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Abstract

We examine two conditions that can be used to detect bipartite en-
tanglement, and show that they can be used to provide lower bounds on
the negativity of states. We begin with two-qubit states, and then show
how what was done there can be extended to more general states. The
resulting bounds are then studied by means of a number of examples. We
also show that if one has some knowledge of the Schmidt vectors of a
state, better bounds can be found.

1 Introduction

Entanglement is a resource for many different tasks in quantum information,
among them, teleportation, entanglement swapping, and some forms of quantum
cryptography. Quantifying the entanglement in a state can then be a useful in
determining how much of this resource a given procedure will use. For bipartite
entanglement, the von Neumann entropy of the reduced density matrix of the
state is the standard measure of entanglement. It can, however, sometimes
be difficult to calculate, in particular for mixed states of large dimension. An



alternative, which can be useful for bipartite states whose partial transpose is
not positive is the negativity [Il 2, B]. Tt was first defined in [I], used to study
the volume of separable states in [2], and a number of its properties analyzed in
[3]. For large systems finding the negativity can also be laborious, and in some
cases, all one is interested in is a guarantee that at least a certain amount of
entanglement is present. This can often be accomplished with simple conditions
[4, Bl [6l [7], for example by making a small number of measurements or using
entanglement witnesses.

Here we want to see if we can use some other conditions that show the
existence of entanglement to place bounds on how entangled a state is. It was
shown that if we have a state in H = H, ® Hp, that the state is entangled if

(ATB)]? > (ATAB'B)
(AB)[* > (ATA)(B'B), (1)

where A and B are arbitrary non-hermitian operators, and A acts in H, and
B acts in H;, [8, 0]. If for a particular state, neither of these conditions is
satisfied, then we can say nothing about the entanglement of that state. We
should also note that these conditions will detect entanglement in a state only
if the partial transpose of the state is not positive [I0]. We would like to see if
we can relate the extent to which one of these inequalities is satisfied, i.e. the
difference between the left and right-hand sides of the inequality, to a measure
of the entanglement of a state. Since these conditions only detect entanglement
in states whose partial transpose is not positive, the natural measure to study
is the negativity.

The negativity of a state is defined as follows. Let p be a state on H, ® Hy,
and let pT* be the partial transpose of p with respect to system b, i.e.

Pt inw = a{mlo{ulp™ [n)alv)e = o(mlu(Vlpln)al o = pmping- — (2)
The negativity of p is defined to be

ol 1
e 3)

where the above norm is the trace norm. The idea behind this measure is that
if the partial transpose of a state is not positive, it is entangled. If the partial
transpose of a state is positive, then ||p?||; = Tr(p?*) = 1, and the negativity
is zero. On the other hand, suppose

ARG D SR R I I (4)
J j

N(p)

where )\§-+) > 0 and )‘§'7) < 0. Now, because the trace of the transpose of an
operator is the same as the trace of the operator, we have that

NN =1, (5)
J J



but

P =" AP + 3TN > 1 (6)
7 J

Thus, negativity measures how many and how big the negative eigenvalues in the
partial transpose are. Negativity is convex and monotonic under probabilistic
LOCC [3].

The quantities in Eq. can be measured, since any non-hermitian operator,
A, can be expressed in terms of its real and imaginary parts, (4 + AT)/2 and
i(A — AT)/2, which are hermitian. If these operators are simple, for example
rank one projections, they should not be too hard to measure. The information
gained from such measurements, while no substitute for full state tomography,
can provide a floor to the negativity of a state. Determining the actual negativity
does require state tomography, and requires far more measurements that the
procedures outlined here would entail.

