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Abstract

We study generalized concurrences as a tool to detect the entanglement of bipartite quantum systems.
By considering the case of 2 x 4 states of rank 2, we prove that generalized concurrences do not, in general,
give a necessary and sufficient condition of separability. We identify a set of entangled states which are
undetected by this method.

1 Introduction

Consider a bipartite quantum system consisting of two subsystems A and B, with associated Hilbert spaces
Ha and Hp of dimensions n4 and np, respectively. The overall system has Hilbert space H = H 4 ® Hp of
dimension n := nanp. The state of the total system is represented by an Hermitian n X n matrix p, called
the density matriz, which is positive semi-definite and has trace equal to one. A density matrix is called
separable if it can be written as

p= Zuj|¢Aj><¢Aj| ® [YBi)(¥Bjl,  wy >0, Zﬂj =1, [Waj)(|B))) € Ha(Hp). (1)

A state that is not separable is called entangled. One of the fundamental open questions in quantum
information theory is to give criteria to decide whether a density matrix p describing the state of a bipartite
quantum system represents an entangled or a separable state.

Define the partial transposition of a nanp xnanp matrix p = 0 ® S (with o and S of dimensions n4 X na
and np x np, respectively) as p’4 := 07 ® S and extend the definition to any Hermitian matrix by linearity.
A very popular test introduced in [9],[14], based on the partial transposition of p, gives a criterion which
is both simple and very powerful. This test is called the Positive Partial Transposition (PPT)-test. It says
that if p is separable p™ > 0. We shall call a state p with p74 > 0 a PPT-state. Therefore, every separable
state is a PPT-state. The converse has been proved to be true in the 2 x 2 and 2 x 3 cases [9], as well as
in the 2 x N case with rank lower than N [I2]. The latter result has been generalized to M x N (M < N)
and rank lower than N in [I1]. On the other hand, higher dimensional examples have been constructed of
bipartite systems whose entanglement is not detected by this test. This motivates the investigation of more
tests to detect entanglement in quantum systems.

Generalizing the definition of concurrence given by S. Hill and W. Wootters [8], [16] for the 2 x 2 case,
A. Uhlmann introduced generalized concurrences in [15]. Generalized concurrences are functions of the
state p, Co, parametrized by a class of quantum symmetries © (see next section for definitions and main
properties). Separable states are such that all generalized concurrences are equal to zero and A. Uhlmann
proved that the converse is true for the case of density matrices of rank 1 (pure states). He stated that it
is ‘unlikely’ that this requirement can be dropped and we will show in this paper that this is indeed the
case. Generalized concurrences give however an additional test of entanglement, that is, if we can find a
generalized concurrence, Cg, such that Ce(p) # 0, then p is entangled. In this note, we consider generalized
concurrences in the simplest case not considered in [I5], [16]. That is the case of 2 x 4 systems with density
matrices of rank 2. We shall see that, as A. Uhlmann thought, even in this simple situation, the test based on
generalized concurrences is not necessary and sufficient and there are entangled states that are undetected.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we give the main definitions concerning generalized
concurrences, describe their role in entanglement detection and recall a connection between certain quantum
symmetries and Cartan involutions [7], established in [3], [4], which we shall use in the our derivation. Section
Bl presents the main result. We consider bipartite systems where the two subsystems have dimensions 2 and
4 respectively and assume that the density matrix has rank 2. Under these assumptions, the main result,
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theorem [3] describes the class of density matrices for which all the concurrences are zero. This set is made up
of both separable and entangled states. This shows that there are entangled states that cannot be detected
using generalized concurrences. Some conclusions are drawn in section @ Most of the technical proofs,
including the proof of theorem [3], are presented in the Appendixes.

2 Quantum symmetries, conjugations, generalized concurrences
and Cartan involutions

A quantum symmetry © is a map © : H — H, where H is Hilbert space, of the form
0 := €U, o€ R

where €' is a, physically irrelevant, phase factor and U is either a unitary or anti-unitary operator. An
anti-unitary operator U is defined by the two properties

({UB|Ua) = (Bley”,

Ulala) +c2|B)) = aiUla) + 6 U|B), (2)
for each pair of vectors |a) and |8) in H and pair of complex numbers ¢; and ca. Property (2) is referred
to as anti-linearity. A (skew) conjugation is an anti-unitary quantum symmetry © satisfying (0% = —1)

