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Entanglem entisan usefulresourcebecausesom eglobaloperationscannotbelocally im plem ented

using classical com m unication. W e prove a num ber of results about what is and is not locally

possible. W e focuson orthogonalstates,which can alwaysbe globally distinguished. W e establish

the necessary and su� cient conditions for a general set of 2 � 2 quantum states to be locally

distinguishable,and for a generalset of2� n quantum states to be distinguished given an initial

m easurem ent ofthe qubit. These results reveala fundam entalasym m etry to nonlocality,which

is the origin of \nonlocality without entanglem ent", and we present a very sim ple proof ofthis

phenom enon.

PACS num bers:89.70.+ c,03.65.-w

M any global operations cannot be perform ed us-

ing only local operations and classicalcom m unication

(LO CC).This one fact underpins the use ofentangle-

m ent as a resource across quantum inform ation theory,

from teleportation [1]to com putation [2]. Yet there is

no clear delineation ofwhat is and is not locally possi-

ble.W hatevidencethereiscan appearcounter-intuitive,

given the close link between entanglem entand nonlocal

behaviour. Any two orthogonalentangled statescan be

distinguished justaswellusing LO CC asthey can glob-

ally [3](see also [4, 5]). But there exist sets ofm ore

than two orthogonalseparablestatesthatLO CC cannot

reliably distinguish [6].

Alice and Bob share a quantum system ,in one ofa

known set ofpossible orthogonalstates. They do not,

however,know which particular state they have. That

setofstatesislocally distinguishableifthereissom ese-

quence oflocaloperationsand classicalcom m unications

bywhich Aliceand Bob can alwaysdeterm inewhich state

they own.TheBellstatespresentasim pleexam pleofan

orthogonalset thatis notlocally distinguishable -with

justone copy ofa system in an unknown Bellstate itis

notpossibleto m akean identi� cation [7].

W e willestablish necessary and su� cient conditions

that a set of2 � n orthogonalquantum states are dis-

tinguishable,with theownerofthequbitgoing � rst(see

de� nition 1 below). This result is ofparticular use in

characterizing thedistinguishabililty of2� 2 states.Re-

centinvestigationsby G hosh etal,focusing on distillable

entanglem ent,have revealed groupsoforthogonal2� 2

statesthatare notLO CC distinguishable [8].Using our

result,wecan now com pletely specify thedistinguishable

and undistinguishable 2� 2 sets.

O urnotion of\going � rst" turnsoutto befundam en-

tal.Som esetsofstatesarelocally distinguishableonly if

Alice isthe � rstto perform a m easurem ent.Thisasym -
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m etry extendsto setsofproductstates,and appearsto

betheorigin ofnonlocality withoutentanglem entasdis-

cussed by Bennettetal[6].They presented a setofnine

pureproductstatesthatcould notbedistinguished using

LO CC;ournotion ofasym m etryprovidesam uch sim pler

proofofthisresult.

D e�nition 1 A lice goes �rstifAliceisthe�rstperson

to perform a nontrivialm easurem entupon the system .

Note that this does not restrict two-way classicalcom -

m unication between Aliceand Bob,nordoesitlim itthe

num berofm easurem entsthey m ay perform sequentially.

Notealso thatin allLO CC protocolssom eone goes� rst.

Consider Alice’s � rst localoperation. W hatever she

chooses to do,whether she decides to involve an ancil-

lary quantum system ,and whethersheperform sunitary

operationsaswellasm easurem ents,Alice’sactionswill

be described by a single superoperator,$. The super-

operatorcom prisesa setfM m g ofK raussoperators,one

foreverypossibleoutcom e,m .Theprobabilityofagiven

stateyielding a certain outcom eis

p(m )= h�jM
y
m M m j�i;

and the subsequentstate ofthatsystem willbe

M m j�i

h�jM
y
m M m j�i

:

TheobjectsM y
m M m arethePOVM elem entscorrespond-

ing to each m easurem entoutcom em .They sum to iden-

tity. Being positive operators they are diagonalizable,

with real, nonnegative eigenvalues. W e will say that

a m easurem ent is trivial ifallthe POVM elem ents are

proportionalto the identity operator since such a m ea-

surem ent yields no inform ation about the state. Any

m easurem entnotofthistypewillbe called nontrivial.

