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We find that the m-separability and k-partite entanglement of a multipartite quantum system is correlated

with quantum coherence of the same with respect to complete orthonormal bases, distinguishable under local

operations and classical communication in certain partitions. In particular, we show that the geometric measure

of m-inseparable entanglement of a multipartite quantum state is equal to the square of minimum fidelity-based

quantum coherence of the state with respect to complete orthonormal bases, that are locally distinguishable in a

partition into m-parties.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement [1–3] and quantum coherence [4–7] play
central roles in quantum information protocols and have be-
come the backbone in the development of quantum resource
theories in the last few decades. Entanglement acts as a key
resource in several quantum communication protocols includ-
ing quantum dense coding [8, 9], quantum teleportation [10–
12], entanglement-based quantum cryptography [13–16], etc.
Coherence of a quantum state, which, like entanglement, is
also an outcome of the superposition principle of quantum
mechanics, allows one to understand phenomena like interfer-
ence patterns in interferometers, and plays an important role
in e.g. the study of lasers [17], quantum-enhanced metrol-
ogy [18–20], quantum algorithms [21–25], quantum state dis-
crimination [26, 27], quantum thermodynamics [28–31], and
possibly in biology [32]. However, the two quintessential
quantum resources, quantum entanglement and quantum co-
herence, although interconnected in many ways, also possess
significant differences. In particular, entanglement is a basis-
independent quantity, whereas quantum coherence is naturally
dependent on the choice of basis. Studies on the inter-relations
between the two resources include Refs. [33–48].

The characterisation and detection of multipartite quantum
entanglement is an interesting and useful area of research
in quantum information [1–3, 49–54]. Multipartite quantum
states can be categorised into different groups on the basis
of their separability and entanglement properties. The fully
separable and genuine multipartite entangled states [50, 51]
are two important groups. The genuine n-partite entangle-
ment of an n-partite quantum state can be identified by vari-
ous approaches [50, 51, 55–58], like spin-squeezing inequali-
ties [59], Bell-type inequalities [60], state extensions [61–63],
covariance matrices [64], etc. For multipartite quantum sys-
tems, there exist some states which are neither fully separable,
nor genuinely entangled. These states can be categorised as
“m-separable” ones, on the basis of their separability proper-
ties, and as k-partite entangled ones, on the basis of the maxi-
mum number of entangled parties present in at least one clus-
ter of the separable partitions. For research on m-separability
and k-partite entanglement, see e.g. [51–54, 65–75].

A complete orthonormal basis of (pure) quantum states
of a system of two or more subsystems, distinguishable un-
der local quantum operations and classical communication

(LOCC) [76–79], is called a locally distinguishable basis. Lo-
cal distinguishability of orthogonal states of multiparty sys-
tems is rather unconnected to the entanglement of the con-
stituent systems [80–82]. However, in [47] (see also [42]), it
was found that entanglement can be qualitatively as well as
quantitatively defined via quantum coherence with respect to
all locally distinguishable complete orthonormal bases. The
results in [47] were mostly for bipartite systems. Entangle-
ment however can and has been generalised to the multipartite
domain. Multiparty entangled states present far more chal-
lenges in attempts to characterise them, while being of much
more potential utility than the bipartite variety.

In this paper, we find a relation betweenm-separability of a
multipartite quantum system with its quantum coherence with
respect to complete orthonormal bases, locally distinguish-
able in certain partitions. We also show that a similar relation
holds for k-partite entanglement and quantum coherence with
respect to the same for a multipartite quantum system. We
subsequently quantify the connection between m-separability
with quantum coherence by showing that for a pure multi-
party quantum state, the square of the minimum of fidelity-
based quantum coherence [83, 84] with respect to the optimal
complete orthonormal basis, locally distinguishable in parti-
tions into m parties, turns out to be equal with the geometric
measure of entanglement [54, 85–87], which is a measure of
m-inseparability of a multipartite entangled state. We extend
this quantification for multipartite mixed states also.

