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Entanglem ent is an usefiil resource because som e globaloperations cannot be locally in 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 focus on orthogonal states, which can always be globally distinguished. W e establish

the necessary and su cient conditions for a general set of 2

distinguishable, and for a general set of 2

2 quantum states to be locally

n quantum states to be distinguished given an initial

m easurem ent of the qubit. These results reveal a findam ental asym m etry to nonlocality, which
is the origin of \nonlocality w ithout entanglem ent", and we present a very sin ple proof of this

phenom enon.

PACS numbers: 89.70 4+ ¢, 03.65~w

M any global operations cannot be performed us-
ing only local operations and classical com m unication
(LOCC). This one fact underpins the use of entangle—
ment as a resource across quantum inform ation theory,
from teleportation 'E.'] to com putation ig]. Yet there is
no clar delineation of what is and is not locally possi-
ble. W hat evidence there is can appear counter-intuiive,
given the close link between entanglem ent and nonlocal
behaviour. Any two orthogonal entangled states can be
distinguished just aswellusing LOCC as they can glob—
ally B] (see also H, :_E'i]). But there exist sets of m ore
than tw o orthogonal separable states that LO CC cannot
reliably distinguish [a].

A lice and Bob share a quantum system , In one of a
known set of possble orthogonal states. They do not,
however, know which particular state they have. That
set of states is locally distinguishable if there is som e se—
quence of local operations and classical com m unications
by which A Jice and B ob can alw aysdetermm inew hich state
they own. The Bell states present a sin ple exam pl ofan
orthogonal set that is not locally distinguishable —w ith
Just one copy ofa system in an unknown Bell state it is
not possble to m ake an identi cation i[7].

W e will establish necessary and su cient conditions
that a set 0o£2 n orthogonal quantum states are dis—
tinguishable, w ith the owner of the qubi going 1rst (see
de niion 1 below). This resul is of particular use in
characterizing the distinguishabililty of2 2 states. Re—
cent nvestigationsby G hosh et al, focusing on distillable
entanglem ent, have revealed groups of orthogonal2 2
states that are not LOCC distinguishable E]. U sing our
resul, we can now com pletely specify the distinguishable
and undistinguishable 2 2 sets.

Ournotion of \going rst" tums out to be fundam en—
tal. Som e sets of states are locally distinguishable only if
A lice isthe st to perform a m easurem ent. This asym —
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m etry extends to sets of product states, and appears to
be the origin ofnonlocality w thout entanglem ent as dis—
cussed by Bennett et al t_é]. T hey presented a set ofnine
pure product states that could not be distinguished using
LO CC ;ournotion ofasym m etry providesam uch sim pler
proof ofthis resul.

D e nition 1 A lice goes rst ifA lice isthe rstperson
to perform a nontrivialm easurem ent upon the system .

N ote that this does not restrict two-way classical com —
m unication between A lice and B ob, nor does it lim it the
num ber of m easurem ents they m ay perform sequentially.
N ote also that n allLO CC protocols som eone goes  rst.

Consider A lice’s rst local operation. W hatever she
chooses to do, whether she decides to involre an ancil-
lary quantum system , and w hether she perform s uniary
operations as well as m easuram ents, A lice’s actions w i1l
be described by a single superoperator, $. The super—
operator com prises a set fM , g ofK rauss operators, one
forevery possible outcom e, m . T he probability ofa given
state yielding a certain outcom e is

pm)=h M My3Ji;
and the subsequent state ofthat system willbe
Mnji
h #MIMgji

TheobfctsM YM , arethePOVM elem ents correspond—
Ing to each m easurem ent outcom em . They sum to iden—
tity. Being positive operators they are diagonalizable,
wih real, nonnegative eigenvalies. W e will say that
a measurem ent is trivial if all the POVM elem ents are
proportional to the identity operator since such a m ea—
surem ent yields no inform ation about the state. Any
m easuram ent not of this type w illbe called nontrivial

Theorem 1 Alice and Bob share a 2 n dimensional
quantum system : Alice has a qubi, and Bob an n-
din ensional system thatm ay e entanglkd w ith that qubit.
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IfA lice goes rst, a setof lorthogonalstates £ ;jig is re—
liably Iocally distinguishabk if and only if there is a kasis
£9P1i; Jigy such that in that kasis:

jui= Py 5o+ A, 1 )
whereh (jli=hij]i= 0 ifi6 J.

