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Entanglement witness is an effective method to detect entanglement in unknown states without
doing full tomography. One of the most widespread schemes for witnessing entanglement is mea-
suring its fidelity with respect to a pure entangled state. Recently, a large class of states whose
entanglement cannot be detected with the fidelity witness has been discovered in Phys.Rev.Lett.
124,200502(2020). They are called unfaithful states. In this paper we propose a new way to detect
entanglement by calculating the lower bound of entanglement using measurement results. Numer-
ical simulation shows that our method can detect entanglement in unfaithful states with a small
number of measurements. Moreover, we generalize our scheme to multipartite states and show that
it can tolerate higher noise than previous entanglement witness operators with same number of
measurement settings.

The concept of entanglement has played a crucial role
in the development of quantum physics. The Einstein,
Podolsky and Rosen effect [1] has received world-wide at-
tention and has been a hot topic of research for decades.
Entanglement has come to be recognized as a novel re-
source that may be used to perform tasks that are either
impossible or very inefficient in the classical realm, such
as Quantum Key Distribution (QKD) [2], quantum su-
perdense coding [3], quantum teleportation [4], and quan-
tum computing [5]. These developments have provided
the seed for the development of modern quantum infor-
mation science.

It is important for us to know whether a state pre-
pared in an experiment is entangled or not. A trivial
way – performing full tomography of the state – requires
a large amount of measurements. With an a N -qubit
state, for example, we would need 22N measurements to
determine all the matrix elements of the density matrix
ρ. This means that the number of measurements grows
exponentially with the particle number N .

Entanglement witness is an efficient scheme to detect
entanglement in an unknown state, requiring a much
smaller number of measurements compared to full tomog-
raphy [6]. The set of separable states is a convex subset
of the Hilbert space. The Hahn–Banach theorem guar-
antees that there exists a hyperplane for every entangled
state ρ that separates this state from the separable set.
These hyperplanes correspond to observables W, such
that Tr(Wρ) < 0, whereas Tr(Wσ) ≥ 0 for all separable
states σ. If the measured value 〈W〉ρ is positive, we can-
not tell whether the state is entangled or not. However,
we can know for sure that ρexp is an entangled state if
the measurement produces a negative expectation value.
Such an observable W is called an entanglement witness
operator. Although W exists for each entangled state
ρ, it is formidable to construct a useful witness operator
without specific information about the state produced in
the experiment.
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However, when the underlying state is expected to be
close to a target entangled state |ψ〉, entanglement can
be witnessed by measuring the fidelity between the two
states. This method is called the fidelity witness. A
fidelity witness operator that detects entanglement of a
pure state |ψ〉 (and of states that are close to |ψ〉) is given
by [7]

W = αI− |ψ〉〈ψ|. (1)

The factor α must be chosen such that all separable sys-
tems lead to non-negative expectation values (a method
for determining α is presented in Ref.[7]). Fidelity wit-
nesses have been widely studied both theoretically and
experimentally [7–15].

Unfortunately, a recent paper shows that the fidelity
witness is severely limited in its ability in detecting en-
tanglement and, in fact, the entanglement in a large class
of states, namely the unfaithful states, cannot be detected
by the fidelity witness[16]. For high-dimensional systems
(d > 2), they find, surprisingly, that almost no bipartite
entangled state can be detected using the fidelity witness.
Their work is a warning against the blind application of
fidelity-type entanglement witnesses and shows the im-
portance of detecting entanglement in unfaithful states.

In this Letter we present a generalized entanglement
witness which can detect entanglement in unfaithful
states. By estimating the lower bound of certain entan-
glement measure E(ρ)(e.g. geometric measure) based on
a set of measured values of observables using the method
introduced in Ref.[17], we know for sure that the state
is entangled if we get a positive lower bound, given the
entanglement measure E(ρ) = 0 if ρ is a separable state.
Our method can detect entanglement in unfaithful states,
which surpass the capability of fidelity witness.

Our method can be extended to detect genuine entan-
glement in multipartite states by estimating the lower
bound of generalized geometric measure(GGM). Similar
to the bipartite case, our method can detect entangle-
ment beyond fidelity witness. As fidelity witness usually
requires a large number of measurements in multipartite
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cases, fidelity-type witnesses, which use fewer measure-
ments, are usually used in experiment. We also show
that the capability of our method surpass fidelity-type
witnesses given the same measurements.

Unlike previous entanglement witness operators, there
is no restrictions on the type and number of measure-
ments in our method. The type of measurements can
be customized to adapt various experimental restrictions.
The number of measurements can be added or reduced
to reach different capability of detecting entanglement.