©2 = 1, where 1 is the identity operator.
Given a conjugation O, A. Uhlmann [15] defined a generalized concurrence associated with © as a function
on H, Co(|¢)), given by
Co(|4)) := [(¥[O¥)]. 3)
This definition is extended to states represented by a general density matrix p using the convex roof procedure
(cf. [15]). This means that Cg(p) is defined as

Co(p) == miﬂZ#jO@(Wﬁ), (4)

where the minimum is taken among all the possible decompositions of p as
p:ZNj|¢j><¢j|a wi >0, Zujzl. (5)
J j

Associated with a quantum symmetry © is a super-operator #, mapping linear Hermitian operators to

linear Hermitian operators, defined as
6(p) := ©pO~ 1. (6)

It can be easily verified that @ is linear, positive and trace preserving map (in fact, 6(p) has the same
eigenvalues as p). While © determines 6 according to formula () specification of 6 on all linear Hermitian
operators determines © up to a phase factor [5]. If © is a conjugation or a skew-conjugation, then @~ = +©
and 6? is equal to the identity operator. A. Uhlmann [I5] gave a general method to calculate generalized
concurrences, that is to find the minimum in (@), in terms of the superoperator 6 defined in (Gl We collect
this result in the following theorem.

Theorem 1 [15] Assume © is a conjugation and consider the matriz
1 1 1 1
p20(p)p? = p2©pOp?, (7)

which is positive semi-definite. If Apas i its largest eigenvalue and A1, ..., An—1 are the remaining (possibly
repeated) eigenvalues, then

n—1
Cop) = max{0, v Amaz = 3 v/ A} (8)



In [3], [4] a connection was recognized between quantum symmetries and Cartan involutions used in
Cartan classification of symmetric spaces of the Lie group SU(n). This connection is useful to study the
dynamics of generalized concurrences as well as to parametrize conjugations and skew-conjugations. We
explain this next.

Consider a quantum symmetry © and the corresponding 6 defined as in ([@). Assume 6 is such that
6?2 is equal to the identity operator. Then © is a conjugation, a skew-conjugation or a unitary symmetry
whose square is a multiple of the identity. We shall call a quantum symmetry with this property a Cartan
involutory symmetry for reasons that will be apparent shortly. Consider the space of Hermitian operators
on an n-dimensional Hilbert space. As u(n) denotes the space of n x n skew-Hermitian matrices, we denote
by iu(n) the space of n x n Hermitian matrices. This space, when equipped with the anti-commutator
operation, {A, B} := AB + BA, is a Jordan algebra and 6 defined in (@) is a Jordan algebra isomorphism
iu(n) — iu(n) satisfying % = 1, with 1 the identity operator. Let P and K subspaces of u(n) such that iP
and ik are the +1 and —1, eigenspaces of 8. The map 6 on u(n) defined by

O(A) = i0(iA). (9)

is a Lie algebra isomorphism of u(n) and it is such that K and P are the +1 and —1 eigenspaces of 6. Moreover
62 = 1. A Lie algebra isomorphism with this property is called a Cartan involution [7]. Therefore, there
exists a one to one correspondence given by formula (@) between Cartan involutions and Cartan involutory
symmetries. A Cartan involution # induces a Cartan decomposition of the Lie algebra u(n) which means
that the associated subspaces K and P satisfy the commutation relation

K,K|Ck, [KPlCP, [P,PICK. (10)

According to Cartan decomposition theorem [7] to the Lie algebra decomposition ([0 there corresponds a
decomposition of the Lie group U(n), in that every element X of U(n) can be written as X = K P where
K is in the connected Lie group, €*, associated with K (which from the first one of (I0) is a Lie subalgebra
of u(n)) and P is the exponential of an element in P. The quotient space U(n)/e’ is called a symmetric
space of U(n). Cartan has classified all the symmetric spaces of U(n) and therefore all the decompositions
of the type ([[0) and all the Cartan involutions [7]. From the correspondence (@), this gives a classification
of all the Cartan involutory symmetries. There are three types of Cartan involutions labeled by AI, AII
and AIII which correspond, respectively to conjugations, skew-conjugations and unitary symmetries. In
particular, it follows, using Cartan parametrization (cf. Tables 5.1 and 5.2 in [3]), that up to a phase factor,
every conjugation can be written as O (|y)) = TT7T|¢)) while every skew-conjugation can be written as

Orr([¥) = TITT[P). (11)

In these formulas and in the following |¢) (7 ) denotes the complex conjugate of the vector |)) (of a matrix
1 . . . . . .

