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We propose a protocol for concentrating bipartite entanglement over a qubit-qudit system from arbitrary
number of qubit-qudit states via a truncation of the Hilbert space corresponding to the subsystem containing
the qubits to a space that hosts a single qubit. We achieve this truncation via a multi-qubit measurement in the
generalized XZ basis, and show that the protocol is effectively deterministic. We also design a repetitive two-
qubit measurement protocol, where the measurements on the qubit-parts is performed taking two qubit-qudit
system at a time, and establish its equivalence with the protocol involving the multi-qubit measurement. We
show that a concentration of entanglement is possible in each round of two-qubit measurements in the latter
scheme, and derive lower and upper bounds of the entanglement concentrated after a given number of rounds
of measurements, where the entanglement of the initial qubit-qudit systems are not-necessarily equal. We apply
the repetitive two-qubit measurement protocol to concentrate entanglement using arbitrary two-qubit states with
unequal entanglement, and discuss the entanglement properties of the multi-qubit state created in this process.
We also show that the protocol can be used to create generalized GHZ states on arbitrary number of qubits, which
highlights the possibility of creating maximally entangled qubit pairs via qubit-local projection measurements.

I. INTRODUCTION

In contemporary research in quantum networks [1], a ma-
jor thrust is given in creating highly entangled — preferably
maximally entangled — states among multiple and possibly dis-
tant parties due to emergence of entanglement [2] as neces-
sary ingredient in quantum communication protocols. On one
hand, development of quantum communication schemes such
as quantum teleportation [3], quantum dense coding [4], and
quantum cryptography [5] between a single sender and a sin-
gle receiver sharing a bipartite entangled state as resource, and
experimental demonstrations of the said protocols [6] high-
lights the importance of creating bipartite entangled states
across quantum networks (c.f. [7] and references therein). On
the other hand, advent of multipartite quantum communica-
tion schemes involving multiple senders and receivers under-
lines the necessity of creating multiparty-entangled states to
be utilized in this venture. Apart from achieving secure quan-
tum communications [8] and advantages in increasing com-
munication complexity [9], ideas and developments regarding
quantum networks have also been shown to contribute to syn-
chronization of clocks [10], and distributed quantum comput-
ing [11].

In practice, states shared between two parties, say, A and
B, can be mixed entangled states, p4,p,, or non-maximally
entangled pure states, |14, 5, ), and a number of protocols [2]
exist for creating a bipartite state |U 4p5) with higher entan-
glement out of them, where only local operations by A and
B, and classical communication (LOCC) between A and B
are allowed, barring all global operations and quantum com-
munications. These include a number of entanglement purifi-
cation schemes [12] where the existing less-entangled states
are mixed, and entanglement concentration schemes [13—17]
involving non-maximally entangled pure states, which have
also been experimentally implemented using photonic plat-
forms [18]. Within the framework of entanglement concen-
tration, the effort is mainly divided into two directions. In one,
referred to as the probabilistic concentration, maximally en-
tangled states are created from a collection of less-entangled
pure bipartite states via local operations [13, 14], swapping-

type protocols [15, 19], and catalysis-assisted schemes [20]
with a certain probability. However, in the other, the higher-
entangled state is created deterministically using, for exam-
ple, local positive operator valued measure (POVM) and one-
way classical communication [17], and generalized measure-
ments [21], avoiding the chance of failure of this enterprise.
Fundamental restrictions on the state transformations via these
protocols have also been proposed [14, 16, 22]. In this paper,
we are specifically interested in the deterministic approach,
and explore the possibility of achieving it via a multi-qubit
measurement in the XZ basis [23, 24].

Post deterministic entanglement concentration, depending
on the details of the chosen protocol, |¥ 45) can typically be
a multiparty state involving a subset of the parties {B;} and
{A;} with the desired bipartite entanglement over the partition
A : B. Itis desirable to tune the entanglement concentration
protocol to output a state | U 4 ) such that one has the freedom
to perform further operations local to subsystems A and B to
accumulate maximum entanglement over any two chosen par-
ties, say, A; : B;, or A; : A;. This is in the same vein as the
localization of entanglement [25, 26] via measurements local
to the individual parties, and a particularly important example
is the N-qubit GHZ state [27] |¥) = (|0)®Y + [1)®V)/v/2.
Here, the individual qubits are identified as the parties A;s and
B;s, with |¥) having a maximal entanglement over the biparti-
tion A : B, and it is possible to create maximum entanglement
over any two chosen qubits via qubit-local measurements on
the rest of the qubits. There exists a number of protocols to cre-
ate multi-qubit GHZ and generalized GHZ (gGHZ) states (for
example, see [28—30] for probabilistic, and [31] for determin-
istic preparation). In this paper, using the XZ basis, we design
a GHZ state-preparation scheme which uses the our prescrip-
tion for deterministic bipartite entanglement concentration.

We consider the case of N qubit-qudit pairs —an overall 2V -
party system —where the qudits A;s (qubits B;s) constitute the
part A (B) of the system, and propose an entanglement con-
centration protocol that reduces the dimension of the part B
from 2V to 2 via an N-qubit measurement in a specific graph
state basis, referred to as the generalized XZ basis (see Sec. I
for the definition), and creates (N + 1)-party quantum states
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FIG. 1. An N-qubit measurement (left) M given by Eq. (4) maps N bipartite unit systems in (C%i ® (Cj"i (solid circles represent qubits while

empty circles represent qudits) into a system in C% @ C4. The state |¥) = Q2N |s) is the initial state prior to measurement, while |® (o)) is
the post-measured state corresponding to the measurement outcome k£ = 0. Alternatively. one may also apply repetitive two-qubit measurement
scheme (right, see Sec. Il A for details) with NV — 1 rounds of measurements applied to the N qubit-qudit systems in the order 1,2,--- | N,
where post each measurement round, the state corresponding to the measurement outcome k = 0 is selected for using in the next round of
measurement. This leads to the same overall post-measured state |®q)) after the completion of N — 1 rounds of two-qubit measurements (see
proposition 3). The reduction of the two-qubit Hilbert space into a single-qubit Hilbert space after the XZ measurement is indicated by the
dotted lines connecting the measured qubits to the existing qubit after measurement.

with entanglement over the bipartition B : A higher than the
maximum entanglement available among the initial N qubit-
qudit pairs. We prove that all of the post-measured (N + 1)-
party states are equally probable, and are connected by unitary
operators of the form U4 ® Up, having the same entanglement
over the A : B partition, thereby establishing the deterministic
nature of the proposed scheme.

