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Local observables for entanglement witnesses
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We present an explicit construction of entanglement witnesses for depolarized states in arbitrary
finite dimension. For infinite dimension we generalize the construction to twin-beams perturbed
by Gaussian noises in the phase and in the amplitude of the field. We show that entanglement
detection for all these families of states requires only three local measurements. The explicit form
of the corresponding set of local observables (quorom) needed for entanglement witness is derived.

PACS numbers: 03.67.-a, 03.65.Wj, 03.65.Ta

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement plays an essential role in almost all as-
pects of quantum information theory [l]. Entangled
states are the key ingredients of many quantum pro-
tocols such as quantum teleportation, quantum dense
coding, and entanglement-based quantum cryptography.
However, entanglement can be in general corrupted by
the interaction with the environment. Therefore, entan-
gled states that are available for experiments are usu-
ally mixed states, and it becomes crucial to establish
whether or not entanglement has survived the environ-
mental noise.

The issue of experimental entanglement detection was
first addressed for pure states in Ref. [2]. More recently,
in Ref. [3] procedures based on the use of collective mea-
surements were proposed. Later, in Ref. ] a general
method to detect entanglement with few local measure-
ments was presented and optimal schemes were designed
for two-dimensional systems, bound entangled states and
entangled states of three qubits. In Ref. [5] a method for
local detection of nonseparable states has been derived
for bipartite states in dimension d and to some families
of states of n qubits; it was shown in particular that in
the bipartite case and for d a prime number the method
achieves the lower bound of d + 1 measurements derived
in Ref. [4]. In this paper we extend the approach of
M] to depolarised bipartite states in arbitrary dimension,
and show how entanglement can be efficiently detected
by identifying the minimal needed set of local observ-
ables, the so-called quorum of observables. Moreover, we
address the problem of entanglement detection for con-
tinuous variables (CV) and find entanglement witnesses
(EW) for a twin-beam state (TWB) corrupted by Gaus-
sian noises, both in the phase and in the amplitude of
the field. In this case efficient homodyne-tomographic
procedures are analyzed suited to local detection of en-
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tanglement. We found that for all the families of states
that we have considered a rank-four witness operator is
sufficient to detect entanglement. Notice that this result
is not in contradiction with the ones derived in Ref. []
because we assume to have more knowledge about the
family of states.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sect. [l we con-
struct the EW for bipartite depolarized entangled states
in arbitrary finite dimension, and give the explicit form
of the corresponding local quorum. In Sect. Ml we ana-
lyze the case of bipartite CV systems. In particular we
study the family of twin beam states corrupted by Gaus-
sian noise, both in the phase and in the amplitude of the
field, and show how to detect entanglement by employ-
ing homodyne tomographic techniques. In Sect. [Vl we
close the paper with a summary of the results and final
comments.

II. DEPOLARIZED STATES IN ARBITRARY
DIMENSION

In this section we will show how to detect entanglement
locally for depolarized states in arbitrary finite dimension
d, namely for the family of states

1
d2

p =Pl |+ —I 1, (1)
where [¢) is any bipartite entangled normalized pure
state of systems with dimension d, I is the d x d identity
operator and 0 < p < 1. If |[¢) is a maximally entangled
state, the states in Eq. () coincides with the family of
the socalled isotropic states.

We will now introduce a more convenient notation.
Given a bases {|i) ® |j)} for the Hilbert space H; ® Ho
(with H; and Hs generally not isomorphic), we can write
any vector |¥)) € Hy @ Ha as

|¥) = Z‘I’iﬂih ® |7)2 - (2)

The above notation [6] exploits the correspondence be-
tween states |¥)) in Hy ® Ho and Hilbert-Schmidt op-
erators W = .. W;;]i) (j|from H; to Ho. The following
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relations are an immediate consequence of the definition

@):

A® B|U) = |[AUBTY) (3)
(A|B)) = Tr[ATB] (4)

where BT denotes the transposition of the operator B
with respect to the chosen basis {|i)}. As mentioned
above, in the following we will consider only bipartite
states on ‘H ® H, where H has dimension d.

