arXiv:quant-ph/0307023v2 18 Jan 2004

Lower bounds on entanglem ent of form ation for general G aussian states
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W e derive two lower bounds on entanglem ent of form ation for arbitrary m ixed G aussian states
by two distinct m ethods. To achieve the rst one we use a local m easurem ent procedure that
sym m etrizes a general G aussian state and the fact that entanglem ent cannot increase under local
operations and classical com m unications. T he second one is obtaied via a generalization to m ixed
states of an interesting result already known for pure states, which says that squeezed states are
those that, fora xed am ount ofentanglem ent, m axin ize E instein-P odolsky-R osen-like correlations.
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I. NTRODUCTION

The quanti cation of the am ount of entanglem ent a
quantum system possesses is still an open problem in
Quantum Informm ation T heory. R estricting our attention
to bipartite systam s, i. e., system s com posed oftwo sub—
system s, we have onem easure ofentanglem ent, entangle—
m ent of form ation EoF) [I], which has a clear physical
meaning. G iven an entangled state , the EoF for this
state expresses the num ber ofm axin ally entangled states
weneed to create [B]. The form alde nition ofthe EoF
is:

X
Ef()=mf psE (4); 9
j

w here we take ‘Ehe n mum ovelf?a]lpure—state decom po—
sitions of P53 3ih 33 ypy= land E ( 4) is
the von N eum ann entropy of the pure state 5.

The analyticalm inin ization of Eq. [) is not an easy
task. D ealing w ith tw o—qubit system s, which are the sin —
plest entangled bipartite system s, W ootters [1] obtained
an analytical expression for the EoF and G iedke et al [4]
derived an analyticalexpression for the EoF for symm et~
ric G aussian states.

G aussian states are very usefiil in quantum -opticalin —
plem entation of several quantum inform ation protocols.
Quantum cryptography [E] is an im portant exam ple.)
Hence, a com plete characterization of the am ount of en—
tanglem ent of G aussian states is desirable. T he natural
next step is the search for an analytical expression for
the EoF for arbitrary G aussian states.

In this article we give two analytical expressions that
fumish lower bounds for the EoF for G aussian states.
W e employ two di erent m ethods to derive such lower
bounds. The st ower bound is ocbtained usihg a lo—
calm easurem ent procedure derived by G iedke et al [d]
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w hich sym m etrizes a generalG aussian state and the fact
that entanglem ent cannot increase under localoperations
and classical com m unications (LOCC). The second one
isderived via a generalization tom ixed states ofan inter—
esting result derived by G iedke et al 4], who show that
squeezed states are those that, fora xed am ount ofen—
tanglem ent, m axin ize E instein-P odolsky-R osen-like cor-
relations. T hese lower bounds are also useful to rule out
several possible candidates for the analytical expression
ofthe EoF for arbitrary G aussian states, as we illustrate
In this article.

II. FIRST LOW ER BOUND

Let us begin setting the notation used in this article
and som e properties of G aussian states. Consider a bi-
partite G aussian system of two m odes deﬁc_mbed by
the annihilation operators a; = K5+ iP5)= 2, where
j= 1;2and K 4;Ps]= 1 45. This system can be alter-
natively described by its characteristic fiinction [@]:

) =tr[ D O] @)
where r= (x;;p1;%2;p2)" isa column realvector and

D @b=e ix1X 1+P1P1+X2X2+P2P2): 3)
Eq. ) uniquely de nesa state and forG aussian states
it can alwaysbe put in the llow ing form :

@)=e = * 5 @)

where T m eanstrangposition, isa4 4matrixwhich is
called correlation m atrix CM ) and d isa 4 din ensional
realvector. The rstm omentsofa G aussian state hX ji
and P yi can alw aysbe set to zero using localunitary op—
erations, which in pliesthat we can work w ith zerom ean
G aussian states when studying entanglem ent properties
of such system s. Them atrix elem ents ;3 oftheCM can
be calculated directly from the densiy matrix by the
follow ing form ula:

iy = wlRiRy+ RyR3) 1 2trR; TrRy ;7 ©)
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where R = (X 1;P1;X2;P2)T . A matrix represents a
realizable physical state 1 it is strictly positive, real,
symm etric and satis es [€]:

