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A quantum system consisting oftwo subsystem s is separabk if its den—

P
sty matrix can be written as =  wg o ®, where ? and 2

K
are density m atrices for the two subsytam s, and the positive weights
wg satisfy F wx = 1l.A neocessary condition for ssparability is derived
and is shown to be m ore sensitive than Bell's lnequality for detecting
quantum inssparability. M oreover, collective tests of Bell’s nequality
(nam ely, tests that involve several com posite system s sim ultaneously)
m ay som etin es kead to a violation ofBell’s inequality, even ifthe latter

is satis ed when each com posite system is tested separately.

1. NTRODUCTION

From the early daysofquantum m echanics, the question has often
been raised whether an underlying \subquantum " theory, that would
be determm inistic or even stochastic, was viabl. Such a theory would
presum ably nvolre additional \hidden" variables, and the statistical
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predictions of quantum theory would be reproduced by perform ng suit-—
able averages over these hidden variables.

A fundam entaltheorem was proved by Bell fl], who showed that if
the constraint of Iocality was in posed on the hidden variables (nam ely,
ifthe hidden variables oftw o distant quantum system s were them selves
be ssparable nto two distinct subsets), then there was an upper bound
to the correlations of results of m easurem ents that could be perform ed
on the two distant system s. That upper bound, m athem atically ex—
pressed by Bell's inequality fl], is violated by som e states in quantum
m echanics, for exam ple the singkt state of two spin— particlks.

A varant of Bell's inequality, m ore general and m ore useful for
experin ental tests, was later derived by C lJauser, H ome, Shin ony, and
Hol (CHSH) BI. & can be written

ABi+ MBA+ mBi mMBY) 2: @)

On the Jft hand side, A and A° are two operators that can be m ea—
sured by an observer, conventionally called A lice. T hese operators do
not comm ute (so that A lice has to choose whether tom easure A orA?)
and each one is nom alized to uni nom (the nom of an operator is
de ned as the largest absolute value of any of its eigenvalues). Like-
wise, B and B % are two nom alized noncom m uting operators, any one
of which can be m easured by another, distant cbserver Bob). Note
that each one of the expectation values n Eq. {l]) can be calculated by
m eans of quantum theory, if the quantum state is known, and is also
experin entally cbservable, by repeating the m easurem ents su  ciently
m any tin es, starting each tin e w ith identically prepared pairs of quan—
tum system s. The validity ofthe CH SH fnequality, for all com binations
of m easurem ents independently perform ed on both system s, is a nec—
essary condition for the possbl existence of a local hidden variabl



(LHV ) m odel for the results of these m easurem ents. &t isnot in general
a su cient condition, as w illbe shown below .

N ote that, In order to test Bell's inequality, the two distant cb-
servers ndependently m easure subsytem s ofa com posite quantum sys—
tem , and then report their results to a comm on site w here that inform a—
tion isanalyzed (1. A related, but essentially di erent, issue iswhether
a ocom posite quantum system can be prepared In a prescribed state by
tw o distant observers who receive instructions from a comm on source.
For this to be possbl, the density m atrix  has to be separable into a
sum of direct products,

= wx ¢ 2 @)

where the positive weights wy satisfy ¥ wg = l,andwhere  and 7

are density m atrices forthe two subsystem s. A separable system always
satis es Bell's nequality, but the converse is not necessarily true B{7].
I shallderive below a sin ple algebraic test, which is a necessary condi-
tion for the existence of the decom position {d). I shall then give som e
exam ples show ing that this crterion is m ore restrictive than Bell's n—

equality, or than the -entropy inequality [].

2. SEPARABILITY OF DENSITY MATRICES

T he derivation of the ssparability condition is easiest when the
density m atrix elem ents are w ritten explicitly, w ith all their indices [].
For exam pk, Eq. @) becom es

X

mom = Wg (2)nn (2) : 3)
K

Latin indices refer to the rst subsystem , G reek indices to the second
one (the subsystem s m ay have di erent dim ensions). Note that this



equation can always be satis ed if we replace the quantum density
m atrices by classical Liouvilke functions (and the discrete indices are
replaced by canonical variabls, p and g). The reason is that the only
constraint that a Liouville function has to satisfy isbeing non-negative.
On the other hand, we want quantum density m atrices to have non—
negative eigenvalues, rather than non-negative elem ents, and the latter
condition ismore di cul to satisfy.