The rest of the paper is presented as follows. In Sec. II,
we provide the basic ideas of m-separable states and k-partite
entangled states, and the measures of quantum entanglement
and quantum coherence, considered for obtaining the results
of our paper. Section III contains the theorems and the cor-
responding proofs, which connect the quantum entanglement
and quantum coherence of a multipartite quantum system. A
summary is given in Sec. IV.

II. UNDERLYING TOOLS

For a multipartite quantum system, the definition of entan-
gled quantum state is layered. If an n-partite pure quantum
state (n > 2) is separable in all its partitions, the state is
called an n-separable or a fully separable state. On the other
hand, if the state is entangled in at least one bipartite splitting,
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then it is an entangled one. These “entangled” states can
however be categorised into different classes in various ways.
The definitions of m-separability and k-partite entanglement
of an n-partite quantum state, and a brief discussion of the
basic concepts of the two, are briefly presented now.

m-separability: An n-partite pure quantum state is called m-
separable, if it can be written as a product of pure states of a
maximum of m sub-systems, viz.

|ψm-sep〉 = |ψ1〉 ⊗ |ψ2〉 ⊗ . . .⊗ |ψm〉 , (1)

where m can be any integer ≤ n.

We will refer to the state in any of the sub-systems as a
“sub-state”. An n-partite pure quantum state is called fully
separable, if and only if m = n, and it is genuinely multi-
partite entangled if and only if the state is not bi-separable,
i.e., m = 1. A quantum state, ρm-sep, possibly mixed, is m-
separable, if (i) it has at least one pure state decomposition,
in which there is at least one m-separable pure state and no
other state with separability lower thanm exist in that decom-
position, and (ii) there is no other pure state decomposition
with all pure states that are m̃-separable with m̃ ≥ m + 1.
Therefore, there exists a probabilistic decomposition,

ρm-sep =
∑

i

pi |ψi〉 〈ψi| , (2)

where for at least one i, |ψi〉 will be |ψm-sep〉, and for the
other i’s, |ψi〉 will be |ψm′-sep〉, where m′ ≥ m. Furthermore,
there does not exist a decomposition for which every element
is m̃-separable with m̃ ≥ m + 1. If there exist m′’s which
are equal to m, then the individual m-separable pure states
composing the n-partite and m-separable mixed state, can
be m-separable in different partitions. Hence, in general, m-
separable mixed states are not separable with respect to any
specific partition, which makes m-separability rather difficult
to detect. An n-partite pure quantum state is m-separable,
implies that the state will exhibit some entanglement between
some parts of the system, provided n > m. The degree of
entanglement of an n-partite entangled state can be described
by k-partite entanglement, which is defined below.

k-partite entanglement: Any n-partite pure quantum state
is called k-partite entangled, if there exists at least one
genuinely k-partite entangled sub-state and no other pure
sub-state has genuinely k̃-party entanglement for k̃ ≥ k + 1.

There can be (k − 1)-partite entangled sub-states present
in such states, but the maximum degree of entanglement is
k. Similarly as in the m-separability case, we can define k-
partite entanglement for mixed states also. An n-partite quan-
tum state, possibly mixed, is called k-partite entangled, when
(i) there exist at least one decomposition into pure states, in
which at least one pure state is genuinely k-partite entangled,
(ii) no other state exhibits ≥ (k+1)-partite entanglement, and
(iii) there is no other pure state decomposition with all pure
states that are genuinely k̃-party entangled with k̃ ≤ k − 1.

A state being k-partite entangled is independent of its m-
separability, except the relation k ≤ n−m+1. Two different
n-partite and m-separable quantum states for the same values
of n andm can be k-partite entangled for two different values
of k, and the parallel statement is also true when we inter-
change k-partite entanglement and m-separability. This fact
is clearly visible from the following example. Let us consider
two pure 10-partite quantum states,

(i) |GHZ〉 |GHZ〉 |GHZ〉 |0〉,

(ii) |GHZ〉 |ψ−〉 |ψ−〉 |ψ−〉 |0〉,

where |GHZ〉 is the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger state
(GHZ state) [88, 89] for three-qubits, and |ψ−〉 is one of the
Bell states:

|GHZ〉 = 1√
2
(|000〉+ |111〉),

|ψ−〉 = 1√
2
(|01〉 − |10〉). (3)

Here |0〉 and |1〉 indicate, respectively, the excited and ground
state eigenvectors of the Pauli-z operator. Both the states, (i)
and (ii), are three-partite entangled as the maximum number
of entangled qubits is 3 in both the cases, but (i) is a four-
separable state while (ii) is a five-separable one. Similarly,
there exist multipartite states which can be written in the same
separable structure, but exhibit different degrees of entangle-
ment.

