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MULTIPARTITE ENTANGLEMENT DETECTION
VIA PROJECTIVE TENSOR NORMS

MARIA ANASTASIA JIVULESCU, CECILIA LANCIEN, AND ION NECHITA

ABSTRACT. We introduce and study a class of entanglement criteria based on the idea of applying
local contractions to an input multipartite state, and then computing the projective tensor norm
of the output. More precisely, we apply to a mixed quantum state a tensor product of contractions
from the Schatten class S1 to the Euclidean space {2, which we call entanglement testers. We
analyze the performance of this type of criteria on bipartite and multipartite systems, for general
pure and mixed quantum states, as well as on some important classes of symmetric quantum states.
We also show that previously studied entanglement criteria, such as the realignment and the SIC
POVM criteria, can be viewed inside this framework. This allows us to answer in the positive
two conjectures of Shang, Asadian, Zhu, and Giihne by deriving systematic relations between the
performance of these two criteria.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Determining whether a multipartite quantum system is in a separable or an entangled state
is of prime importance in quantum information theory. Indeed, if such a quantum system is
in a separable state, it means that there are no intrinsically quantum correlations between its
subsystems, so that it is not providing any advantage compared to a classical system in information
processing tasks. However, the problem of deciding if a multipartite quantum state is separable or
entangled (and even only approximate versions of it) is known to be computationally hard [Ghal0].
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Standard solutions to overcome this practical difficulty consist in looking for necessary conditions
to separability that would be easier to check than separability itself. These are usually dubbed
entanglement criteria, and various families of such criteria have already been extensively studied
in the past.

From a mathematical point of view, a quantum state is described by a positive semidefinite
operator on a complex Hilbert space having unit Schatten l-norm. And as we will see in more
details later, for a quantum state on a multipartite system (i.e. on a tensor product Hilbert space),
being entangled is characterized by having a so-called projective Schatten 1-norm which is strictly
larger than 1 [Rud00]. But there is no efficient way of estimating such tensor norm in general [PG04].
An alternative consists in looking at other tensor norms, whose values are easier to compute and
always smaller than the tensor norm characterizing entanglement (so that if they are strictly larger
than 1, then the state is guaranteed to be entangled).

This is the approach that we take in this work. We define and study a class of entanglement
criteria based on the idea of applying local contractions to an input multipartite state, and then
computing the projective tensor norm of the output. More precisely, the local contractions that
we consider are from the Schatten 1-norm to the fs-norm, i.e. from a non-commutative space to
a commutative one. This is what makes such entanglement criteria interesting in practice: they
can be seen as reducing the study of mixed state entanglement to that of pure state entanglement,
which is an easier task.

Another advantage of our entanglement criteria is that their definition is independent from the
number of subsystems. Several aspects are, admittedly, simpler to understand in the bipartite case,
but they remain equally well-suited to the case where more than two parties are involved. In fact,
one of the main issues with most well-known entanglement criteria is that they are specifically
designed for bipartite systems, and generalizations to systems with more parties are not fully
satisfying. Indeed, they usually consist in applying the bipartite criterion across all bipartitions,
which certifies entanglement across bipartitions of the subsystems, but not genuinely multipartite
entanglement [HHHO0G].

Well studied entanglement criteria, such as the realignment criterion [CW03, Rud04] and the
SIC POVM criterion [SAZG18], are important examples in the framework we consider. Our work
provides natural generalizations of these criteria to the multipartite setting, going beyond the
biseparable case already discussed in the literature. Moreover, we establish an exact relation
between the performance of the realignment and the SIC POVM criteria, solving in the positive
two conjectures from [SAZGI18].

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we first recall basic facts about
tensor norms on Banach spaces, and then relate them with the characterization of entanglement.
With these observations at hand, we can define in Section 3 the main objects of interest in this
work, which we dub entanglement testers, and establish some of their first key properties. Sec-
tion 4 is dedicated to providing explicit examples of testers, by showing that several well-known
entanglement criteria (such as the celebrated realignment criterion or one based on SIC POVMs
introduced more recently) can actually be seen as corresponding to a tester. In Section 5 we define
and characterize an important sub-class of testers: that of perfect testers, which detect all entangled
pure states. This naturally brings us to Section 6, where we show that the examples of Section 4
are in fact all special instances inside an important sub-class of perfect testers: that of symmetric
testers. From then on we focus for a while on these symmetric testers. We quantify how they
perform in detecting the entanglement of several classes of bipartite states: pure states (Section
7), Werner and isotropic states (Section 8), pure states with white noise (Section 9). On all these
examples, we observe a systematic relation between the performance of the realignment and SIC
POVM testers, proving on the way a conjecture from [SAZG18]. So in Section 10 we ask whether it
would hold more generally, for any bipartite state. This allows us to answer in the positive another
conjecture from [SAZG18]. After this time spent on studying the specific case of symmetric testers
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we go back to a more general question in Section 11, namely: is our family of entanglement criteria
complete, i.e. in other words, can any bipartite entangled state be detected by a tester? In Section
12, we take a look at what can be shown in the multipartite case. Finally, we present in Section
13 an overview of the main results, as well as a list of the problems we have left open and some
directions for future work.

2. TENSOR PRODUCTS OF BANACH SPACES AND QUANTUM ENTANGLEMENT

We gather in this section basic definitions and facts about the different natural norms one can
put on the algebraic tensor product of finite dimensional Banach spaces. Studying the different
tensor norms of multipartite pure and mixed quantum states, and relating these norms to quantum
entanglement, is the main theme of our work. In this sense, the current section contains the
mathematical foundation on which the practical applications to quantum information are built
upon.

Let us start by recalling the definitions of the projective and the injective tensor norms for (finite
dimensional) Banach spaces.

Definition 2.1. Consider m Banach spaces A1, ..., Ap. For a tensorx € A1 ®---® A, we define
1ts projective tensor norm

T T
[ ] := inf {Z lagll - llaill : r €N, af € Ay =) aj@--- ®ak’”} : (1)
k=1 k=1
and its injective tensor norm

e =sup {(a' @ @a™ [a) : o € 47, o’ <1}. @

It is immediate to see that the projective tensor norm can be equivalently defined as
T T
|z||x := inf {Z Mol T EN, 2= Meap @ ®@ap, af € A;, [laj]| < 1} : (3)
k=1 k=1

The projective and injective norms are examples of tensor norms (also known as reasonable
cross-norms): for simple tensors, we have

a1 ® - @ amllx = lar @ -~ @ amlle = llar][-- - llaml,

and the same factorization property holds for the dual norms they induce on the tensor product of
dual spaces A} ®--- A% . Moreover, the projective and the injective norms are dual to one another:
forallz € 41 ®---® Ay,

]l = sup (alz),
||O¢||A*1*®E-~®EA;*,L§1
[ fle = sup (alz).
||04||A’1‘®7T-~®WA:”§1
The last property of the projective and the injective tensor norms that we would like to mention is
that they are extremal among tensor norms: for any other tensor norm || - || on 41 ® --- ® A,,, we
have
VeeA @ - @An, |z <z <zl

The following fact will be crucial to the main definition from the next section.