2 Two qubits

We will first look at a very simple example, and then see what can be done in
a more general setting. Let us start with the first condition. We will consider
two qubits, which we shall denote by a and b, and set A = Ué_) and B = aé_),

where ol = |0)o (1] and 0’15_) = [0)p(1|. We then have that
(ATB) = ({0} ) = por.ao, (7)
where we made use of the fact that o) = |1),(0]. We also have that
(ATAB'B) = (¢(Ho{ Do Vo)) = pran. (8)
Expressing all quantities in terms of matrix elements of the partially transposed

density matrix, we have that poT(iu = po1;10 and plTﬁH = p11:11, so our first
entanglement condition becomes

Ts |2 T
K= |P06E3;11| = P11 > 0. 9)
Now the matrix
PoT(l)g-oo Pgés-n
M = < To To ) ) (10)
P11;00 Pi1;11

is a sub-matrix of the 4 x 4 matrix p’2. Now, let ¥ be a normalized four-
component vector in the two-qubit space whose vy; and 719 components are
zero, that is only 9pg and ©1; are nonzero. Then

(lo o) = (i siar (3 ). (1)



For a general normalized four-component vector v, the smallest (v|p?®|v) can
be is the lowest negative eigenvalue of p”®, which we shall denote by A,,in. The
above equation implies that

Amin < (550 011)M ( L0 ) : (12)
V11
and this further implies that the lowest eigenvalue of M, which is the smallest
value the right-hand side can attain, must be greater than A,
Next we want to see what the condition in Eq. @ places on the eigenvalues
of M. We have that

Ty T T
det M = podiooPitar — |Po§;11|2 < =R, (13)

where we have used the fact that 0 < poT(iOO, plTﬁn < 1. The fact that det M < 0
means that one of the eigenvalues is positive and the other is negative. Let the
positive eigenvalue be £, and the negative one be £_. We then have that

4 +86- <1 & < -k (14)

If we now plot the regions allowed by these two conditions, keeping in mind that
&+ > 0 and £- < 0, we see that the largest possible value of £_ is given by the
point where the line £ = 1 — &, and the branch of £,.6_ < —k with £ > 0
and £_ < 0 intersect. This happens when

—K

1—-&p=—. 15
T (15)
This gives
1 1
E =g+ 1+ € =1-g =11+ (16)
We, therefore, have that
1
Amin < [1=(1+ 4k)1/?). (17)
Combining this result with
1y 1
we find that .
N(p) 2 51+ 4r)1? —1). (19)

This is the desired result that gives us a lower bound on the negativity in terms
of k, a quantity that is directly related to out entanglement condition.

It is possible to improve this result if we have more information. In partic-
ular, if we know PoT(ioo + P1T1B;11 = po0;00 + p11;11, which we shall denote by a,



we can replace the condition &4 +&- < 1 by &4 +&- < a. This leads to the
condition

£ = gla (@ +45)"] (20)

and

N(p) = 51(a® +4r)"/* — a]. (21)

N |

Let’s call the right-hand side g(a) and look at it as a function of a for 0 < a < 1.
We see that J
g 1 a
P ——— ) 22
da 2 |(a? +4k)1/2 (22)
which means that g(a) is a decreasing function of a. Therefore, setting a =
poo;00 + p11;11 instead of a = 1 will produce a better inequality.

3 Extending the two-qubit result

We can extend the result in Eq. to systems beyond qubits. Suppose we have
a bipartite state on H, ® Hp, where H, and H; can be of any finite dimension.
Let A = |no)a{m| and B = |&)p(&1], where (no|m) = 0, and (|&1) = 0. If
we make the identifications |j), <+ |7;)q and |j)p <> &) for j = 0,1, then
the arguments in the qubit section go through. Another way of doing this is
to note that for any projection operator Iy, on H, ® Hy, we have ||pT2|; >
ITapp 2|1 and we can choose Iy = Pl(a) ® Pl(b), where Pl(a) = |n0)a{no| +
[71)a{m| and Pl(b) = |€0)p (&0l +1€1)p(€1|. The matrix for I,p 2T,y is 4 x 4 and
equivalent to two qubits.