The complexity of the structure of m-separable and k-
partite entangled states makes their detection for an n-partite
system with n > 2 rather challenging. There are several
multipartite entanglement measures known in the literature.
In this paper, we concentrate on the geometric measures
(GMs) of entanglement [54, 85–87, 90–92]. The GMs are
distance-based measures of entanglement for a multipartite
quantum state and is defined by keeping an appropriate class
of separable states as the reference states. For clarity of
notation, we use GMm for the geometric measure of entan-
glement in the further discussions to specify the m-separable
reference states. We now provide definitions of and brief
discussions on a few concepts that will be useful in this paper.

Geometric measure of entanglement: It is a measure of m-
inseparability of a multipartite entangled state that is quanti-
fied by the distance of a given entangled state from the nearest
m-separable one. For a multipartite pure state |ψ〉, the geo-
metric measure of entanglement is defined as

GMm(|ψ〉) = min
|φ〉

(1 − | 〈φ|ψ〉 |2), (4)

where |φ〉 belongs to the set of m-separable pure states.

If this |φ〉 belongs to the set of bi-separable pure states, then
the multipartite entanglement measure GM2 will be a mea-
sure of genuine multipartite entanglement, the generalised ge-
ometric measure (GGM) [93–96]. For a multipartite mixed
state ρ, the geometric measure of entanglement can be defined
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using the convex roof approach [96, 97]. Thus,

GMm(ρ) = min
{pi,|ψi〉}

∑

i

piGMm(|ψi〉), (5)

where the minimisation is over all pure state decompositions
of ρ =

∑

i pi |ψi〉 〈ψi|.

We now move over to the next concept that we will need in
the manuscript, viz. that of multi-orthogonal product bases.

Multi-orthonormal product basis: It is a basis in the
Hilbert space CG ≡ Cd1 ⊗ Cd2 ⊗ . . .Cdn , whose elements
can be written in the product form of the constituent sub-
states of Cdi where i runs from 1 to n, and where the local
pure states form orthonormal bases in Cdi . Therefore, a
multi-orthonormal (fully separable) product basis in CG has
the form

{|ψ1
j1
〉 ⊗ |ψ2

j2
〉 ⊗ . . .⊗ |ψnjn〉}j1,j2,...,jn , (6)

where j1 runs from 1 to d1, j2 runs from 1 to d2 and so
on, and {|ψiji〉}ji forms an orthonormal basis in Cdi for
i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Similarly, the structure of an m-separable
multi-orthonormal product basis in the Hilbert space CG with

the corresponding partition being as in C
d̃1⊗C

d̃2⊗. . .⊗C
d̃m ,

with
∏n

i=1
di =

∏m

i=1
d̃i, takes the form

{|ψ1

j̃1
〉 ⊗ |ψ2

j̃2
〉 ⊗ . . .⊗ |ψm

j̃m
〉}j̃1,j̃2,...,j̃m . (7)

Here j̃1 runs from 1 to d̃1, j̃2 runs from 1 to d̃2 and so on.
It is important to note that it is always possible to construct
an m-separable multi-orthonormal product basis from any
n-partite m-separable pure state.

We now move over to the discussion of another resource,
viz. quantum coherence. Unlike entanglement, quantum
coherence is a basis-dependent quantity. It is always defined
with respect to some fixed basis, and changing the basis
results in a change in coherence of a system state. The basic
idea and the measure of quantum coherence used in this paper
are presented below.