Proposition 2.2. Consider m linear operators T; : A; — B; between Banach spaces A;, B;, 1 <
i <m. Then, for any tensor norm on B1 ® -+ & By,

R

=1

m
= 17l 4,- 5,

Al®7r®7rAm_>Bl®®Bm i=1
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Proof. For the sake of clarity, let us consider the case m = 2, the proof in the general case being
similar. Set T :=T1®T5 : A1® Ay — B1® By. The extremal points of the unit ball of the projective
tensor product A; ®, Ao are products of the extremal points of the unit balls of the factors Ay, As.
Now, on such a product input a = a1 ® ag, the output T'(a) factors as T1(a1) ® Ta(az). And the
maximal inner product of such a product tensor with an element of (B; ® By)* is attained on a
product tensor. The result thus follows. ]

We shall now relate the different tensor norms discussed above to quantum entanglement. First,
let us recall that a multipartite pure quantum state is a unit vector v in a tensor product of complex
Hilbert spaces H; ® --- ® H,,. Here, we shall always assume m > 2. Since we only consider finite
dimensional Hilbert spaces, we make the identification H; = C% for 1 < i < m. The pure state 7
is said to be separable if it is a pure tensor:

) = [1) ®@ -~ @ [¢hm).

The Banach space structure we consider for each factor is (Hj, || - ||2), where each space comes
equipped with its Euclidean norm. We write 4 := (C% | - |/2). In the case of pure states, the
relation between entanglement and tensor norms is obvious, and formally stated below.

Proposition 2.3. A pure quantum state v € Hy ® --- @ Hp,, ||¥]|2 = 1, is separable if and only if
[¥]le = [[¥[l« = 1.

Actually, the injective norm is closely related to a fundamental multipartite entanglement mea-
sure, the geometric measure of entanglement [Shi95, WG03, ZCH10]

G(¥) == —logsup{| (p1® - @ pm | ) |* : i € Hy, |lgsl| = 1} = —2log ||| (4)

Let us now move to the more general case of mixed quantum states, i.e. of operators p on
H{ ®---® H,, which are positive semidefinite and of unit trace. The Banach space structure we
consider on each of the spaces B(H;) = My, (C) is that given by the Schatten 1-norm (or nuclear
norm)

IX] = Tr VX*X.

We write S§ := (Mgy(C), | - ||1) for the complex Banach space. Since mixed quantum states are
self-adjoint operators, we shall also consider the real Banach space

51 sa = (MFC), |- ).

Note that, in general, we have Sisa =S¢ N M(C) (see e.g. [AS17, Section 1.3.2]).

We recall the following fact, relating the separability problem for mixed quantum states to
projective tensor norms. Although this is a well-known fact, we give the proof for the sake of
completeness and in order to show-case the relation between the positivity properties of p and its
tensor norms.

Theorem 2.4. [Rud00, Theorem 5] or [PG04, Theorem 1.1] For a multipartite mized quantum
state p € Mg, (C)® --- @ Mg, (C), p >0, Trp =1, the following assertions are equivalent:

(1) p is separable,

(2) ||p‘|sf,lsa®7r"'®7rsf:’?a = 1;

(3) Illgine .o gim =1

Proof. Let us first show the implication (1) = (2). Given a separable quantum state p, we have

)
o= mile)(ahl @ @ af) (&},
k=1
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for a probability distribution (pg)7_, and unit vectors i € C%, k € [r], i € [m]. Obviously,
|||x}€><$}€|||sldzm = ||2i||? = 1, for every k and i. So using the separable decomposition, we have

T m
Il 5t < Do LTl =1
= 1=

dm

Recall that the projective tensor norm Sf}sa Qr -+ O 5175,

is the largest cross norm on M3 (C) ®

dy---dm
1,sa

~- @ M7 (C). So in particular it is larger than the norm S on this space, i.e.

lollgh gy 2 IPlgpicam =Trp =1,
The implication (2) = (3) is trivial:
1 = HpHSld,lsa(X)""'(X)?fSii:’?a 2 HPHS?@W_,‘@WSldm Z ||p||5f1-..dm = TI'p = ].,

where we have used the fact that the infimum in (1) is taken over a smaller set of possible decom-
positions in the self-adjoint case.
Finally for the implication (3) == (1), consider a decomposition

S
k=1

achieving the minimum in (1), and such that each term is non-zero. (Because of the equivalence
between definitions (1) and (3), the infimum is indeed attained in our case, as the sets S¢*, ..., Sm
are compact.) Above, we have a, € My, (C), not necessarily self-adjoint. We argue in the same
way as before:

s k s k s k
= lpllgty o gon = 1T labllge > ST Tea = S [[raf =Trp=1, ()

k=1 i=1 k=1 i=1 k=1 i=1
where we have used the inequality ||X|| 512 | Tr X|. Hence, for each k € [s], i € [m], we have
||a};||5fi = |Trai|, and thus a} = wibl for some phase factor wi € C, |wi| = 1, and positive
semidefinite operators b} € Mg, (C). Let us define wy, := [[/%; w! (satisfying |wg| = 1) and

m
%
HTrak
i=1

Tk 1=

m .

= [ xoi > o.
i=1

From (5), we have

S S
1 :ZTk = Zwkﬂc
k=1 k=1

and thus the wy’s are simultaneously equal to 1. Since p is positive semidefinite, they all must be
equal to +1, and thus

S
p=> bp@- - @by
k=1
for positive semidefinite operators b};, finishing the proof. O

To summarize, we have seen that the entanglement of pure, resp. mixed, quantum states is
related to the projective tensor product of fo, resp. S1, Banach spaces. This connection will be
discussed at length in the next section.
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3. ENTANGLEMENT TESTERS

We introduce in this section the main tool developed in this work, entanglement testers. Math-
ematically, these are linear applications from the space of matrices (physically, mixed quantum
states) to the space of vectors (physically, pure quantum states). We shall study these maps and
their properties from the point of view of Banach spaces, so we shall endow the space of matrices
with the Schatten 1-norm S7 and the set of vectors with the Euclidean norm #¢5. In the context
of quantum information theory, these are the natural norms for the vector spaces, when studying
mixed and pure quantum states respectively.

