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We investigate signatures of non-classicality in quanttates, in particular, those involved in the DQC1
model of mixed-state quantum computation [Phys. Rev. L&%.5672 (1998)]. To do so, we consider two
known non-classicality criteria. The first quantifies dibnce of a quantum state under locally noneffective
unitary operations (LNU), which are local unitaries actingariantly on a subsystem. The second quantifies
measurement induced disturbance (MID) in the eigenbasieateduced density matrices. We study the role of
both figures of non-classicality in the exponential speeafufpe DQC1 model and compare thems-a-vis the
interpretation provided in terms of quantum discord. Intipafar, we prove that a non-zero quantum discord
implies a non-zero shift under LNUs. We also use the MID mesasustudy the locking of classical correlations
[Phys. Rev. Lett.92, 067902 (2004)] using two mutually unbiased bases (MUB).fiwd the MID measure
to exactly correspond to the number of locked bits of coti@mta For three or more MUBs, it predicts the
possibility of superior locking effects.
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I. INTRODUCTION Consequently, it should not be a surprise that entanglement
cannot capture the whole power of quantum mechanics. This

. : rovides a significant motivation for studying alternatbes-
A thorough understanding of classical and quantum correIEJ g ying

. . . o tificates of quantum behavior.
lations underlies their successful exploitation in quamto-
formation science. The relative roles and abilities of ghes A much more realistic motivation is that provided by
two forms of correlations in performing specific computa- mixed-state quantum computation. Pure states in a quan-
tional and information processing tasks would be a valuabléum computation inevitably get mixed due to decoherence.
advance in the field. Substantial progress in this directiorCountering this requires the techniques of quantum error-
have already been achieved. The role of entangled states @orrection. A different way to address this issue would be to
guantum information processing and computing is quite welltudy the prospects of quantum computational speedup with
studied. Jozsa and Linden [1] showed that multipartite enmixed states themselves [8]. NMR quantum computation pro-
tanglement must grow unboundedly with the problem size ifvides a perfect scenario for this. As a simplified model for
a pure-state quantum computation is to attain an exponenti¢his, Knill and Laflamme proposed the DQC1 or the ‘power of
speedup over its classical counterpart. In the contextfofin one qubit’ modell[9]. Though not believed to be as powerful
mation processing, Masanes has shown [2] that all bipartitas a pure-state quantum computer, it is known to provide an
entangled states can enhance the teleporting power of sonegponential speedup over the best known classical algarith
other state. In spite of these successes, there are instahce for estimating the normalized trace of a unitary matrix. The
guantum computations where the quantum advantage canneQC1 model was found to have a limited amount of (bipar-
be attributed to entanglement. Meyer has presented a quantuite) entanglement that does not increase with the systeen si
search algorithm that uses no entanglement [3]. Instamees aAdditionally, for certain parameter settings, there is n®- d
also known of oracle based problems that can be solved witHillable entanglement present whatsoever, and yet the mode
out entanglement, yet with certain advantages over the besggtains its exponential advantage. In this latter casettte s
known classical algorithmsi[4]J[5]. has a positive partial transpose, and thus possesses, it mos
just bound entanglement[10]. Looking for a more satisfgcto

. . . . xplanation for the exponential speedup, the quantum disco
the essentialness of entanglement in quantum informatien s P P P P q

. : 11],]22] was calculated, of which the amount found was a
ence. The oldest signature of quantum behavior has been non- . . .
: . o constant fraction of the maximum possiblel[13], regardééss
locality. Interestingly, it is well known that quantum nochl-

ity and entanglement are not equivalent notighsl[6], [}tz the parameter settings for the model. In this paper, we study

o - . two alternative methods of studying the quantum behavior of
glement stems from the superposition principle, or the ampl

tude description of quantum mechanics. This descriptipn isthe DQC1 model.

however, not one that uniquely defines quantum mechanics. Locally noneffective unitary operations (LNU) have previ-