P roof: The proof of su ciency is sin ple. If there is a
basis such that the 1 states can be w ritten as above, the
statesm ay be locally distinguished as follow s. A licem ea—
sures In the £91i; jligy basisand com m unicates the resul
to Bob. Bob then m easures in the corresponding orthog—
onalbasis £j $ig or £ 1ig, successfiilly distinguishing the
states.

T he proof of necessity is m ore com plicated. Suppose
that A licegoes rst. The lstatesm ust be reliably distin—
guished. T herefore after each and every possible result of
A lice’s m easurem ent, all those states that have not been
elin inated as possibilities m ust rem ain orthogonal, and
thus potentially distinguishable. T herefore for all pairs
of states j ;i, j 31, and for allm easurem ent resultsm ,
either that pair rem ains orthogonalpost-m easurem ent or
else one of that pair of states has been elin inated.

Either h ;M My 3 5i= 0; @)
or h MIMyJii=0; ®)
or h jj/.[ rszj ji= 0: @)

Considerone POVM elem ent that is not proportionalto
dentity (such an elem ent must exist since A lice’s m ea—
surem ent is nontrivial), and take as our £i; jligy basis
the basis in which it is diagonalas follow s:

The states j ;i, expanded in the £i;jigy basisat A+
ice’s end can always be written In the form of equation
@') . W emust now prove the stated orthogonality condi-
tions on the j is.

Forthem om ent consideronly two states: j jiand j ji.
If A lice elim inates neither of our pair from the running,
those states m ust rem ain orthogonal, in line w ith equa—
tion @) . Since the origihalpossible states are orthogonal
aswellwe require that:

hijli+hijli=0; hijli+ nijji=o:

T hese sin ultaneous equations com bine thus:
( ) iili=0; )h i52i= o:
Since
hijli=nhijli=o: )

Henoe, In the case that neither state is elim inated, this
pair of states m ust be In the form given in the theorem .

Now oconsider the special case where A lice achieves a
negative identi cation by herself, in line w ith :_(b) or :_('4) .
T his tells us a great deal about that state. Im agine she
has elim inated j ;i. From (r_]:) and (-r;") we know that:

hijli+ hijti=1; hijii+ nijli=o:

T hese sin ultaneous equations reveal that:

G137l D= hijji 6)
But > 0and 0 hijii 1. Thismeansthat

there is only one possible solution to equation ('6):

=0; hijii=1:
This in pliesthat j ;i is the product state jij i‘l In this
case, the other state m ust take the fom :
.E .
Jii=Phog _+dh g )
A galn, we see that this particular pair of states have the
form given in the theorem .

Hence, In all cases, any pair of states m ust be in the
form given in the theorem . But the basis £i;jligy for
which this istrue dependsonly on the POVM elementwe
have been considering, and that elem ent is independent
of the states them selves. T herefore £1i;jlig, is a basis
In which all the states are represented thus:

Jiul=Pi, oo+ 3L 1,
where hljli=nijji=0 if i6 3:
T his com pletes the proof. 2

Theoram 1 dependsupon the rstm easurem ent being
m ade by the owner of the qubit. If we are dealing w ith
2 2 states, then the proof is applicable to both A lice
and Bob going 1rst. Thus any sest of 2 2 states that
can be locally distinguished m ust be expressble in form
@') . This allow s us to derive the conditions for LOCC
distinguishing allpossible sets of orthogonal2 2 states:

Theorem 2 Two orthogonal 2

2 states can always be

P roof: Tt was proved by W algate et al B] that A lice can
alvays nd a basis of om (l) in which two states (of
any din ension) can be distinguished. 2

Theorem 3 Three orthogonal2 2 states can be locally
distinguished ifand only if at least two of those states are
product states.

P roof: From theorem 2 it follow s that any three states
can be w ritten thus:

J1i= Piy Joig + iy Jadg ;

Joi= Piy § o+ AE T L
J3i= P, Jodg + i, Jaip ¢



Tfthis set isto be locally distinguishable w ith A lice going

rst, there m ust be som e choice of £i; Jig such that
hojoi=hijoi=0,andh;3;i= h?j;i= 0. But
there isno room In Bob’s two-din ensionalH ibert space
forthreem utually orthogonalstates. T herefore iIn each of
these cases, one ofthe two (unnom alized) states form ing
the Inner product m ust have zero m agniude. Since the
states j ;1 must them selves be nom alized, this m eans
that two of them m ust be product states. T his leaves us
w ith the triplet:

J1i= Piy Jodp + Jdy Ik
Joi= Pi, ¢, ®)
jai = SR

T hree orthogonal?2 2 statescan be locally distinguished
with A lice going st if and only if they take the fom
(:g). W e can reconstruct this argum ent for Bob going
rst, w ith Bob’s qubit providing the orthonom albasis.
The form of states we obtain is a m irror In age of ('_8),
wih only the jiyn and jiz indexes reversed. States
of this form can still be locally distinguished, but now
w ih Bob going rst. It is easy to verify that these two
arrangem entsencom pass all sets ofthree orthogonal2 2
states containing two product states. T herefore, three
orthogonal2 2 statescan be locally distinguished ifand
only if at least two ofthose states are product states. 2

Theorem 4 Four orthogonal2 2 states can ke ocally
distinguished ifand only ifallofthem are product states.

