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I. INTRODUCTION

We know that, in general, N-dimensional density matrices can be written in the form

p_%(njw W(HJ\))F

This representation is a convenient one since for pure states it yields,
n-n=1, and nxn =n,

where the “star” product is defined according to

N(N -1 1
(a*b)k: ( 5 )<N_2)dijkaibj'

The way to see this is to just use the following relationship from [4, |5]

2
)\i)\j = N(Sij]lN + (dijk + icijk)/\kv

(4)

where the ¢;;; and the d;;i are the structure coefficients for the SU(N) Lie algebra in question. For N-dimensional
density matrices there exists a simple procedure to calculate the components of n: beginning with equation ([I) we

use the trace condition on the elements of the algebra

to generate

()

(6)

We can use this to represent n in terms of other parameterizations such as when p = UpyU 2 or to evaluate ([l) when

p is explicitly given as in the following example.

A. Example Calculation: Bell’s States

We begin by defining the four Bell states [6]:

1 1 0 0
1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1
1/}1 E R ¢2 E 0 ) 1/}3 - E 1] 1/}4 - E —11> (7)
1 -1 0 0
1 Note that orthogonal states in this representation are those that have an angle 6 = Cos’l(N;jl) between them in the corresponding

Hilbert space.
2 Substitution of p = UpgUT into equation (@) yields

N
n; = \/2(1\7—1) * Tr[(UpaUt) - Ay]

which upon calculation gives n as a function of the N(IN — 1) group parameters (denoted by «a;) and the N — 1 “rotations” (denoted by

0;) parameterizing pq.



which can also be represented as the following density matrices

1001 1 00 —1
000O0 0 00 O
wlwi = pPBS1 = % 0000 ) 2/121/]; = pBS2 = % 0 00 0 )
1001 -1 00 1 (8)
000O0 00 0 0
0110 01 -10
U3l = ppss = 4 0110 , at] = ppss =3 0-1 1 0
000O0 00 0 0

These four density matrices represent the four possible EPR pairs for two qubit systems in SU(4) and represent an
orthonormal basis for the entire two qubit, pure state, state space (i. e. for the vector space but not for p). By their
definition, they are maximally entangled states, i.e. nonfactorizable superpositions of product states, and thus impart
non-local correlations between the behavior of the two qubits that make up these four states. For, if these states were
factorizable

p=pa®ps, 9)
then the probability of joint detection would also factorize
oI* = 1pal?lp5l% (10)

and thus the measurements would be independent of each other.
Now although the Bell states cannot be decomposed into a set of product states, we can decompose their density
matrix representation given in equation @) into the one given by equation ([l) by using equation (@) with N = 4,

(14 + V6 n-N), (11)

m»a

thus yielding

1 1 1 2 1
= —]1 ]
PBS1 4(44—\/6(\/— 3\/5)\84-\/;/\9 3)\15
1 1 2 1
= (I, +V6 \/:\ =
PBS2 4(4 (\/— 3\/5 30~ 3 15)
1 2 1 1
= (1 —\ —\ A
PBS3 4(4+\/— 3+\/g 3\/5 8‘1‘315))7
— L1+ V(- \ﬁ s 3s) (12)
PBS4 = 1 4 \/— 3 3\/—8 15

We can see that for the first two Bell states the only non-zero components of n are ns, ng, ng and n5 whereas
for the last two Bell states one switches ng for ng (with its corresponding Lie algebra component). The rest of the
components of n are zero.

II. GENERAL ENTANGLING OPERATIONS ON TWO QUBITS

From ([, d, 9] and references within) we know that entangled (and entangleable) two qubit density matrices must
satisfy3

Tr(p?] > (13)

3 Note that this is just a necessary condition for a state to either be already entangled, or to possibly be entangled under some group
operation. Obviously, pure states satisfy this criterion automatically, but it is the mixed state situation to which this criterion is more
often applied. Separable two qubit density matrices have Tr[p?] < %



If we start with equation (I, assigning N = 4

p:

<114 +VE(n- »), (14)

W~ | =

then equation ([3) yields

Tr[p?] = Tr F (14 +V6(n - A))Q] =2(143|n|?) >

16

w| =

1
4

implying that ||n| > 1/3 for entangled states. On the other hand if we begin with p = UpaUT where U € SU(4), we
can see that

Tr[p®] = Tr((UpaU")(UpaU")) = TrlUpgU "] = Tr[pj] > % (16)
where pg is
sin?(0;) sin?(0y) sin®(63) 0 0 0
D = 8 cos?(61) sin20(92) sin?(6s) o (QQ)OSmZ o) 8 (17)
0 0 0 cos?(03)

from [1] and we have exploited the knowledge that UUT = 14. Evaluation of this trace yields the following demands
on the ranges of 61, 62, and 63 (here expressed as functions of sin(6;) and cos(6;)):

Trlp?] = cos(f3)* + <cos(92)4 + i (3 + cos(461)) sin(92)4> sin(f3)" > (18)

Wl

Depending on the ranges of 6; one could either have a pure or mixed state that would satisfy equation ([I3]).