Our scheme is summarized as follows: We mea-
sure a set of Hermitian operators A1, A2, . . . , An in an
experiment and use the estimated expectation values
a1, a2, . . . , an to calculate the lower bound of entangle-
ment of the state ρ

ε (a1, . . . , an) = inf
ρ
{E(ρ) | Tr (ρAk) = ak} , (2)

where E(ρ) is a certain entanglement measure and the in-
fimum is understood as the infimum over all states com-
patible with the data ak = Tr(Akρ). In this paper, we
choose E(ρ) to be the geometric measure of entanglement
EG for bipartite states[18]. The geometric measure EG
is positive only when a bipartite state is entangled. If we
get a positive value of the lower bound of entanglement
ε (a1, . . . , an), we know for sure that the state is entan-
gled. On the other hand, if the lower bound is zero, we
cannot tell whether a state is entangled or not.

The method for estimating the lower bound of entan-
glement is introduced in Ref.[17]. Here we briefly sum-
marize their idea. The detailed estimation process and
the algorithms are given in the Appendix.

We consider linear bounds of the type

ε(a) ≥ r · a− c, (3)

where r and a are both n-dimensional vectors and the
dot denotes the dot product. For the one-dimensional
case, the two bounds are plotted in Figure 1. To find the
best estimation of the entanglement lower bound ε(a),
the intercept c should be as small as possible. By the
definition of ε(a), we note that Eq. (3) can be expressed
as E(ρ) ≥ r · a− c, so we arrive at the inequality for c.

c ≥
∑
k

rk Tr (ρAk)− E(ρ) (4)

This indicates that we should perform maximization over
the whole state space and choose c to be the supremum
of the right-hand side (RHS), which only depends on the
operator A =

∑
k rkAk. Thus the supremum of the RHS

can be expressed as the function Ê(A), where

Ê(A) = sup
ρ
{Tr(ρA)− E(ρ)}. (5)

After obtaining the minimum value of c, we vary the slope
r to arrive at the best possible bound ε(a), as we have

FIG. 1. A schematic view of the method of estimating entan-
glement lower bound. This figure is reproduced from Ref.[17].
The lower bound ε(w) is a convex function. We assume that
w0 is the measured expectation value. The dotted line cor-
responds to a general estimation. First we perform the min-
imization on the intercept c and the linear bound becomes
the dashed line. We can get a better estimation of the entan-
glement lower bound, which is B. By varying the slope r we
arrive at the dash-dotted line, which gives the best estimation
of the lower bound ε(w0).

shown in Fig. 1:

ε(a) = sup
r

{∑
k

rkak − Ê

(∑
k

rkAk

)}
(6)

Note that Eq. (6) shows that ε(a) is the Legendre trans-

formation of the function ε̂(r) = Ê(
∑
k rkAk).

Our new scheme can be used to detect entanglement in
bipartite unfaithful state. For a convenient comparison,
we take the Bell state |Ψ2〉 = (|00〉 + |11〉)/

√
2 embed-

ded in a d×d-dimensional Hilbert space (Eq.(A8)) as an
example

ρ = p
I
d2

+ (1− p)|Ψ2〉〈Ψ2| (7)

where p is the amount of white noise. It is easy to pre-
pare such a state by drawing a random state from either
a completely mixed state or the state |Ψ2〉 with a prob-
ability p and 1− p, respectively. In Ref.[19], the authors
analyze the unfaithfulness of this mixed state. They find
there exists a large parameter regime where the state ρ
is entangled and unfaithful for d > 2. This phenomenon
is shown in Fig.2.

For a convenient comparison, we use the same mea-
surements with the fidelity witness to estimate the lower
bound of entanglement of the state, which are X⊗X,Y ⊗
Y, and Z ⊗Z. The operators X, Y and Z are defined as
follows:
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X =

 0 1

1 0

0

 , Y =

 0 −i
i 0

0

 , Z =

 1 0

0 −1

0


They are the Pauli operators in the subspace spanned by
|0〉 and |1〉. These operators are easy to measure in an
experiment. For example, for qudits encoded in photon
paths, we just have to measure the first and second path
to obtain the outcomes X ⊗X,Y ⊗ Y, Z ⊗ Z. It is easy
to check that X ⊗X,Y ⊗ Y and Z ⊗ Z are stabilizers of
|Ψ2〉. We use expectation values of the three stabilizers to
calculate the lower bound of geometric entanglement. For
the the state ρ = pI/d2+(1−p)|Ψ2〉〈Ψ2|, the expectation
values are 〈X⊗X〉 = 〈Y ⊗Y 〉 = 〈Z⊗Z〉 = 1−p. For any
dimension d, the entanglement lower bound is positive
when p < 2/3, at which point we know that the state is
entangled. For p > 2/3, the lower bound is zero and we
cannot tell if the state is entangled. Therefore, the white
noise tolerance threshold of our method is p = 2/3.

