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Low er bounds on concurrence and separability conditions
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W e obtain analyticallowerboundson the concurrence ofbipartite quantum system sin arbitrary

dim ensionsrelated totheviolation ofseparability conditionsbased on localuncertainty relationsand

on the Bloch representation ofdensity m atrices. W e also illustrate how these results com plem ent

and im prove those recently derived [K .Chen,S.Albeverio,and S.-M .Fei,Phys. Rev. Lett. 95,

040504 (2005)]by considering the Peres-Horodeckiand the com putable cross norm orrealignm ent

criteria.

PACS num bers:03.67.M n,03.65.U d

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Entanglem ent is an essentialingredient in m any ap-

plicationsofquantum inform ation theory such asdense

coding,teleportation,quantum cryptography and quan-

tum com puting [1]. Therefore,the characterization and

quanti�cation ofentanglem ent are ofgreat im portance

in this �eld. However,and despite m any e�orts in the

last decade,a com pletely satisfactory solution to both

problem shasnotbeen found.Attending to the �rstone

(the so-called separability problem ),there exist,never-

theless,severalsu�cient conditions for the detection of

entanglem ent.Them ostpowerfulisknown asthePeres-

Horodeckior positive partialtranspose (PPT)criterion

[2],which is also necessary for low-dim ensionalsystem s

(2� 2and 2� 3)[3].Anotherrem arkablesu�cientcondi-

tion isgiven by thecom putablecrossnorm [4]orrealign-

m ent[5](CCNR)criterion,which allowsto detectm any

entangled states for which the PPT criterion fails. Re-

cently,anothercriterion with thisproperty [6]hasbeen

developed bytheauthorwhich weshalldenoteascorrela-

tion m atrix (CM )criterion.There arealso otherim por-

tantcriteria,which,however,lack the operationalchar-

acteroftheaforem entioned ones,sincethey arestated in

term s ofm ean values or variances ofobservableswhich

have to be chosen wisely. Thisisthe case ofconditions

based on entanglem entwitnesses(EW s)[3,7]oruncer-

tainty relations[8,9]. In whatcom esto the quanti�ca-

tion ofentanglem ent,there exista large variety ofpro-

posed m easures[10]. However,the explicitcom putation

ofthesem easuresforarbitrary statesisa very hard task,

not only analytically but also from the com putational

pointofview sincethey requireoptim ization overa large

num berofparam eters[31].Theonly m easuresforwhich

an analyticalexpression isavailableisthe entanglem ent

ofform ation [11]and theconcurrence[12,13],forwhich

W ootters[12]derived aform ulain thecaseoftwoqubits.

G iven the aforem entioned di�culties for the evaluation

ofthe concurrence for higher dim ensions,good bounds

for the estim ation of this quantity have been sought.

W hile, by construction, upper bounds are num erically

a�ordable,thederivation oflowerboundshasdem anded

a m ore thorough analysis [14]. A com pletely analyti-

caland powerfullower bound for the concurrence was

found in [15]by relating thisquantity with thePPT and

CCNR criteria,giving shape,therefore,to the intuitive

idea thata strongerviolation ofa separability condition

m ay indicate a higheram ountofentanglem ent. In fact,

a possible connection between the value ofconcurrence

and theviolation ofa separability condition based on lo-

caluncertainty relations (LURs) was already suggested

in [8](see[16,17]forfurtherdiscussionson LURsand the

quanti�cation ofentanglem ent). The aim ofthis paper

isto sharpen the boundsof[15]by relating concurrence

and theLURsand CM criteria,giving asa by-producta

deeper insightin the above idea. Partialim provem ents

on these boundshave already been achieved in the par-

ticularcaseofN � N quantum system swith even N � 4

in [18]by consideringan EW based separability criterion

[19],butthe approach here isvalid forthe generalcase.

Theboundsim posed by m easurem entsofarbitrary EW s

on di�erent entanglem ent m easures have been recently

studied in [20].