_01 0) where 1 is the § x & (assuming n even) identity and T is an arbitrary

(parameter) special unitary matrix, i.e. a matrix in SU(n). We now turn to the application of this theory

to entanglement.

p), J is the matrix J :=

When dealing with bipartite systems, whose Hilbert space H is the tensor product of two Hilbert spaces
H = Ha ® Hp, it is natural to construct quantum symmetries on H as tensor products of symmetries
on Hq and H BEZI Consider two spaces H4 and Hp both with even dimension. A. Uhlmann [15] considers
conjugations © constructed as tensor products of skew-conjugations, © 4 and © . Using the characterization
of skew-conjugations (] it is straightforward to prove the following.

Theorem 2 If p is a separable state, then Co(p) = 0 for every conjugation © = ©4 @ Op, with O 4 p
skew-conjugations on Ha B

IThe viceversa is also true. That is, if one has a Cartan decomposition of the form (IQ) then one can define a Cartan
involution as a Lie algebra isomorphism having K and P as the +1 and —1 eigenspaces, respectively.

2The tensor product of two anti-linear (linear) operators © 4 ® ©p is defined on product vectors |14) @ |1B) as O ®
Op(|Ya) ®|¥B)) :=04(|va)) ® ©p(|¢vp)) and then extended by anti-linearity (linearity) for linear combinations of product
vectors.



Proof We use the general form of a skew-conjugation () and define ©4 5(|¢a,5)) := Ta,BJT plta B),
with general matrices Ty € SU(ny4) and Tp € SU(npg). Using the decomposition () for p with the definition
@) for the generalized concurrence Cg, we have

0<Colp) < ZMC@(|¢AJ‘> ® |[¢B;)) = 0.

The last equality is due to the fact that, with © := ©4 ® ©p, for each j, we have from (3],
Co(lva;) ®¥p;)) = [(Va;| ® (¥B;|(04 ® OB)|va;) ® [¥5;)] =

(a3 © (0| TaI TS © ToI TE[Ba5) © 050 = |(Thtoas | TIT o)

as both factors in the last expression are zero. O

This theorem gives a method to detect entanglement. If there exists a © such that Cg(p) > 0, then p is
entangled. To calculate Cg one can use formula (). If Co(p) = 0 for every ©, then it may be separable or
entangled (as we shall see below) and, in the latter case, entanglement is not detected by this method.

In the special case of two qubits, i.e., ng = ng = 2, T4 and T are general matrices in SU(2) and, for
every matrix T in SU(2),

X ‘(T;ij|J|T;¢Bj> =0,

TJTT = J. (12)

As a consequence of formula (IT]) there is only one (generalized) concurrence corresponding to the conjugation
O(|¥)) = J ® JJb). This is the concurrence originally considered by Hill and Wootters in [8], [16]. In this
case the converse of theorem [] holds, that is, if the (only) concurrence is zero the state is separable. It
was proven in [I5] that the converse also holds when p is a pure state. In the next section, we settle in the
negative the question of whether the converse holds in general.

3 Main Result

From now on, we shall consider only, the case of a state p on a Hilbert space H4 ® Hp with dimH 4 =
ng = 2 and dimHp := np = 4 and p of rank 2, although some of things we shall say can be extended
without difficulties to the general case. In the following we shall also denote by Ja,, the 2m x 2m matrix

-1 0
then, using ([I]), © has the form O|¢)) = Ta 2T @ TpJLTE ) with Ty € SU(2) and T € SU(4). From
the above recalled property (I2) of T4 € SU(2) we have that defining

Jom = < 0 1 > where 1 is the m x m identity. If © is the tensor product of two skew-conjugations,

M:=J, @ TJ,T7, (13)
with T € SU(4), every conjugation © which is tensor product of two skew-conjugations can be written as

O(|¥)) = M) (14)

and by varying T' € SU(4) we obtain all of such products. A state p which has zero concurrence Cg for all
such ©’s will be called a Zero Concurrence(ZC )-state. Therefore from theorem [2] it follows that separable
states are ZC-states. In theorem B we shall see that the set of ZC-states is made up of two nonempty
subsets containing respectively only separable and only entangled states.

All the properties of p which are of interest to us (separability, PPT and ZC) are invariant under local
transformations, i.e., under transformations of the form p — (X; @ Xo)p(X] ® XJ) with X; € SU(2) and
Xo € SU(4). Namely, we have the following.

Proposition 1 For every X; € SU(2) and X5 € SU(4)
1. p is separable if and only if (X1 ® Xz)p(XI ® Xg) is separable.

