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Abstract

Local available quantum correlations (LAQC), as defined by Mundarain et al., are analyzed for two subsets of 2-qubit X
states. We start by studying X-states that are symmetric under the exchange of subsystems, that is, those with the same
non-null local Bloch vector. We also analyze the subset of states that are anti-symmetric under subsystem exchange, that is,
those that have non-null local Bloch vectors with an equal magnitude but opposite direction. We present various examples and
compare the obtained results to concurrence as an entanglement measure and with quantum discord. We have also included
markovian decoherence, with the analysis of amplitude damping decoherence for Werner states. As was previously observed
for depolarization and phase damping decoherence, LAQC did not exhibit sudden death behavior for Werner states under

amplitude damping decoherence.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum correlations and their quantification are
of central importance in Quantum Information Theory
(QIT). Entanglement [1] was seen as the main quantum
resource until the development of Quantum Discord [2, 3]
in 2001. Since then, the establishment of other quantum
correlations and their quantifiers [4] has become a very
active field of research, both within Information Theory
and for their use in Quantum Computation and other
applied specialties.

Local measurements are of the utmost importance to
properly define correlations, as these latter must quan-
tify the ability of a local observer to infer the results of
another one from his results. This was shown to be the
case in the abovementioned Quantum Discord

Da(pag) = {rﬁiAn {I(pa) — I[I1* © 12)panl}, (1)

i

which is based on comparing the quantum Mutual Infor-
mation, defined for the original state pap as

I(pap) = S(pa) + S(ps) — S(par) , (2)

where ps and pp are the reduced operators, i.e.
marginals, with a corresponding postmeasurement state
in the absence of readout, where the measurement is per-
formed locally on subsystem A. This latter state is re-
ferred to as a classical-quantum (or A-classical) state,

P = pi liil ® pis

(3)
A i

and all such 2-qubit states constitute a set, denoted by
Q,. An analogous set, denoted by !, is readily defined

0
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when the local measurement is performed on the B sub-
system. That is,

Dp(pag) = FHHB% {I(pap) — I[(1 @ TTP)pagp]} . (4)

Quantum correlations defined using the set €2, (or €))
are called Discords and are in general not symmetric so
that Da(pap) # Di(pas)-

Another set of quantum correlations and quantifiers
was developed by considering classical states, that is,
postmeasurement states in the absence of readout whose
measurements were performed locally on both subsys-
tems:

c A B
Pap = piIlL fon{®. (5)
i

A special subset of such states are product states,

A
Pls = Il @p I = )W e ™ (6)
4,7

also referred to as uncorrelated states. For these, the
coefficients p;; in eq. (5) need to be factorizable, p;; =
pip;j- We denote the sets of classical and product 2-qubit
states as €). and €2, respectively.

Wu et al. considered general quantum correlations
defined in terms of local bipartite measurements in
[5] and, in a brief final appendix, outlined symmetric
quantum correlations in relation to mutual information.
Mundarain et al. in [6] developed the so-called Local
Available Quantum Correlations (LAQC) by focusing on
a slightly different version of those symmetric correla-
tions, defining them in terms of mutual information of
local bipartite measurements on the so-called complimen-
tary basis of a previously determined optimal computa-
tional basis.

This work is focused on determining the LAQC’s quan-
tifier for two particular sets of the so-called X states [7]

pri 0 0 puy

X 0 p22 p23 O
p— . 7
P 0 p32 p3z O (™)

pir 0 0 pu
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This family of 2-qubit states has been studied extensively
[8] and are a widely used set of 2-qubit density matrices
in QIT. That is because any arbitrary 2-qubit state pap
can be mapped to such pX, preserving its main charac-
teristics, e.g. quantum correlations [9, 10].

Experimentally, this type of 2-qubit states has been
achieved with cold trapped atoms and ions [11] and in
non-linear crystals [12]. Also, X states appear naturally
in spin chain systems when the reduced matrix of two
neighboring spins is studied [13, 14]and any pure 2-qubit
spin—% state evolves to an X state via decoherence due to
magnetic field fluctuations [8].

Concurrence is a bona fide entanglement measure in-
troduced by Wootters [15] as

C =max{0,A\; — A2 — A3 — A4}, (8)

where {);} are the decreasing ordered eigenvalues of R =
VP PP, with p = (o,®0,)p*(0,®0,), p* the complex
conjugate of p, and o, the corresponding Pauli matrix.

For X states, a direct calculation shows that Concurrence
takes a much simpler expression [7]:

1
CX = 5 max {0,61,02} (9)
where
Ci =2(|p1al — VP22 p33) s, Ca =2(|p23| — /P11 pas) -

A closed analytical expression of the quantum discord
of X states has not been achieved yet. In 2010, Ali et al.
[16] claimed to have found such an expression, but several
counterexamples have been found since then that shows
that their formula is not correct [17-19]. For a subgroup
of this family of 2-qubit states, where ps2 = ps3, some
alternatives have been proposed [8]. In this article, we
use the results of Li et al. [20], which we briefly present
in an appendix.