Ja ot ®)
Lo . . .
where J = =191 s a4 4 matrix with J; =
0 1
1 0

A Gaussian system can also be represented by is
W igner distrdbution W (r). A ssum ing that we are work—
ing wih a zero m ean G aussian state we have [1]:

1 1 T
W ()= —Zp?e Towr, (7)
W

TheCM's and y arerelated by the follow ng relation:

17: 8)

These two CM ’s can be brought to the follow Ing stan—
dard form by suiable local sym plectic transfom ations
B

A C
cT g i ©)
w here
A= nO_B_ m O o= ke O
~0n "7 0om "7 0 k
10)

T he sam e set of equations apply to y :

= AW CW .
W= cIogy, a1
w here
N O M 0
By = oy iBw= g, i 02
_ Ky O
Cw = 0 K, 13)

The four real param eters (n;m ;K ;k,;) com pltely char-
acterize a two m ode G aussian state and they are related
to the our local sym plectic transform ation nvariants as
follow s [E]:

I =n= detA; (14a)
L=m-= P detB ; (14p)
I = k.k, = detC; (14c)

L=nm Kk, +ki)= tr AJfCJIBJIfCTJ; :(14d)

A tematively the four real param eters (N ;M ;K ;K )
also com pletely specify a two mode G aussian system .

They can be also obtained by local sym plectic trans—
form ation Invarants. These invariants, which we call
W 1;W ;W3 and W 4, satisfy Eq. [[4), where we change
A;B and C by Ay ;By and Cy and (;m ;ky;kp) by
N ;M ;K xiKp).

W enow pass to the derivation ofthe rst lowerbound.
A symmetric G aussian entangled state  is com pletely
specied by its CM  (see Eq. {@)), wheren = m = n.
From now on, every param eter associated w ih a sym —
m etric G aussian state w ill be represented by a tilde on
top of . Let us assum e, wihout loss of generality,
Ry > 0and K, < 0 []. TheEcoF forthis symm etric state
is 41z

q
Eeg()=1 6 R KI i 15)
w here,
f()=a()bgl ()] c ()bgl ()l (16)
Herec = ( 2 172)2=4 UsingEq. [[@) we can write

the EoF given by Eq. [[H) in tem s of invariants:
"r #

g
Ee()=f I I L 24713

a7

Using Egs. @) and [[4) we obtain the ollow ing relations
am ong the invariantsofthe and y m atrices:

=
=

W W1
I. = —~:T, = — 1. =
1 WSIZ W5,3

3 4

ila =

. T = 1 .
IS_WSI
(18)

=
=
SN

5

whereW 5 = det y and Is = det
T herefore, due to Eq. [[8) the EoF for our symm etric
G aussian state, Eq. [[A), can be expressed as:
2s o 3
W, W W4 2WiWs
Ws )

Ee( )= £4 19)

But G iedke et al [@] have shown that a generalbipartie
G aussian system  can be transform ed to a sym m etrical
bipartite G aussian system using LOCC . This in plies
thatEf () Egf ( ). Schem atically we have:

LOFC

=) Ef() Eg(): (20)

Ouronly task now is to rewrite Eq. [[d) in term s of the
Invariants ofthe matrix of . It is in this step that we
use G ledke’s sym m etrization procedure.
G Iven a general bipartite G aussian system and is
w W atrix, where we assum e, w ithout loss of generality
thatN > M ,wecan achieve by m eansoflocaloperations
a symm etric state w ith the ©llow ng ~y m atrix [@]:

Ay Cy

.Logc o _ Ky Cy
" cy By 7

= ;@21
W cl By (1)



w here
|
N cos’ + N M K?Z)sin® 0 ’ o o
_ 2 ) . - [
Ky = o0 +(1;J = N cos? +NM sin? ’ =Ws+ Wi( WiW, Ki)tanz ; (28)
cos? +M sin?
(22)
M h
B, = oF +H ¥ 0 ;o @3) = W, 2W,Ws+tan® (W4 2W 5 Wz)pw_2
0 sin® +M coé b i 3
+ 0 WKZ Wi ; @9)
2Kxcos . 0
[or = cos? +M sin ; 24
K 0 K, cos @D
W W
N2 M2 tan? = p p_'p ° ;  ©0)
2 _ . F— Fr— ’
e’ = x5 @5) 2 Wil WiW, K2)
Eqg. B3) guarantees that det&y = detBy . This condi
tion is the statem ent that the G aussian system w ith the
~W a%)ovejssymmett:ical[é‘]. . . ) W+ W42 4W1W2W32
U sing Egs. [ARP2ARA) and the assum ption that K 4 J K:= ZPW = : (31)
K pjMlwe can write Eq. [[J) as Hlows: 1n 2
"r —p:# . l
E ()= f . 26) Now Using Eq. [[8) we can put Eq. [2d) in tem s of the
£ ! invariants of the matrix. Hence, ifwework with in
its standard form given by Eq. [@), where we assume,
where w ithout loss of generality, that kxj ko3 Eq. B8 is
p__ rew ritten after a tedious but straightforward algebraic
=W, Ws+ Wz‘can2 ; 27) m anjpulation as [L0]:
|
2s - 3
nmh (a;m kikohfm ;n)+ Mmky, nk,j h{n;m)hm ;n
E. ()= £4 n;m ) ohfm;n)+ dn o] hi )h (m )5; 32)
gm;m)
[
w here and is described by the follow Ing vector:
hnh;m) = n m (m 2 33a
nj;m) (@ k) (33a) . . ;] % ) . N
g;m) = m @ m2)+ nks: (33b) J smi= = tanh” (r) 1y  Di; (34)

Eq. BJ) is our st lower bound for the EoF for gen-
eral G aussian states. It is worthy noting that this lower
bound reduces to the EoF for sym m etric G aussian states
whenevern=m .

III. SECOND LOW ER BOUND

A two-m ode squeezed state [£]isa sym m etric G aussian
pure state that belongsto the H ibert spaceH = H; H,

where i, is the n-th Fock state, that is, ajaj hij =
n j'1j_j, Fl2and r2 (0;1 ) isthe squeezing param eter.

T here exists an interesting relation between squeezed
states and EPR-correlations, which Giedke etal H4]
proved In their proposition 1: G iven a squeezed state
j s ()i and an arbitrary pure two-m ode state j i then,
ifthey have the sam e EP R ~correlation, the squeezed state

isthe least entangled. In otherwords, ifwecall ( 5 (x))
and ( ) the EPR-correlations for the two m entioned
statesand if ( (@)= ( )then,E () E ( s(@).



The EPR -correlation is de ned as |4]:

) 1
()=min 1;-

2
+ P ;
> (=51 2)

35)
R ji2 is the dispersion of the

X1 X+

where * Rj)= RS
observablkR 5. T he above expression m easuresthe degree
ofnon—localcorrelations, and is zero forthe orighalEPR —
state [4,11]. Thism eans that the m ore a system is non-
ocalthemore Eq. [B9) approaches zero. W e say that a
system wih theminimal ( ) hasthemaximalEPR-

correlation. For our squeezed state the EPR -correlation
is 41]:

[ s@]1=e *: 36)

The EoF ,which isequalto the von N eum ann entropy,
for the squeezed state is [4]:

E[ @] = cosh’ (r) Iog, kosh” (r)]
sinh? (r) Iog, [sinh? (r) 1: 37)
And it is shown that 4]:
Els@I=£([ s@D: (38)

G iedke et al 4] have shown that £ : (0;1]! [0;1 ) isa
convex and decreasing function of its argum ent. Hence,
asEq. [3d) can have any value betw een zero and one, the
EoF for a squeezed state can assum e any value between
zero and in niy. T his property of the EoF for squeezed
states, i. e., that they can assum e any value, is an essen—
tial Ingredient In our generalization of G iedke’s et al [4]
proposition 1. Let us now state and then prove the fol-
JIow ing theorem which is a generalization to m ixed states
of G iedke’s et al ] proposition 1.

