arXiv:2405.06255v1 [quant-ph] 10 May 2024

Sharing Asymmetric Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen Steering with Projective Measurements

Yan-Xin Rong,^1 Shuo Wang,^2 Zhen-Fei Zhang,^1 Yong-Jian Gu,^1 and Ya Xiao^{1, ∗} 1College of Physics and Optoelectronic Engineering, Ocean University of China, Qingdao 266100, People’s Republic of China 2China Ship Research and Development Academy, Beijing, 100192 , People’s Republic of China

Recently, both global and local classical randomness-assisted projective measurement protocols have been employed to share Bell nonlocality of an entangled state among multiple sequential parties. Unlike Bell nonlocality, Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) steering exhibits distinct asymmetric characteristics and serves as the necessary quantum resource for one-sided device-independent quantum information tasks. In this work, we propose a projective measurement protocol and investigate the shareability of EPR steering with steering radius criterion theoretically and experimentally. Our results reveal that arbitrarily many independent parties can share one-way steerability using projective measurements, even when no shared randomness is available. Furthermore, by leveraging only local randomness, asymmetric two-way steerability can also be shared. Our work not only deepens the understanding of the role of projective measurements in sharing quantum correlations but also opens up a new avenue for reutilizing asymmetric quantum correlations.

INTRODUCTION

Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) steering describes the ability of one party, Alice, to nonlocally steer the state of the other party, Bob, even when Bob does not trust Alice. This property makes EPR steering a key resource for one-sided device-independent quantum key distribution [1–4], randomness certification [5–7], quantum secret sharing [8–10] and quantum teleportation [11, 12]. EPR steering was first proposed by Schrödinger [13, 14] and then strictly redefined by Wiseman et al. [15]. In contrast to symmetric quantum entanglement and Bell nonlocality, EPR steering highlights an asymmetric property: the steerability from Alice to Bob may not be equal to that of the opposite direction and even allows for oneway steering, where Alice can steer Bob’s state but not vice versa [16]. This intrinsic asymmetry has potential applications in asymmetric quantum network [17, 18]. Recently, asymmetric EPR steering has been experimentally demonstrated in both continuous and discrete variable systems [19–22]. For a detailed introduction to EPR steering, please refer to the review article [23].

In the standard EPR steering tasks, each party performs basis projective measurements. Due to the monogamy constraint, no more than N independent parties can share the steerability of an N-qubit state [24]. In 2015, Silva et al. demonstrated that this constraint can be removed if sequential unsharp (non-projective) measurements are adopted [25]. They found that by properly modulating the measurement strength, the former party extracts enough nonlocality from the system while reserving enough for the next party, thereby enabling the sharing of Bell nonlocality of a two-qubit entangled state among multiple sequential parties [25]. Since then, the sequential unsharp-measurement-based protocol has been widely employed to share EPR steering [26–31] and other types of quantum correlations, such as quantum entanglement [32–41], network nonlocality [42–46] and quantum contextuality [47–50]. Additionally, these measurements have been demonstrated to yield outcomes that are unachievable in non-sequential scenarios, including unbounded randomness generation [51] and advantages in communication complexity [52, 53]. For more details, please refer to the review article on quantum correlation sharing [54].

However, implementing an unsharp measurement requires entangling the qubit with an auxiliary degree of freedom, which demands an increasingly complex experimental setup. Recently, Steffinlongo et al. proposed a protocol for sharing Bell nonlocality between multiple parties using only projective measurements [55]. By allowing all involved parties to leverage global randomness and stochastically combine different projective measurement strategies, sequential violations of the Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) inequality can be witnessed. Later, Sasmal et al. introduced a protocol for local randomness-assisted projective measurements that enables unbounded sharing of Bell nonlocality [56]. These sharing protocols only require local projective measurements on qubits, which can be achieved using polarizers and quarter-wave plates in optical systems, making them experimentally easier [55, 56].

On the experimental side, while numerous studies have demonstrated the feasibility of sharing Bell nonlocality through both sequential unsharp and projective measurement protocols [57–60], investigations related to the sequential sharing of EPR steering have been restricted to unsharp measurements [28, 30]. Additionally, the number of parties that can share EPR steering is limited to four [28]. Moreover, the authors employ a linear steering inequality to demonstrate the existence of steerability, but this criterion can not be used to verify whether the steerability is symmetric or asymmetric.

In this work, we extend Steffinlongo et al.’s protocol and investigate the sharing of EPR steering using three different projective measurement strategies. The steerability is quantified by the two-measurement settings steering radius, which serves as a necessary and sufficient criterion. Our theoretical results show that one untrusted party can remotely steer all the states of an unbounded number of sequential parties simultaneously and independently. If each sequential party is allowed to leverage his private local randomness, the sharing of asymmetric two-way steering can also be observed. Experimentally, we take three parties as an example and show that it is possible to share both one-way steerability and asymmetric two-way steerability by employing only projective measurements. Unlike Steffinlongo et al.’s projective measurement protocol [55], our protocol requires only local randomness and negates the unitary operators of subsequent parties. Depart from Choi et al.’s steering sharing work [28], we further demonstrate the feasibility of sharing asymmetric EPR-steering. Our work opens up new ways to reuse quantum correlations in asymmetric multi-party quantum information tasks.

THEORY AND SCENARIOS

FIG. 1. EPR steering sharing with local randomness-assisted projective measurements. Initially, Alice and Bob1 share a two-qubit entangled state ρin. Alice performs projective measurements on her qubit, while Bob1 employs projective instruments on his qubit according to his local randomness λ1, which follows the probability distribution {p(λ1)}. Then Bob1 relays the post-measurement state to Bob2, who performs similar operations. This process continues until Charlie performs projective measurements on the received postmeasurement state.

The EPR steering sharing scenario with projective measurements and local randomness is shown in FIG. 1. In this scenario, one particle of a two-qubit state ρ_{in} is sent to Alice, while the other particle is subsequently distributed among multiple Bobs (Bob_i, i ∈ {1, 2, ..., n}) and Charlie, with Charlie being the last one. In this game, Alice’s (each Bob’s and Charlie’s) task is to remotely steer the quantum state of each Bob’s and Charlie’s (Alice’s) particle simultaneously and independently. Bob_i or Charlie (Alice) will be convinced by Alice (Bob_i or Charlie) if there is no local hidden state ensemble to construct his (her) conditional states. In the case of Nmeasurement settings, Alice (Charlie) performs the projective measurements of N observables A_x ≡ {A_{a|x} = (I + (−1)^a ⃗m_x · ⃗σ)/2} (C_z ≡ {C_{c|z} = (I + (−1)^c⃗k_z · ⃗σ)/2}) according to the received measurement directions ⃗m_x ∈ {⃗m_1, · · ·, ⃗m_N } ( ⃗k_z ∈ {⃗k_1, · · ·, ⃗k_N }), yielding binary output a ∈ {0, 1} (c ∈ {0, 1}). I is the identity matrix and ⃗σ = {σ_x, σ_y , σ_z} is the Pauli matrix. However, each Bob_i employs a probabilistic projective instrument strategy by leveraging his local classical randomness λ_i, which is subjected to probability distributions {p(λ_i)}. For a certain λ_i, depending on the received measurement directions ⃗n^{(λi )}y_i ∈ {⃗n^{(λi)}_1 , · · ·, ⃗n^{(λi)}_N }, Bob_i applies a corresponding instrument characterized by Kraus operators {K^{(λi)}_{bi|yi} } to his particle. This produces a classical binary outcome b_i ∈ {0, 1} recorded by Bob_i, and a qubit post-measurement state is relayed to the nearest Bob_{i+1}. This process continues until the postmeasurement state is measured by the final Charlie. Notably, since the instrument of Bob_i realizes a projective measurement, the corresponding Kraus operators must satisfy the completeness relation ∀y_i, B^{(λi )}_{0|yi} + B^{(λi )}_{1|yi} = I, where B^{(λi )}_{bi|yi} = K^{†(λi)}_{bi|yi} K^{(λi)}_{bi|yi} = [I + (−1)^{bi} ⃗n^{(λi )}_{yi} · ⃗σ]/2 are the corresponding elements of the projective measurement observable B^{(λi )}_{yi} = B^{(λi )}_{0|yi} − B^{(λi )}_{1|yi} . As sequential Bobs and Charlie are assumed to act independently, the state ρ_{ABi+1} (ρ_{AC} ) shared between Alice and Bob_{i+1} (Charlie) can be described by the Lüders rule [61]:

ρ_{ABi+1} = 1 2 ∑ λ_i,y_i,b_i p(λ_i)(I ⊗ K^{(λi)}_{bi|yi} )ρ_{ABi} (I ⊗ K^{†(λi)}_{bi|yi} ), ρ_{AC} = 1 2 ∑ λ_n,y_n,b_n p(λ_n)(I ⊗ K^{(λn)}_{bn|yn} )ρ_{ABn} (I ⊗ K^{†(λn)}_{bn|yn} ), (1) where ρ_{AB1} = ρ_{in}. If Bob_i (Charlie) performs measurement B^{(λi )}_{bi |yi} (C_{c|z}), the conditional state of Alice can

be expressed as ρ^A_{bi |⃗nλiyi} = Tr_{Bi} [ B^{(λi )}_{bi|yi} ρ_{ABi} ] (ρ^A_{c|⃗kz} = Tr_C [ C_{c|z}ρ_{AC} ] ). Similarly, if Alice performs measurement A_{a|x}, the conditional state of Bob_i (Charlie) can be expressed as ρ^{Bi}_{a| ⃗mx} = Tr_A [ A_{a|x}ρ_{ABi} ] (ρ^C_{a| ⃗mx} = Tr_A [ A_{a|x}ρ_{AC} ] ). Here, we adopt steering radius R_{ABi} to quantify the steerability from Alice to Bob_i, which serves as a necessary and sufficient criterion. It can be defined as [16, 22]

R_{ABi} = max { ⃗m_1,···, ⃗m_N } { min {p^B_i ρ^B_i } {max{|⃗v^B_i |}}}. (2) {p^B_i ρ^B_i } is the local hidden state ensemble of Bob_i, |⃗v^B_i | is the length of the Bloch vector of the corresponding local hidden state ρ^B_i . If R_{ABi} > 1, there is no local hidden state ensemble to construct the conditional states of Bob_i, which indicates that the steering task from Alice to Bob_i is successful. Otherwise, the steering task fails if R_{ABi} ≤ 1. The steering radius for the case in which Alice steers Charlie’s state (R_{AC} ), Bob_i steers Alice’s state (R_{Bi A}), Charlie steers Alice’s state (R_{CA}) can be defined in a similar way.

Consider a family of two-qubit states [16] ρ(W, θ) = W |ψ(θ)⟩ ⟨ψ(θ)| + (1 − W ) 2 I ⊗ ρ_B (θ), (3)

where W ∈ [0, 1] and θ ∈ [0, π/2]. |ψ(θ)⟩ = cos θ|HH⟩ + sin θ|V V ⟩, |H⟩ and |V ⟩ represent the horizontal and vertical polarization, respectively. ρ_B (θ) = Tr_A [|ψ(θ)⟩ ⟨ψ(θ)|]. Without loss of generality, we mainly concentrate on the simplest scenario involving three parties, namely Alice, Bob, and Charlie. In this scenario, only Bob employs local randomness-assisted projective instruments. For two-measurement settings, based on the symmetrical property of the steering ellipsoid of state ρ(W, θ) [62, 63], the optimal measurement directions are {⃗x, ⃗z} for both steering directions. Therefore, with Alice’s and Charlie’s measurement observables respectively selected as {A_0 = σ_x, A_1 = σ_z} and {C_0 = σ_x, C_1 = σ_z }, the measurement strategies of Bob are as follows:

Case 1 (λ = 1): Both measurements are basis projections. Bob measures B^{(1)}_0 = σ_x and B^{(1)}_1 = σ_z. In this case, R^{(1)}_{AB} ∈ [0, √ 2], R^{(1)}_{BA} ∈ [0, √ 2], R^{(1)}_{AC} ∈ [0, 1/ √ 2] and R^{(1)}_{CA} ∈ [0, 1]. It is clear that the steering between Alice and Bob is permissible, however, the steering between Alice and Charlie is forbidden.

Case 2 (λ = 2): Both measurements are identity projections. Bob measures B^{(2)}_0 =B^{(2)}_1 =I. In this case, R^{(2)}_{AB} = R^{(2)}_{AC} ∈ [0, √ 2], R^{(2)}_{BA} ∈ [0, √ 2] and R^{(2)}_{BA} ∈ [0, 1].

Thus, only the steering from Bob to Alice is forbidden.

Case 3 (λ = 3): One measurement is an identity projection and the other is a basis projection. Bob measures B^{(3)}_0 = I and B^{(3)}_1 = σ_z . In this case, R^{(3)}_{AB} ∈ [0, √ 2], R^{(3)}_{BA} ∈ [0, 1], R^{(3)}_{AC} ∈ [0, √ 5/2] and R^{(3)}_{CA} ∈ [0, √ 5/2]. Similar to case 2, only the steering from Bob to Alice is forbidden.

Obviously, the one-way steering can be shared with the measurement strategy shown in case 2 or case 3. But the sharing of two-way steering is impossible when only employing a deterministic measurement strategy. If the stochastic combination of the above three deterministic measurement strategies is permitted, the sharing of twoway steering can be further achieved. This analysis is detailed in the Appendix I.

EXPERIMENTAL SETUP AND RESULTS

FIG. 2 shows the experimental setup. A 10 mm long periodically poled potassium titanyl phosphate (PP-

FIG. 2. Experimental setup. A pair of polarization-entangled photons in the state |ψ(θ)⟩ is generated by pumping a type-II cut PPKTP crystal located in a Sagnac interferometer. After being filtered by interference filters (IFs), one of the downconversion photons is directed to an unbalanced interferometer (UI) to further prepare the state described in Eq. (3). Then, it is sent to Alice. Meanwhile, the other photon is sequentially sent to Bob and Charlie. A half-wave plate (H1) and two variable filters (V1 and V2) are respectively used to adjust the state parameters θ and W . Bob’s projective measurements can be simulated by two semi-circular polarizers (SPL1 and SPL2). For some appropriate axes, SPL1 and SPL2 can act as basis projections of σx, σz and the identity projection I. Two variable filters (V3 and V4) are used to adjust the probability distribution p(λ). Alice and Charlie employ quarter-wave plates (QWPs), half-wave plates (HWPs), and polarization beam splitters (PBSs) to perform the associated projective measurements.

KTP) crystal, located within a Sagnac interferometer, is pumped both clockwise and counterclockwise by a 405 nm continuous diode laser to generate a two-qubit polarization-entangled photon state |ψ(θ)⟩. A half-wave plate (H1) is used to adjust the state parameter θ. The pump beam is filtered by two interference filters (IFs). One of the down-conversion photons is directed to an unbalanced interferometer (UI), where a beam splitter (BS) separates it into two paths. In the upper path, the state remains unchanged, but in the lower path, two birefringent crystals (PC1, PC2) with sufficiently long lengths entirely destroy the coherence between |H⟩ and |V ⟩. Combining these two paths enables the preparation of arbitrary two-qubit states in the form described by Eq. (3). The parameter W can be adjusted by rotating two variable filters (V1 and V2). After passing through the UI, the photon is received by Alice, who uses a half-wave plate (HWP), a quarter-wave plate (QWP), and a polarization beam splitter (PBS) to implement her desired projective measurements.

