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Quantum correlations are of fundamental importance in mamhenomena and quantum information pro-
cessing studies. The measure of quantum correlations isenmteal issue. The recently proposed measure of
guantum correlations, the local quantum uncertainty (L@adisfies the full physical requirements of a measure
of quantum correlations. In this work, by using operatoaxation, a closed form lower bound of the LQU for
arbitrary-dimensional bipartite quantum states is deliW&e have compared the lower bound and the optimized
LQU for several typical quantum states.

PACS numbers: 03.67.Mn, 03.65.Ud, 03.65.Yz

I. INTRODUCTION A: K =K ®1g, and
Over the past decades, entanglement was considered to be _ 1 2
the only ingredient of quantum properties and the main re- oK) = 2Tr([ Vp-KI) 2)

source of the speed-up in quantum computatie:3]. How-
ever, it has been shown that some states without entangtemef the skew information1[9, where [, -] denotes the com-
but with quantum correlations as measured by quantum dignutator. It has been shown that for bipartite quantum sys-
cord can still reveal their power in quantum Speed%]:_ tems, the LQU is invariant under local unitary operatiom']—n
Nowadays, it is widely believed that the non-classical eorr increasing under local operations Bnvanishes if and only if
lations, namely, quantum correlations, play vital roleshie  the quantum state is a zero discord state with respect to mea-
quantum features in quantum information processing. Th&urements o. For pure states, the LQU is an entanglement
investigation of quantum correlations is of fundamental im monotone. In a word, the LQU satisfies the full physical re-
portance in the study of quantum phenomena in nature. Aguirements of a measure of quantum correlatidi@ [
aresult, guantum correlations become the subject of iimens  The advantage of the LQU over quantum discord lies on the
studies in the last two decadé&%.[JAmong varies researches, it possibility of to obtaining the closed form. The closed form
is of great significance to measure quantum correlations-qua of the LQU for 2x d quantum systemdlLf] is pointed out to
titatively. There are much attention put on the measuremerhie
of bipartite quantum correlations, including quantum disc
[4, 6, 8], geometric discordd, 10], quantum deficit 11], Up =1 - Amax(W), 3)
measurement-induced disturbantg][ etc.

_For high-dimensional bipartite quantum states withoutwhere A is the maximum eigenvalue of thex33 matrix
hlgh?symmetry, itis considerably hard to avoid the optamiz with elementsWi; = Tr{yp(ci ® I) yp(or; ® 1)}, andory
tion in the calculation of the quantum discortB[ 14]. Ac- (i = 1,2, 3) represent the Pauli matrices, which are the gen-
tually, it is widely accepted that the calculation of quantu erators of SU(2) (the special unitary group of degree 2). The
discord is NP-hard][3]. Therefore people have contributed a jnteresting coincidence arises that fox @ quantum systems,
lot of attention to f|nd|ng the lower bound of various types of the LQU reduces to the linear entropy (i_e_' the Concurrﬁnce
quantum correlation definition&, 17]. for pure states. However, for high-dimensional quantur sys

Recently, a measure of quantum correlations for bipartitgems, it is still a hard bone to obtain the LQU without cumber-

quantum systems named the local quantum uncertainty (LQUjome optimization. A ray of hope comes frog0], in which

is proposed18]. The LQU is defined as the authors pointed out that the closed form of the LQU can
A A be achieved fod x d quantum states with high symmetry with
Un = mKlAn | (pas, K7), (1) a relaxation of the operators in the optimization.

where we have denoted the two particle\@dB, the mini- In this paper, we seek for the possibility to obtain a closed

mum is optimized over all the non-degenerate observables oM lower bound of LQU for high-dimensional qguantum sys-
tems. We achieve our goal by using the same operator re-

laxation approach as ir2{)]. Several representative quantum
_ states are studied by comparing our lower bound and opti-
" gllong@tsinghua.edu.cn mized LQU obtained by genetic algorithm.
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I[I. PRELIMINARIES different from Eq. %). Different from qubit operators,
higher-dimensional operators can not easily satisfy the no

There exists one important requirement on the optimizadegenerate fixed spectrum requirement.
tion operators in the definition of the LQU, namely, they ~©One importation observation is the following theorem.
should have non-degenerate fixed spectrum. Suppose the non-Theorem 1. The operators with the same non-degenerate
degenerate fixed spectrum is chosemashe operators with fixed spectrum belong to the same Egt _
this spectrum in subspadethus can be parametrized by Proof. Suppose we have a non-degenerate fixed spectrum
A, which can be extended as

A _ i 1
KA = VaAV/, 4 A=8 1+pl, ©)

whereVy varies over the special unitary group An wherels = a.