Given this scenario, it becomes a logical necessity to stud
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ously been studied with the aim of developing an entangleuse

ment detection criterion [14],[15]. Here, we study the LN&J a

a possible notion of non-classicality, motivated by thdutis dmax(p) ==  max —=|p—pslp
bance of a quantum state under unitary operations. We pro-
vide a brief introduction to the LNU in Sdclll. In Sécllll,
we employ LNU in analyzing the DQC1 model. The DQC1 =  max \/Tr(pQ) —Tr(pps).  (2)
model has previously been studied using the quantum dis-
cord. Thus, in SeE1V, we compare these two certificates

of non-classicality, with the aim of contrastifisturbance where || Aflp = /Tr(ATA) denotes the Frobenius norm.
under measurement with disturbance under unitary opera- L
From the latter expression, it is clear thia d,..(p) < 1.

tions. We then move on to study the DQC1 model usingFOr anv oroduct stat ) ® P )
the measurement-induced disturbance (MID) measure [16] i yp Porod = A © PB, Cmax\Pprod
e . . Closed form expressions fat,,.x(p) are known for
SedV. In Ref.[16], a preliminary analysis of the DQC1 model i .
4 . . pseudo)pure states and Werner states [15]. As with the-quan
was begun. Here, we extend this analysis to the entire param-

eter range for the DQC1 model, including those which Iimit:;madr:&c;rg{;t; pic;?s;bilr(:gtno h(a‘ﬁ:;Eﬁsgpr)loi_?o?;ﬁer:,?;g_
the DQCI1 state to being at most bound entangled. This latter P » IMPY1Ghax (P y

M N i 7
case is of particular interest due to the lack of distilladxe sure. A separable stafg., € D(}™ @ HT) is defined as

. . one of the form
tanglement. Later, in Séc M B, we present an example in the

realm of quantum communication where the MID measure is

a good certificate of non-classicality. Specifically, wedstu

the construction of Refl_[17] which uses two mutually unbi-

ased bases (MUB) to lock classical correlations in a quanturwherezlC pr = 1, and thela®) € HM and|b*) € HY are

state. The value of the MID measure in this case is exactly thgactors of Euclidean norm. For two-qubit separable states,

number of locked bits of correlation in the state. Consitgri  the maximum LNU distance attainableis|[14]

the same construction with more than two MUBs, the MID

measure portends superior locking abilities, though thegtm 1

involve MUBs more general than those based on Latin squares ﬁ

and generalized Pauli matrices|[18]. We conclude with & brie

discussion in Sdc VI. As an illustration, the maximum LNU distance for the two-
Throughout, we denote a vector ly and take all loga- qubit isotropic state,

rithms to base. We defineD(H™ @ H") as the set of den-

sity operators acting on th&/ N-dimensional Hilbert space Piso = 1- “I, + UNT[, 2 e [0,1] (5)

HM @ HN. All designations of a density matrix without any 4

subscripts will be implied to mean a bipartite state. Fonexa

ple,r shall stand forr4 5.

psep = Y pila®)a| @ [bF)"], ®3)
k

(4)

dmax (psep) <

where|¥) = (|00) + [11))/+/2, is given by [15]

dmax(piso) = Z. (6)
I1. LOCALLY NONEFFECTIVE UNITARY OPERATIONS
(LNU) By Eqn. [4), we can conclude that the two-qubit isotropitssta
is entangled for > 1/+/2. The partial transpose test, which

We begin by introducing locally noneffective unitary op- in this case is necessary and sufficient, shows that this istat
erations (LNU), first proposed under the name logailic ~ actually entangled for alf > 1/3, showing that the LNU dis-
operations|[14]. For this, consider a bipartite quanturtesta tance is weaker at detecting entangled states than the forme
p € D(HM ® HY), shared betweenl and B such that We remark that we have restricted our attention here to the
pa = Tre(p) andpp = Tra(p). Suppose now that Alice case where the LNU is applied to subsystdnof p. Let us
performs a local unitary/ 4 that does not change her subsys-derive a simple upper bound aly,.x(p) which holds regard-
tem, thatispa = UApAUL, or equivalently less of which target subsystem we choose, and which proves

useful throughout this paper.
[pa,Ua] = 0. 1)

S Theorem 1. For any p € D(HM @ HN),
This action can, however, affect the state of the total syste

such that if we defing; = (Ua ® I5)p(Ua ® I)T, itis !
possible thap # ps. Unitaries satisfying Eqn[{1) are called dmax(p) < \/2 (Tf(pz) — _> @)
LNU [14]. To quantify the difference betwegnandp;, we MN
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FIG. 1: The DQCL1 circuit

Proof. Since|| p — 1% |I»
tions, we have via the triangle inequality that:

_ < _
Hp 143 HF > || P WUN
I

I
—Pr

|

o2 p— ——
|~ 37w,

1

Tr(p*) - o1y

(8)

Substituting this expression in Eqfl (2) gives the desieed r

sult. O

Thus, if the purity of a state strictly decreases as a func-

tion of the dimension, thed,.x(p) - 0 asM N — oo.

