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We study the closed expressions of the convex roof coherence measures for one-qubit states in this paper.
We present the analytical expressions for the convex roof coherence measures, C(p), of one-qubit states with
Cslp) = Fflcol?, le1?) (where |@) = col0)+c]1)) being convex with respect to the /; norm of coherence of ¢ (i.e.,
Cy,(¢)), such coherence measures including the coherence of formation, the geometric measure of coherence,
the coherence concurrence, and the coherence rank. We further present the operational interpretations of these
measures. Finally, we present the usefulness of the convex roof coherence measures Cs(¢) being non-convex
with respect to Cy, (¢) by giving the necessary and sufficient conditions for the transformations pe; ®(1—p)g, —
q¢1 © (1 — q)¢, via incoherent operations, where ¢;, ¢; (i, j = 1,2) are one-qubit pure states and 0 < p,g < 1.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum coherence, which is a fundamental feature of
quantum mechanics, represents a useful resource for perform-
ing various quantum information processing tasks with broad
applications in a plethora of fields, ranging from quantum al-
gorithms and quantum cryptography [1], to nanoscale thermo-
dynamics [2], quantum metrology [3], and quantum biology
[4, 5]. With the development of quantum information science,
much attention has been paid to the quantification of coher-
ence [6-11].

By adopting the viewpoint of coherence as a physical re-
source, Baumgratz et al. proposed a seminal framework for
quantifying coherence [8]. In that framework, a functional of
states can be taken as a coherence measure if it fulfills four
conditions, namely, the coherence being zero (positive) for
incoherent states (all other states), the monotonicity of coher-
ence under incoherent operations, the monotonicity of coher-
ence under selective measurements on average, and the non-
increasing of coherence under mixing of quantum states.

By following the framework, a great number of coherence
measures have been proposed [9-13], some of which are de-
fined based on distance, such as the /; norm of coherence and
the relative entropy of coherence [8], while others are defined
based on the convex roof construction, such as the geometric
measure of coherence [14], the coherence of formation [6, 15],
and the coherence concurrence [16]. These measures have
been widely used to address various topics on quantum co-
herence [14-35], such as the dynamics of quantum coherence
[17-20], the distillation of quantum coherence [15, 21-26],
and the relations between quantum coherence and other quan-
tum resources [14, 16, 27-34].

Since convex roof coherence measures involve an optimiza-
tion process, it is generally not possible to directly present
closed expressions for them [9]. Although closed expressions
for some specific convex roof coherence measures for one-
qubit states have been evaluated, closed expressions for gen-
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eral convex roof coherence measures have never been rigor-
ously provided before.

In this paper, we will study the problem mentioned above.
Specifically, we will investigate the closed expressions of the
convex roof coherence measures for one-qubit states. Our
findings can be summarized as follows: (1) we have obtained
analytical expressions for the convex roof coherence mea-
sures, C(p), for one-qubit states, where C¢(¢) is continuous
and convex with respect to C;, (¢); (2) we have obtained an-
alytical expressions for the convex roof coherence measures,
Cy(p), for one-qubit states, where Cy(¢) is discontinuous and
convex with respect to Cy, (¢), such as the coherence rank [21];
(3) although we cannot derive analytical expressions for the
convex roof coherence measures that are non-convex with re-
spect to Cj,(¢), we present their operational interpretation by
providing the necessary and sufficient conditions for the trans-
formation

re1© (1= p)px = g1 & (1 - q)> )]

to be achieved using incoherent operations. Here, ¢;, ¢; with
i, j = 1,2 are one-qubit pure states, and 0 < p,q < 1.

This paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II, we will re-
view some of the key concepts of the quantum resource the-
ory of coherence. In Sec. III, we will present the analytical
expressions of the convex roof coherence measures Cy(p) for
one-qubit states, where Cr(¢) is convex with respect to Cy, (¢).
In Sec. 1V, we will discuss the operational interpretations of
the convex roof coherence measures. Finally, in Sec. V, we
will present our conclusions.

