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Monogamy Relations for Multiqubit Systems
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Recently a new class of monogamy relations (actually, exponentially many) was provided by

Christopher Eltschka et al.

in terms of squared concurrence.

Their approach restricted to the

distribution of bipartite entanglement shared between different subsystems of a global state. We
have critically analyzed those monogamy relations in three as well as in four qubit pure states using
squared negativity. We have been able to prove that in case of pure three qubit states those relations
are always true in terms of squared negativity. However, if we consider the pure four qubit states,
the results are not always true. Rather, we find opposite behaviour in some particular classes of four
qubit pure states where some of the monogamy relations are violated. We have provided analytical

and numerical evidences in support of our claim.

PACS numbers: 03.67.Mn, 03.65.Ud.;

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement is one of the most important ideas in
quantum information theory and it is in fact the main
form of quantum correlation which shows clear advan-
tages over several aspects of classical theory. Classifica-
tion and characterization of entanglement have always
been a challenging field of research. One important fea-
ture of entanglement is that it could be used as a resource
that allows one to perform certain quantum information
tasks, e.g., dense coding [!], teleportation [2], quantum
computation [3, 4], etc. Now, as far as the number of
parties is concerned, bipartite entanglement is well un-
derstood at least for two qubit system, whereas for mul-
tipartite systems only few ideas are available.

Monogamy is one of the most important property of
entanglement that provide us the information about the
distribution of entanglement in a multipartite system
[5]. Monogamy was possibly first studied by Coffman
et al. [6] in terms of squared concurrence. Concur-
rence is defined as a bipartite measure of entanglement.
For a two qubit state pap, concurrence is defined by,
C(PAB) = maa:{(), Al - )\2 - )\3 - )\4} where )\1, )\2, )\3, )\4
are the square root of the eigen values of the matrix
pag((oy®0y)php(oy,®0y,)) in decreasing order, oy, is the
Pauli spin matrix and p% g is conjugate of p4p. For pure
bipartite states, concurrence can be computed through
C(pap) = 2+/detpy where py is obtained from pap by
taking partial trace over the subsystem B. We will use
the notation C4p instead of C(pap) for any state pap.
The CKW (Coffman, Kundu, Wootters) inequality [0] is
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given by,
CEHBC > Cip + Cac (1)

where C' denotes the measure of concurrence for a bi-
partite state. The meaning of the above CKW inequal-
ity could be stated as: sum of the amount of entangle-
ment (measured in terms of square of the concurrence)
shared between parties A, B and the amount of entan-
glement shared between the parties A, C can not exceed
the amount of entanglement between the parties A and
BC. They had also conjectured that the extension of their
monogamy relation for n qubit states would be as follows:

Chllasasn, = Chn, +Chya, + o +Chia, (2)
This conjecture later proved by Osborne et al. [7]. Since
the introduction of CKW inequality, several works had
been done on monogamy where CKW inequality is mod-
ified, generalized and also replaced by other entangle-
ment measures [8—12]. All such investigations enables us
to understand the entanglement behaviour of composite
quantum systems more profoundly. In [13, 14], the au-
thors tried to describe monogamy property without using
CKW type inequality [6]. Recently, C. Eltschka et. al.
[15], provided a new kind of monogamy relation for mul-
tipartite (say, N number of parties) d dimensional pure
states. They adopt the methodology that any functional
relation between measures of entanglement in different
subsets of parties could be considered as a monogamy re-
lation because the free distribution of entanglement be-
tween different parties has been constrained by it. The
monogamy relations in the compact form is [15] given by,

Sy 0 @)
P#£Sc{1,2,...,N}

where ® # T C {1,2,..., N}. There are actually 2V — 1
number of monogamy relations where we find one in-
equality for each T' and when |T| (the cardinality of T')
is odd we shall get only the trivial inequality 0 > 0. In-
spired by their results we have studied in this paper three
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qubit and four qubit systems through another quantity,
the squared negativity.

