arXiv:2412.09070v2 [quant-ph] 11 Apr 2025

Geometry of sets of Bargmann invariants

Lin Zhang,^{1, ∗} Bing Xie,^{1, †} and Bo Li^{2, ‡} 1School of Science, Hangzhou Dianzi University, Hangzhou 310018, China 2School of Computer and Computing Science, Hangzhou City University, Hangzhou 310015, China (Dated: April 16, 2025)

Certain unitary-invariants, known as Bargmann invariants or multivariate traces of quantum states, have recently gained attention due to their applications in quantum information theory. However, determining the boundaries of sets of Bargmann invariants remains a theoretical challenge. In this study, we address the problem by developing a unified, dimension-independent formulation that characterizes the sets of the 3rd and 4th Bargmann invariants. In particular, our result for the set of 4th Bargmann invariants confirms the conjecture given by Fernandes et al. [Phys. Rev. Lett.133, 190201 (2024)]. Based on the obtained results, we conjecture that the unified, dimension-independent formulation of the boundaries for sets of 3rd-order and 4th-order Bargmann invariants may extend to the general case of the nth-order Bargmann invariants. These results deepen our understanding of the fundamental physical limits within quantum mechanics and pave the way for novel applications of Bargmann invariants in quantum information processing and related fields.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum mechanics provides a fundamental framework for describing the behavior of physical systems, traditionally applied to microscopic scales. A common characteristic of quantum mechanics is its reliance on the formalism of complex Hilbert spaces, which constitutes the mathematical foundation of the theory. However, this feature is neither unique nor exclusive to quantum theory, as other physical theories, including classical electromagnetism, also employ complex numbers in their formulations. Furthermore, the use of complex numbers is not an indispensable aspect of quantum mechanics, as there exist real-valued formulations capable of reproducing all quantum theoretical predictions. This distinction is particularly relevant in light of recent advancements, such as the work by Renou et al. [1], which established a no-go theorem falsifying a broad class of real quantum theories. Nevertheless, their results do not universally exclude all real formulations, as certain theories evade the constraints of their no-go theorem. These insights underscore the nuanced relationship between mathematical representations and physical predictions in quantum theory, highlighting the need for careful consideration of foundational assumptions.

The complex mathematical structure is associated with various physical phenomena, including geometric phases [2–5], quantum coherence [6], and interference effects [7], among others. Recently, several studies [1, 8–10] have sparked interest in investigating a particular type of quantum coherence known as imaginarity. In studying such phenomena, Bargmann invariants (proposed originally in [11], and developed in [12]), as a mathematical tool, provides a framework to analyze the properties of quantum states that remain invariant under unitary transformations. Bargmann invariants play a important role in distinguishing quantum states and characterizing their symmetries. They are gauge-independent quan-

∗ godyalin@163.com † xiebingjiangxi2023@163.com ‡ libobeijing2008@163.com

tities directly related to the geometric phase acquired by quantum systems undergoing cyclic evolution [13]. Their connections to Wigner rotations and null-phase curves further underscore their significance [14]. Additionally, Bargmann invariants are firstly linked to Kirkwood-Dirac quasi-probability distributions [15–18] by Wagner et. al. in [19], providing insights into quantum contextuality [20], which is connected to Bargmann invariants in Refs. [21, 22], and measurementinduced disturbances [23–25]. Their invariance properties enable a deeper understanding of quantum state structures and associated symmetries [12, 26, 27]. Bargmann invariants are also known as multivariate traces, enabling efficient estimation using constant-depth quantum circuits [28], compatible with near-term quantum computing architectures.

Although the role of Bargmann invariants within the formal framework of quantum resource theories has not yet been fully explored, several studies have already established connections between the values of these invariants and various quantum resources. Recently, the work of Fernandes et al. [29], among others, has initiated investigations into how these invariants can be utilized to witness quantum imaginarity [9, 10]—a property that has been independently recognized as a valuable quantum resource within the framework of resource theories. This perspective is gaining recognition as a relevant and promising direction for future research.

A central challenge in this context is determining the boundaries [30] of sets of Bargmann invariants of arbitrary orders. These boundaries physically define meaningful constraints imposed by quantum mechanics, and reveal intricate relationships between Bargmann invariants and quantum imaginarity [29]. Determining such boundaries is a problem of relevance to both quantum foundations and applications. Notably, Bargmann invariants have been linked to quantum resources, such as imaginarity [29], and indistinguishability [31–37], and to their use in benchmarking and certifying nonclassical resources of quantum devices [22, 38–40]. Researchers have proposed basis-independent witnesses for imaginarity, constructed from unitary-invariant properties of quantum states [29]. While these studies fully characterized invariant values for three mixed states, only partial results exist for when considering four states or higher, leaving several unresolved conjectures that motivate further investigations of the boundaries of the sets of all Bargmann invariants.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we review the fundamental concepts of Bargmann invariants and establish key definitions related to numerical ranges and envelope of a family of curves. This includes foundational results that underpin our subsequent analysis. Section III presents our core contributions: (1) a unified, dimensionindependent characterization of 3rd- and 4th-order Bargmann invariants, and (2) a rigorous proof of Fernandes et al.’s conjecture for the 4th-order case, resolving an open question in the field. Section IV provides qualitative arguments supporting the conjectured generalization of our framework to nthorder Bargmann invariants. We conclude with a summary of our results and outline future research directions, including the use of Bargmann invariants for entanglement detection— a direction we explore in depth in companion work [41].

II. PRELIMINARIES

For a tuple of quantum states Ψ = (ρ_1, . . . , ρ_n), where each state ρ_k acts on the underlying Hilbert space C^d , the Bargmann invariant associated with Ψ is defined as Δ_n(Ψ) = Tr (ρ_1 · · · ρ_n). Due to the spectral decomposition of density operators, ρ_k = ∑_d j=1 λ_{k,j} |ψ_{k,j} ⟩⟨ψ_{k,j} |, where k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} and λ_{k,j} ’s are eigenvalues of ρ_k, then we see that

Δ_n(Ψ) = Tr (ρ_1 · · · ρ_n) = d∑ j_1 ,...,j_n=1 λ_{j1 ,...,jn} Tr (ψ_{1,j1} · · · ψ_{n,jn} ) ,

where ψ_{k,jk} ≡ |ψ_{k,jk} ⟩⟨ψ_{k,jk} | and λ_{j1 ,...,jn} = ∏_n k=1 λ_{k,jk} is clearly a multivariate probability distribution on {1, . . . , d}^n. In view of this relationship between the sets of Bargmann invariants defined by pure states and mixed states, we introduce different notations for them.

Definition 1 (Bargmann invariants for quantum states). We denote the set of possible values of nth-order Bargmann invariants for a tuple Ψ = (ρ_1, ρ_2, . . . , ρ_n) of quantum states ρ_k, where k = 1, . . . , n, in C^d (d ⩾ 2), by B_n(d) := { Δ_n(Ψ) : ρ_k acts on C^d , k = 1, . . . , n } . In particular, we denote by

(i) B^∘_n(d): the set of nth-order Bargmann invariants defined by only pure states.

(ii) B^•_n(d): the set of nth-order Bargmann invariants defined by only mixed states.

Note that B^•_n(d) = ConvexHull(B^∘_n(d)) by definition. Thus it would be the case B^•_n(d) = B^∘_n(d) whenever B^∘_n(d) is convex (it is indeed the case when n ∈ {3, 4} from Theorem 1). We firstly need figure out the properties of B^∘_n(d). Following [29], the set of quantumrealizable values for nth-order Bargmann invariants is given by B^∘_n := {Δ ∈ C : ∃Ψ, Δ = Δ_n(Ψ)}, where Δ_n(Ψ) := ⟨ψ_1, ψ_2⟩ · · · ⟨ψ_{n−1}, ψ_n⟩ ⟨ψ_n, ψ_1⟩, defined for a tuple of pure states Ψ = (|ψ_1⟩⟨ψ_1|, . . . , |ψ_n⟩⟨ψ_n|) in C^d for some d ⩾ 2. With these notations, we obtain B^∘_n = ∪_{d⩾2}B^∘_n(d). The properties of B^∘_n are as follows:

• B^∘_n is a closed and connected set because it is the continuous image of Cartesian product of pure state spaces.

• B^∘_n is symmetric with respect to the real axis, as Tr (ψ_n · · · ψ_2ψ_1) = Tr (ψ_1ψ_2 · · · ψ_n).

• B^∘_n ⊂ {z ∈ C : |z| ⩽ 1} due to the fact that |Tr (ρ_1ρ_2 · · · ρ_n)| ⩽ 1.

We see from the convexity of B^∘_3 [29] that B^∘_3 = ConvexHull(∂B^∘_3 ), where ∂B^∘_3 denotes the boundary of B^∘_3 . Similarly, ∂B^∘_n indicates the boundary of B^∘_n for a general natural number n. The notation ∂B^∘_n(d) has a similar meaning. This suggests that determining ∂B^∘_n is crucial for characterizing B^∘_n and then establishing its convexity. In the following, we present polar equations of boundaries ∂B^∘_n(d) and show that B^∘_n(d) = B^∘_n(2) = B^∘_n is a convex set in C , where n ∈ {3, 4}. In the proof of the main result (Theorem 1), we will make use of the following notions: the numerical range of a complex square matrix and envelope of a family of plane curves. Let me explain it now.