In this notation the depolarized state ([I) takes the
form

1-p
el (5)

R=p[W){(¥]+

Let us briefly recall the definition of EW [1, I§]. A state
p is entangled iff there exists an Hermitian operator W
such that Tr[IWp] < 0, while Tr[W psep] > 0 for all sepa-
rable states psep. The operator W is called entanglement
witness (EW). For entangled states with non positive par-
tial transpose (NPT) W can be explicitly constructed as
W = (|e){e])?, where Of denotes the partial transposed
of O on the second Hilbert space, and [e) is the eigen-
vector of p? that corresponds to the minimum eigenvalue
[¥]. Notice that this is not the only method to construct
entanglement witnesses. Other techniques, working for
both NPT and PPT entangled states, have been sug-
gested, as for example, in Refs. [9, [1].

The entangled states of the form (Il) have non positive
partial transpose |11, [12]. Following the approach of [4],
we will show how to detect entangled states within the
family (@) by explicitly deriving EW according to the
above construction.

The partial transpose of the state R can be written as

1-p
d2

RV =p(T@NEW ®I)+ I®lI, (6)
where E is the swap operator, i.e. £ =73, [9){(j|®|j)(i.

As mentioned above, in order to construct a witness
operator for the family of states (), we look for the eigen-
vector of RY corresponding to the minimum eigenvalue.
Therefore, we can start by writing explicitly the eigen-
value equation

R°|A) = A|A)) (7)

where |A)) is the eigenvector for the eigenvalue A. By
using the properties @) and Eq. (@), we can also write

RY|A)) = plWATW) + c|A)) | (8)

where ¢ = (1 — p)/d?, and O* denotes complex conjunc-
tion of the operator O with respect to the chosen basis
{|#)}. Therefore, the eigenvalue equation in operatorial
terms takes the form

M = pUATT* +cA | (9)

and can be more conveniently written as

VATU* = A, p=A=¢c)/p. (10)

We now use the singular value decomposition of the
matrix ¥, namely ¥ = XYY, where X and Y are uni-
tary operators, while X is the diagonal operator contain-
ing the eigenvalues {o;} of V' WWf—the so-called singular
values of —which are conventionally ordered decreas-
ingly. The above equation then takes the form

XY TATX*2yT = puA . (11)

By multiplying Eq. () by X on the left and by Y* on
the right, and upon defining

B=YTATX", (12)
Eq. () can be written in the compact form
BT = y~'vBY . (13)

The last equation can be conveniently expressed by ex-
plicitly writing its matrix elements as follows

bij = p tbjioio; . (14)
By reiterating the above equation one obtains

bij = u720i20]24bij, (15)
which is fulfilled for

p’=ojol. (16)
For values of ¢ and j that cannot satisfy Eq. () we
necessarily have b;; = 0. We now want to specify the
form of the operator B corresponding to the minimum
eigenvalue A. Notice first that for eigenvalues A < ¢ the
parameter pu is negative, and therefore, according to Eq.
(@), all diagonal elements of B vanish. This is the case in
particular when the minimum eigenvalue \,, is negative.
We will now explicitly derive the form of B corresponding
to the minimum eigenvalue \,,. Suppose that o1 and o9
are the two largest elements of ¥ and o; > o05. Then,
from Eq. (@) the minimum eigenvalue \,, takes the
form \,, = —po102 + ¢, and according to Eq. ([[H) the
matrix elements of the operator B corresponding to A,
(which we will denote by B) are

612 = _621 =1 ’ (17)

while all the other elements vanish. Therefore, the oper-
ator B has rank two and takes the explicit form

oo
Il

(18)



The expression for the operator A corresponding to the
minimum eigenvalue A, which we will call A, follows
from the definition of B in Eq. ([[2) and is given by

A=XBYT. (19)

The EW for the family of states ([l) can then be derived
as

W = (JA) (A’ (20)

Notice that the same form of B is valid also for degenerate
maximum singular value o, although in this case the
solution is not unique. Moreover, an interesting feature
of the resulting witness operator is that its rank is four,
independently of the dimension d of the subsystems. We
also want to point out that the EW for the states ({l) does
not depend on the value of p, but only on some a priori
knowledge about the state |[¥)), namely on the singular
values of ¥ and on the form of the operators X and Y.
As an illustration we will consider two explicit exam-
ples. When |T)) is a maximally entangled state in di-
mension d of the form |¥)) = \/— > 177), i.e. the opera-

tor X is proportional to the identity, with o; = 1/vd Vad,
then the operator A corresponding to a state |A)) =
(|ig) — |47))/+/2 can be used to construct a witness oper-
ator. In this case the state is separable iff p > 1/(d+1).

As a second example let us consider an initial state
with Schmidt number two, i.e. 0 = o2 = 1/v/2 and
o; = 0 for ¢ > 2. In this case the corresponding EW is
constructed from |A)) = (|01) — [10))/+/2, where |01) and
|10) are the basis states related to o1 and o2. The state
is entangled when p > 2/(d? + 2).