Quantum coherence: A pure quantum state |ψ〉 of a physical
system with Hilbert space Cd is claimed to be quantum
coherent with respect to a complete orthonormal basis of Cd,
if the density matrix ρ = |ψ〉 〈ψ| is not diagonal when written
in that basis [4–7].

For a mixed state, the concept of quantum coherence can be
defined by using the concept of convex roof [96, 97]. A mixed
quantum state ρ, on the Hilbert space Cd, is said to be quan-
tum coherent with respect to a class of complete orthonormal
bases {B} of Cd, if it can not be written as a convex sum of
pure states of the same Hilbert space, with zero minimal quan-
tum coherence when optimised over such bases [47]. There-
fore, for a quantum state ρ in Cd, quantum coherence with
respect to the class {B} of bases in Cd is given by

C{B}(ρ) = min
∑

i

pi min
B∈{B}

CB(|ψi〉), (8)

where the outer minimisation is over all decompositions of ρ
into

∑

i pi |ψi〉 〈ψi| and CB(|ψi〉) is any measure of quantum
coherence for pure states |ψi〉. In this paper, the measure is
taken to be the fidelity-based coherence measure, discussed
below.

Fidelity-based quantum coherence measure: For a pure quan-
tum state |ψ〉, of the Hilbert space Cd, the fidelity-based quan-
tum coherence with respect to a complete orthonormal basis
B can be defined as

CFB (|ψ〉) = min
|φ̃〉∈I

√

1− F (|ψ〉 , |φ̃〉), (9)

where I is the set of all incoherent pure states correspond-
ing to basis B, i.e., the elements of B, and F (|ψ〉 , |φ̃〉) =

| 〈φ̃|ψ〉 |2. See e.g. [98]. The convex roof construction can
lead us to obtain the measure for mixed state inputs, and
therein we have,

CFB (ρ) = min
{pi,|ψi〉}

∑

i

piC
F
B (|ψi〉). (10)

The minimisation is over all the pure state decompositions of
ρ =

∑

i pi |ψi〉 〈ψi|.

III. CONNECTION OF m-SEPARABILITY AND

k-PARTITE ENTANGLEMENT WITH QUANTUM

COHERENCE

It was shown in [47] (see also [42]) that quantum coher-
ence in locally distinguishable bases of bipartite systems
can be connected to entanglement, both qualitatively and
quantitatively. Multipartite systems however are known to
possess a far richer structure, in comparison to bipartite
ones, in terms of entanglement [99–101] as well as local
distinguishability [102] and some connections between en-
tanglement and quantum coherence in locally distinguishable
bases was already alluded to in [47]. We provide here a com-
plete characterisation of this connection with respect to the
entire hierarchy ofm-separable and k-partite entangled states.

Theorem 1: An n-partite pure quantum state of the Hilbert

space Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗ . . .Cdn is m-separable if and only if (i) it

is quantum coherent with respect to all complete orthonormal

bases that are locally distinguishable in an arbitrary partition

into m+ 1 parties and (ii) incoherent with respect to at least

one complete orthonormal basis locally distinguishable in at

least one partition into m parties.

Proof: =⇒ part. Let |ψ〉 ∈ Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗ . . .Cdn be an m-
separable state. Therefore, |ψ〉 = |ψ1〉⊗|ψ2〉 . . .⊗|ψm〉, with

|ψi〉 ∈ Cdk , where
∏m

k=1
dk =

∏n

i=1
di. Also, any |ψk〉 is

either a single-party state or is genuinely multiparty entangled

in Cdk . Let {Bm+1

L } be the set of all complete orthonormal
bases locally distinguishable in an arbitrary partition of the n
parties intom+1 clusters. For a given element of {Bm+1

L }, let
that partition be A1 : A2 : . . . : Am+1. Then |ψ〉 is quantum
coherent with respect to that element of {Bm+1

L } [47, 82].
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So, |ψ〉 is quantum coherent with respect to all the elements
of {Bm+1

L }.