The SU() group can be decomposed into the product of - £y i0ing Eq. @), we can also extend the operator after
d(d - 1)/2 basic transformations witli* — 1 parameters using unitary transformation

Hurwiz’s theory P1]. By indicating the LQU as the objective

function and optimizing over these parameters, we can get it KIA\ -g.1 + BTy, (10)
accurate value with computational methods such as genetic .
algorithm. By using the fact that
Calculating the LQU by using computational approachesis TrKA = TrVAAVTY = TrA
definitely complex for real-world applications. In the fol- ' AA 5 rVa 5 al=Tr
ing, we revisit the derivation of the closed form of the LQU Tr(Kyx)™ = TrA%, (11)

for 2 x d quantum systems. A qubit observable with non-

degenerate fixed spectrum can be parametrized b8 we getp = 7, |9 = IS.

ThereforeK3 also belongs to the sty. m]
Ka = a8 &+l (5) Based on this observation, the lower bound is possible to
obtain by using operator relaxation, namely, we do not requi

where|§ = 1 ande # 0. Therefore in this case, withfilirent ~ operators with non-degenerate fixed spectrum. After cingosi

values ofe, the LQU is equivalent to the spectrum, the only work we need to do before optimization
. is determiningr by extending the spectrum withandI.
Up = minl (oaB, S & ®1q) (6) Reminding that there a¥ — 1 generators of Sldjj denoted
as

up to a constant multiplige|?. 2 i - : -
Eq. () gives us the possibility to obtain the closed form \1G+D (Skoa RO = jli+ 1) + 1), j=1....d~ 1

A = qkom + Mkl <k<m<d),j=d,.., 40 1

qxlA = mslm(pAB, S. O'®]Id) |(|k><m| _ |m><k|)(1 < K < m< d),] — %,'“,dZ -1

— mi o i ) . 12)
=min " s§[Tr{pasoricr; — Voo © 1) VA(o; @ L))] . (
IZ]: They satisfy
=1- minz s Tr{ Vp(oi ® Ia) Vp(oj ® 1)} (7) Adj =i Z fijkdk + Z Oijkdx + g&ﬂld, (13)
ij k k
This optimization gives Eq.3). where

1 1
fij = ITF([ﬂi,ﬂj]ﬂk),gijk = ZTF({/li,/lj}ﬁk), (14)
I11. LOWER BOUND OF LQU '
wheref-, -} represents the anti-commutator.

Ford;xd, quantum states, the key to calculating the LQUis 1 heorem 2. The closed form lower bound of the LQU for
the optimization among operators with non-degenerate fixe1 X dz quantum states is
spectrum on one party of the quantum system, AayThe 2,2
difficulty lies in the parametrization of these operators. The Un=a (d_l = Amax(W)), (15)

construction of qubit operators gives us the sign to thibpro . .
q P g 9 P where we have usethax to represent the maximum eigen-

lem.
. A 5 I
Similar to qubit operators, higher-dimensional operatord/alué W is a dj — 1) (dj - 1) matrix with elements
can be expressed as Wi = Trivp(d ® Is,) VoA ® 1)} — GijL, (16)
K& =8 1+ fly,, (8) and
where $ = (S1,%...§¢.q) and|§ = o # 0, 1 = Gij = (Gijt. "+ Gijks > Gijaz-1)s
(A1, A2, .., A_4)" is the vector formed by the generators L =(Tr(od1 ®1g,), -, Tr(pAk ® Ig,),

of SU(;) group. Note that this expression is slightly ,Tr(p/ld§,l®1ld2))T. a7



Proof. Following the definition of the LQU, we obtai2f]