II. RESOURCE THEORY OF COHERENCE

Let H represent the Hilbert space of a d-dimensional quan-
tum system. A particular basis of H is denoted as {|i),i =
0,1,...,d — 1}, which is chosen according to the physical
problem under consideration. The coherence of a state is then
measured based on the chosen basis. We use p = };; 0i;10){Jl
to denote a general density operator in the basis, where p;; are
the elements of the density matrix. A state is called incoherent
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if its density operator is diagonal in the basis, and the set of
all incoherent states is denoted by 7. It follows that a density
operator p belonging to 7 takes the form p = 2;1:_01 Piili)il.
All other states, which cannot be written as diagonal matrices
in the basis, are called coherent states. A general pure state
is denoted by |p) = Z?;OI ¢;li) with ¢; being the coeflicients,
corresponding to the density operator ¢ = |p){¢|.

An incoherent operation is defined by a completely positive
and trace-preserving (CPTP) map, A(p) = ), KnpK; , Where
the Kraus operators satisfy two conditions: ), KK, = I and
K,JK, c I. This means that each K, maps an incoherent
state to another incoherent state.

A functional C can be considered as a coherence measure
if it satisfies the following four conditions [8]:

Cl1 C(p) =2 0,and C(p) =0 ifand only if p € T;

C2 Monotonicity under incoherent operations, C(p) >
C(A(p)) if A is an incoherent operation;

C3 Monotonicity under selective measurements on aver-
age, C(p) > 3., pnC(py), where p, = Tr(K,pK)),
Pn = K,,pK,J[ /pn, and A(p) = 3, K,lpK,f is an incoherent
operation;

C4 Non-increasing under mixing of quantum states, i.e.,

convexity, >, q¢.C(on) = C(3, qupn) for any set of
states {p,,} and any probability distribution {g,}.

Based on the framework for quantifying coherence, a great
number of coherence measures have been proposed [9-11].
Here, we recall a coherence measure, the /; norm of co-
herence [8], which will be used in this paper. If we use
p = fo];lo pijl){]jl to represent a general state, the /; norm of
coherence is defined straightforwardly by the sum of absolute
values of all the off-diagonal elements,

Cip) = D loigl @)

i#]

Another main set of coherence measures is the convex roof
coherence measures. For a pure state |¢) = ;1;01 ciliy, we de-
fine C(¢) := f(col*, lc1l?, .., Ica-11*). The extension to mixed
states is accomplished using the standard convex roof con-
struction [36, 37]. This measure can be expressed in general
as follows:

C =i f iC i)s 3
(o) [;ng_]p (i) 3)

where the infimum is taken over all possible ensemble decom-
positions p = ¥; pilg:){¢i| with p; > 0 and 3, p; = 1.

III. CLOSED EXPRESSIONS FOR ONE-QUBIT CONVEX
ROOF COHERENCE MEASURES

Equipped with the above notions, we show the analytical
expression of the convex roof coherence measures for one-
qubit states with C¢(¢) being convex with respect to Cy, ().

Theorem 1. Let |p) = ¢ol0) + c1|1) with |co| < |ci]. Sup-
pose there exists a function f(lcoc’l‘l) = f(lcolz, |c1|2) that is
continuous and convex with respect to |coc|, such that

Ci(p) = f (o) - 4)

Then, for any arbitrary one-qubit state p = Zi{ i=0 PijlDYjl, we
have '

Ci(p) = f (poil) - (5)

Proof. According to [38], the set of one-qubit pure states
is a totally ordered set, which implies that the function f is
monotonically increasing. Suppose we have an optimal en-
semble decomposition {p;, ¢;} satisfying the equality in Eq.
(3), i.e., C¢(p) = X; piCy(¢;). Then, we can show that

Co)= ), piClo) = ), pif (el
> f (Z pi|c?c,-‘*|] > f(lpail), (6)

where |p;) = c?IO) + c}ll), the first inequality follows from
the convexity of the function f, and the last inequality is a
consequence of the triangle inequality and the fact that f is
monotonically increasing.