Negativity is an important measure of entanglement
[16]. It is an entanglement monotone and invariant un-
der local unitary operations. The negativity is a rare bi-
partite entanglement measure which is easy to compute
for pure as well for mixed bipartite states. From Peres
criterion [17], it is known that for a separable state par-
tial transpose of its density matrix will also be a density
matrix. Partial transpose in general preserve hermiticity
but not positivity. Thus after taking partial transpose
on a density matrix representing a bipartite state, if we
obtain at least one negative eigen value, then we could
certainly say that the state is an entangled state. The
definition of negativity for a bipartite state pap (pure or
mixed) is given by,

Pl — 1

N(pap) = 1PABL= 1 (1)
where || X||; = trvVXX'! and partial transposition is
taken with respect to subsystem A. In other words, the
negativity is the absolute sum of negative eigenvalues
of pi{‘B and it measures how much pffB fails to be a
positive definite matrix. We will use the notation Ngp
instead of N(pag).

We have organized our paper as follows: In section
II, we will discuss motivation of our work. In section
IIT and IV we will discuss monogamy relations for three
qubit and four qubit pure states respectively. Section V
ended with conclusion.

II. GENERAL MOTIVITION

The generalized T inversion map [15] is,

Ir(p) = Z

SC{1,2,...N}

()T Trgep) @ Ise  (5)

where T is any subset of {1,2,..., N}. Using positivity
property of Zp(.), for two semi definite positive operator
M, and M5 one has

Trs[MZp(Msz)] >0 (6)

AS Trs[(Ml)TTSc (MQ)] = T’I“S [T’I“Sc (Ml)TTSc (MQ)}
putting equation (5) in (6) one will get

S () Trg[Trge (M) Trse (M) >0 (7)
SC{1,2,...,N}

where T is any subset of {1,2, ...,
called shadow inequality [18, 19].

Now, if one consider My = My = |y, p) an N partite
D dimensional pure state then one can directly get the
monogamy inequalities,

S e

P#£SC{1,2,...,N}

N}. This inequality is

)\SﬁT\+lcg|SC > 0 (8)

where ® # T C {1,2,..., N} and here Cg|g- is concur-
rence of the pure state along the bipartition. So, the re-
lations (8) are direct consequences of shadow inequality
or rather the algebraic property of generalized T inverter.

Again, the shadow enumerator polynomial [18] is,
N . .
Sarony (w,y) = Y S;(MiMz)eV Tyl (9)
§=0

where the coefficient is defined as follows

> >

|T|=j SC{1,....N}

S; (M M) = D)ISOT AL (M, M)
(10)

(the first sum is over all subset of size j) and
AL(My, M) = Trg[Trse(My)Trse(My)]. If in partic-
ular My = My = |¢)n.p) then the inequalities (8) will
imply that S;(|¢Yn,p)) > 0.

Further, S;(M;Ms) can be written in terms of coeffi-
cient of Shor-Laflamme enumerator [20] which is

S, (M My) )A! (M, M,) (11)

ZKNJIN

where Ky _;(l; N) is the Krawtchouk polynomial

Kn(l:N) = (=1)° (mn _ ;) (clv)

e

NOW, when M1 = M2 = |wN,D>7 then Al/(Ml,MQ) =
N —min(l,N—I1
() DA,

Therefore,

i(I¢n.0)) ZKN J(;N) ( )Dmin(lvN” (12)

If for a pure state |¢¥n.p), S;(|¥n,p)) becomes negative
then an Absolute Maximally Entangled (AME) [20] state
on N parties having D dimension can not exist as it will
contradict S;(|¢n,p)) > 0.

A vparticular example is |1)42), where So(|ths2)) =
S o(=1)F(})27min@A-D = 1 < 0. Therefore, there
does not exist a 4 partite 2 local dimensional AME state
[20].