I1l. LNUINTHE DQC1MODEL

We now study the non-classical features of the DQC].[O

model of quantum computation, as quantified &y (p).

Then + 1 qubit DQC1 state, as demonstrated in Kif (1), is

given by [10]

1 I, aU}
PDQCT = 5o (aUn I, > . 9
We will consider the top qubit to be systemon which our
local unitary acts and the remainingjubits as system®. The
reduced state is then

1 1 *
pa =Trp(ppoct) = = < Oq > (10)

2\ ar
with 7 = Tr(U,)/2™. For an arbitrarySU(2) unitary U4

acting onA, which we characterize as

i} “ X o
e®cosh  eXsinf >7 (11)

4 ( —e ™ ginf e @ cosh

the LNU condition of Eqn.[{11) requires thgt= 7 — arg(r)

and eitherp = 0 or§ = 7/2. Both cases lead to the same final
expression, so sét= 0. Via Eqgn. [2) and simple algebra, we

hence have

asinf ReTr(e~2iarg7(J2)
d(ppgcen, ) = 2(,ﬁw\/l - o :

is invariant under unitary opera-

The now trivial maximization over all gives

a ReTr(e2tare7(y2)
dmax(PD@C1) = W\/ - on (12)
@
< /e (13)

Here, we have used the rough estimBtélr(e? e 7(2) >

—2™, For a two-qubit pure state:(= 1, = 1), we thus
havedmax(ppgci1) < 1/+/2, which conforms with Eqn[{4).

A typical instance of the DQC1 circuit is provided by that of
a random unitary/,, in the DQCL circuit of Fig[(lL). For such
instances of large enough Haar distributed unitafiegl/?)

is bounded above by a constant with high probability| [19].
Thus, the second term inside the square root in Hgnd. (12) is
approximately zero, and

(0%

dmax(PDQC1) ~ D2 (14)

This shows that the DQCL1 state experiences very little dis-
turbance under LNU, and in fact this disturbance vanishes
asymptotically as grows. As discussed in the introduction, it
would appear that the quantum discord is better suited f13] t
guantifying non-classicality in the DQC1 model. This, how-
ever, raises the question of how the discord and LNU distance
are related, and whether the paradigms of ‘disturbance un-
der measurement’ and ‘disturbance under unitary opersition
lead to differing notions of non-classicality. We explonese
guestions in the following section.

Before closing, for completeness, we invoke Theorelm (1)
show that the LNU distance is exponentially decreasing
for any other choice of bi-partitionsl and B of the qubits

in ppgca. In fact, since

1+ a?

“ont1 (15)

TY(P%QCQ =

Theorem [(Il) immediately gives the same upper bound of

Eqn. [13).

IV. QUANTUM DISCORD vsLNU DISTANCE

Motivated by the fact that both the quantum discord and the
LNU distance are aimed at capturing the non-classical fea-
tures in a quantum state via an induced disturbance, we seek
an answer to the question of whether one implies the other in
any sense or not. Here, we show that non-zero quantum dis-
cord implies a non-zero LNU distance, but that the converse
is not necessarily true. We begin with a formal definition of
guantum discord.

