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Abstract

We propose a characterization and a quantification of general quantum correlation which is
exhibited even by a separable (unentangled) mixed bipartite state in terms of the nonclassical values
of the associated Kirkwood-Dirac (KD) quasiprobability. Such a general quantum correlation,
wherein entanglement is a subset, is not only intriguing from a fundamental point of view, but it
has also been recognized as a resource in a variety of schemes of quantum information processing
and quantum technology. Given a bipartite state, we construct a quantity based on the imaginary
part the associated KD quasiprobability defined over a pair of orthonormal product bases and an
optimization procedure over all pairs of such bases. We show that it satisfies certain requirements
expected for a quantifier of general quantum correlations. It gives a lower bound to the total sum
of the quantum standard deviation of all the elements of the product (local) basis, minimized over
all such bases. It suggests an interpretation as the minimum genuine quantum share of uncertainty
in all possible local von-Neumann projective measurement. Moreover, it is a faithful witness for
entanglement and measurement-induced nonlocality of pure bipartite states. We then discuss a
variational scheme for its estimation, and based on this, we offer information theoretical meanings
of the general quantum correlation. Our results suggest a deep connection between the general
quantum correlation and the nonclassical values of the KD quasiprobability and the associated

strange weak values.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Nonclassical correlation in multipartite quantum systems was originally associated with
entangled states, namely states that cannot be prepared by any set of local operation and
classical communication (LOCC) [1]. Studies in the last couple of decades however showed
that most unentangled (i.e., separable) but mixed states are somewhat nonclassically cor-
related, manifested in the various forms of discord-like quantum correlations [2-21]. The
nonclassical correlations beyond entanglement have received a growing attention both from
a fundamental view point and also practically to better understand the physical origin of
the quantum advantages in certain information processing tasks and schemes of quantum
technology which consume very little or no entanglement [22-29]. Different approaches have
been proposed to characterize and quantify the general quantum correlation, adopting ideas
from quantum information theory within the framework of quantum resource theory. See
Refs. [30-32] for recent reviews. Conceptually, these general quantum correlations arise
from the noncommutativity between the multipartite quantum state and some set of local
quantum observables, rather than from the nonseparability of the state.

On the other hand, there is an informationally equivalent representation of quantum
state based on quasiprobability distributions where quantum noncommutativity appears as
a different form of nonclassicality. Quasiprobability distributions are the quantum analogs
of phase space probability distribution in classical statistical mechanics. Because of the
quantum noncommutativity, they necessarily do not satisfy all the Kolmogorov axioms for
probability. In particular, in a specific quasiprobability distribution called Kirkwood-Dirac
(KD) quasiprobability [33-36], the failure of commutativity manifests in the nonvanishing
imaginary part and/or negative values of its real part. Remarkably, the nonreality and/or the
negativity of the KD quasiprobability is tighter than noncommutativity [37, 138]. Significant
works over the past decade showed that KD quasiprobability and its nonclassical values
play crucial roles in quantum tomography [39-42], quantum metrology [43-45], quantum
thermodynamics [45-47], a wide spectrum of quantum fluctuations in condensed matter
physics [48], information scrambling in many body quantum chaos [49, 50], in quantum
foundation to prove quantum contextuality [51, 52], and recently in the characterization
and quantificiation of coherence and asymmetry [53-55].

In this paper, we attempt to develop a relation between the above two notions of nonclassi-



cality which both arise directly from noncommutativity, i.e., the general quantum correlation
in a multipartite state and the nonclassical values of the associated KD quasiprobability.
Namely, we ask: can we use the nonclassical values of the KD quasiprobability to charac-
terize and quantify the general quantum correlation? First, given a multipartite quantum
state, we construct a quantity from the imaginary part of the KD quasiprobability defined
over a pair of orthonormal product bases of the relevant Hilbert space, and optimized over
all possible choices of such bases. We argue that it satisfies certain plausible requirements
expected for a quantifier of quantum correlation beyond entanglement, and thus refer to
it as KD nonclassical correlation. KD nonclassical correlation sets a lower bound to the
uncertainty arising in von-Neumann local projective measurement, quantified by the total
sum of the quantum standard deviation of all the elements of the associated local PVM
(projection-valued measure), minimized over all such possible projective measurements. It
may be interpreted as the minimum genuine quantum share out of the total uncertainty
arising in any measurement described by local PVM over the multipartite state. For arbi-
trary pure bipartite states, it is a faithful witness for the linear entropy of entanglement and
measurement-induced nonlocality [12]. We then discuss a scheme to estimate the KD non-
classical correlation directly without recoursing to quantum state tomography, via a hybrid
quantum-classical variational circuit by combining a reconstruction of the KD quasiproba-
bility or the associated weak value [39-42, 48, |56-66] and a classical optimization procedure.
The scheme suggests new information theoretical meanings of the general quantum correla-
tion.

The article is organized as follows. In Section [TAl, we summarize the notion of non-
classical multipartite states based on the noncommutativity between the multipartite state
and some local basis. In Section [TB] we define a specific class of KD quasiprobability over
a pair of orthonormal product bases, and discuss its properties. In Section [II, we define
KD nonclassical correlation in a bipartite quantum state based on the imaginary part of
the associated KD quasiprobability over a pair of orthonormal product bases and optimiza-
tion over all pairs of such bases. We show that it satisfies certain plausible requirements
for a quantifier of general quantum correlation, and discuss its relation with negativity of
quantumness. We also give numerical calculations of the KD nonclassical correlation in a
maximally entangled two-qubit state and a 2 x 2 Werner state. We proceed in Section [V Al

to study the relation between the KD nonclassical correlation with the uncertainty arising



in the measurement described by local PVM, and the linear entropy of entanglement and
measurement-induced nonlocality for pure states. In Section [V Bl we discuss a variational
scheme for a direct estimation of the KD nonclassical correlation and suggest its information

theoretical meaning. Section [V] ends with a summary and a remark.

II. PRELIMINARIES
A. Nonclassical state and noncommutativity

Consider a composite of two subsystems AB with a quantum state that is represented
by a density operator pap acting on a Hilbert space Hap = Ha ® Hp, where H (p) is the
Hilbert space of the subsystem A(B). In a general multipartite setting, a separable state
is intuitively defined as a state that can be prepared by LOCC [1]. For a bipartite system,
a separable state can thus be in general expressed as a classical statistical mixture of the
product states, i.e., 055 = >, prof ® of;, where {QZ(B)} is a set of density operators of the
subsystem A(B) on Ha(p), and {py} are mixing probabilities: py > 0, >, pr = 1. All other
states, i.e., nonseparable states, are entangled. For pure states, separability is equivalent to
the absence of nonclassical correlation. Remarkably, allowing impurity to the bipartite state
may lead to nonclassical correlations even when it is separable. That is, various different
schemes have been revealed over the past couple of decades which show that mixed separable
states may nevertheless exhibit correlation that cannot be accessed by any classical object
[2-20, 130-32]. For instance, any local measurement to a separable but mixed multipartite
state may yield a disturbance to the global state which cannot be locally accounted for
2,13, [12].