Let usnow de ne a new m atrix,

m ;n nm . (4)

The Latin indices of have been transposed, but not the G reek ones.
T his isnot a uniary transfom ation but, nevertheless, the m atrix is
Hem itian. W hen Eq. {f) isvalid, we have

X

= wy ()" D 5)
A

Since the transposed m atrices ( 2)* () are non-negative m atrices
w ith unit trace, they can also be kgitin ate density m atrices. It fol-
low s that none of the eigenvalues of is negative. This is a necessary
condition forEq. @) to hod [I.

N ote that the eigenvalues of are nvariant under ssparate uniary
transform ations, U ° and U @, of the bases used by the two observers. Th

such a case, transfom sas

Lo u® @’ uhy; 6)
and we then have

LE® u® g® u%y )

which also is a unitary transfomm ation, laving the eigenvalues of

nvarant.



A s an exam pl, consider a pair of spjn-é particles n an impure
singlet state, consisting of a singlkt fraction x and a random fraction
@ x) [LQ]. Note that the \random fraction" (I x) also includes
singlets, m ixed in equalproportionsw ith the three triplet com ponents.
W e have

m ;n X Sy m + @ X) mn :4; 8)

where the density m atrix for a pure singkt is given by

_ _ — —_ 1.
So1;01 = S10;10 =  So1;0 = Si001 = 7 ©)

and allthe other com ponents of S vanish. (The indices 0 and 1 referto
any two orthogonal states, such as \up" and \down.") A straightfor-
ward calculation show sthat hasthree eigenvalues equalto (1+ x)=4,
and the fourth eigenvalue is (1  3x)=4. This lowest eigenvalue is pos—
itive if x < Z, and the separability criterion is then ful lled. This
result m ay be com pared w ith other criteria: Bell's inequality holds for
x < l=p 2, and the -entropic hequality B or x < l=p 3. Thes
are therefore m uch weaker tests for detecting inssparability than the
condition that was derived here.

In this particular case, it happens that this necessary condition is
also a su cient one. It is indeed known that ifx < % it is possble to
write asam ixture of unentangled product states [L]]. This suggests
that the necessary condition derived above ( has no negative eigen—
value) m ight also be su cient forany .A proofofthisconcture was
indeed recently obtained [[4] for com posite system s having din ensions
2 2and 2 3.However, or higher din ensions, the present necessary
condition was shown not to be a su cient one.

A sa second exam ple, consideram ixed state consisting ofa fraction
x of the pure state a)1i+ bijl0i wih gf+ Pf = 1), and fractions
(1 x)=2 ofthe pure states P§0i and jl1i. W e have



0000 = 11;11 = (@ x)=2; 10)

01,01 = xp7F; (11)
10;10 = xPF; 12)
010 = 10,01 = Xab; 13)

and the other elem ents of vanish. It is easily seen that the m atrix

has a negative determ nant, and thus a negative eigenvalie, when
x> (L+ 25b) 1: 14)

This is a lower 1m it than the one for a violation of Bell's inequality,
which requires []]
P_
x> [L+2@bj( 2 1)]*': (15)

An even m ore striking exam pl is the m ixture of a singkt and a

m axin ally polarized pair:
m n =XSm;n + (1 X) mo no 0o o0° @e)

For any positive x, however an all, this state is lnssparable, because
has a negative eigenvalue ( x=2). On the other hand, the H orodecki
criterion [[3] gives a very generous dom ain to the validity of Bell's n—
equality: x  0:8.

3.COLLECTIVE TESTS FOR NONLOCALITY

The weakness of Bell's inequality as a test for inseparability is
due to the fact that the only use m ade of the density m atrix  is for
com puting the probabilities of the various outcom es of tests that m ay
be perform ed on the subsystem s of a singke com posite system . On the



other hand, an experim entalveri cation of that inequality necessitates
the use of many com posite system s, all prepared In the same way.
However, ifm any such system s are actually available, wem ay also test
them collectively, forexam ple two by two, orthree by three, etc., rather
than one by one. Ifwe do that, wemust use, instead of  (the density
m atrix of a singk system ), a new density m atrix, which is , Or

, In a higher dim ensional space. &t will now be shown that
there are som e density m atrices that satisfy Bell's lnequality, but for
which , Or , etc., violate that inequality @].

T he exam pk that w illbe discussed is that of the W emer states []
de ned by Eq. [B). Let us consider n W emer pairs. Each one of the
two observers has n particles (one from each pair). They proceed as
follow s. F irst, they sub ct their n-particle system s to suitably chosen
localunitary transformm ations, U, forA lice, and V, forBob. T hen, they
test whether each one of the particles labelled 2, 3, ..., n, has soIn up
(for sin plicity, it is assum ed that all the particles are distinguishable,
and can be labelled unam biguously). Note that any other test that
they can perform isunitarily equivalent to the one for spinsup, as this
Ihvolves only a rede nition of the matrices U and V. If any one of
the 2(n 1) particles tested by A lice and Bob show s spin down, the
experin ent is considered to have faikd, and the two observers must
start again with n new W emer pairs.

