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W e present a much sin pli ed version of the CGLM P inequality forthe2 2

d Bell scenario.

N um ericalm axim ization ofthe violation ofthis inequality over all states and m easurem ents suggests
that the optin al state is far from m axin ally entangled, while the best m easurem ents are the sam e
as conectured best m easurem ents for the m axin ally entangled state. For very large values of d
the Inequality seem s to reach its m inin al valie given by the probability constraints. This gives
num erical evidence for a tight quantum Bell inequality (or generalized C sirelson inequality) for the

2 2 1 scenario.

PACS numbers: 03.65Ud, 03.65-w,03.67.{a

T he violation of Bell inequalities [l] by certain quan—
tum correlations can be seen as a nonclassical property
of those correlations. This \quantum nonclassicality"
has its roots in quantum entanglem ent. There are sev—
eral ways to quantify entanglem ent of which one is the
so—called entanglem ent entropy of a quantum state [Z].
Quantum statesw ith m axin alentanglem ent entropy, so—
called m axin ally entangled states, play an In portant role
In quantum inform ation science [3]. It was long believed
that the m axin ally entangled state must also be the
\m ost nonclassical" state In the sense of m axim al vio—
lation of Bell nequalities. A though this is true for the
CHSH inequality M], i was given evidence in [5,1€] that
this isnot true orthe m ore com plex CG LM P inequality
[1], as also exposed In [B].

In the ollow Ing, we Investigate m axin alnonclassical-
ity In the context ofthe CGLM P.W e present a new sin —
pli ed version ofthe CGLM P inequality. A s inlf, €] nu-
m erical analysis suggests that the optin al state for each
num ber of outcom es above d= 2 isnot m axim ally entan—
gled, wherewem ainly work w ith the assum ption that the
din ension ofthe H ibert space D is equalto the number
of outcomes d as In [5, €], but also investigate the case
ofd < D and the validiy of this assum ption. W e give
num erical evidence that the best m easurem ents are the
weltknown (confctured) best m easurem ents with the
m axin ally entangled state. The sin ple orm of our new
version of CGLM P enables us to e ectively extend the
num erical search to a num ber of m easurem ent outcom es
and din ension of the H ibert spaces of the order of 10°.
W e observe that for these large values of d the new ver-
sion of CGLM P seem sto reach its absolute bound at the
boundary ofthe polytope of all probability vectors. T his
gives num erical evidence for the tightness of a quantum
Bell nequality (or generalized C sirelson inequality) for
the2 2 1 scenario.

The2 2 dBellscenario and a new version of the

CGLM P inequality: Let us consider the standard sce—
nario ofthe CGLM P inequality [1]which consists oftwo

spacelike separated parties, A lice and Bob. Both share a
copy ofapurestatej 12 C® CP on the com posite sys—
tem . Let A lice and B ob have a choice of perform ing two
di erent proctive m easurem ents which each can haved
possble outcom es, whered D .Wecallthisa2 2 d
scenario.

LetAl,a= 1;2and i= 0;:3d 1 denote the pos-
itive operators corresponding to A lice’s m easurem ent a
with outcome i and sin ilar for Bob, B). They satisfy

¢ JAl = 1. The probability predicted by quantum
m echanics QM ) that A lice cbtains the outcom e 1 and
that Bob obtains the outcom e j conditioned on A lice
has chosen m easurem ent a and B ob m easurem ent b then
reads

Py (;iRsb)= Tr AL BJjih j : @)

Let us on the other hand consider the fram ework of
Jocal realistic (LR) theordes, where the pint probability
distrdbution can be w ritten as

X

Py (7 jBsb) = p( )P AR; )P G )i @)

m eaning that conditioned on theirm utualpast the prob-—
ability distrdbutions of A lice and B ob are uncorrelated.

As already mentioned, QM is nonclassical in the
sense that there exist pint probability distrdbutions
Py ({;JR;b) arsing rom QM which do not adm it a lo—
cal realistic representation in the orm of [2). Bell [I]
wasthe rstto put this statem ent into a testable form In
term s of an inequality which is violated for nonclassical
probability distributions.