A. Pure State Entanglement
One can see that for 0, = 7/2, (i = 1,2,3), equation ([I8) would be satisfied and thus we would have a pg which

could be entangled. Therefore using equation () with 6; = /2, (i = 1,2, 3), we can define a pure state as*

pd = (19)

S oo
oo OO
oo OO
o O OO

Using equation (@) we can then calculate the components of n in terms of the twelve o and three 6 parameters when
p is given by p = UpyaUT and U € SU(4). From this it would be possible to determine the actual parameter values
that would generate the Bell states given in equation (§) by solving the fifteen simultaneous equations implied by the
representation of n in terms of the Euler parameters. Another, more instructive way is to apply successive unitary
operations, U € SU(4), to the two qubit pure state given in equation ([[d) until one achieves the requisite Bell state.?

4 Remember that any 4 by 4 matrix with one element along the diagonal equal to unity and the rest equal to zero will be invariant under
a U(3) subgroup of SU(4) and would therefore represent a pure state. The representation given in equation (@) however is ideally
suited for the following calculations based on the group parameters remaining after evaluating the coset SU(4)/U(3) (see 4] for more
details) since it is those remaining 6 parameters (equally split between three A3 phases and three AG—1)241 (i = 2,3,4) rotations)
that are explicitly contained in the pure state volume measure given in [4] which parameterizes the space CP3 via the corresponding
Fubini-Study metric (see [0, [L1] for the SU(3) case) which directly acts upon the p; 1} element. This pure state representation is also
consistent with the generalized pg, used in [1, 2] given previously.

5 Because of the U (8) invariance of the two qubit pure state given in equation ([[[d)), we only have to look at those operations in the coset
SU(4)/U(3) which we know from [d] to be represented by

ez)\3a1 ez/\gag ez/\gag 67)\5a4 ez/\3a5 ez/\lgag

but it is instructive to see, through the use of the full group SU(4), that only those operations generated from the set {A2, A5, A10} yield
pure state entanglement.



1.  Bell States One and Two

To begin, we first act upon our pure state with the group operations,

U= Mo and Ul = e~ Phioe, (20)
yielding
p= UpgUl = ePrroap e=iroe (21)
which in matrix notation is
cos(a) 0 0 sin(a) 1000 cos(a) 0 0 —sin(a)
- 0 10 0 0000 0 10 0
P= 0 01 0 0000 0 01 0
—sin(a) 0 0 cos(a) 0000 sin(fa) 0 0 cos(a)
cos(a)? 0 0 —cos(a)sin(a)
0 00 0
= 0 00 0 (22)
—cos(a)sin(a) 0 0 sin(a)?
Taking the partial transpose of the above density matrix yields
cos(a)? 0 0 0
0 0 — cos(a) sin(a) 0
Dt _
r= 0 — cos(a) sin(a) 0 0 ’ (23)
0 0 0 sin(a)?
which has an eigenvalue decomposition equal to
{x1, X2, X3, x4} = {cos(@)?, —cos(a)sin(a), cos(a)sin(a), sin(a)’}, (24)
and where the constant term in the characteristic polynomial is®
Det(pP* — 1y % x) — — cos(a)? sin(a)?. (25)

Recalling that « varies from 0 to 7/2 we can see that for 0 < a < 7 we have an entangled density matrix p. In

particular we can see that if & = 7/4 we generate the second Bell state

cos(%)? 0 0 —cos(%)sin(%)
R 0 00 0
P\*T1)7 0 00 0
—cos(§)sin(%) 0 0 sin(Z)?
$ 00
“lo o0 o[ (26)
-3 00 3

Now, in general, if we use the Euler angle parameterization of SU(4) given in [l] and take the most general
U € SU(4) to be given as

U=U(,0,03,0,as,06,07,0,a9,0,a11,0, 013, @14, 0115)