T heorem 1 Alice and Bob share a 2 � n dim ensional

quantum system : Alice has a qubit, and Bob an n-

dim ensionalsystem thatm aybeentangled withthatqubit.
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IfAlicegoes�rst,a setof lorthogonalstatesfj iig isre-

liably locally distinguishable ifand only ifthere isa basis

fj0i;j1igA such thatin thatbasis:

j ii= j0i
A

�
��

i
0

�

B
+ j1i

A

�
��

i
1

�

B
(1)

where h�i
0
j�
j

0
i= h�i

1
j�
j

1
i= 0 ifi6= j.

Proof: The proofofsu� ciency is sim ple. Ifthere is a

basissuch thatthe lstatescan be written asabove,the

statesm ay belocallydistinguished asfollows.Alicem ea-

suresin thefj0i;j1igA basisand com m unicatestheresult

to Bob.Bob then m easuresin thecorrespondingorthog-

onalbasisfj�i
0
igorfj�i

1
ig,successfullydistinguishingthe

states.

The proofofnecessity is m ore com plicated. Suppose

thatAlicegoes� rst.Thelstatesm ustbereliably distin-

guished.Thereforeaftereach and every possibleresultof

Alice’sm easurem ent,allthosestatesthathavenotbeen

elim inated as possibilities m ust rem ain orthogonal,and

thus potentially distinguishable. Therefore for allpairs

ofstates j ii,j ji,and for allm easurem ent results m ,

eitherthatpairrem ainsorthogonalpost-m easurem entor

elseoneofthatpairofstateshasbeen elim inated.

Either h ijM
y
m M m j ji= 0; (2)

or h ijM
y
m M m j ii= 0; (3)

or h jjM
y
m M m j ji= 0: (4)

ConsideronePOVM elem entthatisnotproportionalto

identity (such an elem ent m ust exist since Alice’s m ea-

surem entisnontrivial),and takeasourfj0i;j1igA basis

the basisin which itisdiagonalasfollows:

M
y
m M m =

�
� 0

0 �

�

; � > � � 0:

The statesj ii,expanded in the fj0i;j1igA basisatAl-

ice’send can alwaysbe written in the form ofequation

(1).W e m ustnow provethe stated orthogonality condi-

tionson the j�is.

Forthem om entconsideronlytwostates:j iiandj ji.

IfAlice elim inatesneitherofourpairfrom the running,

those statesm ustrem ain orthogonal,in line with equa-

tion (2).Sincetheoriginalpossiblestatesareorthogonal

aswellwe requirethat:

h�
i
0
j�
j

0
i+ h�

i
1
j�
j

1
i= 0; �h�

i
0
j�
j

0
i+ �h�

i
1
j�
j

1
i= 0:

Thesesim ultaneousequationscom binethus:

(� � �)h�i
1
j�
j

1
i= 0; (� � �)h�i

0
j�
j

0
i= 0:

Since � 6= �

h�
i
0
j�
j

0
i= h�

i
1
j�
j

1
i= 0: (5)

Hence,in the case thatneither state is elim inated,this

pairofstatesm ustbe in the form given in the theorem .

Now consider the specialcase where Alice achieves a

negativeidenti� cation by herself,in line with (3)or(4).

Thistellsusa greatdealaboutthatstate. Im agine she

haselim inated j ii.From (1)and (3)weknow that:

h�
i
0
j�
i
0
i+ h�

i
1
j�
i
1
i= 1; �h�

i
0
j�
i
0
i+ �h�

i
1
j�
i
1
i= 0:

Thesesim ultaneousequationsrevealthat:

�(h�i
1
j�
i
1
i� 1)= �h�

i
1
j�
i
1
i: (6)

But � > � � 0 and 0 � h�i
1
j�i
1
i� 1. This m eans that

thereisonly onepossiblesolution to equation (6):

� = 0; h�
i
1
j�
i
1
i= 1:

Thisim pliesthatj iiistheproductstatej1ij�
i
1
i.In this

case,the otherstatem usttakethe form :

j ji= j0i
A

�
�
��

j

0

E

B
+ j1i

A

�
��

i?
1

�

B
: (7)

Again,weseethatthisparticularpairofstateshavethe

form given in the theorem .