Next, we will prove that for any one-qubit state p, there
exists an ensemble of p that satisfies all the equalities in Eq.
(6). To do this, let us show that C(p) = C(p") for all coherence
measures, where

Loo Lol
= 7
P (,010 P11 ) ™
and
, oo ool
= . 8
p (|P10| Pl ) ®

We notice that there are p = U'p’U and UpU™ = p’ with
U := diag(l,e'®r)) being an incoherent unitary operator.
Thus, C(p) = C(p’) follows immediately by using condition
(C2). Then, we will show that there exists an ensemble {p;, ¢!}
of p" such that C(¢) = f(|p01|) for each i. To this end, we
introduce two pure states defined by

le1) = V4l0) + V1 —4l1)

and

le3) = V1 —4l0) + V/qll)

respectively, where ¢ is a non-negative number satisfying

Va(l —gq) = lpoil. Since +/g(1 —¢q) = lpoil £ +poop11 =

Veoo(1 — poo), we have that pgo lies between g and (1 — g).
Hence, there exists a number 0 < p’ < 1 such that pyy =

p'q+ (1 —p)(1 - ¢q), where poy < pi;. Direct calculations
show that p” = p'lo)X ¢}l + (1 — p)HlpyXesyl and C(¢)) =



C(¢)) = f(lpml). Thus, we arrive at the desired ensemble
of p’. [

For a pure state |¢) = col|0)+c1]1), we have Cy (@) = 2|coci].
Consequently, if C(p) is a continuous convex roof coherence
measure and Cr(p) = f(Cl1 (¢)) is convex with respect to
C,(p) for some £, then Crlp) = f(Cl] (0)) holds for any one-
qubit state. This theorem applies to various well-known con-
vex roof coherence measures, such as the geometric measure
of coherence [14], the coherence of formation [6, 15], and the
coherence concurrence [16].

However, it is important to note that the equality in Eq.
(6) does not always hold in general if C(¢p) is not contin-
uous. A typical example is the coherence rank [21], which
is defined as the number of non-zero terms in the decompo-
sition of a pure state |¢) = Zf;ol ciliy with ¢; # 0 minus 1,
i.e., Cr(p) = R — 1 [39], or as the logarithm of the number
of non-zero terms in this decomposition, i.e., Cr(¢) = logR
[40]. For a mixed state p, its coherence rank is defined as
Cr(p) = infyy, oy X piCr(gp:), where p = 3, piloi) (il is any
decomposition of p into pure states ¢; with p; > 0 [39, 40].

When considering the one-qubit case, the coherence rank is
given by

Cr(p) = inf > piCalg), ©)

where Cg(yp) is defined for pure states |p) as

0, lpy e T

= 1
with 7 being the set of incoherent states. We note that Cr(p)
identical to the coherence measure in Ref. [41] in the one-
qubit case. For these coherence measures, the following theo-
rem holds.

Theorem 2. Let p = Zl{ =0 PN be an arbitrary one-qubit
state. Suppose there is pgo < p11. Then

if poo = |po1l,
if poo < lpoil.

2lpol,
Cr(p) = { oot 2

Poo + 7,0

(1)

Proof. Let us divide p into p = p. + p; with p; being an
(un-normalized) incoherent state, i.e., there are

- Poo POI 12
pe (pm pil) (12)
and
= :060 0 ) 13
pi ( 0 o, (13)

with pgo = pg, + pf)o. Suppose {p;,¢;} is an optimal ensem-
ble decomposition of p that achieves the minimum in Eq. (9).
Then, all the ensemble decompositions of p, have no incoher-
ent elements, i.e., p. = X; Cr(¢;)piw;. Thus it is direct to see
that

Cr(p) = min Tr(p,). (14)