— el)\galel)\:;a:; eZ)\30¢5 eZ)\loag eZ)\30¢7e’L>\30{g el)\galle’L)\galg el)\ga14el>\150{157 (27)

6 The constant term is just the zeroth order coefficient of x in the characteristic equation.



we would then have a density matrix equal to

p=UpaU'
cos(ag)? 0 0 —eilortastas) cog(ag) sin(ag)
0 00 0
= 0 00 0 ! (28)
—e~Hertastas) cog(ag) sin(ag) 0 0 sin(ag)?
whose partial transpose is
cos(ag)? 0 0 0
ot 0 _ 0 —e~Hartastas) cog(ag) sin(ag) 0 (29)
0 —elartastas) cog(ag) sin(ag) 0 0 ’
0 0 0 sin (o )?

which yields an eigenvalue decomposition and a constant term in the characteristic polynomial equivalent to equations
&4) and E3) but that does not generate the second Bell state when ag = /4

COS(%)Q 0 0 —eilortastas) Cos(%)sin(%)
A 0 00 0
plas =)= 0 00 0
_e—i(a1+a3+a5)cos(%)sin )00 Sin(%)2
(%) 8 8 _%ei(mo-i-as-i-as)
_ 0 00 ’ (30)
_%efi(eranra:s) 00 %

What we would have, on the other hand, is the following. Define a; + a3 + a5 = 8, where 0 < 8 < 57 since oy runs
from 0 to 7 and as and as each run from 0 to 27.7 Then

e:l:’i(al +as +O¢5) — e:l:lﬁ

=cos(f) £ isin(p)

= —1 when 8 = w, 37,57

=1 when 8 =0, 27, 4x. (31)
Thus when oy + a3 + a5 = m, 37, or 5w we get the first Bell state and when oy + a3z + a5 = 0, 27, or 47 we get
the second Bell state. Intermediate values of a1 + a3 + a5 can be equated to “intermediate” Bell states; states which
have an equivalent density matrix representation as the first and second Bell state, but which are not equal to any

type of convex sum of said Bell states.
Now if, instead of equation 20 we were to choose

U = 2% or U = ¢ (32)

and apply it to pg (as in equation ([ZI)) we would not generate the other two Bell states, or for that matter any entangled
density matrix p, even with the most general U (as in equation (21)). The question now is, what combination of the
exponentiation of Ao with A5, and/or Ajp will entangle the pure state density matrix py yielding the other two Bell
states. It is to this question we now proceed.

2. Bell States Three and Four

To begin, we first act upon our pure state with the group operations,

U= e?oheP2? and Ul = e 2vePor (33)

7 We are now using the covering ranges for SU(4), defined in [1].



yielding
p — UdeT — ei}\sueikgl/pde—i)\zVe—iXsM’ (34)
which in matrix notation is®
cos(p) cos(v)  cos(p)sin(v) sin(u) 0 1000 cos(p) cos(v) sin(v) cos(v)sin(u) 0
_ —sin(v) cos(v) 0 0] |00O0O0| [—cos(u)sin(r) cos(v) —sin(u)sin(r) 0
P = = cos(v)sin(y) —sin(u)sin(v) cos(u) 0000 —sin(p) 0 cos(p)
0 0 0 1 0000O0 0 0 0 1
cos(p)? cos(v)? — cos(p) cos(v) sin(v) — cos(u) cos(v)? sin(u) 0
| —cos(p) cos(v) sin(v) sin(v)? cos(v)sin(p) sin(v) 0 (35)
T | —cos(u) cos(v)?sin(p)  cos(v) sin(u) sin(v) cos(v)? sin(u)? 0
0 0 0 0

Now the above density matrix does not look like either of the remaining two Bell states; unless we demand that
w=m/2. Then we get

0 0
sin(v)?  cos(v)sin(v)
cos(u)osin(y) cos(v)?