A. Numerical range

Definition 2 (Numerical range of a complex square matrix). The numerical range (NR) of a d × d complex matrix F is defied by

W_d(F ) := { ⟨ψ |F | ψ⟩ : |ψ⟩ ∈ C^d , ⟨ψ, ψ⟩ = 1 } . The notion of NR was introduced by Toeplitz [42] in 1918.

In 1919, Hausdorff showed that W_d(F ) ⊂ C is a compact and convex set [43]. Based on the main result in [44], we immediately obtain the following key result concerning the NR of a rank-one complex square matrix.

Proposition 1. If a d × d complex matrix F is given by F = uv^†, where u, v ∈ C^d . Then W_d(F ) is an elliptical disk in C with foci 0 and ⟨v, u⟩, and minor axis (⟨u, u⟩ ⟨v, v⟩ − |⟨u, v⟩|^2)^{12} . Let 2c = |⟨v, u⟩| and 2b = (⟨u, u⟩ ⟨v, v⟩ − |⟨u, v⟩|^2)^{12} . Then the major axis is given by 2a = √ (2b)^2 + (2c)^2 = (⟨u, u⟩ ⟨v, v⟩)^{12} . Note that on the complex plane, the sum of distances from a moving point to foci 0 and ⟨v, u⟩ is con- strained by |z| + |z − ⟨v, u⟩| ⩽ 2a = ‖u‖ ‖v‖, where ‖·‖ = √ ⟨·, ·⟩. Therefore z ∈ W_d(uv^†) if and only if |z| + |z − ⟨v, u⟩| ⩽ ‖u‖ ‖v‖ for z ∈ C . In particular, W_d(uv^†) is a circle |z| ⩽^1_2 ‖u‖ ‖v‖ for ⟨u, v⟩ = 0.

Now for an n-tuple Ψ = (ψ_1, . . . , ψ_n), where n ⩾ 3, of pure qudit states, when ψ_n ≡ |ψ_n⟩⟨ψ_n| varies and ψ_1, . . . , ψ_{n−1} are fixed temporarily, then the nthorder Bargmann invariant of this tuple Ψ is given by Tr (ψ_1 · · · ψ_{n−1}ψ_n) = ⟨ψ_n |ψ_1ψ_2 · · · ψ_{n−1}| ψ_n⟩. Based on this observation, we deduce that the NR W_d (ψ_1ψ_2 · · · ψ_{n−1}) of ψ_1ψ_2 · · · ψ_{n−1} corresponds precisely to the values of nthorder Bargmann invariants obtained by varying ψ_n while keeping ψ_k (for k = 1, . . . , n − 1) fixed.

Next, Lemma 1 indicates that the set of all nth-order Bargmann invariants defined by pure qudit states can be represented by the union of a family of scaling and rotated elliptical disk. (Throughout the whole paper, the term “elliptical disk” includes “degenerate ellipses,” that is, line segments and points.)

Lemma 1. For any pure states (ψ_1, . . . , ψ_{n−1}) in C^d , where ψ_k ≡ |ψ_k⟩⟨ψ_k |, the numerical range of ψ_1 · · · ψ_{n−1} is given by

W_d(ψ_1 · · · ψ_{n−1}) = (^{n−2}∏ j=1 ⟨ψ_j , ψ_{j+1}⟩ ) W_d(|ψ_1⟩⟨ψ_{n−1}|).

Moreover, if ∏_{n−2} j=1 ⟨ψ_j , ψ_{j+1}⟩ = 0, then W_d(ψ_1 · · · ψ_{n−1}) = {0}; or else, if ∏_{n−2} j=1 ⟨ψ_j , ψ_{j+1}⟩ ≠ 0, then W_d(ψ_1 · · · ψ_{n−1}) can be reduced to the following elliptical disk: z ∈ C : |z| + |z − Tr (ψ_1 · · · ψ_{n−1})| ⩽ | | | | | | n−2∏ j=1 ⟨ψ_j , ψ_{j+1}⟩ | | | | | | , denoted by E_{ψ1 ,...,ψn−1} . Furthermore, we have

B^∘_n(d) = ⋃ ψ_1 ,...,ψ_{n−1} E_{ψ1,...,ψn−1} , (1)

where all ψ_k’s run over the set of pure states in C^d .

Proof. For any tuple of pure states (ψ_1, . . . , ψ_{n−1}) in C^d , the product is of rank-one, i.e., ψ_1 · · · ψ_{n−1} = ( ∏_{n−2} j=1 ⟨ψ_j , ψ_{j+1}⟩ ) |ψ_1⟩⟨ψ_{n−1}|. This implies that

W_d(ψ_1 · · · ψ_{n−1}) = (^{n−2}∏ j=1 ⟨ψ_j , ψ_{j+1}⟩ ) W_d(|ψ_1⟩⟨ψ_{n−1}|).

From Proposition 1, we see that W_d(|ψ_1⟩⟨ψ_{n−1}|) = {z ∈ C : |z| + |z − ⟨ψ_{n−1}, ψ_1⟩| ⩽ 1}. The last identity follows immediately by scaling and rotating the elliptical disk W_d(|ψ_1⟩⟨ψ_{n−1}|) via the factor ∏_{n−2} j=1 ⟨ψ_j , ψ_{j+1}⟩. We obtain the desired conclusion.

From Eq. (1) in Lemma 1, we see that B^∘_n(d) can be represented as a family of elliptical discs. If we can parametrize this family of ellipses ∂E_{ψ1,...,ψn−1} , the boundaries of the elliptical disks, we are able to calculate the boundary ∂B^∘_n(d), as the envelope of this family of curves. Next, we introduce the notion of envelope of a family of curves.

B. Envelope of a family of plane curves

The envelope of a family of curves is a curve that is tangent to each member of the family at some point, and these points of tangency together form the envelope itself. In other words, the envelope is a curve that “wraps around” or “bounds” the entire family of curves, touching each curve in the family at least once. Mathematically, if the family of curves is defined by a parameter, the envelope can often be found by solving a system of equations derived from the family’s defining equations and their derivatives with respect to the parameter [45]. For instance, the elliptical range theorem for the numerical range of a 2 × 2 complex matrix can be derived by the envelope method. We often compute boundaries by determining envelopes and appending a finite number of additional points. Let us recall some notion about envelope.

Definition 3 (Envelope, [45]). Let F denote a family of curves in the xy plane (rectangular coordinate system). We assume that F is a family of curves given by F (x, y, t) = 0, where F is smooth and t lies in an open interval. The envelope of F is the set of points (x, y) so that there is a value of t with both F (x, y, t) = 0 and ∂_tF (x, y, t) = 0.

The envelope problem can be extended to multiple parameters [46]. For example, for a family of plane curves, defined by f(x, y, t_1, t_2) = 0, where t_1 and t_2 are two parameters, the envelope can be found by the standard approach — eliminating t_1 and t_2 from the system f(x, y, t_1, t_2) = 0, ∂_{t1} f(x, y, t_1, t_2) = 0, and ∂_{t2} f(x, y, t_1, t_2) = 0.

From the above definition, we can say that the envelope can be computed by setting F (x, y, t) = 0 and ∂_tF (x, y, t) = 0 and then eliminating t; this is the so-called envelope algorithm.

In what follows, we will use the envelope in a polar coordinate system, and say that F is a family of curves given by F (r, θ, t) = 0. The envelope of F is the set of points (r, θ) so that there is a value of t with both F (r, θ, t) = 0 and ∂_tF (r, θ, t) = 0.

III. MAIN RESULT

In this section, we present polar descriptions of the boundaries of the sets B^∘_n and prove that such sets are convex, where n ∈ {3, 4}. The result for the case where n = 4 confirms the conjecture given by Fernandes et. al. in [29]. We conjecture that the unified, dimension-independent formulation of the boundaries for sets of 3rd-order and 4th-order Bargmann invariants may extend to the general case of the nth-order Bargmann invariants.

Theorem 1. The equation of the boundary curve of the set B^∘_n(d), where n ∈ {3, 4} and an arbitrary natural number d ⩾ 2, representing values Δ ∈ C that are quantum realizable by some nth-order Bargmann invariant of qudit states is given by r_n(θ)e^{iθ} = cos^n (_π n ) sec^n (_{θ−π} n ) e^{iθ} = (_ω n+1 ω_n+e^{−i 2θ}n )_n , (2) where ω_n := e^{−i 2πn} and θ ∈ [0, 2π).

We should mention that this result recovers the same findings by Fernandes et. al., where B^∘_3 (d) = B^∘_3 (2) = B^∘_3 = ConvexHull(∂B^∘_3 ). We begin by proving the result for n = 3. Before the formal proof, let us recall a well-known fact about cubic equations: Denote by D = −4p^3 − 27q^2 = −108 ((_p 3 )_3 + (_q 2 )_2)

the discriminant of the cubic equation

of the form x^3 + px + q = 0, then

• If D > 0, the equation x^3 +px+q = 0 has three distinct real roots;

• If D = 0, the equation has a multiple root (either a double root or a triple root).

• If D < 0, the equation has one real root and two complex conjugate roots.