To a n-tuple of matrices (E1,...,E,) € (My(C))", we associate the linear map

£:X e My(C r—)ZTrEk )|k) € C™,

where {|k)}}_, is some fixed orthonormal basis of C" (see Figure 1). In a similar manner, to a
n-tuple of matrices (IF1,...,[F,) € (Mg(C))" we associate the R-linear map F : M3*(C) — C"
defined in the obvious manner. Note that if the matrices F; are themselves self-adjoint, the map F
is valued in R™. We introduce now the main definition of this paper.

—: [ wrf e [ - — ¢ [25

FIGURE 1. Left panel: an entanglement tester £. The two wires (red, thin, dimen-
sion d) on the right are the input, while the wire on the left (blue, thick, dimension
n) is the output. Center panel: the operator £ in terms of the matrices Ej. Right
panel: the vector £(X) € C", for an input matrix X € My(C).

Definition 3.1. A C-linear map £ as above is called a C-tester if HEHSii%gg = 1. Similarly, an
R-linear map F is called an R-tester if ||F||Sd,sa4>£n =1.
1 2

In the definition above, we distinguish between the real (self-adjoint) and the complex (general)

cases. The following lemma shows that one can extend an R-tester to a C-tester.

Lemma 3.2. Given an R-linear map F : S¢_ — 0y, one can define its complexification

1,sa
F X 4iY € 8¢ = F(X) +iF(Y) € 3.
We have ||]:/HS‘11—>83 = ||]:||Sf,saﬁ£g. In particular, if F is an R-tester, then F' is a C-tester.

S¢ for which | F'|| = || F'(Ja)(b])|. We have
(10} (0] — [b)(al
(s
Ml

Proof. The inequality || F'|| > ||F|| is clear. For the converse, consider an extreme point |a)(b| of
IF]1? = ||]'"'(!a><b\)||2
o ()01 + B)a
2
< = lla) @l + 20l[b)allT)
= |FII%.

O

In this paper, we shall focus mainly on the theory of C-testers, to which we refer simply as
(entanglement) testers. In some sections (e.g. Section 5) we shall want to differentiate between the
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self-adjoint case and the general one. To do this, we shall explicitly use the more precise notions
of R-testers and C-testers.

We now look at tensor products of testers. Given m sets of operators E; = {E;;}pi,, 1 <i<m,
consider the respective maps

& X € My, (C) ZTr . X) k) € ™.
The tensor product of these m maps acts on multlpartlte matrices X € Mg, (C)®--- @My, (C) as

n Nm
E1® - @En(X) = Z Z Tlr(Eik,1 ®---QE, ngX)‘kl kim)-
k1=1 km=1

Note that, from a physical perspective, the application £ ® - - - ® &,;, maps mixed quantum states
to pure quantum states, of possibly different dimensions (see Figure 2). This brings us to the the
main theoretical insight of this section, the following corollary of Proposition 2.2.

_glx
—\_

— &,

FIGURE 2. Applying a tensor product of entanglement testers £1 @& ® - ® &, to
a multipartite mixed quantum state p results in a multipartite pure state.

Corollary 3.3. Let E; = {E; 1}, ., 1 <i < 'm, be m sets of operators as above, and let &,...,E,
be the corresponding linear maps. Then, for any X € Mg, (C) ® --- @ Mg, (C), we have

161@ -+ ®En(D)llgia,. o < [€llgn - I€nlsn g1 X ] gg g gm-

In particular, if the & ’s are testers (real or complez), then for any multipartite quantum state p,
the following implication holds:
p separable — ||E4 @+ ® Em(,o)]u;l@r,,@wg;m <1.
Reciprocally, we have the following entanglement criterion: if the & ’s are testers, then

1E1® - ® Em(p)H[g‘l@ﬂ__._@ﬂ_[;rn >1 = p is entangled.

In the rest of the paper, we shall study the power of the entanglement criterion formulated above.
We shall investigate which entangled states can be detected by a given family of testers, and which
testers are best at detecting entanglement. Moreover, we shall see in the following sections that
many know entanglement criteria fall into this framework.

Let us now mention that, in the same way that the map & ® --- ® &, gives an entanglement
criterion, its inverse (assuming it exists) gives a separability criterion. Indeed, using the same
notation as above, and assuming that each map &; is invertible, we have

1Pl girg..csim < V€T g IE g s 11618+ ® Bl ()l g1, -
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Hence, for any multipartite mixed quantum state p, the following implication holds
1

B ”S 1”5"1 T ”gﬂ_ll”g;mﬁsfm

€1 ® - @ Enlp )||e L @@l = pis separable.  (6)

We postpone the discussion of these separability criteria to Section 4, where we shall see that they
can only certify trivial separable states, so they are not useful in practice.

3.1. Entanglement testers and their associated test operator.

Given a set of operators F = {E;}1_, on C%, let £ : My(C) — C" be the corresponding linear
map, i.e.

£:X e My(C HZTrEk )|k) € C™.

We impose that £ is a tester, as defined in Deﬁnltlon 3.1. We recall that this means that ||£]| Sd_pen =
1, i.e.

£ =1
max £

Now, given X € My(C), we have

n 1/2 n 1/2
IE(X)|2 = (mezmﬁ) = (ZTr(E;; ®EkX®X*)> .

k=1 k=1
Hence, setting

n
Tp =Y Ey® Ej, (7)
k=1
we want that
max Tr(7T5X ®@ X*) = max (T, X @ X*) = 1. 8
Il <1 (i ) HX||1§1< ) ®

We call the operator Tx on C¢ ® C¢, defined in equation (7), the test operator associated to the
tester £.

We would now like to characterize the set of test operators on C? ® C?. With this aim in view,
given a tester £ : S{ — £%, let us define the completely positive map Tz : My(C) — My(C) having
the Ej’s as Kraus operators, i.e.

Te: X € Ma(C) = Y E X Ef € My(C).
k=1
Then, denoting by ©g the Choi operator associated to Tg, i.e.

