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Witnessing network steerability of every bipartite entangled state without inputs
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Quantum steering is an asymmetric form of quantum nonlocality where one can detect whether a
measurement on one system can steer or change another distant system. It is well-known that there
are quantum states that are entangled but unsteerable in the standard quantum steering scenario.
Consequently, a long-standing open problem in this regard is whether the steerability of every en-
tangled state can be activated in some way. In this work, we consider quantum networks and focus
on the swap-steering scenario without inputs and find linear witnesses of network steerability corre-
sponding to any negative partial transpose (NPT) bipartite state and a large class of bipartite states
that violate the computable cross-norm (CCN) criterion. Furthermore, by considering that the trusted
party can perform tomography of the incoming subsystems, we construct linear inequalities to wit-
ness swap-steerability of every bipartite entangled state. Consequently, for every bipartite entangled
state one can now observe a form of quantum steering.

Introduction— Entangled quantum states are a class of
quantum states that can not expressed as a mixture of
product states. Nonlocality, on the other hand, points
to the fact that there exist correlations between space-
like separated systems that cannot be explained by clas-
sical physics. An asymmetric form of quantum nonlo-
cality is known as quantum steering which essentially
captures the fact that two distant quantum systems can
influence each other’s state [1]. The standard quantum
steering scenario consists of two parties among which
one is trusted in the sense that the measurements of this
party are precisely known [2]. From an application per-
spective, quantum steering serves as a resource for var-
ious quantum information tasks such as key distribu-
tion [3-5], randomness certification [6, 7], self-testing of
quantum states and measurements [7-10], and more.

To observe quantum steering, one requires entangled
quantum systems. Consequently, quantum steering im-
plies the presence of entanglement. It is well-established
now that there are entangled states that can not demon-
strate quantum steering in the standard scenario [11].
For instance, Werner state beyond a certain parameter
value is proven to be unsteerable even if it is entangled
[12]. A major problem in this regard concerns whether
the steerability of every entangled state can be activated
in some manner. It was demonstrated in [13] that cer-
tain unsteerable entangled states can become steerable
when multiple copies of the state are considered. Con-
sequently, this indicates that if one considers quantum
networks which employ multiple sources, one might be
able to demonstrate the activation of quantum steering
for every entangled state.

Recently, a form of quantum steering in networks [14],
termed swap-steering, was introduced in [15]. The sce-
nario consisted of two spatially separated parties, each
performing a fixed measurement, with one of them be-
ing trusted. This is the minimal scenario to observe
any form of network nonlocality. In this scenario, we
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first construct a family of witnesses to observe swap-
steerability, the minimal form of network steerability,
of every bipartite state with a negative partial trans-
pose (NPT) [16, 17]. Then, we construct witnesses of
swap-steerability for a large class of states violating
the computable cross-norm (CCN) criterion [18] which
includes some bound entangled states. Interestingly,
one of the proposed inequalities allows us to observe
an unbounded gap between network quantum steering
and network unsteerable models. Finally, allowing the
trusted party to perform tomography of the received
subsystem, we show that if one can construct an entan-
glement witness of a particular bipartite entangled state,
then one can straightforwardly construct a witness to
observe swap-steerability. Consequently, every bipartite
entangled state is network steerable.

Before proceeding with the result, let us first intro-
duce the relevant concepts required for the manuscript.

Preliminaries— Let us briefly describe the swap-
steering scenario introduced in [15]. This setup involves
two parties, Alice and Bob, who are situated in sepa-
rate laboratories. Each of them receives two subsystems
from two distinct and statistically independent sources,
S1 and S;. They then perform a single measurement on
their respective subsystems, with the outcomes labelled
as a, b for Alice and Bob, respectively [see Fig. 1]. In this
scenario, Alice is considered trustworthy, meaning her
measurement apparatus is well-calibrated and known.
Alice and Bob repeat this experiment multiple times to
generate the joint probability distribution, represented
by ¢ = p(a,b), where p(a,b) denotes the probability of
Alice and Bob obtaining the outcomes a and b, respec-
tively. Let us note here that in general the sources Sy, S»
can be classically correlated as shown in [15]. However,
for simplicity, we assume that both sources are indepen-
dent for our analysis all of which follow straightway to
the scenario with classically correlated sources as all the
proposed witnesses are linear over p.

