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We investigate the scenario where an observer, Alice, shares a two-qubit state with an arbitrary
number of observers, Bobs, via sequentially and independently recycling the qubit in possession of
the first Bob. It is known that there exist entangled states which can be used to have an arbitrarily
long sequence of Bobs who can violate the Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) Bell inequality with
the single Alice. We show that there exist entangled states that do not violate the Bell inequality
and whose entanglement can be detected by an arbitrary number of Bobs by suitably choosing the
entanglement witness operator and the unsharp measurement settings by the Bobs. This proves
that the set of states that can be used to witness entanglement sequentially is larger than those
that can witness sequential violation of local realism. There exist, therefore, two-party quantum
correlations that are Bell “classical”, but whose entanglement “nonclassicality” can be witnessed
sequentially and independently by an arbitrarily large number of observers at one end of the shared
state with the single observer at the other end.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum entanglement [1, 2] and Bell inequality viola-
tion [3, 4] are among the most prominent non-classical
phenomena witnessed in quantum systems. While en-
tanglement is necessary to exhibit Bell inequality viola-
tion, the converse is not true. In [5], Werner showed
that there exist entangled bipartite states, invariant un-
der equal local unitaries, that admit a local hidden vari-
able (LHV) model for arbitrary von Neumann measure-
ments. It was later proven [6] that such states exist even
for the most general non-sequential measurements or the
so-called positive operator valued measures (POVMs).
This provides a natural categorization among entangled
states, viz. those that violate a Bell inequality and those
that satisfy them. For brevity, and according to the prac-
tice prevalent in the literature, we will sometimes refer
to them as “nonlocal” and “local” entangled states. It
is clear that the “local” entangled states are so, within
a certain set-up of Bell inequality violation experiments,
specifying e.g. the number of settings per site, the num-
ber of outcomes per setting, etc.

Entangled states that violate a Bell inequality have
been found to be useful in device-independent tasks in-
volving key distribution [7–9], randomness amplification
[10], and randomness expansion [11–13]. However, local
entangled states can also be resourceful, and in partic-
ular for two qubits, all entangled states are useful for
quantum teleportation beyond the classical limit [14–16]

In this work, we consider the following scenario [17]: we
investigate whether given an initial bipartite entangled
state, whose one-half is controlled by a single observer,
Alice, and the other half by multiple sequential observers,
Bobs, can give rise to a sequential violation of the Bell
Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) inequality [18]. If
n Bobs observe violations then we call the initial state
n-recyclable with respect to nonlocal correlations. It was

shown that for an arbitrary n, there exist n-recyclable
states with respect to nonlocal correlations, when their
input distributions (probabilities of measurement set-
tings) are modified in such a way that one of the inputs
is highly favored, i.e., a “biased” measurement strategy
is employed [17]. Later, it was found that such states
can be found even for the unbiased case [19]. For other
works on sequential violation of Bell inequalities, see e.g.
[20–31].

The measurement strategy employed in [19], is suf-
ficient for an unbounded number of recycled nonlocal
correlations if the first Bob share certain nonlocal
quantum states with the Alice. However, determination
of whether all nonlocal quantum states can guarantee
generation of unbounded number of such nonlocal
correlations remains an important open problem. The
same question can be raised about the set of quantum
states shared by the first pair of observers in the context
of entangled correlations instead of nonlocal correlations.
Since violation of the CHSH inequality also implies the
existence of entanglement, the states that are in the
set of n-recyclable states with respect to the nonlocal
correlations, are also the n-recyclable entangled states.
In this paper, we take a step further and investigate
whether there exist local entangled states that are
n-recyclable with respect to entangled correlations.
We find this problem to be particularly interesting for
the following two reasons. Firstly, as we present an
affirmative answer to the problem, it is proven that the
set of n-recyclable entangled states is strictly larger than
the set of n-recyclable states with respect to the nonlocal
correlations, and this holds for arbitrary n. Secondly,
since we show that even weakly entangled states can
exhibit robustness and be n-recyclable, for arbitrary n,
the results of this article will be potentially useful in
realistic applications. For previous works on sequential
detection of entanglement, see [24, 32–34].
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Sequential detection of entanglement and finding the
length of that sequence tell us about a fundamental as-
pect of entanglement. They provide us information about
whether there exists a fundamental limit on the recy-
clability of the crucial resource. Also, the finding that
at least for some entangled states, the sequence is un-
bounded, leads us to a potentially fresh classification of
entangled states between bounded and unbounded se-
quence states. Currently, there is a possibility that the
former set is empty. Furthermore, the sequential detec-
tion scenario provides us with another face of the quan-
tum information gain - state disturbance trade-off: en-
tanglement detection implies information gain about the
system, which comes at a cost of disturbing the state,
and it is not obvious a priori how long the sequences can
be, for specific entangled state inputs. Along with these
fundamental aspects, sequential detection can potentially
be useful for applications in quantum technology. In par-
ticular, it could be crucially important in physical sub-
strates where state preparation is costly [19].