ZTE )Gl @i l),

3,j=1

it is easy to check that we actually have

Op =) lex)(exl; (9)
P

where, for each 1 < k < n, ¢ € C? ® C? is the vector version of Ey € My(C), ie. |ey) =
Zgj:1<i]Ek\j)]ij>. Another way of writing this is, in terms of the operator Tg defined in (7), is

Ty = OLF, (10)
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where I' stands for the partial transposition and F' for the flip operator
F:C'eC'—CleC
TRY YR . (11)
Yet another way of relating the operator © g to the linear map £ is via the relation
Op =&%E,
since we can re-write the application £ as
k

€= k),

i=1

once we identify (as vector spaces) My(C) with C%. Graphical representations of the operators
OFf and T are provided in Figure 3.

FIGURE 3. Graphical representations of the operators Op, Ty € M2 (C). Compare
with equations (9) and (7).

Lemma 3.4. The set of test operators on C¢ @ C? is
{orr:020. 10l5g 050, =1}

Proof. We know from equation (10) that 7" is a non-normalized test operator on C¢ ® C? if and
only if T'= OU'F, where O is the Choi operator associated to a completely positive map on My(C).
By the Choi-Jamiotkowski isomorphism, this is the same as saying that © is a positive semidefinite
operator on C? ® C“.

Let us now turn to the normalization condition given by (8), i.e.

max{Tr(T*X@X*) X e S‘Ij} =1,

By extremality in S{ of rank one operators of the form |x)(y|, where z,y are unit vectors in C%,
the latter is equivalent to

max { (¢ @ y|Tly @) 2,y € CL flalls =yl =1} = 1.
In terms of O, this reads
max { (z @ |0z ©9) : 2,y €T, o2 = llyll =1} =1.

By extremality in S‘isa of rank one operators of the form +|z)(x|, where z is a unit vector in C?,
and because O is additionally positive semidefinite, the condition above is simply

max{Tr(@*X QY): X,Y € §d } ~1,

1,sa

i.e. by definition [|O/ga g g4 =1. O

00,5a
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Note that Lemma 3.4 also provides a canonical way of constructing operators {Ej}}_, on c
corresponding to a given test operator T on C? @ C¢. The strategy is to look at @ = (TF)I', and
diagonalize it as

O = Aplwk) (i,
k=1

with 1 <n <d?, Ai,..., A\, >0, {x1,...,2,} orthonormal family in C? ® C?. Then, we just have
to define for each 1 < k < n, F} as being the matrix version of |ex) := v/ Ag|zg). By construction,
we have

n
T = ZEk ® Ej.
k=1

This means that any test operator on C? ® C? can be decomposed into a sum of at most d? terms
of the form Ej ® E};, where the E}’s are orthogonal operators on ce.

3.2. Equivalent testers.

We consider now the notion of equivalent testers, characterizing pairs of testers which detect the
same sets of entangled states. The definition below is motivated by the fact that the projective
tensor norm on a tensor product of £5 spaces is invariant by local unitary operators. So, applying
such an operator to the output of a tensor product of testers does not change the outcome of the
entanglement test.

Definition 3.5. Two testers £, F : S’f — 0y are called equivalent if there exists a unitary operator
U € U(n) such that, for all X € M4(C), we have

F(X) =UEX).

A simple calculation shows that the operators (Fj)g‘:1 defining the tester F are related to the
operators (Ej)p_; defining £ by the relation

n
Vi<j<n, Fj=>) UpE (12)
k=1

Proposition 3.6. Two testers £, F : S¢ — (3 are equivalent if and only if they have the same test
operator.

Proof. One direction is immediate: assuming that the operators Fj are given by (12), we have

n n n
Tp=Y FjeF =Y UplUyB®Ef =) E®E}="Tg
j=1 Gk l=1 k=1
For the other direction, note that Ty = Tr implies O = OF, hence the completely positive maps
associated to the testers are identical: 7g = 7r. The conclusion follows from the fact that two

different Kraus decompositions of a completely positive map are related by a unitary transformation
as in (12) (see [NC10, Theorem 8.2] or [Wat18, Corollary 2.23]). O

3.3. Practical interest.

Note that, in the bipartite case, an 5 ®, 3 norm can be simply seen as an ST" norm. Indeed,
let £, F : M4(C) — C" be defined by

E(X) = Tr(E;X)|k) and F(X) =Y Tr(FyX)[1).
k=1 =1
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We then have, for any X € M;(C) ® M4(C),

EQF(X)= Y Tr(E; @ FyX)kl) e C"®C",
k=1

which we can identify with

Y Tr(E; @ FFX)[k) (| € Ma(C).

k=1

In this way, the £5 ®, ¢35 norm of the first element is nothing else than the ST" norm of the second
one. Now, computing an S norm is much cheaper than computing an S{l®7r Sf norm. The practical
interest of our approach is thus clear in the bipartite case.

But what about the difference in computational cost in the multipartite case? Assume that
we have a multipartite system with m subsystems. In this case deciding entanglement consists
in computing an (S¢)®*™ norm, i.e. as we have just explained, an (¢4 ®, £3)=™ norm. Now, an
important property of the projective norm is that it is associative: given Banach spaces X1, X5, X3,
X1 ®r Xo @r X3 = (X1 @7 X2) @r X3 = X1 @, (X2 ®r X3). Hence, an (¢4 @, £3)®*™ norm can
actually be seen as an (Eg)®”2m norm. On the other hand, deciding whether maps &1, . .., &, detect
entanglement here consists in computing an (/5)®*™ norm. This means that what we gain with
our approach is a factor 2 in the number of tensor products.

In addition to being associative, the projective norm is also commutative: given Banach spaces
X1, Xo, X1 @7 Xo = Xo @, X1. This means that, for any state p on (C%)®™, for any permutation
0 € Som, denoting by p, the matrix obtained from the matrix p by permuting its indices according
to o, we have

||P||(zg)®w2m = ||Pa||(eg)®«2m-
We could thus enlarge even further our family of entanglement criteria to: if a state p on (C%)®™
is separable, then for any testers &1,...,&n : S{l — ¢5 and any permutation o € Sy,

E1®- - ® 5m(pg)||(g721)®ﬁm <1

Considering arbitrary permutations has however one important drawback: one loses the local
aspect of the tester maps from Definition 3.1. It is in this extended sense that we shall prove the
completeness of entanglement criteria defined by testers for mixed bipartite states in Section 11.

