arXiv:1807.08901v2 [quant-ph] 10 Apr 2019

Measurement-device-independent measure of Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering

Huan-Yu Ku,^{1, 2, 3, ∗} Shin-Liang Chen,^{4, 5, 2, †} Hong-Bin Chen,^{2, 3} Franco Nori,^{1, 6} and Yueh-Nan Chen^{2, 3, ‡} 1Theoretical Quantum Physics Laboratory, RIKEN Cluster for Pioneering Research, Wako-shi, Saitama 351-0198, Japan 2Department of Physics, National Cheng Kung University, 701 Tainan, Taiwan 3Center for Quantum Frontiers of Research & Technology, NCKU, 701 Tainan, Taiwan 4Max-Planck-Institut für Quantenoptik, Hans-Kopfermann-Straße 1, 85748 Garching, Germany 5Munich Center for Quantum Science and Technology (MCQST), Schellingstraße. 4, D-80799 München, Germany 6Department of Physics, The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 48109-1040 Michigan, USA (Dated: September 2, 2019)

Within the framework of quantum refereed steering games (QRSGs), quantum steerability can be certified without any assumption on the underlying state nor the measurements involved. Such a scheme is called measurement-device-independent (MDI) scenario. In this work, we define a variant of QRSGs and introduce a measure of steerability in a MDI scenario, i.e., the result merely depends on the observed data table and the quantum inputs. We prove that such a measure is robust against measurement imperfections and show that it is a convex steering monotone by proving the equivalence to the steering fraction as well as the steering robustness. Finally, we provide an analytical expression of the measure for a family of two-qubits Werner states.

Introduction.—Entanglement [1], steerability [2], and Bell nonlocality [3] are three types of quantum correlations which play essential roles in quantum cryptography, quantum communication, teleportation, and quantum information processing [4–6]. The fact that Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) steering is treated as an intermediate quantum correlation between entanglement and nonlocality leads to a hierarchical relation among them. That is, all nonlocal states are steerable, and all steerable states are entangled, but not vice versa [7– 9]. During the past decade, there have been many significant experimental works [10–17] and various theoretical results on EPR steering [18–22], including the correspondence with measurement incompatibility [23– 27], one-way steering [28, 29], temporal steering [30–34], continuous-variable EPR steering [35–37], as well as measures of EPR steering [38–45].

Bell nonlocality enables one to perform so-called device-independent (DI) quantum information processing [5, 46–49], i.e., one makes no assumption on the underlying quantum state nor on the quantum measurements performed. From the hierarchical relation [7], it naturally leads to the fact that a Bell inequality can be treated as a DI entanglement witness. Nevertheless, not all entangled states can be detected by using a Bell inequality violation [50]. Recently, based on Buscemi’s semi-quantum nonlocal games [51], Branciard et al. [52] proposed a collection of entanglement witnesses in the socalled measurement-device-independent (MDI) scenario. Compared with the standard DI scenario, there is one more assumption in a MDI scenario: the input of each detector has to be a set of tomographically complete quantum states instead of real numbers. Such a simple relax-

∗ huan-yu.ku@riken.jp † shin-liang.chen@mpq.mpg.de ‡ yuehnan@mail.ncku.edu.tw

ation leads to that all entangled states can be certified by the proposed MDI entanglement witnesses [51, 52]. This characterization gives rise to the recent works providing frameworks for MDI measure of entanglement [53–55], non-classical teleportation [56], and non-entanglement-breaking channel verification [57].

Recently, Cavalcanti et al. [58] introduced another type of nonlocal game, dubbed as quantum refereed steering games (QRSGs). In each of such games, one player is questioned and answers with real numbers, while the other player is questioned with (isolated) quantum states but still answers with real numbers. They showed that there always exists a QRSG with a higher winning probability when the players are correlated by a steerable state [58]. Later, Kocsis et al. [59] experimentally proposed a QRSG via steering inequality to verify the steerability for the family of two-qubit Werner states in such a scenario, which is also referred to as a MDI scenario.

In this work, we consider a variant of QRSGs, by which we propose the first MDI steering measure (MDI-SM) of the underlying unknown steerable resource without accessing any knowledge of the involved measurement. We show that the MDI-SM is a standard measure of steerability, i.e., a convex steering monotone [41], by proving that it is equivalent to the previous proposed measures: the steering robustness [39] as well as the steering fraction [40]. Therefore, our proposed measure not only demonstrates the degree of steerability of the underlying steering resource, but also quantifies the degree of entanglement of the sharing quantum state [54] as well as measurement incompatibility. We note that this is the first time to estimate the degree of measurement incompatibility of the involved measurements in a MDI scenario. Furthermore, a variant of QRSGs also provides a general method for constructing a collection of MDI steering witnesses for all steerable resources. We also show that our proposed MDI-SM is robust, in the sense that it is able to detect steerability with detection

FIG. 1. Schematic diagrams for the quantum refereed steering games (QRSGs) [58]. A QRSG is composed of three spatially separated parties, Alice, Bob, and a referee. Alice and Bob share a quantum state ρAB . The referee encodes the questions within classical variables {x} and quantum states {ωy } to Alice and Bob, respectively. According to the classical inputs {x}, Alice performs a set of uncharacterized measurements with outcomes {a}, described by a set of POVMs {E_{a|x}}. On the other hand, Bob performs a set of uncharacterized joint measurements described by a POVM {E^{BB0}_b } with outcomes {b}. According to their data table {p(a, b|x, ωy)}, the referee is able to measure the degree of steerability of the underlying unknown steerable resource without trusting Alice’s and Bob’s measurements. In this work, we consider a variant of QRSGs from the perspective of the resource theory of steering [41], under which the steerable resource is composed of a set of subnormalized states {σ_{a|x}}, called an assemblage, produced by Alice’s measurements {E_{a|x}} acting on the shared state ρAB .

losses. Since our approach does not make any assumption on the underlying resource, including the dimension, a high-dimensional MDI-SM is in principle experimentally accessible with current technology in linear optics [60]. The breakthrough of our work is that our proposed measure is the first one which is viable in a MDI scenario, i.e., merely relies on the experimental data table without knowing the full knowledge about the underlying steerable resource, while all the other ones are designed for the standard steering scenario. An explicit example is shown to demonstrate how to implement the proposed measure.

Quantum refereed steering games.—In this work, we assume that all quantum states act on a finite dimensional Hilbert space H. The sets of density matrices and operators acting on H are denoted by D(H) and L(H), respectively. We denote the index sets of finite number of elements by A, B, X , and Y. The probability of a specific index, say a ∈ A, is denoted by p(a).

