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Monogamy and polygamy for multi-qudit generalized 1/ -class states based on
concurrence of assistance and Tsallis-¢ entanglement of assistance

Wen Zhou,» * Zhong-Xi Shen,’ I Dong-Ping Xuan,'* Zhi-Xi Wang,!> ¥ and Shao-Ming Fei®> Y
ISchool of Mathematical Sciences, Capital Normal University, Beijing 100048, China

By analyzing the reduced density matrices derived from a generalized W-class state un-
der any partition, we present new analytical monogamy inequalities satisfied by the a-th
(o >, v > 2) power and S-th (0 < 3 < %, ~ > 2) power of the concurrence of assistance
for multi-qudit generalized W-class states, which are demonstrated to be tighter than pre-
vious studies through detailed examples. Furthermore, using the Tsallis-¢ entanglement of
assistance, we also establish new monogamy and polygamy relations, which are shown to be
valid even for multipartite higher-dimensional states that the CKW inequality is violated.

Keywords: Monogamy and polygamy, Multi-qudit system, Generalized W -class state, Tsallis-
g entanglement of assistance

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum entanglement [1-6] is a fundamental feature of quantum mechanics. It plays a pivotal role
in distinguishing the quantum from the classical world. The principle of entanglement monogamy [7]
says that a quantum system, once entangled with one subsystem, will constrain its level of entanglement
with the remaining subsystems. The monogamy relations not only dictate the distribution of entan-
glement within multipartite settings, but also applies to various realms of quantum physics, such as in
characterizing the construction of a quantum system [9-11] and in proving the nocloning theorem [12].
It also acts as an important gradient in enhancing the security of quantum cryptography [13].

Mathematically, the monogamy of entanglement is characterized through an entanglement measure
£, applied to a tripartite system p4pc, as follows

E(paipe) > E(pas) + E(pac), €))

which is commonly recognized as the CKW inequality [7], where psp = Treo(papc) and pac =
Trp(papc) are the reduced density matrices by tracing over the subsystem C' and B, respectively, with
Trp (Tre) denoting the partial trace with respect to the subsystem B (C). In Ref. [8], the authors es-
tablished the longstanding conjecture by Coffman et al., demonstrating that the distribution of bipartite
quantum entanglement, quantified by the tangle 7 [7], across N qubits adheres to a tight inequality:
TPA Ay + TPALAs + - + TPA Ay < TPA Ao Ay- HET€, TPa |a,..4, TePresents the bipartite quantum
entanglement measured by the tangle when the system is bipartitioned between A; and the combined
subsystem AgAs - -- Ay. In Ref. [14], the authors introduced a simple identity that effectively delineates
the trade-off between entanglement and classical correlation, thereby providing a solid foundation for the
derivation of stringent monogamy relations. Furthermore, the authors also established diverse monoga-
mous trade-off relations involving other entanglement and correlation measures. In Ref. [15], the authors
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studied the quantification of parameterized monogamy relation with equation. The author in Ref. [16]
introduced the concept of complete monogamy and tightly complete monogamy for the k-entanglement
measures.

Another significant notion is the concept of entanglement of assistance, which has been proved to
possess polygamy relation [17]. The polygamy relation can be regarded as an additional constraint on
entanglement within multipartite quantum systems. Conversely, polygamy relations describe scenarios
where entanglement can be shared more freely across multipartite subsystems, providing a complemen-
tary perspective to monogamy relations. The duality of entanglement sharability versus entanglement of
assistance is evident in the sense that the upper bound for the former is the lower bound for the latter.
The polygamy relation for the tripartite state p4pc is defined by:

EalpaiBe) < Ealpap) + Ealpac), 2

where &, represents the entanglement measure of assistance that corresponds to £. Furthermore, Guo
et al. demonstrates that any entanglement of assistance is polygamous rather than monogamous [18].
Subsequently, the monogamy and polygamy inequalities have been generalized to N-qubit systems [19-
22], and this generalization includes diverse bipartite entanglement measures and assisted entanglement
measures [19, 20, 23]. The authors in Ref. [24] provide generalized definitions of polygamy in N-qubit
systems with NV > 4, and present polygamy inequalities with a polygamy power.

Recently, Kim et al. demonstrated that the generalised W -class (GW) states satisfy the monogamy
relations with regard to concurrence [25]. In Ref. [9], the authors introduces the general monogamy in-
equalities for the a-th power of concurrence and entanglement of formation for /NV-qubit states. Nonethe-
less, the monogamy relation (1) does not consistently apply to N-qudit systems. Ou revealed in 2007
that 3 ® 3 ® 3 systems have counterexamples when considering concurrence as the measure [26]. Fur-
thermore, the authors proved that the monogamy relation does not hold for higher-dimensional systems
by using a class of entanglement measures with additivity [27]. Additionally, a particular entanglement
measure known as squashed entanglement has been identified, and it is monogamous for systems of
arbitrary dimension [28].