We can add more measurements to obtain a better es-
timation of the lower bound of entanglement. For exam-
ple, a measurement of M ⊗M can be added when d ≥ 3,
where the operator M reads

M =


1 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 −1

0


This is a Pauli-Z operator in the subspace spanned by
|0〉 and |2〉. Hence we use four expectation values – 〈X⊗
X〉,〈Y ⊗ Y 〉, 〈Z ⊗ Z〉 and 〈M ⊗M〉 – to estimate the
lower bound of entanglement. For any dimension d > 2,
the lower bound is positive when p < 3/4. This means
the noise tolerance of our method is p = 3/4 with four
measurements.

The numerical results are shown in Fig.2. The blue
line is the noise tolerance bound of any fidelity witness.
The orange line is the noise tolerance bound when three
measurements X ⊗ X,Y ⊗ Y,Z ⊗ Z are used to detect
entanglement. When we add one more measurement,
M ⊗M for d ≥ 3, the noise tolerance bound becomes
higher, which is shown by the red line. If we use more
measurements, the noise tolerance can be higher. There-
fore our method can be useful to detect entanglement in
unfaithful bipartite states.

Furthermore, our scheme can be extended to the case
of multipartite stabilizer states (e.g. cluster states) and
non-stabilizer states (e.g. W state). In order to detect
genuine entanglement in multipartite states, We choose
the entanglement measure E(ρ) to be the generalized ge-
ometric measure (GGM) [20, 21]. The GGM of a pure

FIG. 2. The noise tolerance of fidelity witnesses and our
method. The red region corresponds to the set of separable
states. The green region indicates the set of unfaithful and
entangled states. The blue region indicates the set of faith-
ful states, whose entanglement can be detected using fidelity
witness. The symbols S1, Ũ2\S1,Ω\Ũ2 denotes the approxi-
mation of the three set of states using SDP.(See Appendix or
Ref.[16] for how the approximation was done) The blue line
is the bound of noise tolerance of any fidelity witness. The
orange line is the noise tolerance of our method using only
three measurements, X ⊗ X,Y ⊗ Y ,Z ⊗ Z. If we add one
more measurement – M ⊗M – the noise tolerance is higher,
which is depicted by the orange line. Our scheme achieves a
big improvement over the fidelity witness.

state |ψ〉 is defined by

EGGM (|ψ〉) = 1− sup
|φ〉
|〈φ | ψ〉|2 (8)

where the optimization is done over all biseparable states
|φ〉. The GGM of mixed states is defined using the convex
roof construction[20, 21]. The GGM is positive only when
the state is genuine entangled. So the state ρ must carry
genuine multipartite entanglement if the lower bound of
GGM of state is positive. Moreover, we find that our
scheme can tolerate higher noise than the previously con-
structed witness operators [8, 9, 22, 23] while using the
same number of measurement settings.

Here we show our scheme can be used to detect gen-
uine entanglement in cluster states. Although fidelity
witnesses can be used to detect genuine entanglement,
they are not widely used in multipartite states because
measuring the fidelity requires a large number of single-
qubit measurements. In order to solve this problem, a
large class of witness operators called fidelity-type wit-
ness has been derived [9, 23]. (See Appendix for how
fidelity-type witness is derived.)

A fidelity-type witness operator is presented in [8, 9] to
detect entanglement in linear qubit cluster states:

Wc := 3I− 2

[ ∏
even k

Sk + I
2

+
∏

odd k

Sk + I
2

]
(9)

where Sk refers to the kth stabilizer generator. These
witness operators are robust against noise and require
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FIG. 3. The noise tolerance of our method and the witness
operator W1 as a function of N , the number of qubits in the
cluster state. The noise tolerance of our method is about 0.5
for any number of particles, while the noise tolerance of W1,
which is the best witness operator that has ever been derived,
is close to 0.25 for large number N .

only two local measurement settings when used in an
experiment, independent of the number of qubits, which
is a big improvement over the fidelity witness operator in
Eq. (A5). When the cluster state |φN,2〉 is mixed with
certain amount of white noise pnoise, the state becomes

ρ = pnoiseI/2N + (1− pnoise)|φN,2〉〈φN,2|, (10)

The noise tolerance threshold of Wc reads

pnoise =

{ (
4− 4/2N/2

)−1
even N[

4− 2
(
1/2(N+1)/2 + 1/2(N−1)/2

)]−1
odd N

(11)
We plot pnoise in Fig. 3 as a function of N . For large N ,
the noise tolerance is close to 0.25.

