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Abstract We introduce a potential of multipartite entanglement for a
system of n qubits, as the average over all balanced bipartitions of a bipartite
entanglement measure, the purity. We study in detail its expression and look
for its minimizers, the maximally multipartite entangled states. They have
a bipartite entanglement that does not depend on the bipartition and is
maximal for all possible bipartitions. We investigate their structure and
consider several examples for small 7.
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1 Introduction

Entanglement is one of the most striking features of quantum phenomena
[41]. 1t plays very important roles in quantum information processing such
as quantum computation [37], quantum teleportation [6] (for discussions
on experimental realizations see [11L[121[25[38]), dense coding [7] and quan-
tum cryptographic schemes [I7[I8l24]. Nevertheless, the quantification of
multipartite entanglement is no simple matter.

Entanglement is intimately related to the very mathematical structure
of quantum mechanics and complex Hilbert spaces. In particular it is a
straightforward consequence of linearity (superposition principle) in tensor
product Hilbert spaces (composite quantum systems).

Consider a quantum system composed of two parts (e.g. two particles):
part A, whose Hilbert space is H 4, and part B, whose Hilbert space is Hp.
According to quantum mechanics, the composite system lives in the tensor
product Hilbert space H = Ha ® Hp. The most familiar example is that
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of two spinless particles, whose Hilbert space is L?(R3) @ L?(R3) = L?(RS).
The linearity of H implies that the states |[¢)) of the composite system H
are linear combinations of product states, namely,

) = Zzzg|%> ® |x;),
ij

with |¢;) € Ha and |x;) € Hp. This entails interference among probability
amplitudes of two-particle states, that is the analogous of the simpler case of
one-particle interference. For example, the probability amplitude of having
both particle A in state |¢1) and particle B in state |x1) interferes with the
probability amplitude of having both particle A in state |p2) and particle
B in state |x2). As a consequence there exist correlations of quantum na-
ture —entanglement— between quantum subsystems. These correlations are
stronger than the classical ones, in the sense that they violate a class of
inequalities, named after Bell, that must be satisfied by all classical corre-
lations [41].

The most striking violation of Bell’s inequalities is given by a particular
class of states: maximally entangled states. The simplest example is that of
two spin-1/2 systems (or qubits), whose Hilbert space is C?> ® C2, in the
singlet state

@) = (10) ® [1) — [1) ®10))/V2,

where {|0),|1)} is the natural basis of C2, representing spin up or down in
a given direction. The expectation value of any local observable O of the
first spin is given by

(#]0 © 118) = (0[0[0) + 3 (110]1) = Tx(p40),

and thus is an incoherent average corresponding to a completely mixed
reduced density matrix of the first spin p4 = 1/2. Analogously for the second
spin. Therefore, spin measurements in a given, arbitrary, direction over an
ensemble of pairs prepared in a singlet state will result in a completely
random sequence of 0 and 1. On the other hand, the results of joined local
measurements exhibit strong correlations, due to the fact that the total spin
is 0: the two spins are always found pointing in opposite directions. The two
random sequences are exactly complementary.

Maximally entangled states are characterized by the property, just shown
for the two-qubit singlet state, that to a perfect knowledge of the state of the
composite system corresponds a complete ignorance of the states of its two
parts. More precisely, although the composite system is in a well determined
pure state, its two parts are in completely mixed states. See Corollary Bl
Therefore, all information is totally shared by the two parts. Note that this
situation is strongly at variance with the classical case, in which a complete
knowledge of the total system is equivalent to a complete knowledge of both
its parts. In quantum mechanics this is only a necessary condition.

In general, the degree of bipartite entanglement of a quantum system
can range from a maximum, when its two parts are in completely mixed



Multipartite entanglement in qubit systems 3

states, to a minimum, when its two parts are in pure states, and thus a
complete knowledge of both subsystems implies a complete knowledge of
the entire system, as in the classical case. This is the case of separable, or
unentangled, states [¢) = |¢) ® |x), that have no correlations between the
two parts and, thus, no shared information.

The degree of bipartite entanglement [48] of a composed quantum system
can be consistently quantified, as in Definition [§] in terms of the purity of
the reduced density matrix of one of the two subsystems (purity can be
proven to be the same for both, see Lemma [2]). A lower value of purity will
correspond to a larger value of entanglement.

On the other hand, there is no unique way of quantifying multipar-
tite entanglement [4], that is entanglement among n given parties of a given
quantum system. Different definitions often do not agree with each other, be-
cause they adopt different strategies, focus on different aspects and capture
different features of this quantum phenomenon [T4T51[33[361[47]. There is a
profound reason behind this manifest disadvantage: the number of real num-
bers, i.e. the invariants under local unitary transformations [1l21[3], needed
to quantify multipartite entanglement grows exponentially with the size of
the system, so that the definition of appropriate entanglement measures,
able to summarize the most salient global features of entanglement, can be
very difficult.

A natural generalization of the bipartite case is to quantify the entan-
glement among n parties by considering the average purity over subsystems
[21L22]. In this paper we will follow this strategy and, in particular, we will
consider systems of n qubits.

After introducing notation and discussing some results about bipartite
entanglement in Section 2] we move to multipartite entanglement and study
the properties of the potential of multipartite entanglement (i.e. the average
purity over balanced bipartitions), Definition [[0] and of its minimizers, i.e.
quantum states with the maximal degree of multipartite entanglement. In
the ideal situation, the bipartite entanglement of such states is not only
maximal, but also does not depend on the way one decides to bipartite the
total system into two subsystems. See Definition [0l Our approach is based
on the action of the permutation group on the Fourier coefficients of the
quantum state and thus is of combinatoric nature.

The potential of multipartite entanglement, Eq. [82) of Theorem[d is a
quartic Hamiltonian

WME(Z) = Z A(k, k/; l, l/; [n/Z]) 2k 2k ZLRU
bk L1

where z = (zi), with k = (k1,--- , k) € {0,1}" is the vector of the Fourier
coeflicients of the state of a system of n qubit in the computational basis

) = zulkn) ® [k2) @ - k).

k
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One of the aims of this paper is to investigate the complex structure of the
long-range coupling function A, that appears in the above expression. This
is accomplished in Theorems[I0] [Tl and [13] and in Corollary[5l In particular,
a measure of the complexity of the potential of multipartite entanglement
is given by the number of its nontrivial interfering terms, that scales like
27733" (see Theorem [[2] and the following remark).

Sections M and Bl will then be devoted to investigate maximally multi-
partite entangled states (MMES) [21], i.e. the minimizers of the potential
of multipartite entanglement. In particular, the structure of perfect MMES,
i.e. minimizers that are maximally entangled with respect to any biparti-
tion, is analyzed in Section 4} by making use of a probabilistic approach,
Theorem [15] gives a complete characterization of their population probabil-
ity vectors (|zx|?), while Theorem [I6] exhibits the equations that must be
satisfied by their phases (¢x) = (2x/|2x|). The number of equations quickly
overcomes the number of variables, since their ratio scales as 2”1 /\/n with
the number n of qubits. See Theorem [I7] and following remark. Therefore,
for large systems it becomes more and more difficult to have a perfect MMES
solution, unless symmetries subtly conspire to reduce the number of inde-
pendent equations. In fact, the existence of perfect MMES for n < 6, n # 4,
will be proven by explicit construction in Section [ while it is known [45]
42/[43/[44] that for n > 8 they do not exist. The case n = 7 remains open,
although there is numerical evidence that no perfect MMES exist [21]. In
conclusion, apart from some special small values of n, not all bipartitions
can have minimal purity (maximal entanglement) and the requirement that
a given bipartition be in a maximally entangled state collides with the same
requirement for a different bipartition. Thus, the bipartitions of a general
MMES are in a frustrated configuration, and this makes the whole subject
richer and very interesting.

Since, according to the structure theorem [IH], a perfect MMES can have
a uniform population probability vector (|zx|?) = (1/N,---,1/N) with
N = 2™ in Section [l we focus on this class of uniform states, and restrict
our quest to it. We will explicitly construct perfect MMES with uniform
population, and will easily characterize the fully factorized states, i.e. the
maximizers of the potential of multipartite entanglement that have uniform
probability vectors. By pushing even further our simplifying assumptions,
we will explicitly show that, at least for n < 6, the potential admits min-
imizers and maximizers in the very restricted class of uniform states with
real phases, (21) = ((x/V/N), with ¢, € {+1,—1}. This states can be nat-
urally mapped onto the set of binary sequences of length V = 2", and the
potential of multipartite entanglement becomes a quartic Hamiltonian on
binary sequences (or classical spins). It is then quite natural to investigate
whether there is any relation between the minimizing sequences of myg and
the low correlation sequences that minimize similar long-range Hamiltonians
studied in [34L[35,QL10], which quantify all possible correlations in a binary
string. However, we will leave this problem for a future publication.
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A final remark is in order. The study of the minimizers of myg(z) can
be embedded in a statistical mechanical framework [20]. Let us consider
the partition function of a system with Hamiltonian myg(2) at a fictitious
temperature 871,

Zn = /eXp (= Bmur(2)) du(2),

where g is the uniform measure (of typical states) on the hypersphere
{z € CV| ¥, |2x|* = 1} induced by the Haar measure on U(N). The value
of the free energy Fy(8) = —371In Zy, will become that of the minimum
of the Hamiltonian myg(z) when the temperature tends to zero, that is
8 — oo, and only those configurations that minimize the Hamiltonian sur-
vive, namely the maximally multipartite entangled states. In general (3, as
a Lagrange multiplier, fixes the average value of entanglement, larger values
of B corresponding to a higher multipartite entanglement. In particular, for
B — 0 one is looking at the typical states. Remarkably, there is a physi-
cally appealing interpretation even for negative temperatures: for § — —oo,
those configurations are selected that maximize the Hamiltonian, that is
fully factorized states.

This approach has proven to be very useful in the (much simpler) case
of bipartite entanglement, when the potential of multipartite entanglement
reduces to the purity m4 of one of the two component subsystems, and in
the thermodynamical limit N — oo, the existence of two phase transitions,
characterized by different spectra of the reduced density matrices, has been
shown [23].

In order to investigate the statistical mechanics of the richer and more
complex case of multipartite entanglement, and possibly to unveil its phase
transitions, it is necessary to study in detail the structure of the potential
of multipartite entanglement myg and of the highly entangled states that
give rise to its low energy landscape, the MMES. This paper is completely
devoted to such a study.