Generally, the concurrence of assistance (CoA) fails to satisfy monogamy relations for general quan-
tum states. As a result, researchers have investigated special classes of quantum states that do satisfy
the monogamy relations as defined by CoA. General monogamy inequalities have been formulated for
CoA and entanglement of formation in the N-qubit GW states [29]. Subsequently, more tighter monog-
amous relations had been presented for CoA [30-32]. In Ref. [33], the authors presented new class of
monogamy inequalities pertaining to the CoA for the reduced density matrices of an N-qudit GW states
under any partition. Then, in Refs. [32, 34], the authors further improved the monogamy inequalities
derived in Ref. [33].

The following sections detail the organization of this article. In Sec II, we review some related
basic concepts. In Sec III and Sec IV, we present new analytical monogamy inequalities for the a-th
(a>7,v>2)and B-th (0 < 8 < 3, v > 2) powers of CoA for multi-qudit GW states. These inequali-
ties are tighter than previous corresponding ones, as evidenced by our detailed illustrative examples. In
Sec V, utilizing Tsallis-q entanglement of assistance for the parameter ¢, we also establish new monogamy
and polygamy relations for multi-qudit GW states with 5_7%/@ <¢g<2and3<¢< “2@ Moreover, the
recently introduced polygamy inequality has proven to be more capable in addressing the counterexam-
ples raised by the CKW monogamy inequality within higher-dimensional systems. At last, the conclusion
and discussion are shown in Sec VI.



II. PRELIMINARIES

We initially present the definitions for the pertinent entanglement measures and GW states. For
a bipartite pure state |¢)) 4p within the finite-dimensional Hilbert space 14 ® Hp, the concurrence is
expressed as [36, 37]

C(|¥)ap) = /2 [1 —Tr(p%)], (3)

where p4 = Trp(|) ap(¥|) denotes the reduced density matrix. The definition of concurrence for a
bipartite mixed state pp is given through its convex roof extension

C(paB) = min sz (1)),

{pi,ls)

where the minimum is taken over all possible pure state decompositions of p4p into pure states, repre-
sented as pap = >, pi|vi) (], with p; > 0 and ), p; = 1. For a 2-qubit mixed state p, the concurrence
of p is expressed as [38]

C(p) = max{(1 — (2 — (3 — (4,0},

where (1 > (2 > (3 > (4 represents the eigenvalues of the matrix /,/pp,/p. The expression p is defined
as (oy ® oy)p*(0y ® 0y), with p* denoting the complex conjugation of p, and g, denoting the standard
Pauli matrix.

The CoA for a tripartite pure state |1)) 4p¢ is defined as follows [39, 40],

Co(|¥V) aBC) = Calpap) = maX sz (1)),

{ps,¢s)

where the maximum is obtained by considering all possible decompositions of p 4. For a pure state p4p,
it holds that C(|¢)) ap) = Ca(paB)-

The N-qubit W-class states and N-qudit GW states are defined by [25]

IW)a,4qay =b1/10---0) +b2]|01---0) +--- 4+ by |00--- 1), 4
and
d—1
‘W](%T>A1A2"-AN = Z(b18|50 T 0> + b25|05 T 0> +---+ sz|00 ce 05>)) 5)
s=1

with the normalizations Zij\i 6> = 1 and Zi\i 1 Z?;% |bes|> = 1, respectively. The states (5) includes
the V-qubit W-class states (4) as a special case of d = 2.

The formation of a partially coherent superposition (PCS) between an N-qudit GW state [W¢) and
the N-qudit vacuum |0)®? yields a class of higher-dimensional quantum states that are parameterized
by two variables [41],

0N ay = AWV + (1 - @)l0)N (02N
AV = ) (WE 012N + [0)2N W),

where 0 < ¢, A < 1. For ¢ = 1, the PCS state p(A A) .4, Teduces to the GW state W¢). When the

coherency A equals 1, the PCS state p(A A) A, Treduces to the coherent superposition of the GW states

and the vacuum (GWYV) states,

|0) 4y Agean = VAWR) + /1 —q|0)®



= 0, the state ransforms into a mixed incoherent superposition state,
If A = 0, the stat p(fl’fqz A, transf t d herent superposition stat

PaAzAy = AWR) W+ (1= )]0)#¥ (0|27,

The N-qudit PCS state’s reduced m-partite density matrix, denoted as pa, 4,..-4,,, preserves the charac-
teristics of a PCS within the confines of the reduced m subsystems [41].