II. N EW LO W ER B O U N D S O N

C O N C U R R EN C E

W e start by recalling the de�nitions ofthe concepts

and quantitieswe are dealing with. LetH A ’ C
M and

H B ’ C
N denotetheHilbertspacesofsubsystem sA and

B (M � N ).Then,thequantum stateofthetotalsystem

ischaracterized bythedensityoperator�2 B(H A 
 H B ),

whereB(H )standsfortherealvectorspaceofHerm itian

operatorsacting on H ,which isa Hilbert-Schm idtspace

(with inner product h�;�iH S = Tr(�y�)). The state is

said to be separable (entangled) if it can (cannot) be

written asa convex com bination ofproductstates[21],i.

e. �=
P

i
pi�

A
i 
 �Bi where 0 � pi � 1,

P

i
pi = 1,and

�Ai (�Bi ) denotes a pure state density m atrix acting on

H A (H B ).Thegeneralized de�nition [13]fortheconcur-

renceofapurestate isgiven byC ( )=
p
2(1� Tr�2

A
),

wherethereduced density m atrix �A isobtained by trac-

ing out subsystem B (�A = TrB j ih j). Notice that

0 � C ( )�
p
2(M � 1)=M ,the lowerbound being at-

tained by productstatesand the upperbound by m ax-
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im ally entangled states. The de�nition is extended to

generalm ixed states�by the convex roof,

C (�)= m in
fpi;j iig

(
X

i

piC ( i):�=
X

i

pij iih ij

)

: (1)

Consequently,C (�)= 0 if,and only if,� isa separable

state. The PPT and CCNR criteria can be form ulated

in severalways. Basically,they state that certain rear-

rangem entsofthem atrix elem entsof�[22],nam ely,the

partialtransposeTA (�)(PPT criterion)and therealign-

m entR(�)(CCNR criterion),aresuch thatforseparable

states jjTA (�)jj= 1 and jjR(�)jj� 1,where here,and

throughout the paper,jj� jjstands for the trace norm

(i.e.thesum ofthesingularvalues).By directly relating

both criteria and concurrence by m eans ofthe Schm idt

coe�cientsofa purestate itwasfound in [15]that

C (�)�

s

2

M (M � 1)
[m ax(jjTA (�)jj;jjR(�)jj)� 1]: (2)

A . LU R s criterion

O neofthem ostinteresting separability criteria based

on uncertainty relationsisthatofLURs[8],since itcan

detectPPT entanglem ent[23,24].ItstatesthatiffA ig

and fB ig are observablesacting on H A and H B respec-

tively,ful�lling uncertainty relations
P

i
� 2

�(A i) � CA

and
P

i
� 2

�(B i)� CB (CA ;CB � 0),then,

X

i

� 2

�(A i
 I+ I
 B i)� CA + CB (3)

holdsfor separable states[8]. The variance � 2 isgiven

by � 2

�(M ) = hM 2i� � hM i2�,where hM i� = Tr(�M ) is

the expectation value ofthe observable M . A particu-

larly interesting choicefortheobservablesisthatoflocal

orthogonalobservables (LO O s) [25], that is, orthonor-

m albasesofB(H A )and B(H B ),which we shalldenote

fG A
i g

M
2

i= 1 and fG
B
i g

N
2

i= 1.In thiscaseEq.(3)reads[24]

N
2

X

i= 1

� 2

�(G
A
i 
 I+ I
 G

B
i )� M + N � 2 (4)

since

M
2

X

i= 1

� 2

�(G
A
i )� M � 1;

N
2

X

i= 1

� 2

�(G
B
i )� N � 1: (5)

Notice that ifM < N ,in Eq.(4) (and throughout the

paper)itis understood thatG A
i = 0 for M 2 + 1 � i�

N 2. The standard set of LO O s is given by fG A
i g =

fgj;g
+

jk
;g

�

jk
g where

gj = jjihjj (0 � j� M � 1);

g
+

jk
=

1
p
2
(jjihkj+ jkihjj) (0 � j< k � M � 1); (6)

g
�

jk
= �

i
p
2
(jjihkj� jkihjj) (0 � j< k � M � 1);

and sim ilarly for fG B
i g. The im portance ofthe LURs

condition form ulated in term sofLO O srelieson thatit

isstrictly strongerthan the CCNR condition [24]. Fur-

therm ore,itcan detectentangled statesforwhich both

the PPT and CCNR criteria fail[24]. In orderto relate

concurrenceand LURswith LO O sanalogously asin Eq.