Given a quantum state € D(HM @ HY), its quantum
mutual information is defined &§(p) := S(pa) + S(pp) —

S(p). The quantum mutual information can, however, also be
defined in an inequivalent way as

Tgupyo) = Spm) =S (ppinry)  (26)



4

with In our ensuing discussion, without loss of generality, for
_ _ A o 1B A o B _ SU(M) we fix the choice of basig|k) 2{:1 above as the
S(pBI{H?}) - zj:pjs ((Hj @ ID)p(Ily @ 1 )/pj) ’ eigenbasis [28] 0p 4.
Assume now thaD(p) > 0. Then, any choice of complete

- A TB iacti . . :
wherep; = Tr(IL7 ® I”p). Projective measurements on sub- measuremengl1# } must disturtp, i.e. by Theorerfil2, if we
systemA removes all non-classical correlations between yefine

and B. The quantity7 thus signifies a measure of classical

M
correlations in the state [12]. To ensure that it captures all A A
_ _ A =Y (I8 @ 1p(II4 & 1), 20
classical correlations, we need to maximiZeover the set of b1 ;( J )l J ) (20)

one dimensional projective measurements. This leads to the - )
definition of quantum discord [11] as then Pr # p [11],]22],]22]. Henceforth, When we discuss
the action of {II!} on p4, we are referring to the state
Z;‘il II#pAITI2. Now, let {II#'} be a complete projective
measurement onto the eigenbasispaf Then, {II{'} acts
= S(pa) — S(p)+ min S an ; e
= oA P {Hﬁin} Ppi{ns}) - invariantly onp,, and thus must alter the last term in Eqn.
‘

N _ (18) to ensure; # p. To see this, recall that one can write
Intuitively, quantum discord captures purely quantum elar pa = %(IA + 74 . g4), from which it follows that if{Hj-‘}

tions in a quantum state. This is distinct from entanglemeny g invariantly om 4, then it also acts invariantly or - o

in the case of mixed states. For pure states, quantum discofg,y, Eqn. [IB). Since all generatars € {W,}, are diag-
. " " ks

reduces to the von-Neumann entropy of the reduced dens'@nal, it follows that there must exist sorfig; # 0 such that

matrix: yvhich i.s a measure of entanglement. On the otheglA € {Upg, qu}pq. We now use this fact to construct a LNU
hand, itis possible for mixed separable states to have pom-z {74 achievingd(p, Ua) > 0

guantum disF:ord. The main thegrem concerning the discord Define unitary/4 as diagonal in the eigenbasis,ef, i.e.
that we require here is the following. UA = M e k) (k|, with eigenvalues to be chosen as
Theorem 2 (Ollivier and Zurekl[11]) For p € D(HM@HY),  needed. Therd{/*, p4] = 0 by construction, and s64 © I?
D(p) = 0ifandonlyif p = 3= (I ® I7)p(I1# @ I7),for  must alterT through its action o to ensurey; # p. Focus-

D(p) = Z(p) _ﬁ?&ﬁ Trnay(p)

some complete set of rank one projectors {T1:' }. ing on the last term from Eqri{(1L8), we thus have:
We now show the following. M2-1N%-1 ;
A_A7rA B _
Theorem 3. For p € D(HM @ HY), if D(p) > 0, then Y. D TalUtelU @of =
s=1 t=1
dmax(p) > 0.
) N ) ) M?—1N?-1 Mo M
Proof. We begin by writinge in Fano form|[[20], i.e. Z Z Tst( Z Z ez(em—en)<m|0;4|n>|m><n|> ®oP
p= ﬁ (IA ® IB +TA X O_A ® IB + (18) s=1 t=1 m=1n=1
M?—1N?-1 Analyzing each generater! case by case, we find, for some
Mfer? o+ > Y Tyolwdp). 1<p<qg<Morl<r<M-—1:
s=1 t=1

M M
Here,o* denotes thé)/? —1)-component vector of traceless Z Z e Om=02) (mog|n)|m)(n| =
orthogonal Hermitian generators 8/ (M) (which general-  m=1n=1
ize the Pauli spin operators): is the(M? — 1)-dimensional cos(8, — 0,)Upq — sin(8, — 0,)V,y  if 05 = Uy,
Bloch vector for subsystem with r4 = & Tr(pa02), and §in (0, — 0,) U, + cos(y — 0, Voy if 00 =V
T is a real matrix known as the correlation matrix with entries b poap oom