The probabilities p(a, b) can be computed in quantum
theory as

p(a, b) =Tr {(M“ Y Nb)pAlgl ®pA232] @)
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where M?, N¥ denote the measurement elements of Al-
ice and Bob which are positive and Y, M* = ¥, N* = 1.
If the correlations are not swap-steerable, then one can
always find a separable outcome-independent hidden
state (SOHS) model to explain the observed statistics p
[15] given by

=) p(M)p(

A,A2

Jp(al pa, @ pa,)p(bIAL, A2) (2)

for all a,b. To observe swap-steering one can construct
linear inequalities of the form

W =Y capp(a,b) < Bsons ®)
a,b

where ¢, are scalars and Bgpps is the maximal value
attainable using SOHS model.

In this work, we aim to find linear inequalities in
the above-described scenario, that can be used to wit-
ness swap-steerability for any bipartite entangled states.
For this purpose, let us describe two necessary criteria
for any bipartite state to be entangled. The first one is
the well-known positive partial transpose (PPT) crite-
rion [16, 17] which can be simply stated as any sepa-
rable state must have a positive partial transpose. Con-
sequently, quantum states with negative partial trans-
pose (NPT) are guaranteed to be entangled. This further
allows one to construct entanglement witnesses corre-
sponding to each of the NPT states as

Wier = Te(lyXy| s pas) (4)

where T4 denotes the partial transpose over subsys-

tem A and |7) is the eigenvector of pzf}g with a nega-
tive eigenvalue. Consequently, Wypr > 0 for separable
states and Wypr < 0 for the corresponding entangled
state.

The second criterion is known as the computable
cross-norm (CCN) criterion [18]. To describe the CCN
criterion, we express any bipartite density matrix using
the Schmidt decomposition in the operator space as

-1
pap = ) AiFia ® Gip ®)

i=0
where A; > 0 and {Fja},{Gig} are orthonor-
mal bases of the operator space of H,u, Hp with
min{dim(H4),dim(Hp)} = d, that is, Tr(FF) =
Tr(G;G;) = 0¢;j such that F;, G; are hermitian. An ex-
ample of such a basis for operators acting on C? is given

by {jmrjm n} with Jy = |m)ml|
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FIG. 1. Swap-steering scenario. Alice and Bob, situated apart
with no communication between them, each receives two sub-
systems from sources S; and S;. They independently perform
a single measurement on these subsystems with Alice deemed
trustworthy.

1/+/d(X; |ii)) can be represented using this bases as
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Now, the CCN criterion states that for any separable

state Zd o1 A; < 1. Consequently, quantum states that
violate thls criterion are entangled. Both of the above-
described criteria are necessary for quantum states to be
entangled. For other necessary conditions, refer to [19].
Let us now construct witnesses that can detect swap-
steerability of entangled states that violate the above
conditions.

NPT states— Consider again the scenario depicted in
Fig. 1 with Bob performing a two-outcome measure-
ment b = 0,1 and Alice being trusted performs the
d%2—outcome measurement Uj:‘lANpTUAl where Uy, is
a umtary operation (described below) and Anpr =
{10mXm| |5m nX5 n‘} with [0y) = |m>A1 |m>A2 and

A, 1) A, [m) 4,
V2

such thatm,n =0,1,...,d — 1 with m < n. For simplic-
ity, Alice’s outcome will be denoted here as a2 = m and
a=(+,m,n).