(2)westartwith the following lem m a:

Lem m a 1 For any set of LOOs fG A
i g and fG B

i g and

any M � N (M � N )pure state  with Schm idtdecom -

position j i=
P M � 1

j= 0

p
�jjjA jB i,

N
2

X

i= 1

� 2

 (G
A
i 
 I+ I
 G

B
i )� M + N � 2� 4

X

j< k

p
�j�k (7)

holds. The bound is attained when fG A
i g = fgj;g

+

jk
;g

�

jk
g

and fG B
i g = f� gj;� g

+

jk
;g

�

jk
g (constructed from the cor-

responding Schm idtbasis).

Proof.W e havethat

X

i

� 2

 (G
A
i 
 I+ I
 G

B
i )=

X

i

�
� 2

�A
(G A

i )+ � 2

�B
(G B

i )
�

+ 2
X

i

� (G
A
i ;G

B
i );

where

� (G
A
i ;G

B
i )= hG

A
i 
 G

B
i i � 2hG A

i i�A hG
B
i i�B :

Let us write � = j ih j = �sep + �, where �sep =
P

j
�jjjA jB ihjA jB jand � =

P

j6= k

p
�j�kjjA jB ihkA kB j.

Notice that�sep isa separable state and thatitsreduc-

tionsarethesam easthoseof� (�
sep

A
= �A ,�

sep

B
= �B ).

Thus,

� (G
A
i ;G

B
i )= Tr(�G A

i 
 G
B
i )+ ��sep (G

A
i ;G

B
i ):

Now,sinceLURshold forseparablestateswehavethat

2
X

i

��sep (G
A
i ;G

B
i )� M + N � 2

�
X

i

�
� 2

�A
(G A

i )+ � 2

�B
(G B

i )
�

and then,

X

i

� 2

 (G
A
i 
 IB + IA 
 G

B
i )� M + N � 2+ 2

X

i

Tr(�G A
i 
 G

B
i );
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sothatitrem ainstoprovethatX �
P

i
Tr(�G A

i 
 G
B
i )�

� 2
P

j< k

p
�j�k.To do so,noticethat

X =
X

i

X

j6= k

p
�j�khjA jG

A
i jkA ihjB jG

B
i jkB i

� �
X

i

X

j6= k

p
�j�kjhjA jG

A
i jkA ihjB jG

B
i jkB ij

� �
X

i

X

j6= k

p
�j�k(jhjA jG

A
i jkA ij

2 + jhjB jG
B
i jkB ij

2)=2;

wherein the laststep wehaveused thata2 + b2 � 2jabj.

Now, the result follows because
P

i

�
�hjA jG

A
i jkA i

�
�2 =

P

i

�
�hjB jG

B
i jkB i

�
�2 = 1 8j;k for any set ofLO O s fG A

i g

and fG B
i g. To see this, consider that B(H A ) is iso-

m orphic to C
M

2

with the standard inner product, so

thatthefG A
i g can bearranged ascolum n vectorswhich

give an orthonorm albasis ofthis space. This colum n

vectors together give rise to a unitary m atrix U , and
P

i

�
�hjA jG

A
i jkA i

�
�2 corresponds to sum m ing the squared

m odulusoftheelem entsofacertain row ofU and,there-

fore,itequalsunity.O bviously thesam ereasoning holds

for
P

i

�
�hjB jG

B
i jkB i

�
�2.Itrem ainstocheckthatthebound

isattained by the abovestated setofLO O s.Using thatP

i
(G A

i )
2 = M I and

P

i
(G B

i )
2 = N I [24],itisstraight-

forward to �nd that

N
2

X

i= 1

� 2

 (G
A
i 
 I+ I
 G

B
i )= M + N + 2

X

i

hG
A
i 
 G

B
i i 

�
X

i

hG
A
i 
 I+ I
 G

B
i i

2

 :

Considering that any pure density m atrix � achieves

its Schm idt decom position for the standard LO O s,i.e.

� =
P

j
�jgj
 gj+

P

j< k

p
�j�k(g

+

jk

 g

+

jk
+ g

�

jk

 (� g

�

jk
)),

it follows that
P

i
hG A

i 
 G B
i i = � 1 � 2

P

j< k

p
�j�k

and thathG A
i 
 I+ I
 G B

i i = 0 8iforthesetofLO O s

m entioned in thestatem entofthelem m a,and theresult

isthusproved.

Now,wecan proveourm ain result.