We start by briefly reviewing the procedure for deter-
mining the quantifier of local available quantum correla-
tions [6]. Then, we proceed to study its calculation for
X states in two distinct subsets: when there is the sym-
metry under exchange of subsystems, that is when both
subsystems have the same non-null local Bloch vector,
and when the states are anti-symmetric under subsys-
tem exchange, that is when both subsystems have local
Bloch vectors with the same magnitude but opposite di-
rection. We analyze various examples and include the
amplitude damping decoherence of a Werner state [21].

II. LOCAL AVAILABLE QUANTUM CORRELA-
TIONS OF 2-QUBITS

In [6], the starting point for Mundarain et al. is that
a density operator p can always be written in terms of

different basis. For 2-qubits, we have that

pAB = Z pmn |km ln|

klmn

—ZR |B(i, 7))

1jpq

10
B(p,q)| 1o

where k,I,m,n € {0,1}, {|km)} is the standard com-
putational basis, that is the basis of eigenvectors of
0., which is local, and {|B(%,J))} is another local ba-
sis that is equivalent under local unitary transformations
to the former one. This equivalence can be stated as
|B(i,7)) = Uyg ® Ug |ij), with Uy, Up € U(2). Any
such basis can be used as the new computational one,
where we now have the basis of eigenvector of og = & - 1,
with & the vector whose components are the Pauli matri-
ces and 1 € [E? is a generic unitary vector. The choosing
of such @ can depend on various conditions and/or re-
quirements of the system at hand.

For classical states, it is said that there exists a lo-
cal basis for which p% (5) is diagonal. Therefore, one
can define X, € ). as the classical state induced by a
measurement which minimizes

S(pasllX,) = minS(pasllx,), (11)

— S(p) is the relative en-

where S(p|[x) = —Tr(plogyX)

tropy and

Yo =3 Rij 1BG,)INBG) |
ij (12)

The minimization in (11) is equivalent to determining
the coefficientes {ROp t} when x, = X,. Such coefficients

are associated with the optimal basis {|B(i, j))*"* } which
will then serve as the new computational basis, in whose
terms local available quantum correlations are then de-
fined.

To determine the optimal basis, we start by defining
the most general orthonormal basis for each subsystem:

‘ug")> = cos ( ) ’O ”)> + sin (92 ) exp’Pn 1(")> (13)
‘,uln)> = —sgin (92 ) ‘O(")> + cos (02 ) exp'®n 1(”)>,

where n = 1 denotes subsystem A and n = 2, subsys-
tem B. The classical correlations quantifier defined in this
context in [6] is given by

Clp) = 5 (Xl ) = 1(X,) (14)

where II, is the product state nearest to X, and this
relative entropy can be written as the Mutual Informa-
tion of state X, as shown by Modi et al. [22]. Since the



mutual information (2) may be written as

I(paB) Z Py 4(ia,jB)

15
{ Py s(ia,jB) } 19)
% log, - — |
Py y(ia)Py¢(jB)
where P97¢(’L'A7jB) = <M§1)’M§2)’p,43 ,Uz(‘l),,u;?)> are

the probability distributions corresponding to pap and

Pygplia) = <u§1)‘p,4 u§1)>7 Boolin) = <u§2)‘pB u§2)>
the ones corresponding to its marginals p4 and ppg, the
required minimization of the relative entropy (11) yields
a minima for the classical correlations quantifier defined
n (14). It is straightforward to realize that this prob-
ablhty distributions are directly related to the {ROP K

), ,ug )>} is the optimal computa-

coefficients when {

tional basis.
Once this new computational basis

{lo(m)>opt,|1(m)>opt} has been determined, the state

paAp is rewritten and the complementary basis defined
in terms of a new general orthonormal basis:

m\ _ 1 ‘ (m) i@ |1(m)
‘Uo > \/§<O >Opt+exp 1 >Opt ,
<m>> _ L ’ <m>> — expi® 1<m>> 1
‘ul \/§< 0 ot exp i) (16)

In this generic basis, the corresponding probability dis-
tributions,

P(iAajB7¢.17q)2) = <’U,,L ) Uj ‘PAB‘U?a JB>7 (17)

and the marginal probability distributions are deter-
mined. The maximization of I(®1,Ps) (15) corresponds
to the LAQC quantifier:

L(pag) = {max}[(@l,tﬁg) (18)

III. LAQC OF X STATES

We start by using the Bloch representation of 2-qubit
states, also referred to as the Fano form or Fano-Bloch
representation [23], as it allows to directly describe the
so-called canonical X states in terms of five independent
real parameters:

1
PX=4<]14+$303®]12+]12®:U3U3

(19)

n=1

3
+Y Toon ®on> ,

where o,, are the Pauli matrices, x5 = Tr[p(o3 ® 1s)],
ys = Tr[p(l2 @ 03)] y T, = Tr[p(0y @ 0)].

