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Abstract
In this brief paper, we complete the analysis presented previously in [RMF 64 (2018) 662–670] regarding the quantifiers of the

classical correlations and the so-called local available quantum correlations for Bell Diagonal states. A correction is introduced
in their previous expressions once two cases within the optimizations are included.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In [1], the analytical results of the correlation quan-
tifiers related to the so-called local available quantum
correlations (LAQC) [2] for the family of Bell Diagonal
states [3] were presented. These states are written in the
Bloch representation as

ρBD =
1

4

(

14 +

3
∑

i=1

ciσi ⊗ σi

)

, (1)

where the coefficients ci ∈ [−1, 1] are such that ρBD is
a well-behaved density matrix (i. e. has non-negative
eigenvalues) and σi are the well-known Pauli matrices,
i.e. σ1 = ( 0 1

1 0 ), σ2 =
(

0 −i
i 0

)

, and σ3 =
(

1 0
0 −1

)

. As is
readily seen from (1), BD states have null local Bloch
vectors, and their reduced matrices ρA(B) are maximally
mixed. That is, they are proportional to identity,

ρA = ρB =
1

2
12. (2)

In their 2015 paper, Mundarain and Ladrón de Gue-
vara introduced a new type of quantum correlations de-
fined in the complementary basis of an optimal computa-
tional one. To do so, they establish a generic orthonormal
basis
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(
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2

)

expiφn

∣

∣

∣1(n)
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,

where n = 1 denotes subsystem A and n = 2 subsystem
B, respectively. The optimal basis is fixed by minimizing
the conditional entropy

S(ρAB||Xρ) = min
Ωc

S(ρAB||χρ) , (4)
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where S(ρAB||χ) = −Tr(ρlog2χ)−S(ρAB) is the relative
entropy and

χρ =
∑

ij

Rij
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j
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j
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j
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∣ρAB
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∣
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(2)
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〉

.

(5)

The classical correlations quantifier defined in this con-
text in [2] is given by

C(ρAB) ≡ S
(

XρAB
||Π

XρAB

)

, (6)

where Π
XρAB

is the product state nearest to XρAB
.

As was shown by Modi et al. [4], the relative entropy
in the above expression can be written in terms of the
Mutual Information, given by

I(ρAB) ≡ S(ρA) + S(ρB)− S(ρAB), (7)

of state XρAB
. Moreover, since the mutual information

(7) may be written as

I(ρAB) =
∑

i,j

P (iA, jB) log2

[

P (iA, jB)

P (iA)P (jB)

]

, (8)

where P (iA, jB) =
〈

µ
(1)
i , µ

(2)
j

∣

∣

∣ρAB

∣

∣

∣µ
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i , µ

(2)
j

〉

are the

probability distributions corresponding to ρAB, and

P (iA) =
〈

µ
(1)
i

∣

∣
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∣
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i
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, P (jB) =
〈

µ
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i

∣

∣

∣ρB

∣

∣

∣µ
(2)
i

〉

the

ones corresponding to its marginals ρA and ρB, the clas-
sical correlations quantifier (6) can be written in terms
of the Rij(θA, φA, θB, φB) coefficients as

C(ρAB) = min
θA,φA

θB,φB

{

∑

i,j

Rij(θA, φA, θB, φB)

× log2

[

Rij(θA, φA, θB , φB)

Ri(θA, φA)Rj(θB, φB)

]

}

.

(9)

The above minimization over the angles θA, φA,
θB, and φB defines a new computational basis
{

∣

∣0(m)
〉

opt
,
∣

∣1(m)
〉

opt

}

relative to
{∣

∣

∣µ
(n)
i

〉}

(3). The
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state ρAB is rewritten, and the complementary one is
then defined in terms of a new general orthonormal ba-
sis:

∣

∣

∣u
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〉
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1√
2

(
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∣
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〉
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+ expiΦm

∣

∣
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)

,

∣

∣

∣
u
(m)
1

〉

=
1√
2

(

∣

∣

∣
0(m)

〉

opt
− expiΦm

∣

∣

∣
1(m)

〉

opt

)

. (10)

The corresponding probability distributions,

PΦ(iA, jB,Φ1,Φ2) =
〈

uA
i , u

B
j

∣

∣ρ̃AB

∣

∣uA
i , u

B
j

〉

, (11)

where ρ̃AB is the density matrix ρAB written in the op-
timal computational basis, and the marginal probabil-
ity distributions are determined. The maximization of
I(Φ1,Φ2) (8) corresponds to the LAQC quantifier:

L(ρAB) ≡ max
{Φ1,Φ2}

I(Φ1,Φ2) . (12)

II. LOCAL AVAILABLE QUANTUM CORRELA-

TIONS OF BELL DIAGONAL STATES

Since Bell diagonal (BD) states have null local Bloch
vector, it is straightforward that they are invariant
under subsystem exchange A ↔ B. Therefore, the

parametrization of the orthogonal basis
{∣

∣

∣µ
(n)
i

〉}

(3)

needs to respect this symmetry. As a consequence, only
two angles, θ and φ, are necessary to parametrize (3).
With this taken into account, the coefficients Rij(θ, φ)
are given by

