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We study experimentally accessible lower bounds on entanglement measures based on entropic uncertainty
relations. Experimentally quantifying entanglement is highly desired for applications of quantum simulation
experiments to fundamental questions, e.g., in quantum statistical mechanics and condensed-matter physics.
At the same time it poses a significant challenge because the evaluation of entanglement measures typically
requires the full reconstruction of the quantum state, which is extremely costly in terms of measurement
statistics. We derive an improved entanglement bound for bipartite systems, which requires measuring joint
probability distributions in only two different measurement settings per subsystem, and demonstrate its power
by applying it to currently operational experimental setups for quantum simulation with cold atoms. Examining
the tightness of the derived entanglement bound, we find that the set of pure states for which our relation is tight is
strongly restricted. We show that, for measurements in mutually unbiased bases, the only pure states that saturate
the bound are maximally entangled states on a subspace of the bipartite Hilbert space (this includes product
states). We further show that our relation can also be employed for entanglement detection using generalized
measurements, i.e., when not all measurement outcomes can be resolved individually by the detector. In addition,
the impact of local conserved quantities on the detectable entanglement is discussed.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement plays a key role in understanding quantum
many-body phenomena [1]. In equilibrium, entanglement is
tightly connected to the characteristics of the phase dia-
gram. Out of equilibrium, the generation of entanglement is
key for understanding how a closed quantum system returns
to a thermal state after a quench. While quantum simula-
tion experiments enable the emulation of quantum dynamics
problems in a scalable way [2], the experimental quantifi-
cation of entanglement remains a challenge. What can be
accessed comparably easily are entanglement witnesses, pro-
viding a means to detect entanglement and nonclassicality [3].
Generally applicable procedures to measure or even bound en-
tanglement [4] have so far relied on either full density-matrix
reconstruction [5] or require some other form of measurement
that is very hard to scale up to large system sizes and to apply
to higher-dimensional systems [6–14].

The approach we follow in this work is rooted in the
connection between entanglement and quantum uncertainty
principles with side information. If access to one part of
a quantum system allows the accurate prediction of mea-
surement outcomes in the other part for two incompatible
measurements, this implies the existence of correlations be-
tween the parts which cannot be purely classical, and thus
entanglement must be present [15,16]. These arguments can
be formulated in terms of entropic uncertainty relations
[17,18], which relate the predictability of two incompati-
ble measurements with the coherent information −H (A|B)

between subsystems A and B. Because the coherent infor-
mation serves as a lower bound on distillable entanglement
[19], entropic uncertainty relations allow one to bound this
entanglement quantifier using only the probability distribution
of the possible outcomes of two measurements [20]. This has
been successfully applied to experiments with pairs of entan-
gled photons [21,22]. The goal of our work is to apply entropic
uncertainty relations to quantify entanglement in quantum
many-body systems in experimentally realistic settings (see
also the companion paper [23]). The main challenge to be
addressed is the limited measurement choices due to experi-
mental constraints. These render mutually unbiased measure-
ments, which would lead to the maximal tightness of entropic
entanglement bounds, almost impossible to implement.

With the goal of making entanglement quantification pos-
sible also with a set of measurements far from mutually
unbiased, we derive a refined entropic uncertainty relation,
which allows us to tighten entanglement bounds compared
with previously known relations [24]. The crucial extension
is to use the measured joint probability distribution not only
for extracting conditional entropies but also for increasing
the complementarity factor which determines the amount of
detectable entanglement.

The key theoretical step for this is a slight change of per-
spective: Entropic uncertainty relations with memory quantify
the uncertainty about observables XA and ZA given that we
have access to an additional memory quantum system B.
Previous relations express this uncertainty through classical-
quantum conditional entropies H (XA|B) = H (XAB) − H (B),
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where H (XAB) is the von Neumann entropy of the classical-
quantum postmeasurement state ρXAB after measuring X in A.
For the experimental application of entanglement quantifica-
tion, only fully classical entropies H (XA|X ′

B) are accessible
since both subsystems are being measured. Therefore, one
needs to apply the data-processing inequality for the addi-
tional estimate H (XA|X ′

B) � H (XA|B). Here we directly derive
an uncertainty bound for the measurable conditional entropies
H (XA|X ′

B) which includes the measured bipartite probability
distributions into the complementarity factor and thereby im-
proves previously known bounds [24].

We demonstrate the strength of our new entanglement
bound by applying it to experimental setups realized in cold
atom experiments, namely, two distinguishable particles on an
optical lattice [25], and a spin-1 Bose-Einstein condensate in
a bipartite setting [26,27]. In both cases, our relation is shown
to successfully witness and bound distillable entanglement,
while previous similar relations fail to do so. The requirements
regarding the necessary detector resolution and the scalability
of the method in terms of the required measurement statistics
will likely limit its range of applicability to intermediate-size
systems. Nevertheless, given the rapid progress on various
quantum simulation platforms that meet these requirements,
we are convinced that the entanglement bounds derived here
will find ample applications for answering questions about
entanglement in quantum many-body systems in and out of
equilibrium and in many different experimental settings far
beyond those envisioned here.

Our paper is structured as follows: We start by introduc-
ing necessary concepts, notation and a selection of previous
results on the topic in Sec. II. We then show our improved en-
tropic uncertainty relations both for projective measurements
(Sec. III) and more generalized measurements in POVMs
(Sec. IV). Subsequently, we provide insights about the tight-
ness of our relation in Sec. V A and also investigate the limits
of entropic uncertainty relations in contexts where the mea-
surement set is further constrained by conserved quantities
(Sec. V B). Finally, we introduce two theoretical models of
cold-atom systems, in which the experimental preparation of
entangled states has been demonstrated recently (Sec. VI). For
both setups we present numerical simulation results which
demonstrate the strength of our relation.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, for the presentation to be self-contained, we
briefly introduce the most important concepts and notation.
For a more detailed account of entropic uncertainty relations
and their applications we refer the reader to Ref. [18].

Throughout this paper, we employ the following notation
for objects of quantum mechanics: We write states in Dirac’s
bra-ket notation, so kets |ψ〉 ∈ H are elements of the Hilbert
space H, whereas bras 〈φ| ∈ H∗ are elements of the dual
space. 〈φ|ψ〉 ∈ C is then equivalent to the inner product. We
denote the set of all bounded operators on H as

B(H) := { A : H → H | A linear and bounded }. (1)

If H is finite-dimensional (which we assume throughout)
B(H) is just the set of all linear operators on H. For elements

A ∈ B(H) we write the operator norm with respect to the norm
of H as ‖ · ‖2.

We call an element A ∈ B(H) positive, and write A � 0, if

〈ψ |A|ψ〉 � 0 ∀ |ψ〉 ∈ H. (2)

Note that this definition (on complex vector spaces) implies
that A is Hermitian.

We further define

D(H) := {ρ ∈ B(H)|Trρ = 1, ρ positive} (3)

as the set of density matrices on H.

A. von Neumann entropy

Let H be a d-dimensional Hilbert space and ρ ∈ D(H) a
density matrix. The von Neumann entropy of ρ is defined as
[28]

H (ρ) := −Tr[ρ log (ρ)], (4)

where log is the matrix logarithm. Throughout this paper,
log = log2 refers to the logarithm to the base 2. Diagonalizing
ρ as ρ = ∑

k λk|k〉〈k|, the von Neumann entropy becomes

H (ρ) = −
∑

k

λk log λk (5)

with the convention 0 × log(0) = 0. Equation (5) can also be
seen as the Shannon entropy of the eigenvalues of ρ: For a
discrete random variable X distributed on a set of outcomes �

according to the probability distribution PX : � → [0, 1] with∑
x∈� PX (x) = 1, its Shannon entropy is given by

H (X ) = −
∑
x∈�

PX (x) log PX (x). (6)

B. Quantum relative entropy

For two density matrices ρ and σ , the quantum relative
entropy is defined as

D(ρ‖σ ) := Tr[ρ log (ρ)] − Tr[ρ log (σ )], (7)

where we set D(ρ‖σ ) = ∞ if supp(ρ) �⊂ supp(σ ). The quan-
tum relative entropy has a number of useful mathematical
properties [29]. Below we will make use of the following:

1. Positivity: D(ρ‖σ ) � 0 ∀ ρ, σ ∈ D(H).
2. Joint convexity: For λ ∈ [0, 1] and ρ1, ρ2, σ1, σ2 ∈

D(H):

D(λρ1 + (1 − λ)ρ2‖λσ1 + (1 − λ)σ2)

� λD(ρ1‖σ1) + (1 − λ)D(ρ2‖σ2). (8)

3. Monotonicity: For any quantum channel � (i.e. a
completely positive trace preserving linear map on bounded
operators) and states ρ, σ ∈ D(H):

D(ρ‖σ ) � D(�[ρ]‖�[σ ]) . (9)

The monotonicity property (9) states that the relative en-
tropy between two quantum states is nonincreasing under the
application of quantum channels and is often referred to as
the data-processing inequality (DPI). Quantum channels are
a very large class of operations on density matrices including
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(generalized) measurements, unitary time evolution, and in-
teractions with an environment. For a general introduction we
refer to Ref. [29].

C. Bipartite systems and entanglement

Bipartite quantum systems are systems, for which the
Hilbert space can be decomposed into a tensor product H =
HA ⊗ HB. They form the quantum analog of bivariate proba-
bility distributions. For such systems we can define additional
entropic quantities, the quantum conditional entropy,

H (A|B) := H (ρAB) − H (ρB), (10)

and the quantum mutual information,

I (A : B) := H (ρA) + H (ρB) − H (ρAB). (11)

The quantum mutual information is always positive [29],
whereas the quantum conditional entropy H (A|B) can also be
negative.

Using the joint convexity of the quantum relative entropy,
one can show that the quantum conditional entropy H (A|B) is
positive for separable states and thus an entanglement witness.
Moreover, its negativity is a bound on distillable entangle-
ment, defined as the number of Bell pairs that can be extracted
from an asymptotically large number of copies [19,30]. Thus,
it constitutes a bound on an operationally relevant entangle-
ment measure.

D. Entropic uncertainty relations

1. Maassen-Uffink relation

One of the key properties of our description of quantum
mechanics is the concept of intrinsic uncertainty. Quantum
mechanics works in a way that there are certain pairs of ob-
servables which cannot both have deterministic (or arbitrarily
localized) measurement statistics, irrespective of the state.
This is usually demonstrated by the Robertson uncertainty
relation,

σX σZ � 1
2 |〈[X̂ , Ẑ]〉|, (12)

where the uncertainty is quantified by the standard deviation
σX (σZ ) for measuring an observable X (Z), respectively. Such
uncertainty relations can also be formulated with the entropy
as an uncertainty quantifier. The first entropic uncertainty
relation that is applicable to a wide range of measurements on
finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces was given in Maassen and
Uffink [31]:

Theorem (Maassen and Uffink, 1988). Let ρ be a quantum
state and X and Z be two measurements in orthonormal bases
{|Xx〉} and {|Zz〉}, respectively. Let H (X ) and H (Z ) denote
the classical Shannon-entropy of the probability distribution
of measuring the state in these bases, and

qMU := − log(max
x,z

|〈Zz|Xx〉|2), (13)

then

H (X ) + H (Z ) � qMU + H (ρ). (14)

Since its original discovery, various proofs of this relation
have been found. A particularly nice one can be found in the
Appendix of Coles et al. [18].

The individual terms in the relation have the following
interpretation: The sum of the entropies corresponds to the
product of variances in Eq. (12), and the complementarity
factor qMU, the logarithm of the maximum overlap, quantifies
the degree of incompatibility of the two measurements. If the
original state is mixed [H (ρ) > 0] both our measurements
will become less deterministic and we can add this term on
the right-hand side.