Suppose now that we want to witness
swap-steerability of an NPT state pjp, ~with
min{dim(# 4,),dim(Hp,)} = d. As discussed ear-
lier, we consider the eigenstate |7)#| associated with

gy = Il ®

T
a negative eigenvalue of p A/]‘}Bl‘ Asly) e C@Clisa
bipartite state, it can be expressed using Schmidt de-

composition as U, ® Vg |y7) = T aile)a,|fi)s,-



As {le;)},{fi} are orthonormal bases, we have

1) = Ua @Vl = Tgaili)ali)s, where
Ule;) = |i) and V|f;) = i).

Now, the corresponding swap-steering inequality is
given by Sp.npr < Bsons where

d—1
Spver = 1 tmttn (= m,1),0) = pl (-, m,1),0)]
m<n i
= 2 aup(m,0). 9)
m=0

Consequently, we establish the following result for the
above-suggested inequality.

Fact 1. Consider the swap-steering scenario depicted in Fig. 1
and the functional Sy.npr (9). The maximal value attainable
of Sp:npr using an SOHS model is Bsops = 0.

The proof of the above fact can be found in Ap-
pendix A. Consider now that the source S; generates
the state p4,p, and S, generates the maximally entan-

gled state [¢1) 4,5, With Bob performing the measure-
ment {Mo, 1 — Mo} where My = V} |¢1X¢; 5,5, Vs, -
It is straightforward to see using entanglement swap-
ping that when Bob obtains outcome 0, the post-
measurement state at Alice’s side is given by ¢ , =

142
Va,04,4, V;{Z that occurs with probability 1/d%. Now,
we observe from (9) that
m,n=0 d
m<n

- ¥

where 94,4, = Ua, @ Va,04,4, Uj;h ® V};z. Let us now
observe that [see Appendix for details]

Sp:NPT =

T | (16m0X050 0] — 1630300

v[|6m X P] (10)
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which allows us to conclude from (10) that

*fTr(IﬂanTAp) > 0. (12)
Consequently, any NPT state is swap-steerable.

States violating CCN criterion— Suppose now that we
want to witness swap-steerability of a state p4,p, with
min{dim(#4),dim(Hp)} = d that violates the CCN
criterion, that is, we can express the state p 4 p, as

Sp:NPT =

d—1 d—
PA B, = Z AmFn @ G + 2 At mnF, ,n®G$,n (13)
=0 m,n=0
m<n

w1th)xm,)timn20andz Am+zmn OAimn>1

and {Fy, Fi .}, {Gw, G ,} are set of orthonormal bases
onHa, Hp respectlvely Let us restrict to states that can
also be expressed up to local unitaries as

d—1
/+ /_[_
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where Uy Fuul}y = Tmn, Vj GunVi = Tnn
u;xlFmUIh = Jm, and VAl GmV);l = Jp for all m,n and
Tm, J,ff/n are given in (6).

Consider again the scenario depicted in Fig. 1 with
Alice and Bob performing d?-outcome measurement
a,b=Nhlywithl,l, =0,1,...,d — 1. Alice being trusted
performs the Bell-state measurement up to local unitary
given by LI,'r ApmUy, where U} is a unitary operation
(described above) and Anper = {|9; 11l X 11, |1 with

95, = (X52] @ 1) ﬁzmm

such that Z; = Zf;ol
27ti/d

(15)

wiliXil, Xg = L4 i + 1)(i] with
wy =e . Now, the corresponding swap-steering in-
equality is given by S,.ccn < Bsons where

d—1

Y. p(hly, hib).
I =0

Spcen = (16)
Let us observe that the above inequality (16) is the
d?—outcome generalisation of the swap-steering in-
equality of [15]. Consequently, we establish the follow-
ing result for the above-suggested inequality.

Fact 2. Consider the swap-steering scenario depicted in Fig. 1
and the functional Sy.ccn (16). The maximal value attainable
of Sp.ccn using an SOHS model is Bsops = %.