By contrast, classical intuition suggests that for a genuine classical multipartite state,
there is at least a local measurement which does not lead to a modification to the global
state. For a bipartite system AB, there are two classes of states which conform with the
above intuition [6, 25]. One is the class of classical-quantum (or, A—classically correlated)

states, which are those that can be expressed as
c
05% =D pe[k) (K|, @ o, (1)
k

where {|k) .} is an orthonormal basis of the Hilbert space H4 of subsystem A, {o}} is a



set of states of subsystem B, and {py} are probabilities: p; > 0, >, py = 1. The quantum-
classical (or, B-classically correlated) state is defined analogously by exchanging the role of
the parties A and B. The other class consists of bipartite states having the following form:
6% =Y lk) (Kl @ (1) (U5, (2)
k,l
where {|k) ,} and {|l) 5} are orthonormal bases of subsystem A and B, respectively, and {py }
are joint probabilities: pg >0, > )y Pri = 1. Such states are called classical-classical (or, to-
tally classically correlated) states. One can see that applying local projective measurements
described by PVMs {II¥ ® Iz} and {114 ® I14}, where I1* := |x) (x|, respectively, to the
classical-quantum states and classical-classical states, without learning the outcomes (non-
selective measurement), leave them unmodified, i.e., 37, (I ® 1) 5% (IT5 @ I5) = ¢5% and
> e (I @115) 055 (I @ IT) = ¢5%. This can also be seen as due to the fact that the local
measurement bases (i.e., the PVMs) and the bipartite state commute: [(IT5 ® I5), 085%] = 0
and [(IT% ® I14), 05%] = 0, for all k, I. Any bipartite state that cannot be represented
either in the forms of Eqs. () or (2]) has been shown to contain some kinds of nonclassical
correlation arising from the noncommutativity between the bipartite state and the local
measurement basis, even if it is separable [31].

Various mathematical characterizations of the classical bipartite states of the types of Egs.
(@) and (2) have led researchers to develop different quantifiers and measures of quantum
correlation beyond entanglement in a bipartite state, by applying quantum information
theoretical concepts: quantum mutual information, von-Neumann entropy, distance and
infidelity between two density operators, Wigner-Yanase skew information and quantum
Fisher information [31]. All these quantifiers essentially quantify the difference between
the bipartite state under scrutiny and the class of classical bipartite states of Eqs. ()
and (2)). They therefore directly or indirectly capture the failure of commutativity between
the bipartite state and some set of local observables. In order to better understand the
operational and statistical meaning of the quantum correlation beyond entanglement, it is
desirable to have a quantifier of general quantum correlation whose definition directly and
transparently translates into laboratory operations. Moreover, it is also important to study
general quantum correlation from as many angles as possible to reveal its rich facets. For
these reasons, we shall add to the above list with a characterization and a quantification

of the general quantum correlation based on the nonclassical values of KD quasiprobability



which admits direct interpretation in terms of laboratory operations.

B. Kirkwood-Dirac quasiprobability over orthonormal product bases

KD quasiprobability is an equivalent representation of quantum state suited for finite
dimensional Hilbert space, in which quantum noncommutativity implies that its value is
not necessarily real and nonnegative [33-36]. Consider again a bipartite quantum system
AB. We first construct a pair of orthonormal bases of the Hilbert space H,p of the bi-
partite system by taking the tensor product of the orthonormal basis of each subsystem as:
{lax, b1) o5 == la1) 4 ®[b1) g} and {lag, ba) 4 == |az) 4 @ [b2) g}, where {|a1) 4} and {[az) 4} are
two orthonormal bases of H 4 of subsystem A, and {|b1) 53} and {|b2) 5} are two orthonormal
bases of Hp of subsystem B. From here on, the Roman letter in the element of the basis
denotes which subsystem (i.e., subsystem A, subsystem B, etc.), while the Arabic number
denotes which basis (i.e., the first basis, the second basis, etc.) of the Hilbert space of each
subsystem. For example, {|a;)} is the first orthonormal basis of the Hilbert space H 4 of
subsystem A, etc.

Definition 1. The KD quasiprobability associated with a bipartite density operator o5 on
a finite-dimensional Hilbert space Hp over a pair of orthonormal product bases {|a, b1)}

and {|ag, by)} of Hap is defined as
Prip(ay, bi; as, beloap) = Tr((I1% @ %) (114 @ 1) oap). (3)

The (marginal) KD quasiprobability associated with a subsystem is obtained by sum-
ming over the variables corresponding to the other subsystem. For example, summing
over by, by of subsystem B, one gets the KD quasiprobability associated with subsystem
Ar 30, Prrn(an, bisag, baloap) = Tr((IIF @ Ip)(ITY ® Ip)oap) = Tra(ll 115 04) =
Prgp(aq,asz]04), where 04 = Trpoap, and we have used the completeness rela-
tion: ), H% = D, ng = Ip. Similarly, we have Zal,az Prip(ay, by;as, baloag) =
TrB(Hl]’B1 ng oB) := Prgp(b1,b2]08), 0B = Trapap. The above definition extends naturally to
more than two parties. For example, for a tripartite quantum state o4pc on a Hilbert space
Hape = Ha @ Hp ® He, and a pair of orthonormal product bases {|ai, b1, 1) 450} and
{laz, ba, c2) 45} of Hape, where {|z;)}, i = 1,2, is the ith orthonormal basis of the Hilbert

space Hy of subsystem X, X = A, B, C, we define the associated KD quasiprobability over



the pair of the orthonormal product bases as
Pl"KD(Ch, b1, c1; az, by, Cz\QABC) = Tr((H‘jf ® ng ® Hg)(ﬂixl ® Hbé ® HCCI)QABC)- (4)

One can see that the KD quasiprobability gives correct marginal probabilities in the
following sense: Zal’bl Prip(ar, bi;as, beloap) = Tr((IIY ® HIE)QAB) = Pr(as, b2|oaB),
and ), Prkp(ar, bi;az, beloap) = Tr((IIY @ 1%)04p) = Pr(ay,bi|oap), where Pr(-) de-
notes the usual real and non-negative classical probability. One also has single variable
marginal probabilities, wa%bz Prip(ar, bi;az, beloag) = Tra(ll%' 0a) = Pr(ai|ea), and
Zal’az’bQ Prgp(ai, bi;as, baloag) = TrB(Hl]BlQB) = Pr(bi|op), etc. Hence, KD quasiprob-
ability is normalized, i.e., Za17b1,a27b2 Prgp(aq, by;as, baloag) = 1. However and impor-
tantly, despite all of the above classically desirable properties, the KD quasiprobability
Prip(aq,bi;as, baloap) may take nonreal values and its real part may be negative.

We also define the KD quasiprobability over three variables as follows which will play a
central role in our characterization of general quantum correlation later.

Definition 2. Summing the KD quasiprobability Prkp(ai,bi;as,be|0ap) over one of the
variables we get KD quasiprobability over the three remaining variables. For example, let
us sum over b; to get

Prip(ar; ag, ba|loap) = Z Prip(as, bi; az, baloap)
b1

= Te((I% @ M%)(M% @ 15)0as). (5)

Prip(aq;as, baloap) too has correct marginal probabilities, thus normalized, but may
assume nonreal values and its real part may be negative.