A sin ilar elin ination of \bad" sam ples is also inherent to any ex—
perim ental procedure where a failure of one of the detectors to
is handled by discarding the results registered by all the other detec—
tors: only when all the detectors re are their results included in the
statistics. T his cbviously requires an exchange of classical inform ation
between the observers. (There is a controversy on whether a violation

of Bell's inequality w ith postselected data [[3] is a valid test for non—



Jocality [I4]. I shallnot discuss this issue here; Tonly exam ine whether
or not Bell's inequality is violated by the postselected data.)

T he calculations shown below willreferto thecasen = 3, forde -
niteness. T he generalization to any other value ofn is straightforward.
Spinor indices, for a single spjn-; particle, will take the values 0 (for
the \up" com ponent of spin) and 1 (for the \down" com ponent). T he
16 com ponents of the density m atrix of a W emer pair, consisting ofa
singlet fraction x and a random fraction (1 x), are, In the standard
direct product basis:

mn;st: XSmn;st+ (l X) m s nt:4; (17)

where T am now usihg only Latin indices, contrary to what I did In
Ed.@); this isbecause G reek indicesw illbe needed foranotherpurpose,
as willbe seen soon. Thus, now, the indices m and s refer to A lice’s
particle, and n and t to Bob’s particle.

W hen there are three W emer pairs, their com bined density m atrix
is a direct product O 0 or expicitly, mnst mon0td m Cn®meo .
T he result of the unitary transfom ationsU and V is

°O Py w o v)( © Oy vY): 18)

E xplicitly, w th all its Indices, the U m atrix satis es the unitariy rela—
tion
X
U ooppomoU 0 O Oy © = 00 0 m: 19)

mm ’m ©

In oxder to avoid any possibl am biguiy, G reek Indices Wwhose values
are also 0 and 1) are now used to label spinor com ponents after the
uniary transfom ations. Note that the indices w ithout prim es refer
to the two particles of the st W emer pair (the only ones that are
not tested for soin up) and the prim ed indices refer to all the other
partickes (that are tested for spin up). TheV o o, 00 m atrix elem ents



of Bob's unitary transform ation satisfy a relationship sin ilar to (19).
T he generalization to a larger num ber of W emer pairs is cbvious.
A fter the execution of the unitary transform ation (1§), A lice and
Bcb have to test that all the particles, exospt those labelled by the
rst (unprmn ed) indices, have their soin up. They discard any set ofn
W emer pairs where that test fails, even once. The density m atrix for
the ram aining \successful" cases is thus cbtained by retaining, on the
right hand side ofEq. {1§), only the term s whose prin ed com ponents
are zeros, and then renom alizing the resulting m atrix to unit trace.
Thism eans that only two ofthe 2" row softhe U m atrix, nam ely those
w Ith indices 000... and 100..., are relevant (@nd lkew ise for the V
m atrix). The elim nation of all the other row s greatly sinpli es the
problem of optin izing these m atrices. W e shall thus w rite, for brevity,

UOO;mmOmOO! U;mmomm; (20)

where = 0;1. Then, on the kft hand side ofEq. {[J), wee ectively
have two unknow n row vectors, Uy and U, each onew ith 2" com ponents
(labelled by Latin indicesmm I ®). T hese vectors have unit nom and
arem utually orthogonal. Likew ise, B ob hastw o vectors, Vo and V; . The
problem is to optin ize these four vectors so as to m ake the expectation
value of the Bell operator [[7],

C =AB +2aB%+2a%B aBY 1)

as large as possible.

T he optin ization proceeds as follow s. The new density m atrix, for
the pairs of spjn-; particles that were not tested by A lice and Bob for
soin up (that is, orthe st pair in each st ofn pairs), is

(new) ;

N U mm o oV mnn® mn;st mn0s0o mOOnOO;sODtOOU ;SSOSODV ;££0E00 7 22)



where N isa nom alization constant, needed to obtain unit trace N *
is the probability that allthe \gpoin up" tests were successfiil) . W e then
have [[3], or xed .. and allpossble choices ofC,

P
max IrC ne)l=2 M @3)

whereM isthe sum ofthetwo largest eigenvalues ofthe realsym m etric
matrix TYT, de ned by

Tpq = Tr(( P q) new 1° (24)

(In the last equation, , and 4 are the Pauli spin m atrices.) Our
problem isto nd thevectorsU and V thatmaxin izeM .