The proof of the above fact can be found in Ap-

pendix A. Consider now that the source S; generates
the state p4,p, and S generates the maximally entan-

gled state |¢1) 4,5, with Bob performing the Bell state
: "t /
measurement up to local unitary VBlAEMVB1 where
Appym is given in (15) and * denotes complex conjuga-
tion. It is straightforward to see using entanglement
swapping that when Bob obtains outcome /115, the post-

measurement state at Alice’s side is given by O'ZZZA =
2
(L4, ® (XFZ8) Vi, loa,a,[1a, @ VH(XPZ])3, ] that oc-
curs with probability 1/d?. Now, we observe from (16)
that
1 d—1 L
SP5CCN = a2 2 Tr ( A]AzuAl ‘(Pd 1112X¢d lllz| A1)

I,l=0

Tr(pa, 4,07 Xo7 1)

17)



where 04,4, = Ua, @ Va,04,4, Ujh ® VIXZ and to obtain
the second line we used the fact in (15) that R® 1]¢;) =
1® RT|¢T). Now, using the Schmidt decomposition of
P4, 4, from (14) and |¢ Y ¢ | from (7) and then using the
fact that all the basis elements in the representation are
orthonormal, we obtain that

1 4= L1 a1 1
pCCN—EZ Z )\:i:mn>d (18)
m=0 mn 0
m<n

Let us now observe an interesting property of the swap-
steering inequality Sp.ccn (16).

Unbounded gap to witness swap-steerability— Consider
again the expression (17) and observe that if § =
|97 X¢ |, then Sp.con = 1. Moreover, for every dimen-
siond, 0 < Sp:CCN < 1. Thus, the ratio of the maximal
quantum value to the maximal value that one can obtain
via local or SOHS model scales up as d. This is particu-
larly important for experiments as noise increases with
dimensions but the gap between the local and quan-
tum values also increases with d. From a fundamental
perspective, this further points to the fact that there ex-
ist operational tasks without inputs in which quantum
strategies scalably outperform local ones.

Witness for any bipartite entangled state— Let us now
generalise the above scenario for witnessing swap-
steering for arbitrary bipartite entangled state. For this
purpose, let us recall from the Hahn-Banach separation
theorem that there exists a witness W for every entan-
gled state p such that Tr(W;0) > 0 where ¢ denotes
any separable state and Tr(W;0) < 0. For instance,
Eq. (4) is a witness for every NPT state. Consider

now that g acting on C? ® C?" which can be embed-
ded in C? ® C* where d = max{d,d'}. Consequently,
W; can be expressed in the Heisenberg-Weyl (HW) ba-

.. 27 . .
sis {w”(d ”“Xéﬂzfdz} fori,j =0,1,...,d> —1as W5 =
Z?j é/\ ( -1/ ZX,iizZilz- Notice that we add factors

in front of the standard HW basis such that each of them
is a proper observable with eigenvalues as powers of w.

As Wy is hermitian, we further obtain that w, if )t* = )t

Let us now consider the weakened version of the
swap-steering scenario depicted in Fig. 1 such that the
trusted party can perform d? + 1 number of > —outcome
measurements rather than just a single one written

in the observable form as {AOl,Alo, A, Avpq)
where Ajy = Zp and Ay = wd§ )/ZXd Z]éz (k =

0,...,d%— 1). In fact, these measurements can be used
to construct the full tomographically complete set of
measurements on Alice’s side [10]. However, the un-
trusted party performs a single two-outcome measure-
ment. Consequently, in this scenario, we propose the

following inequality:

d?— 21
Z ca01p(a,0[01) + ) ca1jp(a,0|1k)

a=0 a,k=0
(19)
where pp(0) is the local probabﬂity of Bob’s 0—outcome

Sp = coopr(0

and cop = —Ag0,Ca01 = — ] 1 )\ojw » and ¢, 1 =

— 72;1 Ag k]@dlw;]é where {A; ]} are coefficients of Wj
as described above and thus c s are real. Let us now
compute the local bound Bsoys “of S5 (19).