W e now give a new Bell nequality orthe 2 2 d
Bell scenario:

PLA2<B2)+ P, B2< A1)+ P, (A1 <B;1)+
+PLB1 A2)>1; B)

w here PL (Aa < Bb) = i< jPL (l;jja;b)-
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TABLE I:Violation ofthe CGLM P inequaliy

[Amina ] o [ 1 | 2 ] s [ 4]
2(0:7929|[0:7071|0:7071 - - -
3]10:6950(|0:6169|0:4888|0:6169 - -
410:6352|0:5686|0:4204|0:4204|0:5686 -
5]/0:5937(|0:5368|0:3859|0:3859|0:3859|0:5368

T his inequality can be easily proven. Let us start w ith
the ©llow Ing obvious statem ent fA, B,g\ fB,
Aig\ fA, B:1g fa, B;g. Taking the com—
plment we get fA, < Big fA, < Byg [ fB; <
Aig [ fA1 < Bi1g. This Implies for the probabilities
thatPp A2 < B3)=1 PrL @2 Bi1) Pr@z<B2)+
Py B, < A;)+ Py, A7 < B;) which com pltes the proof.

The new version [3) of the CGLM P inequality has
apart from is sin ple form severaladvantages over previ-
ous versions. O ne advantage is that the nequality does
not depend on the actualvalues of them easurem ent out—
com es, only their relative order on the real line m atters.
For the case of m easurem ents w ith outcomes 0; ::5;d 1
this inequality in plies another sinpli ed version of the
CG LM P inequality presented in [B], aswellasthe original
CGLM P inequality. Another advantage is that lnequal-
ity [B) reads the same for all values of d. Further, the
way thenew inequality isderived m ight be interesting for

nding new, sin pler inequalities for other Bell settings,
such asthe2 3 2 Bellsetting.

In the follow ing section wew ill Investigate them axin al
violation of nequality [B) by QM or large values of the
num ber of outcom es and din ension of the H ibert space.

V lolation ofthe CG LM P inequality for the m axin ally
entangled state: In the follow ing we w illassum e that the
din ension ofthe H ibert space D is equalto the number
of outcom es d which we abbreviate as dinension d. W e
w il com m ent on this assum ption at the end ofthis letter,
w here we also present num erical evidence for the validiy
of thjspzlfurln ptjoB . For the m axin ally entangled state,
Jji= oo Jii= d, i has long been confctured that
the m easurem ents which m axin ally violate the CGLM P
nequality are described by operatorsA , and By w ith the
follow ing eigenvectors [1,19],

1 X1 2
Jiam = P= exp 'Ek(jﬁ' a) kia; 4)
k=0
1 X1
Jisp = = exp iI—1( j+ ) Js; ©O)
d d
=0
w here the phases 1 =0, ,=1=2, ;= 1=4 and
2= 1=4,here i= 1 is the In agihary num ber.

W e evaluate the left-hand-side of inequality [@) forthe
pint probabilities arising from QM in the case of the
m axin ally entangled state and the just describbed m ea—
surem ents. For later purposes we w ill leave the Schm idt

coe clents unspeci throughout this calculation and
only equate them to 1= dattheend. W euse [), where
the Al = §iia,,hij ;2 are the proictors on the corre—
sponding eigenspacesde ned in [d) { (@) and sin ilarly for
B].W e cbtain

Ag() Pg A2<B32)+Pg B2<A;)+Pg A1<B;)+
X 1x1

Aj)= My i 47 (6)
=0 =0

+PQ B1

wherethed dmatrixM can be smpli ed to

1 @ I
Mij=2ij aCDSl 27; H (7)

Putting ;= 1=p 61, ie., ooking at them axjnba_JJy en—
tangled state, weobtain ford= 2,A,( )= @3 2)=2
0:79289 which corresponds to the m axin al violation of
the CHSH iequality know from C sirelson’s inequality
[L3].

Tt is also interesting to look at the confpctured (i
is not known that these are the best m easurem ents)
m axin al violation of [3) with the n nie din ensional
maxin ally entangled state. We get ling, 1 Ag( ) =
2 16Cat’= ? 0:515where Cat is C atalan’s constant,
reproducing the result obtained in [1] orthe originalver-
sion ofthe CGLM P inequaliy.

In this section we described w hat are believed to be the
best m easurem ents for the CGLM P inequality with the
m axin ally entangled state. Though it is often thought
that the m axin ally entangled state j i represents the
m ost nonclassicalquantum state, evidence hasbeen given
In [@] and [B] that the states which m axin ally violate
nequality [3) are not m axim ally entangled. In the B}
Jow Ing section we provide further evidence for this and
Investigate several properties of the optim al state espe—
cially in the case of very large values ofd.