In this sense, the nonreality and/or the negativity of the KD quasiprobability associated
with a quantum state, indicates a form of quantumness or nonclassicality, known as KD non-
classicality. It arises from the failure of commutativity among the state and the pair of defin-
ing bases. To see this within the KD quasiprobability over orthonormal product bases intro-
duced above, consider for example the KD quasiprobability of Eq. ([B]) and assume that the
first basis and the bipartite state commute, i.e., [II%' ®Hl§, oag] =0, for all a; and b;. Then,
noting that (II% ® Hljgl)2 =% ® H%, Eq. @) can be written as Prgp(ay, by; as, be|oan) =
Tr((Hif ® HIE) (H(}(@H%’l)Q“‘B(H?“l®H?—“’1))Tr((l'[ffl1 ® H%)QAB), which is just the probability to get

(I ®11 Joan)
(ay,b1) and then subsequently (ag,b2) in a sequence of measurements, so that it is real

and nonnegative. Note in particular that the noncommutativity between the state and the



orthonormal bases is formally directly captured by the imaginary part of the KD quasiproba-
bility: Im(Prxp (a1, bi; az, baloap)) = (1/24) {ag, bo|[(TI% @ TI%), 045]|asz, bo). As an example
of KD quasiprobability with nonreal values, consider the following maximally entangled
two-qubit state:

1 1
V2 V2

where {|0),|1)} is the computational basis, i.e., the eigenstates of Pauli opera-

[W3E) = —=100) + —=[11), (6)

tor o,. Let us choose the following orthonormal product bases for the first
and the second bases: {|ai,b1)} = {]0,0),]0,1),|1,0),[1,1)} and {|as,be)} =
{lzs,ye) s Jowy-) sl ys)  Joe, y-) ), where |o2) = —25(|0) (1)) and |yx) = —5(|0) =i [1)).
Then, the associated KD quasiprobability in matrix expression with the first basis taking

the row index and the second basis taking the column index, has the form:

0|
0|
0|
0|
0|
0|
0|
o o +
0|

o o +

{PIKD(Q)}(mbl,asz) = (7)

7

7

7

+ o o
+ o o

b U Sl U Sl U
One can check that it has correct marginal probabilities, and normalized to unity. Moreover,
the real parts are all nonnegative. Hence, the noncommutativity among the bipartite state
and the pair of defining bases manifests entirely in the nonvanishing imaginary part. The
above observation naturally raises the question on how the KD nonclassicality, and in par-
ticular, the imaginary part of the KD quasiprobabilities, are related to the general quantum
correlation which also captures noncommutativity between the multipartite state and some

local measurements.

III. GENERAL QUANTUM CORRELATION FROM THE NONREALITY OF
KIRKWOOD-DIRAC QUASIPROBABILITY OVER ORTHONORMAL PRODUCT
BASES

We wish to establish a quantitative link between the nonclassicality encoded in a bipar-
tite quantum state psp captured by the concept of general quantum correlation and the
nonclassical values in the associated KD quasiprobability Prip(aq, ba; as, ba|oap) over a pair

of orthonormal product bases. To this end, we will devise a quantifier of general quantum



correlation in a bipartite state from the imaginary part of the KD quasiprobability.
Definition 3. Given an arbitrary bipartite quantum state g4 on a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space Hap, we define the following quantity which maps the state to a nonnegative

real number:

QQD (QAB)

= inf su ImPrkp(ai; as, ba|o
{\a1>}{‘a2’£>} Z ‘ KD(l 2 2| AB)‘

a1,a2,b2

= inf sup Z TIm (s, bo| (1% @ I5)0ap|as, ba) |
{‘U'l)}{‘az,bQ)}

a1,a2,b2

. 1 a
= inf sup Z 5‘(a2,bz|[(HA1 ®1p), 0aBllaz, bs) |, (8)

{la1)} {laz,b2)}

a1,a2,ba
where the supremum is taken over the set B,,(Hap) of all orthonormal product bases of the
Hilbert space H ap, and the infimum is taken over the set B,(H ) of all orthonormal bases
of H 4.

Hence, Qip(0ap) is the total sum of the absolute imaginary part of the KD quasiproba-
bility Prgp(aq; ag, ba|oap) defined in Eq. (B, first maximized over all orthonormal product
bases {|ag, b2)} € Bop(Hap) of Hap, and then minimized over all local orthonormal bases
{la1)} € Bo(Ha) of Ha. Qip(oap) defined in Eq. (8) is intended to quantify the general
quantum correlation in the bipartite state p4p arising from the noncommutativity between
the bipartite state and any PVM {I1%4 ® Iz} describing local projective measurement over
the subsystem A.

Similarly, to quantify the general quantum correlation in the bipartite state p45 stemming
from the noncommutativity between the bipartite state and any product PVM {114 ® 114}
describing local projective measurement on A and B, we define the following quantity.
Definition 4. Given a bipartite state po4p on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H g, we

define a quantity which maps the bipartite state to a nonnegative real number as:

ég(QAB)
= inf  sup Z ‘ImPrKD(alabﬂa%b2|QAB)‘
{la1,b1)} {|ag,bo)} 01,01 a0.b2
= inf  sup Z }Im<a2ab2‘<ﬂi;1®HI§)QAB\CL2,52>}
{la1,61)} {|ag,ba)} a1 by a2 b
: 1 a
= inf sup Y §\<az,bzl[(ﬂx®H%),QAB]Ia2,bz>}, (9)

{la1,b1)} {|a2,b2)}

a1,b1,a2,b2

10



where the supremum and the infimum are taken over the set B,,(Hap) of all orthonormal
product bases of the Hilbert space Hpg.

Q4B (pap) is thus the total sum of the absolute imaginary part of the KD quasiproba-
bility Prgp (a1, b1; as, ba|oap) defined in Eq. (3)), first maximized over all orthonormal prod-
uct bases {|ag, b2)} € Bop(Hap), and then minimized over all orthonormal product bases
{la1,b1)} € Bop(Han).

Note that the first and the second bases in the definition of the KD quasiprobability
are not treated symmetrically in the definitions of Q%p,(0ap) and QuB(0ap). Moreover, we
stress that the search for the minimum over the first bases is performed after the maxi-
mization over the second bases is done. Conceptually, for a given first orthornormal basis
{lay)} for Qi (0ap) in Eq. [®) (respectively, {|ai, b1)} for Q4B (pap) in Eq. ([@)), maximiz-
ing over all second bases {|ag, b2)} € Bo,(Hap) means that we are seeking for the largest
noncommutativity between {(T1% ® 1)} (respectively, {(TI%} @ 11%)}) and g4p under the Iy
norm. On the other hand, the minimization over the first local bases {|a1)} € B,(#H4) for
Qitn(0ap) (respectively, over {|ai, b))} € Bop(Hap) for Q4B(0ap)) means that we search
for those classical-quantum state of Eq. (II) (respectively, classical-classical state of Eq. (2)))
that is least incompatible with, or in some sense closest to, the bipartite state o4p. This
goes along with the spirit of the distance-based measure of general quantum correlation in
which one computes the minimum distance between the bipartite state and the set of all
classical-quantum (respectively, classical-classical) states [31].