III. IMPROVED MONOGAMY RELATIONS FOR CONCURRENCE OF ASSISTANCE

We introduce a set of tighter monogamy relations expressed through the CoA in this section. Different
from the CKW inequality (1), which is applicable to concurrence, the CoA typically does not satisfy the
monogamy relations. Nevertheless, for N-qubit W state, 1)) ap,...By_, € HA @ Hp, @ -+ @ Hp,y_,, ONE
has [29],

C(pas;) = Ca(pas,), (6)

where PAB;, = TrBl'--Bi71Bi+1-"BN_1(|¢>A31-"BN_1<w|)7 1 = 1,2,...,N — 1. When o > 2, the CoA
Ca(¥) A|B,--By_,) ODeys the monogamy inequality [29],

Ca([¥) 418, By-By 1) 2 Ca(paBy) +Ci(paBy) + -+ Ci(paBy_,)- )

The relation (7) has been refined the following form

a a (625 o\ 21 o
Ca (pA|BlB2"'BN—1) > Ca (/)AB1) + §Ca (pABz) + -+ (5) Ca (pABZ)
o\ z+1 o o
+ (5) (Co(paB.yy) + -+ Co(paBy_,))
(6% z
+(5) celoany) ®

in Ref. [30] and then to be

Copaipr-By 1) = Colpap,) + (22 = 1)CS(pag,) + -+ (22 — 1)*1C(pap.)

2 = 1)*TNC (paBy) + -+ Co(paBy_,))

2 —1)°C(paBy_,) 9
in Ref. [31], where C(paB;) > C(paB,,--By_,) fOr i =1,2,--- 2, and C(pap;) < C(payB,,,.-By_,) for
j=z+1,---,N—2,1<z< N -3and N > 4.

For any n-qudit GW states (5) along with a partition P = {Py,..., Py} of the set of subsystems
S ={A1,As,..., Ay}, N <n, one has [25]

C*(Ppyipyotrpy) = O C2oR) = > _[Calpr)), (10)
It It
and
C(thPl) = Ca(thPl) (11)

for all | # ¢ and (Pl---ﬁt---PN) =(P---P---Py)— (P). Here bLNP =g fort#,and |, P = S.
For the case of N = 3, we have C}(pp,p,p,) = Ci(pp,p,) + Co(ppyp,). Consider pa; a, ..a;, as the
reduced density matrix of an n-qudit GW state (5), with { P}, P,, Ps} representing a partition of the set



{Aj,,Aj,, - ,A; }, where 3 < z < n. Given that any partition of an n-qudit GW state can be regarded
as a GW state within higher-dimensional systems [25], we have

X
2

Cl(ppiipop,) = (Ci(ppipy) +Cilppipy)

AN
— C"y 1 a 1143
a“”“””( T Clom)

> Cg(pﬂpz) +Cg(PP1P3) (12)

for v > 2. In the first inequality, we have utilized Eq.(10). The third inequality arises from the application
of the inequality (1 + 6)5 > 1+ 6%, which holds for any real numbers § and # within the range 0 < 0 < 1
and 0 <4 < 1.

Denote {4, By,--- , By—1} a partition of the set {A;,, Aj,,--- , A4, }, N <t < n. InRef. [32], Xie et al.
improved the relation (12) and established the following monogamy relation for an N-qudit GW state by
using CoA,

Ca(paiBr-By_1) = Cq(pap,) +ViCq(paB,) + -+ Vi V.1Co(paB.)
V1 Ve (Ve Co (paB.yy) + -+ VN—2Cg (paBy_,)
+V1 te Vzcg(pABN_1)7 (13)

where a > v (v > 2), with C(pap,) > LC(PaBiiy--By_1)> CalPAIBiBx_1) Ci(pap,) +
wiCa(PAIBiy1-By_y) FOT 1 =1,2,-- 2, Ca(paip, 1By_y) = 1iCa(paB;)s Colpaip,By_,) ijg(péBj) +
C2(paB By ,) fOrj=2+1,- ,N—-21<z<N-3and N >4, where V, = (w, +1,)7
1<r<N-2,w,>1landl, > 1.

>
>

— 1, with

In the following, we explore tighter monogamy relations that are fulfilled by the a-th (oo > v, v > 2)
power of CoA for the N-qudit GW states. We first introduce a lemma.

Lemma 1. Let 7 > 1 and 6 > 1 be any real numbers. For any 6§ > 7° > 0 and non-negative real number z,
we have for z > 1,

(14+0)° —60° > (1+7°)" — (19)". (14)

Proof. Consider the function ¢(0,z) = (1 + 0)* — 6% for § > 9 >1andz>1,7>1and § > 1. As

% = 2[(1 + 0)>~! — 0771] > 0, the function g(6, z) increases with respect to 0. Since § > 7° > 1,

g(0,2) > g(1°,2) = (1 + 79)% — (7%)%. Thus, we derive the inequality (14). O

In the following, we denote by Coap;, = Cu(pasp,) for j = 1,2,--- N — 1, and CouB,B,..By_, =
Ca(pA|B,By-By_1)-

Theorem 1. Let p4, ...a;, denote the reduced density matrix of the GW state W 4, ..., and P = {A, B,C}
a partition of the set {A;, ---A;,},3 <t < n. Let w, [ and § are any real numbers satisfying w > 1, 1 > 1
and 6 > 1 for all a > ~, v > 2. We have

(DifClz > l(sC;YAC, the CoA satisfies

o Sa
Coapo > Coap + (W+1°)7 —17)Cuc, (15)