According to [29], the rectangular equation of the boundary curve of B^∘_3 is given by x^2 + y^2 =

(_{2x+1} 3 )_3

, which can be equivalently rewritten in polar equation 3r^{23} = 2r cos θ + 1, where θ ∈ [0, 2π) and r > 0 for all θ. Let s = r^{− 13} > 0, yielding the cubic equation s^3 − 3s + 2 cos θ = 0. Since its discriminant D = 108 sin^2 θ > 0 unless θ ∈ {0, π}, the equation has three distinct real roots. Solving it yields the positive root s = 2 cos (_{θ−π} 3 ) = sec (_π 3 ) cos (_{θ−π} 3 ) . Therefore, the corresponding complex point on the boundary is

re^{iθ} = s^{−3}e^{iθ} = cos^3 (_π 3 ) sec^3 (_{θ−π} 3 ) e^{iθ}. In what follows, we will present an independent proof by employing the numerical range of a complex square matrix and the envelope method of a family of plane curves.

Proof of Theorem 1. Note that, based on Lemma 1, we can infer that, for any positive integers m ⩾ 2, via ψ_{m+1} ≡ ψ_1,

B^∘_{2m−1}(d) = ⋃ ψ_1,...,ψ_m ⟨ψ_1, ψ_2⟩ m∏ j=2 W_d(|ψ_{j+1}⟩⟨ψ_j |), (3)

B^∘_{2m}(d) = ⋃ ψ_1,...,ψ_m m∏ j=1 W_d(|ψ_{j+1}⟩⟨ψ_j |), (4) where all ψ_k’s run over the set of pure states in C^d , ∏_m j=1 W_d(|ψ_{j+1}⟩⟨ψ_j |) is the Minkowski product (the Minkowski product of two sets A and B in C is defined by {ab : a ∈ A, b ∈ B}, denoted by AB). The proofs of both identities are provided in Appendix A.

(1) If n = 3, then by Lemma 1 or Eq. (3), we get that B^∘_3 (d) = ⋃ ψ_1,ψ_2 ⟨ψ1, ψ2⟩ Wd(|ψ1⟩⟨ψ2|), where W_d(|ψ_1⟩⟨ψ_2|) = {z ∈ C : |z| + |z − ⟨ψ_2, ψ_1⟩| ⩽ 1}. Let ⟨ψ_1, ψ_2⟩ = te^{iθ}, where t ∈ [0, 1] and θ ∈ [0, 2π). Then

B^∘_3 (d) = ⋃ t∈[0,1] { z ∈ C : |z| + | z − t^2 | ⩽ t } = ⋃ t∈[0,1] E_t,

where E_t := { z ∈ C : |z| + | |z − t2 | | ⩽ t} whose boundary

curve ∂E_t can be put in polar form: r(θ) =^{t(1−t2 )}_{2(1−t cos θ)} . Thus,

∂B^∘_3 (d) can be viewed as the envelope of the family F of ellipses ∂E_t, defined by F (r, θ, t) := r(1 − t cos θ) −^{t(1−t2 )}_2 = 0. Then, ∂_tF (r, θ, t) =^1_2 (3t^2 − 2r cos θ − 1) = 0. By an envelope algorithm, eliminating t in both F (r, θ, t) = 0 and ∂_tF (r, θ, t) = 0, we obtain that the envelope of F is implicitly given by

(8 cos^3 θ)r^3 + (12 cos^2 θ − 27)r^2 + (6 cos θ)r + 1 = 0.

When we view it as a cubic equation in argument r, we solve it to get three real roots cos^3(^π_3 ) sec^3(^{θ−π}_3 ), cos^3(^π_3 ) sec^3(^{θ−π}_3 + 2 3 π), cos^3(^π_3 ) sec^3(^{θ−π}_3 +^4_3 π). But, only one root r = cos^3(^π_3 ) sec^3(^{θ−π}_3 ) is the desired one. (2) If n = 4, then still by Eq. (4), we get that

B^∘_4 (d) = ⋃ ψ_1 ,ψ_2 W_d(|ψ_2⟩⟨ψ_1|)W_d(|ψ_1⟩⟨ψ_2|),

where W_d(|ψ_2⟩⟨ψ_1|)W_d(|ψ_1⟩⟨ψ_2|) is the Minkowski product of two sets in C . Let ⟨ψ_1, ψ_2⟩ = te^{iϕ}, where t ∈ [0, 1] and ϕ ∈ [0, 2π). Then W_d(|ψ_2⟩⟨ψ_1|) = {z ∈ C : |z| + | |z − te^{iϕ} | | ⩽ 1} = e^{iϕ}{z ∈ C : |z| + |z − t| ⩽ 1} and W_d(|ψ_1⟩⟨ψ_2|) = e^{−iϕ}{z ∈ C : |z| + |z − t| ⩽ 1}. Denote by E_t := {z ∈ C : |z| + |z − t| ⩽ 1}. Therefore we get that the Minkowski product W_d(|ψ_2⟩⟨ψ_1|)W_d(|ψ_1⟩⟨ψ_2|) = E_tE_t ≡ E^2_t , which leads to the result

B^∘_4 (d) = ⋃ t∈[0,1],ϕ∈[0,2π) e^{iϕ}E_te^{−iϕ}E_t = ⋃ t∈[0,1] E^2_t .

For any fixed t ∈ (0, 1), it is easily seen that E^2_t = ⋃ z∈∂E_t zEt, where z ∈ ∂Et can be parameterized as z = 1−t^2 2(1−t cos α) e

iα for α ∈ [0, 2π). Then

E^2_t = ⋃ α∈[0,2π) 1−t^2 2(1−t cos α) e iαE_t,

where^{1−t2}

2(1−t cos α) e

iαE_t is the elliptical disk { z ∈ C : |z| + | | |z −^{1−t2} 2(1−t cos α) te iα | | | ⩽^{1−t2} 2(1−t cos α) }

whose boundary can parametrized in polar form z = re^{iθ}, where r and θ can be connected as r = (1 − t^2)^2 4(1 − t cos α)(1 − t cos(α − θ)) . Define the family F̃ of curves determined by F̃ (r, θ, t, α) := (1 − t cos α)(1 − t cos(α − θ))r −^{(1−t2)2}_4 = 0. Then F̃_α(r, θ, t, α) = rt [sin(α − θ) + sin α − t sin(2α − θ)]. The boundary curve of E^2_t can be computed as the envelope of the family F̃. In fact, by envelope algorithm, eliminating α by setting F (r, θ, t, α) = 0 and F_α(r, θ, t, α) = 0, we get that r =^{(1−t2)2}

4(1−t cos^θ_2 )^2 is the polar equation of ∂(E 2 t ), the boundary of the Minkowski product of E_t with itself.

Now B^∘_4 (d) = ⋃ t∈[0,1] E 2 t , where ∂(E^2_t ) is parameter-

ized in polar form r =^{(1−t2 )2}

4(1−t cos^θ_2 )^2 . Once again, we define

the family G of curves by G(r, θ, t) := (1 − t cos^θ_2 ) √ r − 1−t^2 2 = 0. Then ∂_tG(r, θ, t) = t − √ r cos^θ_2 . Now the boundary ∂B^∘_4 (d), as the envelope of the family G of curves, can be computed as by setting G(r, θ, t) = 0 and ∂_tG(r, θ, t) = 0 by envelope algorithm. Eliminating t, we get that r =^1_{(sin θ4 ±cos θ4 )4} . But only r =^1_{(sin θ4 +cos θ4 )4} =

cos^4(^π_4 ) sec^4(^{θ−π}_4 ) is indeed the envelope.

We remark here that

B^∘_3 (d) = ⋃ t∈[0,1] tE_t and B^∘_4 (d) = ⋃ t∈[0,1] E^2_t , (5)

where E_t = {z ∈ C : |z| + |z − t| ⩽ 1} is the elliptical disk. Clearly from the right hand sides in Eq. (5), they are independent of the dimension d ⩾ 2. The result obtained for B^∘_4 (d) in Theorem 1 confirms the conjecture given by Fernandes et al. [29], where the authors conjectured that r(θ) =^1_{(sin θ4 +cos θ4 )4} , the boundary of the set of circulant matrices B_4|_{circ} (in their notation), is equal to the boundary B_4 of the set of all 4thorder Bargmann invariants. In fact, they conjectured that, for n ⩾ 3, in their notations,

B_n = B_{n,2} = ConvexHull(B_n) = ConvexHull(B_n|_{circ}).

Note that the inner product is a dimension-independent quantity when restricted to the set of pure states, as the inner product between any two pure states |ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩ in C^d always lies within the closed unit disk in C (i.e., |⟨ψ, ϕ⟩| ⩽ 1), regardless of the dimension d ⩾ 2. This property holds universally across all finite dimensions. Based on the results for the 3rd and 4th-order Bargmann invariants, it is reasonable to believe that the sets of all nth-order Bargmann invariants in the underlying space C^d are dimension independent. This is consistent with Fernandes et al.’s conjecture [29]. We then rephrase it as follows:

• B^∘_n(d) is independent of d ⩾ 2 for arbitrary positive integer n ⩾ 3. In other words, B^∘_n(d) = B^∘_n(2) = B^∘_n for all d ⩾ 2 and n ⩾ 3.

Let R_n denote the closed region enclosed by the curve r_n(θ)e^{iθ} = cos^n(^π_n ) sec^n(^{θ−π}_n )e^{iθ} in C . It is easily seen that R_n ⊆ B^∘_n by Proposition 2. Building upon Fernandes et al.’s conjecture and Theorem 1, we are led to formulate the subsequent conjecture:

Conjecture 1. For n ⩾ 3, it holds that B^∘_n = R_n. That is, ∂B^∘_n can be described analytically in polar form of the boundary of R_n: r_n(θ) = cos^n(^π_n ) sec^n(^{θ−π}_n ), where θ ∈ [0, 2π). Both Fernandes et al.’s conjecture and Conjecture 1 were confirmed for n = 3 [29]. Additionally, they provided numerical support for the case n = 4, which is ultimately proven by our Theorem 1.