2 Bipartite entanglement

In this section we will set up the notation and we will prove some results
about bipartite entanglement that will be used in the following. We will
show how the entanglement of a bipartite system in a pure state is related
to the non-vanishing eigenvalues of the reduced density matrix of one of its
parts. In particular, in Corollary [§] we will show that in an unentangled,
separable, state of a composed system the reduced density matrices of its
two parts are pure, i.e. are 1-dimensional projections and thus have only
one non-vanishing eigenvalue, that equals 1. On the other hand, a bipartite
system is in a maximally entangled state if and only if the reduced density
matrix of its smaller part is completely mixed, i.e. is proportional to the
identity operator and all its eigenvalues are equal and different from 0.
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Therefore, as a measure of bipartite entanglement one can use the pu-
rity, i.e. the sum of the squared eigenvalues, of the reduced density matrix
of the smaller party. We will do this in Definition [l One can show that
purity ranges in a compact interval, its minimum corresponding to maxi-
mally bipartite entangled states and its maximum to the bipartite separable
ones. This simple result, which is the content of Lemma [3] together with
the explicit expression of the purity as a function of the Fourier coefficients
of the state, as given in Theorem [6] and its corollary, will play a crucial role
in the following.

Let us start with some basic definitions.

Definition 1 (Qubit) A qubit (or spin) is a quantum system with a two-
dimensional Hilbert space h = C2. The computational basis {|0),]1)} is a
privileged orthonormal basis.

Definition 2 (System of qubits) A system S = {1,2,...,n} of n qubits
is a quantum system with a 2" dimensional Hilbert space Hs = @),cq bis
with h; = C2. Its pure states are the normalized vectors ) € Hg with
(YY) =1, and can be expressed in the computational bases as

|¢> = Z Zk|k>= 2, € C, Z |27€|2 =1, (1)

keXn keXxn

where k = (k;)ics = (k1,ka, ..., kn), with k; € X ={0,1}, and
k) = |k)s = ® |Ki)is |ki)i € bi. (2)

€S
Definition 3 (Bipartition) A bipartition of the system S is a pair (A, A),
with 1 <ns <nj, where ACS, A=5S\A (i.e. S=A+A) andna = |A],
the cardinality of A. The bipartition is said to be balanced if A is mazimal,
that is na = [n/2] (and nz = [(n 4+ 1)/2]), with [x] = integer part of x.

Remark 1 There is a one to one correspondence among bipartitions and
nonempty subsets of S of dimension not exceeding n/2. Given a bipartition
(A, A), the total Hilbert space is accordingly partitioned into Hg = Ha ®
H z, where Ha = @, 4 bi, with Ny = dimH 4 = 2™4, is the Hilbert space
of the ensemble A of n 4 qubits.

Definition 4 (Entanglement) A state |¢p) € Hg is said to be separable
with respect to the bipartition (A, A) if it can be expressed as a tensor product
[Y) = |d)a @ |x) 1 for some |p)a € Ha and |x) 5 € Hz. A state that is not
separable is called entangled.

The following lemma is a powerful tool in the study of entanglement.

Lemma 1 (Schmidt decomposition) Given a bipartition (A, A), every
state |¢) € Hg can be written in the form

) = VAklur)a @ [ve) 4, (3)

key
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with A, > 0,3 A, =1,Y C X4, and where {|ux)a} C Ha, {|lvk) i} C Hx
are orthonormal sets. The set of Schmidt coefficients {\x} is unique.

Proof In the computational basis [¢)) = > vna 2 omexna timl|l)a ® |m) 1.
The matrix ¢ = (#;,,) considered as an operator from CV4 to CV4 admits a
singular value decomposition t = 3, .y vVAru®v®* for some Y C X4,
with {u®} ¢ CV4 and {v®} c CN4 orthonormal sets, and A\, > 0 [30].
One gets 1 = (Y[p) = Tr(t*t) = > Ak. The desired result immediately
follows, with |ur)a =Y, ul(k)|l>A and |vg)a =D, 177(7]:)|m>14. O

It follows immediately that

Theorem 1 A bipartite state |t is separable with respect to the bipartition
(A, A) iff the set of Schmidt coefficients reduces to {1}. O

Remark 21In general, one wants also a measure that quantifies the entan-
glement of a bipartite state, i.e. how much the given state differs from a
separable one. To this purpose, note that one can associate to the Schmidt
coefficients of a given bipartition {\;,l € Y C X™4} a probability distribu-
tion p over the finite space X ™4, in the following way:

pm:{h forl €Y @

0 otherwise.

Therefore, it is natural to consider as a measure of bipartite entanglement
the distance of the probability vector p from the set SEP of the separable
vectors, concentrated at a point,

SEP = {p(-) = 6¢(") }eexna, (5)
where d¢(-) = d((-). Here d¢ is the characteristic function of set C,
1 ifzeC
J = 6
c(@) {0 ifz ¢ C. (©)

We consider the distance derived from the L' norm,

d(p1,p2) = % > (@) = (D). (7)

lexnra

It is easy to see that 0 < d(p1,p2) < 1 and that d(p1,p2) = > ,[p1(l) —
p2(1)]+, where [-]4 denotes the positive part. Therefore, if p is the probability
vector associated to the Schmidt coefficients {\;} of the state |¢)) in the
bipartition (A4, A), one gets

Jin d(p,q) =1— max Al (8)

This motivates the following
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Definition 5 (Entanglement measure) A measure of the entanglement
of state |1) with respect to the bipartition (A, A) is given by

Eallv) = oy (1-mpenr). )

where the mazimum is taken over the set of the Schmidt coefficients {\;} of
the state in the given bipartition and Ny = 2™4.

By noting that, due to normalization, Ngl < maxg A\ < 1, it follows that

Theorem 2 One gets 0 < £a(|Y))) < 1. Moreover Ea(Y))) = 0 iff |¢) is
separable with respect to the bipartition (A, A) . O

On the other hand, states that maximize the entanglement measure £4 are
the main interest of this paper

Definition 6 (Maximally bipartite entangled states) A state |¢) that
satisfies £a(Y)) = 1 is called a maximally bipartite entangled state with
respect to the bipartition (A, A) .

Theorem 3 (Local unitary invariance) A state |¢) is mazimally entan-
gled with respect to the bipartition (A, A) iff

W) = N2 ST UA a0 Ul 4, (10)
lexna

where UA and U2 are (local) unitary operators in Ha and H 5, respectively.

Proof A state |¢) is maximally entangled iff £4(|3)) = 1, i.e., maxy A\, =
1/N4. Thus its probability vector is completely mixed, Ay, = 1/Ny Vk €
X", From Lemma [T one gets the thesis where U4 (U4) is the local uni-
tary operator in H 4 (H z) that transforms the computational basis into the
Schmidt one, namely U4|I)4 = |w))a (UA|) 5 = |v)5). O

Remark 8 Note that Eq. (I0) implicitly assumes an arbitrary embedding of
X4 in X4 and thus, when n i > na, relies on an arbitrariness in the choice
of the subset {|l) 1}iexna of the computational basis of party H 4.

Remark 4 Note that, while separable states (Bl are associated to extremal
probability vectors, concentrated at a point, maximally entangled bipartite
states are associated to completely mixed probability vectors, uniform on
X4, By Theorem 3] the above property can be used as an equivalent defi-
nition of maximally entangled bipartite states. It has the advantage of being
independent of the particular measure 4.

An immediate consequence of Theorem [3is the following
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Corollary 1 A maximally bipartite entangled state has the following Fourier
coefficients in the computational basis

2 = N2 Soug U, kexm (11)
lexXxmAa

where Ny = 2" and UP, = (I4|UA|l) with U# the local unitary operator
in Ha that transforms the computational basis into a Schmidt one. O

In fact, there is a link between the set of Schmidt coefficients and the reduced
density matrices of subsystems A and A. Recall that

Definition 7 (Reduced density matrix) If p is a density matriz on
Ha ® Hz, then the reduced density matriz pa is a density matriz on Ha
defined by

pa=Trip, (12)

where Try is the partial trace over subsystem A.

Remark 5 The reduced density matrix represents the state of a subsystem
A, since it determines the statistics of every (local) observables of A.

Lemma 2 (Reduced density matrix eigenvalues) [5] Given a pure
state in Hs, the reduced density matrices pa and pz of subsystems A and A
have the same eigenvalues and multiplicities, except possibly for the eigen-
value 0.

Proof From Lemmalll one gets pa = Tr 1 |¥) (] = > Mg |ug){ug|, and pz =
Tra |p){¢] = 22 Aklok)(vel|- O

Remark 6 From the proof of Lemma [2 one sees that the Schmidt coefficients
of a bipartite state are the nonzero eigenvalues of the partial density ma-
trices of the two parties (and the vectors of the Schmidt decomposition are
the corresponding eigenvectors). Therefore, from Remark[2 and Definition
we obtain

Corollary 2 Given a state ) € Hg and a bipartition (A, A) one gets

Na .
£A(9)) = g min {loa ~ 16)(61l < 16) € Mo, (910} = 1)
Ny
= 1-— 13
A (1= loal), (13)
where || - ||1 = Tr| - | is the trace norm and || - || is the operator norm. O
Moreover,

Corollary 3 Given a bipartition (A, A), a state |v) € Hs is separable iff
pa = |@)(d] for some normalized |p) € Ha and is maximally entangled iff
PA = I/NA. O



10 Paolo Facchi

As an alternative measure of the bipartite entanglement between the
two subsets, which is more suitable to analytical treatment, we consider the
linear entropy of subsystem A.

Definition 8 (Linear entropy and purity) A measure of the entangle-
ment of state |1)) with respect to the bipartition (A, A) is given by

La9)) = 32e (1= ma () (14)

a—1
where Ny = 2™4, and

ma(l¥)) = Trap, pa= Tral){V| (15)
is the purity of subsystem A.

By noting that m4(]y))) = >, A7, where {)\;} is the set of the Schmidt
coefficients of the state in the given bipartition it follows that

Lemma 3 (Purity bounds) Given a state |¢) € Hs and a bipartition
(A, A), one has mao(|0)) = 7 z1(|v)) and

1/Na <ma(l)) < 1. (16)

Moreover, mo(|)) = 1 and wa(|20)) = 1/Na iff |8) is, respectively, separable
and maximally entangled with respect to the given bipartition.