(2) if C) 4 > 1°C 4 5, the CoA satisfies

a da
cape = Coac+ (w+12)7 =17 )Coup. (16)



Proof. For any tripartite state pspc, according to (12), we derive the relation, C;’ AlBC >Clap+Clic

for v > 2. Thus, it follows that there is some w with w > 1 for which C] ABo = Clap +wClyo- If
Clup > 1°C) 0, We get

22

Coapo = Cope)™ 2 (Clap +wCoac)

= wCclW M Clap/Clac) + 1)7 — (W (Cla5/Clac)) "] + Coa

(=1

> W Cl(W 0+ 1) — (W05 + Coup

a Sa
= Chp+ ((w+1°)7 —17)Ce

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 1. If C,ap = 0, then C,4¢c = 0, hence the lower bound
is zero trivially. Thus, we get the inequality (15). If C), > 1°C],, analogously we have C] ABC
C) o +wC. 5, which gives rise to (16). O

For multi-qudit systems, the following theorem holds.

Theorem 2. Let p Ajy AjyeAj, denote the reduced density matrix of an n-qudit GW state [W%) 4,...4, and
{A,By,--- ,Bn_1} a partition of the set {Aj,Aj,,---,A;}, N <t < n. Consider the real numbers

6> Lw >1,v>2andl, > 1, where L <r < N =2 IfClup > 1Clyp  p  Clip o 2>

. Ss
v Neal _ o Y i oY g ekl
C(ZABZ + wZCCLA|Bi+1--~BN,1 for t = 17 27 72’ and CCLA|BJ'+1-~BN,1 Z l] CaABj’ CCLAIB]'”-B]\[,l Z w]CaAB]' +
Y S _ _
CQA‘BHl,,,BNilfor]fz—i—l,--‘,N 2,1<z< N-—-3and N > 4, we get

z 1—1
3A|B1--~BN_1 Z CgABl +ZHQSC(?ABZ
=2 s=1
N-2
+Ql---QZ< 3 QjchBj)
j=z+1
+1 - Q.Coany, a7

Sra

forall a > ~y, v > 2, where Q, = (w, + l,‘ff)% -7 .

; e Y & Y Y gl 7
Proof. According to Theorem 1, if C; 5 > [; CaA|B¢+1---BN,1’ CGA‘Bi"’BN—l > Coap, + wZCaA|Bi+1._,BN71

withi=1,2,---,z, we have
CoalprBy 1 = Caan, T 0Coup,y
> Coap, + Cap, + M 0Ciup,..py , =
Z CL?AB1 + QlchBQ + -+ Ql e QZ—lC?ABZ
0 LBy (18)
y 05 Ay ¥ Y Y i ) — . —
IfC(m'B]_H“.B]W1 > 1 CaAB]-’ CaA\BijN,l > wJCaABj 4—CQA|BJ_+1_“BN71 withj=2z+1,--- , N—2, we have

AV

« « «
C(J‘A‘BZJrl'"BN,l QZ+1CGABZ+1 + CaA\BZ+2~~~BN,1
e (0% (03
Z QZ+1CaABz+1 + QZ+QCaABZ+2 + CGA|BZ+3-~-BN_1 Z e

Z QZ+1C3ABZ+1 + QZ+2C(CZMABZ+2 + R QN*QC(CLMABN,Q + CSABN,1 N (19)

Through the conjunction of inequalities (18) and (19), we conclude the proof. O
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FIG 1: The y-axis represents the lower bound for the concurrence of assistance C% eAlBC Solid black line denotes

Coae for the state given in Eq.(21). The red thick (green dashed, blue dot dashed thick, purple dot dashed and
orange dot dashed) line corresponds to the lower bound derived from our result (15) (Ref. [32], Ref. [31], Ref. [30]
and Ref. [29]) respectively.

Remark 1 We have established a class of lower bounds for the a-th (o > v, v > 2) of CoA, utilizing
various parameters ¢.., w, and [, for the N-qudit GW states, where w, > 1,1, > 1,6, > 1,1 <r < N -2,
When 6, = 1, Theorem 2 reduces to the result (13) given in [32]. Set v = 2 and d = 2. When
o0 =1, w, =1, I, = 1, it is clear that the inequality (9) presented in [31] is actually a special instance
of Theorem 2 that we have presented. Additionally, the lower bound for the a-th power of CoA becomes
tighter as /., 6, (or w,) increases, respectively. Since

(@r + 177 = ()7 > (wr +1)7 =17 =27 —1, (20)

when §, = 1, the first equality holds, and with w, = 1, [, = 1, the second equality is observed, our
monogamy inequalities are tighter than the ones established in Refs. [29-32]. To exemplify these advan-
tages, we provide a comprehensive example below.