The other down-conversion photon is first sent to Bob. We consider a scenario where Bob can randomly combine no more than two different projective measurement strategies. This can be realized by the other UI. A semicircular polarizer (SPL) in each path allows Bob to implement the measurement strategies shown in cases 1 to 3. Specifically, as the photon passes through the hole part, SPL behaves as the identity projection I. As the photon traverses the polarizer section, SPL behaves as σ_x basis measurements when its axis is set at −π/4 and π/4, and as σ_z basis measurements when its axis is set at 0 and π/2. The probability distribution p(λ) can be adjusted using variable filters (V3 and V4). After combining these two paths, the photon is sequentially sent to Charlie, who performs the desired projective measurements using the same setup as Alice. By evaluating the respective steering radius, we can check whether the state between Alice and Bob, as well as between Alice and Charlie, is two-way steerable, one-way steerable, or unsteerable.

FIG. 3. The steerability of a family of symmetric states with θ = π/4. Steering radii for the measurement strategies shown in (a). case 1, (b). case 2 and (c). case 3. Theoretical and experimental results are depicted by solid lines and circles, respectively. The dashed black lines denote boundaries between steerable and unsteerable states. The vertical colored regions represent different direction-related steering classes: one-way steerable from Alice to Bob (A → B), two-way steerable between Alice and Bob (A ↔ B), one-way steerable from Alice to Bob and two-way steerable between Alice and Charlie (A → B&A ↔ C). (d). The fidelity of the experimental states shown in (a-c). Error bars are estimated by the Poissonian statistics of two-photon coincidences.

We first investigate the sharing of EPR steering with a family of symmetric states (Werner states) by setting θ = π/4. The experimental results for ten states with W = {0.3990±0.0050, 0.5020±0.0039, 0.6225±0.0113, 0.7118± 0.0107, 0.7534 ± 0.0063, 0.7932 ± 0.0053, 0.8547 ± 0.0058, 0.9048 ± 0.0108, 0.9493 ± 0.0037, 0.9954 ± 0.0007} under three deterministic projective strategies are depicted in FIG. 3. As shown in FIG. 3 (a-c), the steering radii exhibit linear behavior with respect to W . It is evident that in case 1, the steering radius from Alice to

Bob (Charlie) is equal to that from Bob (Charlie) to Alice. Two-way steering between Alice and Bob appears when W ∈ (1/ √ 2, 1]. However, the sequential sharing of EPR steering is absent. In case 2, one-way steering from Alice to Bob and two-way steering between Alice and Charlie are allowed in the same range W ∈ (1/ √ 2, 1].

Clearly, Alice can simultaneously steer the states of Bob and Charlie. By employing the measurement strategy shown in case 3, the range in which Alice can simultaneously steer Bob and Charlie decreases to W ∈ (2/ √ 5, 1].

Unlike the previous two cases, an asymmetric steering range (W ∈ (1/ √ 2, 2/ √ 5)) emerges, within which only Alice can steer Bob’s state. The corresponding state fidelities are further shown in FIG. 3 (d), whose average value is about 0.9895±0.0091.

FIG. 4. The steerability of a family of asymmetric states with θ = π/8. Steering radii for the measurement strategies shown in (a). case 1, (b). case 2 and (c). case 3. Theoretical and experimental results are depicted by solid lines and circles, respectively. The dashed black lines denote boundaries between steerable and unsteerable states. The vertical colored regions represent different direction-related steering classes: one-way steerable from Alice to Bob (A → B), two-way steerable between Alice and Bob (A ↔ B), one-way steerable from Alice to both Bob and Charlie (A → B&A → C), one-way steerable from Alice to Bob and two-way steerable between Alice and Charlie (A → B&A ↔ C). (d). The fidelity of the experimental states is shown in (a-c). Error bars are estimated by the Poissonian statistics of two-photon coincidences.

The experimental results corresponding to those above three deterministic projective strategies with a family of asymmetric states (θ = π/8) are shown in FIG. 4. Compared with the previous scenario of symmetric states, each deterministic projective strategy reveals more direction-related steering classes. Specifically, oneway steering from Alice to Bob is further allowed when W ∈(1/ √ 2, √ 2/3) in case 1. Additionally, in case 2, oneway steering from Alice to both Bob and Charlie appears within the same range (W ∈1/ √ 2, √ 2/3). In case 3, similar changes are also observed: Alice can simultaneously steer the states of Bob and Charlie, but not vice versa, when W ∈ (2/ √ 5, √ 2/3). Obviously, the one-way steering can be shared among Alice, Bob, and Charlie with the measurement strategies shown in case 2 and case 3. The corresponding state fidelities are further shown in FIG. 4 (d), whose average value is about 0.9918 ± 0.0050.

FIG. 5. The steering radii as a function of probability p when the measurement strategy is a stochastic combination of case 1 and case 3. (a). The results for a symmetric state with {W = 0.995 ± 0.001, θ = π/4}. (b). The results for an asymmetric state with {W = 0.992 ± 0.001, θ = π/8}. Theoretical and experimental results are represented by solid lines and circles, respectively. The dashed black lines denote boundaries between steerable and unsteerable states. The insets in (a) and (b) provide a magnification of the regions where two-way steerability could be shared among Alice, Bob, and Charlie simultaneously. Error bars are estimated by the Poissonian statistics of two-photon coincidences.

Finally, we investigate the sequential sharing of steerability by combining two different projective measurement strategies with a probability distribution{p(λ)}. When combining measurement strategies shown in case 1 and case 2, or combining measurement strategies shown in case 2 and case 3, the sharing of two-way steering is absent, as detailed in Appendix I. D and Appendix II. Here, we are mainly interested in the scenario where the measurement strategy is a combination of case 1 and case 3 with {p(1), p(3)} = {p, 1 − p}. The steering shareability of a symmetric state with {W = 0.9955 ± 0.0007, θ = π/4}, and an asymmetric state with {W = 0.9931 ± 0.0012, θ = π/8}, is shown in FIG. 5 (a) and (b), respectively. Unlike the previous deterministic measurement strategies, which can only share one-way steering, asymmetric two-way steerability can also be shared among Alice, Bob, and Charlie. For symmetric states, the sharing of asymmetric two-way steering appears when p ∈ (0, 2− √ 3), which is observed experimentally when p = 0.2270 ± 0.0012 with R_{AB} = 1.4124 ± 0.0024, R_{BA} = 1.0307 ± 0.0021, R_{AC} = 1.0170 ± 0.0021, and R_{CA} = 1.0184±0.0026. However, this range decreases to p ∈ (0, 2− √ 7/2) for asymmetric states. Experimentally, we obtain R_{AB} = 1.2023±0.0051, R_{BA} = 1.0063±0.0027,

R_{AC} = 1.0096±0.0002, and R_{CA} = 1.0392±0.0028 when p = 0.1105 ± 0.0007. All of these steering radii exceed the classical bound and are not equal to each other.

