
ar
X

iv
:q

ua
nt

-p
h/

06
12

02
0v

3 
 2

7 
M

ar
 2

00
8

IM PERIAL-TP-06-SZ-05
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W e presenta m uch sim pli�ed version ofthe CG LM P inequality for the 2� 2� d Bellscenario.

Num ericalm axim ization oftheviolation ofthisinequality overallstatesand m easurem entssuggests

thatthe optim alstate isfarfrom m axim ally entangled,while the bestm easurem entsare the sam e

as conjectured best m easurem ents for the m axim ally entangled state. For very large values ofd

the inequality seem s to reach its m inim alvalue given by the probability constraints. This gives

num ericalevidence fora tightquantum Bellinequality (orgeneralized Csirelson inequality)forthe

2� 2� 1 scenario.

PACS num bers: 03.65.U d,03.65.-w,03.67.{a

The violation ofBellinequalities [1]by certain quan-

tum correlationscan be seen as a nonclassicalproperty

of those correlations. This \quantum nonclassicality"

has its roots in quantum entanglem ent. There are sev-

eralways to quantify entanglem ent ofwhich one is the

so-called entanglem ent entropy ofa quantum state [2].

Q uantum stateswith m axim alentanglem ententropy,so-

called m axim allyentangled states,playan im portantrole

in quantum inform ation science[3].Itwaslong believed

that the m axim ally entangled state m ust also be the

\m ost nonclassical" state in the sense ofm axim alvio-

lation ofBellinequalities. Although this istrue forthe

CHSH inequality [4],itwasgiven evidence in [5,6]that

thisisnottrueforthem orecom plex CG LM P inequality

[7],asalso exposed in [8].

In the following,we investigate m axim alnonclassical-

ity in thecontextoftheCG LM P.W epresenta new sim -

pli� ed version oftheCG LM P inequality.Asin [5,6]nu-

m ericalanalysissuggeststhatthe optim alstateforeach

num berofoutcom esaboved= 2 isnotm axim ally entan-

gled,wherewem ainlyworkwith theassum ption thatthe

dim ension oftheHilbertspaceD isequalto thenum ber

ofoutcom es d as in [5,6],but also investigate the case

ofd < D and the validity ofthis assum ption. W e give

num ericalevidence that the best m easurem ents are the

well-known (conjectured) best m easurem ents with the

m axim ally entangled state.The sim ple form ofournew

version ofCG LM P enables us to e� ectively extend the

num ericalsearch to a num berofm easurem entoutcom es

and dim ension ofthe Hilbertspacesofthe orderof106.

W e observe thatforthese largevaluesofd the new ver-

sion ofCG LM P seem sto reach itsabsolutebound atthe

boundary ofthepolytopeofallprobability vectors.This

givesnum ericalevidence forthe tightnessofa quantum

Bellinequality (or generalized Csirelson inequality) for

the 2� 2� 1 scenario.

The 2� 2� d Bellscenario and a new version ofthe

CG LM P inequality: Let us consider the standard sce-

nario oftheCG LM P inequality [7]which consistsoftwo

spacelikeseparated parties,Aliceand Bob.Both sharea

copy ofapurestatej i2 C
D 
 CD on thecom positesys-

tem .LetAliceand Bob havea choiceofperform ing two

di� erentprojectivem easurem entswhich each can haved

possibleoutcom es,whered � D .W ecallthisa 2� 2� d

scenario.

Let A i
a,a = 1;2 and i = 0;::;d � 1 denote the pos-

itive operators corresponding to Alice’s m easurem ent a

with outcom e i and sim ilar for Bob,B
j

b
. They satisfy

P d� 1

i= 0
A i
a = 11. The probability predicted by quantum

m echanics (Q M ) that Alice obtains the outcom e i and

that Bob obtains the outcom e j conditioned on Alice

haschosen m easurem enta and Bob m easurem entbthen

reads

PQ (i;jja;b)= Tr

�

A
i
a 
 B

j

b
j ih j

�

: (1)

Let us on the other hand consider the fram ework of

localrealistic (LR)theories,where the jointprobability

distribution can be written as

PL (i;jja;b)=
X

�

p(�)P(ija;�)P(jjb;�); (2)

m eaning thatconditioned on theirm utualpasttheprob-

ability distributionsofAlice and Bob areuncorrelated.