With d the dimension of our Hilbert space, we have

max
x,z

|〈Zz|Xx〉|2 � 1
d , (15)

and two bases (or measurements with such eigenbases) that
fulfill

|〈Zz|Xx〉|2 = 1
d = const. (16)

are called mutually unbiased bases (MUBs).

2. Bipartite uncertainty relations

The entropic uncertainty relation (14) holds only if there
is no form of side information available that allows us to
(partially) predict measurement outcomes and thus reduce
uncertainty. One typical example of such side information
occurs when the measured system A is entangled with another
memory system B which can be measured at will. In that case,
correlations between the two systems can be employed to re-
duce uncertainty, and thus relation (14) needs to be modified.

For a subsystem A, possibly entangled to a memory system
B, Berta et al. [32] showed the following entropic uncertainty
relation:

Theorem (Berta et al. 2010). Let ρAB be a quantum state and
X and Z be two measurements in orthonormal bases {|Xx〉A}
and {|Zz〉A} on the subsystem A. Let

ρXB =
∑

x

|Xx〉〈Xx|A ⊗ TrA(|Xx〉〈Xx|AρAB) (17)

be the classical-quantum state after measuring X in A. Then
H (XA|B) = H (ρXB) − H (ρB) and similar for Z . Now the fol-
lowing relation holds:

H (XA|B) + H (ZA|B) � qMU + H (A|B), (18)

with qMU defined as in (13).
A proof can again be found in the Appendix of Ref. [18]

and also in Ref. [33].
In contrast with the relation for a system without memory

(14), now we bound not the entropy of the measurements, but
the conditional entropy, i.e., the uncertainty after taking into
account side information from B. This conditional uncertainty
is shown to be larger than the complementarity factor qMU plus
the quantum conditional entropy, which captures the entan-
glement between the two subsystems. If A and B are strongly
entangled, often H (A|B) < 0 and the conditional uncertainty
of both X and Z can become arbitrarily small. If the state
is separable, however, then H (A|B) � 0 and so even when
conditioning on B, some uncertainty always remains.

3. Bounding entanglement

As mentioned previously, −H (A|B) is an entanglement
witness and a lower bound on distillable entanglement.
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Equation (18) now gives a lower bound on −H (A|B):

−H (A|B) � qMU − H (XA|B) − H (ZA|B). (19)

Unfortunately, the classical-quantum entropies H (XA|B) and
H (ZB|B) cannot be measured directly. However, an upper
bound

H (XA|B) � inf
X ′

B

H (XA|X ′
B) � H (XA|XB) (20)

can be obtained by applying the data processing inequality
with a measurement in an arbitrary basis X ′

B. Combining equa-
tions (19) and (20), we have

−H (A|B) � qMU − H (XA|X ′
B) − H (ZA|Z ′

B), (21)

where qMU can be calculated and H (XA|X ′
B) + H (ZA|Z ′

B)
quantifies experimentally measurable correlations. This equa-
tion summarizes the basic idea behind entanglement quantifi-
cation with entropic uncertainty relations. We want to obtain
a bound on an entanglement quantifier by extracting correla-
tions between measurements in two different settings.

4. Uncertainty relations for positive operator valued measures

Many measurements done in practice do not fall into the
category of measurements in orthonormal bases but have
to be described through positive operator valued measures
(POVMs). Uncertainty relations similar to (18) also exists for
such generalized measurements.

A POVM is a set of positive operators Ek ∈ B(H), k =
1, . . . , K that sum to the identity:

∑
k Ek = 1. Measuring a

state ρ in this POVM is then understood as obtaining outcome
k with probability Tr(Ekρ). Let Xx and Zz be the POVM
operators for two POVMs X and Z on subsystem A. An
entropic uncertainty relation that is analogous to those using
measurements in bases was proven by Frank and Lieb [34]:

H (XA|B) + H (ZA|B) � − log (cFL ) + H (A|B), (22a)

cFL := max
x,z

Tr(XxZz ). (22b)

Although the complementarity factor − log(cFL ) reduces to
(13) for the case of measuring in bases it is a rather weak
bound in general. Specifically, it is significantly weaker
than factors that can be achieved for POVM uncertainty
relations on only a single system without memory [18].
Tomamichel [35] and Coles and Piani [24] proved the follow-
ing alternative relation that uses a stronger overlap factor at
the cost of adding additional entropy terms on the right-hand
side:

H (XA|B) + H (ZA|B) � − log (cT ) + H (A|B) − H (A|XB)ρ̃
(23)

with

cT := max
x

∥∥∥∥∥
∑

z

XxZzXx

∥∥∥∥∥
2

� max
x,z

‖
√
Xx

√
Zz‖2

2 (24)

and the postmeasurement state

ρ̃XAB :=
∑

x

|x〉〈x|X ⊗ (
Xx

A ⊗ 1B
)
ρAB

(
Xx

A ⊗ 1B
)
. (25)

5. State-dependent complementarity factors

One of the big issues of the previously shown entropic
uncertainty relations is that they are tight only for measure-
ments in MUBs. This can be seen easily from the proof
in Ref. [18], which involves an application of the data-
processing-inequality and additionally an estimate

|〈Xx′ |Zz′ 〉|2 � max
x,z

|〈Xx|Zz〉|2. (26)

If the measurement pair is far from mutually unbiased, this
estimate will be far from tight and the relation of very little use
for entanglement quantification. If the measurement pair is not
mutually unbiased, the two measurements are not maximally
complementary for all states, so any reasonably tight uncer-
tainty relation will likely require some information about the
occupation of problematic states in its complementarity factor.
A first step in this direction has been taken in Ref. [24] where
a relation with q also depending on the marginal distribution
PX (xA) or PZ (zA) has been shown:

H (XA|B) + H (ZA|B) � H (A|B) + qC, (27a)

qC := −
∑

x

PX (xA) log(max
z

cxz ), (27b)

with cxz = |〈Xx|Zz〉|2, and one can swap X and Z to get a
potentially better relation.

This relation is already a significant improvement in many
cases, yet there are still various pairs of measurements far
from mutually unbiased for which the row-maxima maxz cxz

are very close to the overall maximum maxx,z cxz, but cxz

fluctuates strongly within these rows. In these cases, (27) does
not lead to a significant improvement.

Subsequently we show that, if we are only interested in an
uncertainty relation conditioned on measurement outcomes in
B, we can further improve on this result and find an uncer-
tainty relation that eliminates any maximization in cxz and still
only uses measurable quantities.

III. FULLY-STATE-DEPENDENT UNCERTAINTY
RELATION FOR PROJECTIVE MEASUREMENTS

We are now ready to state the first main result of this
work, which is a more state-dependent entropic uncertainty
relation for bipartite systems, which gives strictly stronger en-
tanglement bounds than previously known relations. We call
it fully state dependent because it avoids any maximization
while calculating the complementarity factor from the indi-
vidual overlap elements cxz but instead uses maximal available
measured information about the state.

Theorem (Bipartite State-Dependent Uncertainty Relation).
Let H = HA ⊗ HB be a bipartite Hilbert space. Let X and Z
be two measurements in the ONBs {|Xx〉A} and {|Zz〉A} on
HA, and Y be a measurement in the ONB {|Y y〉B} on HB. Let
cxz = |〈Zz|Xx〉|2. Then,

H (XA|YB) + H (ZA|B) � H (A|B)

−
∑
x,y

PXY (xA, yB) log

(∑
z

cxzPZY (zA|yB)

)
, (28)
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with PXY (xA, yB) = P(XA = xA, YB = yB), and the condi-
tional distribution PZY (zA|yB) = P(ZA = zA|YB = yB).

Proof. This is a special case of a similar relation for
POVMs shown further below, but it is very instructive to look
at its proof independently. It is inspired largely by the proofs
of less-state-dependent relations in Refs. [18,24,33].

First, notice that

H (ZA|B) − H (A|B)

= H (ρZB) − H (ρB) − H (ρAB) + H (ρB)

= H (ρZB) − H (ρAB)

= D(ρAB‖ρZB). (29)

Now, let

	xy := |Xx〉〈Xx| ⊗ |Y y〉〈Y y| (30)

be the projector onto the eigenstates of the measurement out-
come (x, y). Define the channel � that measures X in A and Y
in B:

�(ρAB) =
∑
x,y

	xyρAB	xy. (31)

Using the data-processing inequality, defining ρXY :=
�(ρAB), we obtain

D(ρAB‖ρZB) � D(�(ρAB)‖�(ρZB))

= D

(
ρXY

∥∥∥∥∥
∑
x,y,z

	xy|Zz〉〈Zz|ρAB|Zz〉〈Zz|	xy

)

= D

(
ρXY

∥∥∥∥∥
∑
x,y,z

	xycxz(〈Zz| ⊗ 〈Y y|ρAB|Zz〉 ⊗ |Y y〉)

)

= D

(
ρXY

∥∥∥∥∥
∑
x,y,z

	xycxzPZY (zA, yB)

)
. (32)

Now both parts of the quantum relative entropy are diagonal
in the XY basis, so we can easily evaluate it to

D

(
ρXY

∥∥∥∥∥
∑
x,y,z

	xycxzPZY (zA, yB)

)
= −H (ρXY )

−
∑
x,y

PXY (xA, yB) log

(∑
z

cxzPZY (zA, yB)

)
. (33)

With H (ρXY ) = H (XAYB), the relation follows after adding
and subtracting H (YB) on the right hand side. �

By now estimating cxz � maxz′ cxz′ and using that∑
z PZY (zA|yB) = 1 as well as

∑
y PXY (xA, yB) = PX (xA), we

can recover a B-measured version of (27). Thus, for the appli-
cation of bounding entanglement through measurements this
relation implies (27) and (18). Note however, that while using
previous relations for bounding entanglement required only
experimental knowledge of the joint probability distributions
PXX and PZZ , our new relation without any further estimates
additionally requires the measurement of PXZ or PZX .

Example: Measuring in the Schmidt basis

Our new relation has a particularly clear interpretation if
the state is pure and one of the two measurements is in the
Schmidt basis of the state. In this case it is also qualitatively
more powerful than the standard relation (18) for any mea-
surement pair that is not mutually unbiased.

To see this, take a pure state ρAB and choose the mea-
surements Z and Z ′ to be measurements in its Schmidt basis.
Explicitly, let

|ψ〉AB =
∑

i

√
λi |i〉A ⊗ |i〉B (34)

be a Schmidt decomposition of the state (such a decomposi-
tion always exists) and then take Z to be the measurement on
A in the ONB {|i〉A} and Z ′ to be the measurement on B in
{|i〉B}. This implies

ρAB =
∑
i, j

√
λiλ j |ii〉〈 j j|, ρZZ ′ =

∑
i

λi|ii〉〈ii| (35)

and

H (A) = H (B) = H (ZA) = H (Z ′
B)

= H (ZAZ ′
B) = H ({λi}),

(36)

which leads to H (ZA|Z ′
B) = 0. Also, we have PZZ ′ (i, j) =

λiδi j .
Now, let U = UA ⊗ UB be the unitary rotation that trans-

forms between the measurements (XA,YB) and (ZA, Z ′
B). We

take UA = UB, and write its matrix elements as ui j := 〈i|UA| j〉.
Then, we can calculate PZY as

PZY (i, y) = |〈ψ | (|i〉A ⊗ UB |y〉B)|2 = |
√

λiuiy|2 = λiciy. (37)

Thus, ∑
i

cixPZY (i, y) =
∑

i

cixciyλi. (38)

The key point is that this is the same as the probability dis-
tribution PXY of measuring the postmeasurement state ρZZ ′ in
the XY basis:

PXY (x, y)ρZZ′

= 〈x|A ⊗ 〈y|B U †
∑

i

λi|ii〉〈ii|U |x〉A ⊗ |y〉B

=
∑

i

λi|uix|2|uiy|2 =
∑

i

λicixciy.