On the m axim al violation of the CGLM P inequality:
In the previous section we described the m easurem ents
w hich in the case ofthem axin ally entangled state appear
to give the m axim alviolation of nequality [3). H owever,
as m entioned above, it has already been given evidence
that In the case of d 3 the state which causes the
maxinum violation of the inequality is actually not the
m axin ally entangled state [5,1€].

In the follow hg we want to optin ize the lefi-hand-
side of inequality [3) over all possible m easurem ents
and states. For this purpose we assum e that the state
of A lice’s and Bob’s com posite system is a pure state
ji2 c? C9 and that the measurements A, and By,
describing A lice’s and B ob’sm easurem ent are pro fctive
and nondegenerate as also considered above.

For small values of d we can num erically perform
the optin ization. The results for the rst values are
summ arized in Tabl [I. Shown are the m inim al val
ues of the left-hand-side of inequality [3), denoted by



minAg( ;A;;Bp), and the Schm idt coe cients of the
optim al state for which A4 ( ;A,;Byp) reaches its m ini-
mum .

One cbserves that ford 3 the optin al state is not
m axin ally entangled. M ore precisely, aswe w ill see later
the entanglem ent entropy decreases as d becom esbigger.
T he optim al states arising from the num erical optim iza—
tion over A4 ( ;A;;Byp) agree with resuls obtained in
[6], but di er from the results in |§]. That is because
In [B] the quantity to be optim ized was not the CGLM P
nequality, but the K ulback-Lebler divergence (relative
entropy) which contrary to com m on belief is not equiva—
Jent to the concept ofm axim alviolation of Bell nequal-
ities [L1].

C loser analysis of the optin alm easurem ents Aeii and
Bg show s that even though the optin al state is not the
m axin ally entangled state the best m easurem ents seem
to be the best m easurem ents [4) and [B) of the previous
case. Further num erical optin izations for higher values
of d give strong evidence that this true in general.

If we assum e that [4) and [@) are the best m easure—
m ents for all values of d we can further sin plify the op-
tim ization. W e have already derived in Eq. [@) that in

the case %ftherPneasurements [@) and @) wg can w rite
a 1P g1 .. a1 ..
Ag( )= 4§ 5+oMiy iy whereji= 3l

and thed dmatrixM wasgiven in [I).

Hence under this assum ption, nding the m axim alvi-
olation of [@) reduces to nding the am allest eigenvalue
ofthem atrix M . T he corresponding eigenvector £ igf: 01
gives us the optin al state.

Ford = 2;3 we ocbtaln minA, = (3
~ = @;1)T= 2, and minA; = (12
~=@; ;1)T=( 2+ 2),and = ( 11 = 3)=2, agree-
ing w ith results presented in [€] where violations of the
orignalCG LM P inequality were Investigated.

M ore interesting becom es the search for eigenvectors
wih m inin al eigenvalie for a large number of possi-
ble m easurem ent outcom es. Num erical search for those
eigensystem s is feasble or very large values of d by use
of A moldi fteration.

T he results of the num erical optin izations are sum m a—
rized in F ig [1. Shown isthem inin altarget value, A4 ( ),
asa fiinction ofthe dim ension d fora range from 2 to 10°
both for the case of the m axin ally entangled state and
the optim al state. In the case of the m axin ally entan—
gled state, A 4 () approachesvery quickly the asym ptotic
valieA, () 0515 derived above.

In the case ofthe optin alstate it is interesting that the
m axin alviolation of [3) doesnot approach an asym ptote
very quickly. In fact, for very large d i fallso slower
than logarithm ically w ith the din ension. T he num erical
data shown in Fig.[l do suggest that the m inim al value
of A4 ( ) approaches zero asd tends to in niy. This is
very Interesting since zero is the absolute m inimum of
A4 () on the boundary ofthe polytope of all probability
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FIG .1: M inin alvalue of the left-hand-side of inequality [3)
as a function ofthe dim ension d: (i) for them axin ally entan—
gled state and (ii) forthe optin alstate. Inside: Entanglem ent
entropy E =logd of the optin al state as a finction of the di-
m ension d.

vectors. If one could show analytically that there exists
a optin alstate which actually causesA 4 ( ) to approach
zero as d tends to in nity, one would have proven a new
tight quantum Bell inequality forthe2 2 1 scenario
(see conecture at the end ofthis section).