For the higher dimensional systems, we can improve our results. Suppose
we have two sets of operators, A; and B, which are as before, and Ay =

In2)a(ns| and B = [&)s (€3], where {|n;)[j = 0,1,2,3} and {|¢;) |j = 0,1,2,3}
are orthonormal sets. Let us further suppose that for the state p,

[(AIB))* — (ATA;BIB)) = k; > 0, (23)
for j = 1,2. We can now make use of the following result, which will be proved
shortly. If H((l and H(b are two orthogonal projections, i.e. H( )H(Qb) =0, then

1 1 2 2
[P T s v A PR el bl (24)

In our case we choose 11}) = P ®P(b) as before and 112 = P{ @ P where

Py = |na)a(na] + |n3>a<n3\, and Pi” = |65)5(€a] + €3)5(€3]. We can then apply
Eq. twice to get

l\D\’—‘

Z T k)Y — 1), (25)

We now need to prove Eq. . We start by noting that any hermitian op-
erator can be expressed as the difference of two positive operators, in particular



p'® = S—T, where S and T are positive. This implies that ||p?#||; = Tr(S+T).
Now define

A= uny s i
- sy - ngm e 2. o

Now this equation expresses pr as the difference of two positive operators, so

1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2
TT(HELb) SH((zb) + Hgb)TH((zb) + Hflb) SH((w) + Ht(zb)TH((J,b))
1 1 2 2
= Iy T -+ T I (27)

g l1x

But we also have that
Te(S+T) = [p™ > 1@y (s + 7)) + 15 (s +1)ns), (28)

so that ||pT2]|; > ||,0;:;FB||1~

4 A second approach

Using different methods it is possible to derive a different negativity bound from
the first inequality. We define k as before and wish to find a lower bound on
the negativity in terms of it. We shall assume that the operators A and B
are bounded. Note that this means that the case in which they they are mode
annihilation operators is not covered here, because annihilation operators are
unbounded. We begin by noting that

Tr(pABY) = Tr(p?® A(B")T2) = Tr(p™® AB*)
Tr(pATABTB) = Tr(p™® ATA(BTB)*). (29)

Now p”® can be expressed as the difference of two positive operators, p, and
P—s .

Pt =py—p-. (30)
Letting py = Tr(p4), we have that py —p_ = 1land N(p) = (py+p-—1)/2 =
.

Denote the eigenvalues and eigenstates of p; as A(t) and Wﬁﬁ), respectively.
We then have that
Te(p+ ABY)| = [ D AP WPIAB )] < DA (0D [ATAB) B )2
< (zn: A2 /\ﬁf)wﬁf)|ATZ(B*)TB*I¢5;+)>)1/2
< \/l%[Tr(mATZ(BTB))*]”za (31)

were we have used the fact that (B*)'B* = (BTB)*.



Now define z1 = Tr(p1 AB*) and Vi = Tr(p+ ATA(BTB)*). Note that
zy —2_ = (ABYY V., —V_ = (ATAB'B). (32)

In addition, from above we have that |z,| < (uV,)Y/?, and, similarly, |z_| <
(uV_)/2. Therefore, we have that,

k= |2y — 2| = (ATABTB) < (|z4| + |2_|)*> — (ATAB'B), (33)
and this implies that
k4 (ATAB'B) < [(uyVi)V/2 4+ (u_V_ )22
< [+ o) 2V + (ATABTBY)Y2 4 (u_Vo) /22, (34)
We now make use of the assumption that the operators A and B are bounded.
We have that

VZ| < [lp-ATA(B'B)* |1 < u— | ATA(B'B)|, (35)

where the norm with the subscript 1 is the trace norm and the norm without a
subscript is the operator norm. Substituting this into the above inequality we
find that

[+ (ATABTB)'2 < (14 pu_)"/2[u_[| ATA(B!B)"|| + (ATABT )]/
]| ATA(BIB) 2. (36)

This inequality should give us a lower bound for p_ in terms of x, and because
N(p) = p— it will give us a lower bound on the negativity. Note that for k = 0,
we have that pu_ = 0 satisfies the inequality, so that presumably, if k > 0, we
will get a non-zero lower bound for 4. In addition, note that |ATA(BYB)*| =
|ATA|| |(BTB)*||. Now (B'B)* is obtained by taking the matrix for BB in
the computational basis (operator transpose and complex conjugation are basis
dependent operations) and taking its complex conjugate. This implies that the
eigenvalues of (BT B)* are just the complex conjugates of the eigenvalues of BB,
so that ||(BTB)*| = | BTB]|.