(39)

Now, our entanglement bound from the fully-state-dependent
entropic uncertainty relation reads

H (A|B) � H (XA|YB) +
∑
x,y

PXY (xA,yB) log

(∑
i

cxiPZY (iA|yB)

)

= H (XAYB) +
∑
x,y

PXY (xA,yB) log

(∑
i

cxiPZY (iAyB)

)

= −D(PXY ρAB‖PXY ρZZ′ ). (40)

This has the following interpretation: Measuring in the
Schmidt basis shows perfect correlations between the two
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subsystems. Now, this alone does not demonstrate entangle-
ment since there is also a purely classical state that shows
exactly the same probability distribution, the postmeasure-
ment state ρZZ ′ . The entropic uncertainty relation now tells
us that we can certify entanglement to the degree to which
we can distinguish our real state ρAB from the classical state
ρZZ ′ by measuring in the XY basis. This distinguishability is
quantified by the classical relative entropy.

Note that, for pure separable states, measuring in the
Schmidt basis makes the relation tight. Also, we either cannot
distinguish ρAB from the classical state ρZZ ′ by measuring
in the XY basis, in which case we get H (A|B) � 0, or we
can (possibly only to a very small degree) in which case
we already demonstrate entanglement. While it is intuitively
clear that for pure states any such observation demonstrates
entanglement, it follows from the previously known entropic
uncertainty relations only for the case of mutually unbiased
measurements.

IV. FULLY-STATE-DEPENDENT UNCERTAINTY
RELATIONS FOR POSITIVE OPERATOR

VALUED MEASURES

The previous fully-state-dependent relation can be natu-
rally generalized to POVMs by proving an equivalent tripartite
uncertainty relation and employing the duality between tripar-
tite and bipartite uncertainty relations.

A. Notation

For a POVM X we label the measurement operator cor-
responding to the measurement outcome x as Xx. We then
implement such a POVM with K elements by an isometry
V adding two auxiliary Hilbert spaces for our measurement
result:

VX : HAB → CK ⊗ CK ⊗ HAB, (41a)

VX |ψAB〉 :=
∑

x

|x〉 ⊗ |x〉 ⊗
√
Xx |ψAB〉 . (41b)

This corresponds to adding two registers that hold the value
of the measurement outcome. The measurement outcome is
added twice, so that tracing out one of them removes the off-
diagonal terms and acts like performing the measurement. We
write

ρX := ρ̃XX ′AB = VX ρABV †
X (42)

for the state after the isometry. The postmeasurement state is
then given as ρ̃XAB.

B. Tripartite relations

For many of the previous bipartite entropic uncertainty
relations there exists an equivalent formulation for tripartite
systems ABC. In this formulation, one of the two measure-
ments is conditioned on B and the other one on C, while
the right-hand side of the relation no longer has a term for
the quantum conditional entropy H (A|B) (see Lemma 2 for
a precise formulation). Tripartite uncertainty relations are
often intuitively related to the monogamy of entanglement:
a subsystem can show quantum correlations with one other

subsystem but not with both. In that sense tripartite uncer-
tainty relations generalize the notion of incompatibility of
measurements to cases where side information is available.

Especially in the framework of measuring in bases, the
relation between bipartite and tripartite uncertainty relations
has been known and used since the discovery of (18) by Berta
et al. [32]. In the case of “coarse grained” measurements
described by POVMs the correspondence is a bit more subtle,
as the bipartite relation acquires additional terms from the fact
that entanglement can persist in parts of the state that have not
been measured.

It appears that the best way to treat bipartite uncertainty
relations for POVMs is indeed with these additional terms,
for which one can then do worst-case estimates as desired.
Therefore, our strategy for deriving a fully-state-dependent
uncertainty relation for POVMs will be to first prove a tripar-
tite relation, and to then obtain a bipartite relation using the
following equivalence theorem.

Lemma 2. Assume that, for two POVMs X and Z , we have
some tripartite uncertainty relation

H (XA|�(B)) + H (ZA|C) � q, (43)

where we allow for some measurement channel � to include
relations of the form H (XA|B) as well as H (XA|YB). q can
in general be state dependent but should depend only on the
reduced state ρAB and not on subsystem C. Then, this implies
the bipartite uncertainty relation

H (XA|�(B)) + H (ZA|B) � q + H (A|B) − H (A|ZB)ρZ , (44)

with ρZ similar to (42) and (41).
Proof. We give a simple proof of what we require for

the sake of completeness. For a more general statement of
this equivalence, see, e.g., Ref. [35]. Let ρABC = |ψ〉〈ψ | be a
purification of ρAB, and ρZ = ρ̃ZZ ′ABC = VZρABCV †

Z . All sub-
sequent entropies apply to ρZ unless otherwise denoted. For
any bipartite splitting of the systems ZZ ′ABC the two sub-
systems will have equal entropy by Schmidt decomposition
(since ρZZ ′ABC is pure). In particular, H (ZZ ′AB) = H (C) and
H (ZC) = H (Z ′AB). Thus,

H (Z|C) = H (ZC) − H (C)

= −H (ZZ ′AB) + H (Z ′AB) = −H (Z|Z ′AB)

= −H (ZZ ′A|B) + H (Z ′A|B)

= −H (ZZ ′A|B) + H (ZA|B)

= −H (ZZ ′A|B) + H (A|ZB) + H (Z|B), (45)

where we made repeated use of the chain rule H (AB|C) =
H (A|BC) + H (B|C). Now, note that H (ZZ ′A|B)ρZ =
H (A|B)ρ , with ρ = ρAB, and thus

H (Z|C) = H (Z|B) − [H (A|B)ρ − H (A|ZB)ρZ ]. (46)

�
If the POVM Z actually is an orthonormal basis, then Zz is

a rank-1 projector and the postmeasurement state ρ̃ZAB takes
the form

ρ̃ZAB =
∑

z

|z〉〈z| ⊗ Zz ⊗ TrA(ZzρAB), (47)
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so H (A|ZB) = 0. If Zz are not rank-1 projectors, then
H (A|ZB) will in general not be zero. Since ρ̃ZAB is classical in
the Z system we can write it as

H (A|ZB) =
∑

z

p(z)H (A|B)√ZzρAB

√
Zz . (48)

Thus, H (A|ZB) has the interpretation of the average entangle-
ment left in the postmeasurement state.

C. Fully-state-dependent relation

We now prove a tripartite entropic uncertainty relation for
POVMs in order to subsequently apply Lemma 2 to obtain the
corresponding bipartite relation.

Theorem 3 (Tripartite State-Dependent Uncertainty Rela-
tion for POVMs). For any tripartite state ρABC and POVMs X
and Z on subsystem A as well as a POVM Y on subsystem B,

H (XA|YB) + H (ZA|C) �

−
∑
x,y

PXY (xA, yB) log

(∑
z

h(x, z)PZY (zA|yB)

)
, (49)

with

h(x, z) := ‖
√
ZzXx

√
Zz‖2 = ‖

√
Zz

√
Xx‖2

2. (50)

Proof. As in the case of Theorem 1, this builds on the proof
of a less-state-dependent relation in Ref. [24]. We start with

H (ZA|C) � D

(
ρAB

∥∥∥∥∥
∑

z

ZzρABZ
z

)
, (51)

which has been shown in Ref. [36] and again differently in
Ref. [24]. We define our measurement channel

�(ρAB) := ρXY =
∑
x,y

|x〉〈x| ⊗ |y〉〈y|Tr(Xx ⊗ Y yρAB) (52)

and, using the DPI, obtain

H (ZA|C) � D

(
ρAB

∥∥∥∥∑
z

ZzρABZ
z

)

� D

(
ρXY

∥∥∥∥�

(∑
z

ZzρABZ
z

))

= D

(
ρXY

∥∥∥∥∑
x,y,z

|x〉〈x| ⊗ |y〉〈y|Tr((Xx ⊗ Y y)ZzρABZ
z )

)
.

(53)

We have

Tr[Xx ⊗ Y y(ZzρABZ
z )]

= Tr[
√
ZzXx

√
Zz(

√
Zz ⊗ Y yρAB

√
Zz )]

� ‖
√
ZzXx

√
Zz‖2Tr(Zz ⊗ Y yρAB)

= h(x, z)PZY (zA, yB), (54)

where we used that, for positive operators A and B, we have
(‖A‖21 − A)B � 0 and thus Tr(AB) � Tr(‖A‖2B). Putting ev-

erything together, we obtain

H (ZA|C) + H (XY )

�−
∑
x,y

PXY (xA, yB) log

(∑
z

Tr[(Xx ⊗ Y y)ZzρABZ
z]

)

� −
∑
x,y

PXY (xA, yB) log

(∑
z

h(x, z)PZY (zA, yB)

)
. (55)

Subtracting H (Y ) on both sides gives the desired relation. �
Corollary 4 (Bipartite State-Dependent Uncertainty Rela-

tion for POVMs). For any bipartite state ρAB and POVMs X
and Z on subsystem A as well as a POVM Y on subsystem B:

H (XA|YB) + H (ZA|B) � H (A|B) − H (A|ZB)ρZ + qFSDP

(56)
with

qFSDP =−
∑
x,y

PXY (xA, yB) log

(∑
z

h(x, z)PZY (zA|yB)

)
.

(57)
Proof. Apply Lemma 2 to Theorem 3. �
Note that the given version does not directly imply the

state-independent Eq. (23) and a marginal-dependent version
similar to (27) for POVMs (see Coles and Piani [24] for an
explicit formulation). The key issue is that these less-state-
dependent relations can use a complementarity factor where
the matrix norm is applied to a larger sum of operators,
namely,

h(x) :=
∥∥∥∥∥
∑

z

XxZzXx

∥∥∥∥∥
2

, (58)

while bounding by the maximum in (56) yields

h(x, z′) � max
z

h(x, z) = max
z

‖
√
ZzXx

√
Zz‖2. (59)

Coles and Piani [24] showed∥∥∥∥∥
∑

z

XxZzXx

∥∥∥∥∥
2

� max
z

‖
√
ZzXx

√
Zz‖2, (60)

with no equality in general.

D. Entanglement witnessing

When using the previously shown entropic uncertainty re-
lations for POVMs instead of those for orthonormal bases,
one has to deal with the issue that the entanglement quantifier
they use is not just the quantum conditional entropy but the
quantum conditional entropy minus the remaining quantum
conditional entropy in the postmeasurement state. Here we
show that this modified term is still an entanglement witness,
i.e. it remains positive for separable states.

Theorem 5 (Entanglement Witness for POVMs). For any
separable bipartite state ρAB and any POVM Z on subsystem
A, it holds that

H (A|B) − H (A|ZB)ρZ � 0. (61)

Proof. Again write ρ̃ZZ ′AB = VZρABV †
Z . Then H (A|B)ρ =

H (ZZ ′A|B)ρ̃ . For any direct product state ρAB = ρA ⊗ ρB we
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get H (ZZ ′A|B) = H (ZZ ′A) and H (A|ZB) = H (A|Z ). Then,
by the Araki-Lieb inequality [37], we have

H (ZZ ′A) � |H (ZA) − H (Z ′)| � H (ZA) − H (Z ′)

= H (ZA) − H (Z ) = H (A|Z ). (62)

For separable states ρAB = ∑
k pkρ

k
A ⊗ ρk

B we can rewrite
our expression as a relative entropy and then use joint convex-
ity. We have

ρ̃ZZ ′AB =
∑

k

pk ρ̃
k
ZZ ′AB =

∑
k

pk ρ̃
k
ZZ ′A ⊗ ρ̃k

B, (63)

which leads to

H (ZZ ′A|B) − H (A|BZ )

= H (ZZ ′AB) + H (BZ ) − H (ABZ ) − H (B) (64)

= −D
(
ρ̃ZZ ′AB ⊗ ρ̃ZB

∥∥∥ I

dZ
⊗ ρ̃ZAB ⊗ I

dZ
⊗ ρ̃B

)
+ 2 log (dZ ).