SCALABILITY

It is worth noting that with our projective measurement strategy, the number of parties that can share twoway steering can be increased to four. For example, Alice measures A_0 =σ_x and A_1 =σ_z, Charlie measures C_0 =σ_x, C_1 = σ_z . While Bob_1 (Bob_2) stochastically combining measurement strategies shown in case 1 and case 3 with the local probability distribution {p(λ_1)} = {p_1, 1 − p_1} ({p(λ_2)}={p_2, 1−p_2}). Our numerical simulation results indicate that, if the initial state is maximally entangled, two-way steerability can be sequentially shared among Alice, Bob_1, Bob_2 and Charlie when p_1 ∈ (0, 0.000978) and p_2 ∈ ( √ 4p_1 − p^2_1, (2p_1 − 0.127)/(2 − p_1)). Moreover, if the local randomness of Bob_i is permitted to be shared between Alice and Bob_i, the triple sharing of steerability can be improved. However, Choi et al. employ three-measurement settings to obtain the same number of steerability sharing parties as ours [28].

Furthermore, our projective measurement strategy enables the unbounded sharing of one-way steering by using deterministic measurement strategies shown in case 2 or case 3. Suppose there are n Bobs located sequentially between Alice and Charlie, as shown in FIG. 1. In case 2, each Bob_i employs two identity projections. It is evident that the state shared between Alice and Bob_i (i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , n}) is the same as the initial state ρ_{in}. If the initial state is steerable from Alice to Bob_1, Alice can simultaneously steer the states of all sequential Bob_i. As for case 3, each Bob_i employs an identity projection and a basis projection. The state ρ_{ABi+1} shared between Alice and Bob_{i+1} can be obtained by Eq. (1). Consider the simplest scenario where the initial state is a pure two-qubit state with W = 1. It is easy to demonstrate that the steering radius R_{ABi+1} from Alice to Bob_{i+1} remains 1, while the steering radius R_{Bi+1A} from Bob_{i+1}

to Alice equals √ 1 + sin^2 (2θ)/4^i, which is larger than 1 if θ ≠ 0. Obviously, any pure two-qubit entangled state enables the sequential sharing of one-way steering from a single Alice to an arbitrary number of Bobs by using deterministic measurement strategies shown in case 3.

The detailed analysis of sharing one-way steerability and two-way steerability among more than three parties can be found in Appendix. III.

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

In summary, we investigated the sharing of EPR steering using projective measurement protocols and the steering radius criterion. Taking three parties and twomeasurement settings as an example, our experimental results show that the one-way steering of a two-qubit entangled state can be shared among Alice, Bob and Charlie when Alice and Charlie employ two basis projections and Bob employs two identity projections or one basis projection and the other identity projection. Additionally, compared to when the initial state is symmetric, more direction-related steering classes emerge when the initial state is asymmetric. Furthermore, the sharing of asymmetric two-way steering can also be observed when Bob is permitted to utilize local randomness to combine different measurement strategies. We also demonstrated that our projective measurement strategies enable the unbounded sharing of one-way, even when Bob does not share any local randomness. By leveraging only local randomness, four parties can simultaneously share two-way steering. Our sharing protocols eliminate the need for entanglement assistance in previous unsharp-measurement-based protocols [26, 28] and global randomness assistance in previous projective-measurement-based protocol [55], paving the way for the reuse of quantum correlations.

Our work leaves several relevant open problems: (1) It is known that one-sided unsharp measurements and local randomness-assisted projective measurements enable the sharing of nonlocality among an arbitrary number of sequential parties with a single spatially separated party [44, 56, 64]. However, with the utilization of two-sided unsharp measurements, Bell nonlocality can only be shared among a limited number of parties. This raises the question: How many pairs of parties can share EPR steering when employing twosided sequential projective measurements? (2) In the case of two-measurement settings, the number of parties that can share two-way steering is limited to four. How many shared parties can be increased if one increases the number of measurement settings? (3) Multiparticle and high-dimensional EPR steering can give rise to stronger forms of nonlocal correlations compared to qubit systems, offering significant advantages for quantum information processing [65]. How can the projective measurement strategy to share these correlations be constructed and how can the number of correlationreuse parties be increased? (4) Sequential unsharpmeasurement-based protocols have been demonstrated to yield results that are impossible in the standard (nonsequential) scenario, such as unbounded randomness generation, interesting information-disturbance trade-offs, and advantages in communication complexity. However, what advantages do sequential projective-measurement-based protocols obtain? (5) From the perspective of resource theory [66], it remains unclear whether correlation sharing via sequential measurements consumes fewer resources for quantum information tasks compared to the standard scenario. Furthermore, the actual advantages in sharing steering and other types of quantum correlations remain ambiguous.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by the Natural Science Foundation of Shandong Province of China (Grant No. ZR2021ZD19), the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities (Grants No. 202364008), and the Young Talents Project at Ocean University of China (Grant No. 861901013107).

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data cannot be made publicly available upon publication because they are not available in a format that is sufficiently accessible or reusable by other researchers. The data that support the findings of this study are available upon reasonable request from the authors.

∗ xiaoya@ouc.edu.cn [1] C. Branciard, E. G. Cavalcanti, S. P. Walborn, V. Scarani, and H. M. Wiseman, Phys. Rev. A 85, 010301 (2012).

[2] B. Opanchuk, L. Arnaud, and M. D. Reid, Phys. Rev. A 89, 062101 (2014).

[3] T. Gehring, V. Händchen, J. Duhme, F. Furrer, T. Franz, C. Pacher, R. F. Werner, and R. Schnabel, Nat. Commun. 6, 8795 (2015).

[4] N. Walk, S. Hosseini, J. Geng, O. Thearle, J. Y. Haw, S. Armstrong, S. M. A. Assad, J. Janousek, T. C. Ralph, T. Symul, H. M. Wiseman, and P. K. Lam, Optica 3, 634 (2016).

[5] L. Yun Zhi, L. P. Thinh, J.-D. Bancal, and V. Scarani, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 47, 424028 (2014).

[6] E. Passaro, D. Cavalcanti, P. Skrzypczyk, and A. Acin, New Journal of Physics. 17, 113010 (2015).

[7] P. Skrzypczyk and D. Cavalcanti, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 260401 (2018).

[8] S. Armstrong, M. Wang, R. Y. Teh, Q. Gong, Q. He, J. Janousek, H.-A. Bachor, M. D. Reid, and P. K. Lam, Nat. Phys. 11, 167 (2015).

[9] I. Kogias, Y. Xiang, Q. He, and G. Adesso, Phys. Rev. A 95, 012315 (2017).

[10] C. Wilkinson, M. Thornton, and N. Korolkova, Phys. Rev. A 107, 062401 (2023).

[11] M. D. Reid, Phys. Rev. A 88, 062338 (2013). [12] Q. He, L. Rosales-Zárate, G. Adesso, and M. D. Reid, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 180502 (2015).

[13] E. Schrödinger, Math. Proc. Cambridge Philos. Soc. 31, 555 (1935). [14] E. Schrödinger, Math. Proc. Cambridge Philos. Soc. 32, 446 (1936). [15] H. M. Wiseman, S. J. Jones, and A. C. Doherty, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 140402 (2007).

[16] J. Bowles, F. Hirsch, M. T. Quintino, and N. Brunner, Phys. Rev. A 93, 022121 (2016).

[17] D. Cavalcanti, P. Skrzypczyk, G. Aguilar, R. V. Nery, P. S. Ribeiro, and S. Walborn, Nat. Commun. 6, 7941 (2015).

[18] M. Wang, Y. Xiang, H. Kang, D. Han,

Y. Liu, Q. He, Q. Gong, X. Su, and K. Peng, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 260506 (2020).

[19] V. Händchen, T. Eberle, S. Steinlechner, A. Samblowski, T. Franz, R. F. Werner, and R. Schnabel, Nat. Photonics 6, 596 (2012).

[20] 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, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 160404 (2016).