A QRSG [58] consists of one referee and two players, referred to as Alice and Bob. Besides, Alice and Bob share a quantum state ρ_{AB} ∈ D(H_A ⊗ H_B ) and are prohibited to communicate with each other. During each round of the game, Alice receives a classical number x ∈ X with probability p(x) as her question from the referee, while Bob receives a quantum state ω^{B0}_y ∈ D(H_{B0} ) (ω_y in short) with probability p(y) (where y ∈ Y) as his question. To respond to the referee, Alice performs a quantum measurement, described by a POVM {E_{a|x} ∈ L(H_A)}, on her part of the system tr_B (ρ_{AB} ) and sends the measurement outcome a ∈ A as her answer to the referee, while Bob performs a joint quantum measurement, described by a POVM {E^{BB0}_b ∈ L(H_B ⊗H_{B0} )}, on his part of the system tr_A(ρ_{AB} ) together with the quantum question ω_y received from the referee, and sends the output b ∈ B as his answer to the referee (see Fig. 1). Finally, according to the questions and answers, the referee gives Alice and Bob a payoff μ = μ(a, b, x, ω_y). After many rounds (within the same game), the average payoff they obtain is Ĩ(ρ_{AB} , {μ}) = ∑ a,b,x,y p(x)p(y)μ(a, b, x, ω_y)p(a, b|x, ω_y), (1) where p(a, b|x, ω_y) = tr [ (E_{a|x} ⊗ E^{BB0}_b )(ρ_{AB} ⊗ ω_y) ] is the probability distribution of Alice’s and Bob’s answers according to the questions they receive for all a, b, x, y. It was shown that any steerable state allows them to obtain a higher value of the average payoff than the one from unsteerable states [58].

MDI measure of steerability.—In this section, we consider a variant of QRSGs. This will be shown to be helpful in introducing the MDI steering measure (MDI-SM) without knowing the full knowledge about a steerable resource. We then show it is a standard measure of steerability, i.e., a convex steering monotone [41], by proving that it is equivalent to the steering robustness [39] and the steering fraction [40]. We also show that the MDI- SM is robust against detection losses. We stress that the main difference between the standard steering scenario and the MDI scenario is that, the former needs the full knowledge about the underlying steerable resource, while the latter is merely based on the observed statistics {p(a, b|x, ω_y)}. Under the framework of the resource theory of EPR steering [41], the correlation is obtained by Bob’s joint measurement {E^{BB0}_b } acting on an assemblage {σ_{a|x}} via p(a, b|x, ω_y) = tr(E^{BB0}_b σ_{a|x} ⊗ ω_y). (2) An assemblage {σ_{a|x}} is a set of subnormalized quantum states defined by σ_{a|x} = tr_A(ρ_{AB} E_{a|x} ⊗ 11) [19], which includes both the information of Alice’s marginal statistics p(a|x) = tr(σ_{a|x}) and the normalized states σ̂_{a|x} = σ_{a|x}/p(a|x) ∈ D(H_B ) Bob receives. An assemblage is said to be unsteerable if it admits a local-hidden-state (LHS) model [7]: σ_{a|x} = σ^{US}_{a|x} = ∑ λ p(λ)p(a|x, λ)σ_λ ∀ a, x; oth- erwise, it is steerable. In particular, the set of all unsteerable assemblages LHS forms a convex set [38, 41]; consequently, for a given steerable assemblage {σ^S_{a|x}}, there always exists a set of positive semidefinite operators {F_{a|x} ≥ 0}, called a steering witness, such that tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x}σ^S_{a|x} > α, while tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x}σ^{US}_{a|x} ≤ α ∀{σ^{US}_{a|x}} ∈ LHS [17, 19, 38, 39, 44], where α := max_{{σ}US_{a|x}∈LHS} tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x}σ^{US}_{a|x} is the local bound of the steering witness.

In what follows, we will use the property of the existence of a steering witness for a steerable assemblage to construct the MDI-SM. First, we map a QRSG to a set of real numbers β = {β^{x,y}_{a,1} } by choosing the relation μ(a, b, x, y) = β^{x,y}_{a,b} δ_{1,b}/[p(x)p(y)] [54]. Therefore, the average payoff of such a variant of a QRSG can be written as I (P, β) = ∑ a,x,y β^{x,y}_{a,1} p(a, 1|x, ω_y), (3) where P := {p(a, 1|x, ω_y)} is the observed statistics from an unknown assemblage {σ_{a|x}} according to Eq. (2). One notes that the average payoff in Eq. (3) cannot only be seen as a generalization of the standard Bell inequalities (see Ref. [52] for a similar formulation in the entanglement scenario), but also be used to generalize the result of Ref. [59], wherein the family of two-qubits Werner state is explicitly considered. Additionally, we prove that, for any given steerable assemblage, there always exists a variant of a QRSG β = {β^{x,y}_{a,1} } such that the corresponding average payoff in Eq. (3) is strictly higher than those caused by unsteerable ones. The proof is given in Section A of the Supplementary Material [61].

Now, we stand in the position to introduce the MDI- SM for an unknown assemblage {σ_{a|x}}, denoted by

S^{MDI}({σ_{a|x}}) := max { S^{MDI}_0 ({σ_{a|x}}) − 1, 0 } , (4)

with

S^{MDI}_0 ({σ_{a|x}}) := sup_{β,P} I(P, β) I_{LHS}(β)

, (5)

where I_{LHS}(β) = sup_{P∈LHS}′ I(P, β) is the maximal payoff from unsteerable assemblages for a given variant QRSG β. Importantly, the supremum over β and P in Eq. (5) are independently performed by the referee and Bob, respectively. The former needs the referee to choose the optimal β satisfying the spanned relation F_{a|x} = ∑ y β^{x,y}_{a,1} ω^⊺_y (6) for positive semidefinite operators {F_{a|x} ≥ 0} since {ω_y} forms a tomography complete set. On the other hand, Bob’s optimization is carried out by subtly choosing a proper measurement, described by POVMs E^{BB0}_1 , and 11 − E^{BB0}_1 }. With Eq. (6), Eq. (5) can be reformulated as S^{MDI}_0 ({σ_{a|x}}) = sup F≥0,E_1 ∑ a,x tr [ E^{BB0}_1 (σ_{a|x} ⊗ F^⊺_{a|x}) ] sup_{τ ∈LHS} ∑ a,x tr [ E^{BB0}_1 (τ_{a|x} ⊗ F^⊺_{a|x}) ] , (7) where F, E_1, and τ, respectively, denote {F_{a|x}}, E^{BB0}_1 , and {τ_{a|x}} for brevity.

The optimization problem over Bob’s measurement operator E^{BB0}_1 is addressed in the following Lemma by resorting the projection onto the maximally entangled state.

Lemma 1. The supremum over E_1 in Eq. (7) is always achieved if E^{BB0}_1 is the projection onto the maximally entangled state, i.e., E^{BB0}_1 = |Φ^{BB0}_+ ⟩⟨Φ^{BB0}_+ |, with |Φ^{BB0}_+ ⟩ = 1/ √ d_B ∑_{dB} i=1 |i⟩ ⊗ |i⟩. Moreover, it is independent of the chosen tomographically complete set {ω_y}.

The proof is given in Section B of the Supplementary Material [61]. With the help of Lemma 1, we arrive at the main result of this work below:

Theorem 1. The proposed MDI-SM S^{MDI}({σ_{a|x}}) in Eq. (4) is a standard measure of steerability, i.e., a convex steering monotone [41], due to the equivalence to the steering fraction [40] as well as the steering robustness [39].