Now, using the separability (63) and joint convexity of the
relative entropy, we obtain

H (ZZ ′A|B) − H (A|BZ )

�
∑
k, j

pk p j (H (Z|Z ′AB)ρ̃k + H (Z|B)ρ̃ j )

=
∑

k

pk (H (Z|Z ′AB)ρ̃k + H (Z|B)ρ̃k )

=
∑

k

pk (H (ZZ ′A|B)ρ̃k − H (A|BZ )ρ̃k ) � 0, (65)

where the ρ̃k are direct product states, so H (ZZ ′A|B)ρ̃k −
H (A|BZ )ρ̃k � 0. �

V. PROPERTIES AND LIMITATIONS OF ENTANGLEMENT
QUANTIFICATION WITH ENTROPIC

UNCERTAINTY RELATIONS

In this section we investigate properties of our relation
and of entanglement quantifiers based on entropic uncertainty
relations in general. The first part of this section will deal
with tightness of fully measured relations, while the second
part answers what one can expect in scenarios where the set
of available measurements is restricted by some conservation
law.

A. Tightness

For an application of entropic uncertainty relations to en-
tanglement quantification, one needs to be aware that the
classical-quantum conditional entropies H (ZA|B) cannot be
measured. Experimentally, only classical-classical conditional
entropies H (ZA|Z ′

B) with an arbitrary measurement Z ′ on B are
accessible. The data-processing inequality tells us that

H (ZA|B) � H (ZA|Z ′
B) (66)

for any measurement Z ′ on B. Thus, all previously stated
entropic uncertainty relations imply a formulation with such
classical-classical entropies. If the measurement pair (XA, ZA)

is mutually unbiased, indeed all these relations are equivalent,
i.e., with d the dimension of HA,

qMU = qFSD = qC = log (d ). (67)

In this section we investigate what effect conditioning on
measurement results instead of the full quantum system B has
on the tightness of these relations. We will mostly be dealing
with pure states and measurement pairs that are mutually un-
biased. While one would expect that this should be somewhat
ideal circumstances, we will see that already there the set of
tight states is very limited.

For the relation by Berta et al. (18) and with fixed measure-
ments X and Z related by a Fourier transformation, Ref. [38]
tried to find all tight states but achieved classification only
with some additional restrictions.

In this section we interest ourselves in a slightly different
question: For which pure states ρAB does there exist a pair
of mutually unbiased bases XA and ZA of HA and arbitrary
measurements X ′

B and Z ′
B of HB such that

H (XA|X ′
B) + H (ZA|Z ′

B) = H (A|B) + log (d ). (68)

If we were to consider the relation conditioning on the quan-
tum system instead, i.e., if we look for states which satisfy

H (XA|X ′
B) + H (ZA|B) = H (A|B) + log (d ), (69)

answering this question is fairly straightforward: Choose
bases XA and X ′

B such that ρAB has a Schmidt decomposition
in these bases. Then H (XA|X ′

B) = 0. Furthermore, since ρAB

is pure, also TrA(|z〉〈z|ρAB) is rank one (and thus pure after
pulling out the normalization), and using that ρZB is classical
in A we get H (ZA|B) = H (ZA) − H (B). Hence, the uncer-
tainty relation reduces to H (ZA) � log(d ) which can only be
achieved with equality. Thus, for all pure states choosing one
measurement to be the Schmidt basis makes the relation tight.

This changes drastically if we consider (68) instead of (69).
Our key result is the following:

Theorem 6 (Tightness for Pure States and MUB Measure-
ments). Let ρAB be pure. If there exists a pair of mutually
unbiased bases (XA, ZA) on HA and arbitrary measurements
X ′

B and Z ′
B on HB such that

H (XA|X ′
B) + H (ZB|Z ′

B) = H (A|B) + log (dim HA), (70)

then all nonzero Schmidt coefficients of ρAB are equal.
Note that all nonzero Schmidt coefficients being equal is

equivalent to the following statement: There exist subspaces
GA ⊂ HA and GB ⊂ HB with the same dimension such that
ρAB is a maximally entangled state on GA ⊗ GB embedded into
HA ⊗ HB. In the case of dim GA = dim GB = 1 this “maxi-
mally entangled state” is just a product state.

Proof. Let XA, ZA be mutually unbiased and X ′
B, Z ′

B be
arbitrary on HB, such that (70) holds. It follows from the
relation by Berta et al. (18) that for equality in (70) three
conditions have to be met: First, the relation (18) has to
be tight, and additionally for the bases X ′

B and Z ′
B of HB

the following two conditions must be fulfilled: H (XA|B) =
H (XA|X ′

B) and H (ZA|B) = H (ZA|Z ′
B) (it follows from Lemma

8 in the Appendix that allowing X ′
B and Z ′

B to be POVMs is
not more general). We show that, if ρAB has two or more dis-
tinct nonzero Schmidt coefficients, then these three conditions
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cannot be met at the same time, which proves the claim that
Eq. (70) implies that all Schmidt coefficients have to be equal.

The relation (18) by Berta et al. can be proven by using an
argument similar to our proof of Theorem 1 which invokes the
data processing inequality,

D(ρAB‖ρZB) � D(�[ρAB]‖�[ρZB]) , (71)

with � being the quantum channel that measures system A
in the XA basis. Thus, for the relation to be tight the data
processing inequality has to be tight in this specific instance.

1. Tightness of the data-processing inequality

For a quantum channel � : D(H) → D(H′) Petz [39]
showed that

D(�[ρ]‖�[σ ]) = D(ρ‖σ ) (72)

if and only if there exists a CPTP recovery channel �̃ :
D(H′) → D(H) (which may depend on ρ and σ ) that inverts
� on both ρ and σ , i.e.,

�̃[�[ρ]] = ρ, �̃[�[σ ]] = σ. (73)

Furthermore, this recovery channel can (if it exists) always be
chosen of the form

�̃[ω] = √
σ�∗[(

√
�[σ ])−1ω(

√
�[σ ])−1]

√
σ , (74)

with �∗ the adjoint of � with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt
inner product on B(H). Since � is trace preserving, �∗ is al-
ways unital, so by construction this form ensures �̃[�[σ ]] =
σ . Note that D(ρ‖σ ) is not symmetric in ρ and σ , so ρ and σ

can in general not be swapped in this expression.
Equation (74) implies that the DPI is tight for the two states

ρ and σ if and only if

ρ = √
σ�∗[(

√
�[σ ])−1�[ρ](

√
�[σ ])−1]

√
σ . (75)

Inserting σ = ρZB = ∑
z |z〉〈z| ⊗ ρ

(z)
B we find

�[ρZB] =
∑
x,z

|x〉〈x||z〉〈z||x〉〈x| ⊗ ρ
(z)
B

= 1

d

∑
x

|x〉〈x| ⊗
∑

z

ρ
(z)
B

= 1

d
1A ⊗ TrA(ρZB), (76)

and thus the condition reduces to

ρAB = d
√

ρZB
(
1A ⊗ B

− 1
2

Z

)
ρXB

(
1A ⊗ B

− 1
2

Z

)√
ρZB, (77)

where B
− 1

2
Z = [TrA(ρZB)]−

1
2 and we used that, for measure-

ment channels, �∗ = �.
The strategy is now to show that all quantities on the

right-hand side are block-diagonal in blocks corresponding
to the values of Schmidt coefficients of ρAB, with block sizes
corresponding to the degeneracy of the respective coefficient
value. On the other hand, the left-hand side ρAB = |ψ〉〈ψ |
will always also contain off-diagonal terms. Thus, if there are
two or more distinct nonzero Schmidt coefficients, we get a
contradiction.

2. Zero quantum discord and Schmidt decompositions

The statement that there exists a basis X ′
B such that

H (XA|B) = H (XA|X ′
B) is equivalent to ρXB having zero quan-

tum discord, where quantum discord is defined as the
difference infX ′

B
H (XA|X ′

B) − H (XA|B). It is known [18,40–
42] that a state has zero quantum discord if and only if
it is classical in subsystem B (a proof of this statement is
given in Lemma 8 in the Appendix). This implies that there
exists a measurement X ′′ on B [this will not necessarily be
any measurement X ′ that satisfies H (XA|B) = H (XA|X ′

B)] such
that ρXB = ρXX ′′ . Since H (XA|X ′

B) = H (XA|X ′′
B ), also X ′′ will

lead to a tight relation if X ′ does, and thus we can assume
X ′ = X ′′ (this is just to simplify notation). If ρAB = |ψ〉〈ψ |
we can expand |ψ〉 in the XA ⊗ X ′

B basis

|ψ〉 =
∑
k,l

αkl |k〉XA
⊗ |l〉X ′

B
, (78)

and find that

ρXB =
∑
k,l,l ′

αklα
∗
kl ′ |k〉〈k|XA ⊗ |l〉〈l ′|X ′

B
. (79)

The condition that ρXB = ρXX ′ then gives

∀ k, l, l ′ : αklα
∗
kl ′ ∝ δll ′ ⇒ ∀ k, l : αkl ∝ δll0(k), (80)

and thus |ψ〉 can be written as

|ψ〉 =
∑

k

αk |k〉XA
⊗ |l0(k)〉X ′

B
. (81)

Here, l0(k) can still take the same value twice for different k
so this is not yet a Schmidt decomposition. However, we can
rearrange the sum as

|ψ〉 =
∑

l

λl

(∑
k

α
(l )
k |k〉XA

)
⊗ |l〉X ′

B
, (82)

with λl and α
(l )
k defined suitably. By absorbing complex

phases into a redefinition of the X ′
B basis we can always chose

λk to be real and positive. Thus, we see that |ψ〉 has a Schmidt
decomposition consisting of vectors in the X ′

B basis on HB.
Furthermore, since ρXB = ρXX ′ , the B part of ρXB is diagonal
in this basis and thus ρXB contains no cross terms of different
subspaces corresponding to different Schmidt coefficients.

The exact same argument can be applied to ρZB to get a
different Schmidt decomposition of |ψ〉:

|ψ〉 =
∑

l

λl

(∑
k

α̃
(l )
k |k〉ZA

)
⊗ |l〉Z ′

B
. (83)

Now, Schmidt decompositions are not unique, so ρZB and ρXB

having diagonal B part in two different decompositions does
not imply that also their product is diagonal in either of those
bases. However, the subspaces spanned by all the Schmidt
vectors of a specific Schmidt coefficient value are independent
of the chosen Schmidt decomposition. This corresponds to the
well-known statement that the singular value decomposition
is unique up to unitary rotations within the subspaces corre-
sponding to the degeneracies of the different singular values.
Thus ρXB and ρZB having no off-diagonal terms from these
different subspaces implies the same also for their product.

052412-9



BJARNE BERGH AND MARTIN GÄRTTNER PHYSICAL REVIEW A 103, 052412 (2021)

Additionally, B
− 1

2
Z is derived from TrA(ρZB) and thus is also

block-diagonal. This establishes the contradiction in (77) if
there are two or more distinct nonzero Schmidt coefficients,
and thus completes the proof of Theorem 6. �

The necessary condition of Theorem 6 is not obviously
sufficient. It is fairly easy to see that any product state will
be tight if one chooses either XA or ZA to contain one of
its product vectors. Similarly, a maximally entangled state
on HA ⊗ HB will be tight even for arbitrary mutually unbi-
ased bases (XA, ZA) given an appropriate choice of X ′

B and
Z ′

B. Furthermore, a maximally entangled state on a subspace
GA ⊗ GB ⊂ HA ⊗ HB, where dim GA divides dim HA, can be
made tight by having XA contain the vectors spanning GA at the
right indices and choosing ZA as its Fourier transformation.
However, for embedded maximally entangled states of sub-
spaces with arbitrary dimension this is in general not correct,
and it is not clear if there exists measurement choices which
make the relation tight in that case.