We will now show how to detect entanglement for the
family of states ([{l) by measuring only three local observ-
ables. The matrix A in ([[d) can be written as

A=iX (o, ®0)Y", (21)

where o, is a Pauli matrix (acting between the two levels
of the two-dimensional subspace spanned by A), @ de-
notes the direct sum, and 0 is the null matrix. If P is
the projection operator over the subspace where A is not
null, the above expression can be rewritten as

A=iX'P'S,PY*, (22)

where X' = XYT P =Y*PYT and ¥, = Y*0o,50Y 7.
Insertlng the above expression in the deﬁmtlon &) of
= (A® I)E(AT ® I) we have

W= (XS, @)(Ee&0)(S,XTel), (23)

where Es is the swap operator for the two-dimensional
subspace spanned by the support of A. Since one has

Z Oa ® 0q, (24)

a=t,r,y,z

1
E2:§

where o; = I, the EW can be finally written as
W=3iel+ > 16a

Q=T,Y,z

®0oq , (25)

with
Go = X'Y,0,5, X1 (26)

As we can see from Eq.([23), the witness operator W can
be measured by performing the measurements of only
three local observables 7, ® 04, @ = x,y,2. This re-
sult generalizes that of Ref. M| to arbitrary dimension
for states of the form (): in all cases only three local
observables are sufficient.

As mentioned in the introduction, in Ref. |3] a different
method to detect entanglement of d dimensional states
has been proposed. This method is valid for states of
the form [¢)) = d ! o aklkk) with ar > 0 and requires
the measurement of d + 1 observables. Compared to our
method, it needs the measurements of a larger number of
observables, but, on the other hand, it does not require
the knowledge of the values of the coeflicients ay in the
density matrix.

III. PERTURBED TWIN-BEAM IN
CONTINUOUS VARIABLES

In this section we address the construction and the
measurement of EW for CV. At first we have to define
the families of states we are going to consider. These
cannot be a trivial generalization of the isotropic states,
since both maximally entangled states and the identity
are unphysical states in an infinite dimensional Hilbert
space. We start from the “maximally” entangled state of
two CV systems at finite energy, which is given by

=T [ze e, |a| <1, (27)

where without loss of generality we will consider = as
real. Here and in the following, with a', b7, and a, b we
will denote the creation and annihilation operators of two
independent harmonic oscillators, respectively, with com-
mutations [a,a’] = [b,b7] = 1. For the e. m. radiation
the harmonic oscillators describes two field modes, and
Eq. Z3) describes the so-called twin-beam state (TWB)
obtained by parametric downconversion of the vacuum
in a nondegenerate optical parametric amplifier. In this
case 1 = 222 /(1 — x?) represents the average number of
photons of the TWB. In practice, TWB are the most re-
liable source of CV entanglement: indeed, experimental
implementation of quantum information protocols such
as teleportation, have been obtained using TWB of radi-
ation.

Let us now analyze the family of states that are ob-
tained by perturbing a TWB with a noisy environment.
We will consider Gaussian noises both in the phase and
in the amplitude of the field modes. Thermal noise is a
special case of the present Gaussian displacement noise,
whereas the noise coming from the addition of a thermal
state has been considered in [13]. In this case our results
coincide with the ones given there.

W) = ¥ 1),



The action of a phase-destroying environment on the
TWB is described by the Master equation

R = 7 [2aTaRaTa — (a'a)>R — R(a'a)? (28)

+ 2b'bRbb — (b'0)2R — R(bTb)?] (29)

where R denotes the time derivative of the state R. The

solution of Eq. ([9) for initial condition Ry = [¥){(¥|,
can be expressed as

R(t) = (1=a%) 37 e pp)(gq] , (30)
P.q
where we used the abbreviate notation |ij) for |i) ® |7).
The correlations between the modes are reduced in the
mixture [B) compared to the initial TWB state. How-
ever, as we will see by explicitly constructing an EW,
phase-noise never leads to a separable state, i.e. the en-
tanglement is not destroyed for any value of ~t.
In order to obtain an EW for the family R(t) we con-
struct and diagonalize the partial transpose RY(t)

RO(t) = (1= a®) 37 a? e =i jpg) (gpl. (31)
Pq
The eigenvalues equation R,? [¢) = A[¢)) is solved by
Moo= (L=a?)a®,  [gn) = |nn),
AE = (1= 2)gntmeinmm)®, (32)
[Ynm) = 5 (Inm) £ [mn))

The minimum eigenvalue is given by A\g; = —(1—2?)ze™?
corresponding to the eigenvector
i) = (101 — [10)). (33)

The eigenvector |1)y;)) does not depend on ~¢, and thus
is suitable to build a proper EW for this family of states.
We have

W= Lo (W) (34)
= 1 (|01)(01] + [10)(10[ — |00)(11| — [11){00]).