Hence,in allcases,any pair ofstates m ustbe in the

form given in the theorem . Butthe basisfj0i;j1igA for

which thisistruedependsonly on thePOVM elem entwe

have been considering,and thatelem entisindependent

ofthe statesthem selves. Therefore fj0i;j1igA isa basis

in which allthe statesarerepresented thus:

j ii= j0i
A

�
��

i
0

�

B
+ j1i

A

�
��

i
1

�

B

w here h�
i
0
j�
j

0
i= h�

i
1
j�
j

1
i= 0 if i6= j:

Thiscom pletesthe proof.2

Theorem 1 dependsupon the� rstm easurem entbeing

m ade by the ownerofthe qubit. Ifwe are dealing with

2� 2 states,then the proofis applicable to both Alice

and Bob going � rst. Thus any set of2 � 2 states that

can be locally distinguished m ustbe expressible in form

(1). This allows us to derive the conditions for LO CC

distinguishing allpossiblesetsoforthogonal2� 2 states:

T heorem 2 Two orthogonal2� 2 states can always be

locally distinguished.

Proof:Itwasproved by W algate etal[3]thatAlice can

always � nd a basis ofform (1) in which two states (of

any dim ension)can be distinguished.2

T heorem 3 Three orthogonal2� 2 statescan be locally

distinguished ifand only ifatleasttwo ofthosestatesare

productstates.

Proof: From theorem 2 it follows that any three states

can be written thus:

j 1i= j0i
A
j�0iB + j1i

A
j�1iB ;

j 2i= j0i
A

�
��

?
0

�

B
+ j1i

A

�
��

?
1

�

B
;

j 3i= j0i
A
j�0iB + j1i

A
j�1iB :
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Ifthissetistobelocally distinguishablewith Alicegoing

� rst,there m ustbe som e choice offj0i;j1igA such that

h�0j�0i= h�?
0
j�0i= 0,and h�1j�1i= h�?

1
j�1i= 0. But

thereisno room in Bob’stwo-dim ensionalHilbertspace

forthreem utuallyorthogonalstates.Thereforein eachof

thesecases,oneofthetwo(unnorm alized)statesform ing

the innerproductm usthave zero m agnitude. Since the

states j ii m ust them selves be norm alized,this m eans

thattwo ofthem m ustbeproductstates.Thisleavesus

with the triplet:

j 1i = j0i
A
j�0iB + j1i

A
j�1iB

j 2i = j0i
A

�
��

?
0

�

B
(8)

j 3i = j1i
A

�
��

?
1

�

B
:

Threeorthogonal2� 2statescan belocally distinguished

with Alice going � rst ifand only ifthey take the form

(8). W e can reconstruct this argum ent for Bob going

� rst,with Bob’squbitproviding the orthonorm albasis.

The form ofstates we obtain is a m irror im age of(8),

with only the jiA and jiB indexes reversed. States

ofthis form can stillbe locally distinguished,but now

with Bob going � rst. Itiseasy to verify thatthese two

arrangem entsencom passallsetsofthreeorthogonal2� 2

states containing two product states. Therefore,three

orthogonal2� 2statescan belocally distinguished ifand

only ifatleasttwo ofthosestatesareproductstates.2

T heorem 4 Four orthogonal2� 2 states can be locally

distinguished ifand only ifallofthem areproductstates.

Proof:G iven theorem 3,any threeofa setoffourdistin-

guishablestatesm ustcontain atleasttwoproductstates.

Thustwoofj 1i;j 2i;j 3i,twoofj 1i;j 2i;j 4iand two

outofj 1i;j 3i;j 4im ustbe productstates. Itfollows

thatatleastthreeofthefourstatesareproductstates-

in general,forAlice going � rst,three such statescan be

written:

j 1i= j0iA j�iB ;

j 2i= j1iA j�iB ; (9)

j 3i= j0iA j�
?
iB :

There is only one state that is orthogonalto the above

three,and thattoo isa productstate:

j 4i= j1iA j�
?
iB : (10)

Fourorthogonal2� 2 statescan belocally distinguished

with Alicegoing� rstifand onlyifallofthem areproduct

states ofform (9),(10). Again,a com plim entary argu-

m entwith Bob going � rstprovidesanothersetofdistin-

guishableproductstates,which togetherwith set(9),(10)

coversallpossibilities. Therefore four orthogonal2� 2

states can be locally distinguished ifand only ifallof

them areproductstates.2

Sincetherecan benom orethan fourorthogonalstates

fora 2� 2 system thiscom pletesouranalysis.