Example 1 Let us consider the following four-qubit GW state,
[t) A, 45454, = 0.3]0001) + 0.4/0010) + 0.5|/0100) + v/0.5/1000). (21)

Tracing over the subsystem A4 we have pa, 4,4, = papc = 0.09]000)(000| + (0.4|/001) + 0.5/010) +
v/0.5[100))(0.4(001] 4 0.5(010[ + +/0.5(100[). By simple calculation, we obtain C,4pc = \/ 2, Cann = \f

and Couc = % Since C),5 > 1°C) ., we have I° < 2 for v = 2. Setting § = 1.3, we get 1 <
| < 140050, Let h = 13 and i = 1. Then €% + C%c = (*2)* + (22)° from Eq.(7) in Ref. [29],

Coapt5Ce = () +5 (242)" from Eq.(8) in Ref. [301, Cy (25 ~1)Ce = (32)+(25 1) (22)°
from Eq.(9) in Ref. [31], C%p + [(w+1)2 —h2]CY o = (@) +[(141.3)2 — 1 32]( ‘[) from Eq.(13)
in Ref. [32] and C%, 5 + [(w + )2 — (h%)2]C%y = (@) +(1+1.3)% —1.3% ](%) from our result
(15). It is evident that our result (15) is better than the result (13) from Ref. [32] when o > 2, hence
better than Eq.(7), Eq.(8) and Eq.(9) given in Ref. [29] , Ref. [30] and Ref. [31], respectively, see Fig.1.



IV. TIGHTER COMPLEMENTARY MONOGAMY RELATIONS FOR CONCURRENCE OF ASSISTANCE

In this section, we present new analytical monogamy inequalities for the 5-th (0 < 3 < 3, v > 2)
power of the CoA for multi-qudit GW states. These inequalities are shown to be tighter than those from
previous studies, as evidenced by our detailed examples. We refer to them as complementary monogamy
relations, complementing the a-th (a > v, v > 2) power relations from the previous section.

Let pa;, -4, denote the reduced density matrix of the GW state [W%) 4,..4, and {A, By,--- ,By_1} a
partition of the set {A;,, Aj,, -+, Aj, }, N <t < n. lf Calpap,;) < Ca(pa|Biyy--By_,) fOri=1,2,--- 2, and
Ca(pas;) > Ca(pA‘Bj-Q—l"'BN—l) forj=z+1,---,N—2,0<3 <7, v2>2, then the CoA Co(paB,..By_.)
fulfills the monogamy inequality [33],

N—2
cl (PA|BLBs--By 1 >ZlCB pas,;) +1* Z CPpap,) +1V1CP (paBy ), (22)
=1 i=z+1

where [ = 2% — 1. In Ref. [34] the relation (22) has been refined the following form

N-2
Cl(PA|B. By-By_1) >le 'Clpap) + 17 > CLpas,) +177'CE(pasy_,) (23)
=1 1=z+1
B8
forall0 < g <~, v> 2, wherel = M if IC(paB,) < C(pA|Bisr--By_,) fOT i =1,2,--+ 2, and

Cg(pABj) > ng(pA|Bj+1---BN_1) forj =z + 17 e 7N - 2.
The relation (23) has been further refined to be

Cl(papr-By_.) = Colpap,) +ViCl(pap,) + -+ Vi - V.o1Cl(paB.)
V1 Vo (Vas1Cl (paB.,y) + + VN—2Cl(paBy_.)
V1 VCl(paBy_,) (24)

in Ref.[32] for all 0 < 8 <, v > 2, where V, = (w, + lp)g - l§ for real numbers w, > 1, 1, > 1 and
1 <p< N-3,ifCi(pa;) < lLiCd(paB+1.-By-1):Ca (paB;.-By-1) > Ca(paB,) +wiCa (pa|B,+1.--By—1) fOT
i=1,2,---,2 and [;CJ(paB;) > Cd(paB;4+1--By—1):Ca (pa|B,-.By—1) = WiCa (paB;) +Cd (paB;+1--By—1)
forj=z+1,....N—2, 1<2<N-3, N>4.

Actually, serving as an indicator of the entanglement distribution among the subsystems, the
monogamy inequalities adhered to by the CoA can be enhanced for increased tightness. We present
the following lemma before giving our result.

Lemma 2. Consider % <p<land0<r< % be arbitrary real numbers. Forany 0 < x <y, 0 <y <1, it
holds that

(1+2z)" —(pzx)" > (1+y)" — (py)" (25)

Proof. Let u(z,r) = (1+xz)" —(px)" for 0 <z <y, 0 <y <1,1/2<p<land0 < r < 1/2.
We have % = 7"_1((1 + =t —p") = ra""lu(wz,r), where v(z,r) = (1 + 1)""! — p". Since
% =(1+2)'In(1+2)—p"In(p), then 14+ L > 2, In(p) < 0, and v(z,r) increases with r, with

T

1
Umax(z,7) = v(z,3) = (1+1 )2 — p2 < 0. That is to say, u(z,r) decreases with z. As 0 < z < y,

u(z,r) > u(y,r)=1+y)" — (py)’”. Therefore, we get the inequality (25). O

8 |-



Utilizing the above lemma, we derive below the general monogamy inequalities for the 5-th (0 < 8 <
3, 7 > 2) power of the CoA for multi-qudit GW states.