The expectation value
Tr[R(t) W] =Xy <0 Vitzx (35)

is always negative and thus the state R(t) is never sepa-
rable, for any value of ¢, and for any value of the initial
TWB parameter x. In other words, although decreased
the entanglement is never destroyed by phase-noise. It
can also be proved [14] that R(t) can be distilled. The re-
sult in Eq. (BH) proves the conjecture suggested in [13],
where the entanglement analysis of a phase-perturbed
TWB was performed by numerical evaluation of the rel-
ative entropy of entanglement.

Let us now consider the family of states obtained by
perturbing a TWB state by Gaussian amplitude noise,
namely

Ry =G @ Gu(|T)(¥]), (36)

where for a single mode state p one the map of the Gaus-
sian noise is given by
) d?a _lol?

Gulp) = | —=e " r D(a)pD'(«), (37)
D(a) = exp{aa’ — @aa} denoting the displacement op-
erator. We notice that the operator ([B4l) obtained for
phase-perturbation is an EW also for Gaussian ampli-
tude noise. Omitting positive factors, we have

11—2 a>1
Tr[R, W] x Kk 1—|—21+$ &

Eq. [BY) says that R, becomes separableif k > 1— %ffl,
a result that can be also obtained by direct check of the
positivity of the partial transpose (PPT condition) [16].
The family R,, in fact, is composed of Gaussian states,
for which the PPT condition is necessary and sufficient
for separability |17]. It should be mentioned that the
constructive procedure suggested in Ref. [§] fails to pro-
vide an EW for the the family R, in particular it does
not lead to a state-independent witness.

In principle, the EW (@B4) can be measured by us-
ing only three observables, as in the finite dimensional
case. However, there is no feasible implementation of
the measuring apparatus corresponding to the quorum
in the present CV case. Since we are interested only
in the expectation value of W, we could use quantum
tomography (for a recent tutorial review on quantum to-
mography see Ref. [18]). However, a tomographic deter-
mination of W is useful only if requires a smaller num-
ber of observables than those needed for reconstructing
the full state. Indeed, this is the case for the EW in
Eq. @4). In fact, for two modes of radiation a; and
as, the expectation value (O) = Tr[RO] of a generic
operator O can be obtained by local repeated measure-

ments of the quadratures X4, = %(a’; €1 +a1e71) and

Xog, = %(a;ei@ + aze™%2) as follows

1
—14+—. 38
K +4ﬁ ( )

(0) = //%%(R[O](qu%;)fzm%» ;o (39)

namely by averaging the over the phases ¢ 2 and over
an ensemble of repeated measurements the function of
the two quadratures R[O](x1, ¢1; za, p2)—so-called es-
timator or kernel function—depending on the operator
O. The kernel function for Hilbert-Schmidt operators
can be obtained directly by means of the trace [1§]
R[O)(1,¢15 %2, ¢2) = Tr [R(X1g, — 21)R(X2g, — 72)0]
with R(z) = —lim._,o+ $Re(z + ie) 2. For the operator
W in Eq. B4) we have

RIW](z1, ¢1; 72, $2) = foo(w1) f11(z2) (40)

+f11(z1) foo(z2) — 2 cos(p1 + b2) for (z1) for (z2)
where

foo(z) = )35

foi(x) 4y/mz ®(2,3; —227) (41)

fu(z) = 2[®(1,1;—227) — 20(2, 4; —22%)] |

2d(1,1; —22?)



and ®(a, b; z) denotes the confluent hypergeometric func-
tion. Remarkably, R[W] depends only on the sum of the
two phases ¢1 2, and shows only a couple of oscillations.
Therefore, the number of measurements to detect the
entanglement witness is much smaller than that needed
to reconstruct just the first few matrix elements of the
state, say, in the photon number representation, since the
number of oscillations of the estimators for such matrix
elements increases linearly with their photon-number in-
dex. The precision of the tomographic estimation can be
further improved by adaptive techniques [19].