B. Limited measurements due to conserved quantities

In many practical applications the translation between
the two measurements X and Z is implemented by a uni-
tary operation generated through time evolution under some
Hamiltonian. If the system has conserved quantities, the set of
implementable unitaries will be limited, as all measurement
operators then also have to commute with this quantity. If,
furthermore, the state consists of a superposition of different
values of these conserved quantities, this can lead to en-
tanglement that is undetectable through entropic uncertainty
relations, because its correlations cannot be distinguished
from classical through the set of implementable measure-
ments. A typical example is local particle number, which
cannot be changed by local operations, but the system can be
prepared in a superposition of different particle number distri-
butions between two subsystems [43], e.g., through applying a
beam splitter. This leads to a form of bipartite entanglement of
the particle numbers in each subsystem, which is undetectable
with entropic uncertainty relations.

Quantitatively, one gets the following:
Theorem 7 (Bipartite State-Dependent Uncertainty Rela-

tion with Local Conservation Laws). Let H = HA ⊗ HB. Let
NA ⊗ NB be a Hermitian operator on H, and 	(n) = 	

(nA )
A ⊗

	
(nB )
B be the projectors onto its eigenspaces enumerated by

n = (nA, nB). Let XA, ZA be generalized measurements (i.e.,
POVMs) on A such that their measurement operators Xx, Zz

both commute with NA. Let similarly X ′
B and Z ′

B be generalized
measurements on B such that their measurement operators
commute with NB. Then

H (XA|X ′
B) + H (ZA|Z ′

B) � qFSDP + H (A|B)ρ − H (Z|AB)ρZ ,

(84)
with

ρ =
∑

n

	(n)ρAB	(n) (85)

and ρZ similar to (42). Furthermore, if XA and ZA are measure-
ments in orthonormal bases, then

H (XA|X ′
B) + H (ZA|Z ′

B) � qFSD + H (A|B)ρ. (86)

Proof. Since all observables commute with the projectors
	(n), in the state ρ the probability of any outcome correspond-
ing to measurement operators A ⊗ B is given by

Tr(ρA ⊗ B ) = Tr

(∑
n

	(n)ρ	(n)A ⊗ B

)
(87)

= Tr

(∑
n

ρ	(n)A ⊗ B

)
= Tr(ρA ⊗ B ).

Thus, all measured conditional entropies and state-dependent
complementarity factors are equal for ρ and ρ. The claim then
follows from an application of (56) to ρ. �

We call H (A|B)ρ the configurational part of the conditional
entropy H (A|B)ρ because it describes the correlations of the
configurations within the conservation-law sectors. Given that
the state ρ is related to ρ by the application of a quantum
channel that measures the conserved quantity, using the data-
processing inequality gives

−H (A|B)ρ � −H (A|B)ρ, (88)

i.e., the entanglement witnessed by the configurational part is
always less than the total entanglement.

As an example, consider again a system where particles
can fluctuate between two spatial regions which make up
the two parts of our bipartite Hilbert space. We assume
that the particle number within each subsystem is conserved,
and the total particle number is fixed to a single value N . If
the initial state is pure, one easily calculates [43]

−H (A|B)ρ = H (B)ρ = −H (A|B)ρ + H ({p(n)}), (89)

where p(n) is the probability distribution of finding n par-
ticles in subsystem A (and thus N − n in B). So, the true
entanglement entropy separates into its configurational part
and a part coming from particle number fluctuations between
subsystems, which is undetectable using entropic uncer-
tainty relations. Similar relations between −H (A|B)ρ and
−H (A|B)ρ can easily be shown if ρ is a mixture of pure states
with different particle numbers or is created from a (possibly
mixed) initial state through a beam splitter.

VI. APPLICATIONS

We show two examples of physical systems where the set
of easily accessible measurements is severely restricted and
does not include MUBs. We show that, for these systems,
our new uncertainty relation allows us to obtain meaningful
bounds on entanglement while all the previous relations with
less-state-dependent complementarity factors fail to do so.

A. Two distinguishable particles

The first system we consider, is a simple systems of two
distinguishable particles on a one-dimensional (1D) lattice.
This is inspired by Ref. [25], where entanglement of such
two particles on two lattice sites was quantified using density-
matrix reconstruction. We show that just using unitary time
evolution and occupation measurements we can use entropic
uncertainty relations to witness and bound (although not
tightly bound) entanglement between the two particles.
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FIG. 1. Entanglement entropy between two particles in the
ground state of a 1D Hubbard model in the highly attractive regime
(|U | � J and U < 0), compared with the entanglement entropy of a
maximally entangled state on the same Hilbert space.

1. Model

The system consists of two distinguishable particles, ex-
perimentally realized using different internal states, e.g.,
hyperfine states of 6Li in Ref. [25], interacting on a 1D chain
of lattice sites. Introducing creation and annihilation operators
a1,i, a†

1,i, a2,i, a†
2,i for each particle and lattice site i, we can

write the Hamiltonian as

H = −J
2∑

p=1

L−1∑
i=1

(
a†

p,iap,i+1 + H.c.
) + U

L∑
i=1

n̂1,in̂2,i, (90)

with L lattice sites, hopping strength J > 0, interaction
strength U , and particle number operator n̂p,i := a†

p,iap,i. Note
that we do not use periodic boundary conditions. The system’s
Hilbert space is the tensor product of the Hilbert spaces of the
individual particles, so we study entanglement between the
two particles and not between spatially separated regions.

2. Ground state

For |U | � J and U < 0, it is energetically favorable for
the two particles to occupy the same lattice site, so the ground
state is approximately

|ψ〉 ≈
∑

i

ci |i, i〉 , (91)

where ci are the coefficients of the single-particle ground state,

|ψ1〉 =
∑

i

ci |i〉 . (92)

Note that, since we did not employ periodic boundary con-
ditions, the single-particle ground state is not uniform but
will show decreased population towards the boundary. An
exception is the case of only two lattice sites (which was
implemented in Ref. [25]). Here every lattice site is on the
boundary, and the bipartite ground state is a maximally en-
tangled state. Figure 1 shows the entanglement entropy of the
two-particle ground state as a function of the number of lattice
sites.

FIG. 2. Normalized complementarity factor − log(maxx,z cxz ) for
a measurement X in the site basis and a second measurement Z ,
for varying number of lattice sites L. The second measurement is
implemented by letting the particles evolve independently under the
hopping Hamiltonian for time t before measuring their positions on
the lattice. The normalization is chosen such that a value of one
corresponds to measuring in MUBs.

3. Measurement directions

The natural measurement in this system is the detection
of the positions of both particles on the lattice. We will label
the corresponding basis states as {|i〉}L

i=1 for one particle,
and {|i1, i2〉}L

i1,i2=1 for the bipartite states, where each index i
corresponds to the lattice site the particle is on (site basis).
A measurement in a different basis can be performed by
letting the system evolve under a Hamiltonian with different
parameters J and U (essentially a quantum quench) before
detecting the atom positions. To be suitable as a second mea-
surement in our entropic uncertainty relations, the applied
time evolution must be local in the two Hilbert spaces HA

and HB, i.e., it must decompose as eitH = R = RA ⊗ RB (with
h̄ = 1). For the Hamiltonian in (90), this is only true if the
particles are noninteracting, so U = 0. Thus, we remain with a
one-parametric set of possible second measurement directions
which are related to the occupation basis by the unitary

R(t ) = eitH (J=1,U=0). (93)

The overlap elements cxz are then given by the absolute values
squared of the entries in this unitary matrix (93).

Figure 2 shows the logarithm of the maximal value in
this matrix as an indication of how close this pair of mea-
surements comes to being mutually unbiased. For two lattice
sites, given the correct tunneling time, a MUB is actually
achievable, while for L > 2 the two measurements are never
maximally complementary. To implement two mutually un-
biased measurements using only position measurements after
some tunneling evolution one would have to engineer tunnel
couplings beyond-nearest-neighbor tunneling, which is exper-
imentally challenging.

Instead of looking only at the maximal overlap element,
Fig. 3 shows a histogram of all the elements of the overlap
matrix for a special case. One finds that most elements are
actually much smaller than the maximum, so using state-
dependent bounds should give a significant benefit.
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FIG. 3. Histogram of the individual overlap elements cxz for L =
30 lattice sites at tunneling time t = 0.5L.

4. Numerical results

Given that the state is close to a maximally entangled
state, we expect correlations to be maximal when the two
particles are measured in the same basis. Thus, in our en-
tropic uncertainty relation we restrict ourselves to this case
and evaluate H (XA|XB) and H (ZA|ZB). Since the Schmidt ba-
sis of the ground state for attractive interactions is close to
the site basis, the measured entropy H (XA|XB) will turn out
to be effectively zero in the following simulations. The
measurable entanglement is thus determined by the relation
between the correlations in our second measurement and by
the complementarity factor q.

The detectable entanglement using our fully-state-
dependent relation (28) and the state-independent relation
(18) is shown in Figs. 4 and 5, respectively. It is immediately
apparent that, for everything which is not very close to a

FIG. 4. Detectable entanglement in the ground state for attractive
interactions (U/J = −100) using the fully-state-dependent relation
(28) and independent tunneling as the transformation to the second
measurement basis. The abscissa shows tunneling time over the
number of lattice sites, which parametrizes all such transformations.
Even though the true entanglement entropy of the considered ground
state grows as −H (A|B) ≈ log(L), the detectable entanglement using
this method is roughly constant.

FIG. 5. Similar to Fig. 4 but using the state-independent un-
certainty relation (18). The detectable entanglement is significantly
lower and for high number of sites no entanglement can be detected.

MUB measurement (this includes all measurements with a
high number of sites), the state-independent relation never
detects any entanglement. Only for the special case of
two sites, a tight quantification can be achieved using the
state-independent bound. Our fully-state-dependent relation
detects entanglement for all possible lattice configurations and
tunneling times (even when the second measurement is very
close to the first one). However, the detected entanglement
seems to be limited to around 1.5 bits, whereas the true
entanglement grows approximately as log(L). Thus, even
though we can detect entanglement for all system sizes and
chosen bases (tunneling times), using this method we cannot
quantify entanglement accurately for many lattice sites in the
sense that the obtained bounds are not tight.

Using the marginal-dependent relation (27) gives almost
no benefit compared with the state-independent relation, as
the row-maxima of the overlap matrices maxx cxz are all very
close to the global maximum (data not shown).

B. Spin-1 Bose-Einstein condensate

As a second system, we consider a spin-1 Bose-Einstein
condensate (BEC) that is initially prepared in one spatial mode
and subsequently split into two parts, which make up the two
components of our bipartite system.

Such systems have recently been used to demonstrate bi-
partite entanglement using a steering bound related to the
Robertson uncertainty relation [26,27,44]. While an applica-
tion of entropic uncertainty relations using the same readout
scheme fails, using different measurements our fully-state-
dependent relation can be used to obtain a bound on an
entanglement quantifier. The following system is modeled
closely after the experimental procedure in Ref. [26].

1. Model

All particles of a 87Rb BEC are described as occupying
the same spatial mode. The relevant internal states of the
atoms, or spin states, are the three Zeeman sublevels of the
F = 1 hyperfine manifold of the 5s electronic ground state,
labeled (1, 0,−1). Spin mixing dynamics in this system are
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described within the Hilbert space spanned by the Fock states
|N1, N0, N−1〉, labeled by the number of particles in each spin
component. This system can thus also be described as three
harmonic oscillators, with corresponding ladder operators

a−1, a0, a1, a†
−1, a†

0, a†
1. (94)

These three different modes correspond to the spin compo-
nents in what we call the z direction, i.e.