II. PREREQUISITES

Entangled states and local hidden variables

In general, any two-qubit quantum state, ρ, can be
expressed as

ρ =
1

4
[I2 ⊗ I2 +

3
∑

i=1

miI2 ⊗ σi +

3
∑

i=1

niσi ⊗ I2

+

3
∑

i,j=1

tijσi ⊗ σj ]

(1)

where σi ∈ {σ1, σ2, σ3} are the Pauli matrices, I2 is the
identity operator on the qubit Hilbert space, and mi, ni,
and tij are real numbers in [−1, 1] such that ρ is positive-
semidefinite.

The state ρ is entangled if and only if an eigenvalue
of its partial transpose is negative [35, 36]. The matrix
T = (tij) transforms like a tensor under local unitary
transformations on the qubits and therefore referred to
as the correlation tensor. Let u0 and u1 denote the two
largest eigenvalues of the matrix T †T . A necessary and
sufficient condition [37] that ρ will violate a CHSH Bell
inequality is the violation of the inequality

u0 + u1 ≤ 1. (2)

Once ineq. (2) is satisfied, the state admits a local hidden
variable model for any set of two rank-1 projection-valued
measurements per site [38]. In this paper, we often refer
to such states as ones that admit an LHV model.

Entanglement witnesses

The concept of entanglement witnesses [1, 2, 39, 40]
provides an efficient method to detect entanglement in
the laboratory. This method is a consequence of the
Hahn-Banach theorem [41, 42] which says that there al-
ways exists a functional on a normed linear space which
separates any point in the space from any closed convex
set of that space that does not contain the point. Thus,
as the set of separable states form a closed and convex set
on the space containing the density matrices, for every
entangled state, ρe, one can construct an operator W ,
such that

Tr{ρW} ≥ 0, ∀ρ ∈ S (3)

and

Tr{ρeW} < 0, (4)

where S is the set of separable states, in the space to
which ρ and ρe belong. Bell inequalities are also entan-
glement witnesses, but cannot be used to detect entan-
glement of states admitting the relevant LHV model.

III. SCENARIO

We consider the simplest scenario [17] of sequential
sharing of a bipartite entangled quantum state, whose
one half is in possession of a single observer, Alice (A),
whereas the other half is being measured (and passed
on) by n observers, Bobs, with Bk referring to the kth

observer. These multiple observers on the second sys-
tem act sequentially and independently on their part of
the shared state to detect the shared entanglement with
the single observer, Alice, at the other site. The task is
to maximize the number of sequential observers who can
detect entanglement with the single observer. Since an
arbitrary number of independent observers at the second
site can share recycled “nonlocality” (Bell inequality vio-
lation) [19], here, we only consider entangled states which
admit an LHV model. Therefore, A and B1 start with
an entangled state satisfying ineq. (2). B1 performs his
measurements and passes his part of the shared state to
B2, who does the same and passes to B3, and this pro-
cess continues until the nth Bob. Later, Alice performs
her measurement and compares her statistics with all the
Bobs to ascertain the number of Bobs that were able to
detect shared entanglement with her.