It is important to mention the case of the permutations corresponding to partial transpositions.
Indeed, if I C [m] is the set of indices that are partially transposed and p'’ is the corresponding
matrix, we have the following equality:

1E1 @ - ® Em(p I eyenm = IE1 @ -+~ @ EL(p) (eg)27m,

where &7,...,E], are defined as
o g ifiel
Y& ifigT

with 55 the tester whose operators are the transposition of those of &;, so that Ef acts as c‘:ib (X) =
Ei(XT) (see Figure 4).

T
_gb(X) = — ¢ = — £

L

FiGURE 4. Implementing the transposition with a tester.
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4. IMPORTANT EXAMPLES OF TESTERS

We now show that several well-known entanglement criteria can actually be seen as part of
our framework, i.e. as being associated to an entanglement tester £. The way they are usually
presented, all these examples appear as being designed for bipartite systems only. However, with
our point of view, it is clear that they can naturally be extended to any number of subsystems (see
Section 12).

4.1. Maps defined from matrix bases.

The first important example that enters into our framework is the celebrated realignment criterion
[CWO03, Rud04]. Given an orthonormal basis {|i)}¢_, of C%, the set R = {Rij}zd,j:l = {]i)(j[}ﬁjzl
defines a map

d

R:X = ) (il X|)]ij).
ij=1
The Egz norm of R(X) is thus the S§ norm of X, hence IR(X)| a2 = HXHSg < HXHva which
2
implies that |R| 4a_, 42 < 1. Moreover, considering X = |x)(z| for a unit vector z € C? shows that
1 2

actually |[R| 44,02 = 1. Thus R is a tester. And conversely,
1 2

d
R iwe > ayli)l,
ij=1
so that |[R™!|| = v/d. In other words, this means that, with the proper identification R = id, these
norm estimates read HidHSf—wg =1 and \|istg_>s;i = +/d (see Figure 5).
Note that the test operator T associated to the realignment map R is the flip operator F' from
equation (11). Indeed,

d d
Tr= Y Rij®R;=> li){ilej)il=F
1,j=1 ,j=1
One can generalise the previous example to so-called cross-norm criteria in other local matrix

bases than the one of matrix units. Given any orthonormal basis G = {Gk}gil of My4(C), the
corresponding map is defined as

d2

G: X > Tr(GiX)|k).

k=1
Just as R, it is such that the £g2 norm of G(X) is the S§ norm of X, so that |G| = 1. And
conversely,

so that |G| = v/d. Hence exactly as for the map R, the map G can be seen as the identity map
from S¢ to 03 =~ Sd. The testers R and G are equivalent in the sense of Definition 3.5.

In [SSC20], deformed versions of these criteria, based on observed correlations in local matrix
bases, were studied. This family of criteria actually enters in our framework as well. Let us briefly
explain how. Let G = {Gk}z; be an orthonormal basis of My(C), fix x > 0, and define

d2
Go: X = 2aTe(GiX)[1) + > Tr(GrX)|k) .
k=2
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Assume now that G = {Gk}gil is a canonical orthonormal basis, i.e. with one of its elements

proportional to the identity, here G; = I/ V/d, and the others traceless. We then have, for any X
such that | X|; <1,

1/2

d2
1G:(X) 12 = | D_ITH(GEX) P = (1 — 2| Te(GF X))
k=1

g2 1/2
= (Tr(XX*) . g \Tr(X)\2>

1— 22 1/2
< — .
(-4

d 1/2
= (7=i7m) @

is such that ||G;| = 1, and thus provides an entanglement criterion. This is in fact nothing else
than a rephrasing of [SSC20, Theorem 1].

Hence, the map

4.2. Maps defined from 2-designs.

We discuss in this section testers coming from spherical 2-designs; an important special case
corresponds to the entanglement criterion based on SIC POVMs introduced in [SAZG18, Section
IV] (see also [LLE'W18]). Given a spherical 2-design {|xk)}g2:1 of C? with d? elements (see equation

(14) below for the definition), the set S = {Sj := a\azk><xk|}i2:1 defines a map
d?
S:X =0 (k| X|w) k).
k=1
It is such that
1/2

IS(X)]2 =2 (| X )

1/2

bl
S HM%
—

=0 Tr (|$k><$k‘®2X®X*)

2d I+ F 1/2
:a<d+1Tr<; X®X*)> , (13)

B
Il
_

where the last equality is because, by definition of a spherical 2-design,

d2
1 I+F
= 2= 14

This implies that ||S|| = 0+/2d/(d + 1), so in order to obtain the correct normalization for the map
S, one needs to fix
d+1

o = —_—

2d -
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Let us now compute ||S7!||. We have S~ = §*(SS*)~1, with
d2

S=7 Te(S;)|k),

k=1

d2
S* =" Sklkl.
k=1

Using the symmetry of the Si’s, the Gram matrix G = SS* is easily computed as
& 11

G= Tr(SpS)H|E)(| = —=J + =1

3 TSI = 557 + 51

where J is the all ones d? x d? matrix. The inverse of G is thus

2d
G '=2I-
oo,
where the unit vector v € C% is defined as
1 &
o) = = 3 IR).
k=1
We thus have
st =252
- d+1 ’

where |I) is the vectorization of the d x d identity matrix. So for a given y € C%, we have

d? 9 d? d?
5_1(@)):223/1951@—“61((17_’_1) Yk I:Zyk’Mkv
k=1 k=1 k=1

where we have defined the d x d matrices M, as

Mk::\/g<\/mxk><xk|— ! 1).

vd+1
Hence,
d? d?
max yeMi|| = max max yp Tr(MeY
llyll2<1 ; lyll2<LY lo <1 ; ( )
d2
= max max Y Tr(MRY)
Y llo <1lyll2<1 ;
2 1/2
= max Tr(M.Y 2
YV loe<1 kZ=1| ( )
2 1/2
= max (Y Tr(Mp® M;Y @Y
Ylleo<t \ 7=
Now by definition,
. 2 1
M @ My = p ((d—l— 1)|xk)<xk]®2 — |xk><mkl RKI-I® |xk><mkl + d—i—lI> .

(15)
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And therefore,

d2

;MkééM,j = % <d(I+F) —2dI + dinI) =2 <F— dLI) .
This implies that
d? 1/2 1 1/2
Wl ,; TMe@ MY @Y7) ) = max <2Tr <<F - d+1]> re Y))

=V . (THrY) - Ty )\)1/2

Y [loo<1 d+

— Vo

And we have thus eventually shown that [|S™1| = v/2d.
Note that the test operator Ts associated to the 2-design map S is the projector on the symmetric
subspace (I + F')/2. Indeed, by definition of a 2-design, as recalled in equation (14), we have

d2
. d+1 I+F
Ts=) Si®S;= Z\xk Y @ |zi)(ae] = —5—

k=1

which is the projection on the symmetric subspace of C? ® C¢ (see also Figure 5).