Proof. It is easy to verify that S^{MDI}_0 ({σ_{a|x}}) can achieve the steering fraction [40] when considering E^{BB0}_1 in Eq. (7) to be the projection onto the maximally entangled state |Φ^{BB0}_+ ⟩, i.e.,

S^{MDI}_0 ({σ_{a|x}}) | | |_{EBB01 =|ΦBB0+ ⟩⟨ΦBB0+ |} = sup_{F≥0} ∑ a,x⟨Φ^{BB0}_+ |σ_{a|x} ⊗ F^⊺_{a|x}|Φ^{BB0}_+ ⟩ sup_{τ ∈LHS} ∑ a,x⟨Φ^{BB0}_+ |τ_{a|x} ⊗ F^⊺_{a|x}|Φ^{BB0}_+ ⟩ = sup_{F≥0} ∑ a,x tr [ σ_{a|x}F_{a|x} ] sup_{τ ∈LHS} ∑ a,x tr [ τ_{a|x}F_{a|x} ]. (8)

The last quantity is exactly the steering fraction in Ref. [40]. We leave the proof of the equivalence between the steering fraction and the steering robustness in Section C of the Supplementary Material [61]. ■

We have explicitly shown how to achieve the optimal P in Eq. (5) with Lemma 1. However, it is not straightforward to obtain a general form of the optimal variant of QRSGs, i.e., {β^{x,y}_{a,1} } in Eq. (5). In Section D of the Supplementary Material [61], we provide an algorithmic method to construct a valid set {β^{x,y}_{a,1} }. The idea is to consider a target assemblage to be measured. The optimal steering witness {F_{a|x}} can be obtained by the dual form of the semidefinite program of the steering robustness. Then, a valid set {β^{x,y}_{a,1} } can be chosen by the spanned relation (6). We note that obtaining an optimal semi-quantum nonlocal game is in general a hard problem [51, 54], and the compromising way is that one makes some assumptions on the entanglement structure of the underlying state [54]. However, our result shows that, in the variant of QRSGs, there is no assumption on the structure of steerability of the underlying assemblage to obtain an optimal {β^{x,y}_{a,1} }.

Now, we would like to show that the MDI-SM is robust against detection losses. To see this, we consider the loss rate of Bob’s measurement η ∈ [0, 1]. The observed correlation in this case is p_η(a, b|x, τ_y) = η · p(a, b|x, τ_y), shrinking the MDI-SM by η, i.e., η ·S^{MDI}({σ_{a|x}}). As one can see, the MDI-SM is able to detect steerability in a MDI scenario with arbitrary detection losses and provide a lower bound on the steerability of the underlying assemblage (see Ref. [52, 55] for similar discussions in the MDI entanglement scenario.)

Example.—In the following, we give an explicit example to analytically compute the proposed MDI-SM. We consider that Alice and Bob share the family of two-qubit Werner states, namely

ρ^v_{AB} = v|Φ^−⟩⟨Φ^−| + (1 − v)11/4 v ∈ [0, 1], (9)

where |Φ^−⟩ = (|10⟩−|01⟩)/ √ 2 is the singlet state and v is the visibility (0 ≤ v ≤ 1). We consider the simplest case where Alice receives two classical inputs x ∈ {1, 2} from the referee. She performs two measurement settings in the bases of Pauli X and Z. These two measurements create an assemblage with the maximum steerability in the scenario of Alice holding two measurment settings [38], and the underlying assemblage is steerable as v > 1/ √ 2. Obtaining an assemblage through such a setting, one can obtain an optimal steering witness F_{a|x} = 1 2 + √ 2 [11 + (−1)^aσ_x] ∀a, x, (10)

by solving the optimazation problem (see Section E of the Supplementary Material [61] for the derivation), where σ_{x=1} = X and σ_{x=2} = Z.

On the other hand, the tomographyically complete set {ω_y} Bob receives can be chosen as the eigenstates of the three Pauli matrices. Then, through the spanned relation F_{a|x} = ∑ y β^{x,y}_{a,1} ω^⊺_y , a valid optimal set {β^{x,y}_{a,1} } can be chosen as β^{x,y}_{a,1} = 2/(2 + √ 2) for (a, x, y) = (1, 1, 1), (2, 1, 2), (1, 2, 3), (2, 2, 4), and β^{x,y}_{a,1} = 0 otherwise. By projecting Bob’s joint systems onto the maximally entangled state |Φ^+⟩ = (|11⟩ + |00⟩)/ √ 2, the set of probability distributions {p(a, b|x, ω_y)} as well as the MDI-SM S^{MDI}({σ_{a|x}}) are obtained. The result of MDI-SM for the family of two-qubit Werner states is shown in Fig. 2. Note that there are different ways to choose the set β, as long as the spanned relation is satisfied. We show another possible optimal set in Table I of Section E of the Supplementary Material [61].

Concluding Remarks.—In this work, we consider a variant of quantum refereed steering games (QRSGs), by which we introduce a measure of steerability in a measurement-device-independent (MDI) scenario, i.e., without making assumptions on the involved measurements nor the underlying assemblage. The only characterized quantities are the observed statistics and a tomographycially complete set of quantum states for Bob. Through this, all steerable assemblages can be witnessed, in contrast to the fact that only a subset of steerable

FIG. 2. The MDI-SMs S^{MDI}({σ_{a|x}}) of the assemblage of the two-qubit Werner state vesus the visibility v by considering the scenario (X , Y, A, B) = (2, 6, 2, 2). The measure detects the steerability of the Werner states when the visibility v ≥ 1/ √ 2, which is exactly the bound of the visibility of the twoqubit Werner state with two projective-measurement settings on Alice’s side. As shown in the main text, the value of the MDI-SM is equivalent to the steering robustness.

assemblages can be detected in the standard deviceindependent (DI) scenario. We further show that it is a convex steering monotone by proving the equivalence with the steering fraction as well as the steering robustness. Therefore, the MDI-SM can be used to estimate the degree of entanglement of the unknown quantum state and measurement incompatibility of the involved measurements [23]. To our knowledge, this is the first work, which not only provides a computable measure of steerability based only on the observed statistics but also estimates the degree of measurement incompatibility of the involved measurements in a MDI scenario. Additionally, our approach is able to detect steerability in a MDI scenario with arbitrary detection losses and provide a lower bound on the steerability of the underlying assemblage.

Moreover, we tackle the two optimization problems in Eq. (5), or equivalently, find the optimal strategies for the variant of QRSGs. The first is the problem of obtaining the general form of the optimal measurement. At the first glance, it seems to be a difficult problem since Bob has to optimize over all possible measurements. However, we show that the projection onto the maximally entangled state is always an optimal one for any steerable resource. Very recently, an arbitrary two-particle high-dimensional Bell state measurement has been proposed [60], and it is expected that a high-dimensional MDI steering measure can be experimentally implemented with linear optics using current technology. The second is the problem of obtaining the optimal game. Unlike other two types of generalized nonlocal games, i.e., semi-quantum nonlocal games [51] and the standard QRSGs [58], where the general optimal game for a given state is hard to be formulated [54], the optimal game of the variant of QRSGs, which we consider, is easy to find.

This work also reveals some open questions: To calculate the value of the MDI-SM, or to obtain a MDI steering witness for an unknown steerable assemblage, can one directly estimate an optimal set of coefficients β, instead of obtaining it through the standard steering witness? (such as the approach used in [53, 55]). Can we generally estimate the degree of steerability or entanglement when considering the effects of imperfections on the state preparation [53, 59, 62]? It is also interesting to investigate whether our method can be modified to detect or measure all steerable assemblages in a standard DI scenario with the novel approach recently proposed in Ref, [63]. Since the formulation of the standard steering scenario can be applied to certify the security of the quantum keys [6], one can ask if it is also the case in the MDI scenario.