A. Shared state and measurement strategy

Consider the situation where Alice, A, and the first
Bob, B1, in the sequence of observers at the other end,
share the state,

ρAB1
=

1

4
[I2 ⊗ I2 − cos θσ1 ⊗ σ1 − α sin θσ2 ⊗ σ2

−α sin θσ3 ⊗ σ3],
(5)
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where θ ∈ (0, π4 ] and
1−cos θ
2 sin θ < α ≤ 1. Note that ρAB1

is
entangled and admits an LHV model, i.e., (2) holds. For
α = 1 and θ > π

4 , ρAB1
becomes Bell inequality violat-

ing. Consider now the following measurement strategy
adopted by A and Bk, where k = 1, 2, . . . , n. A applies
measurement settings given by

{

I2 + σi

2
,
I2 − σi

2

}

, (6)

whereas Bk applies measurement settings, {E(i)
k , I2 −

E
(i)
k }, where

E
(i)
k =

I2 + λ
(i)
k σi

2
, (7)

for i = 1, 2, 3, and where λ
(i)
k ∈ [0, 1] is the sharpness

parameter of the corresponding measurements. Thus A
and Bk can evaluate the expectation values of the entan-
glement witness operator given by

Wk =
1

4

[

I2 ⊗ I2 +

3
∑

i=1

σi ⊗ λ
(i)
k σi

]

, (8)

for any state shared between them using their measure-
ment strategies.
It is known that 〈Wk〉 ≥ 0 for all separable states for

λ
(i)
k = 1 [43, 44], while the cases for lower λ

(i)
k can be

proven in the following way.

Proof. Every separable state can be expressed as a con-
vex combination of pure product states. Therefore it is
enough to prove that 〈Wk〉 ≥ 0 for any pure product
state. A two-qubit pure product state can be written in
the form,

ρ
sep
AB =

I2 + ~rA.~σA

2
⊗ I2 + ~rB.~σB

2
, (9)

where ~σ is the vector of Pauli spin-1/2 matrices, ~rA/B

are real three-dimensional unit vectors. Now,

Tr (Wkρ
sep
AB) =

1

4

(

1 +

3
∑

i=1

λ
(i)
k r

(i)
A r

(i)
B

)

. (10)

Let us define another vector ~sB such that s
(i)
B = λ

(i)
k r

(i)
B ,

i = 1, 2, 3. Note that |~sB| ≤ 1, since |~rB | = 1 and 0 ≤
λ
(i)
k ≤ 1. Thus,

Tr (Wkρ
sep
AB) =

1

4
(1 + ~rA.~sB) ≥ 0. (11)

The inequality comes by applying the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality on |~rA.~sB|, and using |~rA| = 1 and |~sB| ≤
1.

Post-measurement state: After performing the measure-
ment, Bk, passes his part of the shared state to the next
Bob, i.e. Bk+1. Let the state shared by A and Bk be-
fore Bk performs his measurement be ρABk

. Then the
state shared by A and Bk+1, before Bk+1 performs his
measurement, is given by the Lüders rule:

ρABk+1
=

1

3

3
∑

i=1

[

I2 ⊗
√

E
(i)
k .ρABk

.I2 ⊗
√

E
(i)
k

+ I2 ⊗
√

I2 − E
(i)
k .ρABk

.I2 ⊗
√

I2 − E
(i)
k

]

.

(12)

Note that the measurement settings used by any one
Bob are equally probable, a consequence of the fact that
each Bob acts independently, i.e., they do not know the
measurement outcomes of the previous Bobs, or in other
words, the measurement settings are “unbiased”.