The inequalities (8) are very important class of
monogamy inequalities, as because in one hand, it is de-
rived from an algebraic property of generalized T inverter
and on the other hand, it helps one in excluding the ex-
istence of AME states in N partite D local dimensions.
A simple question that arises from their work is whether
this type of monogamy holds for other entanglement mea-
sures or not. In our work, we have examined the above
set of monogamy relations using negativity as an entan-
glement measure for three and four qubit pure states.



III. MONOGAMY RELATIONS FOR THREE QUBIT
PURE STATES

We start this section with a relation between negativity
and concurrence.

Theorem 1. [10] For an N partite pure state
[VA Ay Ay) ID @ 2R 2® ...Q 2(N times) system the
negativity of bipartition A;|As...Ay is half of its concur-
rence, i.e., Na ja, Ay = 5Ca, 4. Ay -

Proof is given in appendix 3.

We will use the above theorem to form monogamy re-
lations for three and four qubit systems from relations
(3) with respect to squared negativity. For a three qubit
pure state, from monogamy relations (3), we have,

> ()T >0 (13)
¢#SC{1,2,3}

where we will get one inequality for each ® # T C
{1,2,3}, i.e., total 23 —1 = 7 monogamy relations. When
|T| is odd we shall obtain trivial inequality 0 > 0. Ex-
panding (13) for T'= {1,2}, T ={1,3}, T ={2,3} we
get, respectively

Clia3 + C313 = iy (14)
C12|23 + C§|12 > 022\13 (15)
C22|13 + C§|12 > 012\23 (16)

Now, using theorem 1 for 2®2®2 dimensional pure states,
we have, C;jj; = 2 x N;j;;, and thus from (14),(15),(16)
we can write,

N12|23 + N22\13 > N32|12 (17)
N12|23 + N§\12 > N22|13 (18)
N22|13 + N??uz > N12|23 (19)

The above three monogamy inequalities can also be writ-
ten compactly as

S (CUETHEINEL >0 (20)
$#£SC{1,2,3}

where one inequality is associated for each ® # T C
{1,2,3}, i.e., total (23 —2) = 6 inequalities. When |T|
is odd we shall get only the trivial inequality 0 > 0 [15].
Thus, theorem 1 completely determines the monogamy
relations in terms of squared negativity from the relation
(13). Next, we will consider pure four qubit states and
observe whether it is similar to that of three qubit case
or not.

IV. MONOGAMY RELATIONS FOR FOUR QUBIT
PURE STATES

For a four qubit pure state relations (3) looks like

S ST 20 (2
$#5C{1,2,3,4}

where one inequality is associated for each ® # T C
{1,2,3,4}, i.e., total 2 —1 = 15 monogamy relations, out
of which eight are trivial inequalities 0 > 0 when |T| is
an odd number. The inequalities (21) are given in details
in appendix 1. We now state another relation between
concurrence and negativity in the following theorem.

Theorem 2. For an N partite pure state |4, 4, Ax)
inad ®dy ® ... ®d, dimensional system where each
di >2Vi=1,2,...,n, Noj|As...Ax > %CA1|A2...AN .
Proof is given in appendix 3.

As stated in theorem 2 the replacement of concurrence
by negativity in the relations (21) is not always possible
like in the three qubit case, since in some expressions, the
focus party is of dimension 4, hence theorem 1 will not
be applicable to such cases.

We now denote §;, Vi = 1,2, ..., 15 as follows,

Si= > (-)PTHINE (22)
¢#5C{1,2,3,4}

where we obtain, for each ® # T C {1,2,3,4}, total
24 — 1 = 15 expression. When |T| is odd we shall get
zero in the right hand side of (22). We take the non zero
expressions as 01,02,...07 and dg = dg = ... = §15 = 0.
Expansion of expressions (22) are given in appendix 1.

Whenever §; > 0, Vi = 1,2, ..., 7 we have the relations
(30)-(36), given in appendix 1, are true. As there exists
infinitely many SLOCC inequivalent classes for four qubit
pure states, we will consider the four qubit generic class
[21] and other important four qubit classes to check the
sign of 0;’s Vi =1,2,..., 7.