An important set of (19) is comprised of those for
which their local Bloch vectors are of equal magnitude
(lzs] = |ys|). Among these, Bell Diagonal states [24] con-
stitute a special subset where |z3| = |y3| = 0 and their
LAQC were allready analyzed in [25]. For |x3| = |y3| # 0,
a further classification will prove useful: symmetric and
antisymmetric X states, where x3 = y3 and 3 = —ys,
respectively.

It is also worth noting that single parameter mixed
states between a Bell state {|¢T),[¢*)} and an element
of the computational basis {|i,j)} belong to this set of
X states. These can be thought of as analogous to what
Werner states [21] are to Bell Diagonal ones. That is, as
a one-parameter subset of the latter.

A. Symmetric X States

The set of symmetric X states pX¢ is invariant under
subsystem exchange A < B since their local Bloch pa-
rameters are equal, x3 = y3. Such states arise when
studying amplitude decoherence of Werner states. They
also turn out as the ground state within the approxima-
tion of nanoelectric LC-circuits as two coupled harmonic
oscillators presented in [26].

We start our analysis by determining the previously
defined coefficients R;; (01, 02, 1, ¢2) (12), obtaining

1 1
Ryo = 1 + z(cos 01 + cos02)xs

1

+A ) cos [y + (—1)"o][T1 —

m=0

(=1)™13]

1
+1 cos By cosby T3,

1 1
Ryi= -+ -
01 4+4

—A D cos[pr + (—1)" o] [Ty — (—1)"T]
m=0

(cosfy — cosOs)xs

1
~1 cos b cosby Ty, (20)

1

Rig= - — Z(COS 01 — cosBy)xs

AN

1
—A Z cos [¢p1 + (—1)" o] [Th — (—1)™ T3]
m=0
1
~1 cos By costy T3,
1

1
R = i~ Z(COS 01 + cos )z

1
+A Z cos [p1 + (=1)" 2] [T1 — (—

m=0

1))

1
+Z cos By cosfy T3 .



where

A= % Hsin (92) cos (92) . (21)

Since symmetric X states are invariant under subsys-
tem exchange A < B, the angles 6; and ¢; must respect
this symmetry in R;; (20). Therefore, only two angles are
sufficient to determine the optimal computational base.
By defining 6, = 03 = 0 and ¢1 = ¢ = ¢ as the respec-
tive common angles, the previous expressions are readily
simplified:

Roo(8, ¢) = i [1 + 2cos 0 x5 + sin® 9(0052 Ty
+sin? d)Tg) + cos? 0 Tg]
Ro1(0,0) = i [1 — sin? 0(0052 ¢ Ty + sin? ¢T2)
—cos2 0 Tg} = Ri0(0,0) (22)
Ri11(0,0) = i [1 — 2cosf xs + sin? 9(0052 Ty
+ sin® d)Tg) + cos® 6 Tg]
The corresponding coefficients {R;,(6,¢), R;,(6,¢)}

for the reduced matrices are given by

Ro,(6) = 51+ 2 c086) = Ro, (0),
2 (23)
RlA(O) = 5(1 — X3 COS@) = RlB(G)-

The necessary minimization of the classical correla-
tions quantifier (14) leads to three main cases to be con-
sidered:

e 0=0,¢€[0,2n]:

1
R00(9:O7¢) :Z[1+T3+2$3},
1
Ro1(60 =0,¢) 21[1 —Ts] = R, (24)
1
R11(9:O,¢) :E[1+T3—2$3} .
e 0=35,0=0
1
Roo(0 = 5.6=0) =1+ 7] = Rur,
- 1 (25)
R01(9= 51 ¢ = )ZZ[l—Tl] = Rio
e 0=73,¢0=7%:
1
Roo@zg,ﬁb:g) :Z[1+T2]—R11, (26)
26
1
Ro(0=3.0=3) =7[1-T] = Ru

From the previous expressions, it is direct to see that
¢ is determined by the relation between 77 and T5, since
for # = 0 any ¢ € [0, 27] complies with the minimization.
Lets define

ayr =T3+2x3 and T, =min (T3], |T2]). (27)
Next, we rewrite (24), (25), and (26) so we can focus our
attention on 6:

e )=0:
1
ROO(G = 0) :1 [1 + Oé+:| 5
1
Ro1(0 =0) =1 [1— T3] = Ryo, (28)
1
R11(9 = 0) :1 [1 + a_]
o0 =73:

(29)

The general expression for the quantifier of the classical
correlations (14) is then given by

R ;(0,9) ] (30)

(o) = ZRi,j(e’(b) log, [32(9)33(9) .

The minimization can be achieved either by analyzing
the coefficients R; ;(6, ¢) or the above expression. As we
will see in our examples, graphical methods will be more
efficient for states with one or two independent parame-
ters since it will be straightforward to visualize the case
that minimizes (30).