On the contrary, if we consider the set of all complete or-
thonormal bases, locally distinguishable in at least one par-
tition into m parties, |ψ〉 must be incoherent with respect to
at least one such basis. The reason is the following. With
the m-separable state |ψ〉, separable in the partition, say A1 :
A2 : . . . : Am, we can always construct anm-separable multi-
orthonormal product basis in Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗ . . .Cdn , which can
be distinguished by LOCC in the partitionA1 : A2 : . . . : Am.
As |ψ〉 is an element of this basis, it is naturally incoherent
with respect to the basis.

⇐= part. On the other way around, let us consider that
|ψ〉 is an m′-separable state with m′ 6= m. If m′ ≥ m + 1,
there always exists at least one complete orthonormal basis
locally distinguishable in at least one partition into ≤ m + 1
parties, in which |ψ〉 exhibits zero coherence. Therefore,
this satisfies (ii), but violates (i). Again, for m′ < m, |ψ〉 is
quantum coherent with respect to all complete orthonormal
bases locally distinguishable in an arbitrary partition into
m as well as m + 1 parties. This obeys (i), but violates
(ii). Hence, for m′-separable states for m′ 6= m, both the
conditions (i) and (ii) can not be satisfied at the same time. �

Therefore, Theorem 1 gives a necessary and sufficient con-
dition for an n-party pure quantum state to be m-separable.
A similar theorem can be stated for mixed states.

Theorem 2: Any n-partite quantum state ρ, possibly mixed, is

m-separable on the Cd1 ⊗C
d2 ⊗ .....⊗C

dn Hilbert space, if

and only if (i) it has a non-zero quantum coherence with re-

spect to all complete orthonormal bases that are locally dis-

tinguishable in an arbitrary partition into m + 1 parties and

(ii) exhibits a zero quantum coherence with respect to a class

of complete orthonormal bases locally distinguishable in an

arbitrary partition into m parties.

Proof: =⇒ part. Let ρm-sep be an n-partite, m-separable
mixed state on the Hilbert space Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗ . . .⊗Cdn . Ac-
cording to the definition given in Eq. (2), there exists at least
one pure state decomposition of ρm-sep, which contains at least
one m-separable pure state, |ψim-sep〉, and all other pure states
in that decomposition are m′-separable with m′ ≥ m. More-
over, there is no pure state decomposition of ρm-sep containing
m̃-separable pure states with m̃ ≥ m + 1. So, if we consider
a set of all complete orthonormal bases {Bm+1

L }, every ele-
ment of which is locally distinguishable in an arbitrary parti-
tion into m+ 1 parties, then |ψim-sep〉 exhibits non-zero quan-
tum coherence with respect to all elements of that set. Hence,
ρm-sep is quantum coherent with respect to the class of bases

{Bm+1

L } according to the definition of coherence for a mixed
state given in (8).

On the other hand, suppose {BmL } be the set of all com-
plete orthonormal bases, that are locally distinguishable in an
arbitrary partition of the n parties into m clusters. Now, let us
suppose that |ψim-sep〉 is m-separable in the A ≡ A1 : A2 :
. . . : Am partition. Hence, if we construct an m-separable
multi-orthonormal product basis with |ψim-sep〉, it will be an el-

ement of the set {BmL } and |ψim-sep〉 is incoherent in that basis.

Now, for another constituent pure state of ρm-sep, |ψim′-sep〉,
that is m′-separable with m′ ≥ m, we can again construct
an m-separable multi-orthonormal product basis that are lo-
cally distinguishable in a partition into m parties, which can
be same or different from A. Each of these constructed bases
are elements of the set {BmL } and the corresponding |ψim′-sep〉
are incoherent with respect to that basis. So, ρm-sep can be
written as a convex sum of pure states of the same Hilbert
space, with zero minimal quantum coherence when optimised
over the set of bases {BmL }. Thus, from the definition of quan-
tum coherence for a mixed state (see (8)), ρm-sep is incoherent
with respect to the set of bases {BmL }.

⇐= part. For an n-partite state being m′-separable,
ρm′-sep, for m′ 6= m, both the conditions (i) and (ii) can not
be satisfied simultaneously as in Theorem 1. This completes
the proof. �

We now move over to a characterisation of k-partite
entangled states.