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

and G. J. Pryde, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 160403 (2016). [22] Y. Xiao, X.-J. Ye, K. Sun, J.-S. Xu, C.-F. Li, and G.-C.

Guo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 140404 (2017).

[23] R. Uola, A. C. S. Costa, H. C. Nguyen, and O. Gühne,

Rev. Mod. Phys. 92, 015001 (2020).

[24] M. D. Reid, Phys. Rev. A 88, 062108 (2013). [25] R. Silva, N. Gisin, Y. Guryanova, and S. Popescu,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 250401 (2015).

[26] S. Sasmal, D. Das, S. Mal, and A. S. Majumdar,

Phys. Rev. A 98, 012305 (2018).

[27] A. Shenoy H., S. Designolle, F. Hirsch, R. Silva, N. Gisin,

and N. Brunner, Phys. Rev. A 99, 022317 (2019). [28] Y.-H. Choi, S. Hong, T. Pramanik, H.-T. Lim, Y.-S.

Kim, H. Jung, S.-W. Han, S. Moon, and Y.-W. Cho, Optica 7, 675 (2020).

[29] X.-H. Han, Y. Xiao, H.-C. Qu, R.-H. He, X. Fan,

T. Qian, and Y.-J. Gu, Quantum Inf Process 20, 10.1007/s11128-021-03211-z (2022).

[30] J. Zhu, M.-J. Hu, C.-F. Li, G.-C. Guo, and Y.-S. Zhang,

Phys. Rev. A 105, 032211 (2022).

[31] X.-H. Han, H.-C. Qu, X. Fan, Y. Xiao, and Y.-J. Gu,

Phys. Rev. A 106, 042416 (2022).

[32] A. Bera, S. Mal, A. Sen(De), and U. Sen,

Phys. Rev. A 98, 062304 (2018).

[33] A. G. Maity, D. Das, A. Ghosal, A. Roy, and A. S. Majumdar, Phys. Rev. A 101, 042340 (2020).

[34] G. Foletto, L. Calderaro, A. Tavakoli, M. Schiavon,

F. Picciariello, A. Cabello, P. Villoresi, and G. Vallone, Phys. Rev. Appl. 13, 044008 (2020).

[35] C. Srivastava, S. Mal, A. Sen(De), and U. Sen,

Phys. Rev. A 103, 032408 (2021).

[36] M. Pandit, C. Srivastava, and U. Sen,

Phys. Rev. A 106, 032419 (2022).

[37] C. Srivastava, M. Pandit, and U. Sen,

Phys. Rev. A 105, 062413 (2022).

[38] A. K. Das, D. Das, S. Mal, D. Home, and A. S. Majumdar, Quantum Inf. Process. 21, 381 (2022).

[39] C. Srivastava, M. Pandit, and U. Sen, (2022),

arXiv:2208.08435 [quant-ph].

[40] M.-L. Hu and H. Fan, Phys. Rev. A 108, 012423 (2023). [41] M.-S. Li and Y.-L. Wang, (2023),

arXiv:2311.10347 [quant-ph].

[42] W. Hou, X. Liu, and C. Ren, Phys. Rev. A 105, 042436 (2022).

[43] P. Halder, R. Banerjee, S. Mal, and A. Sen(De), Phys. Rev. A 106, 052413 (2022).

[44] S. S. Mahato and A. K. Pan, Phys. Rev. A 106, 042218 (2022).

[45] T. Zhang, N. Jing, and S.-M. Fei, Front. Phys. 18, 31302 (2023).

[46] Y.-L. Mao, Z.-D. Li, A. Steffinlongo, B. Guo, B. Liu, S. Xu, N. Gisin, A. Tavakoli, and J. Fan, Phys. Rev. Res. 5, 013104 (2023).

[47] A. Kumari and A. K. Pan, Phys. Rev. A 100, 062130 (2019).

[48] H. Anwer, N. Wilson, R. Silva, S. Muhammad, A. Tavakoli, and M. Bourennane, Quantum 5, 551 (2021).

[49] A. Chaturvedi, M. Farkas, and V. J. Wright, Quantum 5, 484 (2021).

[50] A. Kumari and A. K. Pan, Phys. Rev. A 107, 012615 (2023).

[51] F. J. Curchod, M. Johansson, R. Augusiak, M. J. Hoban, P. Wittek, and A. Acín, Phys. Rev. A 95, 020102 (2017).

[52] K. Mohan, A. Tavakoli, and N. Brunner, New Journal of Physics 21, 083034 (2019).

[53] G. Foletto, L. Calderaro, G. Vallone, and P. Villoresi, Phys. Rev. Res. 2, 033205 (2020).

[54] Z. Cai, C. Ren, T. Feng, X. Zhou, and J. Chen, (2024), arXiv:2402.04652 [quant-ph].

[55] A. Steffinlongo and A. Tavakoli, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 230402 (2022).

[56] S. Sasmal, S. Kanjilal, and A. K. Pan, arXiv:2311.07977 [quant-ph].

[57] M. Schiavon, L. Calderaro, M. Pittaluga, G. Vallone, and P. Villoresi, Quantum Sci. and Technol. 2, 015010 (2017).

[58] M.-J. Hu, Z.-Y. Zhou, X.-M. Hu, C.-F. Li, G.-C. Guo, and Y.-S. Zhang, npj Quantum Inf. 4 (2018).

[59] T. Feng, C. Ren, Y. Tian, M. Luo, H. Shi, J. Chen, and X. Zhou, Phys. Rev. A 102, 032220 (2020).

[60] Y. Xiao, Y.-X. Rong, X.-H. Han, S. Wang, X. Fan, W.-C.

Li, and Y.-J. Gu, arXiv:2212.03815 [quant-ph]. [61] R. F. Werner, Phys. Rev. A 40, 4277 (1989). [62] S. Jevtic, M. Pusey, D. Jennings, and T. Rudolph, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 020402 (2014).

[63] S. Jevtic, M. J. W. Hall, M. R. Anderson, M. Zwierz, and H. M. Wiseman, J. Opt. Soc. Am. B 32, A40 (2015).

[64] P. J. Brown and R. Colbeck, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 090401 (2020).

[65] S. Designolle, V. Srivastav, R. Uola, N. H. Valencia, W. McCutcheon, M. Malik, and N. Brunner, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 200404 (2021).

[66] E. Chitambar and G. Gour, Rev. Mod. Phys. 91, 025001 (2019).

Appendix.I Details for calculating steering radius

In this work, we study the sharing of asymmetric Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) steering with projective measurements. To accurately distinguish no-way steering, one-way steering and two-way steering, a parameter known as the steering radius was employed to quantify steerability for each party. Below is the calculation of steering radii among Alice, Bob, and Charlie for a family of two-qubit states ρ(W, θ), as depicted in Eq. (3) in the main text. According to the symmetrical property of the steering ellipsoid of ρ(W, θ), the optimal two-measurement setting directions are {⃗x, ⃗z}. In our EPR steering sharing protocol, there are three deterministic projective measurement strategies:

Case 1 (λ = 1): Alice measures A_0 = σ_x and A_1 = σ_z, Bob measures B^{(1)}_0 = σ_x and B^{(1)}_1 = σ_z, and Charlie measures C_0 = σ_x and C_1 = σ_z ;

Case 2 (λ = 2): Alice measures A_0 = σ_x and A_1 = σ_z , Bob measures B^{(2)}_0 = B^{(2)}_1 = I, and Charlie measures C_0 = σ_x and C_1 = σ_z ;

Case 3 (λ = 3): Alice measures A_0 = σ_x and A_1 = σ_z , Bob measures B^{(3)}_0 = I and B^{(3)}_1 = σ_z , and Charlie measures C_0 = σ_x and C_1 = σ_z .