IV. ARBITRARILY LONG SEQUENCE OF

ENTANGLEMENT DETECTIONS FOR A

“LOCAL” STATE

In this section, we discuss how A can detect entangle-
ment, in an entangled state admitting an LHV model,
with an arbitrary number of sequential observers, Bk.
To begin, A and B1 share the state ρAB1

, and we assume
that in the measurement strategy (7) adopted by Bk,

λ
(1)
k = 1 and λ

(2)
k = λ

(3)
k = λk, (13)

where λk ∈ (0, 1). While λ
(i)
k , for i = 1, 2, 3, determine

the sharpness of the measurement strategy of Bk, in the
case when (13) holds, we consider λk as determining the
sharpness.
ObserversA and B1 can witness entanglement of ρAB1

,
with B1 using λ1 as the sharpness parameter, if

〈W1〉ρAB1
=

1

4
[1− cos θ − 2α sin θλ1] < 0

=⇒ λ1 >
1− cos θ

2α sin θ
.

The state shared by A and Bk is given by
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ρABk
=

1

3

[3 + 2
√

1− λ2
k−1

2
ρABk−1

+
1

2
I2 ⊗ σ1.ρABk−1

.I2 ⊗ σ1

+
1−

√

1− λ2
k−1

2

{

I2 ⊗ σ2.ρABk−1
.I2 ⊗ σ2 + I2 ⊗ σ3.ρABk−1

.I2 ⊗ σ3

}

]

.

(14)

Therefore A and Bk can detect entanglement if
〈Wk〉ρABk

< 0

=⇒ λk >
1− cos θ

∏k−1
i=1

1+2
√

1−λ2
i

3

2α sin θ
∏k−1

i=1

1+
√

1−λ2
i

3

.

For a given ǫ > 0, let us define the sequence, {λk}∞k=1,
via the iterative rule,

λk := (1 + ǫ)
1− cos θ

∏k−1
i=1

1+2
√

1−λ2
i

3

2α sin θ
∏k−1

i=1

1+
√

1−λ2
i

3

,

with λ1 := (1 + ǫ)
1− cos θ

2α sin θ
, (15)

if 0 < λk−1 < 1 and undefined otherwise. It is how-
ever easier to consider another sequence which bounds
λk from above. We define another iterative sequence,
{γk}∞k=1, via the iterative rule,

γk := (1 + ǫ)3k−1 1− (1 − θ2

2 )
∏k−1

i=1 (1−
2γ2

i

3 )

αθ
∏k−1

i=1 (2− γ2
i )

,

with γ1 := (1 + ǫ)
θ

2α
, (16)

if 0 < γk−1 < 1 and undefined otherwise.

Lemma 1. The sequence γk(θ), defined in Eq. (16), is
strictly increasing, in its range of validity.

Proof. Note that 0 < γ1 < 1 for θ ∈ (0, 2α
1+ǫ ). Let us

assume that for some k ∈ N and for some range of θ,
0 < γk < 1. This also means for j = 1, 2, . . . k − 1,
0 < γj < 1. Now

γk+1

γk
=

3

2− γ2
k

1− (1− θ2

2 )
∏k

i=1(1−
2γ2

i

3 )

1− (1− θ2

2 )
∏k−1

i=1 (1−
2γ2

i

3 )
.

Since 0 < (1− 2γ2
k

3 ) < 1 for 0 < γk < 1, therefore

γk+1

γk
>

3

2
> 1.

Thus, γk is a strictly increasing sequence.

In a similar fashion, it can be demonstrated that the
sequence λk(θ), defined in Eq. (15) is also a strictly in-
creasing sequence.

Lemma 2. For k ∈ N and finite γk(θ), γk(θ) ≥ λk(θ).

Proof. For θ ∈ (0, π4 ], cos θ ≥ 1− θ2

2 and sin θ ≥ θ
2 , and for

0 < x < 1,
√
1− x2 > 1− x2. Using these inequalities,

it can be shown that for each k,

γk(θ) ≥ λk(θ).

Theorem 3. For any n ∈ N, there exists a local entan-

gled state that is n-recyclable with respect to entanglement

correlations.