Proof The quadratic form 74 (|e)) = >, A7 reaches its extremal values in
the simplex AN4 = {(\);exal0 < N\ < 1,>>, A = 1}. The maximum is
reached on the frontier, \; = d,(1) for some 1 < ¢ < n4, while the minimum
is attained at the interior point where dma(|¢))) = 0, i.e. A} = 1/N4. By
Theorems [1l and Bl one gets the thesis. O

It follows that £4(]1)) has a behavior similar to £4(|%)). In particular,

Theorem 4 (Linear entropy bounds) One gets 0 < L4(|¢)) < 1. More-
over La(]1h)) = 0 iff |¢) is separable with respect to the bipartition (A, A),
while La(|)) = 1 iff |¢) is mazimally entangled with respect to the bipar-
tition (A, A). O

Remark 7 Let us consider a system composed of an even number n of qubits
and a balanced bipartition (A, A). The information contained in a maxi-
mally bipartite entangled state |1/) is not locally accessible by party A or A,
because, by Corollary[3] their partial density matrices are maximally mixed,
pa = pi = 1/Na. Rather, all information is totally shared by them. Note
that if n is odd, according to Lemma 2] p; cannot be maximally mixed.
Rather, ps = P/Na, where P = 1—|v)(v| is a codimension-1 projection, |v)
being the normalized eigenvector belonging to the eigenvalue 0. Note that
it is the constraint that the total system is in a pure state that prevents pz
from being of maximal rank.
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If the bipartition is not balanced, one gets

Theorem 5 (Smaller subsystems) A state [¢) mazimally entangled with
respect to the bipartition (A, A), is mazimally entangled with respect to every
bipartitions (B, B) with B C A.

Proof The Theorem is a consequence of Corollary [Bl and the property that
if subsystem A has a maximally mixed density matrix, ps = 1/Ng4, the
density matrix of every smaller part B C A is again maximally mixed,

ps =Trgnapa=1/Np. O

The explicit expressions of the reduced density matrix and its purity in
terms of the Fourier coefficient of the state are given by the following

Theorem 6 (Fourier expression of purity. Form 1) Given a bipartition
(A, A) and a state |1)) € Hg, one gets

pa= > ZAGkz14lka)(lal (17)
klexn
and
wa(z) = Z 2k 2k 220 Ok g 17, Oy 1 Ok 1,15 O 17 (18)
ke Ll EXT

where kg = (ki)iGA; |l>A = ®ieA |ll>1 S HA, 5]@71 = 517]@ = 5{k} (Z), and
2= (z1)kexn € PN, SNl eCh: Z |2e]? = 1}, (19)

with N = 2™, are the Fourier coefficients of |¢) in the computational basis,
introduced in Definition [2,

Proof State |1) can be written accordingly to the bipartition (4, A) as

) = > zilka)a ® k) 4,

keXxn

By plugging this expression into that of p4 and 74 given in Definition [} the
results follow. 0O

Remark 8 Consider a reference bipartition into two blocks of contiguous
qubits (C,C), namely C ={1,2,...,n4}, then

mo(z) = Z Z 2(1,m) 2 ;m") 2 m) Z(1m) (20)

LUEX™A mm/€ XA

where (I,m) = (I1,..., Ly, mi, ... ,my,) € X™
Note that A = p(C) for a suitable permutation p of S. In fact, there is
a bijection,

®:pe Pyt = (p(C),p(C)), (21)
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between the subset
Pra={pePulp(i) <pli+1),1<i<n—1,i#na} (22)

of the permutation group P,, and the set of all bipartitions (A, A) of dimen-
sion n4. We can write

keXxm™

=D, X mamllc®ime, (23)

lEX™A meX"A

whence, for A = p(C),

FA(Z) = Z Z Zp=1(1,m)Zp=1(',m’) Zp—L(I',m) Zp—1(l,m’)" (24)

LI'eX™" A mm/eX™A
For generic bipartitions we have the following

Corollary 4 (Purity. Form 2)

WA(Z) = Z 2k Zk@h Zk@ha Zkdh 4
k,hEX™

Z Z Z 2k Zk@lom Zkel Zkdm (25)

kEXSIEXA meXA

were XA and XA are viewed as subspaces of X*° with the natural injection,
and a ®b = (a; B b;)ics = (a; + b; mod 2);cs is the XOR operation.

Proof By substituting in ({I8) &’ = h & k, one gets

wa(z) = E 2k Zk@h 2120 Ok 4,11, Ok a@ha 14 Ok 5,050k s 4,17,
kb Ll EX™

= E 2k Zk®h 2120 Okdha 1Ok h 41!
kb, L€ X

= E ZkZkDhZk®ha Tk®h 55
kheXn

which is the first desired equality. The second equality follows by the iden-
tifications | = hy € XA and m =hz € X4, O

Remark 9 The space X™ is an n-dimensional vector space over the finite
field X = Zs with the standard addition and multiplication mod 2. In this
respect the XOR operation is nothing but the usual sum of vectors of X*
and X4 and X4 are vector subspaces.
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Remark 10 Note that (25) can be split into three parts

ma(z) = D Lzl + D0 D mlPlaelP+ YD D lakllzkeml?

kexn keXSlexA k€XS meXA

+ Z Z Z Re [2k zraieom Zral Zkam) (26)

keXSleXA mexA

where XA = X4\{0}.
It is an easy exercise to check that the number of monomials |z;|?* is
N =27 the number of monomials |24 || zx |2 with k # h is

NG =2m(2ma 24 - 2), (27)
and the number of monomials Re[zy 2z, 2,] with distinct indices is
NGl =2m(@m —1) (2" —1). (28)

One gets N + N2 + M) =227 in agreement with the first equality in
[@3). Moreover, the number of distinct monomials of the various types are

N = NG, N = NG /2, and N = NG /4.

3 Multipartite entanglement

The aim of this section is to generalize the ideas of the previous section to
the case of multipartite entanglement. We require that the information in
a maximally multipartite entangled state be distributed as well as possible.
In the ideal case this would mean that

Definition 9 (Perfect MMES) A state [1)) mazimally entangled with re-
spect to every bipartition (A, A) is called a perfect maximally multipartite
entangled state (perfect MMES).

Theorem 7 (Perfect MMES characterization) The following state-
ments are equivalent:

1. |¢) € Hg is a perfect MMES;

2. pa = 1/Ny for every subsystem A C S withna < n/2;

3. pa =1/Nga for every mazimal subsystem A C S;

4. EA(0)) = La(|[Y)) =1 for every balanced bipartition (A, A);
5. 7a(|Y)) = 1/Na for every balanced bipartition (A, A).

Proof Equivalence between 1 and 2 follows from Definition [0 and Corollary
Bl Statements 2 and 3 are equivalent by Theorem Bl Equivalence between
3 and 4 follows from Definition Bl and Theorem [ Finally, 4 and 5 are
equivalent by virtue of Lemma O
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Remark 11 Note that the requirement that a given balanced bipartition
(A, A) be in a maximally entangled state could collide with the same re-
quirement for a different balanced bipartition (B, B), with B # A. Indeed,
the local unitaries U4 and U# in Theorem [l are in general nonlocal for
the bipartition (B, B). Thus, at variance with the bipartite case, a perfect
MMES cannot exist. This motivates the following definition.

Definition 10 (MMES) Let us define the potential of multipartite entan-
glement as

mao) = () 5 malod, (20)

|Al=[n/2]

A maximally multipartite entangled state (MMES) |¢) is a minimizer of
TME ,

mue(lp)) = min{mve([¥)) [ [¢¥) € Hs, (Y[P) =1} (30)

The potential myr measures the average bipartite entanglement over all
possible ( [n72]) balanced bipartition and thus inherits the bounds on the

purity given in Lemma [B] namely,

Lemma 4 (Bounds on myg) The potential of multipartite entanglement
satisfies
1/Na < mue(ly)) <1, (31)

with Na = 217/21 for all normalized |1)) € Hs. O
The upper and lower bounds are characterized by the following

Theorem 8 (Optimizing states) The upper bound myg(z) = 1 is at-
tained by the fully factorized states, whose Fourier coefficients in the com-
putational basis z = (zx)kexn are zp = [[;eq o, with |of|* + |oi* = 1.
On the other hand, the lower bound mygr(z) = 1/Na, if attained, would
correspond to a perfect MMES.

Proof myE(]Y)) = 1 iff ma(|1)) = 1 for all balanced bipartitions (A, A).
By Lemma [B] this happens iff [¢) is separable with respect to all balanced
bipartitions. Now, note that |[¢)) = |v1)4 ® |v2) 1 and ) = |vs3)p ® |va) 5
iff |1/)> = |'013>AOB (24 |vl4>AﬂB X |’023>AOB X |1)24>Am]§. Since for all 7 € S,
{i} = N, A, for a suitable set {A,} of maximal subsystems, one has |¢) =
;s [vi)s with (vifv;) = 1. Thus [¢) = >, v |E) [[;cg(kilvi), and the first
part of the theorem follows by setting a};i = (k;|v;). Concerning the second
part, mur(|t))) = 1/N4 iff m4(|10)) = 1/N4 for all balanced bipartitions
(A, A). By Theorem [T this happens iff |+)) is a perfect MMES. O

Remark 12 In words, a perfect MMES is characterized by a multipartite
entanglement that is maximum, in the sense that it saturates the minimum
of the purity and such a minimum does not depend on the bipartition.
However, if the minimum of the potential of multipartite entanglement is
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strictly larger than the lower bound in Lemma [ i.e. minmyg > 1/Ny, it
may happen that different bipartitions yield different values of 74, some of
them smaller than min myg, some larger. In such a situation, one can seek
those states among the minimizers that have the lowest variance. This quest
can be recast as an optimization problem [2I]. We will not elaborate further
on this issue.

Now we will examine in more details the potential of multipartite entangle-
ment and we will determine its form.