A. MONOGAMY RELATIONS IN SOME PARTICULAR
CLASSES OF FOUR QUBIT PURE STATES

Generic Class: The generic class of pure states is
dense under SLOCC in four qubit state space. It even
contains uncountable SLOCC inequivalent subclasses
[22]. We denote this class by A and is defined as

A ={auy +bus + cuz +duy | a,be,deC

and |af® +[b]* + |c* + |d* = 1}
where uy = [®T)[®T), ug = |O7)|P7), ug = [TT)|TT),
ug = [U)|07), [0%) = BT and ut) = U0

V2
We now consider two special subclasses of generic class

[22] of four qubit pure states

B ={au; +aus +cus+cuy | a,ceC
and 2(|a|2 + \c|2) =1}
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FIG. 2: a vs 7 for state in B

and
D ={auy +bus +cuzg +dus | a,b,c,deR
and |a|* 4 |b]? + |c|* + |d|* = 1}
For states in subclass B we have Njjp34 = Nojy34 =

N3ji2a = Najioz = 5, Nigsa = Niajoz = lal*> + |c]> +
4lac| and Nigjo4 = la? — c2|.

SO, (51 :52:55:66: |a2—c2|220,

03 = 0a = la|* + [c[* + 16]ac|[lal* + |c?] + 2[18|ac|* +
Re(a?c¢*?)] >0, as Re(a®c*?) < |a?c*?| = |a2c?).

Due to the difficulties in finding the sign of §7, numerical
simulation (FIG. 1) have been performed with 10° ran-
dom pure states from class B, which clearly shows that
07 < 0 for most of the cases.

In particular, if we take a and ¢ as real numbers then
we have obtained the graph of é7 vs a (FIG. 2).

For the states in subclass D (see details in appendix
2) due to the difficulty in computation of sign of d;,
Vi =1,2,...,7, we present numerical evidences using 10°
random pure states from class D which shows 61 = 63 > 0
(FIG 3), AlSO, 53 = 54 > 0& (55 = 66 > 0 (FIG 8 & FIG.
9 in appendix 2) in all cases. But, numerical evidences
for 67 (FIG. 4) shows that it is negative for most of the
cases except for a small number.

Cluster States: Cluster states are used in quantum
nonlocality test [23], quantum error correction code [24],

20000 40 00D 60000 £0000 100000

FIG. 3: 61 for states in D

FIG. 4: 67 for states in D

etc. Four qubit cluster states [25] can be written as

) = @[0000) + b|0011) + ¢[1100) — d [1111)

where a,b,c,d € C and |a|*> + |b]? + |¢|*> + |d|* = 1.
Calculating negativity for this state we observe that
0; >0Vi=1,2,...,6 (see appendix 2). For 67 numerical
simulation with 10° random states from this class have
been performed [FIG. 5], which shows that for most of
the cases d7 < 0.

FIG. 5: é7 for cluster states



Dicke States: A four qubit Dicke state [26] is given by,

S,k =

permutation

0y 1) #*

where the summation is over all possible permutations
of the product state having k(< 4) qubit in excited state
|1) and remaining (4 — k) qubits are in ground state.
|S(4,0)) = |0000) and |S(4,4)) = |1111), are separable

states. [S(4,1)) = [W) and |S(4,3)) = ‘W> For [W)

and )V~V> we get, §; = }L Vi = 1,2,...,6 and 67 = 0
(See Appendix 2). When k = 2, we get |S(4,2)) =
(]0011) 4 [1100) +[0110) 4 [1001) + [1010) 4 [0101))/+/6.
For this state, we have §; = % >0,Vi=1,2,..,6 and
this time, 67 = —12 < 0 (See Appendix 2).

Generalized GHZ State: Four qubit generalized GHZ
state is |GGHZ) = a]0000) 4+ b|1111) where, a,b € C
and |a|? 4 |b|? = 1. Simple calculations have yielded that
Nij234 = Noj1za = N3j124 = Naj123 = Nigjza = Nigjoa =
Ni4j23 = |ab|. Hence §; = lab]?> >0, Vi=1,2,...,7.