Rij(θ, φ) =
1

4

[

1 + (−1)i+jc3
]

+ (−1)i+j 1

2
cos2

(

θ

2

)

sin2
(

θ

2

)

×
[

(c1 + c2) + cos(2φ)(c1 − c2)− 2c3
]

,

(13)

with R00(θ, φ) = R11(θ, φ), R01(θ, φ) = R10(θ, φ), and
Ri =

1
2 . The minimization in (9) leads to three different

cases:

I.) For θ = 0 and φ = 0:

R00(0, 0) =
1

4
(1 + c3), R01(0, 0) =

1

4
(1− c3). (14)

II.) For θ = π
2 and φ = 0:

R00

(π

2
, 0
)

=
1

4
(1 + c1), R01

(π

2
, 0
)

=
1

4
(1− c1). (15)

III.) For θ = π
2 and φ = π

2 :

R00

(π

2
,
π

2

)

=
1

4
(1 + c2), R01

(π

2
,
π

2

)

=
1

4
(1− c2). (16)

Therefore, by defining

cm ≡ min
{

|c1|, |c2|, |c3|
}

, (17)

we can write the classical correlations quantifier (9) as

C
(

ρBD
)

=
1 + cm

2
log2(1 + cm)

+
1− cm

2
log2(1− cm).

(18)

The above expression is the same as eq. (33) in [1]
but now the minimization achieved for θ = π

2 and φ = 0
when cm = |c1| has been included.
To determine the LAQC quantifier (12), we have to

rewrite the density matrix ρBD in the optimal computa-
tional basis. Contrary to what is stated in [1], the density
matrix of BD states does not remain invariant when writ-
ten in the optimal computational basis. That is only true
for Werner [5] and Werner-like states [6, 7].
The density matrix ρ̃BD and their corresponding

P (i, j,Φ) for each θ and φ, with P (0, 0,Φ) = P (1, 1,Φ),
P (0, 1,Φ) = P (1, 0,Φ), and P (i,Φ) = 1

2 , are the follow-
ing:

I.) For θ = 0 and φ = 0:

ρ̃BD =
1

4







1 + c3 0 0 c1 − c2
0 1− c3 c1 + c2 0
0 c1 + c2 1− c3 0

c1 − c2 0 0 1 + c3






(19)

and

P (0, 0,Φ) =
1

4

[

1 +
c1 + c2

2
+

c1 − c2

2
cos(2Φ)

]

,

P (1, 0,Φ) =
1

4

[

1− c1 + c2

2
− c1 − c2

2
cos(2Φ)

]

.

(20)

II.) For θ = π
2 and φ = 0:

ρ̃BD =
1

4







1 + c1 0 0 c3 − c2
0 1− c1 c3 + c2 0
0 c3 + c2 1− c1 0

c3 − c2 0 0 1 + c1






(21)

and

P (0, 0,Φ) =
1

4

[

1 +
c3 + c2

2
+

c3 − c2

2
cos(2Φ)

]

,

P (1, 0,Φ) =
1

4

[

1− c3 + c2

2
− c3 − c2

2
cos(2Φ)

]

.

(22)

III.) For θ = π
2 and φ = π

2 :

ρ̃BD =
1

4







1 + c2 0 0 c3 − c1
0 1− c2 c3 + c1 0
0 c3 + c1 1− c2 0

c3 − c1 0 0 1 + c2






(23)

2



and

P (0, 0,Φ) =
1

4

[

1 +
c3 + c1

2
+

c3 − c1

2
cos(2Φ)

]

,

P (1, 0,Φ) =
1

4

[

1− c3 + c1

2
− c3 − c1

2
cos(2Φ)

]

.

(24)

For each θ and φ, Φ depends on |c1| > |c2|, |c2| > |c3|,
or |c1| > |c3|, respectively. Therefore, as was done with
the classical correlations quantifier (18), defining

cM ≡ max {|c1|, |c2|, |c3|} (25)

allows us to write a general expression for the LAQC
quantifier that encompasses all these possibilities:

L
(

ρBD
)

=
1 + cM

2
log2(1 + cM )

+
1− cM

2
log2(1− cM ).

(26)

As with the classical correlations quantifiers, the above
expression is equivalent to the one presented in eq. (36)
of [1]. Nevertheless, this newly defined cM also includes
|c3|. The case of cM = |c3| arises when the density matrix
ρBD is written in the optimal computational basis with
θ = π

2 .

III. CONCLUSIONS

In this brief paper, we have completed the previous
results regarding the so-called local available quantum
correlations (LAQC) for Bell diagonal (BD) states. By
including the cases of θ = π

2 and φ = 0 in the minimiza-
tion for determining the classical correlations, as well as
the transformation of ρBD when the optimal computa-
tional basis has θ = π

2 we extended the definitions of cm
and cM to include |c1| and |c3|, respectively.
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