Finally, the above definition can be extended to more than two parties straightforwardly.
For example, given a tripartite quantum state gapc on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space

Hapc, we can define the following nonnegative quantity:

QQD(QABC)

= inf  sup Z [tmPrip (a1; az, by, ca[0apc)|
{la1)} {Jag,b2,c2)} a1,a2,b2,c2

= inf sup Y [Im(as, by, o|(1I ® I ® Ic)0apclaz, by, ca) |- (10)
{la1)} {laz,b2,c2)} ai,az,bz,co

Here, the generalized KD quasiprobability is defined as Prgp(aj;as, by, ) =
> b, PrrD(a1, b1, 155 a2, be, cof0anc) = Tr((I1F ® % @ 13) (1% @ Iz @ Io)easc), the
supremum is taken over the set Bo,(Hapc) of all orthonormal product bases {|as, be, ¢2) } of

Hape and the infimum is taken over the set B,(H,) of all orthonormal bases {|a;)} of H 4.

11



Consider first Qiip(0ap) defined in Eq. (§). We argue that it satisfies the following
plausible requirements for a quantifier of general quantum correlation [31).
Proposition 1. Fuaithfulness, i.e., Qip(0ap) is vanishing if and only if the bipartite state
04p belongs to the class of classical-quantum state of Eq. ().
Proof. Let us first suppose that the bipartite state p4p belongs to the class of classical-
quantum state, namely there exists an orthonormal basis {|k) ,} of H 4 of the subsystem A
so that oap can be expressed as in Eq. (I)). Then, we can choose {II% = |k) (k| ,} as {II% }
in the definition of Qfp(0ap) in Eq. (). In this case, since [(II¥ ® 1), 04p] = 0 for all k,
we have Qi (0ap) = 0 as per definition. Conversely, suppose Qip(0ap) = 0. Then, from
the definition of Qfp(0ap) in Eq. (§), there must be an orthonormal basis {II%} of the
subsystem A so that (as, bo|[(IT% ® 1), 04B]|az, b2) = 0 for all k and for all possible choices
of the second bases {|ag, b2)} € Bop(Hap). This can only be true if [(IT% ® Ip), 0ap] = 0 for
all k. It first implies that o4p is separable. Moreover, taking the trace over B, we also get
[T1%, 04] = 0 for all k, where g4 = Trgoap, which means that {II%} is the complete set of
eigenprojectors of p4. Hence, we have g4 = >, ppll¥ for some {pr}, pr > 0, >, px = 1.
Finally, any separable state p4p with the reduced density operator g4 = Y, pxIl% must take
the form of classical-quantum state of Eq. (). O
Proposition 2. Invariant under local unitary transformation, i.e., Qip ((UA®UB)QAB(UL®
U;)) = Qip(0an), where Uy(p) is any unitary operator applying locally on subsystem A(B).
Proof. This comes directly from the definition of Q% (0ap) in Eq. () as follows:

Qip (Ua ® Up)oap(Ul @ UL))

=J%fg}Z\M@mmw®%MQWE
a1 az,b2

ai,az,bz

(1% @ 1)(Ua ® Up)oap(Ul @ Uf)|as, b2)) |

= {|m€} sup Y [Tm(ah, b (UATIR Us ® Ip) 0apds, b))
171 {|ay,b5)}

! /
ay,as,b;

= inf sup D" [Im(ah, Bl(I15 ©Ln)oaslab,bh) |
Ha)} {]as,bh)

} APV}
a’ ,ah,b;

= QQD(QAB)- (11)

Here, we have inserted an identity (U4 ® U, B)(UIx ® U]TB) = I in the first equality. To get the
second equality, we have defined a new orthonormal second product basis: {|a}) ® [by) =

(UL@UL) Jag)®|by)}. Moreover, the third equality is obtained by identifying a new set of first

12



local orthonormal basis as {|a})} = {U7 |a;)}. Noting that the above local transformations
of bases do not change the set of orthonormal product bases B,,(Hap) and the set of
local orthonormal basis B,(H ) over which we respectively perform the maximization and
the minimization in Eq. (8), we thus have supy,, 5,)3(*) = Supyay 1)1 (+) and infya,)3 (1) =
infyq)3(+). This observation gives the last equality in Eq. (II]). We emphasize that the use
of product bases for the first and second bases to define the KD quasiprobability, and the
maximization and the minimization over these bases, are indispensable to get a quantity
which is invariant under any local unitary operation. O
Proposition 3. Monotonicity: nonincreasing under any local completely positive trace-
preserving (CPTP) operation or quantum channel ®5 on subsystem B, i.e., Qip((ida ®
Dp)oan) < Qkp(0ap), where id, denotes an identity superoperator acting on subystem A.
Proof. First, according to the Stinespring’s theorem, any CPTP operation or quantum
channel can be implemented by a dilation on a larger Hilbert space, wherein the system is
made contact with an ancilla in a state o on the Hilbert space H g, let them interact via some
global unitary, and then followed by partial tracing over the ancilla as: (ids ® ®g)(0ap) =
TrE((]IA ® Upg)(0a ® 0r) (4 ® UBE)T), where Ugp is the unitary interaction applying on

the subsystem B and the ancilla E. Using this expression, we then have

Qitp((ida ® ®p)0an)

= inf su Im({ag, bo| (115 & I
{000} (Jom i} 2 [m(an, ba|(IT5 1)

a1,a2,b2

- Trg((Is ® Upp)(0as ® 05)(Ia ® Upp)")|az, ba))|

= inf sup Z ‘IIII(Z:(CLQ,bg,62|(1_[fb41 ®]IB ®]IE)
{la1)} {|az2,b2)}

a1,a2,b2 €2

(14 ® Upg) (04 ® 05)(I4 ® Upg)'|as, ba, €2))

, (12)

where we have inserted the basis {|es)} of the Hilbert space Hp of the ancilla in the second

line. Expanding U} |by, €2) = Zbg,eg (b, €4|UL o|ba, €2) |by, €5), we have

Qitp((ida ® ®p)0an)

= inf sup Z ‘ Z Im((ag,b;’|(ﬂf41 ®]IB)QAB|Q2>6/2>
{la)} {Jag,b2)}

ai,az2,b2  by,bY ea,el el

x (eylopler) (05, €5|Upr|ba, e2) (ba, el UL |0, €5) ). (13)

One can check that for b, # 0) and e}, # €, each term inside the bracket Im(---) has a

partner that is its complex conjugate so that their sum are real. Hence, only the terms with
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by = bl and el, = € give nonvanishing contribution. In this case, Eq. (I3]) becomes

QQD((idA ® ®p)oan)

< inf sup Z Tm ((az, b5| (114 ® L) 0ap|as, by }Z (e5]or|esy)
{\a1>}{\a2>}a bl

X Z <bl27€/2|UBE|b2*ve2> <b2*762‘ULE‘b2762>
b2y ,e2

< inf sup Y ) [Im({az, 05|11 ® Ip)oanlaz, b)))]
{\a1>}{\a2,b'>}a1 -

= QKD(QAB)- (14)