(36)

AS)

I
cooo
cooco

which has the same form as the remaining two Bell states. As before, taking the partial transpose of the above density
matrix yields

0 0 0 cos(v) sin(v)
P — 8 s1n(()1/)2 COS(()V)Q 8 ’ (37)
cos(v)sin(v) 0 0 0
which has an eigenvalue decomposition equal to
{x1, X2, X3, Xa} = {cos(v)?, —cos(v)sin(v), cos(v)sin(v), sin(v)?}, (38)
and where the constant term in the characteristic polynomial is
Det(pP* — 1y % x) — — cos(v)*sin(v)*. (39)

Recalling that v varies from 0 to /2 we can see that for 0 < v < § we have an entangled density matrix p. In

particular we can see that if v = /4 we generate the third Bell state

0 0 0 0
) AT 0 sin(%)?  cos %)sm2(%) 0
4 0 cos(§)sin(f)  cos(§ 0]’
0 0 0 0
000O0
0320
=g 11 40
03lo (40)
0000
Notice, if we had instead used
UpUT — eikzweiks¢pde—i>\5¢e—i>\2w (41)

8 Recall that since Ay and A5 do not commute, the other possible group operation e*2¥ei sk p,e=iAskhe=iA2v will not generate this
matrix. But, because [A2, \5] = —[\s5, A2], the subsequent work after this step will be similar for either e?*2¥eirstp e~ Aske= 2V or
6iA5MeiA2upd67i>‘2V67i>‘5M.



as our initial starting point, we would have instead produced the following density matrix

cos(¢)? cos(1))? —cos(¢)? cos(vp) sin(y)) — cos(¢) cos(1)) sin(¢p) 0
| — cos(¢)? cos(z) sin(zp) cos(¢)? sin(1))? cos(¢) sin(¢) sin(p) 0 49
P=1 - cos(¢) cos(v) sin(¢)  cos(¢) sin(¢) sin (1)) sin(¢)? 0] (42)
0 0 0 0
One can see that in order for this matrix to be equivalent to (B8l), one must demand that ¢ = 7/2, thus yielding
0 0 0 0
10 cos(¢)?  cos()sin(¢) 0
P~ 1o cos(p)sin(¢)  sin(¢p)? 0] (43)
0 0 0 0

For simplicity, we shall generalize this group operation and not the original e**s#¢ei*2¥ calculation.
Therefore, in general, if we use the Euler angle parameterization of SU(4) given in [l and take U € SU(4) to be

given as

7T
U="U(o, 57043,044,04570,04770,049,0,0411,0,0413,0414,0415)
— ei)\gal ei)\g% ei)\gotg ei>\50t4 ei>\3a5 ei}\3a7ei)\3a9 ei)\gau ei}\galg ei}\sa14ei>\15 0115, (44)

we would generate the following density matrix

p="UpaU"
0 0 0 0
|0 cos(ay)? e~ He1=a3) cog(ay) sin(ay) 0 (45)
0 e'l@1=23) cos(ay) sin(ay) sin(au)? 0]’
0 0 0 0
whose partial transpose is
0 0 0 e¥(@1793) cos(ay) sin(ay)
0 cos(auy )? 0 0
Pt
= 0 0 sin(oy)? 0 ’ (46)
e~ He1=a3) cog(ay) sin(ay) 0 0 0

which yields an eigenvalue decomposition and a constant term in the characteristic polynomial equivalent to equations
BY) and (BH) but that does not generate the third Bell state when «y = 7/4

0 0 0 0
p a4:z _10 cos(%)? e~ @1=3) cos(T)sin(Z) 0
4 0 el(@1=s) cog(T) sin(Z) sin(%)? 0
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 1 le—i(ai—as)

=0 1eit@ias) 1 0 (47)
2 2
0 0 0 0

What we would have, as before with the second Bell state, is the following. Define oy — ag = v, where —27 <~ <0
since a1 and a3 again run from 0 to m and 0 to 27 respectively. Then
e:ti(alfo@) — e:i:i’y

= cos(—|y|) £ isin(=[v|)

=cos(|7[) F isin(]7])

=—1when |y| ==

=1 when |y| = 0, 27. (48)
Thus when |a; — a3| = m we get the fourth Bell state and when |a; — a3| = 0 or 27 we get the third Bell state.
Intermediate values of |o; — as| can be thought of as “intermediate” Bell states; states which have an equivalent

density matrix representation as the third and fourth Bell state, but which are not equal to any type of conver sum
of said Bell states.



3. General Two Qubit Pure State Entanglement

The natural extension of the previous work is to look at the case when we use the Euler angle parameterization of
SU(4) given in [1] and take U € SU(4) to be given as®

U= U(Oél, a2, 3, 4, 05, Og, A7, 0; Qg, 0; i1, 0; 13, 014, Cy15)
— ei)\galeiAzaz ei}\30¢3 ei}\50¢4 ei}\30¢5 ei)\maﬁ ei>\30¢7ei>\30¢96i>\30¢11 ei)\30¢13 ei)\ga14 ei}\150¢15 . (49)

We would then generate the following density matrix (see p on next page). One can see immediately that in order to
obtain the general form for Bell states three and four, s and ag must be set to 7/2 and zero respectively. Similarly,
in order to obtain the general form for Bell states one and two, as and a4 must be set to zero.