Sz = N̂1 − N̂−1 = a†
1a1 − a†

−1a−1. (95)

We call the basis constructed out of the occupation number
states |N1, N0, N−1〉 the bare mode basis. Experimentally, one
can measure in this basis by applying a Stern-Gerlach pulse
to separate the three spin components and then measure the
number of particles in each mode by absorption imaging.
The set of possible outcomes x of a measurement will thus
consist of all possible mode occupations (N1, N0, N−1) con-
sistent with

∑
i Ni = N , where N is the total particle number.

The probability distributions PX (x) = P(N1, N0, N−1), or, in
the bipartite case discussed below, the joint distributions over
the outcomes in the local subsystems, are basic quantities
that need to be measured in order to obtain the conditional
entropies H (XA|XB) used in the entropic uncertainty relations.

The splitting into two subsystems is performed experimen-
tally by letting the system expand in space and then measuring
with spatial resolution, which allows us to split the measured
absorption signal into two spatial parts. We model this split-
ting by moving to a bipartite Hilbert space H = HA ⊗ HB

with three spin modes in each subsystem. This gives six total
modes with corresponding operators

aA,−1, aA,0, aA,1, aB,−1 , aB,0 , aB,1, (96)

and similar for a†. The transition from the single spatial mode
to the two subsystems A and B can then be understood as
replacing

a†
k → 1√

2
(a†

A,k + a†
B,k ), (97)

i.e., each particle has equal probability to end up in one of
the two subsystems. This is equivalent to the application of a
beam splitter to each mode.

2. Measurement in different bases

Measurements in bases other than the bare mode basis can
be realized by time evolving with some Hamiltonian before
measuring. Effectively, we apply the unitary rotation

R = exp (−itH ). (98)

Here we consider local spin rotations, i.e., Hamiltonians that
consists only of pairs of creation and annihilation operators,
so

R = exp

⎛
⎝i

∑
j,k

Cjka†
j ak

⎞
⎠. (99)

These form a representation of U(3) and can be implemented
experimentally by using external driving fields [26,45–47].

Since changing a state |ψ〉 only by a global phase has no
physical effect, for every U(3) element there is a physically

equivalent SU(3) element. In the following we restrict our-
selves to measurements which are related to the bare mode
basis by such a SU(3) transformation. This choice is a strong
restriction in terms of possible choices of measurement bases
but it appears reasonable from an experimental perspective,
since interacting Hamiltonians are typically harder to engineer
and control. It will not include MUBs, but one can still ask
which transformation R on a Hilbert space with fixed particle
number leads to a minimal max j,k |Rjk|2. It might be natural to
start with r ∈ SU(3) such that its fundamental representation
on C3 (which we write as r again) has minimal max j,k |r jk|2.
The minimum of |r jk|2 = 1

3 is achieved by the Fourier matrix

(F3) jk = i√
3

exp

(
2π i jk

3

)
, j, k = 0, 1, 2, (100)

where we put a leading i to make it an element of SU(3).
We call the transformation associated with its representa-

tion

RFT = exp

⎛
⎝∑

j,k

log (F3) jka†
j ak

⎞
⎠ (101)

the single-particle Fourier transformation, because it would be
the Fourier transformation for only a single particle.

In the regime where we can calculate representation matri-
ces R easy enough so that numerically optimizing over all of
SU(3) is possible, the single-particle Fourier transformation
indeed appears to be optimal, i.e., there appears to be no
other representation element R′ with smaller max j,k |R′

jk|2. An
analytical confirmation of this would be desirable but is not
straightforward to obtain.

3. Configurational and particle number entanglement

Since any such SU(3) operations preserve the particle num-
ber in each subsystem, Theorem 7 applies. As mentioned in
the previously shown example, for pure states with this setup
we have

−H (A|B) = H (ρB)

= H ({p(n)}) +
∑

n

p(n)H
(
ρ

(n)
B

)
= H ({p(n)}) − H (A|B)ρ,

(102)

where p(n) is the probability distribution of particle number
n in subsystem A (or B). We call the first term H ({p(n)})
the particle number entanglement (or particle number con-
tribution to the entanglement entropy), and the second
term

∑
n p(n)H (ρB(n)) configurational entanglement (or con-

figurational contribution to the entanglement entropy), in
accordance with Ref. [43]. Our uncertainty relations can only
detect configurational entanglement, so we will always com-
pare our bounds on −H (A|B) with the configurational part of
the true entanglement entropy. Note that the particle-number
contribution does not actually depend on the details of the
state but only on the total particle number.

Ways to circumvent this undetectability of parts of the
entanglement entropy likely go through circumventing the
conservation law itself, for example, by interfering multiple
copies of the state together [9].
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4. Overlaps on one subsystem

The complementarity factor q used in entropic uncertainty
relations quantifies the complementarity of the two measure-
ments on the subsystem A. For this setup, the fact that the
particle number in the subsystem is not fixed leads to some
peculiarities when applying entropic uncertainty relations.

Since the particle number in A is not fixed, HA decomposes
into subspaces of particle number n in A:

HA =
N⊕

n=0

H(n). (103)

A representation R of a SU(3) element will then act on HA as

RA =
N⊕

n=0

R(n), (104)

where R(n) acts on H(n). To calculate the maximal matrix
element we maximize over n as well, so

max
j,k

|(RA) jk| = max
n

max
j,k

|(R(n) ) jk|. (105)

However, since R(0) = (1) ∈ C1×1 we have max j,k |(RA) jk| =
1 and thus qMU = − log(12) = 0.

Thus, the state-independent relation (18) will never witness
any entanglement for states on Hilbert spaces that allow for
particle number fluctuation between subsystems. The key is-
sue is that the beam splitter allows for the possibility of all
particles ending up in subsystem B. Since the overlap element
of the uncertainty relation is state independent and does not
know anything about the beam splitter, it has to acknowledge
that there are states for which subsystem A is empty. For these
states, the measurement in A is deterministic irrespective of
any spin rotations applied, so there cannot be a nontrivial
uncertainty relation.

Thus, there has to be some state dependence in the com-
plementarity factor q. This can be achieved in various ways
with increasing degree of state dependence. The simplest
modification just includes the overlaps of the state with the
particle number sectors H(n) of our Hilbert space HA [this
is effectively the probability distribution PNA (n) of finding n
particles in subsystem A],

qPN := −
∑

n

PNA (n) log(max
j,k

|(R(n) ) jk|2). (106)

A relation with this q is a simple corollary of (27). As an
alternative, we may also use (27) directly, which yields

qC = −
∑

x

PX (x) log(max
z

cxz ), (107)

with PX (x) being the probability of measuring outcome x (of
measurement X ) in A, and cxz = |(RA)xz|2 in the previous
notation. Here we take into account not only the probability
distribution of finding a certain particle number in A, but
the whole marginal probability distribution in A (where the
measurement results also imply a certain particle number).
Finally, we may use the fully-state-dependent relation (28),

which becomes (after setting X = Y )

qFSD = −
∑
x,y

PXX (xA, xB) log

(∑
z

cxzPZX (zA|xB)

)
. (108)

This takes into account the full bipartite probability dis-
tribution PXX (xA, xB) and also requires knowledge of the
probability distribution PZX , where we do a local rotation
in one subsystem only. Setting X = Y in this relation gives
an entropic uncertainty relation which has H (XA|XB) on its
left-hand side. For this specific system, conditioning on the
same measurement on the other subsystem always appears to
be optimal. For qC and qFSD we can get a potentially different
q by swapping X and Z . In practice we take the maximum of
the two.

For the purpose of entanglement quantification in experi-
ment, where we need to use measured entropies H (XA|X ′

B) +
H (ZA|Z ′

B) on the left-hand side of our uncertainty relations,
we seek to maximize the complementarity factor. Given that
qPN � qC � qFSD, the fully-state-dependent relation implies
the other two relations. We will see below that the fully-state-
dependent relation is the only one which can realistically be
used to certify entanglement in this setup.

5. Two-mode-squeezed state

An interesting (and experimentally accessible) set of en-
tangled states is formed by the so-called two-mode-squeezed
states. These are created from a prepared state |0, N, 0〉 by
time evolution under a Hamiltonian that allows for spin-
changing collisions [26,27,47]:

H = g
[
a†

1a†
−1a0a0 + a†

0a†
0a1a−1 + (

N̂0 − 1
2

)
(N̂1 + N̂−1)

]
+ q(N̂1 + N̂−1). (109)

The ratio between the parameters g and q can be tuned in
experiment. For the following sections on squeezed states we
set q = −g(N − 1

2 ) with N the total particle number. This
ensures that for high occupation of the zero mode N0 ≈ N the
q-dependent term cancels the second g-dependent term, and
we are left with

H ≈ g(a†
1a†

−1a0a0 + a†
0a†

0a1a−1). (110)

For short evolution times we can assume the zero-mode
population to remain constant (undepleted pump approxima-
tion) and thus replace the corresponding operators by constant
numbers, so N̂0 ∼ N and a0 ∼ a†

0 ∼ √
N . Then the Hamilto-

nian can be approximated as

H = gN (a†
1a†

−1 + a1a−1), (111)

which is solvable analytically. Introducing the squeezing pa-
rameter r = Ngt one gets [26,48]

|ψ (t )〉 = 1

cosh (r)

∑
n

[−i tanh (r)]n |n, N − 2n, n〉 . (112)

This holds only for small r but can give good insight into the
approximate structure of the state. For the following numer-
ical computations we still diagonalize the full Hamiltonian
(109) and calculate the time evolution explicitly. All subse-
quent results which depend on squeezing will be shown as a
function of r = Ngt .
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The reason this is called a squeezed state is that there ex-
ists a pair of observables with almost canonical commutation
relation so that, for increased squeezing, one becomes in-
creasingly localized while the other one becomes increasingly
delocalized (similar to squeezing of position and momentum).
With

S(ϕ) = i√
2

[e−iϕa†
0(a1 − a−1) + H.c.], (113)

we define the spin the squeezed direction as S( π
4 ) and the spin

in the antisqueezed direction as S( 3π
4 ). Then,[

S
(π

4

)
, S

(
3π

4

)]
= 2iN̂0 − i(a†

1 + a†
−1)(a1 + a−1)

∼ 2iN0 ≈ const. (114)

for low squeezing [26]. Alternatively one can also characterize
these operators by the rotations which relate them to Sz. These
read

Rsq = e−i π
4 N̂0 e−i π

2 Ŝy , (115a)

Rantisq = e−i 3π
4 N̂0 e−i π

2 Ŝy . (115b)

6. Numerical results: Time-evolved state

All numerical results for the spin-1 BEC consider the pure
state prepared by unitary time evolution under Hamiltonian
(109) with a single fixed total particle number. In practice this
usually requires postselection of measurements.

Previous demonstrations of entanglement in these systems
[26] used the squeezed and antisqueezed direction as mea-
surement pairs, as the Robertson relation is tight for these
measurements. Entropic uncertainty relations are not tight
for these measurements however, and even our fully-state-
dependent relation fails to witness any entanglement in this
case.

For entropic uncertainty relations we find different pairs
of measurements by numerical optimization. In general we
would like to optimize the fully-state-dependent relation over
both measurement settings, i.e., over SU(3) × SU(3). How-
ever, doing this for a particle number that is not too small
to show similar behavior as the high N limit is practically
difficult. If we fix the single-particle Fourier transformation
as the transformation between the two measurements we can
minimize H (XA|XB) + H (ZA|ZB) over the SU(3) set of all
measurements X . The optimal measurement then depends on
the state. For squeezed states we find two different optima at
different values of r.