Here, {|bs2.)} is a second basis which achieves the supremum, and we have used the normal-
ization D, . |ba, €2) (ba, €2| = Ipg, UppUL, = Ipg, and (e}|op|e)) is real and nonnegative
satisfying 26,2 (eblop|ey) = 1. O
Hence, Qiipy(0ap) defined in Eq. (8) indeed satisfies the above requirements expected for
a quantifier of general quantum correlation. Accordingly, we shall hereon refer to it as one-
sided KD nonclassical correlation. Besides satisfying the above three plausible constraints,
the one-sided KD nonclassical correlation also has the following desirable properties.
Proposition 4. Convexity, i.e., Oxp (>, protip) < D peQitp (o), where {pi} are prob-
abilities: py >0, >, pr = 1.
Proof. This is due to triangle inequality and the fact that {py} are real and nonnegative. [
Proposition 5. Nonincreasing when one or more of the parties are discarded (or, traced
over), i.e., Qip(0apc) > Qitp(0an), where oap = Trcoapc, and equality is reached when
the state of C is totally uncorrelated with that of AB.
Proof. One has, from the definition of Qi (0ap) in Eq. @) and Qfp(0apc) in Eq. ([IT),

Qitp(0450)

= inf  sup Z [T (as, by, & (TI' @ Ip @ Io) 0anc|az; ba, ) |
tla1)} {Jaz,ba,c2)}

a1,a2,b2,c2

Z inf sup Z |Imz<a2,bg,02|(ﬂf41 ®HB®H0)QABc|a2,bQ,CQ> |
{|a1>} {|a2,b2,02)}

a1,az,b2 c2

= inf sup Y [Im(az, bo|(I1% @ Ip)oap|az, bo) |
{la)} {Jag,b2)}

ai,az,bz

= QKD(QAB)- (15)

It is clear that equality is reached when the subsystem C'is totally uncorrelated with the

rest, i.e., Qaploap ® 0c) = Qip(oan), by virtue of the fact that (ca]oc|cs) is real and
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nonnegative and ) (ca|oc|c2) = 1. Hence, adding or removing an (independent) ancilla
does not change the one-sided KD nonclassical correlation as intuitively expected. O

Finally, another important requirement for a quantifier to be a bonafide measure of quan-
tum correlation is that for pure states, it should reduce to a measure of entanglement [31].
This captures the intuition that for pure states, separability is equivalent to no nonclassical
correlation, so that nonclassical correlation for pure state must arise solely from quantum
entanglement. We have not yet been able to clarify this important issue. However, in the
next section, we prove that for general pure bipartite states of arbitrary finite dimension,
the one-sided KD nonclassical correlation defined in Eq. (8) gives a lower bound to the
linear entropy of entanglement in the state. Hence, for pure bipartite states, the one-sided
KD nonclassical correlation can be seen as a faithful witness of entanglement.

One can check that Q45 (04p) defined in Eq. (@) also satisfies property (i) of faithfulness,
i.e., it is vanishing if and only if the bipartite state p4p takes the form of classical-classical
state of Eq. (2)). It is also invariant under local unitary transformation satisfying property
(ii). Property (iii) of monotonicity cannot be defined for Q%5 (045) in the bipartite setting.
Instead, one can prove for a tripartite state that Q#B((idap ® ®c)oasc) < QiB(0asc),
where @ is a completely positive trace-preserving operation on C. One can also show that
Q4B (0ap) is convex. Moreover, discarding one or more parties does not increase its value,
e.g., we have QB (0anc) > Qi (0as), 04 = Treoapc, with equality when gapc = 045 ®
oc. Hence, QiB(oap) defined in Eq. (@) possesses desirable properties for the quantifier
of two-sided general quantum correlation, and accordingly, we refer to it as two-sided KD
nonclassical correlation.

Let us further show that, for any bipartite state, the one-sided and the two-sided KD
nonclassical correlation sets a lower bound to the negativity of quantumness, a measure
of general quantum correlation which quantifies the amount of entanglement that can be
activated via a local measurement of the subsystem during the pre-measurement stage [13,
67).

Proposition 6. For any bipartite state osp on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space, the

following ordering of quantity applies:

QQD(QAB) < Qég(QAB) < QﬁB(QAB)a (16)
where QﬁB (0ap) is a measure of general quantum correlation based on the /;-norm measure
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of (local) coherence [31] which is defined as

QﬁB(QAB) = inbf Z }<a>b|QAB|a/>b/>}
{la, >}a,¢a7b,¢b
= inf a,b a, by | —1. 17
(b)) ‘ < |QAB| > } ( )

a,a’ ,b,b’
It is equal to twice of the total (two-sided) negativity of quantumness |13, [67].
Proof. We first show that the one-sided KD nonclassical correlation is always less than or

equal to the two-sided KD nonclassical correlation:

QQD (QAB)

— lnf su ImCL,b Ha1®]:[ a’b
{\a1>}{\a2,1§>} Z ‘ <2 2|( A B)QAB| 2 2)‘

a1,az,ba

= inf  sup Z ‘Im<a2,b2|(nixl®ZH?§)QAB\CL2,52>‘
{la1,61)} {|ag,ba)}

a1,a2,b2 by

{\al,bﬁ}{\az,g)} Z } {az, bz (IT4 B)oAB|as 2>‘

a1,b1,a2,b2

= ég(QAB)a (18)

where we have noted the fact that the choice of the first basis {II%} which resolves the
identity I is arbitrary in the second line, and the last equality is just the definition of

two-sided KD nonclassical correlation of Eq. (@). This relation extends to more than two

parties. For example, one has Q% (0apc) < QitB(oapc) < QB (0anc).

On the other hand, from the definition of the two-sided KD nonclassical correlation we

have

ég(QAB)

- inf Su Im a 7b ]:[al ®Hb1 a 7b
{\al,fn)}{lamlg)} Z } <2 2‘( A B)QAB‘ 2 2>‘

a1,b1,a2,b2

< inf sup Z Z }(a1,51|QAB|@/1>b,1>}
{‘[ll,bl)} {|a2,b2>} ag,bg aa;ﬁal,ba#bl

x| (aslay) (ba]by) (a}]az) (V)]bs) |

= inf Z } (a1,b1|0anlay, b)) }
{lav,b1)} | ;
a) #a1,b) #b1

x> [ (as]ar) (ab]as.)

a2x

, (19)

> | (baulba) (¥ ]2

where we have inserted the completeness relations Za,l |a}) (a}| =14 and Zb,l b)) (b} | =1p

for the first orthonormal bases of A and B, and {|as.)} and {|bs.)} are second orthonor-
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mal bases which achieve the supremum. On the other hand, using the Cauchy-Schwartz

inequality, we have

12
S azean) | (@hlase) | < (Y [agelar) 2 | (ahlag,) ) = 1,

a2x a2x [12*
1 2 _
S Ooulton) [ 01820 1 < (7 [ aalr) 12D (511050 12) (20)
b2* 62* 62/
where we have again used the completeness relation ) |as.) (a2| = T4 and