Ty = METr(0c2 @ 0P p). The definitions for subsyster W it o, =W,
are analogous. _ Denoting byT'/ the T matrix for p;, we have:
An explicit construction for the generatoss of SU(d)
2 .
for d > 2 is given as follows|[21]. Defindo;}’ ;' = cos(0p — )Tt +sin(0, — 0,) Tt
{Upq, Vog, W}, such that forl < p < ¢ < dandl < r < if o5 = Upq, Wherea,, = V,,
d—1, and{|k>}Z:1 some complete orthonormal basis féf: TS = cos(fp — 0,) Tt — sin(6, — 0,)Towt
Upq = Ip){al + 9)(pl (19a) if 75 = Vg, Whereo, = Uy
Vog = —ilp){al +ila){p| (19b) Tt if o = W

2 4 : : A
W, = Z k) (k| — rlr + 1) + 1]} (19¢) Thus, if therg exists as such thatht. # 0 and o} e-
r(r+1) =1 {Upgs V}Dq}pq, it follows that one can easily choose appropriate



eigenvalues'¥» ande'¥ for U4 such thafl'f # T, implying

0.8

dmax(p) > 0. By our argument above fdpP(p) > 0, such an
s does in fact exist. O orr i
To show that the converse of Theorem 3 does not hold, wi o8l |
present an example of a zero discord state that has non-ze 05r ]
LNU measure. Consider the two qubit separable state 8 .l fommmmmm - mmsmmmm s mm
s~ /
- 4
1/Ib+aoc I,+bo Ib—aoc I,—bo ost / 1
_ 4 ( 2 @ 2 L2 ® -2 ) 7 /

2 2 2 2 2 ozl / ]
where||a |, = ||b|, = 1. This state, by construction, has oalf 1
zero discord for a single qubit measurement on either B. o / ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

To see this, consider the projective measurements ° 0z o4 06 08 1
I +ao
9 FIG. 2: (Color online) The solid line is the MID measuké for the

2 x 4 Horodecki state from [23]. The dashed line is the quantum
on A. Let us now study the LNU distance for this state, discordD for the same state [22]. The kink in the latter curve occurs
with the local unitary being applied to say. Notice that atp = 1/7. We see here, as in the case of the DQC1 state, that the
pa = ps = I»/2, andTr(p?) = 1/2. The former im- MID measure is greater than or equal to the quantum discord.
plies that the set of allowed local unitaries is the whole
of SU(2), an element of which is given by EQ(11). Let
us for convenience parameterize = (0,0,1) andb =
(sin+y cos §, sin ysin §, cosy). Then, some algebra leads to

subsystems. For the new measure, which we will call the
measurement-induced disturbance (MID) measure, one per-
forms measurements dioth the subsystems, with the mea-

1, surements being given by projectors onto the eigenvecfors o
Tr(ppy) = g €08 0. (1) the reduced subsystems. Then the MID measure of quantum
o _ correlations for a quantum statec D(HM ® HY) is given
whose minimum is 0, whereby ‘
by [16]
1
dmax(p) = 7 (22) M(p) :==Z(p) — Z(P(p)) (23)

We thus have an example of a class of separable, zero dighere
cord states which demonstrates a non-zero shift under LNU. M N
In fact, it attains the maximum shift possible for two-qubit Plp) =Y Y (M)} eu?). (24
separable states. Hence, if one wishes to define notions of i=1j
non-classicality in quantum states in terms of ‘disturlzanc
under measurement’ versus ‘disturbance under unitary- OpeHere{H{‘}, {II7’} denote rank one projections onto the eigen-
ations’, and one chooses discord and the LNU distance d22ses 0pa andpg, respectivelyZ(c) is the quantum mutual
canonical quantifiers of such effects, respectively, therre- information, which is considered to the measure of totals<l
sulting respective notions of non-classicality are notiegu  Sic@l and quantum, correlations in the quantum statince
lent. As we have shown in Thrii 3, however, the quanturf© optimizations are involved in this measure, it is much eas

criterion. LNU distance, which involve optimizations over projective

measurements and local unitaries respectively. The measur
ment induced by the spectral resolution leaves the entrbpy o
V. MEASURING CORRELATIONSVIA the reduced states invariant and is, in a certain sensegdse |
MEASUREMENT-INDUCED DISTURBANCE disturbing. Actually, this choice of measurement evendsav
the reduced states invariant [16]. Interestingly, for mieges,
The measure we intend to use in this section was presentdubth the quantum discord and the MID measure reduce to the
by Luo in [16]. It relies on the disturbance of a quantumvon-Neumann entropy of the reduced density matrix, which is
system under a generic measurement. In that sense, it &measure of bipartite entanglement.
similar in spirit to quantum discord, but not quite. In the As a nontrivial example, we will consider the well-known
case of quantum discord, as per Edn. (17), one maximizedorodecki bound entangled state2i® 4 dimensions [23]. It
over one-dimensional projective measurements on one of the bound entangled for all values 8f< p < 1, and the state