As already m entioned, Q M is nonclassical in the

sense that there exist joint probability distributions

PQ (i;jja;b) arising from Q M which do not adm it a lo-

calrealistic representation in the form of (2). Bell[1]

wasthe� rstto putthisstatem entinto a testableform in

term sofan inequality which isviolated fornonclassical

probability distributions.

W e now give a new Bellinequality for the 2� 2� d

Bellscenario:

PL(A 2 < B 2)+ PL(B 2 < A 1)+ PL(A 1 < B 1)+

+ PL(B 1 � A 2)> 1; (3)

wherePL(A a < B b)=
P

i< j
PL(i;jja;b).
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TABLE I:Violation ofthe CG LM P inequality

d m inA �0 �1 �2 �3 �4

2 0:7929 0:7071 0:7071 - - -

3 0:6950 0:6169 0:4888 0:6169 - -

4 0:6352 0:5686 0:4204 0:4204 0:5686 -

5 0:5937 0:5368 0:3859 0:3859 0:3859 0:5368

Thisinequality can beeasily proven.Letusstartwith

the following obvious statem ent fA 2 � B 2g \ fB 2 �

A 1g \ fA 1 � B 1g � fA 2 � B 1g. Taking the com -

plem ent we get fA 2 < B 1g � fA 2 < B 2g [ fB 2 <

A 1g [ fA 1 < B 1g. This im plies for the probabilities

thatPL (A 2 < B 1)= 1� PL(A 2 � B 1)� PL (A 2 < B 2)+

PL(B 2 < A 1)+ PL(A 1 < B 1)which com pletestheproof.

The new version (3) of the CG LM P inequality has

apartfrom itssim pleform severaladvantagesoverprevi-

ousversions. O ne advantage isthatthe inequality does

notdepend on theactualvaluesofthem easurem entout-

com es,only theirrelativeorderon the realline m atters.

Forthe case ofm easurem entswith outcom es0;:::;d� 1

this inequality im plies another sim pli� ed version ofthe

CG LM P inequalitypresented in [5],aswellastheoriginal

CG LM P inequality. Anotheradvantage isthatinequal-

ity (3) reads the sam e for allvalues ofd. Further,the

waythenew inequalityisderived m ightbeinterestingfor

� nding new,sim plerinequalities forotherBellsettings,

such asthe 2� 3� 2 Bellsetting.

In thefollowingsection wewillinvestigatethem axim al

violation ofinequality (3)by Q M forlargevaluesofthe

num berofoutcom esand dim ension oftheHilbertspace.

Violation oftheCG LM P inequality forthem axim ally

entangled state:In thefollowing wewillassum ethatthe

dim ension oftheHilbertspaceD isequalto thenum ber

ofoutcom esd which we abbreviate asdim ension d. W e

willcom m enton thisassum ption attheend ofthisletter,

wherewealsopresentnum ericalevidenceforthevalidity

ofthis assum ption. For the m axim ally entangled state,

j� i =
P d� 1

i= 0
jiii=

p
d,it has long been conjectured that

them easurem entswhich m axim ally violatetheCG LM P

inequality aredescribed by operatorsA a and B b with the

following eigenvectors[7,9],

jiiA ;a =
1
p
d

d� 1X

k= 0

exp

�

i
2�

d
k(i+ �a)

�

jkiA ; (4)

jjiB ;b =
1
p
d

d� 1X

l= 0

exp

�

i
2�

d
l(� j+ �b)

�

jliB ; (5)

where the phasesread �1 = 0,�2 = 1=2,�1 = 1=4 and

�2 = � 1=4,herei=
p
� 1 isthe im aginary num ber.