Thesetsofthreeand fourLO CC distinguishable2� 2

states(8),(9)displayarem arkableasym m etry:thestates

can bedistinguished ifoneperson goes� rst,butnotthe

otherway round.

D e�nition 2 A set of bipartite states is asym m etri-

cally distinguishable ifthere isa speci�c party such that

thosestatescan onlybereliablyLOCC distinguished when

thatparty goes�rst.

Thesim plestexam pleisthistriplet:

j 1i= j0iA j0iB ;

j 2i= j1iA j+ iB ;

j 3i= j0iA j1iB + j1iA j� iB :

W ith Alicegoing � rstitisclearhow to distinguish these

states,butifBob goes� rstthiscannotbeachieved.This

isprovably becausethereisno basisfj0i;j1igB in which

the states take the form oftheorem 1. This three-state

asym m etry m anifests ifand only ifone ofthe states is

entangled -three orthogonalproduct states can be dis-

tinguished no m atterwho goes� rst. The corresponding

four-state asym m etry,however,involves only separable

states:

j 1i= j0iA j�iB ;

j 2i= j1iA j�iB ; (11)

j 3i= j0iA j�
?
iB ;

j 4i= j1iA j�
?
iB :

Again,these statesm ay be locally distinguished ifAlice

goes� rst,butnotifBob goes� rstso long asjh�j�ij6= 1.

Bob can do nothing reliableuntilhereceivessom einfor-

m ation from Alice. Conversely,Alice can only reliably

discover which state she possesses by allowing Bob to

discover,and hoping that he shareshis knowledge. An

exam pleofthisphenom enon wasdiscussed by G roism an

and Vaidm an [9]. They im posed stronger constraints,

lim iting Aliceand Bob to oneway com m unication in the

direction B ! A,and showed that the states given by

j�iB = j0iB ; j�iB = j0+ 1iB cannotbe distinguished

in thatcircum stance.Thisisa four-stateexam pleofthe

asym m etry we have outlined. The \axis" ofthis asym -

m etry is not a one-way com m unication restriction,nor

indeed any lim iton thesequenceoflocaloperationsand

classicalcom m unicationsAliceand Bob em ploy.Rather,

thisasym m etry arisesfrom thestatesthem selves:itwill

be apparentto both Alice and Bob who m ustm ake the

� rstm ovebeforeany consultation abouttheirintentions.

This asym m etry em erges from the m ost basic level.

The two states j0iA j�iB and j1iA j�iB are ofcourse or-

thogonal,but whilst Alice’s intervention is both neces-

sary and su� cienttodistinguish them ,Bob’sisnot.The

point is the orthogonality ofany pair ofproduct states

m ust be locally m anifested. O ne m ight naively expect

thattheaddition ofthesecond pairoforthogonalstates,

\com pleting" the 2 � 2 Hilbert space,would provide a

balance,and reintroducesym m etry.Thisisnotthecase.
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Thereisoneand only one\sym m etric" setoffouror-

thogonal2� 2 states,in the sensethatthereisonly one

setthatisreliablydiscrim inated nom atterwhom easures

� rst:

j0iA j0iB ; j1iA j0iB ; j0iA j1iB ; j1iA j1iB :

An interesting property ofthese statesis that they can

encode a single bitsuch thatneitherAlice norBob can

accessitwithouthelp from the other:

Let j0iA j0iB and j1iA j1iB encode \0":

Let j0iA j1iB and j1iA j0iB encode \1":

Both Alice and Bob have the power to revealthe bit

to their partner,but neither can gain any access to it

directly.

Nonlocality withoutentanglem entoccurswhen asetof

productstatescan notbedistinguished with eitherAlice

orBob going � rst.Bennettetal’spaperconsidered a set

ofnine such states,which weresym m etricunderthe ex-

changeofAliceand Bob’ssystem s.Butthissym m etry is

notfundam entalto thenonlocality.In itssim plestform ,

wecan think ofnonlocality withoutentanglem entm ani-

festing asym m etrically foronly forone party,asin (11).