Theorem 3. Let py;, ..4;, denote the reduced density matrix of the GW state W) 4,...a, and P = {A, B, C}
a partition of the set {A;, --- A, }, 3 <t < n. There exists real number w > 1 such that
(1) lfCaAB < lCaAC, the CoA satisfies

B B B
Co g = D7 Coap + [(w+1)7 = (p1)7]CL 40 (26)

forall0 <3 <3, v>2,1/2<p<1,0<1<1;
(2 ifCl o < ZCZAB, the CoA satisfies

s 8
CfA\BC [("”’Z)” — (1) 71Ciap + P Conc 27)
foral0<p <3, v=>21/2<p<1,0<I<L

Proof. IfC),5 <IC] ., we have

CfA\BC = (Coape)” = (Coap +wCiyc)
Casb £ s 8
= [wczAC—i-l} wrClac
NS INE Gl
> wicle|(1+5) 7= () + (28]
= P Cp+ [0+ D)7 = ()] e (28)

where the first inequality follows from (12), and the second inequality from (25) in Lemma 2. Therefore,
we get the inequality (26). If C, < IC],;, analogously we have C wAlBC 2 C)ic +wC) p, which gives
rise to the inequality (27). O

Remark 2 We have established a class of lower bounds for the 5-th (0 < 8 < %, ~v > 2) power of CoA,
utilizing the parameter p, where 1/2 < p < 1. Whenp=1,C}, 5 <IC} ., the CoA satisfies

8 8
Clape = Coap + @+ —171Ch, 0

Obviously our Theorem 3 is a generalization of the inequality (24) in Ref. [32]. The lower bounds for
the 5-th power of the CoA become tighter as p (or I) decreases, or w increases, then

B B B
Coae = P"Caap + [@+D)7 = (@) 7]C e
B ﬁ
> aAB+ [(w—l—l)v W] aAC
B ﬁ
2 aAB + ((1 + l)W 7) aAC (29)

Chap+ (27 —1)Cc

v

forall0 < 8 < %, ~ > 2, the second, third, and fourth equalities are satisfied when p = 1, w = 1 and
I = 1, respectively. Consequently, our results yield a tighter bound than that presented in equation (24)

8

of Ref. [32]. According to inequality (29), it follows that (1 + l)g - lg = % ifl = w1th k>1,as
&5

(1+k)g -1

8
y: >27 —1for0 < g <~, v>2. Itis clear that the new established monogamy inequality
=

well as
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S Y S S S S S NS S R E R
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4

B
aA|BC"

Cf AlBC for the state presented in (30). The red thick (green dashed) line represents the lower bound given
in inequality (15) with p = 1/2 (p = 3/4), and blue dot dashed thick represents the lower bound of (24) from
Ref. [32]. The purple dot dashed and orange dot dashed line denotes the lower bound from Ref. [34] and Ref. [33],
respectively.

FIG. 2: The y-axis represents the lower bound for the concurrence of assistance C Solid black line denotes

for CoA is better than the inequality in Ref. [34]. As a result, our inequality is notably tighter than the
one detailed in Ref. [33].

Example 2 Let us consider the following three-qubit GW state,

1 1 2
= —(100) + —1|010) + —|001). 30
We get Coppc = é, Coap = 3 and Coac = 2. According to [(Coac)® > (Coap)® and CS’A'BC >

C3up+wC o, wehave £ <1<1, 1<w< 5‘/2_1. Therefore, when N = 3 we have CfA‘BC = (g)ﬂ,
s+ (27 —1)C, 0 = (1)P + (25 — 1)(2)P from (22) in Ref. [33], C2,py + (L + k)7 — 1)/E7)CE (0 =
()P +((1+ k)% —1)/k%)(2)? from (23) in Ref. [34], €2, s+ [(w+1) " —171C% 00 = ()P +[(w+1) T —15](2)°
from (24) in Ref. [32] and pgcfAB + [(w+ l)g — (pl)%]CfAC = pg(%)ﬂ + [(w+ l)g — (pl)g](%)ﬁ from our
result (26). Letw = 2, I =+ =2, p =3 (p = 1). Itis evident that our result is better than the result
(24) in Ref. [32], thus also better than (23) and (22) presented in Ref. [34] and Ref.[33], respectively,
see Fig.2.

By repeatedly applying Theorem 3, we have extended the monogamy inequalities to the reduced
density matrices of any GW state, thereby establishing the following theorem.