Theorem 9 (Fourier expression of myg. Form 1) Given a state |¢) €
Hs, the potential of multipartite entanglement has the following expression
in terms of its Fourier coefficients in the computational basis z = (2 )kexn

me(z) = Y, ALK [0/2) 2z 7 A (32)
k,k L l’eXn

with a coupling function

_ 1.
Ak, K11 5ma) = Ak K5 LU sma) + §A(k',k;l,l';n,4). (33)

1
2

where

-1

~ n

Ak, K511 na) = (nA) > Okatry Oy a0k tx Ok (34)
|[Al=na

Proof The result follows by plugging the expression (I8]) of 74 given by
Theorem [6 into (29)) of Definition [I0] and by symmetrizing. O

Remark 13 In the spirit of Remark 8 it is easy to see that the average can
be extended to the whole permutation group, yielding

pe 1
I' /u J—
A(kv k 7lvl 3 |O|) - n! E 5kp(c),l;(c)6k;(c),lp(c)5kp(@)7lp(@)5k;(é)1l;(c—,)'(35)
PEPn

Remark 14 Note that A would have served as well as A as a coupling func-
tion, namely

FME(Z) = Z A(k,kl;l,l/; [n/2])z;€ 2K 21 2 - (36)
kKLU EX™

However, while 3 ~
Ak, k51,15 ma) = ALY K, K ma),

which ensures the reality of myg, one gets

AR ks 1,1 na) = Ak, KU ) = Ak KU Lng).
Thus, A(k,k';1,0';[n/2]) is a symmetric function of the pairs (k,k’) and
(1,1') only if n is even, when [n/2] = n/2 = ny = nj. Since myg does not
depend on the antisymmetric part of the coupling function, we shall use the
symmetric coupling function A. We summarize its properties, which easily
derive from this Remark in the following
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Lemma 5 (Coupling function symmetries) The coupling function A :
X2 x X2 x N — Q has the following symmetries

Ak, K511 5ma) = AK ks LU sna) = ALY kK na), (37)
for every k, k' 1,1 € X™ and every ny with1 <nsp <n-—1. 0O

The following definition and the subsequent lemma are the main ingredients
for determining the explicit expression of the coupling function A.

Definition 11 (Admissible set) Let us define the admissible set as the
set of all quadruples of sequences that yield a nonvanishing contribution to
the function A, that is

Qn, = {(EE L) € XM kg =1y, Ky =14, and kg =13, Ky =15,

for some (A, A) with |A| =na}. (38)
Obviously,
Qu,cQ=J Q. (39)
0<s<n

Lemma 6 (Admissible set characterization) The set @ is the kernel
of the function ¢ : X4 — X",
q(k, K L) = (ke ) VE @) A((kal')V (K &l)), (40)

where a ®b = (a; D b;)ics = (a; + b; mod 2),cs is the XOR operation,
aVb=(a;Vb)ics = (a; + b; + a;b; mod 2);cs the OR operation, and
aANb=(a; Nby)ics = (a;b;)ics the AND operation.

Proof The proof consists in a straightforward application of the above de-
fined binary operations:

Q={(kK 1,Ika =1y, Ky =14, kg =14, ks =15, for some A C S}
:{klzl;, k;:l“ kJ:lJ,k;:l;, Wlth’LGA,jEA}
={ki®lj=0,ki®dli=0k®l;=0,k ol withic A, jec A}
={(kialj)V(ki®l)=0,(k,el)V(kjal)=0icAjcA}
={((kiel) v alL)A(kel)Vkeal))=0,icS}
={((kal)vV(KeD))A((kal) V(K ®l)) =0}
= kerq.

O

Remark 15 Note that X™ can be viewed as a product ring (of n copies of X =
Zs) with the addition and multiplication mod 2 defined componentwise, as
usual. In this respect, the XOR operation is the sum a + b and the AND
operation is the product a - b of elements a and b of the product ring X".
The OR operation is nothing but a +b+a - b.
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After having proven all preparatory lemmata, now we come to the main
result of this section that establishes an explicit form for the coupling func-
tion of the potential of multipartite entanglement.

Theorem 10 (Coupling function) The coupling function A has the fol-
lowing expression

Ak K511 ) = g((k o)V K ol),kol)v (K@ l);nA), (41)

where
g9(a,b;na) = do(a Ab) §(lal, [b];na), (42)
with |a| =, g ai, and
-1
. ) 1/ n n—s—t n—s—t
sira-3(2) [05) (o)
Proof Let

a=(kol)v(K' ®l') and b= (kal')V (K al).

By Lemma[d] (k,k',1,1') € Q iff aAb =0, and thus S; = {i € Sla; = b; =
1} = . Therefore,
S =50+ A1 + By,

where Sy = {Z S S|ai =b; = 0}, Al = {’L S S’|al = 1}, and B, = {’L € S|bZ =
1}. Moreover, it is easy to see that a; = 0 iff k; = ; and k] =}, with i € S.
Thus, if (k,%,1,I') € @, then kz, = l4, and k;—h = l;il’ and, analogously,
kg, =, and kj;,l =lp,. As a consequence, (k,k',1,I') € Q,, iff there is a
bipartition (A, A), with |A| = na, such that

ACAl and ACBl,

that is A1 C Aand By C A. In other words, (k, ¥, 1,1') € Qu iff (k, K, 1,1') €
Q and |A;| = |a| < na, |B1] = |b] < nj. Therefore, we can write

(kK 1,1) € Quy iff aAb=0, with |a| < na, b < ng,

whence
—1
~ n
A(k, k/7 l, ll7 TLA) = 50(@ A b) 5[01nA](|a|) 5[0,n,§](|b|) (TLA) #(k7 kl7 l, l/)7

where #(k,k’,1,1’) is the number of terms of the sum (34 that contribute
to the function A in Theorem

Now, according to the above conclusions, for a given admissible quadru-
ple (k,k',1,l') € Qn, the number of terms #(k,k’,1,1') is given by the
number of bipartitions (A, A) with |A] = n4 and with A € By = A; + S
and A C A; = B1 + Sp. Since ANA =0, Ay C A and B; C A, parties A
and A contend only for Sy = Sp N A+ Sy N A, namely

A:Al—l-SoﬁA and A:Bl—l—Soﬂfl
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Thus, their number equals the number of ways that |A\A;| objects can be
chosen from among |Sp| objects. But |A\A1| = |A| — |A1| = na — |a| and
|So| = |S| — |A1] — |B1] = n — |a|] — |b]. Therefore,

#(k, K1) = (”_ ‘A 'b') .

na — |al

By putting all together, and by stipulating that the binomial coefficient
is zero when its arguments are negative, we obtain the stated form of the
functions A and its symmetric part A. O

Remark 16 1t is not difficult to see that an alternative form of g is the
following

o 42 () () + () (1))

where
n\ n!
s,t ) sltl(n—s—t)

is the multinomial coefficient.

By using the explicit form of the coupling function A one can give the
potential of multipartite entanglement a different form that has the advan-
tage of being a sum over three indices only.

Theorem 11 (myg. Form 2) The potential of multipartite entanglement
can be written as

mae(z) = Y g(m;[n/2]) Re [z 2kpiom 2ol Zkom] - (45)
ol me X"

Proof Since k& 0 =k,

Q= {(k, K L,U)ka =1y, Ky =la, kg =14, K5 =17, for some A C S}
={ka=U4, Ky ®la=0,kz=14 K;@l; =0}
={ka=U0k,®la ky®la=0,kz=1;0k ;05 Kyol;=0}
={k=Kelol, Ky®la=0,k;al; =0}
={k=Kalal, Kel)A K al')=0}.

Moreover, since k @ k = 0, substituting for k = k' @l ® I’ one gets a =
(kel)vKael)=K el andb=(kal') VvV (K ®l) =k &I. Therefore,

Ak, K511 na) = S waiar 9K @ UK @ ling),
whence

WME(Z) = Z g(k/ ol el [n/2]) 2R @lell 2k 2121 -
Klexn
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By setting I’ =1 @ k" and | = m & k', one obtains

m™vE(2) = Z g(l,m; [n/2]) 2k @iem 2k Zkem Ze et -
k' \LmeXxn

The thesis follows from the reality of myg(z). O

In analogy with the bipartite case examined in Remark [I0 the sum in (48]
can be split into three terms.

Corollary 5 (myg. Form 3)

mae(z) = >zl +2 > > 401,05 [n/2]) |2k | 2ka?

keXxn keXmleXn

+ Z Z (I,m;[n/2]) Re 2k zk@igm Zkal Zrem), (46)
keEX™ I meXn

where X' = X™\{0}.

Proof The monomials |zj|* are obtained from (@5]) when [ = m = 0. In such
a case ¢(0,0;[n/2]) = §(0,0; [n/2]) = 1. On the other hand, the monomials
|2|?|2n|? with k # h are obtained when either [ = 0 or m = 0. In such a case,
since 6o(IA0) = 1 foralll € X, ¢(1,0; [n/2]) = g(0,1;[n/2]) = §(|I], 0; [n/2]).
O

A measure of the complexity of the potential of multipartite entanglement
is given by the number of its terms. In particular, as we will see in the
following, the crucial ones are the interfering monomials Re[zy 212, Zy].

Theorem 12 (Number of terms in myg) Consider mvg(z). The number
of distinct monomials |z|* and the number of distinct monomials |2y |?|zn|?

with k # h are

2n n
(1) — 9n (2) — 92n—2 _ 9n—1
N 2", N 2 2 + 5 (1) ([n/Z]) ) (47)

respectively. The number of distinct monomials Re[zg2i1ZmZn] with distinct
indices s

v £ () 5 ()

1<s,t<[ 242 1<s,t<[ 242
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Proof The total number of terms of the sum in (@) is given by

Niow = > da. (9, m;[n/2))

k,lmeXn

=2" 3 %ol Am) 8y na (1) 8lg,mga (i)

l,meXn

=2 Y Y s Am)aidm)

OS&tS[nTH] I,meXn

=27y (I Y, Sillml)

Ogsig[%]lexn meXn—s
on n\(n-—s
oy ()

0<s,t<[ 25 ]

Therefore, the total number of monomials |z|* is

NE =37 6q.(9(0,0: [n/2])) = (g) (g) _og

keXxn

while the total number of monomials |2x|?|zp|? with k # h is

MG=2 3 S stk -2t S (5)(5)

kEX™ leXn 1<t<[ 242
- 2 ()]
oy G s
S ORI YN0

e 3 (1/2)

-t i ()

On the other hand, the total number of monomials Re[zy 22,2, with dis-
tinct indices reads

N =Y S satmt) =2 S (1) (M)
keXm™l,meXn 1S57tﬁ[%]

The results follow, since by symmetry, the numbers of distinct monomials

are N = N N® = N /4, and N = N /8. O
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Table 1 Number of monomials in mvg(z).