G roism an and Vaidm an used thisinsightwhen they cre-

ated a proofofBennett’sresultbuiltfrom theirobserva-

tionson one-way indistinguishability [9]. W hatisreally

atissue isnotthe kind ofLO CC protocolsem ployed by

Aliceand Bob,northecontentoftheircom m unications,

butan asym m etricrelationship between thestatesthem -

selves. Fram ed this way,the \full-blown" phenom enon

hasa very sim pleproof.

0 1 2

0

1

Alice

Bob

2 , 3

8 , 9

1

2

6 , 7

4 , 5

FIG .1:Bennettetal’sdepiction ofthestates(12)asa setof

dom inoes.

T heorem 5 (Bennett et al) The nine 3 � 3 states de-

picted in �gure 1 and speci�ed below cannot be distin-

guished using only localoperationsand classicalcom m u-

nication.

j 1i= j1iA j1iB

j 2;3i= j0iA j0� 1iB

j 4;5i= j1iA j1� 2iB (12)

j 6;7i= j1� 2iA j0iB

j 8;9i= j0� 1iA j2iB

Proof: W e willprove that the states cannot be distin-

guished ifAlice goes� rst. Ifso then by theirsym m etry

the states cannot be distinguished with Bob going � rst

either.

Aliceperform sa generalm easurem ent,represented by

a set of3 � 3 POVM elem ents M y
m M m ,which we will

writein the fj0i;j1i;j2igA basis:

M
y
m M m =

0

@

m 00 m 01 m 02

m 10 m 11 m 12

m 20 m 21 m 22

1

A

The e� ect ofthis positive operator upon states 1,4,5,6

and 7 (highlighted in bold in the diagram ) is entirely

speci� ed by those elem ents drawn from the fj1i;j2igA
subspace: m 11;m 12;m 21 and m 22. This select set of

states is of dim ension 2 � 3, yet there is palpably no

basis in which Alice can express them in the form of

theorem 1. These statesare thusindistinguishable with

Alice going � rst,and Alice cannotperform a nontrivial

m easurem ent upon the fj1i;j2igA subspace. Thus the

corresponding sub-m atrix m ust be proportionalto the

identity,and hence m 11 = m 22 and m 12 = m 21 = 0.

Exactly thesam eargum entcan bem adeforthestates

1,2,3,8 and 9 and the fj0i;j1igA subspace. Therefore

m 00 = m 11 and m 01 = m 10 = 0. Since M y
m M isHerm i-

tian,m 20 = m �
02
. Alice’sPOVM elem entm ustlook like

this:

M
y
m M m =

0

@

� 0 m 02

0 � 0

m �
02

0 �

1

A (13)

Now consider the fj0i;j2igA subspace, and the states

2 and 4. Alice’s m easurem ent m ust either leave them

orthogonalor distinguish them outright. In the form er

case,we dem and that h 4jM
y
m M m j 2i = 0. Sim ple al-

gebra shows that,given (13),h 4jM
y
m M m j 2i =

1

2
m �

02
.

Thusm 02 = 0 and M y
m M m is proportionalto the iden-

tity.

IfAlice distinguishesthe statesoutrightthen for one

ofstates 2 and 4,h ijM
y
m M m j ii= 0. Butgiven (13),

h ijM
y
m M m j ii = �. Thus � = 0 and, since POVM

elem entsm ustbe positive,M y
m M m isthe nullm atrix.

The above argum ent applies to allpossible m easure-

m entoutcom es,and thusallofAlice’sPOVM elem ents

m ustbe proportionalto the identity ifshe and Bob are

to distinguish the states. By de� nition,Alice cannotgo

� rst. By the sym m etry ofstates (12),neithercan Bob.
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Therefore the states (12)cannotbe distinguished using

only localoperationsand classicalcom m unication.This

com pletesthe proof.2

W ehaveshown thatsetsoforthogonal2� n statescan

be distinguished only ifthey can written in a particular

form ,and wehaveseen how thisresultdictatesthedistin-

guishability ofthe2� 2 states.Theoriginsof\nonlocal-

ity withoutentanglem ent"liein theasym m etry ofsetsof

such states,which itselfstem sfrom a basic fact:the or-

thogonality ofany pairofproductstatesm ustbelocally

m anifested in one part ofthose states. To allappear-

ances this rule directly enforces localbehaviour. That

it should generate nonlocality without entanglem ent is

strangeindeed.

W ewould liketo thank theUK EPSRC and theRoyal

Society forfunding thisresearch.
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