Generalized W State: Four qubit generalized W state
is given by, |GW) = a]0001)+b]0010)+¢|0100)+d |1000)
where a,b, ¢, d € C and |a|?+|b|? +|c[* +|d|? = 1. Simple
calculations (see appendix 2) have revealed that §; > 0
Vi = 1,2,...,6 and §; = 0. Obviously the results for
W state can be derived directly from the generalized W
state.

B. Monogamy Relations In Superposition Of Some Pure
States

Superposition of |W) and ‘W> states: Consider the
superposition of |W) & )VT/> as [Y) = a ’W> + be'? |W)
where a,b € (0,1), a® + b? = 1& 6 € [0,27]. Here,
Nij2za = Nojiza = N3ji2a = Nyjizz = 3v/3 + 4a2b? and
N12‘34 = N13|24 = N14|23 = % Therefore, we have,
6i=1%>0Vi=1,2,..,6and 67 = a®b* > 0.

Superposition of |GW) and |0000):  Suppose,
[v) = p|GW) + /1T —p|0000) where 0 < p < 1,
IGW) = a|0001) + b[0010) + ¢]0100) + d|1000),
a,b,c,d € C such that |a]? + |b]*> + |c[? + |d|?> = 1. For
this case we have, §; >0, Vi =1,2,...,6 and §7 = 0 (see
appendix 2).

Superposition of |GGHZ) and |W): Consider,
) = e1(ap |0000) + by |[1111)) + ¢(]0001) + [0010) +
|0100> + |1000>)/2, ai,by,c1,c0 € € such that
la1]? + 1> = 1 and |e1f*> + |e2|> = 1.  Con-
sidering cjay,ciby,ca as a,b,c respectively |¢) =
@ [0000) + b|1111) + £(]0001) + [0010) + [0100) + [1000))
where a,b,c € C such that |a]? + |b]? + |c[> = 1. For

FIG. 6: 07 for superposition states of |GGHZ) and |W)
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FIG. 7: p vs é7 for superposition of |GHZ) and |W)

this case we have, §; > 0, Vi = 1,2,...,6 (see appendix
2). Due to the difficulty in computation of sign of
87, numerical evidence [FIG. 6] is presented using 10°
random pure states from this class. The figure 6 clearly
explains that d7 can be positive, negative or even zero
for states in this superposed class [FIG. 6].

Particularly assuming, a = b = /p/2 and ¢ = /T —p
where p € (0,1) and we have obtained p vs §; graph
[FIG. 7].

For the four qubit case, we consider different physically
important pure states and some subclasses of generic
class. It is observed that the relations (30)-(35) are well
satisfied for all the mentioned classes and states in this
paper, but peculiar behaviour of the relation (36) have
been noticed here. We have proved that the relation (36)
holds for generalized GHZ state, generalized W state, su-
perposition of |WW) and ‘W> state, superposition of gen-
eralized W and ground state |0000), whereas violation
is observed in subclasses B, D of four qubit pure generic
class, Dicke |S(4,2)) and by Cluster state. The most
counter-intuitive result has been noticed through the su-
perposition of W state and generalized GHZ state where
we see (36) has been violated as well as satisfied for large
number of random states. Another important observa-
tion of our work enlighten the fact that superposition of
states also plays a crucial role on status of (36), contrary



to (30)-(35). 67 = 0 for |W) and ‘W> but for their su-
perposition d7 > 0. Similar, peculiar behaviour of (36)
has been observed for superposition of |GGH Z) and |W),
where d7 changes sign near p = 0.55 (approx) [FIG. 7],
i.e., in this case, (36) violated and satisfied depending on
the value of p.

V. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have analyzed a new set of monogamy
relations in terms of squared negativity for three qubit
and four qubit pure states. With the help of theorem 1
we have proved three monogamy relations (17)-(19) ana-
lytically and compactly. We can write them as

> (—)ETHING e >0
¢p#SC{1,2,3}

where we will get one inequality for each ® # T C
{1,2,3}. In four qubit case for squared negativity, we
see that the six relations (30)-(35) plus eight trivial in-
equalities (0 > 0), i.e., total fourteen monogamy relations
of type

Z (_1)|SOT‘+1N§ISC 2 O
¢#SC{1,2,3,4}

where we will get one inequality for each ® # T C
{1,2,3,4} are always true in all the considered cases of

this paper. We have observed that for three qubit case
when T' = {1, 2,3}, we get a trivial inequality 0 > 0 and
in four qubit case when T' = {1, 2, 3,4}, the correspond-
ing inequities (36) show different behaviour for different
classes. That is why we have excluded the case when T'
is the set of all parties. We conjecture that for N qubit
pure states the monogamy relations are

Z (_1)|SQT‘+1N§‘SC 2 0
¢p£SC{1,2,...N}

where we will get one inequality for each ® # T C
{1,2,..., N}, ie., total (2¥ — 2) inequalities and when
|T| is odd we will get the trivial inequality 0 > 0. We
hope our result will provide further insight on entangle-
ment distribution of multipartite systems and could be
applied on possible areas of quantum key distributions
and quantum cryptography.
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Appendix 1

01 = 12|234 + N22|134 + N123|24 + N124|23 - N??\124 - NZ|123 - N122\34 for T'={1,2}
02 = N32|124 + NZ|123 + N123|24 + N124|23 - N12\234 - N22|134 - N122\34 for T'={3,4}
03 = N12|234 + N§|124 + N122|34 + N124|23 - Nfuzg - N22|134 - N123\24 for T'={1,3}
04 = NZ|123 + N2*2|134 + N122|34 + N124|23 - N12\234 - N32|124 - N123\24 for T'={2,4}
05 = N12|234 + sz|123 + N122|34 + N123|24 - N22\134 - N3?|124 - N124\23 for T'={1,4}
06 = 22|134 + N§|124 + N122|34 + N123|24 - N12\234 - NZ|123 - 124\23 for T'={2,3}
o7 = N12|234 + N22|134 + N§|124 + Nf\123 - N122|34 - N123\24 - N124\23 for T'={1,2,3,4}

0g =09 = ... =015 = 0 when |T| is odd number.

N12|234 + N22\134 + N123|24 + N124\23 > N32|124 + NZ|123 + N122\34
N§|124 + Nf\123 + N123|24 + N124\23 > N12|234 + Né2|134 + N122\34
N12|234 + N§\124 + N122|34 + N124\23 > NZ|123 + Né2|134 + N123\24
Nf|123 + N22\134 + N122|34 + N124\23 > N12|234 + N32|124 + N123\24
N12|234 + Nfuzg + N122|34 + N123\24 > N22|134 + N§|124 + N124\23
N22|134 + N§\124 + N122|34 + N123\24 > N12|234 + NZ|123 + N124\23
N12|234 + N22\134 + N§\124 + NZ|123 > N122|34 + N123\24 + N124\23

Appendix 2

The subclass of four qubit pure generic state D is
D ={au; + bus + cug+duy | a,b,c,deR
and |a|? + |b]? + |¢|? + |d|? = 1}

for T =1{1,2} (30)
for T ={3,4} (31)
for T =1{1,3} (32)
for T ={2,4} (33)
for T ={1,4} (34)
for T ={2,3} (35)
for T ={1,2,3,4} (36)

(

For the states in subclass D we have,

Nij234 = Naj13a = N3j124 = Nayj123 = % )

Nigjos = {l(a + 1) = (¢ + d)*| + |(a = b)* = (¢ — d)?| +
[(a+¢)? = (b+d)? +|(a—c)+ (b—d)? + |(a+d)? -
(b+c)?[+]@a—d)?—(b—c)}/4,
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FIG. 8: 3 for state in subclass D
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FIG. 9: 65 for state in subclass D

Nugjoz = {|(a +0)* = (¢ = d)?| + [(a = b)* = (c + d)*| +
(a+c)? = (b—d)?| +|(a—c) + (b+d)*| + |(a + d)* —
(b—c)?[+](a—d)? = (b+c)*}/4,

Nigjza = |ab| + |ac| + |ad| + [bc| + [bd] + |cd] .