NO @) N@

n

2 4 4 1

3 8 24 12

4 16 30 84

5 32 400 680

6 64 1312 4000

7 128 6272 28672
8 256 20736 162624
n—oo 2" 92n=2  gn—3gn

Remark 17 For large values of n, by making use of Stirling’s approximation

one gets
n 2
~ 2” _—
(n/2) mn’

N(?) ~ 9272 (1 + # i) , n — 00. (49)

hence, from (47])

3+ (=1)»V mn

The asymptotics of N® is a little more elaborated. First note that, by
Stirling,
@) . on—3 1 s 1
NW ~2 Z exp|nH|—,— ,
s _ 1) nn

1<sie|mgt] 2 2 (1 -

where the function H : A? — R, defined on the simplex A? = {(z,y) €
[0,1)2 |z +y = 1}, is the entropy

H(z,y) = —zlogz —ylogy — (1 — 2z —y)log(l —z — y).

Then, for n — oo, by using the same arguments as in the proof of Laplace
- De Moivre theorem [29], one can show that

NW ~on=3gn 0, (50)

The numbers of different types of monomials appearing in mvg(2), as well
as their asymptotic expansions, are given in Table [l

We conclude the section by exhibiting another form of multipartite en-
tanglement.

Theorem 13 (mvg. Form 4) The potential of multipartite entanglement
can be written as
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Proof Let us consider (45). By substituting the identity

1

o 2
Re [zk Zk@iom Zkel Zrom) = ~5 |2k Zk@iem — Zkal Zkom

1 2 1 2
+§|2kzk®l@m| +§|Zk@lzkeam| ;

one gets
1 2
mE(2) = —3 > g(m;[n/2]) |2k 2kaiem — kel Zham
k,l,meX™n
1
+5 2 glmin/2) (1o zreieml + 2ke zhaml”)
k,l,meX™n

Now, by simple manipulations,

Z |Zkeal Zkeam|2 = Z |Zk Zk@lom 2

keEX kEX™
and
2 2

S gtmin/2) ok zkeieml” = Y lzezkal® Y gl@m,m;n/2]).
k,l,meX" k,leXx™ meXm™
Thus,

1 2
m™ME(2) = —5 Z g(l,m; [n/2]) |2k zkiem — 2kel Zkom
k,l,meXn

+ ) Jmzmel” Y gl@m,m;n/2)).

kilexn mexm

Let us assume for a moment that

> glommn/2)=1, VieX" (52)
meXxn

Then, the result follows by normalization (), z € S*¥ 1, since
2 2 2
Z |ZkaEBl| :( Z |Zk| ) =1.
klexn keXx™

In fact, equality (G2)), is a consequence of the following lemma, for ny =
[n/2]. O

Lemma 7 The following equality holds

Y=Y glemmna) =1, Vie X", Vnu€S. (53)
meXn
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Proof From Eq. [@2)) in Theorem [I0 we get

Y = Z So((L@m) Am) g(|l & m|, |m|;na).

mexXn
Let us define the set B = {i € S|l; = 0} C S, so that Ip = 0. We get
(lem)Am =0iff mp = 0and (Ig®mp) Amg = 0. But the second equality
is identically satisfied, because I is a vector of all 1. Thus 8o (({&m)Am) =
do(mpg) and we get

Y= > do(mp)§(lis & mpl,Implina)
meX™

= Y g(11...1@m|,|m[;na)
meX"r

S g0 = Iml, Imls na)

meX"

= % % dlmbat g = 3 (§ )ttt

meX" 0<t<r 0<tlr

where r = |B| = |I|. Let us now use the form (@4) of the function § given in
Remark [I6]

2 (D) 0 () () ()]
() 2 (G (o) () ()]
() 2 () ().

By recalling Vandermonde’s identity [16],

S5 G =(5):

since ng +ng = n, we get
n\ n n—n n\ ' (n
— A —nA —
=) 2 () 0)=0) ()=
0<t<r

Remark 18 Recall that, by Theorem [§ the potential of multipartite entan-
glement attains its upper bound myg(z) = 1 on fully factorized states. Thus
in (BI) the nonegative sum which is subtracted from unity represents the
amount of entanglement of |1), and MMES are those states that maximizes

Y

O
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the distances |2k zkgi@m — 2kl zk@m|2. In fact, the average over balanced
bipartition of the linear entropy (I4]) yields

Na

Lun(2) = 57—

(1 —mue(2)), (54)
with Ny = 2/2 Thus, apart from a normalization factor, the sum in (5]
is nothing but the average linear entropy. Note that the number of terms
in the sum is N given in @8), since the terms with [ = 0 or m = 0
identically vanish.

Remark 19 In the spirit of the above Remark, one can prove Theorem [13]
by following a different path. First, one can easily write an expression anal-
ogous to (B) for the purity m4(z) of a given bipartition. Incidentally, this
would give an explicit expression of £4(z). Then, one considers the average
over balanced bipartitions and, by noting that the proofs of Theorems
and [IT] do not depend on the particular form of the monomials zg2;ZZn,
that can be replaced by |212; — zm2n|?, one obtains the desired result. By
comparing the two proofs, since the average of 1 is 1, one can easily distillate
an alternative combinatoric proof of Vandermonde’s identity.

Ezample 1 Consider n = 2 qubits. One gets

e (2) = |z00/* + |201]* + |210]* + 211 |*
+2 (Jz00/?|201 1> + |200%[210|* + 211/ |201 > + |211[%|210]?)
+4 Re(200201210211)
=1—2|200211 — 201210]°- (55)

The first equality follows from Corollary Bl while the second equality derives
from Theorem I3l Note that the number of terms N = A2 = 4 and
N® =1 is in agreement with the counting of Theorem [[2 and Remark I8
See Table [l

Ezxample 2 For 3 qubits we will give the potential of multipartite entangle-
ment in the form 4 of Theorem

7TME(Z) =1-2 Z (|Zp(000)2p(011) - p(OOl)Zp(010)|2
p€eC3

+ |2p(100) Zp(111) — Zp(101)2p(110)|2
+ §|ZP(10O)Zp(011) - Zp(101)2p(010)|2
1 2
+ §|Zp(000)2p(111) - Zp(001)2p(110)| )7 (56)

where the sum is over the 3 cyclic permutations

C3 = {s'[s(1,2,3) = (2,3,1), i =0,1,2} (57)
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of the qubits S = {1,2,3}. Here p(k) denotes the natural action of the
permutation group on k,

Prn x X" 3 (p,k) = p(k) = (kyi))ies € X" (58)

In agreement with Remark [I8 the number of distinct terms is N4 =
3 x4 =12. See Table [

Now we will focus on the problem of the existence of perfect MMES.
In particular we will try to construct them by using characterization 2 of
Theorem[7l It is not obvious that a state with myg = 1/N4 exists: in order
to find a solution one must solve for p4 = 1/N4,V (A, A), and this set of
equations might not admit a solution.

4 Perfect MMES. Probabilistic approach

We will look more closely at the equations
pa =1/Ny, for every subsystem A C S with |A| < n/2, (59)

that, according to Theorem [1 characterize a perfect MMES. Although we
could consider only maximal subsets A C S, with |[A| = [n/2], it will be
more convenient to consider also smaller subsets A.

Let us first consider the diagonal elements in the computational basis

{|€) a}teexna C Ha. By Eq. (I7) of Theorem [6] one gets

(lpalty = Z 2210k 4 14 Oka 00140 = Z 25Z10k,10k 4 ¢

klexm k,lexn

= Z |Zk|25]m7g. (60)

keXxmn

Therefore, from (G9) we obtain

(Clpal) = > |2k|*kae = 1/Na, (61)

keXxn

with Ny = 2141 ve € X141 VA c S, with |A] < n/2.

Now note that, due to normalization, Y |zx|*> = 1, we can look at
(|2k|*)kexn as a probability vector on the finite space X" of n classical
bits. In view of this interpretation, we will introduce the

Definition 12 (Population probability) Given a state |)) € Hg and
its Fourier coefficients (zx)gexn @n the computational basis, we define the
population probability vector in the computational basis,

Ps(k) = |z, (62)
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as the probability of the binary sequence k = (k;)ics € X™. Moreover, let
E[] denote the expectation value with respect to Ps,

E[f() = Y fk)Psk)= Y f(k)lal’, (63)
kexn kexn
for any function f: X" — C.
According to the above definition, Eq. (€1]) reads
Ebn,0 =271 wee x| vAcS, with|A| <n/2. (64)

By noting that the above expectation value is nothing but the marginal
probability distribution
E [6k.4,0] = Pa(l), (65)

we have arrived at the following

Theorem 14 A necessary condition for a state |¢) € Hg to be a perfect
MMES is that all the marginals over na < n/2 variables of its population
probability vector in the computational basis Ps(k) = |zx|?, are completely
random.:

Pa(t) =271 wee XA VA C S, with |A] < n/2. (66)
O

Remark 20 For A = p(C) with p € P,, and C' = {1,2,...,n4} one can write
na

E ] 0k | =274, Wee X", WpeP,, withna <n/2, (67)
j=1

which means that
Pp(c)(é) =2"" We X" VYpeP,, withng<n/2. (68)

Remark 21 According to Theorem [I4] a first step in the problem of seeking
perfect MMES is the following: Search for all probability functions on X",
whose marginals on ny < n/2 variables are uniform.

The solution to this problem is given by the following

Theorem 15 (Perfect MMES population) The population probability
vector in the computational basis of a perfect MMES of n qubits has the
form

2 =Pty =2""+ > 3 &I @k —1), k€S, (69)
]

5 <r<nje[sSr 1<i<r

for some cg-r) € R, where [S™] = {(j1,.--,dr) € ST|J1 < J2 < -+ < jr}
denotes the set of ordered vectors of S™.
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Proof Note that any function on X™ is a multilinear function of the com-
ponents of k € X", because k? = k;. Therefore, we can write

760)4’22 ) H (2k;, — 1),
resjelsr]  1<i<r

which depends on the real parameters cy)

1+Z|S’“|_Z< )_2”

res res

€ R, whose number is

The normalization of Ps implies that

1= Y Ps(k)=27¢@ + 3 S IS 2k, - 1) = 27,

keXn resS je[sr] 1<i<rk; €X

that is
A0 =9 n

Let us now consider a subset with one element A = {j}, with j € S. For
any k; € X one must have

1 e 1 1
S =Pyyk) = > Ps(k) =210 4+l (2k; — 1) = 5+ iV (2k; — 1),
kexA

that is
cg-l) =0, je&s

Analogously, for a subset with two elements A = {j1, ja},
= Palky ki) = Y7 Ps(k) =277 4] ) 2Ky, — D)(2kj, — 1),
kexA

that is
P =0, jels?.