A. Case 1

After Alice completes her measurements {A_{a|x}}, the corresponding probabilities {p^B_{a|x}} and Bloch vectors {⃗v^B_{a|x}} of Bob’s normalized conditional states can be expressed as

p^B_{0|0} =^1_2 , ⃗v^B_{0|0} = (W sin (2θ), 0, cos (2θ)), p^B_{1|0} =^1_2 , ⃗v^B_{1|0} = (−W sin (2θ), 0, cos (2θ)), p^B_{0|1} =^1_2 (1 + W cos (2θ)), ⃗v^B_{0|1} = (0, 0,^{W +cos (2θ)}_{1+W cos (2θ)} ), p^B_{0|1} =^1_2 (1 − W cos (2θ)), ⃗v^B_{1|1} = (0, 0,^{W −cos (2θ)}_{−1+W cos (2θ)} ). (1)

It has been proven that four local hidden states are sufficient to construct these conditional states if a local hidden state model exists [20]. The constructed relationship can be expressed as

p^B_{0|0} = p^B_1 + p^B_2 , p^B_{0|0}⃗v^B_{0|0} = p^B_1 ⃗v^B_1 + p^B_2 ⃗v^B_2 , p^B_{1|0} = p^B_3 + p^B_4 , p^B_{1|0}⃗v^B_{1|0} = p^B_3 ⃗v^B_3 + p^B_4 ⃗v^B_4 , p^B_{0|1} = p^B_1 + p^B_4 , p^B_{0|1}⃗v^B_{0|1} = p^B_1 ⃗v^B_1 + p^B_4 ⃗v^B_4 , p^B_{1|1} = p^B_2 + p^B_3 , p^B_{1|1}⃗v^B_{1|1} = p^B_2 ⃗v^B_2 + p^B_3 ⃗v^B_3 . (2)

p^B_i and ⃗v^B_i (i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}) represent the corresponding probability and Bloch vector of the local hidden state, respectively. The steering radius R^{(1)}_{BA} from Alice to Bob can be redefined as R^{(1)}_{BA} = min_{{pBi ρBi }}{max{|⃗v^B_i |}}}. According

to this definition, the optimal solution of Eq. (2) can be obtained when the lengths of the Bloch vectors of the four hidden states are equal. Thus, R^{(1)}_{AB} can be expressed as

R^{(1)}_{AB} = |⃗v^B_1 | = √ tan^2(2θ) [ 4(W cos(2θ) + 1)^2 − √ T_1

]_2 + 64(cos(2θ) + W )^2 8(W cos(2θ) + 1)

, (3)

where T_1 = 2W^4 cos(8θ) + 8 ( W^4 − 6W^2 + 4 ) cos(4θ) + 6 ( W^4 − 8W^2 + 8 ) . After Bob completes his measurements {B_{b|y}}, the corresponding probabilities {p^A_{b|y}} and Bloch vectors {⃗v^A_{b|y}} of Alice’s normalized conditional states can be expressed as

p^A_{0|0} =^1_2 , ⃗v^A_{0|0} = (W sin (2θ), 0, W cos (2θ)), p^A_{1|0} =^1_2 , ⃗v^A_{1|0} = (−W sin (2θ), 0, W cos (2θ)), p^A_{0|1} = cos^2 θ, ⃗v^A_{0|1} = (0, 0, W ), p^A_{1|1} = sin^2 θ, ⃗v^A_{1|1} = (0, 0, −W ). (4)

Using a method similar to that shown above, we can obtain the steering radius R^{(1)}_{BA} from Bob to Alice, which can be expressed as

R^{(1)}_{BA} = |⃗v^A_1 | = W √ 1 + sin^2 (2θ). (5)

When Bob finishes all his measurements, the state ρ^{(1)}_{AC} shared between Alice and Charlie can be expressed as ρ^{(1)}_{AC} = 1 8 Ω_+ +ω_+cos(2θ) 0 0 W sin(2θ) 0 Ω_− −ω_−cos(2θ) W sin(2θ) 0 0 W sin(2θ) Ω_− +ω_−cos(2θ) 0 W sin(2θ) 0 0 Ω_+ −ω_+cos(2θ) , (6)

where Ω_± = 2 ± W and ω_± = 1 ± 2W . Similarly, after Alice (Charlie) performs all measurements on ρ^{(1)}_{AC} , we can obtain the corresponding probabilities and Bloch vectors of Charlie’s (Alice’s) normalized conditional states. Then the steering radius R^{(1)}_{AC} (R^{(1)}_{CA}) from Alice (Charlie) to Charlie (Alice) can be also obtained:

R^{(1)}_{AC} = √ tan^2(2θ) [ 4(W cos(2θ) + 1)^2 − √ T_1

]_2

+ 64(cos(2θ) + W )^2 16(W cos(2θ) + 1)

, (7)

R^{(1)}_{CA} = W √ 256(2 cos(2θ) + 1)^2 + J^2 tan^2(2θ) 16(cos(2θ) + 2)

, (8)

where J = 16 cos(2θ) + 2 cos(4θ) − √ 2(164 cos(4θ) + cos(8θ) + 291) + 18. In this case, R^{(1)}_{AB} ∈ [0, √ 2], R^{(1)}_{BA} ∈ [0, √ 2], R^{(1)}_{AC} ∈ [0, 1/ √ 2] and R^{(1)}_{CA} ∈ [0, 1]. Clearly, the steering between Alice and Bob is possible whereas that between Alice and Charlie is impossible.

B. Case 2

Since Bob employs two identity projections, the state shared between Alice and Charlie is same as that shared between Alice and Bob, i.e., ρ^{(2)}_{AC} = ρ(W, θ). Additionally, the measurements performed by Alice and Charlie in this case are the same as those performed by Alice and Bob in case 1. Obviously, R^{(2)}_{AB} = R^{(2)}_{AC} = R^{(1)}_{AB} and R^{(2)}_{CA} = R^{(1)}_{BA}. R^{(2)}_{AB} is the steering radius from Alice to Bob in case 2. R^{(2)}_{AC} and R^{(2)}_{CA} are defined in a similar way. The steerability of Alice and Charlie is equal to that of Alice and Bob in case 1, respectively. When Bob finishes all his measurements, it is easy to demonstrate that Alice’s four conditional states are the same, which can be expressed as ρ_A = Tr_B [ρ_{AB} ]. The corresponding Bloch vector is ⃗v^A = (0, 0, W cos (2θ)). And the steering radius from Bob to Alice can be expressed as R^{(2)}_{BA} = |⃗v^A| = W cos (2θ). It is obvious that R^{(2)}_{AB} = R^{(2)}_{AC} ∈ [0, √ 2], R^{(2)}_{BA} ∈ [0, 1] and R^{(2)}_{CA} ∈ [0, √ 2]. Thus, only steering from Bob to Alice is forbidden in case 2.