We can obtain a slightly simpler version of this inequality by making use of
the inequality

1 1 z
1 172 =1 /d - - <14 Z 37
(1+2) + ; 52(1—1—3)1/2_ 4—27 (37)

to simplify the right-hand side of the inequality. Setting z = (ATAB'B) and
y = ||ATA(BTB)*||, we have that

(r+ o) < (14 55) Ve (14 25) + o vm (38)

This can be easily solved for p_.



5 Second inequality for qubits

Let’s look at the second inequality in Eq. for two qubits, and choose A = cr,(l+)
and B = Jé+). In terms of density matrix elements, we have

(AB) = pooa1 = poto

1 1
T
(AT4) = ZPOJ‘;OJ':ZK)OJB;OJ'
j=0 j=0

1 1
(B'B) = > pijojo=Y_ricio (39)
=0 =0

Substituting these expressions into the second inequality we find for the differ-
ence of the two sides

k= |{AB)? = (ATA)(B'B) = |pofisol* — (Pocio0 + Potior) (Poioo + Pidiao)- (40)

Now p?ﬁov p{g‘:lo, /’0T1B;1m and its complex conjugate form a 2 X 2 matrix, which
we shall denote by M. By the same argument as before, the absolute value of
the lowest negative eigenvalue of this 2 x 2 matrix will be a lower bound for the
negativity. The difference from the previous case is that the above expression
involves one additional quantity besides the elements of the 2 x 2 matrix, Pg(’iooa
which we shall denote, for convenience, by 1 > a > 0.

Let the eigenvalues of M be & and &. Since det(M) = &€& and pOTlB;O1 +

PlTé?;m =& + &, we find

We also have the condition, since Tr(p?®) = 1, that o + & + & < 1. In order
to satisfy the first condition, we must have either {3 +a < 0 or & + a < 0.
Let’s assume &5 + a < 0. The next step is to find where the line a +&; + & =1
intersects the hyperbola in Eq. . Solving both equations for & and then
putting them equal to each other we find

—K
1_a_£2:€2+a_a7 (42)
with the negative solution
1
& ={1-a—[1+a)"+4s]"/?}, (43)
which implies that
1
&< S{l—a—[(1+a)"+4x)'/2} (44)
This implies that the negativity must satisfy
1
N(p) > 5{[(14—0&)2—1—4/@]1/2—14—04}. (45)



Note that even when x = 0, the bound for the negativity is not zero. That means
that the condition that £ < 0 is a stronger condition for detecting entanglement
than the condition x > 0, where & is given by Eq. .

6 Examples
For a bipartite state expressed in terms of its Schmidt basis
N
Z ki) alvs)e, (46)
the negativity is [3]
2
1 N
N =5 [ S VE] -1 (47)
j=1

We can use this to study several simple examples and compare the actual neg-
ativity of a state to the lower bounds we have obtained.

Consider the two-qubit state |¥)a, = vAo|01)ap + VA1]10)4p and let A =
oi), and B = 0'15_). We then have that (ATABTB) = 0 and (A'B) = Ao\
giving us Kk = AgA1. Substituting this into Eq. (19) gives us

N(p) = S[(1+4x0A)"? —1]. (48)

l\')\)—\

Now in this case we know that N(p) = v/AgA1, so let’s first verify the inequality.
Substituting and rearranging we get

1/2
V Ao + > ( + )\0>\1) ; (49)

which can be seen to be true by squaring both sides. Now 0 < A\ < 1/4,
and when A\gA; = 0, both the negativity and the bound are 0, whereas when
Ao = 1/4, the negativity is 1/2 whereas the bound is (1/2)(v/2 — 1) = 0.207.

Now let’s look at Eq. for the same state and for the same choice of A
and B. In this case, ||[ATA|| = || BTB|| = 1. The inequality becomes

Vaoh <p (T4 p )2+ p, (50)

and N(p) = p—. We now have to try to solve this for u_. It is easier to solve a
weaker inequality, using (14 p_)"2 <14 p_/2,

Vaok < - (5 +2), (51)



or (u%/2) +2u_ —+/AgA1 > 0. For this to be true u_ must be greater than the
two roots of the corresponding quadratic equation, which gives us

N(p) = p- > (4+2\/>\0>\1)1/2 _2. (52)

Again when AA; = 0, both the negativity and the bound are 0, and when
MoA1 = 1/4, the bound is v/5 — 2 = 0.24.