After the 6 and ¢ angles have been determined,
the state pX¢ is rewritten in the optimal computa-
tional basis as to determine the probability distributions
PO (i4,5p,®) (17) as well as the marginal distribu-

tions Pf(f)’(ﬁ)(iA,(I)) and P](39’¢)(i3,¢>). For each of the
above cases, the following results are obtained:

e 0=0,0=0:

1
PO9(0,0,d) =3 (1+ Ty cos® ® + Ty sin® @),
=POO(1,1,9),
1 (31)
PO1,0,9) =7 (1= Ticos” ® — Tysin® @),
=P00,1, @),
and
1
0,0 0,0
PP (0) = PO = 2,
1 (32)
0,0 0,0
P (0) = P50 (1) = 5.



e f0=735,0=0:

p(5.0) (0,0,®) == (1 + Tpsin® ® + T cos® &

> =

— 2x3 cos <I>) ,

P(%vo)(l,q ) ==(1-"T sin? ® — T} cos? ?),

] =

(5:0)(0,1,9),

)

p(%O)(L 1,9) = (1 + 15 sin? & + T3 cos? @

> =

+ 2x3 cos <I>) .

P90 = PV 0) = 11— acos @),

1
5(1 + x3 cos ®).

(1 + T sin? @ + Ty cos®
— 2z3cos ),

(1 — Ty sin® @ — T cos® @),

= p(5:3)(0,1,9),

(1 + T} sin® ® + T3 cos® @
+ 2z3 cos¢>).

and again we have that
1
)(O) = 5(1 — z3cos D),

)(1) = %(1 + z3cos D).

(34)

(35)

(36)

To determine the LAQC’s quantifier (18), the above
expressions need to be maximized for & € [0,27]. We
summarize next each case and present the corresponding

expression of £(p™+):

e § =0,¢0 =0: The angle ® depends on the maxi-
mum between |T7| and |T5|. Therefore, analogous

to T,,, we define

Ty = max (|11, |T2])

(37)

and write the corresponding probability distribu-

tions:
1
PO9(0,0) =1+ Tw) = POO(1,1),

1
POOL0) =101~ 7yy) = POO0,1).

(38)

For Ty = |Ty|, ® = {0, 7, 27}, while for Ty = |T3|,
® = {Z,2r}. With these results, from egs. (15)

202

and (18) we have that

14T
£(p*) =— M log, (14 Tar)

1— Ty (39)

logy (1 —Thy).

e 0 = 5,¢ = 0: Recalling that we previously defined
ay = T5 £ 223 (27), we have two distinct cases,
® ={0,7,2n}, and ® = {Z,3}:

2772

— For @ = {0,27} we have that

P(59(0,0) %(1 ta),
PEO,0) =1 (1 - Ty) )
= p(39(0,1),
pGEO)(1,1) :i(l +ay).
and
PE 0 = P 0) = 50 - a9), -

™

PlEY ) = plE0) () = %(1 + a3).

For ® = 7 we obtain equivalent expressions,
with P(539)(0,0,¢ = 7) = P(39(1,1,8 =
0), P(E0)(1,1,0 = 7) = P(59)(0,0,0 = 0),
P i, = 0) = P (ip, @ = 7), and

PEY (i &= 0) = P (14,0 = 7). With
these results, we have that

1+a_ 1+a_
X _ 1
) = ows | 75

1-Ty 1- Ty
1 42
s () @)

1+C¥+

+ 1 log, [ (

1+O[+
1+LL’3)2

— For & = 7, 37" we have that

P9 0,0 =21+ 1) = PG (1, 1),
1 (43)
P(30)(1,0) =1 (1 - T5) = P(E0(0,1)
and
plEY ) = plE) () = % :
(59 ) _ pl30)y) _ 1 o
PO = PO = 5.



Therefore, we have that in this case the LAQC
quantifier is given by

14T
L) =2 tog, (14.13) -
1-T
+ 2 log, (1 —T3).
o0 =73,0=7: As was the case for § = 3,9 = 0,

we have two distinct cases with ® = {0,7,2r},
and & = g, 5 } For the first case, the same
expressions as before are obtained and therefore
the LAQCs quantifier is again given by (42). For
P = {%, 37“}, we obtain analogous expressions as
before but with T} instead of T5, so that the LAQC
quantifier is now given by:

1 —|—
L(p™) =

10g2 (1+1)
(46)

1 Ty
+ log, (1 —T1).

1. Amplitude Damping Decoherence of Werner states

Werner states, p,,, can be written as:

1—
pu ==Y+ 1y, (47)

where z € [0,1] and |¥~) = %(|01) —]10)) is the singlet,
one of the four maximally entangled 2-qubit states known
as Bell states. In a previous work [25], we analyzed the
behaviour of LAQC for such states under Markovian de-
coherence, considering Depolarizing and Phase Damping
channels. Amplitude Damping decoherence was not in-
cluded due the resulting state no longer belonging to the
Bell Diagonal set, but rather to the symmetric X states.
Within the Kraus operators formalism [27], the effect
of the environment for a 2-qubit state is described via

p—p = Z (EEA) ® EEB)) p (EgA) ® EEB)Y (48)

2]

where the type of interaction for each subsystem may not
be the same or even the parameter describing a common
type of ineraction might be different. In our present anal-
ysis, we study an equal interaction parameter for both
subsystems.