As a direct implication by assuming that the above conjectures are correct, i.e., B^∘_n = R_n, we have

lim_{n→∞} cos^n (_π n ) sec^n (_{θ−π} n ) e^{iθ} = e^{iθ} for all θ ∈ [0, 2π],

indicating that the family of boundary curves ∂B^∘_n converges to the unit circle as n → ∞: B^∘_3 ⊊ B^∘_4 ⊊ · · · ⊊ B^∘_n ⊊ · · · ⊊ {|z| = 1 : z ∈ C }. This containment relationship suggests that higher-order Bargmann invariants demonstrate enhanced effectiveness as witnesses of quantum imaginarity. The boundary curves ∂R^∘_n are plotted in Fig. 1.

FIG. 1. (Color Online) The family of curves in polar form rn(θ) = cos^n(^π_n ) sec^n(^{θ−π}_n ), where n ∈ {3(blue), 4(brown), 5(cyan), 6(green), 7(orange), 8(purple), 9(red)}. Note that n ∈ {3, 4}, rn(θ) = cos^n(^π_n ) sec^n(^{θ−π}_n ) is indeed shown to be ∂B^∘_n by Theorem 1. The black curve is the unit circle. Here the horizontal axis means the real part Re(Tr (ψ1 · · · ψn)) and the vertical axis stands for the imaginary part Im(Tr (ψ1 · · · ψn)).

Corollary 1. It holds that

R_n ⊂ [− cos^n (_π n ) , 1] × [−τ_n, τ_n], (6)

where τ_n = cos^n (_π n ) sec^{n−1} (_π 2(n−1) ) . Proof. Denote by f_n(θ) := sec^n (_{θ−π} n ) sin θ and let τ_n := cos^n (_π n ) max_{θ∈[0,π]} f_n(θ). From Eq. (2), it follows that R_n ⊂ [− cos^n (_π n ) , 1] × [−τ_n, τ_n]. Next we identify τ_n. In fact, f^′_n(θ) = sec^{n+1} (_{θ−π} n ) cos (_π n + ( 1 −^1_n ) θ ) = 0 implies that cos (_π n + ( 1 −^1_n ) θ ) = 0 because sec (_{θ−π} n ) = sec (_{|θ−π|} n ) > 0 (here^{|θ−π|}_n ⩽^π_n ). Thus^π_n + ( 1 −^1_n ) θ =^π_2 ,

then θ =^{n−2}_{n−1}^π_2 <^π_2 is the stationary point of f_n(θ) in [0, π]. Based on the above reasoning, we get that

τ_n = cos^n (_π n ) f_n(^{n−2}_{n−1}^π_2 )

= cos^n (_π n ) sec^{n−1} (_π 2(n−1) ) , as desired.

We remark here that τ_n could potentially predicts the largest imaginary part of nth-order Bargmann invariants if it were true that R_n = B^∘_n. In fact, τ_3 =^1_4 , τ_4 =^2_3^√_3 , τ_5 =

(3−2 √ 2)(11+5 √ 5) 8 , τ_6 =^{27}_{100} √ 5(50 − 22 √ 5). For illustration, considering specific values of n ∈ {3, 4}, we present another approach to τ_3 and τ_4 in Appendix B. Furthermore, it is observed that all nth-order Bargmann invariants along the curve r_n(θ) exhibiting the largest possible imaginary part invariably possess a non-zero real component.

Proposition 2. The curve r_n(θ) = cos^n(^π_n ) sec^n(^{θ−π}_n ) determined by Eq. (2), can be attained by a family of singleparameter qubit pure states.

Proof. Denote ω_n = e^{−i 2πn} . Consider the n-tuple of qubit pure states Ψ = (ψ_0, . . . , ψ_{n−1}) where ψ_k ≡ |ψ_k⟩⟨ψ_k| and |ψ_k(t)⟩ := sin t|0⟩ + ω̄^k_n cos t|1⟩, where k = 0, 1, · · · , n − 1. Then ⟨ψ_k, ψ_{k+1}⟩ = sin^2 t + ω̄_n cos^2 t = ⟨ψ_{n−1}, ψ_0⟩ for all k = 0, 1, . . . , n − 2. Therefore,

Δ_n = Tr (ψ_0 · · · ψ_{n−1}) = ( sin^2 t + ω̄_n cos^2 t )_n = [( sin^2 t + cos (_{2π} n ) cos^2 t ) + i ( sin (_{2π} n ) cos^2 t )]_n , This can be expressed as Δ_n = cos^n (_π n ) sec^n (_{θ−π} n ) e^{iθ} for some angle θ, determined by tan (_θ n ) = sin (_{2π} n ) cos (_{2π} n ) + tan^2 t . Indeed, for this tuple Ψ = (ψ_0, . . . , ψ_{n−1}), the Bargmann invariant Δ_n(Ψ) is of the polar form Δ_n = |Δ_n | e^{iθ}, where

|Δ_n | = [( sin^2 t + cos (_{2π} n ) cos^2 t

)_2 + ( sin (_{2π} n ) cos^2 t

)_2]^n_2 , and its phase θ satisfying^{sin}(^{θn} )_{cos}(_{θn} ) =^{sin}(^{2πn} )^{cos2 t}

sin^2 t+cos(^{2π}_n ) cos^2 t , i.e., sin (_θ n ) cos (_θ n ) = 2 sin (_π n ) cos (_π n ) cos^2 t 1 − 2 sin^2 (_π n ) cos^2 t . This leads to

cos^2 t = sin (_θ n ) 2 sin (_π n ) cos (_{θ−π} n ) , (7)

where sin (_π n ) > 0 and cos (_{θ−π} n ) > 0, because 0 <^π_n ⩽^π_3 and^{|θ−π|}_n ⩽^π_n . By substituting Eq. (7) into the expression of |Δ_n |, we have

|Δ_n | = [( sin^2 t + cos (_{2π} n ) cos^2 t

)_2 + ( sin (_{2π} n ) cos^2 t

)_2]^n_2

= [( 1 − 2 sin^2 (_π n ) cos^2 t

)_2 + ( sin (_{2π} n ) cos^2 t

)_2]^n_2

= [ ( sin (_{2π} n ) cos (_θ n ))_2 + ( sin (_{2π} n ) sin (_θ n ))_2 ( 2 sin (_π n ) cos (_{θ−π} n ))_2 ]^n_2

= ( sin (_{2π} n ) 2 sin (_π n ) cos (_{θ−π} n ) )_n = cos^n (_π n ) sec^n (_{θ−π} n ) .

Based on the above reasoning, we conclude that the curves described by Eq. (2) are quantum realizable.

In the proof of Proposition 2, the constructed pure states |ψ_k(t)⟩ = sin t|0⟩ + ω̄^k_n cos t|1⟩, where k = 0, 1, · · · , n − 1, could be called Oszmaniec-Brod-Galvão’s states as this family of states is a variation of the family of states that has already appeared in [26].

Theorem 2. The region R_n enclosed by the curve r_n(θ) = cos^n(^π_n ) sec^n(^{θ−π}_n ) is convex.

The idea of proof is originated from the convexity argument provided by Fernandes et. al. [29].

Proof. Note that the graph of this curve is symmetric with respect to the real axis. Then we show that the graph of this curve r_n(θ) = cos^n (_π n ) sec^n (_{θ−π} n ) is concave on the open interval (0, π). This implies that the region below this curve must be a convex region. By the symmetry of this curve with respect to the real axis, r_n(θ) is convex on the open interval (π, 2π). Both together form the region R_n. Let us rewrite it as the parametric equation in parameter θ: { x(θ) = cos^n (_π n ) sec^n (_{θ−π} n ) cos θ, y(θ) = cos^n (_π n ) sec^n (_{θ−π} n ) sin θ. In fact, for n ⩾ 4 and θ ∈ (0, π),

d^2y dx^2

= −^{n−1}_n sec^n (_π n ) cos^{n+1} (_{θ−π} n ) csc^3 (_{π+(n−1)θ} n ) , which is negative because all factors on the right hand side are positive up to the minus sign. In summary,^{d2y}_{dx2} < 0 on (0, π), implying that the curve r_n(θ) = cos^n (_π n ) sec^n (_{θ−π} n ) is concave on [0, π]. Furthermore, it is convex on [π, 2π] by the symmetry with respect to the real axis. Therefore the region R_n enclosed by the curve r_n(θ) = cos^n (_π n ) sec^n (_{θ−π} n ) , where θ ∈ [0, 2π], is convex.

IV. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

For Fernandes et al.’s conjecture, Fernandes et al. [29] have confirmed that B^∘_3 (d) = B^∘_3 (2) = B^∘_3 and our Theorem 1 have already confirmed that B^∘_4 (d) = B^∘_4 (2) = B^∘_4 . The core of their conjecture essentially asserts that, for any n-tuple (ψ_1, . . . , ψ_n) of qudit pure states in C^d (d ⩾ 2), there must be an n-tuple (ψ̃_1, . . . , ψ̃_n) of qubit pure states in C^2 such that Tr (ψ_1 · · · ψ_n) = Tr ( ψ̃_1 · · · ψ̃_n ) , where each ψ_k ≡ |ψ_k⟩⟨ψ_k|

and ψ̃_k ≡ |ψ̃_k⟩⟨ψ̃_k|. Clearly, constructing such correspondence is highly non-trivial. Building on this observation, from Eq. (1), we observe that B^∘_n(d) can be expressed as a union of a family of elliptical disks (denoted by E_{ψ1,...,ψn−1} ). If we can construct a family of qubit pure states (ψ̃_1, . . . , ψ̃_{n−1}) such that E_{ψ1,...,ψn−1} = E_{ψ̃1,...,ψ̃n−1} , then we can demonstrate that B^∘_n(d) = B^∘_n(2) = B^∘_n.