We find that our method can achieve a big improve-
ment over the result in Eq. (11), despite using the same
number of measurement settings as the witness operator
Wc, which can be useful for detecting genuine entangle-
ment in cluster state experiments. We use N expectation
values to calculate the lower bound of the generalized
geometric measure. For the cluster state mixed with a
certain amount of white noise, the expectation values of
the stabilizer generators are 〈S1〉 = 〈S2〉 = ... = 〈Sn〉 =
1− pnoise. We find that the lower bound of GGM is pos-
itive when pnoise < 0.5 for all particle number N . Our
result is plotted in Fig.3. We see that that our method
can tolerate higher noise than the witness operator Wc.

Similar ideas can be used for the detection of entan-
glement in non-stabilizer states. For such states it is not
possible to find 2N tensor products of single-qubit op-
erators that stabilize the state. For example, the three-
qubit W -state |W3〉 = (|001〉 + |010〉 + |100〉)/

√
3 is a

non-stabilizer state. If non-local operators are consid-
ered, |W3〉 state is stabilized by [9]

S
(W3)
1 := − 1

3 (ZZI − 2XXI − 2Y IY )

S
(W3)
2 := − 1

3 (IZZ − 2IXX − 2Y Y I)

S
(W3)
3 := − 1

3 (ZIZ − 2XIX − 2IY Y )

(12)

A witness operator detecting genuine three-qubit entan-
glement around a |W3〉 state with only three measure-
ment settings is constructed in Ref. [9]:

Ww =
11

3
I+ 2Z1Z2Z3−

1

3

∑
k 6=l

(2XkXl + 2YkYl − 2ZkZl)

(13)
For the |W3〉 state mixed with certain amount of white

noise, ρ = pnoiseI/8 + (1 − pnoise)|W3〉〈W3|, the witness
operator Ww tolerates noise if pnoise < 4/15 ≈ 0.27.

In our new scheme, we choose to measure the three
non-local stabilizers in Eq. (12), which also requires three
measurement settings XXX, Y Y Y , and ZZZ. The
three expectation values can be used to calculate the
lower bound of generalized geometric measure. For the
|W3〉 state mixed with white noise, the measurement re-

sults of the stabilizer generators are 〈S(W3)
1 〉 = 〈S(W3)

2 〉 =

〈S(W3)
3 〉 = 1−pnoise. According to our numerical calcula-

tion, the lower bound of GGM is positive if pnoise < 0.45.
Thus our scheme can detect genuine entanglement when
pnoise < 0.45, which is an improvement over the witness
operatorWw with same number of measurement settings.

Next, we apply our new scheme of detecting entangle-
ment to a previous cluster state experiment. In Ref. [24],
the authors prepared a four-qubit linear cluster state
and measured the stabilizer generators. The expecta-
tion values are shown in Table.I. Using their experimen-
tal data, we can calculate the lower bound of GGM:
εGGM = 0.170 ± 0.004 for the four-qubit state. Obtain-
ing positive values for the lower bound means the state
prepared in the experiment is genuine entangled.

Although previous witness operators can also detect
genuine entanglement in this case, our method can tol-
erate higher noise. Take the four-qubit cluster state
mixed with white noise for example. If pnoise ≈ 0.4, i.e.
〈g1〉 = 〈g2〉 = 〈g3〉 = 〈g4〉 ≈ 0.6, the witness operator W1

will give a positive expectation value and does not detect
genuine entanglement, while our method gives a lower
bound of GGM εGGM ≈ 0.1, which means it can detect
genuine entanglement in the presence of high noise.

In this paper we proposed a new way of witnessing en-
tanglement, which can detect entanglement in bipartite
unfaithful states. Furthermore, we extended the result
to the case of multi-particle states. We showed that our
scheme can tolerate higher noise than previous witness
operators while using the same number of measurement
settings. Our scheme is useful for detecting entanglement
in experimentally prepared states.

Although there are nonlinear witnesses which also can
detect entanglement in unfaithful states [25–28], they
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Generators Expectation values

g1 = −Z1 ⊗ Z2 ⊗ I3 ⊗ I4 0.994± 0.001

g2 = −X1 ⊗X2 ⊗ Z3 ⊗ I4 0.849± 0.003

g3 = I1 ⊗ Z2 ⊗X3 ⊗X4 0.937± 0.003

g4 = I1 ⊗ I2 ⊗ Z3 ⊗ Z4 0.911± 0.002

TABLE I. Expectation values of the stabilizer generators
for the four-qubit linear cluster state in the experiment in
Ref.[24]. The table is reproduced from Table 1 in Ref.[24]

usually require more measurements. Moreover, they can

only be applied to bipartite systems, which means they
cannot be generalized to detect genuine entanglement in
multipartite states [23]. Moreover, our scheme can be
easily adapted to different experimental settings and tar-
get states, as the type and number of measurements can
be customized. In this regard, our scheme opens a new
way to detect genuine entanglement based on limited in-
formation.
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Appendix A: Entanglement witness and unfaithful
states

Definition 1. An N -qudit pure state |Ψ〉 is fully sep-
arable iff it can be written as

|Ψ〉 =
m
⊗
i=1
|ΨAi〉 (A1)

where |ΨAi
〉 is the state of the i-th qudit.