Amplitude damping decoherence [28] describes the
process of energy dissipation into the environment, like
the T process in NMR, for example. The Kraus opera-
tors for this type of one-way decay are

8= () i) B =(0). @)

where p can be thought of as the probability of loosing a
single quantum of energy, i.e. |1) — |0).

The state pq(UAD) resulting from applying the above
Kraus operators via (48) is a symmetric X state and has
the following non-null Bloch parameters:

I3 =Ys=Dp, T1:T2:—(1—p)2,
T3 =p* — (1 -p)2z

Since 17 = Tb, we are left with only two possible ex-

pressions for C(prD)> (30). For # = 0, we have that

(50)

1
Cyrr =3 (1= p)*(1 = 2)logy (1 - 2)

+ 1[0 =20+ 52 + 201+ 2)p]
x logy [(1 = 2)(1+p?) +2(1+2)p] (51)
(1-pl-

x logy [(1 —2)p + 2 + 1]
— (p+1)logy(1+p)

p+2+1]

l\D\»—t

and for 6 = 7,
cyr =1+ (1= p)]logy [1 +(1 — )2
1 52)
4500 (1= p)ellogs [1 - (1 - p)2).

In Figure 1 we present a graphical comparison of Cy“?

Figure 1. Graphical comparison of the classical correlation

™

function for 6 = 0 (grid) and 6 = 7 (solid gray).

(grid) and Cg“’ (solid gray).
immediately conclude that the computational basis, that
is # = 0 and ¢ = 0, is the optimal one and the classical
correlations quantifier is the one given in (51).

With the optimal computational basis defined, we can
now turn our attention to our previous results and di-
rectly use (39). Since Ty = To = Ty = —(1 — p)z, we
have that the LAQC quantifyer (18) is given by

E(pEUAD)) ; [1+ (1-p)z] log, [14 (1 —p)2]

= %[l — (1 =p)z] logy [1 — (1 —p)z].

From that figure we can

(53)



Figure 2. LAQC (above), QD (middle), and Concurrence
(below) for a Werner state under amplitude damping deco-
herence.

A simple calculation shows that the above expression is
only zero when p=0Vz and z =0V p.

The Concurrence (9) for an X state with Bloch param-
eters (50) is given by

C =max [0, Cz], with

Co z% [2,2—\/1—2\/(1 +p)2—(1—p)2217

(54)

while its Quantum Discord is given by (A.17) using the
corresponding Bloch parameters (50).

In Figure 2 we present the graphical behaviour of
LAQC, QD, and concurrence. As expected, Werner
states exhibit the so called ‘Entanglement Sudden Death’
[29], while LAQC only vanishes asymptotically, as does

the QD. That was already observed for two other deco-
herent interactions (depolarization and phase damping)
in [25], therefore LAQC appears to be more robust as
a quantum resource than entanglement, at least for this
family of BD states. In Figure 3 we can observe the dif-
ference between QD and LAQC for this type of states.
That is, we show the surface

S(z,p) = Da (pSUAD )) - E(pffD)) (55)

Figure 3. Dlfference between QD and LAQC for a Werner
state under amplitude damping decoherence.

2. A single parameter symmetric X state

As previouslay stated, by using Bell states and vectors
of the computational basis, a single parameter X state
can be attained such that |x3| = |ys|. As an example of
such a symmetric X state we define the following density
operator:

ps = F [¥~ X ¥~ |+ (1= F)|00)00] , (56)
whose non-zero Bloch parameters are given by

r3=y3=1-F, Th=T=-F,

Ty =1-2F. (57)

For this state the R;;(6, ¢) coeflicients (22) are given by
Roo(0) = }1<1 ~ F)(1 4 cos6)?,
R1o(0) = é[l +3F — (1 — F)cos(20)] = Ro1(0), (58)
Rux(0) = }1(1 ~ F)(1 — cos)?

and marginal coefficients R;(6)

Ry(0) = z[14 (1 — F)cos¥),

N = DN =
—
ot
©
S—

Ri(0) = =[1 — (1 = F)cosb.

The classical correlation function for € = 0 is then
Ci=2—F—Flog,(2—F)
1-F ] (60)

+ (1 — F)log, [m .



For 6 = 7, the corresponding function is

S

[(1 — F)logy(1—F)
+ (14 F)logy(1+ F)}

[N

Figure 4. Graphical comparison of the classical correlation

function for # = 0 (black) and for 6 = % (gray).