Indeed, from this perspective, mathematical induction could potentially come into play because the assumption

B^∘_{n−1}(d) = B^∘_{n−1}(2) = B^∘_{n−1} will guarantee that for any (n − 1)-tuple (ψ_1, . . . , ψ_{n−1}) of pure states in C^d , there must be a (n − 1)-tuple (ψ̃_1, . . . , ψ̃_{n−1}) of qubit pure states in C^2 such that Tr (ψ_1 · · · ψ_{n−1}) = Tr ( ψ̃_1 · · · ψ̃_{n−1} ) . If, more-

over, | | ∏_{n−2} j=1 ⟨ψ_j , ψ_{j+1}⟩ | | = | | ∏_{n−2} j=1 ⟨ ψ̃_j , ψ̃_{j+1} ⟩| |, then, to-

gether with Tr (ψ_1 · · · ψ_{n−1}) = Tr ( ψ̃_1 · · · ψ̃_{n−1} ) , we have E_{ψ1,...,ψn−1} = E_{ψ̃1 ,...,ψ̃n−1} . This implies that B^∘_n(d) = ∪_{ψ1,...,ψn−1} E_{ψ1,...,ψn−1} ⊆ ∪_{ψ̃1,...,ψ̃n−1} E_{ψ̃1,...,ψ̃n−1} = B^∘_n(2). Therefore B^∘_n(d) = B^∘_n(2) follows immediately from B^∘_n(2) ⊆ B^∘_n(d), a trivial fact. We leave this as an open problem for future research.

In this study, we have made significant progress in addressing the theoretical challenge of determining the boundaries of sets of Bargmann invariants, which are crucial unitary invariants in quantum information theory. By developing a unified, dimension-independent formulation, we have successfully characterized the sets of 3rd and 4th Bargmann invariants, thereby confirming a recent conjecture proposed by Fernandes et al. for the 4th-order case. Our results not only provide a deeper understanding of the geometric and algebraic structures underlying these invariants but also suggest a potential extension of our formulation to the general case of nth-order Bargmann invariants.

These findings have some implications for quantum mechanics, as they elucidate fundamental physical limits and open avenues for exploring the role of Bargmann invariants in quantum information processing. In future research, we will further investigate the applications of Bargmann invariants, particularly in detecting entanglement, as referenced in [41]. Additionally, future work could focus on rigorously proving the conjectured generalization to higher-order invariants and expanding their applications in quantum computing, quantum communication, and other related fields. This study thus marks a significant step toward unifying the theoretical framework of Bargmann invariants and harnessing their potential for advancing quantum technologies.

Acknowledgments.— We are deeply grateful for the significant and crucial comments provided by the anonymous reviewers, as they have been instrumental in enhancing the quality of our paper. We also would like to thank Dr. Rafael Wagner for his feedback. This research is supported by Zhejiang Provincial Natural Science Foundation of China under Grants No. LZ23A010005, and No. LZ24A050005, and by NSFC under Grants No.11971140, and No. 12175147.

Note added: Recently, we became aware of a related work by Li and Tan [47]. Their findings complement our results and provide additional insights about Bargmann invariants.

[1] M-O. Renou, D. Trillo, M. Weilenmann, T.P. Le, A Tavakoli, N.

Gisin, A. Acín, and M. Navascués, Quantum theory based on real numbers can be experimentally falsified, Nature (London) 600, 625 (2021).

[2] M.V. Berry, Quantal Phase Factors Accompanying Adiabatic Changes, Proc. R. Soc. A 392, 45 (1984).

[3] Y. Aharonov and J. Anandan, Phase change during a cyclic quantum evolution, Phys. Rev. Lett.58, 1593 (1987).

[4] N. Mukunda and R. Simon, Quantum Kinematic Approach to the Geometric Phase. I. General Formalism, Ann. Phys. 228, 205 (1993).

[5] D. Chruściński and A. Jamiołkowski, Geometric Phases in Classical and Quantum Mechanics, Springer (2004).

[6] T. Baumgratz, M. Cramer, and M.B. Plenio, Quantifying Coherence, Phys. Rev. Lett.113, 140401 (2014).

[7] A.K. Pati, Gauge-invariant reference section and geometric phase, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. : Math. Gen. 28, 2087(1995).

[8] A. Hickey and G. Gour, Quantifying the imaginarity of quantum mechanics, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. : Math. Theor. 51, 414009 (2018).

[9] K.D. Wu, T.V. , S. Rana, C.M. Scandolo, G.Y. Xiang, C.F. Li, G.C. Guo, A. Streltsov, Operational Resource Theory of Imaginarity, Phys. Rev. Lett.126, 090401 (2021).

[10] K.D. Wu, T.V. Kondra, S. Rana, C.M. Scandolo, G.Y. Xiang, C.F. Li, G.C. Guo, A. Streltsov, Resource theory of imaginarity: Quantification and state conversion, Phys. Rev. A103 032401 (2021).

[11] V. Bargmann, Note on Wigner’s theorem on symmetry operations, J. Math. Phys. 5, 862 (1964).

[12] T.Y. Chien and S. Waldron, A characterization of projective unitary equivalence of finite frames and applications, SIAM J. Discrete Math. 30, 976 (2016).

[13] R. Simon and N. Mukunda, Bargmann invariant and the geometry of the Güoy effect, Phys. Rev. Lett.70, 880(1993).

[14] N. Mukunda, P.K. Aravind, and R. Simon, Wigner rotations, Bargmann invariants and geometric phases, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. : Math. Gen. 36, 2347 (2003).

[15] J.G. Kirkwood, Quantum statistics of almost classical assemblies, 44, 31(1933).

[16] P.A.M. Dirac, On the analogy between classical and quantum mechanics, Rev. Mod. Phys.17, 195(1945).

[17] C. Bamber and J.S. Lundeen, Observing Dirac’s classical phase space analog to the quantum state, Phys. Rev. Lett.112, 31(2014).

[18] D. Schmid, R. D. Baldijão, Y. Yīng, R. Wagner, and J. H. Selby, Kirkwood-Dirac representations beyond quantum states and their relation to noncontextuality, Phys. Rev. A110, 052206 (2024).

[19] R. Wagner, Z. Schwartzman-Nowik, I. Paiva, A. Te’eni, A. Ruiz-Molero,R.S. Barbosa, E. Cohen and E.F. Galvaão, Quantum circuits for measuring weak values, Kirkwood-Dirac quasiprobability distributions, and state spectra, Quantum Sci. Technol. 9, 015030 (2024).

[20] C. Budroni, A. Cabello, O. Gühne, M. Kleinmann, and J-A. Larsson, Kochen-specker contextuality, Rev. Mod. Phys.94, 045007 (2022).

[21] R. Wagner, R.S. Barbosa, and E.F. Galvão, Inequalities witnessing coherence, nonlocality, and contextuality, Phys. Rev. A109, 032220 (2024).

[22] T. Giordani, R. Wagner, C. Esposito, A. Camillini, F. Hoch,

G. Carvacho, C. Pentangelo, F. Ceccarelli, S. Piacentini, A. Crespi, N. Spagnolo, R. Osellame, E.F. Galvão, F. Sciarrino, Experimental certification of contextuality, coherence, and dimension in a programmable universal photonic processor, Sci. Adv. 9, (2023).

[23] S.D. Bièvre, Complete incompatibility, support uncertainty, and Kirkwood-Dirac nonclassicality, Phys. Rev. Lett.127, 190404 (2021).

[24] S.D. Bièvre, Relating incompatibility, noncommutativity, uncertainty, and Kirkwood-Dirac nonclassicality, J. Math. Phys. 64, 022202 (2023).

[25] A. Budiyono and H.K. Dipojono, Quantifying quantum coherence via Kirkwood-Dirac quasiprobability, Phys. Rev. A107, 022408 (2023).

[26] M. Oszmaniec, D.J. Brod and E.F. Galvão, Measuring relational information between quantum states, and applications, New. J. Phys. 26, 013053 (2024).

[27] E.F. Galvão, D.J. Brod, Quantum and classical bounds for twostate overlaps, Phys. Rev. A101, 062110 (2020).

[28] Y. Quek, E. Kaur, and M.M. Wilde, Multivariate trace estimation in constant quantum depth, Quantum 8, 1220 (2024).

[29] C. Fernandes, R. Wagner, L. Novo, and E.F. Galvão, Unitary-Invariant Witnesses of Quantum Imaginary, Phys. Rev. Lett.133, 190201 (2024).

[30] T.C. Fraser, An estimation theoretic approach to quantum realizability problems, PhD Thesis, arXiv:2402.10902v1 [31] V.S. Shchesnovich, Partial indistinguishability theory for multiphoton experiments in multiport devices, Phys. Rev. A91, 013844 (2015).