2. pis PPT if and only if (X1 ® Xg)p(XI ® Xg) is PPT.



3. pis ZC if and only if (X1 ®X2)p(XI ®X%) is ZC.

Proof. The first two properties are obvious. Now, assume that p is a Z(C-state and let © a general
conjugation ([[4) corresponding to a matrix M as in (I3). Let O a conjugation corresponding to matrix
M:=J,® XIT,L;TTE. Since p is ZC, Cg(p) = 0. In particular, there exists a decomposition of p as in
(@) such that, for every 7,

0= Cs(|9;) = |(¥;]J2 @ XJT I T X4 [hy)

= |slx] @ X[(h o TRT R 0 Xal)|. (15)

However the last term of (IT) is Co(X2 ® Xu|1b;)) and {u;, Xo @ X4|tp;)} give a decomposition of (Xo ®
X4)p(XI®X]). Since O is arbitrary (X, ® X4)p(XJ® X41) is ZC as well. The converse follows immediately
from the fact that X and X, are arbitrary. O

The previous property suggests to place p is in a canonical form using only local transformations, without
loss of generality. We shall describe this canonical form next. Since p has rank 2, we write it in terms of its
eigenvectors corresponding to nonzero eigenvalues as

p = A1) (1| + (1 = N)[h2) (2], (16)

with 0 < A < 1. We assume that at least one between |¢1) and |i2) is an entangled pure state[] If both
are |11) and |1)9) are separable, then p is also separable and therefore it is ZC' and PPT. Excluding this
case, we assume [t¢1) entangled. Using Schmidt decomposition theorem (cf. Theorem 2.7 in [13]) we choose
orthonormal bases {|a1,2)} of Ha and {|b1,2,34)} of Hp such that |[¢1) = q1|a1, b1) + gelaz, b2), with both ¢;
and g¢g real and nonnegative. Moreover since |11) is entangled, both ¢; and gg are strictly positive. Using
these bases, we write [tho) 1= > . 5y 4 7jklaj,bk). We use a local transformation of the form 1 ® X
where X € SU(4) acts as the identity on the subspace spanned by |b1) and |bs), to set the coefficient r14 to
zero without changing |psi1). Finally, since |¢2) (and |¢)1)) is defined up to an overall phase factor we assume
r11 real and nonnegative. Since (¢1]2) = 0 = q1711 + ger22 which forces 733 to be real and non-positive. In
conclusion, p in (6] is such that either both [1;) and |i)2) are separable (and it is therefore separable) or it
can be transformed with local transformations into a a canonical form where the |t1) and |¢)2) coordinates
are, respectively, ¢1 = (¢1,0,0,0,0,¢5,0,0)", ¥a := (p1,p2,p3, P4, D5, P6, P7,ps)” with g1 > 0 and ¢s > 0,
p1>0,ps <0, ps =0 and p1¢1 + psgs = 0. This is the canonical form we shall refer to in the sequel.

We now state a fact which is a special case of a general result proven in [I1], [12].
Proposition 2 Assume p is a 2 X 4 state with rank 2. Then p is separable if and only if it is PPT.

The above proposition says that the PPT test characterizes completely separable and entangled states in
the 2 x 4, rank 2, case. Some more information we shall use is given in the following Lemma.

Lemma 1 Let p be a state in canonical form. Then p is PPT and therefore separable if and only if it has
the form

pi1 0 pi2 O

O 0 0 0
_ , 17
p piat 0 pa2 0 (17)

0O 0 0 0

where the 4 x 4 matriz
~ P11 P12

= 18
p < P12T P22 ) (18)

is separable as a two qubit state.
We give the proof of this Lemma in Appendix C. This also gives an alternative proof of Proposition

We are now ready to state our main result which describes completely the set of, 2 x 4, ZC-states of
rank two. The proof is given in Appendix B while auxiliary results are presented in Appendix A.

3There are several general methods to check that a pure bipartite state is entangled. An example is given by the entropy
cf., e.g., [13].



Theorem 3 A 2 x 4, rank 2, state p is a ZC-state if and only if it is in one of the following two disjoint
classes.

o The class ZCS (S stands for separable) which is defined as containing states of the form ([I10) with
[¥1) and |v2) separable along with PPT -states which can be written in canonical form as in (I17).

e States of the form (I0) which can be written in canonical form with

1 )
A= 9 Y1) = qilax, b1) + gelaz, ba), [h2) = qla1, bs) + gee*®|az, bs) ¢ €R. (19)

These states will be called ZCE-states (E stands for entangled).

