 Z( mi?XC(Z,?,,l))S , (25)

3 2 n

with ¢(1,2,3), ¢(2,3,1) andc(3,1,2) the same as in Eq14) and this completes the proof.
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