[32] A.J. Menssen, A.E. Jones, B.J. Metcalf, M.C. Tichy, S. Barz, W.S. Kolthammer, I.A. Walmsley, Distinguishability and manyparticle interference, Phys. Rev. Lett.118, 153603 (2017).

[33] D.J. Brod, E.F. Galvão, N. Viggianiello, F. Flamini, N. Spagnolo, and F. Sciarrino, Witnessing Genuine Multiphoton Indistinguishability, Phys. Rev. Lett.122, 063602 (2019).

[34] A.E. Jones, A.J. Menssen, H.M. Chrzanowski, T.A.W.

Wolterink, V.S. Shchesnovich, I.A. Walmsley, Multiparticle Interference of Pairwise Distinguishable Photons, Phys. Rev. Lett.125, 123603 (2020).

[35] A.E. Jones, S. Kumar, S. D’Aurelio,M. Bayerbach, A.J.

Menssen, and S. Barz, Distinguishability and mixedness in quantum interference, Phys. Rev. A108, 053701 (2023).

[36] G. Rodari, L. Novo, R. Albiero, A. Suprano, C.T. Tavares, E. Caruccio, F. Hoch, T. Giordani, G. Carvacho, M. Gardina, N.D. Giano, S.D. Giorgio, G. Corrielli, F. Ceccarelli, R. Osellame, N. Spagnolo, E.F. Galvão, F. Sciarrino, Semi-device independent characterization of multiphoton indistinguishability, arXiv:2404.18636 [37] G. Rodari, C. Fernandes, E. Caruccio, A. Suprano, F. Hoch, T.

Giordani, G. Carvacho, R. Albiero, N.D. Giano, G. Corrielli, F. Ceccarelli, R. Osellame, D.J. Brod, L. Novo, N. Spagnolo, E.F. Galvão, F. Sciarrino, Experimental observation of counterintuitive features of photonic bunching, arXiv:2410.15883 [38] T. Giordani, D.J. Brod, C. Esposito, N. Viggianiello, M. Romano, F. Flamini, G. Carvacho, N. Spagnolo, E.F. Galvão, and F. Sciarrino, Experimental quantification of four-photon indistinguishability, New. J. Phys. 22, 043001 (2020).

[39] T. Giordani, C. Esposito, F. Hoch, G. Carvacho, D.J. Brod, E.F. Galvão, N. Spagnolo, and F. Sciarrino, Witnesses of coherence and dimension from multiphoton indistinguishability tests, Phys. Rev. Research 3, 023031 (2021).

[40] M. Hinsche, M. Ioannou, S. Jerbi, L. Leone, J. Eisert, J. Carrasco, Efficient distributed inner product estimation via Pauli sampling, arXiv:2405.06544 [41] L. Zhang, B. Xie, Y. Tao, Local unitarty equivalence and entanglement by Bargmann invariants, arXiv:2412.17237 [42] O. Toeplitz, Das algebraische Analogon zu einem Satze von Fejér, Math. Z. 2,187 (1918).

[43] F. Hausdorff, Der Wertvorrat einer Bilinearform, Math. Z.

3,314 (1919).

[44] M-T. Chien, The c-numerical range of a rank one matrix, Applied Math. Lett. 14, 167-170 (2001).

[45] K. Bickel, P. Gorkin, T. Tran, Applications of envelopes, Complex Anal. Synerg. 6, 2 (2020).

[46] D.G. Hull, Finding an envelope is an optimization problem, J.

Optim. Theor. Appl. 186, 453 (2020).

[47] M-S. Li, Y. Tan, Bargmann invariants for quantum imaginarity, Phys. Rev. A111, 022409 (2025).

Appendix A: The proofs of both identities (3) and (4) in the main text

For any positive integer n ⩾ 3, it can be written as n = 2m − 1 or 2m for a positive integer m ⩾ 2. Thus B^∘_n(d) = B^∘_{2m−1}(d) or B^∘_{2m}(d) for m ⩾ 2.

• Proof of the identity (3). From Lemma 1, it follows that

B^∘_{2m−1}(d) = ⋃ φ_1 ,...,φ_{2(m−1)} ⟨φ_1, φ_2⟩ ⟨φ_2, φ_3⟩ ⟨φ_3, φ_4⟩ · · · ⟨ φ_{2(m−2)}, φ_{2m−3} ⟩ ⟨ φ_{2m−3}, φ_{2(m−1)} ⟩ W_d(|φ_1⟩⟨φ_{2(m−1)}|)

= ⋃ φ_1 ,φ_{2j} :j=1,2,...,m−1 ⟨φ_1, φ_2⟩ m∏ j=3 ⋃ φ_{2j−3} ⟨ φ_{2j−3} | ||φ_{2(j−1)}⟩⟨φ_{2(j−2)}| | | φ_{2j−3}⟩ W_d(|φ_1⟩⟨φ_{2(m−1)}|)

= ⋃ φ_1 ,φ_{2j} :j=1,2,...,m−1 ⟨φ_1, φ_2⟩ m∏ j=3 W_d(|φ_{2(j−1)}⟩⟨φ_{2(j−2)}|) W_d(|φ_1⟩⟨φ_{2(m−1)}|)

By setting (φ_1, φ_2, φ_4, . . . , φ_{2(m−1)}) = (ψ_1, ψ_2, . . . , ψ_m) and ψ_{m+1} ≡ ψ_1, we get that

B^∘_{2m−1}(d) = ⋃ ψ_1 ,...,ψ_m ⟨ψ_1, ψ_2⟩ m∏ j=2 W_d(|ψ_{j+1}⟩⟨ψ_j |).

• Proof of the identity (4). From Lemma 1, it follows that

B^∘_{2m}(d) = ⋃ φ_1,...,φ_{2m−1} ⟨φ_1, φ_2⟩ ⟨φ_2, φ_3⟩ ⟨φ_3, φ_4⟩ · · · ⟨ φ_{2(m−1)}, φ_{2m−1} ⟩ W_d(|φ_1⟩⟨φ_{2m−1}|)

= ⋃ φ_j :j=1,3,...,2m−1 m∏ j=2 ⋃ φ_{2(j−1)} ⟨ φ_{2(j−1)} ||φ_{2j−1}⟩⟨φ_{2j−3}|| φ_{2(j−1)} ⟩ W_d(|φ_1⟩⟨φ_{2m−1}|)

= ⋃ φ_j :j=1,3,...,2m−1 m∏ j=2 W_d(|φ_{2j−1}⟩⟨φ_{2j−3}|) W_d(|φ_1⟩⟨φ_{2m−1}|)

By setting (φ_1, φ_3, φ_5, . . . , φ_{2m−1}) = (ψ_1, ψ_2, . . . , ψ_m) and ψ_{m+1} ≡ ψ_1, we get that

B^∘_{2m}(d) = ⋃ ψ_1,...,ψ_m m∏ j=1 W_d(|ψ_{j+1}⟩⟨ψ_j |).

Appendix B: The actual largest imaginary parts τ3 and τ4

In what follows, let us focus on the qubit system for convenience of analytical calculations. For any qubit state ρ ∈ D ( C^2 ) , the set of density matrices acting on C^2 , we can decompose it as ρ = ρ(r) =^1_2 (1_2 + r · σ) using the Bloch representation.

Define P_n = ρ_1ρ_2 · · · ρ_n = 2^{−n} ( p^{(n)}_0 1 + p^{(n)} · σ ) , where p^{(1)}_0 = 1 and p^{(1)} = r_1. Then, by recursion, P_{n+1} = P_nρ_{n+1}, implying the following update rules: { p^{(n+1)}

0 = p^{(n)}_0 + ⟨ p^{(n)}, r_{n+1} ⟩ , p^{(n+1)} = p^{(n)}_0 r_{n+1} + p^{(n)} + ip^{(n)} × r_{n+1}.

The Bargmann invariant for the tuple (ρ_1, . . . , ρ_n), where ρ_k = ρ(r_k) with |r_k | = 1 for each k, is thus given by Δ_n := Tr (P_n) = 2^{1−n}p^{(n)}_0 = x + iy, where x, y ∈ R. We now provide explicit expressions for specific cases n = 3, 4, 5.

(1) For n = 3, both the real and imaginary parts of Δ_n(Ψ) = Tr (ρ_1 · · · ρ_n) are given by { x =^1_4 ( 1 + ∑ 1⩽i<j⩽3 ⟨ri, rj ⟩ ) , y =^1_4 ⟨r_1 × r_2, r_3⟩ =^1_4 det(r_1, r_2, r_3).

(B1)

(2) For n = 4, both the real and imaginary parts of Δ_n(Ψ) = Tr (ρ_1 · · · ρ_n) are given by { x =^1_8 ((1 + ⟨r_1, r_2⟩)(1 + ⟨r_3, r_4⟩) − (1 − ⟨r_1, r_3⟩)(1 − ⟨r_2, r_4⟩) + (1 + ⟨r_1, r_4⟩)(1 + ⟨r_2, r_3⟩)) , y =^1_8 det(r_1 + r_2, r_2 + r_3, r_3 + r_4).