4 Conclusions

Several extensions of the concurrence originally defined by Hill and Wootters [8], [16] for the 2 x 2 case have
been proposed in the literature (see e.g., [I0]). In few cases a direct physical in terms of probability for the
measurements of appropriate observables has been indicated [2]. However in most cases, a direct physical
interpretation is missing. The generalized concurrences considered here are the ones studied in [I5]. They
are functions constructed through anti-linear operators (symmetries). As observed in [I5] these operators are
intrinsically non-local as there is no way to tensor them with the identity, that is, to apply them to a part of
the system by leaving the other unchanged. Using these operators, a family of functions can be constructed
which are all zero if the state is separable. The question then arises on whether these functions provide
a complete test to detect entanglement. In this note, we have given a negative answer to this question.
The PPT test is necessary and sufficient for entanglement of 2 x 4 states of rank 2 [I1], [12]. Generalized
concurrences can be used to detect entanglement, but in this case they do not detect entanglement for a
class of states (ZCFE states) we have described in theorem [Bl

In spite of this negative result, we believe generalized concurrences are still worth further investigation.
In particular, it is an open question whether for higher dimensional problems, and-or higher rank, generalized
concurrences may detect entanglement of PPT states.
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Appendix A: Two Auxiliary Lemmas

The matrix M in (I3]) determines the particular generalized concurrence considered. ZC-states, by definition,
have all the concurrences equal to zero. In principle M depends on 15 parameters since it depends on the
matrix T, which is a general matrix in SU(4) whose dimension is 15. However, the form of M can be greatly
simplified. Using the Cartan decomposition of type AII [7], every T € SU(4) can be written as T = PK,
where K is symplectic and P = e with G € sp(2)*. Matrices in sp(2)-'-@ have the form

A bJe
6=( 5 %) 20)
with A 2 x 2 skew-Hermitian and b a complex scalar. Since every symplectic matrix K is by definition such
that KJ;KT = J;, we can rewrite every M in (I3) in the form

M=J,2e et teR. (21)

Defining H := 2GJy and 0 := 1/Tr(HHT), the following relations are easily verified:
1
GJy = J,GT = 51 GH + HGT = —n?J,. (22)

The first lemma of this appendix gives a simplified expression for M.

Lemma 2 For any M in (I3), M # Jo®Jy, there exists a G (20) and H = 2GJy andn = 3/Tr(HHT) # 0
such that

in(nt
M=Jy® (cos(nt)J4 + %H) . (23)
Proof. If M # J, ® Jy then G # 0 and therefore H # 0 and 1 # 0. From (21]), it is sufficient to prove that

sin(nt)

Fi(t) = e%" J;eC"t = cos(nt)Jy + H =: Fy(t).

The matrix functions Fy and Fy are such that Fy = GFy + F1GT and Fy = GFy + F,GT. The first equation
is straightforward, while the second one follows from the relations in (22)). Since F; and F» satisfy the same

4The Lie algebra sp(m) is defined as the one of skew-Hermitian 2m x 2m matrices A, satisfying AJam, + Joam AT = 0. The
orthogonal complement sp(m)+ in u(2m) is taken with respect to the inner product (A, B) := Trace(ABY).
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differential equations and are equal at ¢ = 0 they are the same for every t. O

Remark. For n =0, H and G are equal to zero and M becomes
M= Js® Jy. (24)
This expression can be obtained as the limit of (23) when n — 0. O

«

B

) , with 0 < A < 1. We are interested in the eigenvalues of the positive semidefinite

In the next result, we consider a general symmetric 2 x 2 complex matrix C' = ( 5 ) and a diagonal

A 0
0 1—-2A
matrix B := VACACTVA, Muaz and Amin, and, in particular, in whether or not they are equal. The
following lemma gives necessary and sufficient conditions for this to happen.

matrix A = (

Lemma 3 The two eigenvalues of B defined above, Apaz and Apmin, are equal if and only if the following
two conditions are verified.

(i) Aol = (1= Nhl;
(ii) avB < 0.