Fact 3. Consider the swap-steering scenario depicted in Fig.
1 and the functional S5 (19). The maximal value attainable of
Sp using an SOHS model is Bsops = 0.

The proof of the above fact can be found in Ap-
pendix A. Consider now that the source S; generates the
state 04,5, and S, generates the maximally entangled
state |¢; ) 4,8, With Bob performing the measurement
{Mo, 1 — Mo} where My = |¢; P |55, It is straight-
forward to see using entanglement swapping that when
Bob obtains outcome 0, the post-measurement state at
Alice’s side is given by Ugl A, = PA,4, that occurs with
probability 1/ d?. Now, we observe from (19) that can be
simplified to [see proof of Fact 3]

Sy = ——5Tr(W;p) > 0. (20)

Consequently, any bipartite entangled state is swap-
steerable.

Conclusions— In the above work, we first constructed
a family of witnesses to detect swap-steerability for ev-
ery NPT bipartite state. Additionally, we constructed
swap-steerability witnesses for a large class of states
that violate the CCN criterion. Remarkably, one of our
proposed inequalities demonstrates an unbounded gap
between network quantum steering and network lo-
cal models. Moreover, by allowing the trusted party
to perform tomography on the received subsystem, we
showed that an entanglement witness for a particular
bipartite entangled state can be directly adapted to con-
struct a witness for swap-steerability. It should be noted
that from an experimental point of view, the proposed
witnesses are easy to implement as for a fixed local di-
mension the setup remains the same apart from chang-
ing the state for which one wants to observe swap-
steerability.

Let us further interpret the above activation of quan-
tum steering from a phenomenological point of view.
Let us suppose that in the standard quantum steering
scenario, the trusted party observes a change in the state
of its local system based on the input-output of the dis-
tant party. For any entangled state generated by the
source, the trusted party would observe such an effect.
However, if such a change for any input-output of the



distant party can also be explained via some local hid-
den state model (LHS), then the state is deemed un-
steerable in this scenario. Contrary to this, in the swap-
steering scenario considered above, the trusted party
detects whether its local state is entangled or not. Such
an entanglement can never occur between two subsys-
tems, if they can be individually described by an LHS
model, regardless of any operation of the distant party.
Consequently, there is a one-to-one correspondence be-
tween entanglement and network steerability.

Our work raises several follow-up problems. The
most important among them would be to extend the
above swap-steering scenario to the multipartite regime

and construct witnesses for every entangled state.
Moreover, it would be interesting if every bipartite en-
tangled state is swap-steerable even if the trusted party
performs a single measurement. A more involving
problem in this regard would be if one could remove the
assumption of trust in the network and construct wit-
nesses for every entangled state.
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for all a, b. Consequently, we have from (9) that
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where
d—1 d—1 )
Tlor, ®p0,) = X amtn | (= m,nlpr, @ pa,) = p(+mnlon, @ pa)| = ¥ ddip(mlon, @p1,). (A3)
m,n=0 m=0
m<n

Expanding the above formula (A3), by considering the measurement of Alice Uj:h AnprU,,, we obtain that

d—1 d—1
Tlor, ®pn) = X Tt antn(10, 800l = 1050000 )0, © 02, = X Tr |, l6mXomlon, © o,
m=0

m,n=0
m<n
d—1 d—1
= — X Te|wnn(fmu)nm| + [nm)mn|)pr, @ px, | — ¥ Te|ad lmmmmlpy, @y, ] (A4)
oy =0
where p,, = Ux,py, U}, . Let us now consider |7j) = ¥, «;|ii) and observe that
. d*-1
7 = Zowjlﬂ (il = Z““]|]]X]]|+ ZOM’ iG] + lif)jil)- (AS)
i,j ij
i<j

Consequently, from (A4), we have that

Do, ®pa) = ~Te [[7X1™pn, @ pa, | = ~Te[174716T, @2, ] <0, (A6)

Thus, we have from (A2) that for correlations admitting a SOHS model
Sp:npr < 0. (A7)
This concludes the proof. O

Fact 2. Consider the swap-steering scenario depicted in Fig. 1 and the functional S,.ccn (9). The maximal value attainable of

Sp.cen using an SOHS model is Bsoys = %.