(B2)

(3) For n = 5, both the real and imaginary parts of Δ_n(Ψ) = Tr (ρ_1 · · · ρ_n) are given by

x =^1_{16} ( 1 + ∑ 1⩽i<j⩽5 ⟨ri, rj ⟩ + ⟨r1, r2⟩ ⟨r3, r4⟩ − ⟨r1, r3⟩ ⟨r2, r4⟩ + ⟨r_1, r_4⟩ ⟨r_2, r_3⟩ + (⟨r_2, r_3⟩ + ⟨r_2, r_4⟩ + ⟨r_3, r_4⟩) ⟨r_1, r_5⟩ +(− ⟨r_1, r_3⟩ − ⟨r_1, r_4⟩ + ⟨r_3, r_4⟩) ⟨r_2, r_5⟩ +(⟨r_1, r_2⟩ − ⟨r_1, r_4⟩ − ⟨r_2, r_4⟩) ⟨r_3, r_5⟩ +(⟨r_1, r_2⟩ + ⟨r_1, r_3⟩ + ⟨r_2, r_3⟩) ⟨r_4, r_5⟩ ) , y =^1_{16} ( ∑ 1⩽i<j<k⩽5 ⟨ri × rj , rk⟩ + ⟨r2, r3⟩ ⟨r1 × r4, r5⟩ − ⟨r_1, r_3⟩ ⟨r_2 × r_4, r_5⟩ + ⟨r_1, r_2⟩ ⟨r_3 × r_4, r_5⟩ + ⟨r_4, r_5⟩ ⟨r_1 × r_2, r_3⟩ ) .

(B3)

Indeed, for Δ_n = x + iy, the largest imaginary part of Δ_n is max |y|. Next we check that τ_n = max |y|. Although the fact that τ_3 =^1_4 is the actual largest imaginary part of all elements in B^∘_3 is obtained already in [29], here we reprove it for completeness using a different method.

Proposition 3. For any three vectors {a, b, c} in R^3 , it holds that − |a| |b| |c| ⩽ det(a, b, c) ⩽ |a| |b| |c| . (B4) The above inequalities are saturated if and only if the pairwise orthogonality of {a, b, c} is true, i.e., ⟨a, b⟩ = ⟨a, c⟩ = ⟨b, c⟩ = 0. Moreover, det(a, b, c) = |a| |b| |c| if and only if ⟨a, b⟩ = ⟨a, c⟩ = ⟨b, c⟩ = 0 and {a, b, c} forms the right-handed system. Proof. Clearly, det(a, b, c) = 0 if and only if {a, b, c} is linearly dependent. Thus we need only consider the case where {a, b, c} is linearly independent. In this case, there is a triangle pyramid with three edges {a, b, c} and a common vertex at the origin. Note that det(a, b, c) = |a| |c| |c| det(a^′, b^′, c^′). It suffices to show that |det(a^′, b^′, c^′)| ⩽ 1 for three unit vectors {a^′, b^′, c^′}. Thus without loss of generality, we can assume that |a| = |b| = |c| = 1. Recall that in R^3 , a parallelopiped with three edges {a, b, c}, its volume is given by |a · (b × c)| = |det(a, b, c)|. The volume V (a, b, c) of a triangle pyramid is given by |det(a, b, c)| = 6V (a, b, c). Assume that the height of this pyramid is h, then V (a, b, c) = 1 3 S_{max}h = √ 3 4 (1 − h^2)h

where h ⩽ 1. Thus, the maximal volume is given by V_{max} =^1_6 , which is attained at h =^{1√}_3 . Therefore, the maximal determinant |det(a, b, c)| = 6^1_6 = 1. For general {a, b, c}, it holds that |det(a, b, c)| = |a| |b| |c| . when ⟨a, b⟩ = ⟨a, c⟩ = ⟨b, c⟩ = 0. Proposition 4. It holds that

(1) The real part of 3rd order Bargmann invariant x ranges over [−^1_8 , 1].

(2) The imaginary part of 3rd order Bargmann invariant y ranges over [−^1_4 ,^1_4 ].

Proof. Note that ⟨r_1, r_2⟩ + ⟨r_2, r_3⟩ + ⟨r_1, r_3⟩ = 4x − 1 and det(r_1, r_2, r_3) = 4y by Eq. (B1). We also let R = (r_1, r_2, r_3). Then

R^T R =

1 ⟨r_1, r_2⟩ ⟨r_1, r_3⟩ ⟨r_1, r_2⟩ 1 ⟨r_2, r_3⟩ ⟨r_1, r_3⟩ ⟨r_2, r_3⟩ 1 .

Note that ⟨r_1, r_2⟩ = cos γ, ⟨r_1, r_3⟩ = cos β, and ⟨r_2, r_3⟩ = cos α, where α, β, γ ∈ [0, π]. Based on this, we get that

4x − 1 = cos α + cos β + cos γ =: f(α, β, γ), 16y^2 − 1 = 2 cos α cos β cos γ − cos^2 α − cos^2 β − cos^2 γ =: g(α, β, γ).

(1) Note that [f_{min}, f_{max}] = [ −^3_2 , 3 ] . Indeed, • {r_1, r_2, r_3} is linearly dependent if and only if either one of the following statements holds true: α = β + γ or β = α + γ or γ = α + β or α + β + γ = 2π, where (α, β, γ) ∈ [0, π]^3.

• {r_1, r_2, r_3} is linearly independent if and only if the following statements hold true: α, β, γ ∈ (0, π) : α < β + γ, β < α + γ, γ < α + β, α + β + γ < 2π. The gradient of f is given by ∇f = (∂_αf, ∂_β f, ∂_γ f) = −(sin α, sin β, sin γ). Clearly f does not have stationary points in (0, π)^3. We claim that f attains extremal values only when {r_1, r_2, r_3} is linearly dependent.

Without loss of generality, we assume that γ = α+β. Thus, f(α, β, γ) = cos α+cos β +cos(α+β). Based on this observation, f_{max} = 3 if α = β = γ = 0. Let f̃(α, β) = cos α + cos β + cos(α + β). Its gradient is given by

∇f̃ = −(sin α + sin(α + β), sin β + sin(α + β)) = 0,

implying that sin(α + β) = − sin α = − sin β. Solving this equation, we get that α = β = 0 or α = β =^2_3 π. Therefore, f_{min} = −^3_2 .

(2 and 3) In order to find the maximal value of y, this is equivalent to find the maximal value of 16y^2 − 1 = g(α, β, γ). Instead of finding the maximal value of g(α, β, γ), we rewrite g(α, β, γ) as G(t_1, t_2, t_3) := 2t_1t_2t_3 − t^2_1 − t^2 − t^2_3, where (t_1, t_2, t_3) = (cos α, cos β, cos γ). Let us optimize this objective function G(t_1, t_2, t_3) subject to the constraint t_1 +t_2 +t_3 = 4x−1. Construct Lagrange multiplier

L(t_1, t_2, t_3, λ) := 2t_1t_2t_3 − t^2_1 − t^2 − t^2_3 + λ(t_1 + t_2 + t_3 − 4x + 1).

Its gradient is

∇L = (λ − 2t_1 + 2t_2t_3, λ − 2t_2 + 2t_1t_3, λ − 2t_3 + 2t_1t_2, t_1 + t_2 + t_3 − 4x + 1) = 0,

which gives rise to the following solutions:

(t_1, t_2, t_3, λ) = ( 4x − 1 3 , 4x − 1 3 , 4x − 1 3 , − 8 9 (4x^2 − 5x + 1) )

(t_1, t_2, t_3, λ) = (−1, −1, 4x + 1, 8x), (t_1, t_2, t_3, λ) = (−1, 4x + 1, −1, 8x), (t_1, t_2, t_3, λ) = (4x + 1, −1, −1, 8x).

After calculations, we get that G attains its maximum at (t_1, t_2, t_3) = (^{4x−1}_3 ,^{4x−1}_3 ,^{4x−1}_3 ), i.e.,

G_{max} = 1 + 2 ( 4x − 1 3 )_3 − 3 ( 4x − 1 3 )_2

implies that

16y^2 − 1 ⩽ 2 ( 4x − 1 3 )_3 − 3 ( 4x − 1 3 )_2

which can be rewritten as

x^2 + y^2 ⩽ 1 + 2 ( 4x − 1 3 )_3 − 3 ( 4x − 1 3 )_2 + 16x^2 = ( 2x + 1 3 )_3 . The equation of the boundary curve is x^2 + y^2 =

(_{2x+1} 3 )_3

. In summary, max |y| =^1_4 max_{rk :k=1,2,3} det(r_1, r_2, r_4) =^1_4 = τ_3 when x =^1_4 .

In what follows, we calculate the largest imaginary part for B^∘_4 . To that end, we establish the following interesting inequality:

Lemma 2. For any four unit vectors {r_k : k = 1, 2, 3, 4} in R^3 , it holds that − 16 3 √ 3 ⩽ det(r_1 + r_2, r_2 + r_3, r_3 + r_4) ⩽ 16 3 √ 3 . (B5)

The upper bound can be attained, for instance, at the following vectors:

r_1 = 1 √ 3 (√ 2, 0, 1 ) , r_2 = 1 √ 3 ( 0, √ 2, 1 ) , r_3 = 1 √ 3 ( − √ 2, 0, 1 ) , r_4 = 1 √ 3 ( 0, − √ 2, 1 ) . Proof. Due to the fact that

det(−r_1 − r_2, −r_2 − r_3, −r_3 − r_4) = − det(r_1 + r_2, r_2 + r_3, r_3 + r_4)

it suffices to consider the maximal value of the above determinant. In fact, we see that

det(r_1 + r_2, r_2 + r_3, r_3 + r_4) = det(r_1, r_2, r_3) + det(r_1, r_2, r_4) + det(r_1, r_3, r_4) + det(r_2, r_3, r_4) = (r_1 × r_2) · r_3 + (r_1 × r_2) · r_4 + r_1 · (r_3 × r_4) + r_2 · (r_3 × r_4).