Generally, though, the two sets of eigenvalues of the partial transpose of equation (&)

Uy = te7 Gortes) cos(ay) cos(ag) X A,

1 1 - .
by =-+ _62(20‘1+0‘5)\/(61(2a1+0¢5) - 4cos(044)260s(a6)> X A, (51)

272
where A is
A = (&' cos(ag) sin(az) sin(aa) + €**** cos(as) sin(aﬁ))%
% (€29 cos(ag) sin () sin(ay) + €% cos(az) sin(ag)) (52)
indicate that the phase parameter ag does not contribute. We claim that one only needs three rotations, and one

overall phase in order to carry out a general entangling operation on pg. This can be seen if one expands the constant
term from the characteristic polynomial for this situation

Det(pPt — Ty % €) — — e~ 2201795) cog(ary)? cos(ag)*
x (€' cos(ag) sin(az) sin(ay) + €**** cos(a2) sin(ozg))2
x (€*** cos(ag) sin(az) sin(ou) + €'** cos(a2) sin(ozg))2 (53)

and defines n = 2a; — a5 as the cumulative phase

® = — cos(ay) cos(ag)®sin(az) 'sin(oy)*

— 2¢~"cos(ag)cos(as)* cos(ag) sin (o) *sin (v ) sin ()
— 26" cos(az)cos(ay ) cos(ag) Tsin(az)®sin(as)® sin(ag)

— 4cos(az) cos(as)* cos( o) sin( oz ) *sin (o) *sin (g )

— e 2 cos(ary ) cos(ay ) cos(ag) sin () 2sin(ay) *sin(ag)
— €%"Mcos ()’ cos(auy) ' cos(ag ) sin(arg ) *sin(aug ) *sin(ag)

? sin(ap) sin(ay )sin(ag)”

— 2e~"cos(az)®cos(ay)* cos(a)
— 2¢"cos(ia)? cos(avg) *cos(ag ) sin () sin(auy )sin(ag)

— cos(aa) cos(ay)* cos(ag ) *sin(ag)”. (54)

From the previous work it is obvious that only the parameters ag; (i = 1,2,3) and 7, the overall phase running
from 0 to 27, are needed to parameterize all entangling operations that can be done on an initial pure state (given in
equation ([@)). These three rotations and one phase thus can be used to parameterize the following manifold

SU(4) cp?
M = = , 55
EsU(4) U(3) X U(l)SU(2)n U(l)SU(2)2Q17Q5 ( )

9 We only need to look at the first 6 group operations of U because they are the ones that “parameterize” the coset SU(4)/U(3) = CP3

).



p= UdeJr =

cos(ag)? cos(ay)? cos(ag)? —e2791 cos(ag) cos(ay)? cos(ag)? sin(as) %lei(a1+o‘3) cos(ag) cos(ag)? sin(2ay) %lei(a1+a3+°‘5) cos(ag) cos(ay) sin(2ag)
( —e 291 cos(ag) cos(ay)? cos(ag)? sin(ag) cos(ay)? cos(ag)? sin(ag)? efi(a17a3)cos(a4) cos(ag)? sin(asg) sin(ay) e~ ila1—ag—as) cos(a4)cos(a6)sin(a2)sin(a6)) (50)
—e~i(artag) cos(asg) cos(ay) cos(ag)? sin(ay) eilo1—agz) cos(ay) cos(ag)? sin(ag) sin(ay) cos(ag)? sin(ay)? €5 cos(ag) sin(ay) sin(ag) ’
—e—i(artagtas) cos(ag) cos(ay) cos(ag) sin(ag) ei(@1—ag—as5) cos(ay) cos(ag) sin(as) sin(ag) e "5 cos(ag) sin(ay ) sin(ag) sin(ag)

0T
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the volume of which can be found using the material from [3]

Ve N < SU(4) >_ v ( CP3 > Veps
Ssu UB) x U(Dsu), U(1)24x 2% Vuq),,

/6
2w X 2w
T
=—. 56
What we have been able to derive in equation (B8] is the volume of the manifold of all operations on two qubit pure
states which produce entanglement. Since these operations act upon a pure state (again, see equation ([[d)), which is
just a point in CP? and thus of measure zero, one may conclude that, up to the volume of a measure zero set, the
volume of the manifold of all operations on two qubit pure states which produce entanglement is equivalent to the
volume of the set of all entangled two qubit pure states