In the short-time regime (at r = 0.5 for 15 particles) we
find a measurement for which a small violation [i.e., q >

H (XA|XB) + H (ZA|ZB)] exists, as shown in Fig. 6. In terms
of parametrizations of SU(3), the numerical minimum is not
unique. However, all minimizers seem to be only rotating in-
dividual (spin) modes by a complex phase and do not perform
any mode mixing. Since this initial rotation actually does not
influence the first measurement results in of itself, it should
be understood as preparation for making the application of
the Fourier transformation more effective, and thus could also
be included into the transformation between the two mea-

FIG. 6. Detectable entanglement for the time-evolved state of a
spin-1 BEC. Bounds on the entanglement entropy using a numer-
ically optimized first measurement and its single-particle Fourier
transform. Numerical optimization has been applied to maximize
detection at r = 0.5 for N = 15. The optimal basis choice was used
to produce the data for N = 50 shown in the figure.

surement directions, which would then be a slightly modified
Fourier transformation.

The minimum is attained for the three complex phases

(φ1, φ0, φ−1) = (0.095π, −0.495π, 0.400π ), (116)

which add up to zero since we are implementing a SU(3)
rotation.

If we restrict ourselves to performing only such a U(1) ×
U(1) rotation for the first measurement direction, we can
numerically minimize not only H (XA|XB) + H (ZA|ZB) but
the bound on −H (A|B) through the fully-state-dependent en-
tropic uncertainty relation. It converges to the same minimum
as achieved by just optimizing H (XA|XB) + H (ZA|ZB).

Doing the numerical optimization in the over-squeezed
(long-time) regime (at r = 2.5 for 15 particles), it appears that
using the bare mode basis as the first measurement direction is
almost optimal. Slight improvements exists, but they do seem
to depend on the particle number and do not show any overall
different behavior. The bare mode basis and its single-particle
Fourier transform are shown in Fig. 7. At the maximum point
in the over-squeezed regime, we can witness a significant
amount of entanglement.

Numerical optimizations at squeezing parameters r in be-
tween the above two values always seem to converge to either
one of the two results shown above, or something which never
witnesses any entanglement. In any case, only the fully-state-
dependent relation is tight for the initial state (which contains
no configurational entanglement) and manages to certify some
entanglement for r > 0.

7. Numerical results: Ground states

Besides time-evolved states, we can also look at ground
states of the Hamiltonian (109). We only consider ferromag-
netic condensates, for which g < 0, as realized for the F = 1
hyperfine manifold of 87Rb [45]. In this case, in the limit N →
∞, the system shows two second-order phase transitions
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FIG. 7. Bounds on the entanglement entropy using a mea-
surement in the bare mode basis and its single-particle Fourier
transformation. The prepared state is the same as in Fig. 6.

at

q = ±qc, qc = 2N |g| (117)

[45,49,50]. For q > qc the system is in the polar phase with
the polar ground-state |ψp〉 = |0, N, 0〉. This state is separable
between the individual spins and will possess only particle-
number entanglement when split into two spatial parts. For
q < −qc the system is in the TF phase with ground state
|ψT F 〉 = |N

2 , 0, N
2 〉, or |ψT F 〉 = |�N

2 �, 1, �N
2 �〉 if N odd. For

small N , this difference between N odd and even has a sig-
nificant impact on the entanglement entropy. For |q| � qc the
ground state occupies modes |k, N − 2k, k〉, with k transition-
ing from 0 to N/2 as q decreases.

As in the case of the time-evolved states, we use mea-
surements in the bare mode basis and the single-particle
Fourier-transformed basis. For these two measurement di-
rections, Fig. 8 shows −H (A|B) and bounds on it through
entropic uncertainty relations as a function of the Hamiltonian
parameter q. The entanglement entropy shows a significant

FIG. 8. Bounds on −H (A|B) in the ground state of the spin-1
BEC using multiple complementarity factors as a function of the
Hamiltonian parameter q for N = 50 particles. Measurements are
performed in the bare mode basis and its single-particle Fourier
transform.

increase at the q = qc phase-transition point, and also the TF-
ground state shows significant configurational entanglement.

Similar to what we saw for squeezed states, only the fully-
state-dependent relation is tight for the (configurationally
separable) polar state and can properly detect the increase
in entanglement at the phase-transition point. Also in the TF
ground state the fully-state-dependent relation yields a signif-
icantly larger amount of certified entanglement.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

We derived an improved entropic uncertainty relation that
allows the quantification of entanglement based on measure-
ments in only two different local measurement settings, which
need not be mutually unbiased. As proof of principle we
demonstrated its use through two numerical studies of model
systems inspired by previously performed experiments. Our
method can potentially be implemented on any experimental
platform, provided the possibility of single-particle resolved
detection and measurements in two different suitable local
bases. These requirements are met by most of the currently
available quantum simulation platforms ranging from cold
atoms in optical lattices [51] or tweezer arrays [52] to trapped
ions [53] and superconducting qubits [54]. Entropic entan-
glement bounds may thus find applications ranging from
the quantum simulation of quantum statistical mechanics
problems [55,56] to high-energy physics [57], where quan-
tifying entanglement is crucial for addressing fundamental
questions.

A topic that will require further investigation when ap-
plying our method in experiments is the role of noise and
finite measurement statistics. In our example applications we
considered pure states that can be measured with arbitrary
precision, so that the full probability distribution over the
possible measurement outcomes is available. Realistic exper-
imental realizations have to deal with preparation and readout
noise and finite measurement statistics and can thus estimate
the conditional entropies only up to some experimental error.
The accuracy of entropy estimation in the presence of such
errors will in general depend on the state in question, and it is
unclear a priori how for some given situation a worst-case
estimate would look like. Also, the tightness of our entan-
glement bounds may depend on the purity of the prepared
states.

This leads to the question of scalability of our approach
to entanglement quantification. In the worst case, an accurate
estimate of the entropy requires O(dim H) measurement sam-
ples, but this can be significantly improved if the probability
distribution is highly localized [22]. Finding out to which de-
gree such localized distributions can always be found and used
for such a procedure is another question to be addressed. Also,
in general, the complementarity factors need to be calculated
numerically which scales at least as O(dim H). Analytical
expressions are only available for specific basis choices such
as MUBs. It will thus be important to obtain analytical results
for larger classes of bases pairs allowing for an efficient eval-
uation of complementarity factors or at least their asymptotic
behavior at large systems sizes.
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APPENDIX: ZERO QUANTUM DISCORD STATES

Let X be an orthonormal basis of HB consisting of states
|x〉, and ρAB be a density matrix on HA ⊗ HB. We write ρAX

for the state obtained after measuring subsystem B in the X
basis, i.e.,

ρAX =
∑

x

(1A ⊗ |x〉〈x|)ρAB(1A ⊗ |x〉〈x|), (A1)

and H (A|X ) for the conditional entropy of this state. We say
the state ρAB has zero quantum discord, if there exists an
orthonormal basis X , such that

H (A|X ) = H (A|B). (A2)

Lemma 8 (Zero Discord States). A state ρAB has zero quan-
tum discord if and only if it is quantum-classical, i.e., taking
Z as the orthonormal basis in which ρB is diagonal, it holds
that

ρAB = ρAZ . (A3)

Proof. It is obvious that ρAB being quantum-classical im-
plies zero quantum discord. For the other direction we follow
the proof in Ref. [41].

Let X be an ONB such that H (A|X ) = H (A|B). We intro-
duce a second copy of the Hilbert space HB, which we call
HC , and denote by V the isometry that acts as

V : HB → HB ⊗ HC, (A4)

V |ψ〉 =
∑

x

|x〉〈x||ψ〉 ⊗ |x〉. (A5)

This corresponds to the isometry that implements the POVM
of measuring in X . Similarly to what was done in Sec. IV,
we write ρ̃AXX ′ = V ρABV †, and get ρ̃AX = ρ̃AX ′ = ρAX , ρ̃X =
ρ̃X ′ = ρX , as well as H (ρ̃AXX ′ ) = H (ρAB) and H (ρ̃XX ′ ) =
H (ρB) due to invariance under isometries. The equality
H (A|X ) = H (A|B) then corresponds to equality in the strong-
subadditivity relation:

H (ρ̃AXX ′ ) + H (ρ̃X ) � H (ρ̃AX ) + H (ρ̃XX ′ ). (A6)

In Ref. [58] it was shown that a state ρABC satisfies equality
in strong subadditivity if and only if there exists a decomposi-
tion of the Hilbert space HB

HB =
⊕

j

HB j
L
⊗ HB j

R
(A7)

such that

ρABC =
⊕

j

p jρAB j
L
⊗ ρB j

RC . (A8)

Note that we can embed HB into

HBL ⊗ HBR
:=

(⊕
j

HB j
L

)
⊗

(⊕
j

HB j
R

)
(A9)

and thus also write

ρABC =
⊕

j

p jρ
j
ABL

⊗ ρ
j
BRC, (A10)

where the ρ
j
ABL

have support only in HA ⊗ HB j
L

and similarly

for ρ
j
BRC .

We apply this result to the tripartite state ρ̃AXX ′ which
achieves equality in strong subadditivity. This implies that HB

has the given decomposition, and since HB = HC the same
holds for HC . Note that the state ρ̃AXX ′ is fully symmetric
under exchanging X ↔ X ′. Let us consider the objects

ρ̃
j
AXLXRX ′

LX ′
R

= ρ̃
j
AXL

⊗ ρ̃
j
XRX ′

LX ′
R
, (A11)

which, according to the theorem just stated, sum to

ρ̃AXX ′ =
⊕

j

p j ρ̃
j
AXLXRX ′

LX ′
R
. (A12)

The exchange symmetry implies

ρ̃
j
AXL

= ρ̃
j
AX ′

L
⇒ ρ̃

j
AXL

= ρ̃
j
A ⊗ ρ̃

j
X ′

L
, (A13)

where we took partial traces of (A11) and thus we get

ρ̃AXX ′ =
⊕

j

p j ρ̃
j
A ⊗ ρ̃

j
XX ′ , (A14)

with ρ̃
j
XX ′ = ρ̃

j
XL

⊗ ρ̃
j
XRX ′ . Now, (A7) states that all the ρ̃

j
XX ′

have orthogonal support. We can invert the isometry V to get

ρAB =
∑

j

p jρ
j
A ⊗ ρ

j
B, (A15)

where all the ρ
j
B then have orthogonal support, and so the

eigenbasis Z of ρB can be constructed out of eigenvectors
of the ρ

j
B. Thus all the ρ

j
B are diagonal in Z , which implies

ρAB = ρAZ . �

052412-17



BJARNE BERGH AND MARTIN GÄRTTNER PHYSICAL REVIEW A 103, 052412 (2021)

[1] L. Amico, R. Fazio, A. Osterloh, and V. Vedral, Entan-
glement in many-body systems, Rev. Mod. Phys. 80, 517
(2008).

[2] I. M. Georgescu, S. Ashhab, and F. Nori, Quantum simulation,
Rev. Mod. Phys. 86, 153 (2014).

[3] O. Gühne and G. Tóth, Entanglement detection, Phys. Rep. 474,
1 (2009).

[4] M. B. Plenio and S. Virmani, An introduction to entanglement
measures, Quantum Info. Comput. 7, 1 (2007).

[5] H. Häffner, W. Hänsel, C. F. Roos, J. Benhelm, D. Chek-al kar,
M. Chwalla, T. Körber, U. D. Rapol, M. Riebe, P. O. Schmidt,
C. Becher, O. Gühne, W. Dür, and R. Blatt, Scalable multipar-
ticle entanglement of trapped ions, Nature (London) 438, 643
(2005).