H.-Y.K. and S.-L.C. contribute equally to this work. The authors acknowledge fruitful discussions with Francesco Buscemi, Ana Cristina Sprotte Costa, Yeong- Cherng Liang, Jeng-Dong Lin, Chau Nguyen, Paul Skrzypczyk, Adam Miranowicz, and Roope Uola. H.- Y.K. acknowledges the support of the Graduate Student Study Abroad Program (Grant No. MOST 107- 2917-I-006-002). S.-L.C. acknowledges the host by the group of theoretical quantum optics at the University of Siegen and the support from Postdoctoral Research Abroad Program (Grant No. MOST 107-2917-I-564-

007) and from Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) under Germany’s Excellence Strategy – EXC-2111–390814868. This work is supported partially by the National Center for Theoretical Sciences and Ministry of Science and Technology, Taiwan, Grants No. MOST 107-2628-M-006-002-MY3, MOST 107-2811-M-006-017, and MOST 107-2627-E-006- 001, and the Army Research Office (Grant No. W911NF- 19-1-0081). F.N. is supported in part by the MURI Center for Dynamic Magneto-Optics via the Air Force Office of Scientific Research (AFOSR) (FA9550-14-1-0040), Army Research Office (ARO) (Grant No. W911NF-18-1- 0358), Asian Office of Aerospace Research and Development (AOARD) (Grant No. FA2386-18-1-4045), Japan Science and Technology Agency (JST) (Q-LEAP program, ImPACT program, and CREST Grant No. JP- MJCR1676), Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS) (JSPS-RFBR Grant No. 17-52-50023, and JSPS- FWO Grant No. VS.059.18N), RIKEN-AIST Challenge Research Fund, and the John Templeton Foundation.

Note added: after this work was submitted, experiments (arXiv: 1901.08298 [64]) have already verified the main prediction of this work.

[1] A. Einstein, B. Podolsky, and N. Rosen, “Can quantummechanical description of physical reality be considered complete?” Phys. Rev. 47, 777–780 (1935).

[2] E. Schrödinger, “Discussion of probability relations between separated systems,” Proc. Cambridge Phil. Soc. 31, 555 (1935).

[3] J. S. Bell, “On the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen paradox,” Physics 1, 195–200 (1964).

[4] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and K. Horodecki, “Quantum entanglement,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 865–942 (2009).

[5] N. Brunner, D. Cavalcanti, S. Pironio, V. Scarani, and S. Wehner, “Bell nonlocality,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 86, 419 (2014).

[6] C. Branciard, E. G. Cavalcanti, S. P. Walborn, V. Scarani, and H. M. Wiseman, “One-sided device-independent quantum key distribution: Security, feasibility, and the connection with steering,” Phys. Rev. A 85, 010301 (2012).

[7] H. M. Wiseman, S. J. Jones, and A. C.

Doherty, “Steering, entanglement, nonlocality, and the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen paradox,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 140402 (2007).

[8] S. J. Jones, H. M. Wiseman, and A. C. Doherty, “Entanglement, Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen correlations, Bell nonlocality, and steering,” Phys. Rev. A 76, 052116 (2007).

[9] M. T. Quintino, T. Vértesi, D. Cavalcanti, R. Augusiak, M. Demianowicz, A. Acín, and N. Brunner, “Inequivalence of entanglement, steering, and Bell nonlocality for general measurements,” Phys. Rev. A 92, 032107 (2015).

[10] D. J. Saunders, S. J. Jones, H. M. Wiseman, and G. J. Pryde, “Experimental EPR-steering using Bell-local states,” Nat. Phys 6, 845–879 (2010).

[11] A. J. Bennet, D. A. Evans, D. J. Saunders, C. Branciard, E. G. Cavalcanti, H. M. Wiseman, and G. J. Pryde, “Arbitrarily loss-tolerant Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering allowing a demonstration over 1 km of optical fiber with no detection loophole,” Phys. Rev. X 2, 031003 (2012).

[12] V. Händchen, T. Eberle, S. Steinlechner, A. Samblowski, T. Franz, R. F. Werner, and R. Schnabel, “Observation of one-way Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering,” Nat. Photon. 6, 596–599 (2012).

[13] D. H. Smith, G. Gillett, M. P. de Almeida, C. Branciard, A. Fedrizzi, T. J. Weinhold, A. Lita, B. Calkins, T. Gerrits, H. M. Wiseman, S. W. Nam, and A. G. White, “Conclusive quantum steering with superconducting transition-edge sensors,” Nat. Commun. 3, 845 (2012).

[14] J. Schneeloch, P. B. Dixon, G. A. Howland, C. J. Broadbent, and J. C. Howell, “Violation of continuous-variable Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering with discrete measurements,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 130407 (2013).

[15] H.-Y. Su, J.-L. Chen, C. Wu, D.-L. Deng, and C. H. Oh, “Detecting Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering for continuous variable wavefunctions,” I. J. Quant. Infor. 11, 1350019 (2013).

[16] K. Sun, X.-J. Ye, J.-S. Xu, X.-Y. Xu, J.-S. Tang, Y.- C. Wu, J.-L. Chen, C.-F. Li, and G.-C. Guo, “Experimental quantification of asymmetric Einstein-Podolsky- Rosen steering,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 160404 (2016).

[17] E. G. Cavalcanti, S. J. Jones, H. M. Wiseman, and M. D. Reid, “Experimental criteria for steering and the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen paradox,” Phys. Rev. A 80, 032112 (2009).

[18] M. D. Reid, “Demonstration of the Einstein-Podolsky- Rosen paradox using nondegenerate parametric amplification,” Phys. Rev. A 40, 913–923 (1989).

[19] M. F. Pusey, “Negativity and steering: A stronger Peres conjecture,” Phys. Rev. A 88, 032313 (2013).

[20] S. P. Walborn, A. Salles, R. M. Gomes, F. Toscano, and P. H. Souto Ribeiro, “Revealing hidden Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen nonlocality,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 130402 (2011).

[21] I. Kogias, A. R. Lee, S. Ragy, and G. Adesso, “Quantification of Gaussian quantum steering,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 060403 (2015).

[22] A. C. S. Costa and R. M. Angelo, “Quantification of Einstein-Podolski-Rosen steering for two-qubit states,” Phys. Rev. A 93, 020103 (2016).

[23] D. Cavalcanti and P. Skrzypczyk, “Quantitative relations between measurement incompatibility, quantum steering, and nonlocality,” Phys. Rev. A 93, 052112 (2016).

[24] R. Uola, T. Moroder, and O. Gühne, “Joint measurability of generalized measurements implies classicality,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 160403 (2014).

[25] M. T. Quintino, T. Vértesi, and N. Brunner, “Joint measurability, Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering, and Bell nonlocality,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 160402 (2014).

[26] S.-L. Chen, C. Budroni, Y.-C. Liang, and Y.-N. Chen, “Natural framework for deviceindependent quantification of quantum steerability, measurement incompatibility, and self-testing,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 240401 (2016).

[27] R. Uola, C. Budroni, O. Gühne, and J. Pellonpää, “Oneto-one mapping between steering and joint measurability problems,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 230402 (2015).

[28] S. Wollmann, N. Walk, A. J. Bennet, H. M.

Wiseman, and G. J. Pryde, “Observation of genuine one-way Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 160403 (2016).

[29] J. Bowles, T. Vértesi, M. T. Quintino, and N. Brunner, “One-way Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 200402 (2014).

[30] Y.-N. Chen, C.-M. Li, N. Lambert, S.-L. Chen, Y. Ota, G.-Y. Chen, and F. Nori, “Temporal steering inequality,” Phys. Rev. A 89, 032112 (2014).