{Set of All Entangled Two Qubit Pure States} = Mg,

™

VMESU(4) = ﬂ (57)

VSet of All Entangled Two Qubit Pure States =
This volume is less than the numerically estimated value calculated by Zyczkowski et. al. in [8](eq. 30) and referenced
in [9] for the lower bound of the volume of entangled two qubit states (1-0.863) by approximately 6 one-thousandths.
Unfortunately, whereas our calculation was done with only pure states in mind, the Zyczkowski et. al. calculation was
numerically done using a mixed state product measure defined on U(N) and randomly chosen density matrices [8, 9]
which satisfied the Peres-Horodecki criterion for separability [12, [L3]. Therefore although a tantalizing conclusion, we
must concede that until a more general calculation is performed using our mixed state product measure (defined in
[3]) we cannot definitively state that we have calculated the exact volume of the set of all entangled two qubit pure
states.

B. Mixed State Entanglement

Using common mathematical software, one can see that for 6; # /2, (i = 1,2,3) equation ([[¥) could still be
satisfied if

. 1 /32789757
Sln(el) = 5 + W and
1 1+ \/Sin(91)2 — sin(6y)* V3
1> sin(fz) > —— and 1 > sin(f3) > — 58
(6:) V2 \ 1—sin(6;)? +sin(6;)* (bs) 2 (58)
or
) — 1 . /7853%3439 ;
I 77 VT
9+ /3 /—1+28sin(6;)* — 28sin(6;)*
1> sin(fg) > — ! \/ 5 6 1 6 and 1 > sin(f3) > @ (59)
3V2 1 —sin(#1)” + sin(61) 2
or
) ) /785323439
— <sin(fy) < \| =+ Y ® and
/2 2 " 37446
79 1 9++3 \/—1 + 28sin(6;)* — 28sin(6;)*
— <sin(f) < — - R 7} and
100 32 1 —sin(61)” + sin(61)
1| 34 VBy/—1+4sin(6:)* — 4sin(6,)" + 4sin(61)* sin(62)" — 4sin(6,) sin(6)"
1>sin(fs) > —— (60)

V6 1 — sin(6s)” + sin(f2)* — sin(61)? sin(62)* + sin(6;)* sin(6,)*
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or
, 1 /32789757 . 79 . V3
1> sin(f;) > 3 + EETYTOR and 1 > sin(f2) > 100 and 1 > sin(f3) > - (61)
or
785323439
1 /32789757 Vo os 79 V3
S X2 T s sin(d S+ X " and 1 >sin(fy) > — and 1 > sin(fs) > — 2
2+ 12489 > sin(6y) > 2+ T > sin(fs) > 100 20 > sin(fs) > 5 (62)
or
1 785323439
3
— < sin(0 Sy Y ° and
\/5<sm( 1) < 2+ s7aag o0
1 |9+v34/—1+ 28sin(6;)* — 28sin(6;)" 3
1> sin(f2) > — \/ 5 (6) 1 6) and 1 > sin(f3) > £ (63)
3v2 1 —sin(61)” + sin(6;) 2

Therefore we could generate a pg which could be entangled but would no longer be a pure state. Unfortunately, the
fact that pg is no longer a pure state also means that we would have to look at the most general U € SU(4) acting on
pq in order to determine which successive unitary operations UpsU' would produce entanglement. This is a rather
lengthy and complicated calculation and is beyond the scope of this section.

What we can do though is make an educated guess as to the volume of entangled two qubit mixed states by noticing
that it is a product of the volume of the 3-dimensional symplex of eigenvalues of pg (with appropriate ranges) and
the volume of the flag manifold SU(4)/U(1)su2) x U(1)su) x U(1)sye)-'® These volumes can be calculated by
using the mixed state product measure given in [3] with the necessary ranges for the eigenvalues (given above) and
the covering ranges for SU(4) (given in [1]). Using this material we arrive at

3
= ATIASTIAST T = ) A T A L dAs X d<

=1

SU(4)

dV;
o UD)sv@) x U)su@) < U(1)su(a)

ms

>d0[12 BN dOél. (64)