S i I

FI1GURE 5. The diagrams for the realignment tester R and the SIC POVM tester
S. The (green) solid rectangle in the diagram for S is the symmetrization operation
in Penrose’s graphical formalism. The two blue output wires are treated as a single
vector space C" = Cc®.

4.3. Separability criteria.

Recall from Section 3 that linear maps £ also provide separability criteria (see equation (6)). It
follows that maps & : S§ — ¢% with minimal ||€]| - €~/ should give the best combined (entangle-
ment + separability) criterion.

The two examples that we will be mostly focusing on in this paper are the matrix unit map
R and the 2-design map S. Note from the above discussion that, for R,S normalized to have
norm 1, we have ||S7'|| = v2d > v/d = ||[R7!||. So the 2-design map gives a ‘worse’ combined
(entanglement + separability) criterion than the matrix unit map, in the sense that

ISI - ISHI > IRIF- IR

Note however that this goes in the opposite direction as the one suggested by the observations in
[SAZG18].

Remark 4.1. The Banach-Mazur distance between Banach spaces X,Y is defined as the infimum
over all maps T : X — Y of |[T||- [T 1||. In [TJ89, Theorem 45.2] it is shown that the Banach-
Mazur distance between S§ and 632 >~ 8¢ is \/d. This means that the realignment criterion is the
‘best’ possible, when one is looking for simultaneous entanglement and separability criteria.
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The separability criterion defined by the realignment map has very little practical interest, as
we shall see next for the case of bipartite quantum states. A quantum state p € My4(C) ® My4(C)
is certified separable by the realignment criterion from (6) whenever

1

IR (o)1 < .

Note however that we have

1 1
IR (p)ll = IR (P2 = llpll2 > = el = -,

with equality if and only if the spectrum of p is flat, i.e. p = I/d?. Hence, the only bipartite state
which is certified separable by the realignment criterion is the maximally mixed state.

5. PERFECT TESTERS
In this section, we introduce and study a special class of entanglement testers, called perfect
testers, which are strong enough to detect any pure entangled state.

5.1. Definition and characterization of perfect testers.

Definition 5.1. Let d > 2. A C-tester £ : S{l — 04 s called C-perfect if, for any pure states
©,x € C*® C, at least one of them entangled,

1€22 (e} (xDlleg ey > 1.

An R-tester F : Sf’sa — 0% is called R-perfect if, for any pure entangled state o € C? @ CY,

IFE2 (o) eDlleg@ney > 1.

We state and prove below the main result of this section, a characterization of perfect testers,
both in the real and the complex cases.

Theorem 5.2. Consider a C-linear map & : S‘li — 0y. The following statements are equivalent:

(1) € is a C-perfect tester,
(2) The norm HEHSfaZg =1 is attained at all the extremal points of the unit ball of S¢: for all

unit vectors x,y € C* we have ||E(|z){y|)|]2 = 1,
(3) € is an isometry S$ — (3.

Similarly, for an R-linear map F : Sf’sa — U5, the following are equivalent:

(1) F is an R-perfect tester,
2) The norm ||F| gasa_,,n = 1 is attained at all the extremal points of the unit ball o Sd 5,
ST

for all unit vector x € (Cd we have |E(|z)(z|)|l2 = 1.

Proof. Let us start with the complex case, and prove the implication (3) = (1). Writing the
Schmidt decompositions

= Z VDilai) @ |bi)
X) = Zx@'kﬁ ® |d;),

we have

£22(|0) (x|) Z\/;qug lai)(c;]) @ E(|bi)(d;]).
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Since £ is an isometry, one recognizes above the Schmidt decomposition of the left hand side, so

IEZ2 (o) (XDl ey = D /Pily = (Z \/p7> V|
7 ) 7

which implies the claim, since at least one of the last two factors is strictly larger than 1.

Let us now move to the implication (1) == (2). Consider any four unit vectors z,y,z’,7’ € C¢,
and pick orthogonal unit vectors = ,y,2'|,y| € C? (we assume here d > 2). Define, for k € N,
the entangled vectors

1 1
o) = /1= lo) @ |2) + \/;m ® |z
1 / 1 /
IXk) = 1_E|y>®|y>+ %|yi>®|yﬁ~

Using the hypothesis that € is a C-perfect tester, we have [[E9?(|¢r) (x|)lep@,ep > 1, hence
1€ Q) DNz €2 Dlleg = Jim €% (ion) (il eg ey > 1.

Note that since £ is a C-tester, we also have [|E(|z)(y|)|ler <1 and [[E(]2"){y'])|lep < 1, s0 actually
both norms are equal to 1, proving the claim that £ preserves the Euclidean norms of unit rank
operators.

Finally, the implication (2) = (3) follows from Lemma 5.4 applied to £*E, in which we identify
My(C) = C?® Ce

The equivalence in the real case can be proven in a similar manner. ]

Remark 5.3. Amongst the examples of testers presented in Section /, we see that the ones defined
from matriz bases are C-perfect testers, while the ones defined from 2-designs are only R-perfect
testers.

Note also that the two conditions above corresponding to the real case are not equivalent to the
stronger condition

(3°) F is an isometry Sg’sa — 15,
Indeed, there exist R-linear maps preserving the Fuclidean norm of any unit rank self-adjoint matriz
|x) (x| which are not isometries. An example is the SIC POVM tester S described in Section /.
Indeed, from equation (13), we have ||S(|z){(z|)||2 = 1 for any unit vector x € C%. However, we

have
d+1
I - 7[ =
ISl H\/ - ‘

The statement of the following lemma is very similar to [Joh1l, Lemma 2.1]. Also, its proof can
be seen to follow from [PGM™ 11, Proposition 3.

d+1
< V=1

Lemma 5.4. Let A € My, 4,(C) be such that for all unit vectors x € C%, y € C%,
(x@ylAlr®y) =1. (16)
Then, A= Idldg-

Proof. Re-write (16) as
Tr ((A = Dlz)(z| @ |y){y]) = 0.
Since the C-linear span of |z) (z|®|y)(y| is the whole matrix algebra Mg, 4,(C), we get A—I =0. O
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5.2. Test operators associated to perfect testers.

We have seen in the previous subsection that C-perfect testers are precisely those for which the
map & is an isometry S$ — £3.