W eevaluatetheleft-hand-sideofinequality (3)forthe

joint probabilities arising from Q M in the case of the

m axim ally entangled state and the just described m ea-

surem ents.Forlaterpurposeswe willleavethe Schm idt

coe� cients unspeci� ed throughout this calculation and

only equatethem to 1=
p
d attheend.W euse(1),where

the A i
a = jiiA ;ahijA ;a are the projectors on the corre-

sponding eigenspacesde� ned in (4){(5)and sim ilarly for

B
j

b
.W e obtain

A d( )� PQ (A 2< B 2)+ PQ (B 2< A 1)+ PQ (A 1< B 1)+

+ PQ (B 1� A 2)=

d� 1X

i= 0

d� 1X

j= 0

M ij�i�j; (6)

wherethe d� d-m atrix M can be sim pli� ed to

M ij = 2�ij �
1

d
cos� 1

�
(i� j)�

2d

�

: (7)

Putting �i = 1=
p
d,i.e.,looking atthe m axim ally en-

tangled state,weobtain ford = 2,A 2(� )= (3�
p
2)=2 �

0:79289 which corresponds to the m axim alviolation of

the CHSH inequality know from Csirelson’s inequality

[13].

It is also interesting to look at the conjectured (it

is not known that these are the best m easurem ents)

m axim alviolation of (3) with the in� nite dim ensional

m axim ally entangled state. W e get lim d! 1 A d(� ) =

2� 16Cat
2
=�2 � 0:515 whereCatisCatalan’sconstant,

reproducingtheresultobtained in [7]fortheoriginalver-

sion ofthe CG LM P inequality.

In thissection wedescribed whatarebelieved tobethe

bestm easurem entsforthe CG LM P inequality with the

m axim ally entangled state. Though it is often thought

that the m axim ally entangled state j� i represents the

m ostnonclassicalquantum state,evidencehasbeen given

in [6]and [5]that the states which m axim ally violate

inequality (3) are not m axim ally entangled. In the fol-

lowing section we provide further evidence for this and

investigate severalproperties ofthe optim alstate espe-

cially in the caseofvery largevaluesofd.

O n the m axim alviolation ofthe CG LM P inequality:

In the previous section we described the m easurem ents

whichin thecaseofthem axim allyentangledstateappear

to givethem axim alviolation ofinequality (3).However,

asm entioned above,it hasalready been given evidence

that in the case of d � 3 the state which causes the

m axim um violation ofthe inequality isactually notthe

m axim ally entangled state[5,6].

In the following we want to optim ize the left-hand-

side of inequality (3) over all possible m easurem ents

and states. For this purpose we assum e that the state

ofAlice’s and Bob’s com posite system is a pure state

j i 2 C
d 
 C

d and that the m easurem ents A a and B b

describing Alice’sand Bob’sm easurem entareprojective

and nondegenerateasalso considered above.

For sm all values of d we can num erically perform

the optim ization. The results for the � rst values are

sum m arized in Table I. Shown are the m inim al val-

ues of the left-hand-side of inequality (3), denoted by
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m inA d( ;A a;B b), and the Schm idt coe� cients of the

optim alstate for which A d( ;A a;B b) reaches its m ini-

m um .

O ne observesthat for d � 3 the optim alstate is not

m axim ally entangled.M oreprecisely,aswewillseelater

theentanglem ententropy decreasesasd becom esbigger.

The optim alstatesarising from the num ericaloptim iza-

tion over A d( ;A a;B b) agree with results obtained in

[6],but di� er from the results in [5]. That is because

in [5]the quantity to be optim ized wasnotthe CG LM P

inequality,butthe K ullback-Leiblerdivergence (relative

entropy)which contrary to com m on beliefisnotequiva-

lentto the conceptofm axim alviolation ofBellinequal-

ities[11].