1



is given as
» 000 0 p 0 0
0O p 00 0 0 p O
00 p 0O 0 00 op
1 jlooop 0o 00 o0
PHE=1%7plo 0 0 0 2 o o Y2
p 000 0 p 0 0
0O p 00 0 0 p O
1—p2
00 p 0 Y210 0 X2

From this, the projectors onto eigenvectors of the redueed d
sity matrices can be calculated to be

weas = {(32).(32)). o

{Hle"' ’HALB} = {|\Ij+><\I}+|7|\IJ7><\Ij |a
[DHNDT], |2 K}

where[T*) = (]1) +[2))/v2 and|®*) = (|0) £ [3))/v2,
with {|0), |1),]2),|3)} forming the computational basis for

the second subsystem. Using these in Egd. (24), we can easily

obtain

+ O O O O
o o o o

o

—

o Ow‘

,_.
|
bS]
[V
+ O Own

—
o oo o oooR
—

o OO0 o0 oo"® O

O OO0 o0 oOoO"” OO

O oo ¥ oo o
iS]

o oV O oo oo
oV OO0 OO0 oo
[
|
hS]

[ V)
w‘

This density matrix is different from the original one in tha
there are no coherences between the two subsystems. The
MID measure for this state can then easily be obtained &nalyLetting A denote thekth entry of A[P(

A. MID measurein the DQC1 model

We now move on to calculate the MID measure in the
DQC1 model. Our analysis extends that|ofi [16], where only
the case ofv = 1 was considered. Considering< 1/2 here
will be of particular interest, due to the lack of distillatn-
tanglement in the DQC1 state. Consequently, we start with
then + 1 qubit DQCL1 state, given by Eqiil(9), wherefrom

ar 1

PA:l(l o ) and pp=1,/2". (25)

The projectors onto their respective eigenvectors are

1 1 e i 1 1 —e
HA HA _ )= ) - )
{117, 2}—{2<61¢ 1 )72<_€z¢ 1 )}

wherer = re'® for r = |7 is the normalized trace df,,, i.e.
T =Tr(U,)/2", and

{17} = {B;}

Using this, we can calculate

where [Ej]k = 0k;01, j,k,1=1,---,2"

2
P(ppoci) = (I @ 1) ppger (11 @ 117)

=1

1 adj
= on+l <ad*- 1 > ©E;
j J

1 I, oD
= on+1 (QDT I, ) (26)

whered; = (u}; + e*"%u;;)/2, with u;; being the(j, j)th
entry ofU,,, and

]

<
I
==

Dzdiag(dl,--- ,dj,---).

SinceD is diagonal, it is fairly easy to obtain the spectrum of
P(ppgca ), which is given by

1:|:Oé|di|

)‘[P(PDQ01)]:{ TES } for i=1,---,2" (27)

ppoci)], the von-

ically asM(pn) = S(P(pu)) — S(pm) andis plotted in Fig  neumann entropy of this state is

(2). In the same figure is shown the quantum discord for this
state, when a measurement is made on the two-dimensional
subsystem. For the details of its calculation, see Ref. [22]

we see, there are non-classical correlations in this stetie t
are not distillable into maximally entangled Bell pairs. -An
other instance, dealt with next, is the DQCL1 state, which for
a < 1/2is, at best, bound entangled, having failed to show
any entanglement by partial transposition criterion axens/
bipartite split. It even failed to show any entanglementat t
second level of the scheme of [24]. It therefore might be pos-
sible to the quantify the intrinsic information processatijl-
ities of these bound entangled states using the measuriés dea
with in this paper.