T heorem 1 Forany M � N (M � N )quantum state�,

C (�)�
M + N � 2�

P

i
� 2

�(G
A
i 
 I+ I
 G B

i )
p
2M (M � 1)

(8)

holds for any setofLOOsfG A
i g and fG

B
i g.

Proof. Let
P

n
pnj nih njbe the decom position of �

for which the m inim um in Eq.(1) is attained,so that,

C (�) =
P

n
pnC ( n). Since the concurrence ofa pure

state is directly related to its Schm idt coe�cients [13]:

C 2( n)= 4
P

j< k
�j�k,and [15]

X

j< k

�j�k �
2

M (M � 1)
(
X

j< k

p
�j�k)

2
; (9)
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Figure 1: Lower bounds on concurrence for the the state %.

Solid line:Bound given by theLURscriterion with theLO O s

that achieve the bound in Eq. (7) for the state 	. D otted

line:Bound given by thePPT criterion.D ashed line:Bound

given by theCCNR criterion.(Thelasttwo boundsoverlap).

we have that C ( n) �
p
2=(M (M � 1))2

P

j< k

p
�j�k.

Now,the use ofLem m a 1 and the fact that � 2

�(M ) �
P

n
pn�

2

 n
(M )forany observableM (seee.g.[8])proves

the desired result.

Next we present a couple of exam ples which illus-

trate how thisresultcan im proveon the boundsof[15].

First, consider the case of PPT entangled states. In

this case any non-trivial bound on concurrence given

by Eq. (2) m ust rely on the CCNR criterion. How-

ever,the LURscriterion can identify statesofthiskind

which arenotdetected bytheCCNR criterion and,there-

fore,placea non-trivialbound on concurrencewherethe

previous approach failed (see [24]). Furtherm ore, Eq.

(8) can im prove the estim ation of PPT entanglem ent

of Eq.(2) even when the latter supplies a non-trivial

bound. For instance,consider the following 3� 3 PPT

entangled state constructed in [26] from unextendible

product bases (UPB):� = 1=4(I �
P

i
j iih ij),where

j 0i = j0i(j0i � j1i)=
p
2, j 1i = (j0i � j1i)j2i=

p
2,

j 2i = j2i(j1i� j2i)=
p
2,j 3i = (j1i� j2i)j0i=

p
2 and

j 4i= (j0i+ j1i+ j2i)(j0i+ j1i+ j2i)=3. W hile Eq.(2)

yieldsC (�)� 0:050 [15],Theorem 1 with theLO O sused

in [24]to im prove the detection of� m ixed with white

noisegivesC (�)� 0:052.Anotherinteresting exam pleis

to considerthe2� 3 state% = pj	ih	j+ (1� p)j01ih01j,

where j	i= (j00i+ j11i)=
p
2,which showsthat(8)can

give a better bound for the concurrence than (2) even

though thePPT criterion characterizesentanglem entop-

tim ally in thiscase(seeFig.1).

B . C M criterion

BesidesitsPPT entanglem entdetection capability,the

CM criterion can be strongerthan the CCNR criterion

when M 6= N [6],so it seem s worthwhile to derive an
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analogous result relying on this criterion. It is based

on the Bloch representation ofdensity m atrices which

is achieved by expanding � with respect to a partic-

ular set of unnorm alized LO O s, nam ely, the identity

and the traceless Herm itian generators ofSU (M ) and

SU (N ) (denoted f�Ai g
M

2
� 1

i= 1 and f�Bi g
N

2
� 1

i= 1 hereafter),

i.e. � = 1=M N (I 
 I +
P

i
ri�

A
i 
 I +

P

j
sjI 
 �Bj +

P

i;j
tij�

A
i 
 �Bj ). The generatorsf�

A
i g = fwl;ujk;vjkg

ofSU (M )can beconstructed from any orthonorm alba-

sisin H A [27],

wl=

s

2

(l+ 1)(l+ 2)

 
lX

i= 0

jiihij� (l+ 1)jl+ 1ihl+ 1j

!

;

ujk =
p
2g+

jk
; vjk =

p
2g�

jk
; (10)

where 0 � l� M � 2 and 0 � j < k � M � 1. The

Bloch representation has two kind ofparam eters: frig

and fsig,which arelocalsincethey aretheBloch param -

etersofthe reductions(�A = 1=M (I+
P

i
ri�

A
i ),�B =

1=N (I +
P

i
si�

B
i )); and ftijg = M N =4fh�Ai 
 �Bj i�g,

which are responsible for the possible correlations be-

tween the subsystem s. These last coe�cients can be

arranged to form the CM ,(T)ij = tij. The CM crite-

rion a�rm sthatthereisan upperbound to the correla-

tionsinherentin a separable state since jjTjj� K M N =
p
M N (M � 1)(N � 1)=2 m usthold forthesestates[6].