We show that the decomposition achieving the minimum in
Eq. (14) is obtained only when the coherence part p,. is a pure
state. We prove this by contradiction. To see this, suppose
there is

pP=pctpi= Zpil¢i><¢il + pi. (15)

Here, we first consider that i = 1,2 and the generalization to
other cases is straightforward. Without loss of generality, let

lp1) = 10) + cjl1) (16)
and
lp2) = A0 + 1), (17)

respectively. Then, there is pf), = p1clcl” +pacdcl” =: I}, le®.
Since p. is a mixed state, we immediately obtain that |o, <
PPy, Without loss of generality, suppose pg, < p{,. Then
there is p{, := Ip;)llz/,og0 < p{,. Hence, we can always find a
(un-normalized) pure state

1) = \[PGol0) + A5, €°11) (18)
such that the state p has a decomposition
p=¢+pi 19)

where p; := p—@is an (un-normalized) incoherent state. How-
ever, Tr(@) = pg, + 07, < Tr(pe) = pg, + p7,» i-€., this decom-
position has a smaller trace. Thus, the contradiction implies
that min Tr(p.) can only be obtained when p, is a pure state.

Next, let us give the closed expression of min Tr(p.). Since
P is a pure state, then there are p(,0{, = oo > and Py tP5 =
2 1/,ogopf 1 = 2lpo1l- Since we have assumed that pgp < %, we
need to consider the following two cases: (i) pgo < |po1| and
(ii) poo = lpotl-

In case (i), min Tr(po.) can be obtained when pf, = poo.
Further, by direct calculations, we obtain that

e looll?
pn=2;, (20)
and then
c c | 0 |2
m+m=m+%t 1)
Thus, we obtain
. loo1
Cr(p) = minTr(o.) = poo + o0 (22)

In case (ii), min Tr(o.) can be obtained when pg, = pf, =
|0o1]- In this case, we can obtain that

Cr(p) = min Tr(o.) = 2|oo1- (23)

This completes the proof of Theorem 2. [ ]



With the above theorems, we present some applications of
the above theorems which are related to the state transforma-
tions under incoherent operations. For the coherence mea-
sures considered in Theorem 1, we have the following corol-
lary:

Corollary 1. Suppose ¢ is a pure state of an one-qubit and p
is a mixed state of an one-qubit. The transformation from ¢ to
p can be achieved by using an incoherent operation A if and
only if C(¢) > C(p), where C(p) is any coherence measure in
Theorem 1.

Proof. If there is A(p) = p, then we have C(¢) > C(p). On
the other hand, if there is C(¢) > C(p), then |@g1| = |po1]. Fur-
thermore, since ¢ is a pure state then there is |@g1> = @oo@i1
and since p is a general state then there is |oo;|> < poopi11- By
using a result in Ref. [42] which says that the transformation

p:(Poo Pm)_)a_z(ﬁoo 0'01) (24)
P10 P11 g1 011

can be achieved using incoherent operations if and only if
there are

Celp) 2 C(o) (25)
and
Celp) 2 Ce(0r), (26)
where C;(p) is defined as
C:(0) := |poil 27)
and Cg(p) is defined as
looil
Ce(p) i= ——, (28)
e VPo0P11
we obtain that there is some incoherent operation A such that
Ap) = p. u

Next, we will present the operational interpretation of the
coherence measures that are considered in Theorem 2. This
leads to the following corollary:

Corollary 2. Let p be a mixed state of an one-qubit and let
¢ be a pure coherent state of an one-qubit. It is impossible to
transform p into ¢ using any incoherent operation.