S(P(ppgc))

Now,

2n+1

= — Z A log(Ax)
k=1

2TL
1
= <1og<1 ~a?d, )

j=1

1+ ald;
J

=n+1-

+

S(ppoor) = n+ Ha (1‘0‘), (29)

2



and the entropies of the partial density matrices beingtiden

cal. ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 1
09 7/
4
Mbpge1 = Z(ppger) — Z(P(ppgct)) o8r J ]
L 4 4
= S(P(pp@ct)) = S(ppgot) ! S
0.6 V4 T
— a ¢
= 1—H2(T)—WZ (10g(1 —a?|d;]?) = 05 // ,/"
[ 0.4} ¢ i
r’ ,’
1 d; 0.3f s Ve ]
+ ald;|log L+ aldi] ) (30) el 7
1= ald] |
0.1 _—’:_-—" 1
Here, |d;| = |ui; cos(¢ + B;)| whereu;; = re'd for r = oL e ‘ ‘
. . . . : . . o] 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
|us;|. Given a unitary, which is known in any implementation a

of the DQC1 circuit, the above quantity can be computed eas-

ily. Not surprisingly, if the random unitary is diagonaleth FiG. 3: (Color online) The upper solid (cyan) line is the Mieaa
measureM for the DQCL circuit actually reduces to its quan- sure Mt (Eqn. [30)) for the DQC1 circuit for & = 5 qubit Haar
tum discord (seen via Egns. (12) and (13) lof [13]). For adistributed random unitary matrix. The upper dashed (bline)is
Haar distributed random unitary matrijy;;| ~ 1/2%/2. In  the analytic expression for the MID measure for DQC1 statiéls w
the asymptotic limit of larges, |d;| — 0, in which case the a Haar distributed random unitary matrix (Eqi.](31)). Thedo

whole quantity within the summation in Eqn[_{30) goes todashed (red) line shows the discdrdin the DQC1 circuit with the
zero. Then same unitary. The lower solid (green) line shows the arelgx-

pression in of quantum discord from [13]. All quantities at®wn
1-— a> as functions of the purity of the control qubit.

Mpgc1=1-H; < (31)
One fact immediately notable is that the above expression faclassical communication. More precisely, there eRist- 1-
the MID measure is independentof for largen. The result  qubit states for which the optimal classical mutual informa
foran = 5 qubit Haar distributed random unitary matrix is tion between measurement results on the subsystems can be
shown in Fig [(B). As is evident, despite the approximationsncreased fromm/2 bits ton bits via a single bit of classical
used in the derivation of Eqn[_(B1) the asymptotic analyticcommunication. Despite the impossibility of this feat slas
expression matches the numerical resuit at 5 quite well. cally, the states used in the protocol are not entangled.

The MID measure for the DQC1 state across the blpartlte Here we use the MID measure to exp|ain this pure|y guan-

split separating the top qubit from the rest is non-zero foryym phenomenon. To do so, we evaluate the former on a gen-
all non-zero values of the polarization. Across this splie  eralization of the state used (n [17],
DQCI1 state is strictly separable [10] and possesses no-entan

glement. Hence, it is natural to propose the MID measure as a 1 L
quantifier of the resource behind the quantum advantageinth P = — SO (kXK @ [6XEH) 4 ® (b )XbEDs,  (32)
DQC1 modell[16]. As can be seen from Figl (3), the behavior k=11t=1

of the MID measure is qualitatively quite similar to that bét m

quantum discord. To argue that one is behind the quantum advhere the set af» orthonormal base%{|bt | 1} is mu-
vantage in the DQC1 model as opposed to the other would b@a|ly unbiased (MUB), i. eViiy, Z_J<bt|bt ) = 1/\/— As in
quite premature. Though both these measures attempt to cagef, [17], whend = 2" andm = 2, the initial correlations in
ture the quantum feature of disturbance under measuremenis state amount ta,/2 bits, and by Alice’s sending one bit
they are quantitatively quite different. We will come baok t (the bitt) to Bob, they end up with + 1 correlated bits. The

this pointin Sectiof V. state being separable, it has no entanglement. Conseguentl
we cannot ascribe to it the advantage exhibited by this proto
col.