[31] S.-L. Chen, N. Lambert, C.-M. Li, A. Miranowicz, Y.-N. Chen, and F. Nori, “Quantifying non-Markovianity with temporal steering,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 020503 (2016).

[32] H.-Y. Ku, S.-L. Chen, H.-B. Chen, N. Lambert, Y.-N.

Chen, and F. Nori, “Temporal steering in four dimensions with applications to coupled qubits and magnetoreception,” Phys. Rev. A 94, 062126 (2016).

[33] C.-M. Li, Y.-N. Chen, N. Lambert, C.-Y.

Chiu, and F. Nori, “Certifying single-system steering for quantum-information processing,” Phys. Rev. A 92, 062310 (2015).

[34] H.-Y. Ku, S.-L. Chen, N. Lambert, Y.-N. Chen, and F. Nori, “Hierarchy in temporal quantum correlations,” Phys. Rev. A 98, 022104 (2018).

[35] R. Tatham, L. Mišta, G. Adesso, and N. Korolkova, “Nonclassical correlations in continuous-variable non-Gaussian Werner states,” Phys. Rev. A 85, 022326 (2012).

[36] Q. He, L. Rosales-Zárate, G. Adesso, and M. D. Reid, “Secure continuous variable teleportation and Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 180502 (2015).

[37] Y. Xiang, I. Kogias, G. Adesso, and Q. He, “Multipartite Gaussian steering: Monogamy constraints and quantum cryptography applications,”

Phys. Rev. A 95, 010101 (2017).

[38] P. Skrzypczyk, M. Navascués, and D. Cavalcanti, “Quantifying Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 180404 (2014).

[39] M. Piani and J. Watrous, “Necessary and sufficient quantum information characterization of Einstein-Podolsky- Rosen steering,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 060404 (2015).

[40] C.-Y. Hsieh, Y.-C. Liang, and R.-K. Lee, “Quantum steerability: Characterization, quantification, superactivation, and unbounded amplification,” Phys. Rev. A 94, 062120 (2016).

[41] R. Gallego and L. Aolita, “Resource theory of steering,” Phys. Rev. X 5, 041008 (2015).

[42] E. Kaur and M. M. Wilde, “Relative entropy of steering: on its definition and properties,” J. Phys. A 50, 465301 (2017).

[43] E. Kaur, X. Wang, and M. M. Wilde, “Conditional mutual information and quantum steering,” Phys. Rev. A 96, 022332 (2017).

[44] D. Cavalcanti and P. Skrzypczyk, “Quantum steering: a review with focus on semidefinite programming,” Rep. Prog. Phys. 80, 024001 (2017).

[45] H.-Y. Ku, S.-L. Chen, C. Budroni, A. Miranowicz, Y.-N. Chen, and F. Nori, “Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering: Its geometric quantification and witness,” Phys. Rev. A 97, 022338 (2018).

[46] R. Gallego, N. Brunner, C. Hadley, and A. Acín, “Deviceindependent tests of classical and quantum dimensions,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 230501 (2010).

[47] J.-D. Bancal, N. Gisin, Y.-C. Liang, and S. Pironio, “Device-independent witnesses of genuine multipartite entanglement,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 250404 (2011).

[48] D. Cavalcanti, R. Rabelo, and V. Scarani, “Nonlocality tests enhanced by a third observer,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 040402 (2012).

[49] A. Acín, N. Brunner, N. Gisin, S. Massar, S. Pironio, and V. Scarani, “Device-independent security of quantum cryptography against collective attacks,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 230501 (2007).

[50] R. F. Werner, “Quantum states with Einstein-Podolsky- Rosen correlations admitting a hidden-variable model,” Phys. Rev. A 40, 4277–4281 (1989).

[51] F. Buscemi, “All entangled quantum states are nonlocal,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 200401 (2012).

[52] C. Branciard, D. Rosset, Y.-C. Liang, and N. Gisin, “Measurement-device-independent entanglement witnesses for all entangled quantum states,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 060405 (2013).

[53] D. Rosset, A. Martin, E. Verbanis, C. C. W.

Lim, and R. Thew, “Practical measurementdevice-independent entanglement quantification,” Phys. Rev. A 98, 052332 (2018).

[54] F. Shahandeh, M. J. W. Hall, and T. C. Ralph, “Measurement-device-independent approach to entanglement measures,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 150505 (2017).

[55] E. Verbanis, A. Martin, D. Rosset, C. C. W. Lim, R. T. Thew, and H. Zbinden, “Resource-efficient measurement-device-independent entanglement witness,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 190501 (2016).

[56] D. Cavalcanti, P. Skrzypczyk, and I. Šupić, “All entangled states can demonstrate nonclassical teleportation,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 110501 (2017).

[57] D. Rosset, F. Buscemi, and Y.-C. Liang, “Resource theory of quantum memories and their faithful verification with minimal assumptions,” Phys. Rev. X 8, 021033 (2018).

[58] E. G. Cavalcanti, M. J. W. Hall, and H. M.

Wiseman, “Entanglement verification and steering when Alice and Bob cannot be trusted,” Phys. Rev. A 87, 032306 (2013).

[59] S. Kocsis, M. J. W. Hall, A. J. Bennet, D. J. Saunders, and G. J. Pryde, “Experimental measurementdevice-independent verification of quantum steering,” Nat. Commun 6, 5886 (2015).

[60] H. Zhang, C. Zhang, X.-M. Hu, B.-H. Liu, Y.-F. Huang, C.-F. Li, and G.-C. Guo, “An arbitrary two-particle high-dimensional Bell state measurement by auxiliary entanglement,” arXiv e-prints , arXiv:1901.01373 (2019), arXiv:1901.01373 [quant-ph].

[61] See Supplemental Material at [URL will be inserted by the publisher] for further details on (1) the derivation of MDI steering witnesses (MDI-SWs) for all steerable assemblages, (2) the proof of the optimal measurement in Eq. (7) and the equvalence between MDI-SM and the steering fraction, (3) the proof of the equavalence between the steering robustness and the steering fraction, (4) general construction of MDI-SWs and the MDI-SM, and (5) the analytical expression of the MDI-SM for the two-qubit Werner states.

[62] I. Jeon and H. Jeong, “Measurement-device-independent and arbitrarily loss-tolerant verification of quantum steering,” Phys. Rev. A 99, 012318 (2019).

[63] J. Bowles, I. Šupić, D. Cavalcanti, and A. Acín, “Deviceindependent entanglement certification of all entangled states,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 180503 (2018).

[64] Yuan-Yuan Zhao, Huan-Yu Ku, Shin-Liang Chen, Franco Nori, Yueh-Nan Chen, Guo-Yong Xiang, Chuan-Feng Li, and Guang-Can Guo, “Experimental measurementdevice-independent quantification of quantum steering,” , arXiv:1901.08298 (2019).