As an alternative to the joint N-qubit measurement, we
propose a repetitive 2-qubit measurement scheme where each
two-qubit measurement projects the Hilbert space to that of
a single qubit using projection operations constituted using
the two-qubit XZ basis, thereby gradually truncating the 2V -
dimensional Hilbert space to a 2-dimensional one. This pro-
tocol, when applied (N — 1) times to the qubits in B, leads
to equally probable (N + 1)-party states having the same en-
tanglement properties as the states obtained post the N-qubit
measurement. We prove that the concentrated entanglement
monotonically increases with increasing the number of rounds
of the two-qubit measurements. Further, we derive lower and
upper bounds of the entanglement concentrated via (N — 1)
rounds of two-qubit measurements on N unequally entangled
qubit-qudit states. We apply the proposed repetitive two-qubit
measurement scheme on N equally entangled two-qubit states,
and show that the entanglement between any two qubits BA;
in the post-measured states decreases monotonically with in-
creasing rounds of measurements, while the post-measured
state becomes monotonically more monogamous [32, 33] with
respect to the nodal observer B, when the concurrence squared
is used as the entanglement measure [33]. However, given a
specific set of N two-qubit states, the multipartite entangle-
ment in the post-measured states, as quantified by the gener-
alized geometric measure [34, 35], remains constant with in-
creasing rounds of measurement.

Next, we explore the possibility of creating a GHZ state us-
ing the repetitive two-qubit measurement scheme. We start
with N generalized GHZ states of different sizes which are

not necessarily equally entangled, where for each such state,
we identify an arbitrary qubit as the subsystem B;, while the
rest of the qubits constitute the d-dimensional system A;. We
perform the repetitive two-qubit measurement scheme on the
B; qubits and show that the post-measured states after each
rounds of measurement can be connected to a generalized
GHZ state via a unitary operator that is local to A constituted
of the d-dimensional subsystems A;s. We provide specific pre-
scription for constructing these unitary operators, and show
that the number of two-qubit operations required to create a
desired generalized GHZ state varies as the square of the num-
ber of rounds of two-qubit measurements.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II,
we establish the deterministic nature of the proposed N-qubit
measurement scheme and show that a concentration of entan-
glement is possible. Sec. IT A presents the repetitive two-qubit
measurement scheme, prove its equivalence with the N-qubit
measurement protocol for deterministic entanglement concen-
tration, and provide bounds for the concentrated entangle-
ment. We apply the protocol for two-qubit entangled states in
Sec. II B, and discuss the entanglement properties of the cre-
ated multi-qubit states. The protocol for creating GHZ states
over arbitrary number of qubits using the proposed repeti-
tive two-qubit measurement scheme is discussed in Sec. III.
Sec. IV contains concluding remarks and outlook.

II. DETERMINISTIC CONCENTRATION OF BIPARTITE
ENTANGLEMENT

Consider N bipartite systems A;B; (i = 1,2,--- , N), each
constituted of a 2-dimensional (qubit) subsystem B;, and a d;-
dimensional (qudit) subsystem A; (see Fig. 1), sharing an en-
tangled states in (CQBi ® (Cff(i having the Schmidt-decomposed
form

i) = cos6;[0g,) [€9)) +sind; [15,) €10y, (D)



where {|0),|1)} is the computational basis in C2, and |£f£)>

and \ff&?) are mutually orthogonal states in C%. We refer to
these bipartite systems as unit systems, and the correspond-
ing states to be the unit states. Also, note that the 2N -party
system has a bipartition A : B with A = Uf\il A; being an
N-qudit subsystem having a dimension D4 = vazl d;, and
B = Ufil B; being the N-qubit subsystem with a Hilbert
space dimension Dg = 2V. The fact that the part B; is a
qubit in each A;B; ensures |§f£)> and |§1(41i)> to be the eigen-
vectors of pa, = Trp, |1;) (¢;] corresponding to the only two
non-zero eigenvalues, allowing one to consider A; B; to be an
effective two-qubit system [33], such that one can quantify en-
tanglement F; between A; and B; using concurrence [36] as
E; = sin26;. Without any loss in generality, 6; € [0, 7/4]
with 6; = 0 representing an un-entangled state, while § = 7 /4
corresponds to a maximally entangled state. The full system is
in the state

oN _1
) = 3" o) IxY), ®)
b=0

N
with 327 o' ¢ = 1, where |b) &N, bg,), ) =

®£V:1 ‘giBi)>, and

N
cp = H(cos Hi)l@bBi (sin Hi)bBi. 3)

=1

Here, bp, = 0, 1, and & denotes the modular two addition. We
use the decimal and binary representation of the indices such
as b interchangeably in the rest of the paper.