Proof. Let p be a mixed state of an one-qubit. Then, we
have |pgi[> < poop11. Without loss of generality, we assume
that pgo < p11. Thus, we also have pgy < 1. If [ogi| < poo < 1
or lpoi| < poo = 3. then Cr(p) = 2lpo1| < 1. If |og1| = poo = 3.
then p is a pure state. Suppose |pgi| > poo. Then, we have
Poo < lpo1l < p11- Usingzthe inequality leoi> < poopir, we
obtain Cg(p) = poo + “;’0‘0' < poo + p11 = 1. By contradic-
tion, suppose there exists an incoherent operation A such that
A(p) = ¢. Then, we have C(p) > C(¢p) for all coherence mea-
sures. However, this is not possible since Cg(p) < Cr(p). =

IV.  OPERATIONAL INTERPRETATION OF C(¢) BEING
NON-CONVEX WITH RESPECT TO C;, (¢)

In this section, we first demonstrate that the result in The-
orem 1 cannot be directly applied to convex roof coherence

measures where C¢(¢p) is non-convex with respect to Cy, (¢).
We then provide an operational interpretation of these mea-
sures by presenting the necessary and sufficient conditions for
Eq. (1) using incoherent operations.

To this end, we first consider the convex roof of the maxi-
mum relative entropy of coherence [43], which is defined as

Crar(p) = inf Z PiConas (1). (29)

Here, Cpax(p) := mingc;y min{Ajp < 220}, and the infimum is
taken over all ensembles {p;, ¢;} that realize p. It is straight-
forward to show that Ciax(¢) = log,[1 + Cy,(¢)] [43], and thus
Cmax(¢) 1s a concave function with respect to C;, (¢) (see Fig.
1). With the above results, we consider the state
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FIG. 1. The function Cy.x(¢) of C;,(¢) with ¢ being an one-qubit
pure state. It is direct to see that Cp.x(¢) is a concave function with
respect to Cy, ().

9 1, N5
p= | 32\6 4 233 . (30)

Let us consider an ensemble decomposition of p = ple; ){¢1|+
(1 = plg2X¢o| with

p=1 Iy = 1oy + Y1y

_ 1 _ 1

T=p=1, Ipo)y= 5100+ L), 3D

By direct calculations, we obtain Cx(p) < pCrax (1) + (1 —
DP)Cmax(2) = logz(—"gym) := M. However, using Theorem

1 directly, we obtain Cpax(0) = log, (% + %) := N. For

M — N = -0.0160 < 0, Theorem 1 cannot be used to Cax(0)
directly.

Next, let us consider a class of coherence measures C,(p)
which were presented in Ref. [44]. For any given pure state
lo) = col0) + c1|1) with |co| < |ci|, the coherence measures
C.(p) are defined as

7 2\ |CO|2
Cu(p) := fulleol”) = i Al (32)



with u € [0, 1]. Here, the notation a A b denotes the minimal
0, lcol? =0 .
1’ |C0|2 + 0 . Wlth
the definition of C,(¢) in Eq. (32), they are extended to the
mixed states as

value between a and b and Cy(p) :=

Culp) = inf > piCls, (33)

where the infimum is taken over all the ensembles {p;, ¢;} re-
alizing p. It is straightforward to observe that if 4 = 1, then
Cu(¢p) is a convex function with respect to Cp,(¢). If u = 0,
then C,(¢) is the coherence measure presented in Theorem 2.
For values of u in the interval (0, 1), C,(¢) is neither convex
nor concave with respect to Cy, (¢). Next, we demonstrate that
an analytical expression for C,(¢) with 0 < ¢ < 1 cannot be
obtained directly using Theorem 1. To see this, let us consider
a particular coherence measure C,(p) with u = 21—0 (See Fig.
2). For the state

0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1
Cll (‘P)

FIG. 2. The function C 5 () of Cy, (¢) with ¢ being an one-qubit pure

state. C,(¢) is neither a convex nor a concave function with respect
to C[l ((p)

9 V29+35
p= ( s 16 ] (34
100 25
there is an ensemble decomposition of p, {p;, ¢;}, with
p=3. ko= B0+ B
1=p=1F lp) =110+ L), (35)

By direct calculations, we obtain Cz'*o (o) < 1. However, by
using Theorem 1, we obtain C% (0) = 1. Thus, Theorem 1
cannot be used to C i (p) directly.