Although a direct analysis of the above functions leads
to conclude that the angles § = 0 and ¢ = 0 are the ones
that minimize (30), we can verify this graphically (Figure
4). Since the computational basis is optimal, we proceed
to determine the probability distributions (31) and the
marginals (32), obtaining

Pyo(F) = i(l—F):Pn(F): (©2)

1
Py (F) = Z(l + F) = Pio(F),
and Py = P, = % With all these results we have that
the LAQC quantifyer (18) is given by

L(ps) =5 [1+ F] logy [1 + F]
) (63)
+§[1—F} log, [1 — F]

It is straightforward to verify that the Concurrence for
(56) is

C, =F, (64)

while its Quantum Discord, computed using the results
presented in [20] and discussed in the appendix, is given
by (A.17) using the corresponding Bloch parameters (57).

In Figure 5 the abovementioned quantifiers are pre-
sented. As can be observed, L(ps) < Da(ps) < Cs for
F € (0,1) and are only equal at F =0 and F = 1.

Figure 5. LAQC (continuous black line), QD (continuous gray
line), and Concurrence (dash-dot line) for state (56).

B. Anti-symmetric X States

We now focus on studying antisymmetric X states,
i.e. pX whose local Bloch vectors have equal norm
but opposing direction. In the Fano-Bloch representa-
tion (19), for such states we have that x5 = —y3. The
R;; (01,02, ¢1, p2) coefficients (12) previously defined are
readily determined:

1 1
Rop =  + 1(cos 61 — cos bz)x;

+A Z cos [p1 + (—1)" o] [Th — (—1)™ T3]

m=0

1
—&—1 cos By cosby T3,

1 1
Rg1 = 1 + Z(COS 01 + cos )z

—A D cos[pr + (—1)"ga][Ty — (—1)"T]

m=0

1
—7 o8 01 cosby T, (65)

1
- Z(COS 01 + cosby)xs

1
— A Z COS [¢1 + (—l)mgﬁQHTl — (—1)mT2]
m=0

Ry =

AN

1
~1 cos By cos by T3,

1
- Z(COS 01 — cosBy)xs

N



+A ) cos[r + (1) o] [Ty — (1) Ty

m=0

1
+Z cos i cosbfy T3 .

where A is as defined in (21).

As with the symmetric case, a relation between the
angles 0; and ¢; is expected. A direct calculation inter-
changing local angles 0; and ¢; leads to

Rii (01,02, 01, ¢2) = Rii(02 + 7,01 + 7, ¢1, ¢2),
Rij(917027¢17¢2) :Rij(027917¢13¢2)7 7’#]
Therefore, as was done for the symmetric case, we can

define # and ¢ as the respective common local angles and
the expressions in (65) are readily simplified:

(66)

Roo(0, ¢) = 3[1 + sin® 0 (cos® ¢ Ty + sin® ¢ Tp)
+cos® 0 T3] = Ri1(0,9),
Ro1(0,¢) = 3[1 +2cos 0 z3 — sin® 0( cos® ¢ Ty
+sin® ¢ Ty) — cos® 0 T3], (67)
Ri10(0,0) = i [1 — 2cosf xs — sin? 9(cos2 0Ty
+sin® ¢ Tp) — cos® 0 T3].

The corresponding coefficients {R; , (6, ¢), R;,(6,¢)} for
the reduced matrices are given by

Ry, (0) = %(1 + zgcosl) = Ry, (6),
2 (69)
RlA (9) = 5(1 — I3 COSG) = ROB (9)

The necessary minimization to determine the optimal
computational base leads again to three main cases to be
considered:

e 0=0,¢€|0,2n]:

Roo(0 = 0, 6) :3[1 LTy = R,
Ro1(6 = 0,0) :3[1 STy 2a), (69)
Rip(0 = 0,0) :i[l — T3 — 23] .
«H=Z¢$=0
Rooezg,qb:O):i[l—&-Tl]—Ru, )
Ro 92%,(;5: ):i[l—Tl]_Rw
“0=F.0-3
Roo(0 =, 6= ) =3 [1+T] = Ru,

(71)

We use ar and T, (27) to rewrite the previous expres-
sions and center our attention on 6:

¢ =0
Roo(0 = 0) = [14+ T3] = R,
Ro1(0 = 0) :i[ka_], (72)
R11(0 =0) i[l —ay]

«0=71:

T 1
Roo(gz 5) :1[1+Tm} :R117
1 (73

Roi(0=5) =71 = T = Ruo.

The general expression for the quantifier of the classical
correlations (14) is given by

i, 0’
C(p*er) = " Ris(6,0)log, [M]’ ™

2%

which is completely analogous to (30). The minimiza-
tion of the above expression can again be done either by
directly minimizing it for # and ¢ or by comparing the
coefficients R; ;(0, ¢).