Proof. The theorem can be proved if it is possible to have
0 < λn(θ) < 1 for any n ∈ N. However, it is enough to
prove that 0 < γn(θ) < 1, since 0 < γn(θ) < 1 =⇒ 0 <
λn(θ) < 1 from Lemma 2, i.e., λn lies in the valid region.
We have 0 < γ1(θ) < 1 for θ ∈ (0, 2α

1+ǫ). But the

entangled state ρAB1
admits LHV model if θ ∈ (0, π

4 ].

Therefore, let us denote the minimum of 2α
1+ǫ and π

4 as
θ1.
Now γ1(θ) → 0 as θ → 0. Also 0 < γ1(θ) < 1 for

θ ∈ (0, θ1). For θ ∈ (0, θ1), γ2(θ) is an odd function
which goes to zero as θ → 0, and since γ2(θ) > γ1(θ)
(from Lemma 1), there exists some θ2 ∈ (0, θ1) such that
0 < γ2(θ) < 1 for θ ∈ (0, θ2).
Now assume that there exist some θk ∈ (0, θk−1) such

that 0 < γk(θ) < 1, for θ ∈ (0, θk). Therefore, γk+1(θ) is
an odd polynomial of θ ∈ (0, θk), going to zero as θ → 0.
Again since, γk+1(θ) > γk(θ), thus there exist a θk+1 ∈
(0, θk], such that 0 < γk+1(θ) < 1 for θ ∈ (0, θk+1).
Therefore, by induction, one can get to any number,

n ∈ N, of Bobs, such that 0 < λ1(θ) < λ2(θ) < . . . <
λn(θ) < 1 for θ ∈ (0, θn).

Notice that the number of Bobs, who can witness en-
tanglement with a single Alice, increases as θ → 0, which
is the limit in which entanglement of ρAB1

also tends to
zero. In fig. 1, we plot the number of Bobs who can
witness entanglement with Alice, against θ, for different
values ǫ. Clearly, as θ → 0 and ǫ → 0, the number of
Bobs, who can detect entanglement via the witnessing
procedure, increases. It is important to point out that
one can also reach arbitrary number of entanglement de-
tections using the adopted measurement settings for Bell
inequality-satisfying entangled states of the form,

ρ′AB1
=

1

4
[I2 ⊗ I2 − cos θσ1 ⊗ σ1 − α sin θσ2 ⊗ σ2

− β sin θσ3 ⊗ σ3],
(17)

where 1 ≥ α > β > 0, when θ → 0 and β → α.
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Figure 1. How many witnesses of entanglement? We plot
here the number of Bobs who can witness entanglement with
Alice, with respect to θ, for different values of ǫ. There is
a decrease in the number of Bobs with an increasing value
of θ. It is noteworthy that an increasing θ draws ρAB1

to-
wards the parameter regime in which it violates the CHSH
Bell inequality, and away from the parameter point where it
is separable. All quantities used are dimensionless, except θ,
which is measured in radians.

V. CONCLUSION

We considered a sequential scenario, posed in [17] and
established in [19], that proves the possibility of arbitrar-
ily many Bobs violating Bell inequalities independently
by sharing a single entangled state with Alice. We estab-
lished that it is also possible to witness entanglement ar-
bitrarily many times in the same scenario, even for shared
states that does not violate a Bell inequality. We have

constructed a state that meets these requirements and a
suitable witness operator which utilizes a measurement
strategy involving unsharp measurements for the Bobs.
This shows that not only “nonlocal”, i.e., Bell inequality
violating quantum correlations, even “local” ones can be
witnessed arbitrarily many times. For the given exam-
ple, we also provided an iterative bound on the sharp-
ness of the measurements by any Bob, that depends on
the initial state and the sharpness of the measurement
performed by the previous Bobs. It was shown that us-
ing the given measurement strategy, the number of Bobs
who can witness entanglement decreases as the state ap-
proaches its Bell inequality violating parameter regime,
and away from the point on the parameter space where
it is separable.

We believe that the result that even “local” entangled
states - which are arguably weaker in quantum correla-
tion content than the states that violate a Bell inequal-
ity - can allow an infinite number of sequential observers
to detect entanglement, is a fundamentally interesting
property about entanglement in general, and could lead
to future applications.
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