0y =0y = N123|24 + N124\23 - N122|34 )

03 = 04 = N122|34 + N124\23 - N123|24 )
05 = 06 = N122|34 + N123\24 - N124|23 )
o7 =1-— N122|34 - N123\24 - N124|23 :

The numerical simulations using 10° pure random states
form class D shows that d3 = §4 > 0 (FIG. 8) and
d5 = 0 > 0 (FIG. 9).

Four qubit cluster state is [|¢) = a|0000) +
b|0011) + ¢|1100) — d|1111) where a,b,c,d € C
and |a|? + [b> + |c|? + |d|* = 1. Negativities of cluster
state are Nygj34 = |bc + ad| ,

Nizjaa = Nigjez = |ab| + |ac| + [ad| + |be| + [bd| + |cd] ,
Nijasa = Nojiza = /(lal? + [b2)([c]? + [d]?) ,

Nsj124 = Nujizs = /(Ja? + [¢[2)([b]2 + |d]?) .

b3 =04 = N122|34 + N124\23 - N123|24 = |bc + ad|2 >0,

05 = 06 = N122|34 + N123\23 - N124|24 = |bc+ad|* >0,

51 = 4(lac]® + |bd)?) + (Jbc]? + |ad|?) + 2(|bcad] —
Re(bca*d*)) +2L >0,

So = 4(lab]® + |ed|?) + (Jbc]? + |ad|?) + 2(|bcad| —

Re(bea*d*)) +2L > 0 [ |bellad| > Re(bea*d*)] ,
where L is sum of product of {|ab|, |ac|, |ad|, |bc|, |bd|, |cd|}
taken two at a time except the product |bc||ad|.

The |W) and ‘W> states are
|W) = 5(|0001) + |0010) + |0100) + |1000))
W) = 1(11110) + [1101) + |1011) + 0111))

Negativities of |WW) and W states are Nij234 = Nojigs =

_ _ V3 _ _ _
N3|124 = N4|123 =1 and N12\34 = N13\24 = N14\23 =3

Hence, §; = 411 > 0Vi =1,2,..,6, but 7 = 0. The
negativities of |S(4,2)) among different bipartition
are Nijpzs = Nojiza = Nijiza = Ny = 3 and

Thus, §; = 22 > 0,

N[

"

N12|34 = N13|24 = N14|23 = %-
Vi=1,2,..,6 and 6; = — 33 < 0.

Generalized W state is
|GW) = a|0001) + b]0010) + ¢|0100) 4+ d]1000) where
a,b,c,d € C and |a|? + |b]? + |¢|® + |d|? = 1.

The negativities are Nyja34 = |d[y/]a|? + [b]> + |c|? ,
Najiza = [e|y/|a? + 0] +[d]*
N3ji2a = [b\/lal? + [d[* + [c? ,
Nyj123 = lal\/[0]% + [e[* +[d|* ,

Nigjza = /(la? + o) ([c]? + [d]?) ,

Nigjza = v/ (Ja]? + [c[2) ([0 + [d]?) ,

Nigjoz = /(|02 + [e[)(la]? + [d]?) .

81 = 4[c?|d|?, 62 = 4|a|2[b[2, 85 = 4[b|?|d|2, 64 = 4]a|?|c]2,
55 = 4|a|2|d|2,56 = 4|b|2|c|2 and 57 = 0. So (51 > 0
Vi=1,2,...,6.