If we are allowed to mix the two modes after the per-
turbation, the characterization of entanglement for the
family R, can be obtained by measuring a single quadra-
ture. In fact, for Gaussian states, a necessary and suffi-
cient condition to have entanglement after a beam split-
ter is that the two inputs show squeezing (in mutually
orthogonal directions) [20, 21]. Therefore, if we impinge
the two modes of the perturbed TWB in a beam splitter,
and then measure the quadrature X = 1(af + a) on the
sum mode, we have squeezing if and only if the input
state is entangled. Therefore, the fluctuation operator
W =AX%?-1/4=X?—-(X)2—1/4is an EW, and its
expectation value is of course obtained by measuring the
quadrature X. The analysis is valid also when the TWB
initial parameter x is complex, in which case the phase of
the quadrature to be measured coincides with the phase
of . Obviously, if the mixing of the two modes is not
possible, one can always reconstruct the above quadra-
ture locally by quantum tomography.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have given an explicit construction
of EW for depolarised states in arbitrary finite dimen-
sion. For infinite dimensions, i. e. for CV, we have
introduced isotropic states as twin-beams perturbed by
Gaussian noises in the phase or in the amplitude of the
field, and we have constructed their respective EW as
well. We have shown that in all cases entanglement de-
tection needs only a quorum of three local observables,
whose explicit form have been derived. For CV it is possi-
ble to use also homodyne tomography efficiently to detect
entanglement, without determining the matrix elements
of the state.

Acknowledgments

We wish to thank Dagmar Bruf3 for useful comments,
and Oliver Rudolph for pointing out Ref. [12]. This work
has been supported by the INFM project PRA-2002-
CLON, by the MIUR project Entanglement assisted high
precision measurements, and by the EC project EQUIP
(IST-1999-11053). MGAP is research fellow at Collegio
Alessandro Volta.

[1] I. L. Chuang and M. A. Nielsen, Quantum Information
and Quantum Computation, Cambridge University Press
(Cambridge UK 2000).

[2] J. Sancho, S. Huelga, Phys. Rev. A 61, 042303 (2000).

[3] P. Horodecki and A. Ekert, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 127902
(2002).

[4] O. Giihne, P. Hyllus, D. Bru; A. Ekert, M. Lewen-
stein, C. Macchiavello, and A. Sanpera, Phys. Rev. A
66, 062305 (2002); O. Giihne, P. Hyllus, D. Bruf}, A. Ek-
ert, M. Lewenstein, C. Macchiavello, and A. Sanpera,
quant-ph/0210134.

[5] A.O. Pittenger and M.H. Rubin, quant-ph/0207024.

[6] G. M. D’Ariano, P. Lo Presti, M. Sacchi, Phys. Lett. A
272, 32 (2000)

[7] B. Terhal, Lin. Alg. Appl. 323, 61 (2001).

[8] M. Lewenstein et al., Phys. Rev. A 62, 052310 (2000);
ibid. 63, 044304 (2001); D. Bruf et al., J. Mod. Opt. 49,
1399 (2002).

[9] A.C. Doherty et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 88 187904 (2002).

[10] J. Rehacek, Z. Hradil, quant-ph/0205071.
[11] M. Horodecki and P. Horodecki, Phys. Rev. A 59, 4206

(1999).

[12] G. Vidal and R. Tarrach, Phys. Rev. A 59, 141 (1999).

[13] L. Mista, Jr., R. Filip, and J. Fiurasek, Phys. Rev. 65
062315 (2002).

[14] W. Xiang-Bin, M. Keiji, and T. Akihisa, Phys. Rev. Lett.
87, 137903 (2001)

[15] T. Hiroshima, Phys. Rev. A 63, 022305 (2001).

[16] G. M. D’Ariano, P. Lo Presti and M. G. A. Paris, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 87, 270404 (2001).

[17] R. Simon, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84 2726 (2000).

[18] G. M. D’Ariano, Tomographic methods for wuniver-
sal estimation in quantum optics, Scuola “E. Fermi”
on Ezperimental Quantum Computation and Informa-
tion, Varenna, June 17-27, 2001, Editrice Compositori,
Bologna (in press).

[19] G. M. D’Ariano, M. G. A. Paris, Phys. Rev. A 60 518
(1999).

[20] M. G. A. Paris, Phys. Rev. A 59, 1615 (1999).

[21] W. Xiang-Bin, Phys. Rev. A, 65, 024303 (2002).


http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0210134
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0207024
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0205071