Proof. The eigenvalues A\ qr and A\pin are equal if and only if (Anaz — Amin)? = (Tr(B))? — 4det B = 0.
Using the explicit expression of B,

B_ ( Nla + X1 =NIBP VAL =N (AaB + (1 - \)57) >
AL =NAas+ (1 =Ny AL =N+ A=A )
we calculate
(Tr(B))? —4det B = (A*|al® +2X(1 = N)[B]* + (1 = N2 |y[> + 201 = N)|ay — B?))
(W%a? +20(1 = N)[BI* + (1 = X)?|y[* = 2A(1 = N[y = 8%)).
The first factor in this expression is zero only if « = 8 = = 0. If this is not the case, we must have
Nlaf? + 201 = MBI + (1 = Xy * = 20 (1 = N)]ay = 52]. (25)

Since this equation is trivially verified also in the special case « = § = v = 0, it is necessary and sufficient
to have A\paz = Amin. Equation (28) can be written in the simpler form (¢) and (i¢) proceeding as follows.
By the triangular inequality, we have that

20(1 = Ny = B2 < 2X(1 = A)(Jey| + 1B

and thus
Nlal? + (1= X)*Py1* = 20(1 = A)|ay| <0.

But the Lh.s. of the last inequality is equal to (Aa| — (1 — A)|y|)? and thus it is positive. Hence, Ao — (1 —
A)|y| =0, i.e., (i) is satisfied. If we insert this condition in (23], we get

NJal? + A1 = N)[BP = A1 = Moy - 67,

where A\%|a|? can be rewritten as A\(1 — A\)|a~y|, because of (i). We then divide both sides of the equation by
A(1 =) (since 0 < A < 1, we have A(1 — \) # 0). We obtain |ay| + |B]? = |ay — 82|, which is equivalent to
condition (4).

Conversely, if conditions (i) and (ii) are satisfied, then
NJaf? +2X(1 = N[ + (1 = A2y = 20(1 = Moy = 8% = 2X(1 = N)(lay| + |B]* — ey = 52]) = 0,

i.e., equation (25). O



Appendix B: Proof of theorem

The fact that states of the form (6] with |11) and |¢)2) both separable are ZC' and separable follows from
theorem 2 Let us therefore consider a state in canonical form without loss of generality (cf. Proposition [).
A state is a ZC-state if and only if the matrix p26(p)p? in (7)) of theorem [ has two coinciding eigenvalues,
for every © in ([4) with M in (I3), @3). By writing p as UAU', with U unitary and A equal to zero except
for the first two entries on the diagonal which are equal to A and 1 — A, it can be seen that the eigenvalues of
p%H(p)p% are the same as the eigenvalues of a 2 x 2 matrix of the form B considered in Lemma B In this
case A and 1— ) are the eigenvalues of p as in (I8) and a = (V1| M [h1), B = (1| M |1b2), ¥ = (2| M |2h3), with
|th1) and |¢o) also as in ([I6) and for every M in ([[3). In the following discussion we shall always assume,
without loss of generality, that the state p is in canonical form.

If we calculate the explicit form for a and -+, using the expression for M in 23), 24), @0), 22), we
obtain

sinnt
a=—4p>"1 4196, (26)
in(nt) — in(nt
N = 4Sln(’7 ) (bw] Jowy — bw] Jows) + 2 Tr Kcos(nt)l + 2MA) (wyw] —wows) |, (27)
n
where we have partitioned |12) as [¢2) := (wf,wd, wl wl)T for 2-dimensional vectors w;, j =1,...,4. If p

is a ZC-state, equation (i) of Lemma[Bl has to hold with a and ~ for every skew-Hermitian zero trace matrix
A, every real t, and every complex number b. In particular, by setting b = 0 and varying ¢ and A, we obtain
that it must be

w4w1T = wa;{, (28)

and the second term in the r.h.s. of ([21) is zero. Inserting this constraint in (i) of Lemma[3] we have that
for every complex number b
A _
m|b|q1q6 = |bw§J2w4 — bw{J2w3|

must hold. For this to be verified one and only one between w§J2w4 and wFiFng3 must be different from
zero and equal to ﬁqlqﬁ in absolute value. Let us indicate by ZCS, ZC-states such that wf Jows # 0 and
by ZCE its complement in the set of ZC-states. If a state is ZC'S, multiplying (28] on the right by Jow,
and using the fact that wl Jow; # 0 but wf' Jow; = 0, we obtain wy = 0. Analogously, multiplying by Jows
we obtain wy = 0. In a similar fashion for ZCFE states, we obtain w; = 0 and ws = 0. Summarizing, if a
state is ZC, it has to be of the form ZC'S with