Theorem 5.5. Let & : Sf — EgQ be a C-perfect tester. The test operator of € is then Ty = F, the
flip operator. Hence, by Proposition 3.6, £ is equivalent to the realignment tester R, in the sense
of Definition 3.5.

Proof. Since & is an isometry, we have (identifying M4(C) with C® as vector spaces) O = £*€ =
Is2, and thus Tg = F. 0

Let us now analyze the case of R-perfect testers. Having characterized them in Theorem 5.2, we
would now like to re-express what this means at the level of the associated test operator. In other
words: given an R-linear map & : Sf’sa — €4 such that the norm [|€]| ga.sa_,,n = 1 is attained at all

1

&y
the extremal points of the unit ball of Sf’sa, how is its associated test operator 1 characterized?

We state the answer bellow.

Theorem 5.6. If an R-linear map & : Sf’sa — 05 is an R-perfect tester, then its associated test

operator Ty is of the form

I+ F

with Ty, orthogonal to (I + F')/2.

Let & : §5°% — ¢ be such that, for all unit vector z € C%, ||E(|z)(z])|| = 1. As we have already
seen before, this means that, for all unit vector € C?, (z ® z|Tg|r ® z) = 1. The statement in
Theorem 5.6 is thus an immediate consequence of Lemma 5.7 below.

Lemma 5.7. Let T be an operator on C?RC? such that, for any unit vector v € C%, (x@x|T|r®z) =
1. Then,

T = HTF + 1T,
with T" orthogonal to (I + F)/2.

Proof. Decompose T into its symmetric and anti-symmetric parts as
T =MgTHg + IgTH 4 + TATIlg + AT 4 =: [IgTTg + T,

where IIg = (1 + F)/2 and II4 = (1 — F')/2 are the projectors onto the symmetric and anti-
symmetric subspaces of C? @ C¢. Now, for any unit vector z € C%,  ® = belongs to the symmetric
subspace of C? ® C?. Hence, (r® z|T'|z ®x) = 0 and (z ® z|Ilg|r ® 2) = 1, so that by assumption
(x @ z|lIgTTlg — IIg|z ® ) = 0. And since the span of the  ® z’s is actually the whole symmetric
subspace of C* ® C¢, this means that IIgTTg = IIg, as announced. ]

As examples of operators T’ satisfying the condition of Theorem 5.6, we have any operator
supported on the anti-symmetric subspace of C¢ ® C?, in particular any multiple of (I — F)/2, the
projector on this subspace. This gives the following family of corresponding operators T":

I+ F I-F 1
Ts = 5 +4 5 25((1+5)I+(1—5)F). (17)
In order for these to actually be a test operator, we further need to impose that

VX € My(C), To(IiX ® X*) > 0.

Now, given X € My4(C),

Te(T3X ® X*) = 5 (1 +0)|Te(X)* + (1 = ) Te(1X]%))

1
2
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and the latter quantity is always non negative if and only if —1 < § < 1.
Note that the operator Schmidt rank of Ty, —1 < § < 1, is simply the rank of

(L+0)d[y){v[+ (1 =) F),

i.e. d>. This means that a tester £ having as associated test operator T5, —1 < § < 1, needs to be
composed of at least d? operators {F1, ..., E,}.

Testers having a test operator of the form described by equation (17) play a central role in our
paper. The two main examples of testers that we are considering, namely the realignment tester
R and the SIC POVM tester S, defined in Section 4, enter in this category. More specifically, we
have Tp = T_1 and Tg = Tp. In Section 6 we explain a general approach to construct testers of
this kind.

DN

6. CONSTRUCTION OF TESTERS FROM SYMMETRIC FAMILIES OF OPERATORS

In this section we investigate what are the conditions on a set of operators {Ej}}_; on C? so
that its associated operator T on C¢ ® C? is a linear combination of I and F, i.e.

n
ZEk®E;:aF+ﬁI.
k=1

In [AFZ13] this problem was studied in the case where the Ej’s are Hermitian, but the result
obtained there easily generalises to the non-Hermitian case. The equivalent of [AFZ13, Theorem
1] reads as follows.

Theorem 6.1. Let {Ek}gil be a basis of operators on C%. Then, the following statements are
equivalent

d2

. I+F I-F
D E@ Bl =(8+0a)——+(f—a)—— =aF + I, (18)
k=1
V1<kl<d, T(EiE)=ady+~Te(E})T(E). (19)

In this case, we have a >0, a+df >0 and v = /(a+ dp).

Explicitly, the constants a and § are thus given by the following formulas

d? d?
1 . .
o= d) Tr(E;Ey) — > Tr(E{)Tr(Ey) |,
k=1 k=1
1 d? d?
B=m— |- > Tr(EiEyp) +d Y Tr(Ej)Tr(Eg)
k=1 k=1

A family of operators {Ek}gil satisfying the equivalent conditions given in Theorem 6.1 can be
seen as a generalized minimal 2-design. As we will show next, this framework actually encompasses
the three examples that we mentioned in Section 4.

In the case of the realignment map R, where the associated set of operators is the basis of matrix
units R = {Rij};;j,jzl = {\i><j\}f,j:17 we have

V1<i,j<d, Tr(Ry)=2bi,
V1 S i,j, k,l S d, TI‘(R:}le) == 5il5jk .
Consequently, the parameters from Theorem 6.1 are « =1 and =~ =0, so that T = F.
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In the case of the map G, where the associated set of operators is a canonical matrix basis
G = {Gk}ﬁil, we have

Tr(G)) =Vd and V2<k<d’ Tr(Gy)=0,
V1<kl<d® Tr(GiG)) = 6.

Consequently, as in the previous example, the parameters from Theorem 6.1 are = 1 and 8 =
v =0, so that Tz = F.

In the case of the SIC POVM map &, where the associated set of operators is a renormalized
symmetric 2-design S = {Sk}gil = {0|xk><mk|}ﬁ2:1, with o = /(d + 1)/(2d), we have

d+1
V1<k<d? Tr(Sk):\/j;

d+1 1
V1<kl<d® Te(SiS)=— (0u+-—-(1—0)).
<kl<d®, Tr(S;S) ¥ (kl+d+1( kl))
Consequently, the parameters from Theorem 6.1 are « = = 1/2 and v = 1/(d + 1), so that
Tg = (I + F)/2 .
The latter example actually generalizes the situation where the Ej’s are coming from a so-called
non-degenerate symmetric family of operators, as defined in [JNG17]. This means that

V1<k<d Te(Ey) =t,
V1<kl<d? Te(EiE) = ady + b(1 — 61). (20)

In this case, equation (19) holds with @ = a — b and v = b/|t|?, so that equation (18) holds with
a=a—>band 8= (a—0b)b/(|t|> — db). Note that the operators composing the SIC POVM map S
do satisfy equations (20).