In order to get larger values of the above determinant, firstly, each term on the right hand side must be nonnegative, i.e.,

(r_1 × r_2) · r_3 ⩾ 0, (r_1 × r_2) · r_4 ⩾ 0, r_1 · (r_3 × r_4) ⩾ 0, r_2 · (r_3 × r_4) ⩾ 0.

Denote by H_{ij} the hyperplane determined by r_i × r_j , where (i, j) ∈ {(1, 2), (3, 4)}. Thus, r_3, r_4 ∈ H^+_{12} and r_1, r_2 ∈ H^+_{34}. From this, we see that all four vectors r_1, r_2, r_3, r_4 are in H^+_{12} ∩H^+_{34}. Furthermore, all four vectors are in the convex cone whose vertex is just origin.

(a) Note that det(r_i, r_j , r_k) ⩽ 1 by Proposition 3. By symmetry, without loss of generality, we assume that det(r_1, r_2, r_3) = 1. This amounts to saying that {r_1, r_2, r_3} is an orthonormal basis in a right-handed system. We will see that the remaining determinant would not arrive at one at the same time. Indeed, by symmetry, we assume that det(r_1, r_2, r_4) = 1, which holds true if and only if {r_1, r_2, r_4} is also an orthonormal in a right-handed system. This implies that r_4 is orthogonal to the plane spanned by r_1, r_2. Furthermore, r_4 ∝ r_3 because {r_1, r_2, r_3} is an orthonormal basis. So, r_3 = ±r_4. But, det(r_1, r_2, r_3) = det(r_1, r_2, r_4) = 1, and we see that r_3 = r_4. In this case, we get that

det(r_1, r_2, r_3) + det(r_1, r_2, r_4) + det(r_1, r_3, r_4) + det(r_2, r_3, r_4) = 2.

From the above reasoning, we see that if there are two determinants arriving at one, then the other two determinants must be vanished.

(b) Suppose there is only one determinant arriving at one, say, det(r_1, r_2, r_3) = 1, but the other three determinant do not take one. Now, {r_1, r_2, r_3} form a right-handed system, then without loss of generality, we assume that {r_1, r_2, r_3} is a computational basis {e_1, e_2, e_3} and r_4 varies arbitrarily. Then,

det(e_1, e_2, e_3) + det(e_1, e_2, r_4) + det(e_1, e_3, r_4) + det(e_2, e_3, r_4) = 1 + r_{41} − r_{42} + r_{43},

where r_4 = (r_{41}, r_{42}, r_{43}). Now, optimize the objection function of arguments r_4 with the constraints |r_4 | = 1. Construct Lagrange multiplier function

L(r_4, λ) = 1 + r_{41} − r_{42} + r_{43} + λ

(_3 ∑ k=1 r^2_{4k} − 1 ) . Then, its gradient is given by ∇L = ( 2λr_{41} + 1, 2λr_{42} − 1, 2λr_{43} + 1, 3∑ k=1 r^2_{4k} − 1 ) , which is vanished if and only if (r_4, λ) = ± (_{1√} 3 , −^{1√}_3 ,^{1√}_3 , −^{√3}_2 ) . Note that (r_1 × r_2) · r_4 = e_3 · r_4 ⩾ 0, which means

r_{43} ⩾ 0. Therefore, (r_4, λ) = (_{1√} 3 , −^{1√}_3 ,^{1√}_3 , −^{√3}_2 ) implies that the sum of four determinants can arrive at a larger value:

det(e_1, e_2, e_3) + det(e_1, e_2, r_4) + det(e_1, e_3, r_4) + det(e_2, e_3, r_4) = 1 + √ 3 > 2. where det(r_1, r_2, r_3) = 1 and det(r_1, r_2, r_4) = det(r_1, r_3, r_4) = det(r_2, r_3, r_4) =^{1√}_3 .

(c) If there is no determinant arriving at one, then from the above reasoning of symmetric argument, we can see that the sum of four determinants will get larger in value when det(r_1, r_2, r_3) = det(r_1, r_2, r_4) = det(r_1, r_3, r_4) = det(r_2, r_3, r_4) get larger in value. Denote V (r_i, r_j , r_k) as the volume of the triangle pyramid with three edges (r_i, r_j , r_k) at a common vertex origin, where 1 ⩽ i < j < k ⩽ 4. We also let V (r_1, r_2, r_3, r_4) be the volume of the quadrilateral pyramid with four edges {r_1, r_2, r_3, r_4}. We get that

det(r_1 + r_2, r_2 + r_3, r_3 + r_4) = 6 ∑ 1⩽i<j<k⩽4 V (r_i, r_j , r_k) = 12V (r_1, r_2, r_3, r_4),

where V (r_1, r_2, r_3, r_4) = V (r_1, r_2, r_3) + V (r_1, r_3, r_4) = V (r_2, r_3, r_4) + V (r_1, r_2, r_4). In what follows, we find the maximal volume V_{max} of V (r_1, r_2, r_3, r_4). For the fixed height h ∈ (0, 1) of the quadrilateral pyramid with four edges {r_1, r_2, r_3, r_4}, when the base area achieves its maximum, then the volume attains its maximum, thus at the height h, we get that the local maximal volume is given by^1_3 · 2(1 − h^2) · h for h ∈ (0, 1). Now, the function^2_3 (1 − h^2)h, achieves its maximum^4_9^√_3 at h =^{1√}_3 . Therefore, V_{max} =^4_9^√_3 , and thus

det(r_1 + r_2, r_2 + r_3, r_3 + r_4) ⩽^{16}_3^√_3 .

Attainability of the upper bound is apparent for

r_1 = (√ 2 3 , 0, √_1 3 ) , r_2 = ( 0, √_2 3 , √_1 3 ) , r_3 = ( − √_2 3 , 0, √_1 3 ) , r_4 = ( 0, − √_2 3 , √_1 3 ) . This completes the proof.

Proposition 5. It holds that

(1) The real part of 4th order Bargmann invariant x = Re Tr (ψ_1ψ_2ψ_3ψ_4) ranges over [−^1_4 , 1].

(2) The imaginary part of 4th order Bargmann invariant y = Im Tr (ψ_1ψ_2ψ_3ψ_4) ranges over [−^2_3^√_3 ,^2_3^√_3 ].

Proof. Now for t_1 = ⟨r_2, r_3⟩ , t_2 = ⟨r_1, r_3⟩ , t_3 = ⟨r_1, r_2⟩ and t_4 = ⟨r_3, r_4⟩ , t_5 = ⟨r_2, r_4⟩ , t_6 = ⟨r_1, r_4⟩, we see that Eq. (B2) becomes

8x = 6∑ k=1 t_k + t_1t_6 − t_2t_5 + t_3t_4 = (1 + t_1)(1 + t_6) + (1 + t_3)(1 + t_4) − (1 − t_2)(1 − t_5),

8y = det(r_1 + r_2, r_2 + r_3, r_3 + r_4).

Note that |t_k | ⩽ 1 for all k. Then, all 0 ⩽ 1 ± t_k ⩽ 2, and thus

8x = (1 + t_1)(1 + t_6) + (1 + t_3)(1 + t_4) − (1 − t_2)(1 − t_5) ⩽ 2 × 2 + 2 × 2 − (1 − t_2)(1 − t_5) ⩽ 8.

Still, also from the right-hand side expression of 8x, in order to attain its minimal value, it must be the case where the nonnegative factor (1−t_2)(1−t_5) attains its maximal value 4 since (1+t_1)(1+t_6) ⩾ 0, (1+t_3)(1+t_4) ⩾ 0, and (1−t_2)(1−t_5) ⩽ 4. Now, (1 − t_2)(1 − t_5) = 4 if and only if t_2 = t_5 = −1, which is true if and only if ⟨r_1, r_3⟩ = ⟨r_2, r_4⟩ = −1, or equivalently r_1 + r_3 = 0 = r_2 + r_4. Now, under this restricted conditions r_1 + r_3 = 0 = r_2 + r_4, we consider the optimal problem

8x = (1 + t_1)(1 + t_6) + (1 + t_3)(1 + t_4) − (1 − t_2)(1 − t_5)

⩾ (1 + ⟨r_2, r_3⟩)(1 + ⟨r_1, r_4⟩) + (1 + ⟨r_1, r_2⟩)(1 + ⟨r_3, r_4⟩) − 4 = (1 − ⟨r_1, r_2⟩)^2 + (1 + ⟨r_1, r_2⟩)^2 − 4 = 2 ⟨r_1, r_2⟩^2 − 2 ⩾ −2.

Therefore, 8x ∈ [−2, 8], 8x attains its maximal value 8 when r_1 = r_2 = r_3 = r_4, and 8x attains its minimal value −2 when r_1 + r_3 = 0 = r_2 + r_4 and r_1 ⊥ r_4. Now, we can identity max |y| =^1_8 max_{rk :k=1,2,3,4} det(r_1 + r_2, r_2 + r_3, r_3 + r_4) by (B2). Using Lemma 2, we get immediately that max |y| = 1 8 max r_k :k=1,2,3,4 det(r_1 + r_2, r_2 + r_3, r_3 + r_4) = 1 8 16 3 √ 3 = 2 3 √ 3 = τ_4.

This completes the proof.