Supplemental material

Appendix A: MDI witnesses for all steerable assemblages

For textural completeness, we first recall the standard steering witness. The set of all unsteerable assemblages LHS forms a convex set [41]. Therefore, for a given steerable assemblage {σ^S_{a|x}}, there always exists a set of positive semidefinite operators {F_{a|x} ≥ 0}, called a steering witness SW , such that tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x} σ^S_{a|x} > α := max_{{σ}US_{a|x}∈LHS} tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x} σ^{US}_{a|x}, while tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x} σ^{US}_{a|x} ≤ α ∀{σ^{US}_{a|x}} ∈ LHS. [17, 19, 38, 39, 44]

The two conditions can be reformulated as follows: tr ∑ a,x ( F_{a|x} − α |X | 11 ) σ^S_{a|x} > 0, (A1)

while tr ∑ a,x ( F_{a|x} − α |X | 11 ) σ^{US}_{a|x} ≤ 0 ∀{σ^{US}_{a|x}} ∈ LHS, (A2)

where |X | denotes the number of elements in X , i.e., the number of the measurement settings.

Motivated by the result from Refs. [52, 58, 59], here we show how to systematically construct a collection of steering witnesses in a MDI scheme, dubbed MDI-SWs. It is MDI since we certify steerability based only on the statistics {p(a, b|x, ω_y)} and on the fact that {ω_y} is a tomographically complete set. In what follows, we would like to address the problem under the framework of the resource theory of steering [41], i.e., we will certify steerability of the underlying assemblage {σ_{a|x}} instead of the quantum state ρ_{AB} .

Under the framework of the resource theory of steering [41], the correlation is obtained from Bob’s joint measurement on the assemblage, i.e., p(a, 1|x, ω_y) = tr(E^{BB0}_1 σ_{a|x} ⊗ ω_y). The average payoff of an assemblage can then be defined as I ( P({σ_{a|x}}), β ) = ∑ a,x,y β^{x,y}_{a,1} p(a, 1|x, ω_y). (A3)

where P({σ_{a|x}}) := {p(a, 1|x, ω_y)}. Now we show that for any given steerable assemblage, one can properly choose a set of coefficients β := {β^{x,y}_{a,1} },

such that I ( P({σ_{a|x}}), β ) is a steering witness of the steerable assemblage. That is, given {σ_{a|x}} /∈ LHS, ∃β := {β^{x,y}_{a,1} } such that I({σ_{a|x}}, β) > 0, I({σ^{US}_{a|x}}, β) ≤ 0 ∀{σ^{US}_{a|x}} ∈ LHS. (A4)

Proof. Since the set of Bob’s input quantum states {ω_y} is a tomographically complete set, it can be used to span all Hermitian matrices of the same dimension: given {F_{a|x}} & {ω_y}, ∃{β^{x,y}_{a,1} } such that F_{a|x} − α |X | 11 = ∑ y β^{x,y}_{a,1} ω^⊺_y ∀a, x, (A5)

where {F_{a|x}} is a SW of the assemblage and β^{x,y}_{a,1} is a set of some real numbers. The transposition ⊺ is for convenience, as will be shown later.

(i) First we prove the second requirement of Eq. (A4). Each component in the correlation {p(a, 1|x, ω_y)} admitting a LHS model can be expressed as p(a, 1|x, ω_y) = tr [ E^{BB0}_1 (σ_{a|x} ⊗ ω_y) ]

= ∑ λ p(λ) p(a|x, λ) tr [ (Ẽ^{B0}_{1,λ}ω_y) ] , (A6)

where Ẽ^{B0}_{1,λ} := tr_B [E^{BB0}_1 (σ_λ ⊗ 11)] is an effective POVM element. The payoff of the assemblage is then written as I({σ_{a|x}}, β) := ∑ a,x,y β^{x,y}_{a,1} p(a, 1|x, ω_y)

= ∑ a,x,λ p(λ)p(a|x, λ) tr [ Ẽ^B0_{1,λ} ( ∑ y β^{x,y}_{a,1} ω_y )]

= tr [ ∑ a,x ( F_{a|x} − α |X | 11 ) ∑ λ p(λ)p(a|x, λ)(Ẽ^{B0}_{1,λ} )^⊺ ]

≤ 0, (A7) where the inequality holds due to Eq. (A2).

(ii) Now we prove the first requirement of Eq. (A4). We choose the joint measurement performed by Bob to be the projection onto the maximally entangled state |Φ^{BB0}_+ ⟩ = 1/ √ d_B ∑_{dB} i=1 |i⟩ ⊗ |i⟩. Therefore, each component of the correlation can be expressed as p(a, 1|x, ω_y) = tr [ E^{BB0}_1 (σ_{a|x} ⊗ ω_y) ]

= tr [ (|Φ^{BB0}_+ ⟩⟨Φ^{BB0}_+ |)(σ_{a|x} ⊗ ω_y) ] = tr [ ω^⊺_y σ_{a|x} ] /d_B . (A8)

The average payoff is reformulated as I({σ_{a|x}}, β) := ∑ a,x,y β^{x,y}_{a,1} p(a, 1|x, ω_y)

= ∑ a,x tr [( ∑ y β^{x,y}_{a,1} ω^⊺_y ) σ^S_{a|x} ] /d_B

= ∑ a,x tr [( F_{a|x} − α |X | 11 ) σ^S_{a|x} ] /d_B > 0, (A9)

where the inequality holds according to Eq. (A1). ■

Appendix B: The equivalence between the MDI measure of steerability and the steering fraction

Let us now rewrite the definition of the MDI steering measure (MDI-SM), i.e., Eq. (5) in the main text

S^{MDI} ({σ_{a|x}}) := max { S^{MDI}_0 ({σ_{a|x}}) − 1, 0 } , (B1)

where

S^{MDI}_0 ({σ_{a|x}}) := sup_{β,P} ∑ a,x,y β x,y a,1 p(a, 1|x, ω_y) sup¯_{P∈LHS}′ ∑ a,x,y β x,y a,1 p̄(a, 1|x, ω_y) . (B2) By replacing p(a, b|x, ω_y) with tr[E^{BB0}_1 σ_{a|x} ⊗ ω_y] and using the spanned relation F_{a|x} = ∑ y β^{x,y}_{a,1} ω^⊺_y , then

S^{MDI}_0 ({σ_{a|x}}) can be reformulated as [i.e., Eq. (7)]:

S^{MDI}_0 ({σ_{a|x}})

= sup F≥0,E_1 ∑ a,x tr [ E^{BB0}_1 (σ_{a|x} ⊗ F^⊺_{a|x}) ] sup_{τ ∈LHS} ∑ a,x tr [ E^{BB0}_1 (τ_{a|x} ⊗ F^⊺_{a|x}) ] , (B3) where F ≥ 0 denotes {F_{a|x} ≥ 0} for brevity. Since E^{BB0}_1 is a POVM element, it is diagonalizable and can be taken as a linear combination of rank-1 projectors with coefficients lying between 0 and 1. Since any rank-k projector can be produced by acting a separable operation on the maximally entangled state, E^{BB0}_1 can be written as

E^{BB0}_1 = ∑ k,i u(k)Ã^k_i ⊗ B̃^k_i |Φ⟩⟨Φ|Ã^{k†}_i ⊗ B̃^{k†}_i , = ∑ k,i A^k_i ⊗ B^k_i |Φ⟩⟨Φ|A^{k†}_i ⊗ B^{k†}_i , (B4)

where u(k) denotes the coefficients between 0 and 1, A^k_i ⊗ B^k_i = √ u(k)Ã^k_i ⊗ B̃^k_i is the redefined Kraus operators for each i, and (for brevity) |Φ⟩ denotes |Φ^{BB0}_+ ⟩. Then, we can proceed to write S^{MDI}_0 ({σ_{a|x}}) as

sup F≥0,A^k_i ,B^k_i ∑ a,x,k,i tr [ A^k_i ⊗ B^k_i |Φ⟩⟨Φ|A^{k†}_i ⊗ B^{k†}_i (σ_{a|x} ⊗ F^⊺_{a|x}) ] sup_{τ ∈LHS} ∑ a,x,k,i tr [ A^k_i ⊗ B^k_i |Φ⟩⟨Φ|A^{k†}_i ⊗ B^{k†}_i (τ_{a|x} ⊗ F^⊺_{a|x}) ]