We perform a joint measurement M on the B-qubits pro-
jecting @, C% to C% (see Fig. 1, given by the 2V~ mea-
surement operators

My = 10) (+@y| + 1) (=) » “)

corresponding to the measurement outcomes k, where

gy = [len) = lewy)| /V2 5)
with by, # b;c VEk, and
jes) = US [b) = [ 11 Uf;ﬂHB} ). ©)
(4,7)€G

Here, G is an arbitrary, un-directed, simply connected graph
on N nodes without any loops connecting a node to itself [37],
specified completely by the N x N adjacency matrix I, given
by

1, if (i,5) € Gand i # j,
i — 0, lf(la.j)¢GandZ7é.]a @)
0, ifi = j,

r

with (4, j) denoting a link between the nodes ¢ and j, and

1

Gh=5 I+l + (T -0 )iof] i 8

is the controlled Z operator acting on the qubit-pair (i, j), and
Hp = ®Y,Hp,, Hp, being the Hadamard operators. We
refer to the basis defined by Eq. (6) as the generalized XZ
basis (which one can also identify as the graph basis), and
note that for N = 2, it reduces to the well-known XZ ba-
sis for two qubits. For brevity, we work with the special case
les) = Hp |b) (.e., Ug = Hp) corresponding to the special
case of an IN-qubit graph constituted of N disconnected qubits
(i.e., I'; ; = OV4, 5), and argue later that the results remain un-
changed for an arbitrary choice of G.
Note that for two different outcomes k and &/,

K=kot, )
and the pair (by, b}.,) can be chosen as
b = b, @ 4; by, = by, &Y (10)

without any repetition of the pairs, where £ is a bit-string of
length N — 1. This ensures ), M(Tk)M(k) = I, I being the
identity operator on the N-qubit Hilbert space, where all M}
can be generated by varying ¢ € [1,28~! — 1]. Note further
that the set of measurement operators { My, } can be generated
starting from & = 0 and choosing any two possible values of
b corresponding to this, which we denote by (b, b, ), such that
the rest of M(y,)s can be constructed using Eqgs. (9)-(10) (see
Appendix A for the example of N = 2). In what follows, we
assume the choice of a specific pair (b, b(,), which we refer
to as the zero’th pair, and denote the corresponding measure-
ment by My, 1). The following proposition is true for this
measurement.

Proposition 1. The N-qubit measurement My, 1), for all
choices of the zero’th pair, leads to equi-probable measure-
ment outcomes and local unitary-equivalent post-measured

states, where the unitary operators are local to the subsystems
A and B.

Proof. Let us define the matrix element
(enlt') = (Bl Hp|') = 272 (=1)Ten, (1)
where

fww) = EPbs, A, €401}, (12)

with A denoting the logical AND operation between two bits
bp, and b; . Note that the action of M on |¥) (Eq. (2))
results in

N-—1

M(k)‘\I’> = 272

> afgtl0s) +g7 [18)] XY, (13)
b

with

s _ (EDfoen £ (fern

gt = > . (14)

such that g* = 41 implies g7 = 0, yielding

i = (WM M [@) = 27V0)., (15)



Next, note that Eq. (9) is equivalent to local sign flips of
: — (£) 0 _ N z \¢B;
lev). ie, levar) = Zj |ev), where Zp' = [[i (o) ™
¢p, € {0, 1} being the bit corresponding to B; in £. Note also
that

(epgelt’) = 272 (=1) o0 (~1)feen, (16)

which leads us to the normalized post measured state corre-
sponding to an outcome k' = k & £ (Eq. (9)), given by

[@wn) = > (=17 ere gt 108) + 97 [15) ] X)), A7)
b
implying introduction of a local phase with the bth term when
J(e,py = 1. A unitary operator of the form Ug})g =Ip® U(l),
which is local to the partitions A and B with Ip being the
identity matrix on B, and

Uy =3 (=nfen WPy 6@, (18)
b

negates these local phases, leading to

¢
D)) = Ush D)) - (19)
This, along with Eq. (15), proves proposition 1. O

Proposition 1 suggests the N-qubit measurement given in
Eq. (4) to be effectively deterministic. Note that the post-
measured states [® ;) are (N 4 1)-party entangled states in
which the part B is the two-dimensional system on which the
2N _dimensional Hilbert space is projected via Eq. (4), while A
consists of all d;-dimensional subsystems A;. While any one
of these parties can, in general, have non-zero entanglement
with any other party (see Fig. 1) with the full system described
by the state |®;)), here we focus only on the bipartite entan-
glement over the partition B : A. By virtue of Proposition 1,
we choose to work with the post measured state |®q)), which
can be written in Schmidt decomposed form as

|D0)) = cos 07 105) [€) +sin 0" 1) 1¢)) (20)

cos 9 = [S” 2, @
beB

where B is the set of all b such that (g%)? = 1, with the par-
tition B now hosting one qubit as opposed the N prior to the
measurement. This leads to the entanglement over the biparti-
tion A : Bin |® ) as

with

AR (22)

beB

bo,bi
E;O 0) =9 (Zci)

beB

which is identical for all [® ) given a fixed zero’th pair,

where B is the complementary set of 3 hosting the values of

b satisfying (g~)% = 1, such that E}bo’bé’) also provides the

average entanglement over the bipartition A : B.

Since E; can be different for different qubit-qudit pairs, we
desire

E" > By =max{E;i=12,--- N} (23

for at least one choice of the zero’th pair — a situation corre-
sponding to a profitable concentration of entanglement (PCE),
when entanglement is considered as resource. The following
proposition demonstrates that at least one such pair exists.
Proposition 2. For N identical qubit-qudit systems C3, @C%
each having bipartite entanglement Ey, there exists at least
one zero'th pair (bo, by) such that My, v,y concentrates en-
tanglement E¢ > Eqy over a qubit-qudit system C% @ (CQA
with Dy = dn.