A
wy =wyg =0, wi Jows| = =16 (29)

or of the form ZCFE with

A
30
1— )\fh%‘, (30)
In order to analyze the implications of the condition (i) of Lemma Bl we write 5 in the two cases, ZC'S
and ZOFE, and denote it by 85 and (g, respectively. With v; = (¢1,0)7 and vs = (0,¢6)”, we obtain

w1 = w3 = O, |w2TJ2w4| =

By = 2bsin(nt)

(—U{szg + U;JQEO y (31)

B =l (cos(nt)l + 2%) Wo. (32)

Wy — v (cos(nt)l + 2W) w
n

5We have (cf. (@), @) p%G(p)p% = p%MﬁMTp%, and, therefore, p%G(p)p% = UAZUtMUAUT MTUAZ UT. If we denote
by C the symmetric matrix UTMT, the eigenvalues of p%G(p)p% are the same as the eigenvalues of /~\%C~'/~\C~'T/~\% Calling A
(C) the upper 2 x 2 block of the matrix A (C'), since all the other entries of A are zeros, it follows that the nonzero eigenvalues
are the same as the ones of a matrix of the form B considered in Lemma [



Let us consider the case of ZC E-states first. Inserting ([B0) and 28) in 1) and using S in B2) for 5, we
obtain from condition (i%)

in? (1t in(nt) A in(t) A\ 1°
— 16q1q6|b|28mn#nggm4 [vlT <cos(77t)1 + 2%) wy — v (cos(nt)l + 2#) ’LU2:| <0. (33)

This expression has to hold for every skew-Hermitian matrix A, every ¢, and every n # 0. Setting A = 0 and
recalling the definition of the v 5 and ws 4 vectors, and the fact that py = 0, we obtain P3pgp2 > 0. Setting

A= é —Oz ) and cos(nt) = 0, we obtain —p;pgp? > 0, which shows that p; = 0, since p3pg = w3 Jowy #

0. Using this to simplify [33), we find that p; and pg must be such that, for every complex number ¢

PsPs (cq1ps + Cgsps)” > 0.
It is easily seen that this is the case if and only if ¢1|ps| = ¢s|ps|- Combining this with ([B0) and the fact that
[[o2)]| = 1, we find that we must have A = % and |ps| = gs, |ps| = q1. Hence, states of the type ZCE must
be of the form (IIQI)E Consider ZC'S-states next. In this case, using (29), 26), 7)) and @BI)) with b # 0, we
obtain that condition (i7) of Lemma [ gives ElTngg (—vlTJng, + v2TJ2w1)2 < 0. Writing this in terms of
the vectors |¢)1) and |1)2), we obtain the condition

(=P2Ps + P1Ps) (—@1ps — asp1)” < 0, (34)
which supplements (29) in describing these states. To show that these states correspond to the ones in (I7),
we consider the two qubit state o o

p= A1) (1] + (1 = A)[th2) (2]
with ~ ~
1) = (91,0,0,46)",  [¥2) = (p1,p2,p5,16)"
corresponding to (I8). We have to show that that p is separable. For this we use the two qubit concurrence
[16] which gives a necessary and sufficient condition of separability. There is only one concurrence in the
two qubit case, which can be defined as in (8]), where Ajqz, A1,2,3 are the eigenvalues of the matrix

P22 ® JapJs @ Jop* .
A two qubit state p is separable if and only if the concurrence is zero. Using the fact that the state has rank

two and proceeding as for the 2 x 4 case, now with M = Js ® Js, we have that this is verified if and only if
both conditions of Lemma [3] are verified, with «, 3, and ~ given now by

a=2q1qs, B=aqDs+qPr, 7 =2(PiPs— P2Ps)-
Formula (i) gives the second one of (29) and formula (i) gives (34I).

Summarizing, ZC-states must be in one of the classes ZCS and ZCFE of the statement of the theorem.
Viceversa, if a state is ZC'S, it is a separable state and therefore it is a ZC-state. If a state is ZCFE, it is
straightforward to verify by plugging ([[9) in the expressions (26)), (Z7) and [B2) that conditions (z) and (%)
of Lemma [3 are verified for every concurrence. This concludes the proof of the theorem. O

Appendix C: Proof of Lemma [I]

To simplify notations, it is convenient to use i := (1 — \)p;px with j < k and Bj5 := Agjqx. This way, pT4
writes as

Bi1 + an Q12 a3 0 ais Qg5 aszss 0
a1z Q22 a3 0 Big+ans eon) azss 0
Qi3 Q23 ass 0 arr Q27 azr 0
e 0 0 0 0  an @ s O 35)
a5 Bie +a1e 017 Qig ass a6 asr asg |-
a5 Qo6 Qo7 Qiag Q56 Bee + ces 7l
ass Q36 Q37 Q38 Q57 Q67 Q7 Q78
0 0 0 0 Q58 gy arg  Qss