An N -qudit mixed state ρs is fully separable iff it can
be decomposed into convex mixture of fully separable
pure states

ρs =
∑
i

pi|Ψi〉〈Ψi| (A2)

Definition 2. An N -qudit pure state |Ψ〉 is bisepara-
ble iff there exists a subsystem bipartition {A,A}, where
A is the complement of set A, such that the state can be
written as

|Ψ〉 = |ΨA〉 ⊗ |ΨA〉. (A3)

An N -qudit mixed state ρs is biseparable iff it can be de-
composed into convex mixture of biseparable pure states

ρs =
∑
i

pi|Ψi〉〈Ψi| (A4)

Definition 3. An N -qudit mixed state ρ is said to be
genuine entangled (or carry genuine multipartite entan-
glement) iff it is not a biseparable state.

Definition 4. A fidelity witness operator that detects

genuine entanglement of a pure state |ψ〉 (and of states
that are close to |ψ〉) is given by [7]

W = αI− |ψ〉〈ψ|. (A5)

The constant α denotes the maximum overlap between
the state |ψ〉 and any biseparable state |φ〉:

α = max
|φ〉∈B

|〈φ | ψ〉|2 (A6)

where B is the set of biseparable states. The measured
value Tr(Wρ) is positive for any biseparable state ρ. On
the contrary, we know for sure that ρ carries genuine
multipartite entanglement if we obtain a negative expec-
tation value. The witness operator in Eq. (A5) is called
the fidelity witness because it involves measuring the fi-
delity between the state ρ and |ψ〉.

In Ref. [7], the authors implement the fidelity operator
experimentally to detect entanglement in the three-qubit
W state and GHZ state. In order to measure the fi-
delity witness in the experiment, it must be decomposed
into sum of locally measurable operators [29]. Despite its
compact mathematical form, the fidelity witness is diffi-
cult to implement in large systems because the number
of measurements grows exponentially with the number of
qubits [7, 30], so it is only feasible in small systems.

In order to solve this problem, a large class of wit-
ness operators called fidelity-type witnesses has been de-
rived [9, 23]. A fidelity-type witness W ′ is constructed
using the following inequality:

W ′ − αW ≥ 0, (A7)

which means W ′−αW is a positive semi-definite matrix
and α is certain positive number. Thus the witness op-
erator W ′ can detect entanglement (Tr(W ′ρ) < 0) only
when the fidelity witness can (Tr(Wρ) < 0). Although
the fidelity-type witness W ′ cannot detect as many en-
tangled states as the fidelity witness W, it can be im-
plemented with fewer measurements. For example, in
Ref. [9], the authors constructed fidelity-type witnesses
for cluster states and GHZ states, which can be imple-
mented using two measurement settings.

Recently, researchers found a large class of states whose
entanglement cannot be detected using any fidelity wit-
nesses and therefore not with any fidelity-type witness
either[16]. These states are called unfaithful states. Let
S denotes the set of separable states and U2 denotes the
set of states that satisfy Tr(Wρ) ≥ 0 for any fidelity wit-
ness W. In order to find the percentage of the set of bi-
partite unfaithful state U2\S in the whole Hilbert space,
they use a semidefinite programming (SDP) ansatz. The

set S1 and Ũ2\S1 are the outer approximations of the
set separable state S and U2\S. The percentages are cal-
culated by sampling random bipartite states according
to Hilbert-Schmidt measure [31, 32] and the Bures mea-
sure [33]. The lower bound of the percentage of separable
state and unfaithful state in the whole Hilbert space is
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d S1(HS) Ũ2\S1(HS) S1(B) Ũ2\S1(B)

2 24.2 % 21.2 % 7.4 % 15.4 %

3 0.01 % 94.5 % 0 % 54.8 %

4 0 % 100 % 0 % 97 %

5 0 % 100 % 0 % 100 %

TABLE II. The lower bound on the percentage of bipartite
separable states( S1) and unfaithful states (Ũ2\S1) in the
whole Hilbert space in small dimensions. This table is re-
produced from TABLE. I in Ref.[16]. The percentages are
calculated in the Hilbert-Schmidt(HS) metric and Bures(B)
metric. For d > 2, most states in Hilbert space are both
entangled and unfaithful.