Proof. Consider the choice of (bg, bj), among (2; ) possibili-
ties, to be

bo =0,bp =2V — 1, (24)

corresponding respectively to the states |O>%N D®Y on B,
leading to the following definition of 55 and 55:

B = {b;®;b; =0}, B={b;@;b; = 1}. (25)

Note that B (B) is the even-parity set (odd-parity set), where
the parity defines the number qubits in the state |1) in the corre-
sponding |b) for each element. Separating the terms according
to B and B, ® () becomes

Do) = 108)Y e ) +118) Y e X'P) . 26)
beB beB

Assuming identical bipartite systems A;B; with 6; = 0,Vi,
and using Eq. (21) with (bo, b;,) given in Eq. (24), cosf; =
V1 + (cos 20)N] /2, leading to

Ef=4/1—(1—E2)N, 7)

where Ey = sin 20,. Note that By > Ej forall 0 < Fy <1,
proving proposition 2. O

Note that 'y > 0 (Eq. (27)) for all N > 2, as long as Fy > 0,
while for a fixed Ey, E; increases monotonically with NV —
the number of qubits participating in the joint measurement:
Ey — 1as N — oo for all non-zero values of Ey, or as kg —
1forall N. InFig. 2(a), we plot the variation of F/y with IV for
a number of choices of Ej, demonstrating the need for larger
number of qubit-qudit pairs if Ey is small. Inverting Eq. (27),
one can obtain the number my of qubit-qudit systems with
entanglement Fy required to obtain £y given in Eq. (27) as

B In(1 — EJ%)
o= [Rah | e

where [.] is the ceiling of a real number.

We point out here that using Eq. (6) corresponding to an ar-
bitrary G directly results in the following matrix elements (see
Eq. (11) to compare with the matrix element of the Hadamard
operator alone):

BIUS ) = 27 N2 (—1)fewn (—1)2, (29)
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FIG. 2. (a) Variations of Ey (Eq. (27)) as a function of IV for different Eo (i.e., different 0p), where E; = EoVi. (b) Scatter plot of E(n_1)
and Eo with N = 5, where Fy = max{E;}, and E;s are generally different. A sample of size 10° instances with different states |1;) having
different E; is used, where Ey for each instance is sampled from a uniform distribution over [0, 1]. All quantities plotted are dimensionless.

where

N
gp = @ Lijbp,bp; €{0,1}.

ij=1

(30)

Note that Eq. (29) ensures the validity of propositions 1 and 2
in the cases of all sets of the generalized XZ basis generated
by Eq. (6) corresponding to all arbitrary graphs of N qubits.
In the case of the disconnected graph used explicitly so far,
gy, = 0vo.

A. A repetitive two-qubit measurement scheme

We now ask the question as to whether one can achieve a
PCE via the minimal instance of joint measurement, i.e., a two-
qubit measurement, performed repeatedly over pairs of qubits
among { By, Bs,- -, Bx}, and answer this question affirma-
tively. The structure of the repetitive two-qubit measurement
scheme is as follows: In the first step, a two-qubit measure-
ment M) of the form' (see Eq. (4))

Mgy = [0) <<€0|\J/r§<63|> L <<€0|\/§<63>’
Mgy = [0) (<€1|\4/-§<62|) 1) (<€1|\;§<€2>. 31)

is applied on the qubit parts of the first two entangled qubit-
qudit pairs C% ® (ijfl and C}, ® (C‘if2 in states |1)1) and
|t2), respectively, to create entangled post-measured states

! This remains the same for all rounds of two-qubit measurements.

. D .
{|¢>§})§>,|¢>g§>} in €% ® C0, with Agy = A U Ay

and D) = didz, where the post-measured states are con-
nected via local unitary operations (see discussions preceding
Eq. (18)), and one may write (see Eq. (26))

1 b b
@) = 108) D elx&) ) +11s) Y aliy).62)
bEB(1) bEB (1)

Here, we recognize B(;y = {0, 3}, and E(l) = {1,2} (see
Appendix A). Next, we perform the second round of two-
qubit measurement, M@ on the state |<I>E(1)§>, and the state
|t3) of the Cp, ® C%‘s system, such that the post-measured
ensemble {|‘1>8§> , |<I>g§>} in C% ® (Cg((;) is created, with
A2y = Ay U Az, and D9y = D(y)ds. Moreover, |<I>§(2);) can
be written in the form (32), where one needs to define B(y) =
(B o Boy) U (B(y 0 Boy) and B(z) = (B Bo)) U
(B(1) o B(o)), with B(gy = {0}, and B(gy = {1} (see Eq. (24),
corresponding to N = 1), which can be interpreted as the
sets B and B corresponding to the individual qubit-qudit pairs,
such that B3y = {0,3,5,6} and 3(2) = {1,2,4,7}. Here,
the operation £ o R between the sets £ = {L1, Ly, - } and
R = {Rjy, R, -} of decimal numbers yields a new set of
decimal numbers by concatenating a bit-string corresponding
to an element in £ with the same corresponding to all elements
in R. This process can be continued (see Fig. 1 for an illus-
tration) r times, taking (r + 1) qubit-qudit states labelled as
1 =1,2,3,--- ,7 + 1 and maintaining this order, to achieve

a post-measured ensemble {@ES;) , |<I>8§>} with |<I>EB§> con-

nected to |<I>8> via local unitary operator, and having desired

entanglement properties. One can now connect the above re-
peated two-qubit measurement scheme with the /V-qubit mea-
surement in Eq. (4) via the following proposition.
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Proposition 3. Given N qubit-qudit systems (CQBZ, ® (Cff(i in
the states |¢;), i = 1,2,--- N, N — 1 consecutive rounds of
2-qubit measurements, as given in Eq. (31), on the qubit-qudit
pairs in the order 1,2, - - - | N leads to the post-measured state
\@Eé\; 1)) = |®(gy), where |® ) is a post-measured state as
given in Eq. (26), corresponding to a joint N -qubit measure-
ment on the qubit parts of the N qubit-qudit system.