SNotice that a straightforward application of the PPT criterion shows that these states are entangled.
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In our discussion, we shall use the notation PM (ji,...,7;) to denote the principal minor calculated as
the determinant of the sub-matrix obtained by selecting the (j1,...,7;) rows and columns. For example
PM(1,2) denotes the principal minor of order 2 obtained by calculating the determinant of the matrix at
the intersection of rows and columns 1 and 2. We shall use the Sylvester criterion for a positive semi-definite
matrix which says that an Hermitian matrix is positive semi-definite if and only if all principal minors are
nonnegative (see, e.g., [, [6]).

Assume that p is a PPT state. By applying Sylvester criterion with PM (4,5), PM(4,6), PM(4,7) in
Ba), we obtain that we must have a;g = aas = ags = 0. That is, ps = 0 or p1 = pa = p3 = 0. However, if
p1=p2=p3 =0, PM(2,5) = —ﬁfﬁ < 0, which is not possible. This establishes that pg = 0.

With this assumption, consider PM (3,5,7) for (35). A direct calculation shows
PM(3,5,7) = arr (Qisosr + a1507 — assass — aqiaqr) = —(1 — )% [psps — pip7|* -
The last expression is positive only if psps = p1p7. This implies
Q33055 = 01077 (36)

We now show that ([B6]) cannot be with az7 # 0, therefore showing that p; must be zero. Assume that (B8]
is true and aq1; = 0. Then at least one between as5 and a3z must be zero. However ass cannot be zero,
because this would give PM(2,5) = —f%; < 0 and asz = 0 would require PM(3,6) = —agzaz7 > 0, that
is aigs = 0 which would lead again to PM(2,5) = —8% < 0. Therefore, we must have a;; # 0, which
also, from orthogonality, implies ags # 0 and from [B6) ass # 0 and as; # 0. Moreover ags # 0 also is
true by considering PM (2,7) in (B5). Therefore, we are in the situation where all the components of s,
except ps and ps, are different from zero. Now, an argument as for PM (3,5, 7) above, applied this time on
PM (2,3,6), along with the fact that ass # 0, gives

6033 = Qa20u77 (37)
and
(230067 + Q230067 = Qi22Ci77 + (33066 = 200330066 - (38)
Combining ([B6]) with (B7), we have
Q11066 = Q22055 . (39)

We chose the overall phase of ¥(®) such that ¢?p? = ¢2p2 is real. Hence, p1pg = Pips, i.e. a5 = 6. By
multiplying (B8] by 16, we obtain
Q3017 + Q703 = 20160033 - (40)

Calculation of PM(2,3,5) gives, because of (34,
PM(2,3,5) = —azassass + (816 + o) (as@ir + ai7033) — ass (Bis + aie)” -
By replacing [0) and using (B89), this expression simplifies to
PM(2,3,5) = —ass (a16 — (Bi6 + a16))” = —azsfis < 0.
This is not possible. Hence, (38) holds only if p; = 0.

Since p4 = py = ps = 0, consideration of PM(2,7) and PM(1,7) in (B5) shows that it must be ps = 0, or
pe and ps both equal to zero. However, the second case would imply PM (2,5) = —/3%; < 0. This establishes
p3 = 0 and concludes the proof of the necessity of p3 = py = py = ps = 0. This shows that if a state is PPT
its canonical form is written as (7).

In order for p to be a PPT-state the 4 x 4 matrix < ppllT ﬁm ) must be PPT as a 2 x 2 state, but since
12 22

the PPT test is necessary and sufficient for separability in the 2 x 2 case, this represents a 2 x 2 separable
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state. That is, there exist positive constants pj, 5 = 1,...,1, with Zi-:l t; =1 and 2 x 2 density matrices

pgl), p§2) such that

l
( i ) => i) @ (41)

p12T P22 °
j=1

In particular,

1 2 1 2 1 2
o= (67) o =D (67) o= 3wy (o) (42)

The 4 x 4 matrices
_— 1 0 2)
p] - 0 0 ® p_] )

are density matrices and, using ([@2), (Il and (IT), we obtain

1) o~
p= E ujp§)®pj,
which shows that p is separable as well.

The fact that p in the form (IT) is a PPT-state follows from the above characterization of p as separable
and the fact that every separable state is a PPT-state. O
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