FIG. 4. The unfaithful and entangled region of the family
of states ρ from Eq. (A8). This figure is reproduced from
FIG. 2 in Ref.[16]. The red region corresponds to the set
of separable states. The green region indicates the set of
unfaithful and entangled states. The blue region indicates
the set of faithful states, whose entanglement can be detected
using fidelity witness.

shown in Table II. We can easily find for d ≥ 3 that al-
most all states in the Hilbert space are unfaithful. For
d > 5, the authors find that all states they generated
are entangled but at the same time unfaithful, regardless
of what metric is used to sample them. This highlights
the importance of characterizing the entanglement of un-
faithful qudit states beyond relying on fidelity witnesses.

The authors also find that most pure entangled state
remained entangled but become unfaithful when a certain
amount of white noise is added. Consider the Bell state
|Ψ2〉 = (|00〉 + |11〉)/

√
2 embedded in d × d-dimensional

Hilbert space:

ρ = p
I
d2

+ (1− p)|Ψ2〉〈Ψ2| (A8)

where p is the amount of white noise. It is easy to pre-
pare such a state by drawing a random state from either
a completely mixed state or the state |Ψ2〉 with a proba-
bility p and 1− p, respectively. For d > 2, there exists a
large parameter regime where the state ρ is entangled and
unfaithful. This phenomenon is shown in Fig. 4. What’s
more, they find numerically that all sampled pure en-

tangled states are unfaithful and entangled for a certain
range of white noise. The only exception they find is the

maximally entangled state 1/
√
d
∑d−1
i=0 |ii〉 subjected to

white noise.

Appendix B: Quantifying entanglement with simple
measurements

In Ref. [17, 34], the authors present a method to esti-
mate entanglement with the measured expectation value
of witness operators. In this section we briefly summarize
their results.

Suppose we measure n witness operators
{W1,W2, ...Wn} on the state in the experiment
and their expectation values are w1, w2, ...wn. We hope
to find the lower bound of entanglement based on our
measurement results:

ε (w1, . . . , wn) = inf
ρ
{E(ρ) | Tr (ρWk) = wk} , (B1)

where the infimum is understood as the infimum over all
states compatible with the measurement data. We note
that ε (w1, . . . , wn) is a convex function; the proof of this
is simple and can be found in the appendix. We consider
linear bounds of the type

ε(w) ≥ r · w − c, (B2)

where r and w are both n-dimensional vectors and the
dot denotes the dot product. For the one-dimensional
case, the two bounds are plotted in Figure 5. To find the
best estimation of the entanglement lower bound ε(w),
the intercept c should be as small as possible. By the
definition of ε(w), we note that Eq. (B2) can be expressed
as E(ρ) ≥ r · w − c, so we arrive at the inequality for c.

c ≥
∑
k

rk Tr (ρWk)− E(ρ) (B3)

This indicates that we should perform maximization over
the whole state space and choose c to be the supremum
of the right-hand side (RHS), which only depends on the
operator W =

∑
k rkWk. Thus the supremum of the

RHS can be expressed as the function Ê(W), where

Ê(W) = sup
ρ
{Tr(ρW)− E(ρ)}. (B4)

After obtaining the minimum value of c, we vary the slope
r to arrive at the best possible bound ε(w), as we have
shown in Fig. 5:

ε(w) = sup
r

{∑
k

rkwk − Ê

(∑
k

rkWk

)}
(B5)

Note that Eq. (B5) shows that ε(w) is the Legendre trans-

formation of the function ε̂(r) = Ê(
∑
k rkWk).
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FIG. 5. A schematic view of the method of estimating entan-
glement lower bound. This figure is reproduced from Ref.[17].
The lower bound ε(w) is a convex function. We assume that
w0 is the measured expectation value. The dotted line cor-
responds to a general estimation. First we perform the min-
imization on the intercept c and the linear bound becomes
the dashed line. We can get a better estimation of the entan-
glement lower bound, which is B. By varying the slope r we
arrive at the dash-dotted line, which gives the best estimation
of the lower bound ε(w0).

The entanglement measure E(ρ) is often defined
through the convex roof construction [35]

E(ρ) = min
pi,|ψi〉

{∑
i

pif (|ψi〉) :
∑
i

pi|ψi〉〈ψi| = ρ

}
,

(B6)
where f can be chosen as the geometric measure of en-
tanglement, entanglement of formation, etc.. In this way
the function Ê(W) can be evaluated by:

Ê(W) = sup
ρ

{
Tr(ρW)− inf

pi,|ψi〉

∑
i

piE (|ψi〉)

}

= sup
pi

sup
|ψi〉

{∑
i

pi {〈ψi|W|ψi〉 − E (|ψi〉)}

}
= sup
|ψ〉
{〈ψ|W|ψ〉 − E(|ψ〉)}.