Theorem 1 For all bipartite G aussian system s we
have Ef () Eg( ), if ()= ()and isa sym-
m etric G aussian m ixed state.

Here ( ) isanalogously de ned asin Eq. (33).

P roof: Applying a suitable sym plectic local transform a—
tion In the standard form ofthe matrix of 4,[10]we
see that the¥ PR —correlation for this transform ed m atrix

X3 n KJ.

entanglem ent is Invariant by local sym plectic transfor-
mations. ThismeansthatEs( )= £[ ( )]I= £[ ()]
Letuswrite as

is ()= n But the am ount of

X
= p;Jsib 53 39)
j
w here the above decom position is the one that fumishes

theEoF of , i e,

X
Eef()= psE (5): 40)

j
U sing the above expanzsjoré) of wehave thlat3

X

Ee() = £f4 €@ pyyyib RO
2 3

X
£4  py (53

3
X

psE L 91 41)

The rst nequality is a consequence of the concavity of

() (see Appendix) and the fact that £ is a decreasing
function of is argum ent [4]. The second nequality is
due to the convexity of £ [4]. W e now use the fact that
a squeezed state can assum e any value of entanglem ent.
For each pure state In the decom position of above we
associate a squeezed state w ith the sam e am ount of en—
tanglement: E (" ) = E [ 5 (ry)]. Therefore we have the
follow ing relation for the EoF of

X X
PE (" 5) =
J 3

X
= psEL L syl @4z)

Ef() = PE [ s ()]

Now due to the proposition 1 of Giedke et al 4] we
know that (° 5) [ s(y)]. Hence, using this fact
in Eq. E) and that f is a decreasing finction of its
argum ent we have:

X X

Ee() psE L (¢ 5)] psE L[ sy 43)

Combining Egs. [B2) and [E3) we see that

Ee() Ee(): @4)

The above theorem tells us that for m ixed states the
sym m etric states are those w ith lessEoF given an EPR -
correlation. It is interesting to note that can be any
symm etric state, including symm etric states w ritten as
superpositions of squeezed states.

T he previous theoram autom atically gives us a lower
bound for the EoF for general G aussian states. U sing
Eq. ) we get:

Ee() Ef()=£0()]: 45)

W e now inplem ent a local sym plectic transform ation in
the matrix of , Eq.[H), before calculating the EPR -
correlation. (It does not alter the am ount of entangle—
m ent, since it isequivalent to a unitary local transform a-
tion In the density m atrix .) This transform ation can
be viewed as an extension to non-sym m etrical G aussian
states of the transform ation introduced by G iedke et al
4] for sym m etric states. T his transfom ation m ultiplies
X;by [0+ m)=2 FJ[lo+m)=2 %3 Py is
divided by the sam e quantity. Now calculating ( ) we

get the follow Ing expression for our second low er bound:



Agaln we see that this lower bound reduces to the EoF
for sym m etric syst@swhenevern = m . It is In portant

to note that when B ki B5R K > lwe
have () = 1. For such cases this lower bound is not
usefilsince it sin ply showsthatE¢ () 0.

Iv. DISCUSSION AND EXAMPLES

W e now em ply the two lower bounds derived previ-
ously, Egs. [3) and [E8), to see theirusefulness in analyz-
Ing som e G aussian states. For com pleteness we present
In temm s of the invariants (;m ;ky;kp) three inequali-
ties they m ust satisfy to be considered param eters that
describe physically realizable entangled G aussian states

@]. W e will assum e, w thout loss of generality m n
and k«J  kpl
det +1 n’+m?+ 2kk @7a)
nm  kZ 1 47b)
det +1 < nf+m? 2kky: @7c)
The last lnequality is the restriction a  m atrix must

satisfy to represent an entangled G aussian system .