The previous example can be generalized to a system with noise. With noise,
the 2 qubits system is in the mixed state

(1-p)
4

p=pl¥)(¥|+ I [®)ap = v/ Aol01)ap + v/A1]10)as (53)

where 0 < p < 1is the noise parameter. The negativity is found by diagonalizing
Tp

p
1+
N(p) = pyfohs + L2, (54)
while k¥ with noise is .
K= p? oM — %. (55)

These are plotted versus \g in Figure 1 for the cases p =1 and p = 2/3. Since
our bound is only useful when x > 0, we see that in the presence of noise the
lower bound is only useful for a limited range of A\g. In addition, its value is
significantly reduced.

We can also go back to the first example and use a different set of operators
A, B in the hope that they will produce a better bound than our original choice
of Ay = o$), By = 0!7), which yielded x1 = AgA;. The choice Ay = |+ 2)(—z]
and By = | — ) (+x|, where | +z) = (1/4/2)(|0) £ 1)), makes use of vectors that
are superpositions of the Schmidt basis vectors |0) and |1), and this gives us

1 1
ro = 2= (1+2VA0M)? = 71— 2V/A0h) (56)

and the new bound is

N(p) = %[(1 + 4kg) '/ — 1] (57)

Bounds from both sets are plotted in Figure [3|. We see that the choice of
operators derived from the Schmidt basis is slightly better than that derived
from a superposition of these basis vectors.

The negativity is an entanglement monotone under LOCC, and this implies
that if we trace out part of the system and find the negativity of the reduced
system, it will be less than the negativity of the original system [3]. Therefore, if
we find a lower bound on the negativity of the reduced system, it is also a lower
bound on the negativity of the original system. With this in mind, let’s now

10
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Figure 1: (a),(b): x and Negativity /bound plot for p =1 (no noise).
(¢),(d): k and Negativity /bound plot for p = 2/3.

look at a four qubit system, where the first two qubits will be one subsystem
and the second two will be the second subsystem, in the state

Oy = > VAgrlid)lkk). (58)
3,k=0

We will consider two choices of operators. For the first, we will choose A =
|0)(1] ® I and B =|1)(0| ® I. Doing so we find that

k= |(ATB)]> = (ATAB'B) = (v/AooA10 + VAo A1), (59)

For the second choice we will choose two sets of operators and combine the
results. We first choose the operators A;, By and Ay, Ba, where A; = |00)(10],
B; = |10)(00], which yields k1 and then choose Ay = |01)(11|, By = |01)(11],
which yields k3. We have that

K1 = AgoA10
Ko = A1 A11- (60)

11
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Figure 2: k1, k2 as a function of A\g. k2 becomes negative
for certain values of A\g, which numerically are found to be
0 < Ap < 0.057109 and 0.942891 < Ay < 1. These values
are excluded in the negativity /bounds plot on the right.

0.5¢
0.4f —— Negativity
0.3r k1 — bound
0.2 Ko — bound
0.1F
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ Mo
0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

Figure 3: Negativity and x bounds as a function of
Ao. They are only plotted for the range in which the
% bounds are greater than zero (see Fig. 2). The k-
bound is better than the xo-bound.

We can then combine k; and ko into a new bound using Eq. .

The negativity of the state |¥) is

N(p) = 5[(von + Vo1 + VAo + V)~ 1 (61)

If we fix A\jg = Agp and Ag1 = A11, and we use the normalization condition of
| ), which is 2Xgg + 2X;; = 1, we are able to compare the negativity with the
k1-bound and the ks-bound by plotting everything as a function of Agg only. In

this case, we have

1 1
KR = Z, R1 = )\(2)0, Ro = (5 — )\00)2 (62)
1
N(p) = 5(1+8vA0011) (63)

and the plot is shown in Figure 4. We note that the bound obtained by com-
bining k1 and ks is lower than the k-bound, showing that in this case the first
choice of the operators A and B is the better one.