= sup F≥0,A^k_i ,B^k_i ∑ a,x,k,i⟨Φ|A k† i ⊗ B^{k†}_i (σ_{a|x} ⊗ F^⊺_{a|x})A^k_i ⊗ B^k_i |Φ⟩ sup_{τ ∈LHS} ∑ a,x,k,i⟨Φ|A k† i ⊗ B^{k†}_i (τ_{a|x} ⊗ F^⊺_{a|x})A^k_i ⊗ B^k_i |Φ⟩ = sup F≥0,A^k_i ,B^k_i ∑ a,x,k,i⟨Φ|(A k† i σ_{a|x}A^k_i ) ⊗ (B^{k†}_i F^⊺_{a|x}B^k_i )|Φ⟩ sup_{τ ∈LHS} ∑ a,x,k,i⟨Φ|(A k† i τ_{a|x}A^k_i ) ⊗ (B^{k†}_i F^⊺_{a|x}B^k_i )|Φ⟩ = sup F≥0,A^k_i ,B^k_i ∑ a,x,k,i tr [ A^{k†}_i σ_{a|x}A^k_i · B^{k⊺}_i F_{a|x}B^{k†⊺}_i ] sup_{τ ∈LHS} ∑ a,x,k,i tr [ A^{k†}_i τ_{a|x}A^k_i · B^{k⊺}_i F_{a|x}B^{k†⊺}_i ]

= sup F≥0,A^k_i ,B^k_i ∑ a,x tr [ σ_{a|x} ∑ k,i A^k_i B^{k⊺}_i F_{a|x}B^{k†⊺}_i A^{k†}_i ] sup_{τ ∈LHS} ∑ a,x tr [ τ_{a|x} ∑ k,i A^k_i B^{k⊺}_i F_{a|x}B^{k†⊺}_i A^{k†}_i ]

≤ sup_{F≥0} ∑ a,x tr [ σ_{a|x}F_{a|x} ] sup_{τ ∈LHS} ∑ a,x tr [ τ_{a|x}F_{a|x} ].

(B5)

The inequality is due to the fact that the convex set F is a superset of the one after performing the completely positive map, i.e., F^′ := { ∑ k,i A^k_i B^{k⊺}_i F_{a|x}B^{k†⊺}_i A^{k†}_i }_{a,x}. The last quantity is exactly the steering fraction proposed by [40]. From the result of the next section, we obtain that S^{MDI}({σ_{a|x}}) is also the same as the steering robustness.

Appendix C: Proof of the equivalence between the steering fraction and the steering robustness

In this section, we explicitly prove the equivalence between the steering fraction and the steering robustness, although their equivalence is implicitly mentioned in some references (see, e.g., Ref. [44]). The steering robustness of a given assemblage can be obtained by the dual program described in Eq. (D2). On the other hand, the steering fraction (S_F ) of the given assemblage is defined as [40]

S_F + 1 = max_{F≥0} tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x} σ_{a|x} max_{τ ∈LHS} tr ∑ a|x F_{a|x} τ_{a|x} . (C1)

We can rewrite it as

S_F + 1 = max_{F̃≥0} tr ∑ a,x F̃_{a|x} σ_{a|x}, (C2)

where F̃_{a|x} := F^{a|x} max_{τ ∈LHS} tr ∑ a|x F_{a|x} τ_{a|x} ≥ 0. (C3)

Therefore, to prove the equivalence between Eqs. (D2) and (C1), it is equivalent to prove ∑ a,x D(a|x, λ)F̃_{a|x} ≤ 11 ∀λ. (C4)

Proof. For each λ, the quantity 11 − ∑ a,x D(a|x, λ)F̃_{a|x} is multiplied by a subnormalized quantum state ρ_λ ≥ 0. We take the trace, and sum over all λ: tr ∑ λ ( 11 − ∑ a,x D(a|x, λ)F_{a|x} max_{τ ∈LHS} tr ∑ a|x F_{a|x}τ_{a|x} ) ρ_λ

= 1 − tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x}σ^{US}_{a|x} max_{τ ∈LHS} tr ∑ a|x F_{a|x}τ_{a|x} , (C5)

which is non-negative for all ρ_λ ≥ 0 and λ. Since the only constraint between the free parameters ρ_λ is tr ∑ λ ρ_λ = 1, we derive this condition

11 − ∑ a,x D(a|x, λ)F_{a|x} max_{τ ∈LHS} tr ∑ a|x F_{a|x}τ_{a|x} ≥ 0 ∀λ. (C6) ■

Appendix D: Construction of MDI-SWs and MDI-SMs from the standard steering witnesses

In this section, we provide an algorithmic method for constructing a set of coefficients β of the MDI-SW and MDI-SM from the standard steering witness {F_{a|x}}. For a target steerable assemblage {σ_{a|x}}, one can construct a MDI-SW through the following steps:

1. Choose a tomographically complete set {ω_y} to be Bob’s quantum inputs.

2. Consider the optimal standard steering witness {F_{a|x}} of the target assemblage {σ_{a|x}}, which can be obtained either from the dual SDP program of the steerable weight S_W [38] given {σ_{a|x}} S_W + 1 = min tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x}σ_{a|x} such that ∑ a,x D(a|x, λ)F_{a|x} ≥ 11 ∀λ F_{a|x} ≥ 0 ∀a, x,

(D1)

or from the dual SDP program of the steering robustness S_R [39]: given {σ_{a|x}} S_R + 1 = max tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x}σ_{a|x} such that ∑ a,x D(a|x, λ)F_{a|x} ≤ 11 ∀λ F_{a|x} ≥ 0 ∀a, x.

(D2)

3. Choose a set of coefficients β := {β^{x,y}_{a,1} } satisfying the spanned relation: F_{a|x} − 11 |X | = ∑ y β^{x,y}_{a,1} ω^⊺_y ∀a, x. (D3) 4. Finally, I(P({σ_{a|x}}), {β}) := ∑ a,x,y β x,y a,1 p(a, 1|x, ω_y) is a MDI-SW. The negative value certifies the steerability if we consider the program Eq. (D1) of the steerable weight in the second step, while the positive value certifies the steerability if we consider the steering robustness described by Eq. (D2).

To construct the MDI-SM of the given assemblage, we must follow these steps:

1. Choose a tomographically complete set {ω_y} to be Bob’s quantum inputs.

2. Choose Bob’s measurement to be in the basis {E^{BB0}_1 , 11 − E^{BB0}_1 }, with E^{BB0}_1 being the projection onto the maximally entangled state (1/ √ d) ∑_d ii |ii⟩. 3. From the above two steps, one obtains the optimal correlation {p(a, 1|x, ω_y) = tr(E^{BB0}_1 σ_{a|x} ⊗ ω_y)}.

4. Consider the optimal standard steering witness {F_{a|x}} of the assemblage {σ_{a|x}}, which is obtained from the dual SDP program Eq. (D2) of the steering robustness.