Closer analysis ofthe optim alm easurem ents A i
a and

B
j

b
showsthateven though the optim alstate isnotthe

m axim ally entangled state the bestm easurem entsseem

to be the bestm easurem ents(4)and (5)ofthe previous

case. Further num ericaloptim izationsfor highervalues

ofd givestrong evidence thatthistruein general.

Ifwe assum e that (4) and (5) are the best m easure-

m entsforallvaluesofd we can furthersim plify the op-

tim ization. W e have already derived in Eq.(6) that in

the case ofthe m easurem ents (4) and (5) we can write

A d( )=
P d� 1

i= 0

P d� 1

j= 0
M ij�i�j,where j i=

P d� 1

i= 0
�ijiii

and the d� d-m atrix M wasgiven in (7).

Hence underthisassum ption,� nding the m axim alvi-

olation of(3)reducesto � nding the sm allesteigenvalue

ofthem atrix M .Thecorrespondingeigenvectorf�ig
d� 1

i= 0

givesusthe optim alstate.

For d = 2;3 we obtain m inA 2 = (3 �
p
2)=2,with

~� = (1;1)T =
p
2, and m inA 3 = (12 �

p
33)=9, with

~� = (1;;1)T =(
p
2+ 2),and  = (

p
11�

p
3)=2,agree-

ing with results presented in [6]where violationsofthe

originalCG LM P inequality wereinvestigated.

M ore interesting becom es the search for eigenvectors

with m inim al eigenvalue for a large num ber of possi-

ble m easurem entoutcom es. Num ericalsearch for those

eigensystem sisfeasible forvery large valuesofd by use

ofArnoldiiteration.

Theresultsofthenum ericaloptim izationsaresum m a-

rized in Fig.1.Shown isthem inim altargetvalue,A d( ),

asafunction ofthedim ension d forarangefrom 2 to106

both for the case ofthe m axim ally entangled state and

the optim alstate. In the case ofthe m axim ally entan-

gled state,A d(� )approachesveryquicklytheasym ptotic

valueA 1 (� )� 0:515 derived above.

In thecaseoftheoptim alstateitisinterestingthatthe

m axim alviolation of(3)doesnotapproach an asym ptote

very quickly. In fact,for very large d it falls o� slower

than logarithm ically with thedim ension.Thenum erical

data shown in Fig.1 do suggestthatthe m inim alvalue

ofA d( )approacheszero asd tendsto in� nity. Thisis

very interesting since zero is the absolute m inim um of

A d( )on theboundary ofthepolytopeofallprobability

FIG .1: M inim alvalue ofthe left-hand-side ofinequality (3)

asa function ofthedim ension d:(i)forthem axim ally entan-

gled stateand (ii)fortheoptim alstate.Inside:Entanglem ent

entropy E =logd ofthe optim alstate asa function ofthe di-

m ension d.

vectors. Ifone could show analytically thatthere exists

a optim alstatewhich actually causesA d( )to approach

zero asd tendsto in� nity,onewould haveproven a new

tightquantum Bellinequality forthe2� 2� 1 scenario

(seeconjectureatthe end ofthissection).

Letusnow investigatefurtherpropertiesoftheoptim al

states causing the m axim alviolation ofinequality (3).

Fig.2showsthetypicalshapeofaoptim alstateford � 3,

nam ely in thecaseofd = 10000.Plotted aretheSchm idt

coe� cients�i asa function oftheindex i.There ection

sym m etryaround (d� 1)=2can beeasilyderived from the

speci� cform ofthesym m etrickernelMij.Asd increases

theSchm idtcoe� cientgetm oreand m orepeaked ati=

0 and i= d� 1.

It is also interesting to look at the entanglem ent en-

tropy ofthe optim alstate. W hereas for the m axim ally

entangled state E (� )=logd = 1 for allvalues ofd, in

the case ofthe optim alstate the entanglem ent entropy

decreaseswith thedim ension.Asin thecaseofthem in-

im alvalue ofA d( )the entanglem ententropy decreases

slowerthan logarithm ically,butwe are notable to give

an asym ptotic bound for it. This is contrary to work

presented in [5],wheretheentanglem ententropy seem ed

to approach theasym ptoticvaluelim d! 1 E ( )= lnd �

0:69logd. Again, the disagreem ent is due to the fact

thatin the latter the quantity to be optim ized wasnot

the CG LM P inequality,butratherthe K ullback-Leibler

divergence.