(B7)

Thus the process of calculating the lower bound can be
summarized as follows: First we choose what kind of en-
tanglement measure to use and calculate minimum value
of the intercept c. Then, we do the optimization over the
slope r according to Eq. (B5) to get the lower bound of
entanglement E(ρ).

Appendix C: calculating the lower bound of
geometric measure and generalized geometric

measure

In this section we generalize the scheme in the previous
section to calculate the lower bound of entanglement with
measurement results of any Hermitian operators. More-
over, we show the numerical calculation of lower bound
of entanglement based on a set of measurement results.

Suppose we would like to measure a set of Hermi-
tian operators A1, A2, . . . , An in an experiment and use
the measured values a1, a2, . . . , an to calculate the lower
bound of entanglement of the state ρ:

ε (a1, . . . , an) = inf
ρ
{E(ρ) | Tr (ρAk) = ak} (C1)

Simply replacing the witness operators {W1,W2, ...Wn}
in Eq.(B1) with Hermitian operators {A1, A2, ...An}, the
lower bound ε(a1, a2, ...an) can be calculated using the
scheme summarized in Section III. In this case, the max-
imum intercept in Eq. (B4) can be rewritten as

Ê(A) = sup
ρ
{Tr(ρA)− E(ρ)}, (C2)

where A =
∑
k rkAk. If the entanglement measure is

defined through the convex roof construction, Ê(A) can
be evaluated using

Ê(A) = sup
|ψ〉
{〈ψ|A|ψ〉 − E(|ψ〉)}. (C3)

Finally, the lower bound ε(a1, a2, ..., an) can be calcu-
lated using

ε(a1, a2, ..., an) = sup
r

{∑
k

rkak − Ê

(∑
k

rkAk

)}
(C4)

which is a modified version of Eq. (B5)

In order to calculate the entanglement lower bound,
we should choose the entanglement measure E(ρ) first.
For extending to the multipartite case, the entanglement
measure must be able to quantify multipartite genuine
entanglement. There exist many multipartite entangle-
ment measures, including the Schmidt measure, relative
entropy of entanglement, and the geometric measure [36].
Although the Schmidt measure is widely used in theoret-
ical analysis of the entanglement of cluster states, it is
not robust to noise, i.e., it may vary a lot if there is any
small deviation in the quantum state. Since the relative
entropy is not constructed through the convex roof, Ê(A)
is harder to evaluate.

In Ref. [17], the authors show the calculation of the
lower bound of the Entanglement of Formation and the
geometric measure. In this paper, we use the geometric
measure as a measure of bipartite entanglement. The
geometric measure is an entanglement monotone [18] and
is relatively easy to calculate [37, 38]. For pure states, the
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geometric measure is defined as one minus the maximal
squared overlap with separable states.

EG(|ψ〉) = 1− sup
|φ〉=|a〉|b〉|c〉···

|〈φ | ψ〉|2 (C5)

For mixed states, the geometric measure of entanglement
is defined via the convex roof construction in Eq. (B6).
By replacing the E(|ψ〉) term in Eq.(C3) with the geo-

metric measure, we get ÊG(A) for bipartite states

ÊG(A) = sup
|ψ〉

sup
|φ〉=|a〉|b〉

{〈ψ|(A+ |φ〉〈φ|)|ψ〉 − 1} (C6)

The function ÊG(A) can be evaluated by doing opti-
mization over all biseparable states |φ〉 = |a〉|b〉. After
that, the entanglement lower bound ε(a1, a2, ..., an) can
be calculated by optimizing the slope r using Eq. (C4).
The numerical algorithm for the optimization is pre-
sented in the appendix. By calculating the lower bound
of entanglement, we can determine whether the bipartite
state is entangled or not.

However, things become different when detecting gen-
uine entanglement in multipartite states. The geometric
measure of a multipartite state is positive if the state is
not fully separable, so obtaining a positive lower bound
does not means the state carries genuine entanglement.
Here we use another kind of entanglement measure, the
generalized geometric measure (GGM) [20, 21]. The
GGM of a pure state |ψ〉 is defined by

EGGM (|ψ〉) = 1− sup
|φ〉=|φA〉|φA〉

|〈φ | ψ〉|2 (C7)

where the optimization is done over all biseparable states
|φ〉. An equivalent form of the equation is

EGGM (|ψ〉) = 1−maxλ2
A:A

(C8)

where λA:A is the maximal Schmidt coefficient for any

bipartite split A : A of the state |ψ〉. For mixed states,
EGGM is constructed using the convex-roof construction.
EGGM is positive iff the state carries genuine entangle-
ment. The calculation of lower bound of EGGM is similar
to that of EG, as we only have to change the optimization
region from fully separable states to biseparable states.
If we get a positive value for the lower bound of EGGM ,
we know the state is genuine entangled.