After the angles 6 and ¢ have been determined, the
state pXas is rewritten in the optimal computational ba-
sis as was done previously for the symmetric case and the
probability distributions P (i4, jp, ®) (17) as well as
the marginal distributions Pg}’@ (ia,®) and Pg’d’) (ig,®)
are determined. Since the maximization procedure for
these probability distributions is analogous to the one
performed for the symmetric case, with some of the re-
sults even being the same, we present the corresponding
analysis in a more succint manner. For each pair (6, ¢)
defining the optimal computational basis, the following
results are obtained:

e 0=0,0=0:
1
P9 (0,0,9) 1 (1+ Ty cos® @ + Ty sin® D),
:P(O’O)(L 1,®),
. (75)
POO(1,0,9) =1 (1 =T cos® @ — Ty sin® @),
= P(O7O) (07 1a q)) )
and
1
0,0 0,0
PYY0) = PV (1) = 3,
. (76)

P57 (0) = PR (1) = 5.

These are exactly the same expressions that we ob-
tained for the symmetric case in (31) and (32).



Thus, they will lead to same expression for the
LAQC quantifier. Using Ty (37), we again have
that the LAQC quantifier is given, as in (39), by

1+T
L(p%a) = M ogy (14 Tar)
(77)
1-T
+ 2 logy (1= Tr)
e O = %7 (;S =0:
,r 1
P(3:9)(0,0,®) =1 (L4 Tasin® @ + Ty cos” @),
:P(%’O)(1717(b),
(170) :1 - .2 _ 2
PirY(1,0,8) =3 (1 - Tosin® & ~Tyeos” @ )
+ 23 cos<I>)7
x 1
p(3.0) (0,1, ®) :Z(l — Ty sin® ® — T3 cos® @
— 2x3 coscb).
and
. z) 1
PS;Z ,0)(0) _ P]gz 0)(1) = §(1 — z3co8 D),
(79)

P£%70)(1) - p]g%’o) (0) = %(1 + x5 cos ).

As with the symmetric case, we have two distinct
cases, ® = {0, 7,27} and ® = {g737”} For & =
{0,27} we have that

P(5:9)(0,0) %(1 +Ty)

= PE0)(1,1),

PE,0) =11 —a ), (50
P(39(0,1) 23(1 —ay).
and
PE ) = PF ) = S0 - ),
(81)

POy = plE9 () = %(1 +a3).

For ® = m we obtain equivalent expressions with
an analogue change in ordering as in the symmetric
case. With these results, we have that
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For ® = 7, 37”, we obtain the same results as for the
symmetric case and the LAQC quantifier is there-

fore given by the same expression as in (45):

14T
E(pX‘“) =3 2 log, (1 + T3)
-7 (83)
+ 2 Jog, (1 —Ty).
o0 = 5,6 = 5: In this case we obtain analogous
results as for § = 5 and ¢ = 0 by exchanging T, —
T in (78):

p(5.0) (0,0,®) = (1 + T sin® ® + T; cos? fI>) ,

=

=pP(39(1,1,9),
” 1
P59 (1,0, ®) :1(1 — Ty sin® ® — T cos® ® (84)
+ 23 cos<I>)7
i} 1
p(3.0) (0,1, ®) :1<1 — T sin® ® — T3 cos® @
— 2x3 cos<I>).
and again we have that
T L. 1
Pjg2v2)(0) _ Pé2’2)(1) = 5(1 — x3COS‘I)),
o o . (85)
Pf(f’f)(l) _ Pf(;fvf)(o) — 5(1 + 23 cos D).

As before, we have two distinct cases with & =

{0, 7,27}, and & = {g, 37”} For the first case, the
same expressions as before are obtained and there-
fore the LAQCs quantifier is again given by (82).
For & = {g, %’T}, we obtain analogous expressions
as before but with 77 instead of T5:

log, (1 +T1)
1-T

14T
L(prer) =—5— 6

+ 10g2 (1 —Tl).

1. A single parameter antisymmetric X state

In [30], Verstraete et al. introduced a single parameter
mixed 2-qubit state, defined as:

po=F |®TX®T| 4 (1 - F)[01)01] (87)

where [®T) = %(|OO> +[11)). It is straightforward to
verify that this state is an anti-symmetric X state, with
Bloch parameters

{,C3:—y3:].—F, T1:—T2:F,

88
Ty =2F — 1, (88)



and all others equal to zero. The R;;(6,¢) coefficients
(67) are given by

Roo(0,0) = i [1+ F cos(2¢) sin® 6
+ (2F — 1) cos® 0] = R11(0,9),
Rio(0) = i[l — Fcos(2¢)sin® 0

(89)

— (2F — 1) cos® 0 — 2(1 — F) cos 6],

Ry1(0) = i[l — F cos(2¢) sin? 0
— (2F — 1) cos® 0 + 2(1 — F) cos 6],
and the marginal coefficients R; () are
1
Ry, (0) = 5[1 + (1= F)cosf] = Ry ,(0),

(90)

Ry, (0) = %[1 — (1 F)cosf] = Ry, (6).