From the insights gained in this section we state the

following conjecture:

C onjecture (Q uantum Bell inequality). For d ! 1

the m inim al value of PQ (A 2 < B 2)+ PQ (B 2 < A 1) +



4

FIG .2:Thetypicalshapeofaoptim alstateford � 3.Shown

are the Schm idt coe�cients � i ofthe optim alstate for d =

10000 asa function ofthe index i.

PQ (A 1 < B 1)+ PQ (B 1 � A 2) converges to zero, where

the bestm easurem entsfor each d are the ones presented

above,(4)and (5),and theoptim alstatesareoftheform

shown in Fig. 2.Hence,

PQ (A 2 < B 2)+ PQ (B 2 < A 1)+ PQ (A 1 < B 1)+

+ PQ (B 1 � A 2)> 0 (8)

isa tightquantum Bellinequality forthe 2� 2� 1 Bell

setting.

The fact that the inequality seem s to reach its m ini-

m alvaluegiven by theprobability constraintsasd ! 1

also relatesto recentresultsderived in [12]fora chained

version ofthe CG LM P inequality.

Conclusion: A new version of the CG LM P inequal-

ity for the 2 � 2 � d Bellscenario has been presented.

Num erically,under the assum ption that the num ber of

outcom esisequalto the dim ension ofthe Hilbertspace

D ,the optim alstates are not m axim ally entangled for

d � 3,though the best m easurem ents with respect to

thosestatesarethesam easforthem axim ally entangled

state.

W e investigated the m axim alviolation ofthisnew in-

equalityforverylargenum bersofm easurem entoutcom es

and dim ension ofthe Hilbert space. W e analysed the

speci� c form ofthe best states and their entanglem ent

entropy. It turned out that for increasing dim ension

theentanglem ententropy oftheoptim alstatedecreases,

agreeing with the observationsm ade in [5,6]. Interest-

ingly,the num erics indicate that the m axim alviolation

ofthe inequality tends,as the num ber ofm easurem ent

outcom es and dim ension ofthe Hilbert space tends to

in� nity,to the absolute bound im posed by the polytope

ofprobability vectors. W e conjectured from thisa tight

quantum Bellinequality forthe2� 2� 1 Bellscenario.

An analyticalproofofthe tightnessofthisinequality is

work in progresswhich willhopefully appearsoon.

To justify the above assum ption that the dim ension

ofthe Hilbert space D is equalto the num ber ofpos-

sible outcom es d we also num erically analyzed the case

ofd< D . In particular,we obtained the m inim altarget

valueoptim ized overSchm idtcoe� cientsand allpossible

com binationsofdegeneratem easurem entsA 1;A 2;B 1;B 2

ford= 2;3;4 with D = 5 and overrandom ly selected de-

generate m easurem entsford= 2;3;4;5 with D = 20. In

allcasesthe sm allestobtained targetvaluesagreed with

the corresponding m inim altargetvaluesobtained under

the assum ption that D = d as sum m arized in Table I

up to an error of10� 3. This gives strong evidence for

the validity ofthe assum ption that D = d and suggests

that the m inim altarget values obtained under this as-

sum ption are also valid for the case ofdegenerate pro-

jective m easurem ents and POVM m easurem ents which

can alwaysbe realized asprojective m easurem entson a

higher-dim ensionalHilbertspace due to Naim ark’sthe-

orem . Further,itstrengthensthe evidence thatthe op-

tim alstate ford > 2 isnotm axim ally entangled beyond

the analysisof[5,6].

S.Z. was supported by ENRAG E (M RTN-CT-2004-

005616).W ethank therefereesforinterestingcom m ents.
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