Proof. We closely look at the 7-th round, M ("), of the repeti-
tive two-qubit measurement corresponding to the zero’th pair
proposed in Eq. (24). While performed on the qubit-parts of (a)
the state \@Eg;”) inC% ® Cg:;:; post the (r — 1)th round of
two-qubit measurement corresponding to Mgy, with A(,._1)
Ui_, A; and D(T 1) = Ili_, d,, and (b) the state |4

inC% ,, ®Cy T“ , such that the ensemble {|<I>(O)> \(b(l))

I~

in (C2 ® (CA( ) Wlth A(r) = A(rfl) U A,y4+1 and D(,,,)
D_1yd; 41, is obtained. Following Eq. (32), |<I>Egg> can be

written as

r b
|¢E£> = 15) D Cb‘X%i>

bEB(T)

08) Y o |XA(>

bEB(r)
(33)

where the sets B(,.) and E(T) are given by

—(r—1)
By = (B ©Bo) U (B
By = (Bi—1)0B)) U

© B(O)) )
(Br-noBw). (34

with the cardinality of B(,) and B,y being |B(y| = [B()| =
27+1 Note that the recursion relation in Eq. (34) preserves
the parity of B,y and E(T) to be even and odd, respectively.
One identifies B(,.) = B when r = N — 1, which corresponds

to the joint V- qubit measurement given by Eq. (4), and sub-
sequently \(D(O)) as given in Eq. (33), is equal to |® () in
Eq. (26). Hence the proof. O

Note also that one may, in fact, choose to work with either
of the states @Elf)) ), k =0, 1, after the first round of two-qubit
measurement, which would lead to a tree of 2" paths leading
to 2" possible post-measured states after the completion of r
rounds of measurement, and one can identify them as the 27V !
post-measured states corresponding to the /N-qubit joint mea-
surement when » = N — 1. Further, each of these states are
connected by local unitary operations of the form U4 ® Up.

The following proposition is to show that each round of 2-
qubit measurements on the available IV qubit-qudit pairs leads
to a PCE.

Proposition 4. For two consecutive rounds v + 1 and r of
two-qubit measurements, E., 1y > E) Vr.

Proof. Let the bipartite entanglements of the participating
qubit-qudit pairs at the rth round of measurement M (") are

E(,y (computed with |<I>(g) 1)>) and E,; (obtained from the

state of the C% @ C AT++11 system). We work with the two-qubit

measurement corresponding to the zero’th pair (bg,b)) =
(0, 3) (see Eq. (24)), which leads to (see Appendix A)

—_ 2 2
Eiyn) = /B, + B2, — B2 B2,
max{E(y), Br i1} (35)

Y

Without any loss in generality, we assume FE,;; =
max{E), Ery1}, and write E(,y = qE, {1 with0 < ¢ <1,
which takes Eq. (35) to

By = ETH\/I—&— (1-E2,)¢ (36)

Since \/1+ (1= E2,)¢> 2 1, Epyn) = Erpa = Eg.
Similarly, E(, 11y > E() when Ey = max{E(, E.;1} as
O

well. Hence the proof.

Note that F(, 1) (Eq. (36)) is a monotonically increasing func-
tion of ¢, for a fixed value of max{E,), Er11}, E(41) is
maximum for ¢ = 1.

Let us now consider the situation of N qubit-qudit pairs
in states |1);) with bipartite entanglement over the qubit-qudit
partition as F;, ¢ = 1,2,--- , N, where one performs N —
1 rounds of repetitive two-qubit measurements merging the
qubit-qudit pairs one by one in the order 1,2, --- | N, and ob-
tains the bipartite entanglement in the final qubit-qudit system
as F(y_1). The next proposition provides bounds on £y _1).
Proposition 5. The concentrated bipartite entanglement
E(n_1) post (N — 1) rounds of repetitive two-qubit measure-
ments on N qubit-qudit pairs in states |1;) having entangle-

ment E;, 1 = 1,2,--- | N, satisfies
Eo < By_yy <4/1-(1-E)Y, (37)
where Eg = max{Ey, Ea, -+ ,En}.
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FIG. 4. Protocol for deterministically creating large gGHZ states, starting from multiple copies of two-qubit states |£1), using the two-qubit
repeated measurement scheme (see Sec. II A). The controlled unitary operations U, 4, and Ra,, 4, to be done on the qubits in A are demon-
strated by arrows, which are from the control to the target qubits. The single-qubit rotation on A; is shown by the rectangular block. The

unitary operator Vi"* is demonstrated by thick lines.

Proof. To prove this, without any loss in generality, we assume
E; = q;Ep with 0 < ¢; < 1, and write E(,. 1) as

E(r+1) = \/E(zr) + q3+1E02 (1 - E(2r))7 (38)

which is a monotonically increasing function of ¢,4; for a
fixed Ey and FE(,), attaining maximum at ¢,y; = 1. This
also applies to all rounds of measurements, such that ¢; = 1V3
for E(y_1) to attain its maximum, leading to F; = Eq Vi.
Further, using proposition 3, the concentrated entanglement in
this situation is given by Eq. (27), thereby proving the upper
bound. Also, (N — 1) rounds of two-qubit measurements in-
cludes all available qubit-qudit pairs, which, along with propo-
sition 4 leads to the lower bound. Hence the proof. O

The lower and the upper bound of E_1y (Eq. (37)) is demon-
J

strated in Fig. 2(b) with 10° instances of 5 bipartite entangled
pairs A; B; (N = 5) having different entanglement F;, with a
uniform distribution of Ej in the range 0 < Ey < 1.