P roof: G iven theorem 3, any three ofa set of four distin—
guishable statesm ust contain at least two product states.
Thustwoof]j 1i;7 21;J s, twoofj 11;7 21;J siandtwo
out of j 11;J 31;J 41imust be product states. It follows
that at least three of the four states are product states —
In general, for A lice going  rst, three such states can be
w ritten :

j1i= Piadis s
joi= Hiad b ©)
j3i= Piad s

There is only one state that is orthogonal to the above
three, and that too is a product state:
Jai= Ja 3 s s (10)

Four orthogonal2 2 states can be locally distinguished
with A licegoing  rst ifand only ifallofthem areproduct
states of om (4),(0). Again, a com plin entary argu-
ment w ith Bob going  rst provides another set of distin—
guishable product states, w hich togetherw ith set (), {10)
covers all possbilities. T herefore four orthogonal2 2
states can be locally distinguished if and only if all of
them are product states. 2

Since there can be nom ore than four orthogonal states
fora2 2 system this com pletes our analysis.

T he sets ofthree and four LO CC distinguishable 2 2
states ('_é),@'_éi) display a rem arkable asym m etry : the states
can be distinguished if one person goes rst, but not the
other way round.

D e nition 2 A set of bipartite states is asym m etri-
cally distinguishablk if there is a speci ¢ party such that
those states can only be reliably LO CC distinguished when
that party goes rst.

T he sin plest exam ple is this triplet:

j1i= Pia Pis;

Jei= Jiajtis;

Jai= Pia s + HiaJ ds :
W ith A lice going st it is clearhow to distinguish these
states, but ifBob goes rst this cannotbe achieved. This
is provably because there is no basis £0i; Jigg In which
the states take the form of theorem 1. This three-state
asymm etry m anifests if and only if one of the states is
entangled —three orthogonal product states can be dis—
tinguished no m atter who goes rst. T he corresponding

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

Ji1i= Piajis;

Joi= Aiadh; 1)

Jsi= Piad s

Jai= Jia 37 ds s
A gain, these statesm ay be locally distinguished if A lice
goes rst,butnot ifBob goes rstso longash j ijé 1.
Bob can do nothing reliable until he receives som e infor-
m ation from A lice. Conversly, A lice can only reliably
discover which state she possesses by allow ing Bob to
discover, and hoping that he shares his know ledge. An
exam ple of this phenom enon was discussed by G roisn an
and Vaidm an '_]. They inposed stronger constraints,
lim iting A lice and Bob to one way com m unication in the
direction B ! A, and showed that the states given by
Jig = Pig ; J = P+ 1lip cannot be distinguished
In that circum stance. T his is a our-state exam ple ofthe
asymm etry we have outlined. The \axis" of this asym —
metry is not a oneway comm unication restriction, nor
Indeed any lim it on the sequence of local operations and
classicalcom m unications A lice and B ob em ploy. R ather,
this asym m etry arises from the states them selves: i will
be apparent to both A lice and Bob who must m ake the

rstm ove before any consultation about their intentions.
This asymm etry em erges from the m ost basic level.

The two states Pip j iz and jliy J & are of course or-
thogonal, but whilst A lice’s Intervention is both neces—
sary and su clent to distinguish them ,Bob’sisnot. The
point is the orthogonality of any pair of product states
must be Ibcally m anifested. One m ight naively expect
that the addition ofthe second pair of orthogonal states,
\com plketing" the 2 2 H ibert space, would provide a
balance, and reintroduce sym m etry. T his is not the case.



T here is one and only one \sym m etric" set of four or-
thogonal2 2 states, in the sense that there is only one
set that is reliably discrin inated nom atterwhom easures

rst:

Pia Pig; Jia Pig; Pia Jis 7 Jlia s ¢
An Interesting property of these states is that they can
encode a single bit such that neither A lice nor Bob can

access it w thout help from the other:

Let Pip Pig and Jjliy jliz encode \0":
Let i jlig and jliy Pig encode \1":

Both Alice and Bob have the power to reveal the bit
to their partner, but neither can gain any access to it

directly.