Theorem 3: An n-partite pure quantum state in the Hilbert

space Cd1 ⊗ Cd2 ⊗ . . . ⊗ Cdn is k-partite entangled if and

only if (i) there exist at least one k-partite sub-state, that is

quantum coherent with respect to all k-partite complete or-

thonormal bases, locally distinguishable in an arbitrary bi-

partition of the k parties and (ii) each of the existing k̃-partite

sub-states of the n-party state with k̃ ≥ k + 1 is incoherent

with respect to at least one k̃-partite complete orthonormal

bases, locally distinguishable in at least one bipartition of the

k̃ parties.

Proof: =⇒ part. Let |ψ〉 be an n-partite pure quan-
tum state in the Hilbert space Cd1 ⊗ Cd2 ⊗ Cd3 ...... ⊗ Cdn ,
which is k-partite entangled. Therefore, there exist at least

one k-partite sub-state in |ψ〉, say |ψk〉 ∈ Cd
′

k , which is gen-
uinely k-party entangled. Let us now take the set of all com-

plete orthonormal bases {BkL} in the Hilbert space Cd
′

k , that
are locally distinguishable in an arbitrary bipartition of the k
parties. Suppose, for one element of {BkL}, the partition be
A1 : Ak−1. As |ψk〉 is entangled across all bipartitions of
the k parties, it is quantum coherent with respect to this ba-
sis. Similarly, for other elements of {BkL} having local dis-
tinguishability in any other bipartition of the k parties, |ψk〉
is quantum coherent in that basis also. So, |ψk〉 is quantum
coherent with respect to all elements of the set {BkL}.

Now, suppose {Bk̃L} be a set of all k̃-partite complete oth-

onormal bases in the Hilbert space C
d′
k̃ , locally distinguish-

able in an arbitrary bipartition into k̃ parties with k̃ ≥ k + 1.
An n-partite pure quantum state, which is k-partite entangled,
does not contain a ≥ (k+1)-partite genuinely entangled sub-

state and hence all the k̃-partite sub-states of |ψ〉 are not gen-
uinely entangled. It means they are separable in at least one
bipartition into k̃ parties. So, for each of the k̃-partite sub-

states, there exists at least one element in the set {Bk̃L} with

respect to which the corresponding k̃-partite sub-state will be
incoherent.

⇐= part. On the other way round, let us consider that the
state |ψ〉 is k′-partite entangled, where k′ 6= k. If k′ ≥ k + 1,
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there may exist a pure sub-state of |ψ〉 which is genuinely k-
partite entangled and hence quantum coherent with respect to
all complete orthonormal bases locally distinguishable in an
arbitrary bipartition of the k parties, but there also exists at
least one k′-partite sub-state which is quantum coherent with
respect to all complete orthonormal bases locally distinguish-
able in an arbitrary bipartition of the k′ parties. This satisfies
condition (i), but violates condition (ii). For k′ < k, there is
no k-partite pure sub-state of |ψ〉 which is quantum coherent
with respect to all complete orthonormal bases locally distin-
guishable in an arbitrary bipartition of the k parties as there is
no k-partite genuinely entangled pure state. So, this violates
condition (i). Therefore, for k′ 6= k, both the conditions (i)
and (ii) can not be satisfied. This completes the proof.

Remark: The proof of Theorem 3 is an extension of
Theorem 8 of [47] for a boarder spectrum of multiparty
entanglement. There is a typo in the statement of Theorem 8

in [47]. The correct statement is the following.

A multiparty pure state in Cd1 ⊗ Cd2 ⊗ Cd3 ...... ⊗ Cdm is

genuinely multiparty entangled if and only if it is quantum

coherent with respect to all complete orthonormal bases that

are locally distinguishable in an arbitrary bipartition of the

m parties.

The proof is similar with the proof of condition (i) of
Theorem 3 of this paper. �

An extension to mixed states is in the following theorem.