By induction we get
c;T) =0, Vjel[s], forl<r<n/2
and the result follows. 0O

Remark 22 The range of the free parameters cy) is determined by the in-

equalities 0 < Ps(k) < 1, Vk € S. Their number is given by

x =% ()22 () ()

G <r<n 5 <r<

22 ()2 2 ()

0<r<3 F<r<n

_gno 1T (4_1)n <[n72]> . (70)
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The particular solution cy) =0 for all » € S that yields a uniform proba-
bility Ps(k) = 27" will play a role in the following.

Theorem completely determines the structure of the moduli r;, =
|zk] = +/Ps(k) of the Fourier coefficients z; of a perfect MMES in the

computational basis. However this is only half of the work. In fact, the easy
one. It remains to determine the phases, defined in the following

Definition 13 A state |¢p) € Hg can be expressed in the computational basis
as

[y = > zlk), 2k = TkCks (71)

keXn
where the Fourier moduli belongs to the intersection of the positive hyper-
octant with a hypersphere

re RN NSV = {(r)kexn Ik €Ry, Y 1R =1}, N=2", (72)
k

while the Fourier phases belongs to the torus TN = (SH)N

¢ €TV = {(Gorexn |Gk € C, 1G] =1}, (73)

We will now show that the phases ¢ of a perfect MMES are solutions to the
system of the off-diagonal elements of the equation py = 1/Na.

Theorem 16 (Perfect MMES phases) A state |¢) € Hs is a perfect
MMES iff its Fourier phases ¢ in the computational basis are solutions to
the equations

§ TEEBmTE/EBmCEEBmCZ’EBm - 07

meXA
VO e XA 040, YACS, |Al=[n/2], (74)
where r, = /Ps(k), with the population probability vector Ps(k) given in

Theorem I3, for some coefficients cg-r) eR.
Proof The off-diagonal elements of p4 in Eq. (I1) of Theorem [G] read

(Llpallt’y = Z 2210k 51 5Ok a,0014 00 = Z 20k 5 20Dk 55

kleXn kieXA

Ve 0 € XA, 0 # 0. Thus, by Equation (59), Definition [[3] and Theorem 5]
one gets the desired result. O

Remark 23 An alternative form of (7)) in terms of the permutation group
is
Z \/ PS(k)PS(l)CkE[ H 5kp(j))lp(j) H (Skp(j))gj H 5lp(j)7é;~ = 0,
klEX™ 3<j<n 1<j<3 1<j<%
Vp e Py, VLL X", (#U. 1<ny<n/2
(75)
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Table 2 Number of equations vs number of variables

n Me Ma
2 4 5

3 6 12

4 72 21

5 120 48

6 1120 86

7 1960 192

8 16800 349

n — oo 2/nm 22" 32n!

Let us now investigate whether the system of equations (4] admits a so-
lution or not. In particular, it is important to count the number of equa-
tions and of variables and to look for which values of n the system is over-
determined.

Theorem 17 (Number of equations and variables) The set of equa-
tions (74)) determining a perfect MMES is a system of

— 9[n/2](9[n/2] _ n
me = 21"/%(2 1) ([n/2]) (76)
real equations involving

L1+ (-0 (o
.= . 2n 1r_ - "\ -7

e = () N
real variables.

Proof By noting that exchanging ¢ and ¢’ one obtains the complex con-
jugate, the counting of real equations coincides with the total counting of
equations ([4)). Since £ # ¢, we get

me = [XA (X4 = 1) #(4),
where #(A) is the number of maximal subsets A C S. Now, |X4| = 2[*/2

and #(A) = ([1;;2]), and ([7@) follows. On the other hand, the variables
(r)

are the 2" phases ( and the parameters c;

for a total number of m, variables.

, whose number is given by (70,

Remark 24 For large values of n, by Stirling’s approximation one gets

2
me ~ 227 —, my ~ 3271 n — oo. (78)

nmw
As shown in Table Bl for n > 4 the number of equations is larger than the
number of variables and the system is overdetermined. Therefore, symme-

tries must play a crucial role in order to assure the existence of a solution.
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4.1 Examples

4.1.1 Two qubits Let us consider the case of n = 2 qubits. S = {1,2} and
we get from (G9)
1
i = Ppi oy (k) = 1(1 + co102), (79)

with o; = (2k; — 1), i € S. Normalization and positivity, 0 < Py 93 (k) < 1,
Vk € X? imply that ¢ € [~1,1]. Equation (74) particularizes to

{7‘007“10(00(_10 + 70171101611 = 0 (80)

7007010001 + T10711¢10C11 = O,

and, by noting that 13, = r?, = (1 +¢)/4 and 73, = r?; = (1 — ¢)/4, one
gets

{m (CooGio + Co1Gn) =0 (81)

V1 =2 (¢ooor + C10€11) =0

The above system reduces to a single equation

Vi-e (¢o0¢11¢10G01 + 1) = 0. (82)

1. A first class of solutions is |¢| = 1 and arbitrary phases. This yields, for
Cc = 1, o1 = T10 = 0 and Too = T11 = 1/\/5, whence

1

) 7 (C00[00) + C1111)) (83)
while, for ¢ = —1, rgo = 11 = 0 and r9; = 719 = 1/+/2 whence
) = 7= (GO + rol10). (84)

The above states are known as Bell states. They are, obviously, maxi-
mally bipartite entangled. Indeed, for n = 2 multipartite entanglement
reduces to bipartite entanglement.

2. On the other hand, when |c| # 1, the perfect MMES are

9 = 5VTT ¢ (Gl00) + Gl11)) + 2VT— ¢ (Corl01) + Grol10)), (85)
where the phases must satisfy the condition
GooC11 = —Co1C10- (86)
Therefore,

1—c

[¥) = a-= 1; ©(8100) + B|11)) — i

(7[01) +~10)),  (87)

with a = (CooC11)Y2, B = (ooC11)/? and v = (Co1C10) /2.
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3. The particular case ¢ = 0 corresponds to a uniform amplitude distri-
bution 7, = 1/2, k € X2. To such a class belong perfect MMES with
phases that are +1.

=5 Gk, Gef-1+1), J[a=-1 @)

keXx? keX?

4.1.2 Three qubits Let us consider the case of n = 3 qubits. S = {1,2,3}
and we get from (G9)

1
T% = P1)273(k) = g (1 + 10903 + c20103 + c30109 + d0'10203) , (89)
where o; = (2k; — 1), with ¢ € S. On the other hand, from (74]) we obtain

20002100 + 20012101 + 20102110 + 20112111 = 0
20002010 + 20012011 + 21002110 + 21012111 =0 . (90)

20002001 + 20102011 + Z1002101 + 21102111 = 0

Note that the three equations are obtained by a cyclic permutation of the
three qubits S.

1. If ¢, =0 (i € S) and d € [-1, 1], one gets from (89)

1= (=)Hd)

2 : ke X (91)

T‘]% = (1+d0’10203) =

Thus,

V1= d? (CoooCro0 + Coo1Cro1 + Co10¢110 + Co11¢111) =0
V1-—d? (COOOEOlO + <001<_011 + <100§110 + <101<_111) =0 . (92)
Vv 1- d2 (COOOEOOI + <010<_011 + <100§101 + <110<_111) =0

(a) If |d| = 1 the phases are arbitrary and the MMES is

[9) = 5 (€ooal001) + Gorol010) + ro0]100) + s 111))

=2 3 alk, (93)

|k| odd

when d = 1, and
1
|Y) = 3 (€000]000) + Co11]011) + C101]101) + C110/110))

:% ST Glk), (94)

|k| even

when d = —1
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(b) When |d| # 1, the phases must satisfy

€000C100 + Co01C101 = @
¢o00o10 + Coo1Go11 = 53
CoooGoot + Cor0Co11 =7
Co10€110 + Co116111 = —a
¢ro0€i10 + Cro16in = -8
GrooCior + G106 = —v

, (95)

with |al, |8],|y| < 2. It is a system of 6 equations in 8 variables. Thus
the general solutions, for fixed d, live on a 5-dimensional manifold. A
particular 3-dimensional submanifold is obtained by o = g =~ = 0.
In such a case

¢o00¢100 = —Co01C101
010110 = —Co11C111
§000C:010 = —C001§:011 ' (96)
¢100€110 = —C101€111
Co00Co01 = —Co10Co11
Gro0Cio1 = —CGri0€int

For example, the following MMES is an element of that manifold
when d =0

1
[v) = %( — 000y 4 [001) + |010) + |011)

+ [100) + |101) + [110) — |111)). (97)
As in the case of 2 qubits, this is an example of perfect MMES with

uniform amplitudes r;, = 1/4/8 and real phases (, € {—1,1}, with
ke X3.

2. If d=0and ¢; = c (i € S) with ¢ € [-1/3,1], one gets

(1+3¢c) for k€ {000,111}
(I1—¢) otherwise.

ool

(1+ ¢(o102 + 0203 + 03071)) = {

ool ool—

(98)

Thus,

(1+3c)(1 — ¢) (CoooC100 + Co11¢111)

+(1 = ¢) (Coor€101 + Co10€110) =0
(14 3¢)(1 = ¢) (Gooooto + C101C111)

+(1 = ¢) (¢oo1o11 + ¢100¢110) =0
(1+3¢)(1 = ¢) (¢oooCoor + C110C111)
+(1 = ¢) (Cor0o11 + C100C101) =0

(99)
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(a) If ¢ = 1 the phases are arbitrary and the perfect MMES is

_ L
V2

As a particular case, when (o990 = (111 = 1, one obtains the GHZ
state [27].

(b) For ¢ < 1, the solutions live on a 5-dimensional submanifold. Note
that if one tries a solution for which the phases are independent of ¢

) (€000/000) + C111[111)), (100)

one gets
C000€100 + €011¢111 =0
€000€o10 + €101¢111 =0
> S
C000€001 + C110€111 , (101)
C001¢101 + C010C110 =0
C001€011 + C100¢110 =0
C010€011 + €100C101 =0
that is,
1006011 = Co10C101 = Co01¢110 = —C000G111
=0
Co01¢110 + Co10C101 | 102)

C001€110 + C100C011 =0
C010€101 + C100C011 =0

which has no solutions.