N onlocality w thout entanglem ent occurswhen a set of
product states can not be distinguished w ith either A lice
orBob going rst. Bennett et al's paper considered a set
ofnine such states, which were sym m etric under the ex—
change ofA lice and Bob’s system s. But this sym m etry is
not findam entalto the nonlocality. In its sin plest form ,
we can think of nonlocality w ithout entanglem ent m ani-
festing asym m etrically for only for one party, as in a_l-}') .
G roigm an and Vaidm an used this insight when they cre—
ated a proof ofBennett’s resut built from their cbserva-
tions on one-way indistinguishability {d]. W hat is really
at issue is not the kind 0of LO CC protocols em ployed by
A lice and B ob, nor the content of their com m unications,
but an asym m etric relationship between the states them —
selves. Fram ed this way, the \fiullkblown" phenom enon
has a very sin ple proof.
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FIG . 1l: Bennett et al’s depiction of the states Q-Z:) as a set of
dom inoes.

Theorem 5 (Bennett et al) The nine 3 3 states de—
picted iIn gure 1 and speci ed below cannot ke distin—

guished using only local operations and classical comm u—
nication.
j1i= jia jlis
J2;3i= Pia P 1ip

Jasi= Jlia 1 2i 12)
Jepi=J 21y Pig
Jepi= P 1ia Rip

Proof: W e will prove that the states cannot be distin-
guished if A lice goes rst. If so then by their sym m etry
the states cannot be distinguished w ith Bob going rst
either.

A lice perform s a generalm easurem ent, represented by
asstof3 3POVM ekmentsM YM, , which we will
write in the £i; Jli; Rigs basis:

0 1
Moo Mo1 Mo2

MYM, = Cmiy miy mpp A
My M21 M22

The e ect of this positive operator upon states 1,4,5,6
and 7 (highlighted in bold in the diagram ) is entirely
soeci ed by those elem ents drawn from the fili; Rig
subspace: mii1;miz;mp; and moe. This select set of
states is of dimension 2 3, yet there is palpably no
basis In which A lice can express them in the form of
theorem 1. These states are thus indistinguishable w ih
A lice going  rst, and A lice cannot perform a nontrivial
m easurem ent upon the fii; Rigy subspace. Thus the
corresponding sub-m atrix m ust be proportional to the
dentiy, and hencem 171 = m; andm i, = m,; = 0.

E xactly the sam e argum ent can be m ade for the states
1,2,3,8 and 9 and the f£{i;Jligyn subspace. Therefore
Moo= M1 andm01 = mip = 0. SJl’lOeMrZM isHem i-

tian, m 50 = m 4, . Alice’s POVM elem ent must look lke
this:
0 1
0 m g2
MIM, =@ o0 0o A 13)
mgy, O

Now oconsider the £i; Rigy subspace, and the states
2 and 4. A lice’s m easurem ent must either leave them
orthogonal or distinguish them outright. In the former
case, we dem and that h 41’1 MpyJjz2i= 0. Smplk al-
gebra shows that, given {3), h oM IM , j ,i= img,.
Thusmg, = 0 and M YM , is proportionalto the iden-
tiy.

If A lice distinguishes the states outright then for one
ofstatesZ and 4, h M YM, jii= 0. But given {13),
hiMIMyji= Thus = 0 and, sihce POVM

elem entsm ust be positive, M Y M , is the nullm atrix.
T he above argum ent applies to all possble m easure—
m ent outcom es, and thus all of A lice’s POVM elem ents
m ust be proportional to the identity if she and Bob are
to distinguish the states. By de nition, A lice cannot go
rst. By the symm etry of states :_(-1:2), neither can Bob.



T herefore the states {_1-2_5) cannot be distinguished using
only local operations and classical com m unication. This
com pletes the proof. 2

W e have show n that setsoforthogonal?2 n statescan
be distinguished only if they can w ritten In a particular
form , and we have seen how this result dictates the distin—
guishability ofthe 2 2 states. T he origins of \nonlocal-
ity w thout entanglem ent" lie in the asym m etry of setsof

such states, which itself stem s from a basic fact: the or—
thogonality of any pair of product statesm ust be locally
m anifested In one part of those states. To all appear-
ances this rule directly enforces local behaviour. That
it should generate nonlocality without entanglem ent is
strange indeed.
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