A general (and rather naive) evaluation of this measure for our situation yields

s _ s s _ s s _ s s _ s 6 6
VE\:O(S((IL av®) (br” —bu®) (er® —cu®) (dr dU)XW_:WW_7
e st 12 12

(65)

where {ay,ar},{bu,br},{cv,cr} and {dy,dr} are the squared values of the above maximal and minimal ranges
({du,dr} comes from Ay =1 — Z?:l A;). Since the symplex measure is assumed to be non-zero, and using the work
contained in [3] we can hypothesize that w has the following bounds (dependent on the value of s and recalling that
as >0 and s > 0)

0< (CLLS — aUS) (bLS — bUS) (CLS — CUS) (dLS — dUS) < 4_48(—1 + 45). (66)

Notice that the right side of the above inequality approaches 0 when both s — oo and s — 0, thus we can conclude
that the numerator of (BR) will be < 1 and therefore, the value of w (be it either > 1 or < 1) will be completely
dependent on the explicit choice of the value of s.

The important point to recognize here is not the symplex calculations but rather the flag manifold volume. Through
the Euler parameterization of SU(N) and U(N) given in [2, B] we have been able to generate the appropriate
representation of the “truncated” Haar measure which is crucial to any mixed state volume calculation. It is this
factor which is not “user dependent”; i. e. dependent on the initial distribution chosen for the (N — 1)-dimensional
symplex, and therefore not completely subject to disagreements between researchers studying entanglement.!!

10 Explained in detail in [d].
11 Although disagreements in numerical values are found, they are mostly due to variations in the ranges of the N(N — 1) parameters
which define the measure (see for example [[14] and references within).
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III. QUBIT/QUTRIT ENTANGLEMENT
A. Pure State Entanglement

By following the same procedure as was done in the two qubit case, we can derive the manifold of operations that
produce entanglement of an initial qubit/qutrit pure state

100000
0000O0OO0
~loooo0o0o0
P4~ 1000000 (67)
0000O0O
000O0O0O0O0
viaa U € SU(6) given in ]
U =U(ai,az, a3, a4, a5, 06, a7, s, 09, 010, @11, 0, 213, 0, a15, 0,z 7,
x 0, 19,0, 21,0, 23,0, a5, 0, 27, 0, v, 0, 31, 32, 133, i34, 35)
U — ei}\gal ei}\zageikgom ei>\5a4ei>\30¢5 ei}\loa(‘, ei)\ga7ei)\17a8 ei>\3a96i>\260¢10
X ei)\30¢11€i)\30413 ei)\30¢15 ei)\30¢17ei)\30419 ei)\30¢21ei)\30423
% ei)\3 azs ei)\3 042761')\3 Q29 ei)\3 asy ei)\15 ass ei)\24 Qaszq ei)\35 ass , (68)

by taking the partial transpose of UpqU' and evaluating the corresponding eigenvalues through the Peres-Horodecki
criterion.'? Doing this work, which did not yield well to simplification, generates the following hypothesized manifold

SU(6) cp?
. ) _ | 69
Psv@ T UG x UM)su,  UDsue). w

where k & —2(2a1 + a3 + ar + ag) is the cumulative phase.!> The volume of the manifold is

Vi v SU(6) __ Veps
Esu(e) U(5) X U(l)SU(Q)K 10 = VvU(l)k3
5
™
~ Bl% 2074
™
= 500" (70)

If we make the same argument for the volume of this manifold to be equivalent to the volume of entangled qubit/qutrit
pure states, as we did in the two qubit case, then, in this case, our values are within the ranges specified in [&, [9] but
since we do not include the possibility of bound entangled states (states which are entangled, but which have positive
partial transposes) we must concede that our value given in equation ([l is probably too small.

B. Mixed State Entanglement

Again, as in the two qubit case, one can see that for a general py for a qubit/qutrit system |2]

pa = diag{sin(0;)* sin(6,)” sin(6s)” sin(f4)” sin(5)>, cos(61 ) sin(z)” sin(f3)* sin(64)* sin(65)*,
cos(0)? sin(f3)? sin(64)% sin(65)?, cos(03)* sin(64)* sin(s)?, cos(s)? sin(s)?, cos(5 )} (71)

12 We are forced to generate the six eigenvalue equations rather than evaluate the constant term from the characteristic polynomial because
in this case we have two eigenvalues equal to zero thus negating the constant term’s effectiveness.