Proof. The proof follows the same lines as presented in [7, 15]. Let us now consider the steering functional S,.ccy in
Eg. (16) and express it in terms of the SOHS model (2) as

i1
Spcen =Y, Y. p(ALA2)p(alpr, @ pr,)p(alrs, A2) < Y- p(Ar, Az) max{p(alpy, @ px,)} (A8)
I1,1=0 A1,Ap A A2 hLip

where we used the fact that °;, ;, p(l1/2|A1, A2) = 1 for any A1, A». Maximising over p,,, ), gives us

Y. p(A, Ap)max{p(alpy, @ pa,)} < ) p(A1,A2) max max{p(aloa, ® pa,)}- (A9)
AAz M, Aa PryPry 4

As Y, p(A;) = 1fori = 1,2 and the above function being linear allows us to conclude that

Bsons <  max maX{P(lllz| ) A ) a,) }- (A10)

[¥)a,1¥)a, hl

Now, considering the measurements of trusted Alice (15) and the optimizing over pure states ()4, [¢)4, € C“
gives us Bsons < % This bound can be saturated when the sources prepare the maximally mixed llAlpill:[11 =

1 Zi;(l) |kXk|a,|kXk|p, and the measurement with Bob is Mp = {|kIXkl|}p,p, forallk,l = 0,...,d — 1. This concludes
the proof. O

Fact 3. Consider the swap-steering scenario depicted in Fig. 1 and the functional S5 (19). The maximal value attainable of Sy
using an SOHS model is Bsops = 0.



Proof. Let us recall from (2) that for correlations admitting a SOHS model, we have that

= Y p(A)p(A2)p(al pa, @ pp,)p(blA1, A) (A11)
ALy

for all a,b. Consequently, we have from (19) that

= Y p(A)p(A2)T(pr, ® pa,)p(0[A1, A2) (A12)
AAs
where
d2-1 d2—1
T(pr, ®pp,) =cop+ Y camp(alon, @pa,) + Y capjplallk, pr, ®pa,)- (A13)
a=0 a,k=0

Expanding the above formula (A13) by cons1der1ng the observables of Alice { Ag, Ao1, A11, - - -, A14_1}, and recalling

that co0 = —Ap0,cr01 = — Z -1 /\0]w and ¢, 1 = — ] 1 /\k k]@dzwdjz, we obtain
?—1d>-1 ?-1d>-1
T(pr, ®pr,) = —Aoo— 3, Z )\ojw [T ( (164,01 X6a,01100, @ pr,) — Y, Z /\kk]@dzwdzTr(\(Sa 1k X041k 107, @ P2,)
a=0 j= a,k=0 j=1

(A14)

where |0, ;i) are the eigenvectors of Aj for all i, k. Recalling that A{k =Y, wg |04,ikX9a,ik|, We obtain from the above

expression
21 d2-14%2-1
Lo, ®pr,) = —Aop— Z )\OJTr Olp/\l ®pr,) — Z Z )‘kk]@dZTr( 1kp/\1 ® pp,)- (A15)
=1 k=0 j=
Let us now notice that putting the observables A;; and recalling that W; = Z?] *é A z( 2-1)/ 2X1 Z]dz’ we obtain
that
L(pn, ®pa,) = =Tr(Wapp, ®py,) < 0. (Al6)
Thus, we have from (A12) that for correlations admitting a SOHS model
S5 < 0. (A17)

This concludes the proof. O
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