0.7
Up = minl (,0, K) Lower Bound
. 2 0.6 H LQu
= min{Tr(o(K)*) — Tr(vpK vpK)}
= min{Tr{p(s- 1®14,)%} gos
o
—THVB(S 18 15) VP(S- 181}l  (18) D oal
By using Eq. 13), itis easy to get § 03
30
Trip(S- 1®14,)%) = 20,
. 202 -
> sSillfijc+ g T @ Le)] + . (19)
i1k
We define 06 08 1
p
I:ij = (fijlv Tt fijk, T, fijdffl)v (20)
Then FIG. 1. The LQU of the qutrit-qutrit Werner state.

. 2a°
Trip(s- 18 15)%) = )" ss[(iFi; + Gy)L] + 5 @)
in . It can been easily verified from EqlZ) thatA = 2;. There-
fore, we haver = |§ = 1.

Thus we get
g , We first consider the Werner state as an example. The
Up = (;l + man ss(iFij + Gij)L qutrit-qutrit Werner state is defined &&3
1 ] (1-p)
pw =PI W+ I, (25)
~Tr{ vp(4i ® I,) Vo(4; ® Ia,))]. (22) ! 9

It can be seen thd;; is antisymmetric under the transpose of wherely) = L i li)1i), and 0< p < 1. The Werner state is
the subscripts, namell,; = —F;j, therefore}; ; ssjFij = 0. o V3%
Therefore, we finally get is highly symmetric 24] and Trpw; ® Is) = 0.
From Fig. 1 we see that whep = 0, the quantum system

202 . only exists white noise, in this case the LQU is zero. While
Un = & +m|nZ §Si[GijL=Trivo(li®ly) Vo(4j Il o2 increasep, the LQU increases. Therefore, the LQU is
h) (23) Maximizedin the case whepe= 1.
According to RQ], the Werner state is isotropic, thus the
lower bound and the optimized LQU are identical.
e Then we investigated the qutrit-qutrit Horodecki st&tg]

This optimization arrive at the closed form given in E5)

m]
Two special cases are worthwhile to be discussed. In th

case wherel; = 2, we havey;jx = 0, thusG;; is a zero vector. hoOoOOhO O O h
Itis easy to recover the result in EQ)( When Trpl; ® Iy) = OhOoOOOO O O O
0, namelyL = 0, the conclusion ing(] is recovered. O0OhOOO O O O
O0OO0OhOO O O O
__1 |hoooho 0 0 h [ (g

IV. LOWER BOUND VS.OPTIMIZED LQU Ph 8h+1l0000O0hN 0 0 0
000000 &N o V1R

In the section, we study the lower bound and the optimized 000000 20 h 6
LQU of two kinds of quantum systems, i.e., qutrit-qutrit and hoOOhO YZR g @h
2

qudit-qubit states. The optimized LQU is obtained by mini- 2
mizing the skew information within non-degenerate opagato |t is a partial positive transpose (PPT) entangled statd- Di
with a fixed spectrum using genetic algorithm. ferent from the qutrit-qutrit Werner state, the qutrit4gut
Horodecki state is not symmetric and does not satisfy
_ ) Tr(ondi ® I3) = 0. Although it is a PPT state, it can be seen
A. Qutrit-qutrit states from Fig. 2 that the LQU is non-zero when> 0. Meanwhile,
the lower bound is tight respect to the optimized LQU.
In this case, we choose the non-degenerate fixed spectrumAs the last example for the qutrit-qutrit case, we study the
as LQU of the generalized qutrit-qutrit Bell state defined as

100 0) = (|00) + |11) + [22)(€00| + (11 + (22 27
Az{o_l 0]_ oqy  PEO= (001D +22)(00+ AU+ 22) (@7

0 0O during decoherence.
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FIG. 2. The LQU of the qutrit-qutrit Horodecki state. 06 7
g 05
Reminding that the docoherence process can be written in =~ 3
terms of Kraus operators as 2 04r
o
-
3 3 ‘ ; < 0.3
BoA AT BT 2
pas(t) = D > FEE pas(0)EN 7, (28) Fos
=1 i=1
0.1
where the operator&* and 72 are the Kraus operators de-

o
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o

scribing the noise channels on particksndB, they satisfy
Y ErEN = Tandy, FBFE = 1.