Letusnow Investigate furtherpropertiesofthe optim al
states causing the m axim al violation of inequality [3).
F ig [2l show sthe typicalshape ofa optin alstate ford 3,
nam ely in the caseofd = 10000. P lotted are the Schm idt
coe cients ; asa fiinction ofthe index i. The re ection
symm etry around (@ 1)=2 can be easily derived from the
speci c form ofthe sym m etrickemelM;;. A sd increases
the Schm idt coe cient get m ore and m ore peaked at i=
Oand i=d 1.

Tt is also interesting to look at the entanglem ent en—
tropy of the optin al state. W hereas for the m axin ally
entangled state E ( )=logd = 1 for all values of d, In
the case of the optin al state the entanglem ent entropy
decreases w ith the din ension. A s in the case ofthem in—
In alvalue of A 4 ( ) the entanglem ent entropy decreases
slower than logarithm ically, but we are not abl to give
an asym ptotic bound for i. This is contrary to work
presented in [5], where the entanglem ent entropy seem ed
to approach the asym ptoticvalue Iim 4, ;1 E ( )= Ind
0:69logd. Again, the disagreem ent is due to the fact
that in the latter the quantity to be optim ized was not
the CGLM P inequality, but rather the K ulback-Lebler
divergence.

From the insights gained in this section we state the
follow ing con gcture:

Conkcture Quantum Bell nequality). For d ! 1
the minimal valuie of Po A, < By) + Po B2 < Aq) +
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FIG .2: Thetypicalshape ofa optin alstate ford 3. Shown
are the Schm idt coe cients ; of the optin al state for d =
10000 as a function of the index i.

Po A1 <Bi1)+ Pp B1 Ay) converges to zero, where
the best m easurem ents for each d are the ones presented
above, [4) and [3), and the optin alstates are of the form
shown in Fig.[2. Hence,

PQ (A2< B2)+ PQ (Bz<A1)+ PQ (P*l< B1)+
+ Py B1 Az)>0 ()

is a tight quantum Bell inequality forthe2 2 1 Bell
setting.

The fact that the inequality seem s to reach itsm ini-
m alvalue given by the probability constraintsasd ! 1
also relates to recent results derived In [12] for a chained
version ofthe CGLM P inequality.

Conclusion: A new version of the CGLM P inequal-
ity or the 2 2 d Bell scenario has been presented.
N um erically, under the assum ption that the number of
outcom es is equal to the dim ension of the H ibert space
D , the optin al states are not m axim ally entangled for
d 3, though the best m easurem ents w ith respect to
those states are the sam e as for the m axin ally entangled
state.

W e investigated the m axim al violation of this new n-
equality forvery large num bers ofm easurem ent outcom es
and dim ension of the H ibert space. W e analysed the
soeci c form of the best states and their entanglem ent
entropy. It tumed out that for Increasing din ension
the entanglem ent entropy of the optin al state decreases,
agreeing w ith the observationsm ade In [5,1€6]. Interest—
ingly, the num erics indicate that the m axin al violation
of the Inequality tends, as the num ber of m easurem ent
outcom es and din ension of the H ibert space tends to
In niy, to the absolute bound im posed by the polytope
of probability vectors. W e confctured from this a tight
quantum Bellinequality forthe2 2 1 Bellscenario.
An analytical proof of the tightness of this inequality is
work in progresswhich w ill hopefully appear soon.

To jastify the above assum ption that the dim ension
of the H ibert space D is equal to the number of pos—
sible outcom es d we also num erically analyzed the case
ofd< D . In particular, we obtained the m Inim al target
value optin ized over Schm idt coe cientsand allpossble
com binations ofdegeneratem easurem entsA,;A,;B1;B >
ford= 2;3;4 wih D = 5 and over random ly selected de—
generate m easurem ents for d= 2;3;4;5wih D = 20. In
all cases the an allest obtained target values agreed w ith
the corresponding m Inim al target values obtained under
the assum ption that D = d as summ arized h Table [I
up to an error of 10 3. This gives strong evidence for
the validity of the assum ption that D = d and suggests
that the m inim al target values obtained under this as—
sum ption are also valid for the case of degenerate pro—
Bctive m easurem ents and POVM m easurem ents which
can always be realized as pro fctive m easurem ents on a
higher-dim ensional H ibert space due to Nain ark’s the—
oram . Further, i strengthens the evidence that the op-
tim alstate ford > 2 is not m axin ally entangled beyond
the analysis of [5,1€].
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