At this pont, som e sin plifying assum ptions are helpful. Sihce all
m atrix elements ;5 are real, we can restrict the search to vectors
U and V that have only real com ponents. Furthem ore, the situa—
tions seen by A lice and Bob are com pltely sym m etric, exospt for the
opposite signs In the standard expression for the singlet state:

h i o)
10 o 17 Y5,
o 1 L o T 2t (25)
These signs can be m ade to becom e the sam e by rede ning the basis,
for exam ple by representing the \down" state of B cb’s particle by the
sym bol Ol , W ithout changing the basis used for A lice’s particle. This
unilateral change ofbasis is equivalent a substiution

v mnn® V(D) +nent nODV mnn®r (26)

on Bob’s side. The m fnus signs in Eq. {§) also disappear, and there
is com plete symm etry for the two cbservers. Ik is then plusbl that,
w ith the new basis, the optinalU and V are the same. Therefre,
when we retum to the original basis and notations, they satisfy

Vognomo = (1) 7000w @7)
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W e shall henceforth restrict our search to pairs of vectors that satisfy
this relation.

A fter all the above sinpli cations, the problm that has to be
solved is the follow ing: nd two mutually orthogonal unit vectors,
and Uy, each one w ith 2" real com ponents, that m axin ize the value of
M (U) de ned by Egs. [2B) and [2}). This is a standard optin ization
problem which can be solved num erically. Since the function M (U) is
bounded, it has at last one maxinum . It m ay, however, have m ore
than one: there may be ssveral distinct localm axina wih di erent
values. A num erical search lads to one of these m axin a, but not nec—
essarily to the Jargest one. The outcom e m ay depend on the initial
point of the search. It is therefore im perative to start from num erous
random Iy chosen points In order to ascertain, with reasonable con -
dence, that the Jargest m axin um has indeed been found.

4. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In all the cases that were exam ined, M (U ) tumed out to have a

localm axinum for the follow ng sim ple choice:
UO;OO::: = Ul;ll::: = 1; (28)

and all the other com ponents of Uy, and U; vanish. Recall that the
\vectors" Uy and U, actually are two row s, Uggo... and Uigg..., 0f a uni-
tary m atrix of order 2" (the other row s are irelevant because of the
elim ination ofall the experim ents In which a particle failed the spin-up
test). In the case n = 2, one of the unitary m atrices having the prop—
erty §) isa sin ple permm utation m atrix that can be in plem ented by a
\controllednot" quantum gate @]. T he corresponding B oolean oper-

ation isknown as xor (exclusive or). For larger values of n, m atrices

11



that satisfy Eq. @§) willalso be called xo r-transfom ations.

Tt was found, by num erical calculations, that xo r-transform ations
always are the optinal ones forn = 2. They are also optimal for
n = 3 when the singlkt fraction x is less than 057, and forn = 4 when
x < 0:52. For larger values of x, m ore com plicated formm s 0of Uy and U,
give better resuls. The existence oftwo di erent sets ofm axin a m ay
be seen In Fig. 1: there are discontinuities in the slopes of the graphs
forn = 3 and 4, that occur at the values of x where the largest value
of IC 1 jum ps from one localm aximum to another one.

Forn = 5, a com plete detem ination ofU, and U; requires the opti-
m ization of 64 param eters sub Fct to 3 constraints, m ore than m y work—
station could handl. Itherefore considered only xor-transfom ations,
which are Ikely to be optimal or x< 0:5. In particular, orx = 05
(the value that was used In W emer’s original work E]), the resul is
hCi= 20087, and the CHSH inequality is violated. This violation
occurs In spite of the existence of an explicit LHV m odel that gives
correct resuls if the W emer pairs are tested one by one.

T hese results prom pt a new question: can we get stronger insepa—
rability criterda by considering , or higher tensor products? It is

easily seen that no further progress can be achieved in thisway. If

is separable as in Eq. @), o is . M oreover, the partly transposed
m atrix corresoonding to sim ply is , o0 that ifno eigenvalue
of isnegative, then too has no negative eigenvalue.
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C aption of gure

FIG.1. M aximal expectation valie of the Bell operator, versus the
singlt fraction in the W emer state, for collective tests perform ed on
sveral W emer pairs (from bottom to top ofthe gure, 1, 2, 3, and 4
pairs, respectively). The CHSH inequality is violated when lCi> 2.
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