> by, |b2s) (ba.| = Ip for the second bases of A and B. Given the first basis {|a;(b1))},
the equalities in Eq. (20)) are attained when the second basis {|ag.(b2s))} are (subsystem
wise) mutually unbiased with the first basis so that | (ag.(bas)|a1(b1)) | = 1/1/das) for all
ay(b1) and ag(be.), where da(p) is the dimension of the Hilbert space of subsystem A(B).
Upon inserting Eq. (20) into Eq. (I9), and noting Eqs. (I7) and (I8), we finally obtain Eq.
(I6l). O

We proceed to give an illustration of concrete computations of the KD nonclassical corre-
lation in a simple bipartite state. We first note that the calculation of the KD nonclassical
correlation defined in Egs. (§) and (@) is in general analytically intractable. It involves
optimization over all possible product bases of the Hilbert space of the multipartite system,
which in general takes the form of an optimization of multivariable nonlinear function. This
analytical difficulty is also suffered by many other measures of general quantum correlation
whose computations typically involve optimization over certain class of measurements. An-
alytical results are known only for low dimensional systems with certain symmetries |68, [69].

For example, let us compute the one-sided KD nonclassical correlation of maximally
entangled two-qubit state of Eq. (@). For the purpose of computation, we express the
second bases for the Hilbert spaces of subsystem A and B, i.e., {|a2)} = {]az+),|az2—)} and
{lb62)} = {|bas) , [bo—)}, using the following Bloch sphere parameterization:

Qay (bs)

+ sin %ew“zwz) 1)

|24 (ba1)) = cos |0>A(B) A(B)

2
Qg Qg .
lag_(by_)) = sin % |0) 4 () — cos %ewaz(bz) 1) acm) » (21)

where ag,@p,) € [0, 7], and B,,0,) € [0,27). One can scan over all the second orthonormal
product bases for the qubit A and B, i.e., all the bases {|ag, b2)} € Bop(Hagp), by varying the
angles (av,, fa,) and (ap,, Bp,) over their ranges of values. Furthermore, let us parameterize

all the possible first local orthonormal bases on subsystem A, i.e., {|a1)} = {|ai4),]a1-)},
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as

o N
a14+) = cos 71 |0) 4 + sin 716“7&1 D)

9, Oay
la;_) = sin 71 |0) , — cos 716“7“1 11) 4, (22)

0., € [0, 7], ne, € [0,27). Inserting all the above ingredients into the one-sided nonclassical

correlation of Eq. (8), we obtain
Qicp (| Wh5) (PhH])

= inf sup Z |Tm (as, bo| (115 @ 1) |WhE) (PhE[as, bo) |
{la1)} {lag,b2)}

a1,az,bz

= 0.99999 - ~ 1. (23)

The sign ‘~’ denotes that the result is obtained numerically. We show in the next section
that the above value in fact maximizes the one-sided KD nonclassical correlation for pure
two-qubit state.

Next, as an example of a separable mixed state with a nonvanishing KD nonclassical

correlation, we consider the Werner state for 2 x 2 dimension [70)]:

1 — P me me
ohp = T(HA ®@1p) +p|Vip) (Vi (24)

It is known that the above Werner state is separable for p < 1/3. The one-sided nonclassical

correlation can be straightforwardly computed to get, noting Eq. (23],
Qitn(04s) = PQup(IWAE) (TAE]) ~ p, (25)

where the first equality is obtained directly from the definition in Eq. (). Hence, it is
nonvanishing in the regime p < 1/3 when the Werner state is separable. We note that the
above value of the one-sided KD nonclassical correlation for the Werner state is equal to
the square root of the geometric discord based on Hilbert-Schmidt distance [26]. Noting Eq.
(IR), for the above Werner state, the two-sided KD nonclassical correlation is thus larger
than or equal to p.

Let us make further remark. We have argued in the previous work [53] that the term
inside the infimum in Eqs. (8) or (@) can be used as a quantifier of coherence relative to an
orthonormal basis. For example, the following quantity:

Cxploapi{lai, b)}) == sup > [Im(as, bo| (% ® II})0aplas, ba) |, (26)

llaz:b2)} o) b1 02,62
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is a faithful quantifier of coherence of p4p relative to the orthonormal product basis {|ay, b1) },
called KD coherence, satisfying certain desirable requirements. The two-sided KD nonclas-
sical correlation of Eq. (@) can thus be expressed as
kb(0aB) = | inbf>}CKD(QAB; {la1,01)}). (27)
al,01
Namely, it is the infimum of the KD coherence of the multipartite state p4p relative to all

orthonormal product bases {|a1,b1)} € Bop(Hap) of the Hilbert space Hap.

IV. STATISTICAL AND OPERATIONAL MEANING

A. KD nonclassical correlation as a witness for local quantum uncertainty, pure

state entanglement and measurement-induced nonlocality

Recall that the one-sided and the two-sided KD nonclassical correlations are defined by
exploiting the failure of commutativity between the PVM associated with any local basis
and the multipartite state. Such noncommutativity is one of the sources of uncertainty
in quantum measurement. It is therefore instructive to discuss the relation between the
KD nonclassical correlation and the uncertainty arising in the measurement described by
the PVM associated with a local basis, over the multipartite state. We have the following
proposition.

Proposition 7. The one-sided and two-sided KD nonclassical correlations give lower bounds
to the minimum uncertainty of the outcomes of all measurements described by local (prod-

uct) PVM, as follows

Qip(0as) < inf ¥ Amqesry)(04s), (28)
11} &

AB < inf § A e . 29

kp(0ap) < (s ) - (HA®HZ}3)(QAB) (29)

where A2 o] := Tr(O?g) — (Tr(Op))? is the quantum variance of the Hermitian observable

O in the state p.

Proof. The proof is given in the Appendix [A] .
Hence, the strength of the KD nonclassical correlation is limited by the total sum of

the uncertainty in measurement described by the local PVM associated with the first local

basis, quantified by the quantum standard deviation of all the elements of the local PVM,
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minimized over all such local PVMs. As a direct corollary of Proposition 7, the nonclassical
correlations captured by Qip(0as) and Qif(0as) give lower bounds to the quantum un-
certainties arising in the measurement described by any local PVM. Namely, from Eqs. (28]
and (29), for any measurement described by local PVM {I1% @ Iz} and {115 @ 115}, we have

ZA(H sip)(ean) 2 jnf ZAm o15)(245) > Qiip(0an). (30)
ZA(nge@nlB)(QAB) > inf ZAna®nb)(QAB) > Ot (0aB). (31)
{H‘2®HB}

k.l

Recall that the right-hand sides of Egs. (28)) and (29)), i.e., the total sum of the quantum
standard deviations of all elements of the local PVM over the state 045, also include the
uncertainty arising from the classical mixing when the state is not pure. By contrast,
the (one-sided and two sided) KD nonclassical correlations quantifies the uncertainties in
the measurement of the local bases which arises intrinsically from the noncommutativity
between the local PVM associated with the local bases and the multipartite state |53, [71-
74]. To this end, it is intriguing to compare the KD nonclassical correlations with the
quantifier of nonclassical correlation beyond entanglement based on the minimum value of
the Wigner-Yanase skew information [75] over certain set of local nondegenerate observables
proposed in Ref. [19]. The Wigner-Yanase skew information is also defined based on the
noncommutativity between the state and a Hermitian observable and has been argued to
quantify the measurement uncertainty arising genuinely from quantum noncommutativity
[76].