7 Pure states and the Schmidt basis

Suppose we have a pure bipartite state |¥),;, and we know some of the Schmidt
basis vectors (an example of this is discussed in the Appendix). In particular

N
(Whap =Y V/Ajlu5)alvs)e + (W) (64)
j=1

where {|u;),} and {|v;),} are subsets of the Schmidt basis, and ( 4 (u;| s (v;])|¥") =
0for j =1,2,...,N. We would like to choose A and B so that (ATABTB) = 0.

12



1.5+
—— Negativity
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Kk — bound
05 (K1 + K2) — bound
- - - - A
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Figure 4: Negativity and k-bounds as a function of A\gyp. The s-bound is still
better than k1 + ka-bound.

One way to do this is to choose K between 1 and N and define

K N

ja) = > uy) @)= > lup
Jj=1 j=K+1
K ) N

18) =D ;) By = > lu) (65)
j=1 J=K+1

Then set A = |a)(@| and B = |B)(8|. This gives ATA = |a@)(a| and BIB =
|8)(B|. With this choice we have

(ATAB'B) = 0.

(A" B)

> ) (L vw) ()

j=K+1 k=1

Note that if the above two equations hold, then

N
STV > 24/[(ATBY]. (67)
j=1

This gives for the negativity that
1
N(1¥)ap(¥]) = 5 (4/A™B)| —1). (68)

For this to be useful, we would need [(AfB)| > 1/4. Also note that we can
choose K to maximize |(AfB)].

As a simple example we can consider the case that |¥/,) =0 and \; = 1/N
for j = 1,2,..., N, that is a maximally entangled state. Assuming that N is
even and K = N/2, we find that the above inequality yields N(|U),,(¥|) >

1(N —1), which is, in fact, the negativity of the state.

13



8 Conclusion

We have shown that two conditions that can be used to detect entanglement
in a state can also be used to provide a lower bound on the negativity of the
state. The conditions themselves are rather simple and can provide quick infor-
mation about the negativity, whereas calculating the negativity itself involves
diagonalizing the partial transpose of the density matrix. In order to use the en-
tanglement conditions, one needs to make a choice of operators, and this choice
determines the negativity bounds one will obtain. The effects of this choice were
studied through a number of examples.
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Appendix

We want to provide an example of a situation in which one can know some of the
Schmidt basis vectors of a model without having to solve the entire problem.
Consider a spin of size j coupled to a single mode field by the Hamiltonian
(h=1)

H = w83 4 wala+ g(SHa + 5)ah). (69)

The spin Hilbert space has the basis |m), where —j < m < j, and S3|m) =
m|m). The operators S(+) are the standard spin raising and lowering operators.
This Hamiltonian is used in quantum optics to describe the Dicke model in which
a collection of N two-level atoms (j = N/2) interacts with a single-mode field.
The number of excited atoms in the state |m) is m + j. This system has a
conservation law, the operator Ss + a’a commutes with the Hamiltonian.

If we start in a state | — j +1o)|0), where |0) is the vacuum state of the field
mode, the state at any later time can be expressed as

lo
O) = "di| = j+1)lo—1'). (70)
'=0

Note that this state is automatically expressed in its Schmidt basis as a result
of the conservation law, so in this case we know all of the Schmidt vectors. If
we start in the superposition (co| —j+11) +c1|—j+12))|0), where lo > 2(l; +1),
then things are more complicated, but none the less we can identify some of the

14



states in the Schmidt basis. At a later time this state has the form

5
) = co Zdl;|—j+l/1>\ll—l/1>

11=0
l2
ter [ Y0 fyl =i+ —1b) |- (71)
1,=0

In order to find the Schmidt vectors, we find the reduced density matrices from
| W) (¥|, one for the spin and one for the field, and find their eigenvectors. From
this, we find that the vectors | —j+11 + s)|lo — 11 — s), where 1 < s <lp—2[; —1
are Schmidt vectors.
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