From the above discussions, we can conclude that if C(¢)
is not a convex function with respect to Cy,(¢), Theorem 1
cannot be directly applied. Even though we cannot derive
closed expressions for these measures, we can provide an op-
erational interpretation of these measures. Specifically, we

can determine the necessary and sufficient conditions for p; :=
pe1 ® (1 — p)ps to be transformed into p; := gé1 & (1 — g)¢»
by utilizing incoherent operations with ¢;, ¢;, 7, j = 1,2 being
one-qubit pure states and 0 < p,g < 1. This leads us to the
following theorem:

Theorem 3. The state p; := pe; @ (1 — p)p, can be trans-
formed into p; := q¢; ® (1 — g)¢, using incoherent operations
if and only if

Culp1) = Culp2) (36)

for all u € [0, 1], where C,, is the coherence measure defined
in Eq. (32).
Proof. Let us assume that

ler) = Vsl0) + VI —sl1),

la) = Vi2) + V1 —13);

1y = Vo0 + V1 -4|1),

l¢2) = Vrl2) + VI —13). 37
Here, without loss of generality, we assume that s,7,6,7 €

[0, %]. Suppose there is some incoherent operation A such
that A(p;) = p>. We then obtain

Alpr)
Alg2)

=q1¢1 ® (1 — g1
=q¢1 © (1 — q2)p> (38)

with pg; + (1 — p)g2 = q. By using a result in Ref. [44],
which says that a pure state ¢ can be transformed into a mixed
state p by using incoherent operations if and only if there is
an ensemble {p;, ¢;} of p satistying C,(p) = 3; p;Cu(p;) with
n=1,..,d -1, we have that

s >2q0+0-qp1,
t 2@+ —-g)r 39)

Using the aforementioned claims, we will now demonstrate
the if part of the theorem. To achieved this, we only need to
consider the following four cases: (i) s > ¢t > 6 > 7; (ii)
s=20>t>T1,(1ii)0>s>t>T1;and (iv) s = 1.

In case (i), it means that Cy,(01) > C,(p,) for all u € [0, 1]
and both ¢; and ¢, can be transformed into ¢; and ¢, with
certainty by using incoherent operations. Thus, we only need
to choose g1 = ¢» = q.

In case (ii), we choose u = 6. By using the condition C(pp®
(1-p)o) = pC(p)+(1—p)C(c) [45], one obtains that Cy(p1) >
Co(p2) equals to pd + (1 — p)t > g6 + (1 — g)t. This further
implies the condition ¢ < p + (1 — p)gy', where ¢y = =
is the maximal probability of obtaining the state ¢; from ¢,
by using incoherent operations. With this condition, we can
always achieve the desired transformation in Eq. (38).

In case (iii), we choose u = 1. Then Cy(p) = Cy(p2) is
ps+(1-p)t > g0+ (1—¢g)7. This further implies the conditions
pql + (1 = p)gy = g, where ¢! = 7= and ¢ = ;= are
the maximal probability of obtaining the state ¢; from ¢; and
¢> by using incoherent operations, respectively. With these
conditions, we can always achieve the desired transformation

in Eq. (38).



In the last case, we choose ¢ = 1. Then the transforma-
tion Cy(p1) = Cy(p2) implies ¢ — p;. By using the result
that a pure state ¢ can be transformed into a mixed state p
by using incoherent operations if and only if there is an en-
semble {p;,¢;} of p satisfying C,(p) > X;p;Cu(p;) with
n = 1,..,d — 1, there is some incoherent operation achieves
the transformation ¢ — p;.

All the above conditions imply that if there is C,(p;) >
Cu(p2) for all u € [0, 1], then we can achieve the transfor-
mation from p; into p,.