Theorem 4: An n-partite quantum state ρ, possibly mixed,

on the Cd1 ⊗ Cd2 ⊗ ..... ⊗ Cdn Hilbert space, is K-partite

entangled if and only if (1) there exist at least one pure state

decomposition of ρ, in which at least one n-partite pure state

obeys the conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 3 for k = K ,

and no other pure state in that decomposition obey either of

the same conditions for k ≥ K + 1, and (2) there is no other

pure state decomposition of ρ, in which all pure states satisfy

(i) and (ii) of Theorem 3 for k ≤ K − 1.

Proof: The proof of this theorem can be obtained by
applying the arguments of the proof of Theorem 3 by keeping
in mind all the three conditions of a mixed state to be k-partite
entangled, discussed in the previous section. �

For bipartite scenarios, the minimal relative entropy of
quantum coherence was found to be equal with the entan-
glement of formation of a state in [47]. Below we show that
for the multiparty case, the square of minimal fidelity-based
quantum coherence turns out to be equal to the geometric
measure of entanglement.

Theorem 5: The square of the minimum fidelity-based quan-

tum coherence of an n-partite pure entangled state, with re-

spect to an optimal complete orthonormal basis locally dis-

tinguishable in a partition into m-parties, is equal to the ge-

ometric measure of entanglement, which quantifies the m-

inseparability of the n-partite entangled state. For an n-

partite mixed state, the geometric measure of entanglement

is equal to the convex sum of the square of minimal fidelity-

based quantum coherence for pure states of the same Hilbert

space.

Proof: Let |ψm′

n 〉 be an n-partite m′-separable pure en-
tangled state, where m′ < m, in the Hilbert space CG ≡
Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗ . . .⊗Cdn . The GMm of the state, according to
the definition given in Eq. (4), is

GMm(|ψm′

n 〉) = min
|P 〉

(1− | 〈P |ψm′

n 〉 |2), (11)

where |P 〉 belongs to the set of all m-separable states. Let
the optimal |P 〉, that minimises the above quantity be |Pm〉 =
|P ′

1〉 ⊗ |P ′
2〉 ⊗ . . . ⊗ |P ′

m〉. Let the corresponding partition

into Hilbert spaces of CG be Cd̃1 ⊗ Cd̃2 ⊗ . . . ⊗ Cd̃m , with
∏n

i=1
di =

∏m

i=1
d̃i. Therefore we have,

GMm(|ψm′

n 〉) = 1− | 〈Pm|ψm′

n 〉 |2. (12)

Now, using this |Pm〉, we can construct anm-separable multi-
orthonormal product basis, BmL , that is LOCC distinguishable

in Cd̃1 ⊗ Cd̃2 ⊗ . . . ⊗ Cd̃m . Clearly, |ψm′

n 〉 is not an ele-
ment of BmL , as it is m′-separable with m′ < m, and hence
will have non-zero quantum coherence with respect to that
basis. Note that |Pm〉 can also be interpreted as the clos-

est m-separable pure state to |ψm′

n 〉 that is incoherent with

respect to the basis BmL . So, basically GMm(|ψm′

n 〉) mea-

sures the minimum distance of the state |ψm′

n 〉 from the near-
est pure incoherent state with respect to an optimal basis,
optimised over the set of all complete orthonormal bases,
{BmL }, that are LOCC distinguishable in any arbitrary par-
tition into m parties. This is equal to the square of the mini-
mum of fidelity-based coherence measure defined in Eq. (9).

So, GMm(|ψm′

n 〉) = (CFBm

L

(|ψm′

n 〉))2, where CFBm

L

(|ψm′

n 〉) is

minimised over all the bases in the set {BmL }. Moreover, for
anm-separable pure state, theGMm measure will be zero and
also the minimum fidelity based coherence measure is zero as
we can form a basis with that state, which will be an element
of the set {BmL }. So, here we are able to relate quantum co-
herence with the geometric measure of entanglement for an
n-partite pure quantum state. In case of detecting genuine
multipartite entanglement of the considered state, the |P 〉 has
to be the set of all bi-separable pure states. The connection
between the fidelity-based quantum coherence measure with
the GGM still holds in that case. A convex roof approach for

the extension to an n-partite m′-separable mixed states, ρm
′

n ,
leads to the relation of the same, given by

GMm(ρm
′

n ) = min
{pi,|ψi〉}

∑

i

pi(C
F
B (|ψi〉))2. (13)