Superposition of |GW) and ]0000) is |¢) =
JPIGW) + yT=p[0000) where 0 < p < 1JGW) =
]0001) + 5]0010) + ¢|0100) + d[1000), a,b,c,d € C
s.t. Ja|®> + [b]? + |c|? + |d|?* = 1. The Negativities are,

Nijaza = pld|y/lal? + [b]2 + [c|?
N2|134 = ple|/lal? + [b|* + |d|?
Naji2a = plbly/lal? +[d]? + [c|?
Naji2z = plal\/[b]? + [c|? + |d|? ,

Nigjzs = py/(Ja]? + [b2) (> + [d]?) ,

Nizjas = py/([a? + [c]?) (0] + [d]?) ,

Niajas = py/ (D12 + [e?) (|al? + [d]?) .

&1 = 4p?[cl|d)?, b = 4p®|al’|b]?, d3 = 4p*[b[*|d?,
o1 = 4p®lal®|c]?, 05 = 4p®|al?|d|*, 6 = 4p*[bl*|c|*. So
5 >0Vi=12 .6

Superposition of |GGHZ) and |W) state is

[4) = a]0000) + b[1111) + £(]0001) + [0010) + [0100) +
|1000)) where a,b,c € C s.t. |a|? + [b]* + || =1

- Nijpzs = Nojiga = /16]al2[b[? + 12[b]?c[2 + 3[c[*/4 =
N3ji24 = Naji2s

Nizjas = L4\ /20al2[bf2 + 21b2[cf? — 2/ TaPTo[(lal? + 21c%)
12/34 2

= Ni3j24 = Nigj23 -
Since Nijg34 = Naj134 = N3j124 = Nyj123 and Nigjzg =



N13‘24 = N14|23 we have, 67, = N. > 0Vi= 1,27 ,6

2
12|34

Appendix 3

Theorem 1. For an N partite pure state )4, 4,.. Ay)

ina2®2® .. 2(N times) system the negativity of
bipartition Aj|As...An is half of its concurrence, i.e.,
Nayjas.. Ay = 5Ca, 14, a5 [10].
Proof. For simplicity we write, A; = A and
Ay As... Ay = B. By Schmidt decomposition, any bipar-
tite state can be written as {1/1A‘B> => Vi |¢f4>® |¢j§>
where A; are Schmidt coefficients and {|¢})}, {|¢%)}
are orthogonal basis for the subsystems A and B.

Now, pas = 5 /3 [64) (0| © |65) (]
— Pl = Tiy VAN |04 ) (64| @ |0is) ()]

So, we have

Nyp = ledbli-t
= IS, VA |6 ) (1] @ o) (o)
= ij Ail; ;4/><¢?3‘®|¢33> <¢f¢; 1_1}

1) (0] @ Ty v |6l (4] 1 - 1)
=HIZeZlh -1} [Z2=X0 V% |¢h) (sh]]
= LIZI5 -1} [l A® Bl = |]|B]]

= WA +vR)? - 1)

=1ix2vAh (X hi=1]
= ><2\/m

1
=35CasB
Hence, NA1|A24..AN =

— |

|

%CAI |As... AN (proved).

Theorem 2. For an N partite pure state |4, 4,.. Ax)

inad ®ds ® ... ®d, dimensional system where d; > 2
Vi=1,2,...m, Najjay. Ay = 3Ca, A5 Ay -
Proof. For simplicity we write A7 = A &
A2®A3®®AN = B. Suppose, d S min{dl, d2.d3...dn},
then by Schmidt decomposition for any bipartite state,
we write, |U 4 5) = Z?Zl Vi |9) @ |¢%) where A; are
Schmidt coefficients and {|¢% )}, {|¢%)} are orthogonal
basis for the subsystems A and B respectively. By the
similar calculations from theorem 1 we can say that

NABf2{||Z||1*1}f2{[ZL VAP =1}

=15, A
>1x2x( m> ><2\/Hz71
= NABZ*><2 A1Ag...
= NAB Z % X 2 d@t(pA)
= Nap > 5Cas
d i i
where Z = Y70 Vi |ok) (95|, 1A @ Bl = [IA]lIB]
and ZZ 1Ah=1

Hence, Na, |4, Ay = 5Ca,(4,..45 (proved).
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