Further, evaluating the optimization on the right-hand side of Eq. (28) we obtain the
following result connecting the one-sided KD nonclassical correlation to a form of quantum
entropy.

Proposition 8. The one-sided KD nonclassical correlation Qip(0ap) of a bipartite state
0ap is upper bounded by the linear entropy of the reduced density operator of the subsystem

as

Qitp(0an) < \/da(l — Tre?), (32)

where p4 = Trp{oap} and d4 is the dimension of the subsystem A.
Proof. First, noting that Tr((TI% ® I5)%0ap) = Tr((I1% ® Ip)oas) = Pr(alea) is just the
probability to get the outcome a in the measurement described by a PVM {II%} over the
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state 04 = Trp(oap) of the subsystem A, and inserting into Eq. (28]), we obtain

Qitn(eap) < inf 3 (Pr(alea) — Pr(aloa)?)"” (33)
A a
< inf d{*(1 =" Pr(aloa)?)"?
= {1H%} a Xa: r(aloa)”)
= inf S, *({Pr(alea)}). (34)

where we have used the Jensen inequality and the normalization ) Pr(aloa) = 1 to get the

second line, and
So({Pr(aloa)}) =1~ Pr(aloa)’ (35)

is the Tsallis entropy with the entropy index 2 of the measurement outcome a with a prob-
ability Pr(aloa).

Let us further show that the minimum of the Tsallis entropy on the right-hand side of
Eq. (34) is obtained when the PVM {II%} is just given by the complete set of the eigenpro-
jectors of the reduced density operator p4. First, assume that p4 has the following spectral
decomposition: g4 = 3 _; )\jH’X, where {H;\K' = |A;) (Ajl 4} is the set of the eigenprojectors
of g4, and {N;}, A; > 0, >°;A; = 1, is the associated set of eigenvalues. We thus have
Pr(aloa) = Tr(Il%0a) = >, )\jTr(szHj). Inserting this into the definition of the Tsallis
entropy in Eq. (33), and noting the convexity of the quadratic function, we get, using the

Jensen inequality,
S({Pr(alea)y) = 1= (D NTr(ITI))°

> 1 - Z Z N2 Tr(ITy T1%)
:1—ZA2 Sa({\, 1), (36)

where we have used the normalization ), Tr(H’XH“A) = (\j|A;) = 1. Upon comparing
Eq. (33) to Eq. (30), one finds that the equality in Eq. (36]), namely, the minimum of
Sy({Pr(aloa)}), is reached when Pr(a|os) = Ao = Tr(ITY*04), i.e., when I1% = T} for all a,

as claimed:
{ir?gf} Sa({Pr(alea)}) = S2({A;}). (37)
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Next, inserting Eq. (B7) into Eq. (34]), we therefore have

O (0as) < d*Sy*({\))

_ 1/2 Z)\g 1/2

1/2

= d{?(1- TrQA) (38)

O

Notice that the Tsallis entropy over the eigenvalues of gy, i.e., So({\;}) = 1 — Tr(0%),

is just the quantum linear entropy associated with state o4 = > i AJH;\{ . It quantifies the
mixedness or impurity of the reduced density operator p4 = Trpoap. Moreover, recall
that for a pure bipartite state |¢4p), the linear entropy of the reduced density matrix
04 = Trp(|Yap) (Yagl) or o = Tra(|vap) (¥ap|) can be used as a measure of entanglement
in [¢ap) [77]. In fact, the upper bound in Eq. (32), i.e., \/da(l — Trg%), is proportional
to the concurrence for pure state which is given by C := \/m, from which one
can compute the entanglement of formation for two qubits. Noting this, Eq. ([32) therefore
shows that for general pure bipartite states [¢)4p), the one-sided KD nonclassical correlation
A5([vag) (¥ap]) can be seen as a witness for the quantum entanglement in |1 45), namely,

it gives a lower bound to the scaled square root of the linear entropy of entanglement as

Oitp ([Yas) (Wag)) < d*(1 - Tr(e%)), (39)

with o4 = Trp(|¢ap) (¥ap|). Notice further that for pure bipartite states with Schmidt de-
composition: [¢ap) = > /A [¥i) 4 |¢i) g, the measurement-induced nonlocality [12] yields

N(|Yap) (Yas|) = 1 - ZA?
> Qip([as) (Yagl)?/da, (40)

where the inequality is due to Eq. (B9). This is also the case for the geometric discord
[7]. Hence, for pure states, the KD nonclassical correlation also gives a lower bound to the
measurement induced nonlocality and geometric discord as in Eq. (@0).

As an example, let us evaluate the upper bound in Eq. (B89) for a bipartite system AB
wherein the subsystem A is a qubit, hence, d4 = 2. Denoting the Schmidt coefficients as
VA and /A_, with Ay + A_ = 1, we thus have g4 = Ay [Ay) (A4 + A [A2) (A

this case, the upper bound in Eq. (B9) is just given by the entanglement concurrence, i.e.,
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A (1 = Tr(0%))V2 = V21/1— (A2 + A\Z) = 2,/A, A_. This is maximized and equal to one
for a maximally entangled state, i.e., when Ay = A_ = 1/2. On the other hand, if the
subsystem B is also a qubit, as shown numerically in Eq. (23]), we have for the maximally
entangled state Qi (|1ag) (¥ap|) = 1. Hence, for maximally entangled two-qubit state,
the inequality in Eq. (89) becomes equality, i.e., the KD nonclassical correlation takes its

maximum value.

B. Measurement of KD nonclassical correlation and its information theoretical

meaning

We show in this subsection that KD nonclassical correlation of an unknown quantum state
can in principle be measured or estimated directly in experiment, i.e., without recoursing to
quantum state tomography. Let us discuss the estimation of the two-sided KD nonclassical
correlation. The estimation of the one-sided KD nonclassical correlation follows the same

general scheme. First, we write the two-sided KD nonclassical correlation of Eq. (@) as

<a,2, b2|(1__[?41 ® H%)QAB|Q2, b2>) ’
a1,b1,a2,b2 <CL2, 62|QAB|a2, bg)

X (ag,baloap|az, bs) . (41)

QAaB = inf su ‘Im(
kp(0as) {la1,b1)} {|a2,£)} Z

One then notices that the term on the right-hand side of the first line, i.e.,

(ag, be|(II% ® H%)QABM% ba)
(ag, b2|0aplaz, ba)

Ty, (0aB|a2, b2) = ; (42)

is just the weak value of II%' ® H?Bl with the preselected state o4 and a postselected

state |ag, be) [56-59]. The KD nonclassical correlation can thus be obtained by averag-

W
aiby

ing the absolute imaginary part of the weak value 7%, (0ap|as,bs) over the probability
Pr(as, beloap) = (as, baloapl|az, by) to get (ag,by), and then followed by the maximization
over all the orthonormal product basis |as, by) € Bop(Hap) and minimization over the or-
thonormal product basis |aq, b1) € Bop(Hap).