B. MID measurein quantum communication .
To calculate the MID measure of this state, we need the

reduced states given b
We now present an example where the MID measure can be 9 y

used to interpret the locking of classical correlationsuarg I I

tum states. It has been shown|[17] that there exist bipartite pa= T PB= -

guantum states which contain a large amount of locked clas-

sical correlation which can be unlocked by a small amount ofThe eigenvectors are trivially obtained, @A) is simply the
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diagonal ofp. Thus, specifically locally noneffective unitary operations![14hd
1 the measurement-induced disturbance measure [16], and com
A[P(p)] = _d{la -, L1/d,---,1/d,0,0,---,0} pared them to the quantum discord|[11] within the context of
M "N— o e e N e’ . .
d (m—1)d2 d(d—1) the DQC1 circuitl[9].

whereby The LNU distance showed (Eqr._{13)) that there is little

1 non-classicality in the: + 1 qubit DQCL state. This behavior

S(P(p)) =logm + (2~ —)logd. (33) s very similar to that of negativity in the DQC1 model which

was used to characterize its entanglement [10]. The crucial

The spectrum op is given by difference is that the bipartite split chosen in et Il ip-se

Alp] = L{l Lo 1.0.0.--. O} arable, and therefore exhibits no entanglement at all. As th
PI= nd _— LNU distance vanishes exponentially quickly with growing
md md(d—1)

one is hard-pressed to relegate the role of the resource expo
which leads to nentially speeding up the DQC1 model to it. Similarly, the
LNU distance suggests vanishing non-classicality in theeca
S(p) = logm +logd. (34)  of locking of classical correlations in quantum states. sThi

Finally, we have does not, however, prove that this kind of quantum character

istic cannot be the resource behind other forms of quantum

M(p) = S(P(p)) - S(p) = (1 - %) logd,  (35) advantage.

hich for d — 2" andm — 2 is th " | o th The MID measure, on the other hand, is considerably more
whic ttof d_b thz'm ”; - II?/I € exactly eq;ab o the satisfactory. The zero-entanglement split in the DQCL1 rhode
gain attained by this scheme. WIoreover, once Bob reCeVey o to have a non-zero amount of non-classicality as per

Alice’s bit, the MID measure for their post-communication . . .
tate d t® the latter being di i local duct the MID measure. The magnitude of this measure, as shown in
state drops @), the fatter being diagonal In a local proauc ig. (@), is a constant fraction of its maximum possible ealu

basis. This suggests that the MID measure quantifies exactl h . il | hich is ind d f th
those non-classical (yet not entanglement-based) ctmesa € maximum possible vaue, which Is independent of the
size of the system under considerationMs,,.. = 1, and is

n Z\:‘thh Wereklmtlally Ioc(l;ed. £ 35 s that a b attained for the maximally entangled state. Indeed, forra pe
ew remarks are in order. Eqrl.{35) suggests that a e‘tf'e(:tly pure top qubity = 1, the DQCL1 state attains this value.

ter Iotck|r;g eﬁ?ct(jlstposglble fom t>h 2. tHOWI\i\L/JeBr’ thp“C'E) The MID measure can thus be ascribed to be a quantifier of the
constructions 1o date using more than two S Nave DEER, - eations behind the speedup of the DQC1 model. Indeed,
unable to achieve superior locking [18], suggesting that th

. . 7 this has already been proposed.in [16]. Further, the MID mea-
choice of construction for the MUBSs plays an important role.

) . s sure also performs well in quantifying non-classicalitythie
In contrast, Eqn(35) holds irrespective of the specifidaho scenario of locking classical correlations in quantumestat

of MUBS. l.t Is also known that if the bgse_s above are con- he measure, however, lacks a clear physical interpretafio
structed using a large set of random unitaries chosen accor . . . .
e form of quantum discord, which motivates its operationa

!ng to the Haar measure, then th(_a classical mutual infoomati significance as a measure of pure quantum correlations [27].
in p between Alice and Bob can indeed be brought down to o .
urther studies in this direction are required before a aemp

constant[25]. There is also numerical evidence (Appendi)hensive conclusion can be reached.
of Ref. [26]) that the dimension of the systems may play a
role in achieving better locking. Further connections heatv
locking and the MID measure are being investigated.
Finally, for completeness, we remark that(p?) =
1/(2"*1), and so by Theoref 1, the LNU distance fois
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