Appendix D: cluster states

A cluster state is a type of highly entangled state of
multiple qubits. It was first introduced in [39]. One im-
portant application of cluster states is as resource states
in measurement-based computation, which was proposed
in Ref. [40]. Cluster states have been carefully stud-
ied in the past two decades. Experimentalists have also
tried to realize cluster states for the ultimate goal of

FIG. 6. An N -partite linear cluster state.

measurement-based quantum computation [12, 13, 41–
43].

An N -partite, d-level linear cluster state |φN,d〉 is
shown in Fig. 6. It is uniquely defined by the eigenvalue
equations

Xa

⊗
b∈N (a)

Zb |φN,d〉 = |φN,d〉 (D1)

where

N (a) =


{2}, a = 1

{N − 1}, a = N

{a− 1, a+ 1}, a /∈ {1, N}
(D2)

The X and Z are generalized Pauli matrices, which are
introduced in Ref. [44]. In the stabilizer formalism, the
N stabilizer generators are Sk = Xa

⊗
Zb, where k =

1, . . . , N .

Appendix E: Numerical optimization algorithms

A simple optimization scheme for evaluating ÊG(W)
in Eq. (C6) is introduced in Ref. [17]. Here we briefly
summarize their scheme. If |φ〉 is fixed, we can perform
optimization by choosing |φ〉 as the eigenvector corre-
sponding to the largest eigenvalue of (A+ |φ〉〈φ|). If |ψ〉
is fixed, the method of finding the closest separable state
is as follows: First we fix |b〉, |c〉... and perform optimiza-
tion on |a〉; then, we fix |a〉, |c〉... and perform optimiza-
tion on |b〉. After several iterations we can arrive at the
optimal separable state |φ〉. Finally, the optimization on
|φ〉 and |ψ〉 can be iterated, thus converging to the value

of ÊG(A).

However, in numerical calculations we find that the
scheme above for finding the optimal |φ〉 often fails. In
many cases the iterations do not converge. The problem
of numerically calculating the geometric measure of en-
tanglement (finding the optimal |φ〉) was carefully stud-
ied before [37, 38]. Here we use the scheme introduced
in [37].

The Tucker decomposition [45] of tensor Tmnp...z is de-
fined as

Tmnp...z =
∑

λαβγ...ωaαm ◦ aβn ◦ aγp · · · ◦ aωz (E1)

where λ and a are tensors. The objective function of a
rank-k approximation of the tensor Tmnp...z can be writ-
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ten as

d = min

∥∥∥∥∥Tmn···p −
k∑
i=1

λiaim ◦ ain · · · ◦ aip

∥∥∥∥∥ (E2)

The problem of finding the separable state |φ〉 with
maximum overlap with |ψ〉 is the same as finding the
rank-1 approximation of the tensor T . There are numer-
ous algorithms that can be used for the rank-k approx-
imation. The Alternate Least Squares algorithm is one
of the most popular approaches. We will not discuss the
details of the algorithms here; a complete survey of the
algorithms can be found in Ref. [46]. There are also nu-
merous existing code packages that can be utilized on
different coding platforms, such as C++ and MATLAB.
For this paper, we use the MATLAB Tensor Toolbox 2.6
developed by Sandia National Laboratories [47]. This
package is already developed and available online.

We can perform the optimization in Eq. (B6) in the
following way: By using the eigs function in MATLAB,

we can compute the eigenvector |ψ〉 of (W + |φ〉〈φ|) cor-
responding to the maximum eigenvalue. Then, we fix |ψ〉
and compute the separable state wavefunction |φ〉 with
the maximal overlap using the method introduced above.
After that, we iterate the two steps. The convergence of
such iteration is very fast. In most cases, the numeri-
cal error can be reduced to less than 10−4 in less than 4
iterations.

After calculating ÊG(W), the minimum value of c, we
optimize the slope ~r. As ε(w) is a convex function of w,
the Legendre transformation ε̂(~r) is also a convex func-
tion of ~r [48]. Therefore, the Gradient Descent algorithm
can be applied to perform optimization. For each itera-
tion the slope ~r is updated as

~r → ~r + η∇ε̂(~r), (E3)

where η is the learning rate. After several iterations, ~r
will reach the global maximum point of ε̂(~r), which is the
best lower bound of entanglement.
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