B. Two-qubit states as unit states

We now apply the repetitive two-qubit measurement pro-
tocol discussed in Sec. II A, and generate large bipartite-
entangled states of multiple qubits with specific entanglement
over a specific bipartition A : B, starting from identical two-
qubit unit systems in identical states.

Let us consider identical two-qubit systems (d; = 2Vi) in
identical states |t¢g) with entanglement Ey (corresponding to
0; = 0yV1i) as unit states. Post r rounds of measurements on

(r + 1) two-qubit states |1)g), @Egg) takes the form

r+1 r+1
@) = 10)5 (cos o) ¥ (sin ) *P(10) T [1)FF) 4 1) (cos )" ¥ (sin ) P (|0) " 7F (1)),
k=0,2,--- k=1,3, -
(39)
[
where P(.) represents all possible permutations of r + 1 — k with
qubits in state |0) and k qubits in |1), suggesting an invari- ) .
ance of |<I>E(T)§> with respect to all possible permutations of A;s, oo = C?SQ 0 [1 + (cos 260)"]
leading to identical reduced density matrices agr = sin” o [1 — (cos26p)"]
alp = cos® 0y [1 — (cos26p)"]
) a;; = cos® Oy [1 + (cos260)7], (42)

Ph, = Tria,zi [B() (@) (40)
Explicitly, one may calculate

apo 0 0 Vaooa11
o) _1 0 apt  +/@o1a10 0 @
BAi 7 9 0 Vaoiao  aio 0
V@ooa11 0 0 ai

using which the concurrence between B and A; after the rth
round of measurement can be evaluated as

ES) = Eo(1— E2)"/2. (43)

From Eq. (43), it is evident that with increasing r, Epa,
decreases monotonically, and eventually vanishes. Further,
Ea,a; = 0 for any (A;, A;) pair with j # 4, and A;, A; € A
as the two-qubit measurements are local to the subsystem B.
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FIG. 5. Quantum circuit for performing the two qubit measurements
(Eq. (31) on the qubits B; and B; via a basis transformation (see Ap-
pendix A) and a parity measurement with the help of an ancilla qubit
a, which is initialized in |0), and is finally measured in the computa-
tional basis. After the measurement, the two qubits are disentangled
via a controlled NOT operation, and one can proceed with the control
qubit as the B-qubit, discarding the other.

Aware of the fact that the generated states are multi-qubit
states, we further investigate the multipartite quantum corre-
lations present in the generated states, as quantified by the
generalized geometric measure (GGM), and the monogamy
score (MS) of concurrence squared (see Appendix B for def-
initions). Due to proposition 4, the maximum Schmidt co-
efficient in the B : A(,) partition decreases monotonically
with r, implying that the GGM is not decided by this parti-
tion. Our numerical analysis suggests that the maximum of
the Schmidt coefficients among all possible bipartitions of the
system BAjAs---A,.1q is always provided by the biparti-
tion A; : BA with A = Uj# A;, and A; is determined by
the two-qubit system with the minimum entanglement, i.e.,
min{Fy, Es, -+ , E,11}. On the other hand, MS with con-
currence squared corresponding to the qubit B as the nodal
observer after r rounds of two-qubit measurements merging

J

(r + 1) two-qubit states with equal entanglement E is given
by

85 = 1—(1-E) (1 +rE2), (44)

which is a monotonically increasing function of r for fixed Ej.
See Fig. 3 for an illustration.

III. CREATING GHZ STATES OF MULTIPLE QUBITS

We now discuss how the deterministic entanglement con-
centration protocol developed in Sec. II can be used for creat-
ing generalized GHZ (gGHZ) states of N qubits, given by

|€m) = cosbm |OB>®|0AJ>+Sin9m|13>®|1AJ>,

j=1 j=1

(45)

with 6, € [0,7/4] and N = m + 1, starting from two-qubit
(m = 1) states of the same form. The following proposition is
crucial for this.

Proposition 6. Using two-qubit XZ measurement on the B-
qubits, an (m + 1)-qubit gGHZ state of the form |&,,) can be
merged with a two-qubit state |1) to form a (m + 2)-qubit
gGHZ state via unitary operations local to A.

Proof. Consider the following four stages of operations on the
states |&,,) and |£7).

(a) First, see that the two-qubit XZ measurements on the B-
qubits of |£,,,) and |£1) leads to the post measured states | )
and |® () with

|®)) = |05) [cos by, cos by ®;-":+11 |04,) + sin 6, sin 6; ®;-":+11 14,)]
+|1p) [sin O cos 01 @724 [14,)|04,,,,) + cos by, sinfy @72, [04;) |1Am+1>] , (46)

,j_

where we have re-labelled {|0,4, ) , |14, )} corresponding to the
state |€1) as {[04,,,,),|14,.,,)} for efficiently keeping tab on
the A-qubits, and

[D1)) =04, Q) - (47

(b) Next, perform a series of controlled X operators, defined
by

CcX _

1 z z x
U(CL17(12) - 5 [(I+ g )a1]a2 + (I -0 )(llgag] (48)

for qubit-pairs (a1, as), on the nearest-neighbor pairs of A-
qubits in |®gy). The overall A-unitary is defined by

Ug, form =1
CX __ (AI,AQ) )
Ui = { USS, o) Vi form > 1, “9)

j_

(

with
m—2
V‘Z‘n - H U(csz'iJrl7Amfi)U(Cf)gm—ivAm—rwﬂ’ (50)
i=0
leading to
m—+1 m—+1
UG 1@0) = 108)laa,) @) 104,) +115)184,) Q) [14,)
Jj=2 Jj=2
(51)
where we have defined
laa,) = cosby, cosby|04,) 4 sinb, sinby |14,),

|Ba,) = cosby,sinq |[04,) +sinb,, cosby |14,).(52)

Note that the ordering of control and target qubits arranged in
Egs. (49) and (50) is important to arrive at the desired state.