C. Case 3

Alice performs the same projective measurements as those in case 1 and the conditional states of Bob are also identical to those of Bob in case 1, it is evident that the steering radius R^{(3)}_{AB} from Alice to Bob equals to R^{(1)}_{AB} . When Bob measures B^{(3)}_0 = I, Alice only obtains one conditional state which is same as that in case 2. When Bob measures B^{(3)}_1 , Alice obtains two conditional states identical to those in case 1. After Bob completes all his measurements, the corresponding probabilities and Bloch vectors of Alice’s normalized conditional states can be expressed as

p^A_{0|0} = 1, ⃗v^A_{0|0} = (0, 0, W cos (2θ)), p^A_{0|1} = cos^2 θ, ⃗v^A_{0|1} = (0, 0, W ), p^A_{1|1} = sin^2 θ, ⃗v^A_{1|1} = (0, 0, −W ). (9)

Clearly, these conditional states are collinear and located along the z-axis with ⃗v^A_{0|0} lying between ⃗v^A_{0|1} and ⃗v^A_{1|1}. Two states {ρ^A_1 , ρ^A_2 } = {ρ^A_{0|1}, ρ^A_{1|1}}, with the probability distribution {p^A_1 , p^A_2 } = {cos^2 θ, sin^2 θ}, are sufficient to construct these conditional states. The steering radius R^{(3)}_{AB} from Bob to Alice expressed as R^{(3)}_{BA} = |⃗v^A_{0|1}| = W . Obviously, R^{(3)}_{BA} ∈ [0, 1], steering from Bob to Alice is forbidden.

When Bob finishes all his measurements, the state ρ^{(3)}_{AC} shared between Alice and Charlie can be expressed as

ρ^{(3)}_{AC} = 1 2 (1 + W ) cos^2(θ) 0 0 W sin(θ) cos(θ) 0 (1 − W ) sin^2(θ) 0 0 0 0 (1 − W ) cos^2(θ) 0 W sin(θ) cos(θ) 0 0 (1 + W ) sin^2(θ) . (10)

Similarly, after Alice (Charlie) performs all measurements on ρ^{(3)}_{AC} , we can obtain the corresponding probabilities and Bloch vectors of Charlie’s (Alice’s) normalized conditional states. Then the steering radius R^{(3)}_{AC} (R^{(3)}_{CA}) from Alice (Charlie) to Charlie (Alice) can be also obtained, which can be expressed as

R^{(3)}_{AC} = √ tan^2(2θ) [ 4(W cos(2θ) + 1)^2 − √ K ]_2 + 256(cos(2θ) + W )^2

16(W cos(2θ) + 1)

, (11)

R^{(3)}_{CA} = W √ 1 + sin^2 (2θ) 4 , (12)

where K =2W^4cos(8θ) + 8 ( W^4 −18W^2 +16 ) cos(4θ)+6 ( W^4 −24W^2 +24 ) . In this case, it can be deduced that R^{(3)}_{AB} ∈ [0, √ 2], R^{(3)}_{BA} ∈ [0, 1], R^{(3)}_{AC} ∈ [0, √ 5/2] and R^{(3)}_{CA} ∈ [0, √ 5/2], making the steering from Bob to Alice unattainable.

D. Stochastically combining the above three cases

Without loss of generality, let’s suppose the classical probability distribution of the above three deterministic measurement strategies is {p(1), p(2), p(3)} = {p, q, 1 − p − q} with 0 ≤ p ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ q ≤ 1 − p. Since Alice’s local measurements and the initial states shared between Alice and Bob are the same in each deterministic measurement strategy, it’s evident that the steering radius from Alice to Bob in the stochastically combined measurement strategy can be expressed as R_{AB} = R^{(1)}_{AB} = R^{(2)}_{AB} = R^{(3)}_{AB} . The steering radius R_{BA} from Bob to Alice can be obtained by solving the corresponding reconstructed relationship, which can be expressed as R_{BA} = W √ sin^2(θ) sec^2(2θ)(2p cos^3(θ) − √ H sin(θ))^2 + ( 1 − 2q sin^2(θ)

)_2

, (13)

where H = p^2 sin^2(2θ) + 4q(1 − q) cos^2(2θ).

The state shared between Alice and Charlie can be expressed as ρ_{AC} = ∑ λ p(λ)ρ^{(λ)}_{AC} . Similarly, after Alice (Charlie) performs all measurements on ρ_{AC} , we can obtain the corresponding probabilities and Bloch vectors of Charlie’s (Alice’s) normalized conditional states. Then the steering radius R_{AC} (R_{CA}) from Alice (Charlie) to Charlie (Alice) can be also obtained, which can be expressed as

R_{AC} = √ 4(2 − p)^2(cos(2θ) + W )^2 + tan^2(2θ) [ (1 + q)(W cos(2θ) + 1)^2 − √ Q ]_2

4(W cos(2θ) + 1)

, (14)

R_{CA} = W 4L √ tan^2(2θ) [ L(1 + q) − √ S ]_2

+ 64(2 − p)^2 (p − 4 cos^2(θ))^2, (15)

where

Q = (1 + q)^2 ( 1 − W^2 cos^2(2θ)

)_2

+ 4(2 − p)^2 ( 1 − W^2 ) cos^2(2θ), (16)

L = 2 + (2 − p) cos(2θ), (17) and S =16(1 + q)^2 + (2 − p)^4(1 + q)^2 − 8(2 − p)^2 [ 2p(p − 4) + (1 + q)^2 ] + 8p(4 − p)(2 − p)^2 ( q^2 + 2q − 7 ) cos^2(θ) − 32(2 − p)^4(1 + q)^2 cos^6(θ) + [ 24(2 − p)^4(1 + q)^2 − 32(2 − p)^2 ( 2(p − 4)p + (1 + q)^2 )] cos^4(θ)

+ 16(2 − p)^4(1 + q)^2 cos^8(θ).

(18)

When combining measurement strategies shown in case 2 and case 3 with {p(2), p(3)} = {p, 1−p}, the steering radius

from Bob to Alice can be simplified to R^{(2&3)}_{BA} = W √ 1−p sin^2(2θ). Obviously, R^{(2&3)}_{BA} ∈ [0, 1], making the steering from Bob to Alice impossible, and thus, the sequential shearing of two-way steering cannot be achieved.

Appendix II. More experimental results

FIG. 6 (a) and (b) present the steering radii {R^{(1&2)}_{AB} , R^{(1&2)}_{BA} , R^{(1&2)}_{AC} , R^{(1&2)}_{CA} } as a function of probability p when the measurement strategy is a combination of case 1 and case 2 with {p(1), p(2)} = {p, 1 − p}. The steering shareability of a symmetric state with {W = 0.9955±0.0007, θ = π/4} and an asymmetric state with {W = 0.9931±0.0012, θ = π/8} is shown in FIG. 6 (a) and (b), respectively. Clearly, the sharing of one-way steering is observed whereas that of two-way steering is absent.

FIG. 6. The steering radii as a function of probability p when the measurement strategy is a stochastic combination of case 1 and case 2. (a). The results for a symmetric state with {W = 0.9955 ± 0.0007, θ = π/4}. (b). The results for an asymmetric state with {W = 0.9931 ± 0.0012, θ = π/8} . Theoretical and experimental results are represented by solid lines and circles, respectively. The dashed black lines denote boundaries between steerable and unsteerable states. Error bars are estimated by the Poissonian statistics of two-photon coincidences.

Appendix III. Sharing steerability among more than three parties

A. Triple sharing of two-way steering with randomness-assisted projective measurement strategy

We provide a simple example demonstrating that, using local randomness-assisted projective measurements, the sharing of two-way steering among three sequential parties and one spatially separated party is possible. Let the initial state be a pure maximally entangled state, represented by |ϕ^+⟩ = [|HH⟩ + |V V ⟩]/ √ 2. One qubit of the entangled state is sent to Alice, while the other is sequentially sent to Bob_1, Bob_2, and Charlie. Suppose Bob_1 (Bob_2) adopts a stochastically combined measurement strategy with {p(λ_1)} = {p_1, q_1, 1 − p_1 − q_1} ({p(λ_2)} = {p_2, q_2, 1 − p_2 − q_2}). p_1 and q_1 (p_2 and q_2) are constrained by 0 ≤ p_1 ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ q_1 ≤ 1 − p_1 (0 ≤ p_2 ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ q_2 ≤ 1 − p_2). When Alice measures A_0 = σ_x and A_1 = σ_z, Charlie measures C_0 = σ_x and C_1 = σ_z , the steering radii {R_{AB1} , R_{B1 A}, R_{AB2} , R_{B2 A}, R_{AC} , R_{CA}} can be expressed as

R_{AB1} = √ 2, R_{B1 A} = √ p^2_1 + (1 − q_1)^2,

R_{AB2} = 1 2 √ (2 − p_1)^2 + (1 − q_2)^2,

R_{B2 A} = 1 2 √ (2 − p_1)^2(1 − q_2)^2 + p^2(q_1 + 1)^2

R_{AC} = R_{CA} = 1 4 √ (2 − p_1)^2(2 − p_2)^2 + (1 + q_1)^2(1 + q_2)^2.