5 Uniform MMES

According to Theorem [I5] a perfect MMES has a population probability
vector in the computational basis given by (69)), whose marginals on maxi-
mal subsystems are all uniform. In particular, a uniform probability vector
is compatible with a perfect MMES. In this Section we will focus just on
this class of states, that have uniform amplitudes

e = |zl = V/Ps(k) =1/VN,  Vke X", (103)
and depend only on N = 2" phases.
Definition 14 (Uniform states) A state |¢) € Hg of the form
1
W) =— > Glk), ¢=(G)eT, N=2", (104)
VN kexn

is said to have uniform amplitudes in the computational basis. A state with
uniform amplitudes in the computational basis is also called a uniform state.

First of all, we have a complete characterization of uniform maximizers
of the potential of multipartite entanglement.
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Theorem 18 (Fully factorized uniform states) The fully factorized
states with uniform amplitudes, z = (/v N, have ( = [Tics Ck,» with
¢ €S ke Xxn

Proof The result is an immediate consequence of Theorem [§ by observing

that 2, = [L;es |04, 16, = [Ties log,| [Les Cljcj =G/VN. O

The various expressions of purity of a bipartition (A, A) considered in
Section 2 simplify for uniform states. In particular, by plugging (I04) into

[26) we find

Theorem 19 (Purity for uniform states) Consider a state with uniform
amplitudes in the computational basis z = ¢/V'N, with ¢ € TN. Then for
any bipartition (A, A),
Na+Nz—-1 1 - _
Ta(Q) = TA + 3z Z Z Z Re (Ck Crat Ckatam Cham) »

keXSleXA mexA
(105)
where Ny = 2™4, and N = 2".

Proof When z = ¢/v/N, in the first three sums of (20)) all terms are equal
to 1/N2. Their number, according to Remark [0} is /\/t(olt) —l—/\/’t(ft) =N(Nas+
Nz — 1), and the result follows. O

Remark 25 Note that the first term on the right-hand side corresponds to
the average entanglement for typical states [22[26131,[32,39], whose phases
are uniformly distributed on the torus T%. Thus, the combination of phases
in the second term can increase or reduce the value of the purity with respect
to the typical one (at a fixed bipartition).

Finally observe that, by setting (x = e!?*, with ¢, € [0,27), k € X",
one gets

_NA—FNA—l
N N

1
TNz Z Z Z cos (¢r — Prat + Pratem — Prem) (106)
keXSleXA mexA

ma(C)

Remark 26 Note that for a uniform fully factorized state, since (; = ¢ ,?A Cffﬁ,
with (! =[;c4 ¢/, Vk € X™, one gets

107
Vk € X9 vl e X4 |Vl € XA Therefore, all terms of the sum in (03] are
1, and
. N+ NA -1 1

+ —N(Ns—1)(Nz—1)=1, (108)

ma(¢) N E

as it should.
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The counterpart of Theorem [I9l for the potential of multipartite entangle-
ment is stated in the following

Theorem 20 (Potential for uniform states) If the Fourier amplitudes
in the computational basis are uniform, z = (/v N, with ¢ € TV, then the
potential of multipartite entanglement reads

Nyg+N;z—1
WME(C)—AiA

Nz Z Z (1,m; [n/2]) Re (Ck Comiam Chat Cham) -
kEX™ I, meXn
(109)
where Ny = 21n/2] Nj= 20n+1/2 gnd N = 27,

Proof When z = ¢/v/N, in the first two sums of (@) all terms are equal to
1/N? and one obtains

1 2
wn(0) = 3+ = 3 3l 0:1n/2)
lexr
1 -
t 2 Z > g(tm;[n/2]) Re (G Crwtom Crat Cham) -
eXnilmeXr
We get
S a0 = Y5 athats v = Y (%) as0ina)
leXr leXr 0<s<n 1<s<n
and, from (@),
1(n\ " [(na ni
(s,0;m4) 51 P
Thus,
2> g, 0ina) = Y K"“‘) + <"A)] =2n4 L ona 9
lexn 1<s<n 5 5

and, by setting na = [n/2], the result follows. O

We will now use Theorem and look for the uniform minimizers of the
potential of multipartite entanglement.
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5.1 Two qubits

For two qubits n = 2, we have N =4, Ny = Nj = 2 and (I09)) becomes

7TME

+ - Z > g(l,m;1) Re (G Cratwm Cret Cham)

k€X2 l,meX?2

+ % > §(1,1;1) Re (G Ghent Graor Craso) - (110)

keX?

=~ w W |

From (@3] we get g(1,1;1), hence

mve(() = g + iRe (oo¢11¢01C10) - (111)

Uniform perfect MMES are solutions of the equation

man(() = 5, (€T, (112)
that is o
Coo¢11€01 610 = —1, (113)
which yields
92) = 7 (ol00) + Gor[01) + Cuof10) — CooGonGuol11) . (114)

In this degenerate case, multipartite entanglement coincides with bipartite
entanglement, and this state is obviously equivalent, up to local unitaries,
to a Bell state. A particular subclass is formed by uniform perfect MMES
(II4) with real phases ¢ € {—1,+1}*. Their number is 2° and has been
already found by using a probabilistic approach. See (88]).

5.2 Three qubits

For n = 3 qubits, N = 8, Ny = 2, N3 = 4, and one must look for the
solutions of

Q) =3 CET (115)
where, from (DIIQI),
map(0) = = + — Z Z (1,m;1) Re (Ck Chatwm Chat Ceam)  (116)

k€X3 l,meX?3

Due to the constraint (I Am) in the coupling function g, see Theorem [I0]
one can easily see that the pairs that yield nonvanishing contributions to
the sum are

(I,m) = (p(001), p(010)), (I, m) = (p(001),p(110)), peCs, (117)
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and the pairs obtained by exchanging [ and m, where C3 C Ps is the sub-
group of the 3 cyclic permutations defined in (E7)). Therefore,

e (¢ + — Z Z [ (1,1;1) Re (Ck Crap(o11) Skapoo1) Chap(o10)
kEX3PEC3

+9(1,2;1) Re (¢ Crop(11) Skap(001) Chap(110) }
5 1
= g 102 Z Z PRG Cotk) Cp(ka011) Cpka001) Cp(kep010)
€Cs keX3

+ Re (Co) Cpka111) Cpremoot) Cpka110) } ,(118)

since from [@A3]) we get §(1,1;1) = 1/3 and §(1,2;1) = 1/6. By performing
the sum over X we finally obtain

5 _ _
mve(() = 3 + = Z {2 Re(Cp(000)Cp(011)Cp(001)Cp(010))
p€ECs

+ 2 Re(Cp(111)$p(100) Cp(110) Cp(101))
+ Re(Cp(000) p(111) Cp(001) Cp(110) )

+ Re(Cp(OlO)Cp(lOl)Ep(Oll)gp(IOO)) . (119)

There are 3 families of solutions, living on the following 5-dimensional
submanifolds

M, = {(Ck) € T% | Cp(000)Cp(111)Cp(001) Gp(110) = +1
Cp(010)Cp(101) Cp(100) Cp(o11) = +1,
Cp(000) Cp(011) Cp(001) Cp(010) = —1}7 p € C3. (120)

Indeed, if ¢ € M, it is an easy task to see that

C4(000) Ca(111)Cq(001)Ca(110) = Ap-14(1)
=b
Cat10)Saa0m Ga100) Saor) = Bpra) o (121)
Ca(000) Ca(011) Ca(001) Sa(010) = Cp=1q(1)
Ca111)$q(100)Cq(110)Ca(101) = dp-14(1)
where
=(+1,—a,—a)
(122)
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with a € S arbitrary. Therefore, the sum in myg(¢) reads

Z Re(a+b+2c+2d),-1,) =ZRe(a+b—|—2c+2d)i
peCs i€s

=2-8+4Rea —4Rea = —6, (123)

yielding mvg(¢) = 1/2.

Note that, in agreement with Theorem 2, 7y (¢) contains N4 = 12
distinct terms that depend on phases, 6 of which are double weighted. The
above solutions force 2 terms to the value + 1, and 4 x 2 terms to the value
= —1. The remaining ones are symmetric around 0 and cancel.

The corresponding uniform perfect MMES are

1
% (Cp(ooo) |p(000)) + Cp(o01)[P(001)) + Cp(010y[2(010))
—zp(ooo)cp(om)cp(ow) |p(011)> + Cp(loo) |p(100)>
—Cp(000)$p(001) Cp(100)[P(101)) + Cpe110)[P(110))

+Cp(000)Cp(001) Cp(110) |p(111)>)7 p € Cs. (124)

|1/);D> =

At present we do not know whether there exist other classes of uniform
perfect MMES than (I24). Numerical evidence seems to corroborate the
conjecture that (I24) describe all uniform perfect MMES, but we could not
prove it.

5.2.1 Real uniform MMES Let us now look for uniform perfect MMES
whose phases are all real, i.e. ¢ € {+1,1}%. A necessary condition is that «
isreal, « € {—1,+1}. In particular, it is an easy task to prove that « = —1
iff a,b,¢,d in [I22) are permutation invariant, iff

a=b=(1,1,1), c=d=(-1,-1,-1). (125)

Thus o« = —1 characterizes the 4-dimensional intersection
M, =MoN Mg =MaNMg=Mez0Mo= (] M, (126)

p€ECs

On the other hand, = +1 determines the following three nonintersecting
4-dimensional submanifolds

N, = M, N {(Ck) € T®|or = (p000) $p(110) $p(010) p100) = +1}, p € Cs.
(127)
Therefore, all uniform perfect MMES with real ¢ belongs to one of the above
nonintersecting manifolds, namely

{real uniform MMES} C U N, U M,. (128)
P€Cs
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Thus the total number of real uniform perfect MMES is 4 x 2% = 26, They
are given by

) = % S Gk, Ce{-1,1)8 (129)

keX3
with
€000€001¢010C011 = ;5
€000600161006101 = Yj 1<j<4, (130)
€00060106100€110 = %5
Coo01€0106100€111 = W),
where

x=(-1,-1,-1,41), y=(-1,-1,+1,-1),
z w=(-1,41,+1,+1). (131)

5.8 n > 3 qubits

For n = 4 qubits, N = 16, N4 = Nz = 4, and a brute force enumeration
shows that the minimum value of the potential of multipartite entanglement
in the class of real uniform states, is

min {wf\;%(c) ¢ e {1, 1}16} - % > i. (132)

In fact, there are 1056 minimizers, among which, there is, e.g.