Note also that the unitary opertor V" starts operating only
when m > 1, i.e., one is merging a (m + 1)-qubit gGHZ state
with a two-qubit state |£1).

(c) We now define

over the qubit-pair (A;, Ay) with Ay (A7) as the control (tar-
get) qubit.

(d) The last step is a local rotation on the qubit A, given by

coS Oy = \/0052 0, cos? 0 + sin? 6, sin® 6, 53
+1 1 1, (53) La, = [_x y} 7 (56)
Yy x
and perform a controlled rotation
(1) 0 8 0 with
u —v
RA27A1 “Jo o 1 0" (54
0 —v 0 —u v — cos@mcosgl’ y:sinﬁmsingl. 57)
) cos O t1 cos O t1
with
sin 26,,, cos 2601 sin 26, . . .
= T = I T (55) Applying La, R4, 4,) on UG |®g)) results in
J
m—+1 m+1
La,Ria, 4,)UR |@(0)) = €08 01 |05) ® |04;) +sin 011 [15) ® 104,) = |&mt1) - (58)
j=1 j=1
[
Note that the overall unitary state |£2) on the three-qubit system By Ay Ay. This is further
o merged with a state |£;) on the two-qubit system AsBs via
Us = La, Ra, a)Ux (59 an XZ measurement on the qubits B(;y and B3, followed by
is local to the A-qubits. Hence the proof. g the unitary operation L a, R, 40)UGh, 45)Ulhq,45) V(45,40

The unitary operation /4 required to produce an N-qubit
gGHZ state (N = m + 1) combining the states |£,,—1) and
|€1) contains 2(m — 1) controlled operations. Using this, one
can estimate the number, V, of controlled operations required
to produce a state of the form |,,,) via combining m copies of
the state |£7) as

N =Y 26-1)=m>—m. (60)
=1

Note further that the two-qubit measurement (Eq. (31)) can be
performed via an appropriate basis transformation for the two
qubits, followed by a parity measurement assisted by an ancilla
qubit initialized in |0) and subsequently measured in computa-
tional basis (see Fig. 5 for a circuit diagram, and Appendix A
for details). Therefore, the number of two-qubit operations
corresponding to the two-qubit measurements varies as ~ m,
which is the sub-leading order in m in Eq. (60).

One can now use proposition 6, and apply the XZ measure-
ment and the unitary operation prescriptioned in Eq. (59) re-
peatedly to create gGHZ states of arbitrary sizes, starting from
a collection of two-qubit states (which can be non-maximally
entangled) of the form |£;). The process is outlined in Fig-
ure 4, where one starts with a pair of states of the form |£1) on
the two-qubit systems A; By and A Bs, and performs an XZ
measurement on the qubits By and Bs, followed by the unitary
operation LAIR(A%Al)U(Cj’fh?AQ) (see Eq. (49) for m = 1) on
the parties A; and A, in the post-measured state correspond-
ing to the outcome £ = 0. This creates a three-qubit gGHZ

(see Eq. (49) with m = 2) on the post-measured state corre-
sponding to the outcome k& = 0, creating a state |£3) on the
4-qubit system B(9)A; A3 A3. This process can be continued
to obtain a gGHZ state of arbitrary number of qubits. Note
also that creating gGHZ states of arbitrary number of qubits
require availability of a pool of adequate number of two-qubit
non-maximally entangled states of the form |7 ).

Note that the proposition 6 provides a prescription for cre-
ating large gGHZ states. Given proposition 5 (see Sec. [T A),
it can also be used for creating N-qubit GHZ state if at least
one of the available two-qubit entangled states is a Bell state
(i.e., 8 = 7/4). This observation is crucial for the scenario
where the number of Bell states are limited, and one intends to
create maximally-entangled qubit pair between any two qubits
shared between two parties, as one may create a GHZ state
including all qubits using the proposed protocol, and subse-
quently perform single-qubit measurements in o™ basis to cre-
ate a maximally-entangled state among the desired qubits.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we propose a protocol for concentrating bi-
partite entanglement over a qubit-qudit system starting from
N arbitrary qubit-qudit states via a joint /N-qubit measure-
ment on the qubits using the generalized XZ basis that reduces
the dimension of the qubit Hilbert space from 2V to 2. We
prove the protocol to be a deterministic one by establishing
the equi-probability of occurrence of all post-measured states,
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and by showing that all post-measured states are connected by
local unitary operators ensuring their identical bipartite entan-
glement properties. As a solution to the practical challenges
in performing an N-qubit measurement, we further propose a
repetitive two-qubit measurement scheme using two-qubit XZ
basis which deterministically provides the same entanglement
concentration as in the case of the joint /N-qubit measurement.
We also show that the concentrated entanglement increases
monotonically with the number of measurement rounds in the
case of the repetitive two-qubit measurement protocol, and de-
rive upper and lower bounds of the concentrated entanglement
in terms of the maximum bipartite entanglement available in
the initial qubit-qudit states. We apply this protocol in the case
of arbitrary two-qubit systems, and discuss the entanglement
properties of the states created in the process. Further, we
demonstrate the applicability of the proposed protocol in cre-
ating GHZ states over arbitrary number of qubits, designing
specific operations that define the protocol.