[6] A. K. Ekert, C. M. Alves, D. K. L. Oi, M. Horodecki, P.
Horodecki, and L. C. Kwek, Direct Estimations of Linear and
Nonlinear Functionals of a Quantum State, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88,
217901 (2002).

[7] C. M. Alves and D. Jaksch, Multipartite Entanglement Detec-
tion in Bosons, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 110501 (2004).

[8] A. J. Daley, H. Pichler, J. Schachenmayer, and P. Zoller, Mea-
suring Entanglement Growth in Quench Dynamics of Bosons in
an Optical Lattice, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 020505 (2012).

[9] R. Islam, R. Ma, P. M. Preiss, M. Eric Tai, A. Lukin, M. Rispoli,
and M. Greiner, Measuring entanglement entropy in a quantum
many-body system, Nature (London) 528, 77 (2015).

[10] A. M. Kaufman, M. E. Tai, A. Lukin, M. Rispoli, R. Schittko,
P. M. Preiss, and M. Greiner, Quantum thermalization through
entanglement in an isolated many-body system, Science 353,
794 (2016).

[11] A. Elben, B. Vermersch, M. Dalmonte, J. I. Cirac, and P. Zoller,
Rényi Entropies from Random Quenches in Atomic Hubbard
and Spin Models, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 050406 (2018).

[12] T. Brydges, A. Elben, P. Jurcevic, B. Vermersch, C. Maier, B. P.
Lanyon, P. Zoller, R. Blatt, and C. F. Roos, Probing Rényi
entanglement entropy via randomized measurements, Science
364, 260 (2019).

[13] A. Elben, R. Kueng, H.-Y. R. Huang, R. van Bijnen, C.
Kokail, M. Dalmonte, P. Calabrese, B. Kraus, J. Preskill, P.
Zoller, and B. Vermersch, Mixed-State Entanglement from Lo-
cal Randomized Measurements, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 200501
(2020).

[14] Y. Zhou, P. Zeng, and Z. Liu, Single-Copies Estimation
of Entanglement Negativity, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 200502
(2020).

[15] H. M. Wiseman, S. J. Jones, and A. C. Doherty, Steering,
Entanglement, Nonlocality, and the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen
Paradox, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 140402 (2007).

[16] M. D. Reid, P. D. Drummond, W. P. Bowen, E. G. Cavalcanti,
P. K. Lam, H. A. Bachor, U. L. Andersen, and G. Leuchs, Collo-
quium: The Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen paradox: From concepts
to applications, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 1727 (2009).

[17] O. Gühne and M. Lewenstein, Entropic uncertainty relations
and entanglement, Phys. Rev. A 70, 022316 (2004).

[18] P. J. Coles, M. Berta, M. Tomamichel, and S. Wehner, Entropic
uncertainty relations and their applications, Rev. Mod. Phys. 89,
015002 (2017).

[19] I. Devetak and A. Winter, Distillation of secret key and entan-
glement from quantum states, Proc. R. Soc. London, Ser. A 461,
207 (2005).

[20] J. Schneeloch and G. A. Howland, Quantifying high-
dimensional entanglement with Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen cor-
relations, Phys. Rev. A 97, 042338 (2018).

[21] C.-F. Li, J.-S. Xu, X.-Y. Xu, K. Li, and G.-C. Guo, Experimental
investigation of the entanglement-assisted entropic uncertainty
principle, Nat. Phys. 7, 752 (2011).

[22] J. Schneeloch, C. C. Tison, M. L. Fanto, P. M. Alsing, and
G. A. Howland, Quantifying entanglement in a 68-billion-
dimensional quantum state space, Nat. Commun. 10, 2785
(2019).

[23] B. Bergh and M. Gärttner, companion paper, Experimentally
Accessible Bounds on Distillable Entanglement from Entropic
Uncertainty Relations, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 190503 (2021).

[24] P. J. Coles and M. Piani, Improved entropic uncertainty re-
lations and information exclusion relations, Phys. Rev. A 89,
022112 (2014).

[25] A. Bergschneider, V. M. Klinkhamer, J. H. Becher, R. Klemt,
L. Palm, G. Zürn, S. Jochim, and P. M. Preiss, Experimental
characterization of two-particle entanglement through position
and momentum correlations, Nat. Phys. 15, 640 (2019).

[26] P. Kunkel, M. Prüfer, H. Strobel, D. Linnemann, A. Frölian,
T. Gasenzer, M. Gärttner, and M. K. Oberthaler, Spatially dis-
tributed multipartite entanglement enables Einstein-Podolsky-
Rosen steering of atomic clouds, Science 360, 413 (2018).

[27] K. Lange, J. Peise, B. Lücke, I. Kruse, G. Vitagliano, I.
Apellaniz, M. Kleinmann, G. Tóth, and C. Klempt, Entangle-
ment between two spatially separated atomic modes, Science
360, 416 (2018).

[28] J. von Neumann, Mathematische Grundlagen der Quanten-
mechanik, Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften
(Springer-Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1971) .

[29] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation and
Quantum Information: 10th Anniversary Edition (Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 2010).

[30] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and K. Horodecki,
Quantum entanglement, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 865 (2009).

[31] H. Maassen and J. B. M. Uffink, Generalized Entropic Uncer-
tainty Relations, Phys. Rev. Lett. 60, 1103 (1988).

[32] M. Berta, M. Christandl, R. Colbeck, J. M. Renes, and R.
Renner, The uncertainty principle in the presence of quantum
memory, Nat. Phys. 6, 659 (2010).

[33] P. J. Coles, R. Colbeck, L. Yu, and M. Zwolak, Uncertainty
Relations from Simple Entropic Properties, Phys. Rev. Lett.
108, 210405 (2012).

[34] R. L. Frank and E. H. Lieb, Extended quantum conditional
entropy and quantum uncertainty inequalities, Commun. Math.
Phys. 323, 487 (2013).

[35] M. Tomamichel, A framework for non-asymptotic quantum
information theory, arXiv:1203.2142.

[36] P. J. Coles, L. Yu, V. Gheorghiu, and R. B. Griffiths,
Information-theoretic treatment of tripartite systems and quan-
tum channels, Phys. Rev. A 83, 062338 (2011).

[37] H. Araki and E. H. Lieb, Entropy inequalities, Commun. Math.
Phys. 18, 160 (1970).

[38] P. J. Coles, L. Yu, and M. Zwolak, Relative entropy derivation
of the uncertainty principle with quantum side information,
arXiv:1105.4865.

[39] D. Petz, Sufficient subalgebras and the relative entropy of states
of a von Neumann algebra, Commun. Math. Phys. 105, 123
(1986).

052412-18

https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.80.517
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.86.153
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2009.02.004
https://doi.org/10.26421/QIC7.1-2-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature04279
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.88.217901
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.110501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.020505
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature15750
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaf6725
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.050406
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau4963
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.200501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.200502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.140402
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.1727
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.70.022316
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.89.015002
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.2004.1372
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.97.042338
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys2047
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-10810-z
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.190503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.89.022112
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-019-0508-6
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aao2254
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aao2035
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.865
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.60.1103
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys1734
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.210405
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-013-1775-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1203.2142
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.83.062338
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01646092
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1105.4865
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01212345


ENTANGLEMENT DETECTION IN QUANTUM MANY-BODY … PHYSICAL REVIEW A 103, 052412 (2021)

[40] K. Modi, A. Brodutch, H. Cable, T. Paterek, and V. Vedral,
The classical-quantum boundary for correlations: Discord and
related measures, Rev. Mod. Phys. 84, 1655 (2012).

[41] A. Datta, A Condition for the nullity of quantum discord,
arXiv:1003.5256.

[42] B. Dakic, V. Vedral, and C. Brukner, Necessary and Sufficient
Condition for Non-Zero Quantum Discord, Phys. Rev. Lett.
105, 190502 (2010).

[43] A. Lukin, M. Rispoli, R. Schittko, M. E. Tai, A. M. Kaufman,
S. Choi, V. Khemani, J. Léonard, and M. Greiner, Probing
entanglement in a many-body–localized system, Science 364,
256 (2019).

[44] M. Fadel, T. Zibold, B. Décamps, and P. Treutlein, Spatial
entanglement patterns and Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering in
Bose-Einstein condensates, Science 360, 409 (2018).

[45] D. M. Stamper-Kurn and M. Ueda, Spinor Bose gases: symme-
tries, magnetism, and quantum dynamics, Rev. Mod. Phys. 85,
1191 (2013).

[46] P. Kunkel, Splitting a Bose-Einstein condensate enables EPR
steering and simultaneous readout of noncommuting observ-
ables, Ph.D. thesis, Heidelberg University, 2019.

[47] C. D. Hamley, C. S. Gerving, T. M. Hoang, E. M. Bookjans, and
M. S. Chapman, Spin-nematic squeezed vacuum in a quantum
gas, Nat. Phys. 8, 305 (2012).

[48] S. L. Braunstein and P. van Loock, Quantum information with
continuous variables, Rev. Mod. Phys. 77, 513 (2005).

[49] Z. Zhang and L.-M. Duan, Generation of Massive Entanglement
through an Adiabatic Quantum Phase Transition in a Spinor
Condensate, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 180401 (2013).

[50] P. Feldmann, M. Gessner, M. Gabbrielli, C. Klempt, L. Santos,
L. Pezzè, and A. Smerzi, Interferometric sensitivity and en-

tanglement by scanning through quantum phase transitions in
spinor Bose-Einstein condensates, Phys. Rev. A 97, 032339
(2018).

[51] S. Kuhr, Quantum-gas microscopes: A new tool for cold-atom
quantum simulators, Natl. Sci. Rev. 3, 170 (2016).

[52] A. Browaeys and T. Lahaye, Many-body physics with individu-
ally controlled Rydberg atoms, Nat. Phys. 16, 132 (2020).

[53] R. Blatt and C. Roos, Quantum simulations with trapped ions,
Nat. Phys. 8, 277 (2012).

[54] M. Kjaergaard, M. E. Schwartz, J. Braumüller, P. Krantz, J. I.-
J. Wang, S. Gustavsson, and W. D. Oliver, Superconducting
qubits: Current state of play, Annu. Rev. Condens. Matter Phys.
11, 369 (2020).

[55] M. Schreiber, S. S. Hodgman, P. Bordia, H. P. Lüschen, M. H.
Fischer, R. Vosk, E. Altman, U. Schneider, and I. Bloch, Ob-
servation of many-body localization of interacting fermions in
a quasirandom optical lattice, Science 349, 842 (2015).

[56] J. Smith, A. Lee, P. Richerme, B. Neyenhuis, P. W. Hess, P.
Hauke, M. Heyl, D. A. Huse, and C. Monroe, Many-body
localization in a quantum simulator with programmable random
disorder, Nat. Phys. 12, 907 (2016).

[57] M. C. Bañuls, R. Blatt, J. Catani, A. Celi, J. I. Cirac,
M. Dalmonte, L. Fallani, K. Jansen, M. Lewenstein, S.
Montangero, C. A. Muschik, B. Reznik, E. Rico, L.
Tagliacozzo, K. Van Acoleyen, F. Verstraete, U.-J. Wiese, M.
Wingate, J. Zakrzewski, and P. Zoller, Simulating lattice gauge
theories within quantum technologies, Eur. Phys. J. D 74, 165
(2020).

[58] P. Hayden, R. Jozsa, D. Petz, and A. Winter, Structure of states
which satisfy strong subadditivity of quantum entropy with
equality, Commun. Math. Phys. 246, 359 (2004).

052412-19

https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.84.1655
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1003.5256
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.190502
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau0818
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aao1850
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.85.1191
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys2245
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.77.513
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.180401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.97.032339
https://doi.org/10.1093/nsr/nww023
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-019-0733-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys2252
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031119-050605
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa7432
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys3783
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjd/e2020-100571-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-004-1049-z