T heorem 2 Forany M � N (M � N )quantum state�,

C (�)�

s

8

M 3N 2(M � 1)
(jjTjj� K M N ) (11)

holds.

Proof. Asbefore,letus�rstrelate jjT jjofa pure state

to itsSchm idtcoe�cients.Following thenotation ofthe

proofofLem m a 1 wewritethepurestatedensity m atrix

as� = �sep + �= �sep + 1=2
P

j< k

p
�j�k(ujk 
 ujk �

vjk
 vjk).Since�
sep isdiagonal,itsBloch representation

isjustgiven in term softheidentity and thewl’s.There-

fore,the CM of� isblock-diagonaland,thus,jjT jj=

jjT�sepjj+ M N
P

j< k

p
�j�k � K M N + M N

P

j< k

p
�j�k.

Hence,using again Eq.(9)wehavethat

C ( )�

s

8

M 3N 2(M � 1)
(jjT jj� K M N ):

Let
P

n
pnj nih njdenote the ensem ble decom position

of� for which C (�) =
P

n
pnC ( n). Then,we can use

the above inequality forevery  n togetherwith the tri-

angle inequality (jjT�jj= jj
P

n
pnT n

jj�
P

n
pnjjT n

jj)

to provethe claim .

Regrettably,to �nd exam ples in which Eq.(11) im -

provesthe bound given by Eq.(2)isharderthan in the

case of LURs. This is, am ong other reasons,because

the norm ofthe CM ofa pure state is related to the

Schm idt coe�cients through an inequality,while in the

PPT and CCNR casesthiskind ofrelation wasgiven by

equality. Thus,Theorem 2 is only expected to im prove

on the resultof[15]forstateswhich aredetected by the

CM criterion butnotby thePPT and CCNR criteria,or,

m ore generally,in situations where the form ercriterion

isstrongerthan both the latercriteria atthe sam e tim e

[29].

III. C O N C LU SIO N S

W e have derived an analytical lower bound for the

concurrence related to the LURs criterion for separa-

bility. W e have shown by considering explicit exam ples

how this result can im prove the bounds given in [15],

which rely on thePPT and CCNR criteria.W ehavealso

shown that this new result can yield better bounds for

the estim ation ofconcurrence even in situations where

the PPT criterion isoptim alforthe detection ofentan-

glem ent. However,Eq.(8) should not be considered to

render Eq.(2) obsolete but rather as a com plem ent of

it that can be used to re�ne the bounds that (2) pro-

vides when a suitable choice ofLO O s is m ade. To de-

term ine what set ofLO O s yields the best bound for a

given state is left as an interesting open problem . W e

also think thatthis resulthelps to understand the rela-

tion between entanglem entquanti�cation and the LURs

criterion. Like the results of [15] our bound can be

attained by states having a particular optim alensem -

ble decom position. This is the case ofisotropic states

[28]when fG A
i g = fI=

p
M ;wl=

p
2;ujk=

p
2;vjk=

p
2gand

fG B
i g = f� I=

p
N ;� wl=

p
2;� ujk=

p
2;vjk=

p
2g are the

chosen LO O s,and,hence,this explains the coincidence

ofconcurrenceand violation ofLURspointed outin [8].

W e have also provided a sim ilarlowerbound on con-

currence in term s ofviolations ofthe CM criterion for

separability. Although this result is not as powerfulas

theonebased on LURs,sinceitonlyseem stoyield better

boundsthan whatcan be obtained using Eq.(2)in sit-

uationswherethe CM criterion hasa strongerentangle-

m entdetection capability than both thePPT and CCNR

criteria jointly,it provides a rigorous relation between

concurrenceand a correlation-based localunitary invari-

antm easure,which isconvenientfrom the experim ental

pointofview asdiscussed in [17].

Finally,letusm ention thatthe resultspresented here

can beextended straightforwardly to yield lowerbounds

forthe entanglem entofform ation by using the ideasof

[30].
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