Our work gives rise to a number of interesting and impor-
tant questions. Within the framework of the applications of
the devised protocol reported in this paper, it is interesting
to explore the properties of the states obtained by merging
paradigmatic multi-qubit states, such as the generalized W
states [38] and permutation-symmetric Dicke states [39]. Fur-
ther, the fact of the increase of loss with increasing the number
of mixed states with the application of swapping-type proto-
cols being known [40], concentrating entanglement in the case
of bipartite mixed states and the applicability, or possible mod-
ification of the proposed protocol poses an important and yet
challenging question. Also, the question of extending the de-
vised scheme towards entanglement percolation [41] is under-
lined by the application, although not towards a deterministic
scheme, of the use of two-qubit measurement-based schemes
in related problems [24, 28].
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Appendix A: Two-qubit measurement

In the special case of N = 2, the columns of the matrix
form of the two qubit Hadamard operator Hp, ® Hp,, being
self-inverse, can be identified as |ep) (|b)), b = 0,1, 2,3, when
written in the {|ey)} ({|b)}) basis. Also, we assume that the
two-gbit measurements are performed on two arbitrary qubit-
qudit pairs with bipartite entanglement £ and Fs5 over the
qubit-qudit bipartition, giving rise to a qubit-qudit system with
bipartite entanglement £y over the qubit-qudit bipartition.

a. Choice of the zero’th pair. Considering three distinct
choices of (bg, b;), namely, (0,1),(0,2) and (0, 3), the mea-
surement operators corresponding to each case can be con-
structed using Egs. (4) - (10). Corresponding to each of these
three choices, the Schmidt coefficients of the post-measured
states can be obtained as (see Eq. (21))

(A2)

cosﬁf( = cosfs,
(0,2)

cos = cosfy,

cos Hf(o’?’) = \/(2052 01 cos? 0y + sin? 0, sin® B, (A3)

and the entanglement E](pb‘J :bo) for these states are (see Eq. (22))

EYY = B, (A4)
B = By, (AS5)
ECY = /B + B} - B2E. (A6)

Note that while the choice of (0, 1) and (0, 2) for (b, b)) pro-
vides Ey to be equal to the entanglement in an already ex-
isting qubit-qudit pair (Ey and Ej respectively), to achieve
E; > max{E1, E>}, one needs to choose (bo,b) = (0,3)
(as per Eq. (24)). This can be shown in the same fashion as
in proposition 4, by assuming that £; = max(FEy, Es), and
FEy = qFE; with 0 < ¢ < 1, and then rewriting Eq. (A6) as

By = B\1+(1-E)¢2>Ei. (A7)

b. Performing the two-qubit measurement. The two
qubit deterministic measurement given by Eq. (31) on two
qubits B; and B;, which are parts of the qubit-qudit systems
A;B; and A;B;, can be performed via two-qubit parity mea-
surement assisted with an ancillary qubit, preceded by an ap-
propriate basis transformation

|€0>\‘/g|€3> — |00, |60>\;§|e3>—>|11>,
letles) gy led—le) g g

V2 V2

brought about by two-qubit controlled NOT operations and
single-qubit Hadamard gates (see Fig. 5). The ancilla qubit
is initialized in |0), and is measured in the computational ba-
sis, resulting in either +1, corresponding to My, or —1, corre-
sponding to M;. Post parity measurement, qubits I3; and B
are disentangled via a controlled NOT operation, after which
the control qubit remains entangled with the parties A;s, while
the target qubit is fully disentangled. Therefore, the target
qubit can be discarded, and the control qubit can be carried
forward as the B-qubit of the bipartite system AB.

Appendix B: Measures of quantum correlations

Here, we provide brief descriptions of the measures of quan-
tum correlations used in this paper.


https://github.com/titaschanda/QIClib

a. Concurrence. Concurrence quantifies the entangle-
ment between two qubits A and B in a state p4p, and is cal-
culated as [36]

EAB = maX{O,)\l—)\g—)\g—)\4}, (B])
where A\ > Ao > A3 > Ay, and \; are the eigenvalues of
PABPAB, With pap being the positive, non-Hermitian opera-
tor

pag = (04 ®of)pap(ch ®of). (B2)
Here, 0¥ is the y-component of the Pauli matrices, and the

complex conjugation of p4p is taken in computational basis.
In situations where p 4 is a pure state [33],

Eap =24/detpa,

where PA = TrB(pAB)-

b.  Monogamy and monogamy score. For a given bipar-
tite entanglement measure E and an (N + 1)-qubit system
AgA; --- Ay, a quantum state p is said to be monogamous
for E with Ag as the nodal observer if [32]

(B3)

N

EagayAy = z Eaga,;-
=1

(B4)

Otherwise, the state is non-monogamous for I with this par-
ticular choice of the nodal observer. In this setup, the entangle-
ment measure F is said to be monogamous if Eq. (B4) is true
for all states p on the (N + 1)-qubit system. In the same spirit

11

as the motivation behind the definition of rangle [33], one de-
fines the monogamy score corresponding to the entanglement
measure F for an N-qubit system as

N
Say = Eagayoay — > Eaga,, (BS)
=1

where we have assumed a fixed nodal observer Ag.
Monogamy score can also be considered as a quantifier for
multipartite quantum correlations present in the (N + 1)-qubit
system [35]. In this paper, we use the squared concurrence for
E.

c. Generalized geometric measure. For an N-qubit pure
state [1)), the generalized geometric measure (GGM) quanti-
fies the multipartite entanglement, and is defined as (see the
original definition of geometric measure of entanglement [42])

G =1 —max|(/|[v)[*, (B6)
where S is the set of all possible biseparable states |1)").The
optimization in the definition of G can be performed by using
the maximization of the Schmidt coefficients across all pos-
sible bipartitions of |¢), leading to the simplified version of
GGM given by [34, 35]

G =1-max{)\3.5}. (B7)
Sa:s

Here, A\ 4.p is the maximum Schmidt coefficient of |¢) in the
partition A : B, and the maximum in Eq. (B7) being taken
over the set, S4.p, of all arbitrary A : B bipartitions of the
N-qubit system.
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