We thus have the following general scheme for the measurement of the KD nonclassical
correlation. First, we need to be able to scan all the orthonormal product bases of the
Hilbert space H4p of the bipartite system AB. Namely, we have to be able to prepare the

local orthonormal basis {|a(X4))}, where X4 is a set of scalar parameters so that their vari-

ation scan all the orthonormal bases B,(H ) of the Hilbert space H 4. Similarly, we have to
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be able to prepare the local orthonormal basis {|b(Ag))}, so that the variation of Xp scans
all the orthonormal bases B,(Hpg) of the Hilbert space Hp. An example of such parame-
terization of the local orthonormal bases for two-qubit system in Bloch sphere is given in
Egs. (2I) and (22]). This means that we have to be able to implement parameteized unitary
circuits U S, and U X5, j = 1,2, which can transform the standard basis into any other or-
thonormal bases of the Hilbert space of the subsystem A and B. Here, the subscript j = 1,2
refers to the fact that for each subsystem, we need to be able to prepare two orthonor-
mal bases independently. Equipped with such parameterized unitary circuits, we first pick
a value for the set of parameters (X Ay X By X As) X B,) to estimate the imaginary part of the
weak value ﬂ-:;vl(xAl)bl(XBl) (QAB|a2(XA9), bg(XB,))) defined in Eq. (42) via a number of methods
suggested in the literatures [39-42, |48, 56, [58, 60-66]. Then, we average over the probabil-
ity Pr(as(Xa,), bo(Xg,)|0as) = (a2(Xa,), ba(X5,)|0anlaz(Xa,), ba(Xp,)), vary the parameters
(X Ay XB2) until we get the converging supremum over all the second orthonormal product
basis {|a2(XA2),bg(XBQ))} € Bop(Hap). Finally, we vary the parameters (Xa,, A, ) for the
first orthonormal product bases, and repeat the above procedure, until we get the converging
infimum value over all the first orthonormal product bases {|a1(x 4),bi(Ap,))} € Bop(H an).
Hence, we have a hybrid quantum-classical variational circuit [78] for computing the KD non-
classical correlation which may be implemented on the near-term quantum hardware [79].
Let us mention that a different approach of using variational quantum circuit to compute
general quantum correlation is suggested in Ref. [80].

Note that, as argued in Refs. [81,182], the variance of the imaginary part of the weak value
in Eq. ([@2) can be seen as the mean squared error of the optimal estimation of the product
basis {I1% ®I1% } based on the outcome of measurement of product basis {TI%? @115 }. In this
sense, Eq. (4I]), may be interpreted as the minimum mean absolute error of such optimal
estimation in the worst case scenario, i.e., the best of the worst. Moreover, the imaginary
part of the weak value in Eq. (42) can also be interpreted as the disturbance of the state
oap due to a unitary translation generated by local Hermitian observable II% ® H%l [83].
Noting this, Eq. (41]) can also be interpreted as the minimum of average of such disturbance
in the worst case scenario.

The above scheme for the observation of the two-sided KD nonclassical correlation using
weak value measurement and classical optimization can be applied to estimate the one-sided

KD nonclassical correlation of Eq. (8) entailing similar statistical meaning.
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V. SUMMARY AND REMARKS

In this paper we discussed a fundamental question: how is the general quantum correla-
tion in a bipartite state, wherein entanglement is a subset, encoded in the associated KD
quasiprobability? More specifically, how is the nonclassicality captured by the general quan-
tum correlation in a bipartite state related to the nonclassical values of the KD quasiproba-
bility? We showed that the sum of the absolute imaginary part of the KD quasiprobability
defined over a pair of orthonormal product bases, suitably optimized over all such bases,
can be used to quantify the general quantum correlation in the associated bipartite state,
satisfying certain desirable requirements. We discussed the relation between the quantifier
of general quantum correlation, called KD nonclassical correlation, with the negativity of
quantumness, minimum local quantum uncertainty, and entanglement and measurement-
induced nonlocality for pure states. We also gave a general scheme for the estimation of
the KD nonclassical correlation using a hybrid quantum-classical variational circuit imple-
mentable in the near-term quantum hardware. Our results suggest intriguing fundamental
links between the quantum-classical division and contrast captured by general nonclassical
correlation, and the concept of nonclassicality captured by the nonclassical values of the
Kirkwood-Dirac quasiprobability and the associated strange weak values in the multipartite

setting.
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Appendix A: Proof of Proposition 7

First, we have, from Eq. (§]),

QQD(QAB)
T2 (% T
= inf sup Z‘I < P35 (T3 @ Ls)0ap) >‘TI(HZZ§2QAB)

(o)} flaz, by T S0 Tr(T11%% 0an)
Tr(I%2 (114 ® 1 1/2
< inf su (Z ‘I ( r AB a2b2® B)QAB)>‘ Tr (H%?%QQABD
{la1)} {laz, bg bl Tr(II%5 04B)

_ Z( 3 (}Tr(ﬂifébz (I ®HB)QAB)‘2
a1x  G2x,b2x TI(HZZEEI)% QAB)
Tr(T1%2b2 (1% @ T 2 1/2
—R€< r( - (azﬁm*@ B)QAB)> )TI(HZ%I)%QAB))
TT(H 0AB)

Tr(T1% (T4 @ I 1/2
< >y P TS monl (5 Re(nrarg ary o 1o)esw) Y
04B)

ate  aze,bos az« bax

Here T1%% = TI%? @T1%, {|as., bss) } is a second orthonormal product basis which achieves the
supremum, and {II%""} is a first orthonormal basis which achieves the infimum. Moreover,
we have applied the Jensen inequality to get the third and fifth lines. Next, applying the
Cauchy-Schwartz inequality for bounded operators; i.e., |[Tr(XYT)|? < Tr(X X" Tr(YYT), to

the numerator in the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (A, i.e.,
a2 02x aix 2 a2 02x a1x A2 02x
| Tr(I1%™ (115 @ Ip)eap)|” = |ITe((T1%)/2(I1%" @ Ip) o} 5) (o (155 ) /) 2
< Tr(I%5 (M9 @ 1p)oap(IT%* @ 1)) Tr(0apT1%;> (A2)

and using the completeness relation ) Hifgb% = I, we finally obtain Eq. ([2), i.e.,

a2x b2*

Qitploas) < Y (Tr((% ®1p)*0ap) — Tr((1Y ®1p)oan)*)"?

[e2%

= {ll'Illf} A (114 ®1p) (QAB)- (A3)

By following exactly the same steps as above, we also obtain the inequality of Eq. (29)
for the two-sided KD nonclassical correlation:

k(ean)) < D (T((0F @ ) 0ap) — Tr(If @ 115)0ap)")"/?
a*,b*

= inf }ZAH“@)Hb)(QAB) (Ad)

b
{19 e11Y,
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where IT% @ II% = Gy, by) {ay, by|, with {|a,, b,)} is a first orthonormal product basis of Hp
A B

which achieves the infimum in Eq. (@). O
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