Theorem 4. Let py, ..a,, denote the reduced density matrix of the GW state W a,...a,, and P =
{A,By,--- ,Bn_1} apartition of the set {A;j, --- Aj,}, N <t < n. Consider the real numbers w,, l,, §, and

05
p, where w, > 1,1, > 1,6 >1,1<r < N-2and1/2 <p < 1 IfchBi > 1 CZA\BZ-+1-~~BN,1’
C

" C7 = oY i Y
Ca,ABi + wlcaA\BiH--BN,l for i = 1,2, ,z, and if CaA|Bj+1-~BN,1 > lj CaABj,

A|B;--B >
a i DN-1
=z ijaAB]- C“A|Bj+1~~~BN—1 Joi ] =z 1, 7N 2,1 <z< N-3 and N > 4, we

5
CGA\BJ'"'BNA
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have
B B B z =l (i=1)8 8
CaA|B1~~-BN,1 Z p’yCaABl + ZHFlp K CCLABZ
=2 [=1
3 N-2 (=2=28 g
+ly-- I (PZ-HCCLABZH + > T o CaABj)
Jj=z4+2
(N—2—-2)8 IB
_|_1—‘1 e sz v CaABN,1 (31)

i 8
forall0 < B <3, v>2 where', = (w, + 1) — (I)7.

. e Ay 8 oy v v 7Y
Proof. According to Theorem 3, if C, 5 > [; CaA|BZ_+1”_BN71, CaA|BZ_,”BN71 > Coap, + w,CaA‘BMmBNfl,

=12 2, v > 2, we get
3 g8 B
CaA|Bl-~~BN,1 = pWCaAB1 + F]'CGA|B2"‘BN71
> prCl, 4 Tip 7 CP,, + TiTyC? > ..
= P7Cuap, TP Coap, T11l2b yp,py, 2
B 8 B B B B
2 pWCaABl + FlpWCaABg +ot Fl T 1ﬂzflprycobABz
B
+1“1 .. FanA|BZ+1-~BN,1' (32)
v 04 ¥ ¥ el 2l ) — —
ECGIABj-Q—l"'BNl Z lj]C(lAB]’ CGJA|BJBN71 2 w]CCLAB] + CaA|Bj+1~~-BN,1’ j =z + ]_’ e 7N 2, ’}/ Z 2, we
ave

3 B 2.
CaA|Bz+1...BN,1 2 PZ‘HCaABzH +p”CaA|Bz+2..-BN,1

V

8 s 8 2 ob
> IepiCnp,,, + 0 Ta2Cup, , +07 CaA|Bz+3---BN_1 =

3 g B
> DopiCoup,, + 07 Deg2Coyp, , +
(N—2-3)8 (N—2z-2)8

+p 7 IneaClip. . +p 7 Chpo . (33)

Through the conjunction of inequalities (32) and (33), we conclude the proof. O

V. MONOGAMY AND POLYGAMY OF TSALLIS-Q ENTANGLEMENT OF ASSISTANCE IN MULTI-QUDIT
SYSTEMS

The Tsallis-g entropy, which extends the concept of von Neumann entropy, holds significant impor-
tance within the realm of quantum information theory. It not only generalizes global quantum discord
but also establishes a sufficient condition for the monogamy of an N-party quantum state [35]. For a
pure state [¢)) ap = >_. v/\ii), the Tsallis-q entanglement (TqEE) is defined as follows

1—Trp% 1= M\

To(|¥)aB) = PR B : (34)

for any ¢ > 0 and ¢ # 1. The T¢EE for a mixed state p 45 is defined as presented in Ref. [19].

Di,|i)

Tq(paB) = min }Zpiﬁ(l?MAB),



12

where the minimum takes over all pure state decompositions of p4p. As a dual concept of T¢EE, the
Tsallis-¢ entanglement of assistance (TgEEoA) is defined as [19]

T (PAB maX sz q ’¢z AB

{pi,s)

where the maximum takes over all pure state decompositions of p45.
Combining the equalities (3) and (34), we get for |[¢Y)ap = +/Ag|00) + v/A1[11), it follows that

1-A1-)\7

C*([¥)aB) = 4hoA1 and Tg(|¢) ap) = — 27 Thus, To([v)a) = fo(C*(1) ap)), where

- (1—1-\/21 —H)q_ (1 — \/21 —H)q]'

The TqEE can be considered as a generalization of the entanglement of formation E; as ¢ tends to 1,
which is defined by [42, 431, Ef(pap) = min)_,; p;Ef(|¢i)ap), where E¢(|¢i)ap) = —Trpy Inpy =
—Trpl In p'y is the von Neumann entropy of |1;) 45, where the minimum takes over all pure state decom-
positions of p4pg.

1

fq(0) = -1

Recently, two new relations concerning multi-partite quantum entanglement have been introduced
in TgEE [33]. Let PA;, +A;, denote the reduced density matrix of the GW state |[W%)4,..4,, and
{Q1,Q2, -+ ,Qs} a partition of the set {A4;,,A4,,,---,A;,}, s <t <n. Whengq € [5_2@,%], for
« > 2 one has

Ea(pQﬂQz---Qs) > Ea(leQi)' (35)
i—2
When ¢ € [3=¥13 2] U [3, 513, for 0 < 8 < 1 one has
T (0qu1@a-.) < Y T3 (p01Q.)- (36)
i—2

Analytical formulae of T¢EE and TqEEoA of a reduced density matrix for a GW state has been also
obtained [33],

7:1a(ij1|Aj2"'AJ't) - 7:1(ij1|141'2""4]}5) - fq( (pA31|A ’ Jt)) (37)

where ¢ € [5775/@, 2] U3, %]

Concerning the monogamy and polygamy relation about T¢EEoA for the GW states, we have the
following theorems.