5. Choose a set of coefficients β := {β^{x,y}_{a,1} } satisfying the spanned relation: F_{a|x} = ∑ y β^{x,y}_{a,1} ω^⊺_y ∀a, x. (D4) 6. Finally, max { ∑_{a,x,y} β^{x,y}_{a,1} p(a, 1|x, ω_y) sup¯_{P∈LHS}′ ∑ a,x,y β x,y a,1 p̄(a, 1|x, ω_y) − 1, 0 } (D5)

is the MDI-SM, where the denominator [see Eq. (8)] is sup P̄∈LHS′ ∑ a,x,y β^{x,y}_{a,1} p̄(a, 1|x, ω_y) = 1 d . (D6)

One may find that the algorithmic method for constructing the MDI-SM is not genuine MDI since the assemblage has to be known. We have mentioned this in the last section of the main text, i.e., obtaining an optimal set β in a MDI scenario is one of the open problems. We would also like to stress that the definition of the MDI-SM itself and the proof of the equivalence with the steering robustness are still in the MDI scheme.

Appendix E: Analytical construction of the MDI steering measure for Werner states

In this section, we provide an analytical construction of the MDI steering measure of an assemblage obtained from the two-qubit Werner state. The procedure is the same as the algorithmic method in Section D of this Supplementary material. To obtain the optimal standard steering witness {F_{a|x}}, we use a similar technique to the one used in Ref. [44]. The two-qubit Werner state is written as

ρ^v_{AB} = v|Φ^−⟩⟨Φ^−| + (1 − v)11/4, v ∈ [0, 1], (E1)

where |Φ^−⟩ = (|10⟩ − |01⟩)/ √ 2 is the singlet state. We take the measurements performed by Alice to be in the bases of Pauli X and Z. The corresponding assemblage is then given by [44] σ_{a|x} = v 11 + (−1)^{a+1}n̂_x · ⃗σ 2 + 1 − v 4 11 ∀a, x, (E2) where n̂_1 = (1, 0, 0) and n̂_2 = (0, 0, 1) are vectors on the Bloch sphere, and ⃗σ = (X, Y, Z) is the set of Pauli matrices. Any two-dimensional Hermitian matrix F_{a|x} can be expressed as F_{a|x} = γ_{a|x}11 + ⃗κ_{a|x} · ⃗σ, with γ_{a|x} being a real number and ⃗κ_{a|x} being a three dimensional vector. Then, we arrive at tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x}σ_{a|x} = 1 2 (γ_{1|1} + γ_{2|1} + γ_{1|2} + γ_{2|2}) + v 2 [ n̂_1 · (⃗κ_{1|1} − ⃗κ_{2|1}) + n̂_2 · (⃗κ_{1|2} − ⃗κ_{2|2}) ] . (E3) The above quantity achieves its maximal value when ⃗κ_{a|x} are aligned or anti-aligned with n̂_x. Specifically, we set ⃗κ_{1|1} //n̂_1, ⃗κ_{2|1} //−n̂_1, ⃗κ_{1|2} //n̂_2, and ⃗κ_{2|2} //−n̂_2. With the above conditions, we obtain tr ∑ a,x F_{a|x}σ_{a|x} = 1 2 (γ_{1|1} + γ_{2|1} + γ_{1|2} + γ_{2|2}) + v 2 ( κ_{1|1} + κ_{2|1} + κ_{1|2} + κ_{2|2} ) , (E4)

where for each a and x, κ_{a|x} is a positive real number corresponding to the length of each vector ⃗κ_{a|x}. In order to satisfy the second constraint in Eq. (D2), we have γ_{a|x} ≥ κ_{a|x} ∀ a, x. (E5) β^{1,1}_{1,1} β^{2,1}_{1,1} β^{1,1}_{2,1} β^{2,1}_{2,1} β^{1,2}_{1,1} β^{2,2}_{1,1} β^{1,2}_{2,1} β^{2,2}_{2,1} 2κ κ 0 κ 0 κ 2κ κ β^{1,3}_{1,1} β^{2,3}_{1,1} β^{1,3}_{2,1} β^{2,3}_{2,1} β^{1,4}_{1,1} β^{2,4}_{1,1} β^{1,4}_{2,1} β^{2,4}_{2,1} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 β^{1,5}_{1,1} β^{2,5}_{1,1} β^{1,5}_{2,1} β^{2,5}_{2,1} β^{1,6}_{1,1} β^{2,6}_{1,1} β^{1,6}_{2,1} β^{2,6}_{2,1} 0 κ 0 −κ 0 −κ 0 κ TABLE I. A choice of the set {β^{x,y}_{a,1} } of the MDI-SM of the assemblage produced from the two-qubit Werner state.

Considering all deterministic strategies λ = (a_{x=1}, a_{x=2}) and the first constraint in Eq. (D2), we obtain the following inequalities:

(1 − γ_{1|1} − γ_{1|2}) ≥‖ ⃗κ_{1|1} + ⃗κ_{1|2} ‖= √ κ^2_{1|1} + κ^2_{1|2},

(1 − γ_{1|1} − γ_{2|2}) ≥‖ ⃗κ_{1|1} + ⃗κ_{2|2} ‖= √ κ^2_{1|1} + κ^2_{|2},

(1 − γ_{2|1} − γ_{1|2}) ≥‖ ⃗κ_{2|1} + ⃗κ_{1|2} ‖= √ κ^2_{|1} + κ^2_{1|2},

(1 − γ_{2|1} − γ_{2|2}) ≥‖ ⃗κ_{2|1} + ⃗κ_{2|2} ‖= √ κ^2_{|1} + κ^2_{|2}.

(E6)

Combining Eqs. (E5) and (E6), the constraints can be reformulated as √ κ^2_{a1|1} + κ^2_{a2 |2} ≤ 1 − γ_{a1 |1} − γ_{a2|2} ≤ 1 − κ_{a1|1} − κ_{a2|2} ∀a_1, a_2 ∈ {1, 2}. (E7) From Eqs. (E4), (E5), and (E6), we can see that γ_{a|x} as well as κ_{a|x} are permutation symmetrical to a and x. Therefore, without loss of generality, we can assume that γ_{a|x} = γ and κ_{a|x} = κ. Finally, from Eq. (E7) and the symmetric rule, we obtain the two inequalities as

1 2 + √ 2 ≥ κ ≥ 0 and 1 − √ 2κ^2 2 ≥ γ ≥ κ. (E8)

Since Eq. (E4) is a linear function of γ and κ, the local maximal value takes place at the extremal points γ = κ = (2 + √ 2)^{−1} of the constraint (E8). Therefore, the optimal {F_{a|x}} in Eq. (D2) is analytically constructed as

F_{a|x} = 1 2 + √ 2 [11 + (−1)^{a+1}σ_x] ∀a, x. (E9)

Now we take Bob’s input quantum states {ω_y} to be the eigenstates of Pauli matrices, which form a tomographically complete set. The above steering functional can be spanned by this set:

F_{a|x} = ∑ y β^{x,y}_{a,1} ω^⊺_y ∀a, x. (E10)

Except a choice of the set {β^{x,y}_{a,1} } shown in the main text, here we list an other feasible one in Table I. The steerability of the assemblage created by the measurements on the two-qubit Werner state can then be obtained in a MDI scenario, which is shown in Fig. 1 in the main text.