The table below shows six entangled G aussian sys—
tem s and the values of their two Jowerbounds (LB 1 and
LB2). These six G aussian systam s are very representa—

TABLE I: The rst coumn shows the param eters of the

m atrix when written in its standard form . The second and
third colum n represent the two lower bounds for the EoF for
m ixed G aussian states. Lower bound 1 is given by Eq. [32)
and lower bound 2 is given by Eq. £8).

n;m ;kx ke LB1 LB2
15,2,12,1 014635 028919
15,2,1,1 0.08687 0.14672
2,3,18,-12 0.02448 0.00681
1.7,26,13,-0.9 0.00549 0
2,3,17,12 0.00725 0.00142
2,25,13,-12 0.00173 0.00001

tive. Looking at their lower bounds we see that depend-
ing on the param eters of the system LB1 or LB2 is the
strongest lower bound. For exam ple, the rst two G aus—
sian system s have LB 2 as the strongest lower bound but
the four last G aussian system shave LB 1 as the strongest
one. LB1 and LB2 are also useful for discarding possi-
ble candidates for the EoF of a generalm ixed G aussian

) #
) n+m )
*x 3 2 *o3 46)
[
state. C onsider, just for illustration, the functions
q [ [
£ =1 nm  keJ nm  KpJ ; (48)
2\15 a— L o — +3
¢ n?+ m? . n?+ m?2 .
£, =4t — k] — 3 2:
2 2
(49)

Both f; and f; reduce to the EoF for sym m etric states
when n = m . For the G aussian statesw ith (n;m ;k,;kgp)
= (2;25;13; 12) we have LB1 = 000173 > f; =
0:00091 and for m;m ;ky;kpy) = (15;2;1d1; 1) we get
LB2 = 0208853 > f, = 0:{18621. These results show
that £f; and £, cannot be proved to be the EoF for gen—
eralG aussian system s since we have low erbounds for the
EoF that are greater than f; and £f,.

V. CONCLUSION

W e presented in this article two lower bounds for the
EoF ofgeneral G aussian two-m ode system s. They were
obtained by two distinct m ethods.

The rst owerbound, Eq. 32), was derived using an
Interesting procedure derived by G iedke et al [@] that
symm etrizes by local operations a G aussian state and
the wellknown fact that entanglem ent does not increase
under LOCC.

The second lower bound, Eq. [@4), is a corollary of
theorem 1, which can be interpreted as an extension of
a previous resul obtained by G iedke et al [4]: given two
pure bipartite system s w ith the sam e am ount of entan-
glem ent, the squeezed states are those w ith them axim al
EPR-correlation. O ur theorem generalizes this fact to
m ixed states in the sense that sym m etric G aussian states
are show n to be statesw ith m axin alEP R —correlation for
a xed am ount of entanglem ent.
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APPENDIX :PROOF OF CONCAVITY OF ()

W g need to prove that () sP5 ( 3), where
5P37J 3ih 3. Applying the de nition of ( ) we

8 2

2 X
()=min 1,—2 p; X2 + P?

j J
X X h
p; ( 5) = psmin 1;-
J J
X h

where X = X1 X, andP = P; + P,. The lnequality
is a consequence of the fact that we m ay have at least
one X% + P°? hXiZj l'Pizj > 2. Looking at

3 3
Eq. BE2) we see that it is not greater than 1. Thus, if

0 1, 0

@ pjhxj_jA + @

Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality [L3] for an ob-
2
. Hence,

P P
servablkeR weget jpthizj jpjl'Rij

P
obtain for the given expansion of and for 5 P; (GY]
the follow ing expressions:
0 1, 0 1, g
X X 7"
¢ pmi A @ pipi A5 @ 1)
j j ’
i
2+ p? Xi i @2
i
p? X i Wi @ 3)
3 Bl Bl
) P
Eq. M)Jsequaltolweseeiibat () 5p5 C 9).

Butifitislessthan1l, ()

;P; ( 4) ifthe ollow —
Ing hequality is satis ed:

Eq. B4) is always satis ed.
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