The outer minimisation is over all the pure state decomposi-

tions of ρm
′

n =
∑

i pi |ψi〉 〈ψi|.
Remark: This theorem is only valid for m′-separable states

with m′ ≤ m. For m′ > m, the optimal value of quan-
tum coherence is always zero, as all m′-separable states are
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incoherent with respect to at least one complete orthonormal
basis locally distinguishable in at least one partition into m
parties. On the other hand, according to the definition of m-
separability taken in this paper, the geometric measure of en-
tanglement, GMm, will exhibit non-zero values for m′ > m,

as in this case, |Pm〉 will be different from |ψm′

n 〉. �

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we established an inter-relation between the
two resources, quantum entanglement and quantum coher-
ence for multiparty scenarios. Understanding, discerning, and
computing of detection and quantification of entanglement for
multiparty cases is of critical importance in efficient usage of
quantum devices and for better comprehension of cooperative
quantum phenomena. Therefore, it is fruitful to relate multi-
partite entanglement of a system with other physical quanti-
ties like quantum coherence, which are a priori unrelated to

the former. We found that m-separability and k-partite en-
tanglement of pure or mixed multiparty quantum states of ar-
bitrary dimensions and arbitrary number of parties are con-
nected qualitatively as well as quantitatively to quantum co-
herence of the same states in certain locally distinguishable
bases. In particular, we found a relation between the geomet-
ric measure of m-inseparable entanglement and the minimum
fidelity-based quantum coherence, with respect to an optimal
locally distinguishable basis in a certain partition into m par-
ties.
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and A. Winter, Everything you always wanted

to know about LOCC (but were afraid to ask),

Communications in Mathematical Physics 328, 303 (2014).

[80] C. H. Bennett, D. P. DiVincenzo, C. A. Fuchs, T. Mor,

E. Rains, P. W. Shor, J. A. Smolin, and W. K. Woot-

ters, Quantum nonlocality without entanglement,

Phys. Rev. A 59, 1070 (1999).

[81] J. Walgate, A. J. Short, L. Hardy, and V. Vedral, Local

distinguishability of multipartite orthogonal quantum states,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 4972 (2000).

[82] M. Horodecki, A. Sen(De), U. Sen, and K. Horodecki, Local

indistinguishability: More nonlocality with less entanglement,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 047902 (2003).

[83] A.Wehrl, General properties of entropy,

Rev. Mod. Phys. 50, 221 (1978).

[84] V.Vedral, The role of relative entropy in quantum information

theory, Rev. Mod. Phys. 74, 197 (2002).

[85] T.-C. Wei and P. M. Goldbart, Geometric measure of entan-

glement and applications to bipartite and multipartite quantum

states, Phys. Rev. A 68, 042307 (2003).

[86] M. Blasone, F. Dell’Anno, S. De Siena, and F. Il-

luminati, Hierarchies of geometric entanglement,

Phys. Rev. A 77, 062304 (2008).

[87] M. Cianciaruso, T. R. Bromley, and G. Adesso, Ac-

cessible quantification of multiparticle entanglement,

npj Quantum Information 2, 2056 (2016).

[88] D. M. Greenberger, M. A. Horne, and A. Zeilinger, Going be-

yond bell’s theorem, in: ’Bell’s Theorem, Quantum Theory,

and Conceptions of the Universe’, M. Kafatos (Ed.), Kluwer,

Dordrecht , p. 69 (1989).

[89] N. D. Mermin, Quantum mysteries revisited,

Am. J. Phys. 58, 731 (1990).

[90] S. Hu, L. Qi, and G. Zhang, Computing the geometric measure

of entanglement of multipartite pure states by means of non-

negative tensors, Phys. Rev. A 93, 012304 (2016).
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