The classical correlation function for # = 0 is given by

Cl=2—F - Flog, (2~ F)

1-F (91)
+ (1 - F)log,y {(ZF)Q}
and for 6 = 5, ¢ =0, 5 by
v _Lrg_ _

+ (14 F)logy(1+ F)}

These are the same functions (60) and (61) that we
obtained for state (56). As before, the computational
basis is the optimal one and this leads to equivalent ex-
pressions for the probability distributions (75) and the
marginals (76) as before

Po()(F) = [1 — FCOS(Q‘P)] = Pll(F)7

(93)

N N

P()l(F) = [1 + FCOS(Q‘P)] = Pl()(}‘_‘)7

and Pp = P, = % These distributions are maximized for
®=n%,n=0,1,23, and the LAQC quantifyer (18) is

given by

L(py) =5 [1+ F] log, [1 4 F]

1
2 (94)

+§[17F] log, [1— F],
which is the same expression found for the symmetric
case (63).

The Concurrence for state (87) is again given by (64)
and the QD is the same as in the one-parameter symmet-
ric X state presented in (56). Therefore, the correspond-
ing graph is the same as the one in Figure 5.
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

We have studied the local available quantum correla-
tions (LAQC) [6] for 2-qubit X states that have a lo-
cal Bloch vector with equal magnitude. Such states can
be regarded as symmetric and antisymmetric X states
wether their local Bloch vector is parallel or anti-parallel,
respectively. We determined all possible expressions for
the classical correlations and LAQC quantifiers in terms
of the Bloch parameters of the state. As examples of in-
teresting symmetric states we have analyzed the (marko-
vian) amplitude damping decoherence of Werner states
and found that LAQC do not suffer sudden death un-
der this quantum channel. Also, examples of one pa-
rameter X states were studied, both symmetric and anti-
symmetric. For such states, there are less LAQC than
enganglement (as measured via concurrence) as well as
quantum discord. The robustness of this quantum corre-
lation under markovian decoherence is to be determined.
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Appendix: Quantum Discord of 2-qubit Symmetric
and Antisymmetric X states

In [20], Li et al. presented an analytic expression for
the quantum discord of X states with parallel local Bloch
vectors. Their analysis allows to compute the classical
correlations Cp (p™) when you rewrite (1) as

Da(p) =1(p*) = Cn(p¥), (A1)
where

Co(p™) = {IEIAQ} [[(1* © 15)pas].

Lets start by defining monotonically decreasing func-
tion f for x € [0, 1]:
1—x

f)=-—3 ;

x
5 logy (1 +x) —

so that the von Neumann entropy of the reduced matrices

of pX is given by

(A.2)

log,(1 —x), (A.3)

S(px) =1+ f(xs), S(pn) =1+ F(ys).  (A4)
Since the eigenvalues of p* (19) are given
1
Al = 1 [1 —T3+ \/(333 —y3)? + (Ty + T2)17
) (A.5)
Noa = g [1 + Ty 4/ (w5 + 95)” + (T1 — Tz)ﬂ :



the mutual information (2) is then

4
I(p™) =2+ f(x3) + f(y3) +Z/\i logy Ai. (A6)
i=1
As for Cp (pX), it is given by
Cp(p*) =1— f(z3) —min {S1, S, Ss}, (A7)
where
5= Zpif og, [
—(=1)'ys
and
x 1
P11 = 1(1 +x3 £ ys3 £T3),
22 . (A.9)
P33 = ~(1—x3 £ys FT3),
11 4
and
s =1+ f(\/e3 +T2,). (A.10)

For X states where |z3] = |ys3|, we have that f(z3) =

f(y3) so that

4
I(pXS) :2+2f(x3)+z>\i10g2 Ai, (A.11)
i=1
where
s 1
8y = 1[1 T3+ (Th + 1)),
(A.12)

1
=g {1 +T5+ \/4333 + (T} —TQ)Q],

for x3 = y3 (symmetric) and

1
?782:4|:1—T3:|:\/45E3+(T1+T2)2 s

. (A.13)
34—4[1+T3i(T1 TQ)},
for 3 = —y3 (anti-symmetric). As for S7, we have that
for pXs
w1 w1
Py = =(1+2x3+Ts), pyy =~(1—1Th),
1 . K (A.14)
prs = 4(1 —Ts), piy = 1(1 — 23 +13),
and
1
PN =4 Ty), o= S0+ 20— Ty),
4 4 (A.15)
x 1 x _ 1 ‘
P3321(1_2$3_T3)7 Pia :4(1+T3)
for pXas.

As for the examples presented in this paper, it is
straightforward to verify that for all three cases (50),
(56), and (87),

min {Sl, 52753} = SQ = Sg, (AIG)
so that
Dalpam) =3+ f(aa)+ 1/ + 73 )
(A.17)

4
+ Z )\7, 10g2 )‘i7
=1

where the Bloch parameters were given in (50), (57), and
(88), respectively.
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