We impose two dephasing channels on partiéieand B,
the Kraus operators of the dephasing channel, for instamce, FIG. 3. The LQU of the generalized quitrit-qutrit Bell stateirgy

particleA are through two dephasing channels with (Aboyg)= yg = 0.5; (Bot-
tom) YA = 2.0, YB = 1.0.

1 0 0
8?: O ﬂl—'}/A O ®]I3 : )
0 0 T—ya fixed spectrum is chosen as
. 8 0 g) 300 0
& =(0 vya 0|®I3 201 0 0
0 0 O A=+v3l00-1 0 (30)
00 O 00 0 -3
&=/00 0 ]mg (29)
00 vra We can verify that\ = \/g(/11+ \/g/lz+ \/%/13). In this case,

. we also haver = |§ = 1.
whereya denotes the dephasing strength. We study the 4« 2 Horodecki stated5]
We have investigated two situations whete= yg = 0.5

andya = 2.0, yg = 1.0, respectively. The lower bound and the ho0OO O hO O

optimized LQU for these two cases are shown in BgThe Oh0OO O Oh O

trend of the lower bound is the same as the optimized LQU, 00hO0O O 00 h
and the bound is close to the optimized value. , 1 000Oh O OO0 O a1
Ph = 7h+1l0 000 (1;'1) 00 V12—h2 (31)

hooo O hoOo O

. . OhOO O Oh O

B. A qudit-qubit state 00hoO @ 00 (1;h)

As a much more complicated example, we consider the cadéis also a PPT entangled state and does not satispy Air¢
where the dimension of partickis four. The non-degenerate 1) = 0. The procedure of obtaining the optimized LQU using
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FIG. 4. The LQU of the 4« 2 Horodecki state.

5

vacancy centres4f], etc. Therefore, it is urgent to estab-
lish a theory for measuring the quantum correlations in high
dimensional quantum systems.

Choosing an appropriate spectrum is crutial in the calcula-
tion of the LQU. Our lower bound is obtained by relaxation of
the non-degeneracy fixed-spectrum requirement in the LQU
definition. We have shown with this operation relaxatiom, th
lower bound of the LQU is possible to be obtained.

For three-dimensional quantum systems, the freedom of the
operator spectrum selection is relatively small. In thiseca
the lower bound is tight comparing to the optimized LQU.
As the dimension of the quantum system grows, the freedom
of the operator spectrum become larger. Although our bound
turns to be much lower than the optimized value obtained with
a specific non-degeneracy fixed-spectrum, it still revelads t
trend of the LQU in the case whehe> 0.2.

An interesting fact is that for the # 2 Horodecki state,
there exists a transition of the lower bound nea 0.22. It
has been shown the algebraic lower bound of the concurrence

the genetic algorithm is considerably lengthy. In the cdse odeclines neah = 0.22, and decreases to zero when= 1
high-dimensional quantum systems, the operators tend to Hé5], while the lower bound bounces backrat 0.55, and is

degenerate. Thus the lower bound given Eigs much lower
than the optimized LQU. However, whén> 0.2, our bound
still shows the similar trend as the optimized LQU.

V. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

The importance of quantum states with higher dimensions
(qudits) is gradually recognized in recent years. Compared

with qubits, maximally entangled qudits violate local ieal
more strongly and are lesfected by noised6-32]. In quan-

tum communication, entangled qudits are more secure dgainil comments.
eavesdropping attack83-37], and also €fers advantagesin- Sarkar, and Ajoy Sen for helpful discussions.

non-zero whei = 1. Our lower bound behaves similar to the
lower bound of the concurrence.

Further research still needs to be done on both improving
the lower bound and discovering more physical properties of
high-dimensional quantum systems by using LQU.
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