¢(=(-1,-1,-1,-1,-1,-1,41,+1,—-1,+1,-1,4+1,+1, -1, —1,+1).
(133)

There is numerical evidence that 1/3 is the minimum of the multipartite
entanglement, and thus it is not an artifact of the restriction to real uniform
states. In fact, it has been proved that for n = 4 the minimum of myg is
strictly larger than 1/4 [I3)28], but still its value is unknown [8]. This is
a first example of frustration among the bipartitions, that prevents the
existence of a perfect MMES: the requirement that purity be minimal for
all balanced bipartitions generate conflicts already for n = 4 qubits.

For n = 5 and 6, the expressions become more complicate. Here, we will
not discuss this cases. We will only exhibit two real uniform perfect MMES,
solutions to

mih(C) = i Ce{-1,+1}" (134)
and
k() = %, ¢e{-1,+1}%, (135)

respectively. Therefore, interestingly, frustration is present for n = 4 qubits,
while it is absent for n = 5 and 6.
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For example, a 5-qubits real uniform perfect MMES is defined by Eq.
([I04) with the following set of phases

C = (+17 +17 +17 +17 +17 _17 _15 +17 +1a _17 _15 +17 +1a +17 +1a +17
1,41,—1,—1,41,—1,+1,—1,—1,41, -1, +1, =1, —1,+1, +1)
(136)

and can be shown to live on a 7-dimensional manifold, while a 6-qubits real
uniform perfect MMES has the following set of phases

¢=(+1,+41,-1,41,-1,-1,-1,41,-1,-1,+1,-1,—1, -1, -1, +1,

—1,+1,-1,-1,—-1,+1,+1,+1,—-1,+1,-1,—-1,+1, -1, -1, -1,

+1,-1,-1,-1,-1,4+1,-1,—1,+1, -1, -1, 1,41, -1, +1, +1,

+1,+1,+1, -1, +1,+1, —-1,+1, -1, -1, =1, +1,+1,+1, -1, +1).
(137)

By using the theory of quantum weight enumerators and quantum codes
[42[431144], it has been proved that [45]

min{ﬁl(\;fg:(z) |z € Sznﬂfl} > 272 forn > 8, (138)

and thus there is frustration among the bipartitions that prevents the exis-
tence of a n-qubit perfect MMES, for n > 8. The case n = 7 is still open.
There is numerical evidence that it is frustrated too, but no conclusive ar-
guments.

Summarizing, perfect MMES exist for n = 2,3,5,6 and, possibly, for
n = 7. For n = 4 and n > 8 there is frustration and the minimum of
the potential of multipartite entanglement is strictly larger than 2-["/2],
Interestingly enough, in the cases considered (n < 6) we have shown that the
(conjectured) minimum of the potential is attained by uniform states with
real phases. In such a case, in order to study the structure of multipartite
entanglement in a quantum state of n qubits, and in particular the minima
of its potential, one can instead consider the simpler system of classical

sequences ¢ € {—1,+1}2" of 2" bits, with Hamiltonian 7T1(v711) ©).

6 Conclusions

In this paper we have studied the properties of the potential of multipartite
entanglement and of its minimizers, the MMES, for a system of n qubits.
In particular our focus has been on perfect MMES, that saturate the lower
bound of the potential, and by using a probabilistic approach, we have
proven a theorem on the structure of their population probability vectors.
This allowed us to consider a particular simple class of solutions, those with
uniform population. We have shown by explicit construction that (apart for
the case n = 7 which is still open, but probably is frustrated) there always
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exist uniform perfect MMES with real phases, a class of states that can
be mapped to the classical binary sequences of length 2”. In fact, we have
shown that also for n = 4, the lowest number at which frustration occurs
and hinders the existence of perfect MMES, the (conjectured) minimum
of the potential of multipartite entanglement is attained by uniform states
with real phases. This represents a great advantage, because in this situation
one can investigate the structure of quantum multipartite entanglement by
studying the simplest problem a classical Hamiltonian defined on binary
sequences.

Acknowledgements

I would like to thank G. Florio, U. Marzolino, G. Parisi, and S. Pascazio
for many conversations and stimulating discussions on multipartite entan-
glement. One of the reasons for having written this article is the enthusiasm
of S. Graffi for the subject; I would like to thank him for this. This work
is partly supported by the European Community through the Integrated
Project EuroSQIP.

References

1. S. Albeverio, L. Cattaneo, S.M. Fei, and X.H. Wang, Rep. Math. Phys. 56
(2005) 341.

2. S. Albeverio, S.M. Fei, P. Parashar, and W.-L. Yang, Phys. Rev. A 68 (2003)
010313(R).

3. S. Albeverio, S.M. Fei, and X.H. Wang: Equivalence of bipartite quantum mized
states under local unitary transformations, in Proc. First Sino-German Meeting
on Stochastic Analysis - Satellite Conference to the ICM 2002 , Edts. S. Albev-
erio, Z.M. Ma, and M. Rockner, Beijing 2002.

4. L. Amico, R. Fazio, A. Osterloh, and V. Vedral, Rev. Mod. Phys. 80 (2008)
517.

5. H. Araki and E. Lieb, Commun. Math. Phys. 18 (1970) 160.

6. C.H. Bennett, G. Brassard, C. Crepeau, R. Jozsa, A. Peres, and W.K. Woot-
ters, Phys. Rev. Lett. 70 (1993) 1895;

7. C.H. Bennett and S.J. Wiesner, Phys. Rev. Lett. 69 (1992) 2881.

8. A. Borras, A.R. Plastino, J. Batle, C. Zander, M. Casas, and A. Plastino, J.
Phys. A: Math. Theor. 40 (2007) 13407.

9. I. Borsari, M. Degli Esposti, S. Graffi and F. Unguendoli, J. Phys. A: Math.
Gen. 30 (1997) L155

10. I. Borsari, S. Graffi and F. Unguendoli J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 29 (1996)
1593.

11. D. Boschi, S. Brance, F. De Martini, L. Hardy, and S. Popescu, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 80 (1998) , 1121.

12. D. Bouwmeester, J.-W. Pan, K. Mattle, M. Eibl, H. Weinfurter, and A.
Zeilinger, Nature 390 (1997) 575.

13. S. Brierley and A. Higuchi, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 40 (2007) 8455.

14. D. Bruss, J. Math. Phys. 43 (2002) 4237.



42 Paolo Facchi

15. V. Coffman, J. Kundu and W. K. Wootters, Phys. Rev. A 61 (2000) 052306.

16. L. Comtet, Advanced Combinatorics: The Art of Finite and Infinite Expan-
sions (Springer-Verlag New York, 1974).

17. D. Deutsch, A. Ekert, P. Rozsa, C. Macchiavello, S. Popescu, and A. Sanpera,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 77 (1996) 2818.

18. A. Ekert, Phys. Rev. Lett. 67 (1991) 661.

19. C. Emary, J. Phys. A 37 (2004) 8293.

20. P. Facchi, G. Florio, U. Marzolino, G. Parisi, and S. Pascazio, Statistical
mechanics of multipartite entanglement, larXiv:0803.4498| (quant-ph).

21. P. Facchi, G. Florio, G. Parisi, and S. Pascazio, Phys. Rev. A 77 (2008)
060304(R).

22. P. Facchi, G. Florio and S. Pascazio, Phys. Rev. A 74 (2006) 042331.

23. P. Facchi, U. Marzolino, G. Parisi, S. Pascazio, and A. Scardicchio, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 101 (2008) 050502.

24. C.A. Fuchs, N. Gisin, R.B. Griffiths, C-S. Niu, and A. Peres, Phys. Rev. A
56 (1997) 1163.

25. A. Furusawa, J.L. Srensen, S.L. Braunstein, C.A. Fuchs, H.J. Kimble, and
E.S. Polzik, Science 282 (1998) 706.

26. O. Giraud, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 40 (2007) 2793.

27. D.M. Greenberger, M. Horne and A. Zeilinger, Am. J. Phys. 58 (1990) 1131.

28. A. Higuchi and A. Sudbery, Phys. Lett. A 273 (2000) 213.

29. L. Koralov and Y.G. Sinai, Theory of Probability and Random Processes, 2nd
edition (Springer, New York, 2007).

30. S. Lang, Linear Algebra, 3rd edition (Springer, New York, 2004).

31. S. Lloyd and H. Pagels, Ann. Phys. (NY) 188 (1988) 186.

32. E. Lubkin, J. Math. Phys. 19 (1978) 1028.

33. V. I. Man’ko, G. Marmo, E.C.G. Sudarshan, and F. Zaccaria, J. Phys. A:
Math. Gen. 35 (2002) 7137.

34. E. Marinari, G. Parisi, and F. Ritort J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 27 (1994) 7615.

35. E. Marinari, G. Parisi, and F. Ritort J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 27 (1994) 7647

36. D.A. Meyer and N.R. Wallach, J. Math. Phys. 43 (2002) 4273.

37. M. Nielsen and I.L. Chuang, Quantum Computation and Quantum Informa-
tion, (Cambridge University Press 2000).

38. M.A. Nielsen, E. Knill, and R. Laflamme, Nature 396 (1998) 52.

39. D. Page, Phys. Rev. Lett. 71 (1993) 1291.

40. K. R. Parthasarathy, Proc. Indian Acad. Sciences 114 (2004) 365.

41. A. Peres, Quantum Mechanics: Concepts and Methods, (Kluwer, Dordrecht,
1993).

42. E. M. Rains, IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 44 (1998) 1388.

43. E.M. Rains, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 46 (2000) 54.

44. E. M. Rains and N. J. A. Sloane, in Handbook of Coding Theory, edited by
V. S. Pless and W. C. Huffman (Elsevier, Amsterdam, 1998).

45. A. J. Scott, Phys. Rev. A 69 (2004) 052330 .

46. A. J. Scott and C. M. Caves, J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 36 (2003) 9553.

47. A. Wong and N. Christensen, Phys. Rev. A 63 (2001) 044301,

48. W. K. Wootters, Quantum Information and Computation (Rinton Press,
2001), Vol. 1.

49. K. Zyczkowski and H.-J. Sommers J. Phys. A 34 (2001) 7111.


http://arxiv.org/abs/0803.4498

	Introduction
	Bipartite entanglement
	Multipartite entanglement
	Perfect MMES. Probabilistic approach
	Uniform MMES
	Conclusions