(19)

By numerically searching the solutions to the inequalities {R_{AB1} > 1, R_{B1A} > 1, R_{AB2} > 1, R_{B2A}1, R_{AC} > 1, R_{CA} > 1} with the constraint conditions {0 ≤ p_1 ≤ 1, 0 ≤ q_1 ≤ 1 − p_1, 0 ≤ p_2 ≤ 1, 0 ≤ q_2 ≤ 1 − p_2}, we find that q_1 = q_2 = 0, p_1 ∈ (0, 0.000978) and p_2 ∈ ( √ 4p_1 − p^2_1, (2p_1 − 0.127)/(2 − p_1)). As an example, taking p_1 = 0.000097 and p_2 = 0.045, the corresponding values of the steering radii are R_{AB1} = 1.4142135, R_{B1 A} = 1.0000005, R_{AB2} = 1.1176002, R_{B2 A} = 1.0000033 and R_{AC} = R_{CA} = 1.0000332. Clearly, by stochastically combining the deterministic measurement strategies shown in case 1 and case 3, two-way steerability can be simultaneously shared among Alice, Bob_1, Bob_2, and Charlie.

It should be noting that, if after each round of measurement, each Bob_i is further allowed to inform Alice about the measurement strategy he adopted, the shareability of two-way steering can indeed be further increased. In this scenario, once each Bob_i has completed a measurement, Alice can determine which measurement strategy the corresponding conditional state she obtains belongs to. The steering radius R_{Bi A} from Bob_i to Alice can be expressed as a convex combination of those in the corresponding measurement strategies, i.e., R_{Bi A} = ∑ λ_i p(λi)R (λ_i) B_i A. The

above steering radii {R_{AB1} , R_{B1 A}, R_{AB2} , R_{B2 A}, R_{AC} , R_{CA}} can be rewritten as

R_{AB1} = √ 2, R_{B1 A} = p_1 √ 2 + (1 − p_1 − q_1),

R_{AB2} = 1 2 √ (2 − p_1)^2 + (1 + q_1)^2,

R_{B2 A} = p_2 2 √ (2 − p_1)^2 + (1 + q_1)^2 + (1 − p_2 − q_2)(1 − p_1 2 ), R_{AB3} = R_{B3A} = 1 4 √ (2 − p_1)^2(2 − p_2)^2 + (1 + q_1)^2(1 + q_2)^2.

(20)

By numerically searching the solutions to the inequalities {R_{AB1} >1, R_{B1A} >1, R_{AB2} >1, R_{B2A} >1, R_{AC} >1, R_{CA} >1} with the constraint conditions {0 ≤ p_1 ≤ 1, 0 ≤ q_1 ≤ 1−p_1, 0 ≤ p_2 ≤ 1, 0 ≤ q_2 ≤ 1−p_2}, we find that the triple sharing of two-way steering can be achieved when q_1 = q_2 = 0, p_1 ∈ (0, 0.0122) and p_2 ∈ (p_1(2 − p_1 + √ 5 + p_1(p_1 − 4)), (2p_1 − 0.127)/(2 − p_1)). As an example, when p_1 = 0.0009 and p_2 = 0.06, the values of R_{AB1} , R_{B1A}, R_{AB2} , R_{B2 A}, R_{AC} and R_{CA} respectively change to R_{AB1} = 1.4142136, R_{B1A} = 1.0003728, R_{AB2} = 1.1176315, R_{B2A} = 1.0066348 and R_{AC} = R_{CA} = 1.0012759. Clearly, the shareability of two-way steering can indeed be further improved.

B. Unbounded sharing of one-way steering with deterministic projective measurement strategy

We now go beyond the scenario of three sequential parties and show that, by employing deterministic measurement strategies shown in case 1 and case 3, unbounded sharing of one-way steering is possible. Suppose there are n Bobs located sequentially between Alice and Charlie.

In case 2, each Bob and Charlie employs two identity projections, the state shared between Alice and Bob_i (i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , n}) is the same as the initial state ρ_{in}. When Bob_i (Charlie) finishes all his measurements, Alice’s four conditional states are the same. The corresponding Bloch vector is same as that of Alice’s reduced state, which can be expressed as ⃗v^A = (0, 0, W cos (2θ)). And the steering radius from Bob_i to Alice can be expressed as R^{(2)}_{BiA} = |⃗v^A| = W cos (2θ). Obviously, R^{(2)}_{Bi A} ∈ [0, 1], the steering from any Bob_i to Alice is impossible. It is easy to demonstrate that the steering radius R_{ABi} from Alice to any Bob_i can be expressed as

R^{(1)}_{ABi} = |⃗v^{Bi}_1 | = √ tan^2(2θ) [ 4(W cos(2θ) + 1)^2 − √ T_1

]_2

+ 64(cos(2θ) + W )^2 8(W cos(2θ) + 1)

, (21)

where T_1 = 2W^4 cos(8θ) + 8 ( W^4 − 6W^2 + 4 ) cos(4θ) + 6 ( W^4 − 8W^2 + 8 ) . Clearly, R^{(1)}_{ABi} is larger than 1 when W ∈ (1/2, 1] for any i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , n}, which means Alice can steer the states of all Bob_i simultaneously.

If each Bob employs a deterministic measurement strategy shown in case 3, the state shared between Alice and Bob_i can be expressed as

ρ_{ABi} = 1 2 (1 + W ) cos^2 θ 0 0 2^{1−i}W sin (2θ) 0 (1 − W ) sin^2 θ 0 0 0 0 (1 − W ) cos^2 θ 0 2^{1−i}W sin (2θ) 0 0 (1 + W ) sin^2 θ . (22)

The steering radius R^{(3)}_{ABi} from Alice to Bob_i can be expressed as

R^{(3)}_{ABi} = √ tan^2 (2θ) [ 4(W cos (2θ) + 1)^2 − √ T_i ]_2

+ 4^{i+2}(W + cos θ)^2 2^{i+2}(W cos (2θ) + 1)

, (23)

where T_i = −4^{i+2}(W^2 − 1) cos^2 (2θ) + 4(−2 + W^2 + W^2 cos (4θ))^2. While the steering radius R^{(3)}_{ABi} from Bob_i to Alice can be expressed as

R^{(3)}_{Bi A} = W. (24)

Consider the most straightforward scenario where the initial state is a pure two-qubit entangled state, in other words, W = 1. Eq. (23) and Eq. (24) are respectively simplified to R^{(3)}_{ABi} = √ 1 + sin^2 (2θ)/4^{i−1} and R^{(3)}_{BiA} = 1. Obviously, R_{ABi} is larger than 1 if θ ≠ 0, and R_{Bi A} remains 1. Thus, with the deterministic measurement strategies shown in case 3, pure two-qubit entangled states enable the sharing of one-way steering from a single Alice to an unlimited number of Bobs.