Finally, let us consider the form of the incoherent operation
in Eq. (38). Let Ai(¢1) = q1¢1 ® (1 — q1)é2 and Ax(p2) =
q201 ® (1 — g2)¢>. We may choose the desired transformation
as A(-) = I' o O(:), where O() = A(-) ® [0),(0] + A2(") ®
[1)o(1] and I'(:) = Tr,(-). It is direct to see that A;(-) and A,(-)
being incoherent operations implies that A(:) is an incoherent
operation. This completes the if part of the theorem.

Let us prove the only if part of the theorem. Suppose there
is some incoherent operation A such that A(p;) = p,. Then,
C(p1) = C(py) follows immediately by using the condition
(C2),i.e., Cu(p1) = Cyulpy) forall p € [0, 1]. [

Before concluding, we would like to make the following
remarks regarding Theorem 3.

Remark 1. Any coherence measure C(p) that satisfies
conditions (C1)-(C4) also satisfies the additivity condition
[45, 46]: C(pp® (1 — p)o) = pC(p) + (1 — p)C(o). Thus, the
coherence properties of the states pp@®(1— p)o can be reduced
to the sum of the coherence properties of p and o. By using
this result, the coherence properties of the state pp; ®(1—p)e»
in Theorem 3 can be reduced to the coherence properties of ¢;
with i = 1,2. In other words, let p; be 2-dimensional states,
0 <p; <1,and }; p; = 1. Then, C®;pipi) = X; piC(pi).
Since the state |©2)(|¢2)) = ¢2]|2) + c3|3) is an one-qubit state
in the space spanned by |2),|3), the conditions for the trans-
formation py @ (1 — p); — gé1 & (1 — g)¢, via incoherent
operations, where ¢; and ¢; (i, j = 1,2) are one-qubit pure
states and 0 < p, g < 1, can be solved by only using the prop-
erties of one-qubit states, i.e., ¢; and ¢;.

Remark 2. The convex roof coherence measures for one-
qubit states with Cy(¢) being convex with respect to Cy, (¢) are
not sufficient to characterize the state transformations under
incoherent operations as stated in Theorem 3. To see this, let
us consider the following two states

p1 =pe1 @ (1 - plea,
P2 =g ©(1-qps, (40)

where |¢1), [¢2), |¢1), and |¢,) are

o) = 7|0> ?U)

_ V3.
lo2) = 3120 + )

1 2
#1) = \£|0>+ \gm,
1 10
62) = | 7712+ 77 (41)

and p = {,q = 2. Using the result from Theorem 3, we

see that it is impossible to transform p; into pg or vice versa
using incoherent operations since C (pl) = ﬂ < Ci (pz) =

%g. However, all coherence measures in Theorem 1 satisfy

C(p1) > C(py) since they are monotonically increasing func-

tions of C;, and Cy,(p;) = %ﬁ > Ci(p2) = 55\f+3f_
Moreover, it is evident that Cg(o;) = Cr(p2) = 1. Thus we
can conclude that the coherence measures considered in The-
orems 1 and 2 are insufficient to characterize the state trans-

formations in Theorem 3.

V.  CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have studied the closed expression of con-
vex roof coherence measures for one-qubit states. We present
the analytical expressions of the convex roof coherence mea-
sures, denoted as C(p), for one-qubit states. In Theorems 1
and 2, we demonstrate that Cr(p) is convex with respect to
C),(¢). Furthermore, we provide operational interpretations
of these measures in Corollaries 1 and 2. Although we cannot
obtain the analytical expression for non-convex convex roof
coherence measures with respect to Cy,(¢), we present their
operational interpretation by providing the necessary and suf-
ficient conditions for py; & (1 — p)pr — g1 & (1 — q)¢p, by
utilizing incoherent operations in Theorem 3. Here, ¢;, ¢;
with i, j = 1,2 are one-qubit pure states and 0 < p,q < 1.
Finally, we anticipate that our results can be applied to other
resource theories such as non-classicality [47-49].
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