Theorem 5. Let pa, ..a;, denote the reduced density matrix of the GW state W) 4,...a,, and
{Q1,Q2,--- ,Qs} a partition of the set {A;, A}y, -+, A}, s <t < n. Forqe [2=Y13 f 2] U [3, 5+\ﬁ]
we see that

S

(T (P01102-0.) = D (T3 (parqs) (38)
=2

for a > 2.
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5—

5
N
-
=
o
2

Proof. According to the relation (37), when o > 2, ¢ € | 5], we have

2

(T (P 1@a-0.) = (T9)*(P011G2-q.)

S

> ) (T)*(riq)
i=2

S

= > (T (para.);

1=2

where the inequality follows from (35). O

Example 3 Consider the three-qubit GW state given in (30) again. By using equality (37), we get the
TqEEoA of [¢) apc. The residual quantity of T¢EEoA is given by (7,*)*(papc) —(T,)*(paB) —(T/)*(pac)-
We plot the residual quantity as a function of ¢ and «. Fig.3 and Fig.4 show that the residual quantity is
always positive for ¢ € [3=Y12 2] U 3, 2:¥13] and o > 2.

FIG. 3: The green surface represents the residual quantity with FIG. 4: The red surface represents the residual quantity with ¢ €
g€ 2=/, 2. 13, 3+YT3),

Similarly, we derive the following new polygamy relation about T¢EEoA for the GW states when
0<p<L

Theorem 6. Let PA;, A, As, denote the reduced density matrix of a GW state \Wﬁb A4, and
{Q1,Q2,--- ,Qs} a partition of the set {A;,,Aj,,---, A}, s <t < n. Forqe [%,Q] U [3, %ﬂ],
we see that

S

(T (P@i1@-0.) < > _(TH%(pgia)); (39)

=2

where 0 < 8 < 1.

VI. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

The concepts of monogamy and polygamy relations highlight the intrinsic characteristics of multi-
qudit entanglement, showcasing the complex nature of quantum entanglement. Initially, we elucidated
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-0.14+ 1.0 1.5 2.0 25 3.0 3.5 4.0
-0.16
-0.18

-0.20

-0.22

FIG. 5: Inequality (39) holds for ¢ € [S*Q/E, 2]U 3, 5*5/ﬁ | (solid orange line).

the expressions of multi-qudit monogamy constraints through the CoA, confirming that these new in-
equalities delineate more detailed entanglement distributions compared to the previous ones. Further-
more, using T¢EEoA with % <g<2and3<¢g< Lg/ﬁ, we have formulated new monogamy and
polygamy relations for multi-qudit GW states. Remarkably, our inequality (39) is particularly significant
as it is not only valid for the discussed systems but also for specific high-dimensional quantum systems
that defy the CKW monogamy inequality (1).

Consider a higher-dimensional example to demonstrate the polygamy inequality (39). Kim et al.
demonstrate that the CKW inequality does not apply to the pure 3 ® 2 ® 2 state |[Yapc), |Yapc) =
§(V2[121) + v2(212) + |311) +[322)) [22]. The T¢EEoA is given by Ty (|¢)apc)) = ;451 — (5)¢"). The
bipartite reduced state of subsystem AB is expressed as pap = 1 (|u)as(p| + [v)ap(v|), with |p)ap =
%]12) + %]31> and |v)ap = %\21> + %|32). It can be demonstrated that for any arbitrary pure states
\paB) = culpyap + cv|v)ap with |c,|? + |, |> = 1, their reduced state ps = Trg(|¢) ap(¢|) has the same
spectrum {0, 1/3,2/3}. Then, the T¢EE of [¢ap) is Ty(|¢an)) = ;5[1 — (1 + 29)(3)9]. Thus, the T¢EE of

= L[1—(1+27)(4)1)

pap is Ty(pap) = 727 [1—(1429)(5) ). In the same way, the T¢EE of pac is Ty(pac)

From the relation (39) of T¢EE0A, we get

T ([Yase)) — Ty (paB) — Ty (pac) < Ti(|[Wase)) — Ty(pas) — Ty(pac)
1 1 1
= —[1=(2)" =21 - (1 4+29(5)9 ;. 0

i LU L LU ATCID S D
As shown in Fig.5, the polygamy inequality (39) still works in this multipartite higher-dimensional sys-
tem. In other words, the relation (39) based on T¢EEoA remains valid for high-dimensional quantum
systems, which defy the CKW monogamy inequality(1). Our findings could provide valuable insights for
deeper investigations into the distribution of entanglement within higher-dimensional systems.
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