13 After taking into account the degeneracy in the eigenvalues, full simplification of the resulting 4th order characteristic polynomial was
not possible without making certain numerical assumptions. Thus, the actual representation of x as a function of a1, a3, a7 and ag was
not possible; thus the equivalence.
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when 0; # 7/2, (i = 1,...,5) the generalization of equation (&) for the qubit/qutrit case [, 9]
1
Trip?] > < (72)

where

Tr[p*] =Tr((UpalU")?) = Tr[p3]
=1 — 2sin(65)? (1 + sin(f5)* — sin(Bs)? sin(05)” + sin(6,)* sin(65)
2 .

(
— sin(f3)? sin(fs)" sin(65)* + sin(63)" sin(64)* sin(0s)* — sin(62)” sin(fs)* sin(6s)" sin(65)>

+ sin(f)" sin(05)* sin(64)" sin(6s)? — sin(6;)” sin(f)* sin(f3)* sin(6,)* sin(65)>

+ sin(6)" sin(6,)” sin(@3)" sin(64)" sin(65)?) (73)
could still be satisfied. In this case then we would have for the entangled mixed state product measure (under
appropriate ranges for A; and «;)

5
dVE‘ms :asAifl e Ag*l(l _ ZAi)SfldAl o dA5
=1
y d( SU(6)
UMsve) x UM sue) x U suw x U)sus) x U(l)sue)

Another general (and again, rather naive) evaluation of this measure for our situation yields

)dago ce qu. (74)

Ve =g let—au®) (0L —bo®) (e —cv®) (i —du®) (er® —ev®) (f1° = fu®) 7
Ema = s 56 34560
7.‘_15
_ 75
“ 34560’ (75)

where {ay,ar} through {fu, fL} are the squared values of the maximal and minimal ranges of A; that satisfy (Z2).
As before, the symplex measure must be assumed to be non-zero, therefore using the work contained in [3] we can
hypothesize that w has the following bounds (dependent on the value of s and recalling that s > 0 and s > 0)

0 < (ar® —au®) (b —bu®) (cr® — cv®) (dr® —du®) (er® —ev®) (f1° — fu®) <67 %°(=1+6°). (76)

Again we notice that the right side of the above inequality approaches 0 when both s — oo and s — 0, we can
again conclude that the numerator of [[A) will be < 1 and therefore, the value of w (be it either > 1 or < 1) will be
completely dependent on the explicit choice of the value of s. Also, as before in the two qubit case, the important
point to recognize here is not the symplex calculations but rather the flag manifold volume.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have applied our SU(N) and U(N) parameterizations to the two qubit and qubit/qutrit system
in order to explicit calculate the manifold of operations which entangle two qubit and qubit/qutrit pure states. We
have also been able to give the volume of this manifold, as well as the hypothesized volume for the set of all entangled
two qubit and qubit/qutrit pure and mixed states. In the pure state case, the values were within the ranges given
by |&, 9] but in the qubit/qutrit case, because we did not take into account the possibility of bound entangled states
(which do not appear in the two qubit case) our volume is most likely smaller than the actual volume for the set of
all entangled qubit/qutrit pure states.

Work is continuing on the mixed state situation; explicitly in calculating the volume of the mixed state manifold
without having to know the exact probability distribution on the (/N — 1)-dimensional symplex. Extensions of the
pure state work to two qutrit systems is also ongoing.
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APPENDIX A: SU(4) LIE ALGEBRA

From [1l] we know that the Gell-Mann type basis for the Lie algebra of SU(4) is given by the following set of matrices

):

0100 0—i 00 1 000
1000 i 000 0-100
M=lg5000 ] =19 o000 M=|o 000"
0000 0 000 0 000
0010 00 —i 0 0000
0000 00 0 0 0010
M= 1000 M=1i00 0] Aﬁ(ou)o’
0000 00 0 0 0000
00 0 0 10 0 0 0001
00 —i 0 o1 00 0000
M=1loio00] ™= loo 20| A9(0000’ (A1)
00 0 0 00 0 0 1000
000 —i 0000 000 0
) 000 0 o [0001 Ny [000 —
=1000 0] H=10000 | 271000 0/
i 00 0 0100 0i0 0
0000 000 O 100 0
N.—|0000 N, |000 0 e 1 [ 010 0
13 0001 ]’ 14 000 —i |”"™=loo0o1 0]
0010 004 O 000 -3

Using these matrices one can then generate the various group operations given in section [l Similarly, in [2] one can
see how to construct the N? — 1 elements of the SU(IN) Lie algebra necessary for general SU(N) group operations.
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