In [GA16] sets of operators satisfying equations (20) are studied as well. There, only Hermitian
families are considered, but with any number n (not necessarily equal to d?) of operators. Such
families are dubbed conical 2-designs. And it is shown that the class of conical 2-designs includes
several sub-classes of operators which are relevant for quantum information, such as arbitrary rank
symmetric informationally complete measurements (SIMs) or full sets of arbitrary rank mutually
unbiased measurements (MUMs).

Lemma 6.2. Let £ : Sii — 5 be a C-linear map such that Tp = oF + BI, with a > 0 and
B> —a/d. Then

IS NG
S{—2y \/a 'Lfﬁ<0

Proof. We have

IEIGa ey = sup Tr(TpX © X*) = sup of X[3+ 6] Tr X[
P IX i<t XL <1

If 5 > 0, the above supremum is equal to « + . Indeed, for any X, || X|2 < || X]|; and | Tr X| <

| X |1, with both inequalities being saturated by rank one projections. While if 8 < 0, the above

supremum is equal to «. This is because, for any X, || X||2 < || X]|; and | Tr X| > 0, with both

inequalities being saturated by rank one operators of the form |z)(y| for orthogonal unit vectors

z,Yy. ]

As a consequence of Lemma 6.2 we have that, if o, > 0 and a + 8 = 1, or « = 1 and
—1/d < B < 0, then any C-linear map & : S§ — 3 such that T = aF + 31 is a tester. Conversely,

if T'= aF+pB1 with «, 8 satisfying the above conditions, then we can exhibit operators {Ek}zil such
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that T' is the test operator associated to the corresponding map &, i.e. such that T' = Zi; Ey@E}.
The construction follows the strategy described in Section 3.1. Set © = (T'F)!', i.e.

© = al + Bd[y) (.

O can be diagonalized as

O = (a+ fd)|z1)(z1| + alza)(@2| + - - + alzg) (Tel,

where x1 = 1) and g, ..., 74 are such that {z1,...,2,2} forms an orthonormal basis of C¢ ® C?.
Defining |e1) = v/a+ Bd|x1) and |ey) = v/a|zy) for 2 < k < d?, we then have
d2
T = Z E, ® Ef,
k=1

where the Fj’s are the matrix versions of the eg’s. Concretely, this means that E1 = v/a + 8dGy
and E, = /aGy, for 2 < k < d?, with {Gy,...,Gz} a canonical basis of My(C) (i.e. Gy is a
multiple of the identity and Ga,...,Gg are traceless). It is interesting to note that, in the case
a =1, 8 = 0 this canonical construction yields the map G, while in the case « = § = 1/2 it provides
an alternative map having the same test operator as the map S (i.e. being an equivalent tester to

S).

7. ENTANGLEMENT DETECTION OF BIPARTITE PURE STATES BY SYMMETRIC TESTERS

In this section we compute the norm of the action of a given symmetric tester, as defined in
Section 6, on an arbitrary pure bipartite quantum state. We focus next on the realignment and SIC
POVM testers, establishing an equality between the corresponding norms which was conjectured

in [SAZG18].
Let £: S{l — £y be a linear map, defined by

n
£:X € My(C) = > Tr(E;X)|k) € C™.
k=1
Denote by Tg its associated test operator, as defined by equation (7), which we assume to be
symmetric, in the sense of equation (20), i.e.
T = aF + 51,

for some parameters « > 0 and § > —«/d. Note that, for now, we do not ask that £ should be
normalized to be an entanglement tester.
Consider an arbitrary bipartite unit vector ¢ € C% @ C?, with Schmidt decomposition

o) =) VAdleif), (21)
i=1
where A1,..., A, > 0 are such that Y ; ;A = 1 and {ei1,...,e;}, {f1,..., fr} are orthonormal
families in C?.

Proposition 7.1. Let £ : S’f — U be a linear map as above, which is symmetric in the sense of
equation (20) with corresponding parameters (v, 3). Then, for any bipartite unit vector p € C*@C?

as above, we have
1E22(1 ) e, = a+ B+2a > VAN,

1<j
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Proof. Start from the Schmidt decomposition (21), and set |u;;) = > ;_(e;|Eflei)|k), |vij) =
S v (filEr fi)lk), 1 <i,j <r. We then have, viewing £2(|p)(¢|) as belonging to M,,(C) rather
than C" @ C",

£ Igel) = 3 /AN i
1,j=1
Let us begin with considering the situation where the f;’s are equal to the €;’s in (21). This
implies that the ¥;;’s are equal to the u;;’s, and therefore that £%%(|¢){y]|) is positive semidefinite.
Hence,

€22 (1) (2|, = Tr (E2*(lp)(e))) Z VX |12

i,j=1
Observe next that, for all 1 < 4,5 < r, the symmetry of the map £ implies that
(uijluiy) = (eiey | Telejer) = adidjj + Boijdiy:. (22)

Therefore, ||u;j||> = a + B36;; and the conclusion follows for the special case where u;; = v;;.

To conclude, we are just left with understanding what happens when the f;’s are not equal to
the &;’s. Note that the vectors v;; also satisfy equation (22), so the families {u;;}7 ;_; and {vi;}] ;4
have the same Gram matrix. Thus, there exists a unitary operator Wg on C" mapping the wu;;’s
to the v;;’s. Hence, using the invariance of || - |; under multiplication by a unitary,

> VAN @l = ([ DD VAN g (| | Wi Z\/AA |uij) uzg\ :

3,j=1 1 4,j=1 1 3,j=1
finishing the proof. |

Let us consider now the special cases of the realignment tester R and the SIC POVM tester
S. These maps are symmetric testers, with respective parameters (a, ) = (1,0) and (o, 8) =
(1/2,1/2). In both cases, a« + 8 = 1 and a > 0. Hence, the tester provides a necessary and
sufficient condition for separability of bipartite pure states, namely: for any bipartite pure state ¢,
H5®2(\g0><g0|)”1 < 1if and only if ¢ is separable. More precisely, we have

IR®2 (o)l = Y. Vadi=1+ > VA,

1<4,j<r 1<iz#j<r
1S22(e) D], = D VAN =1+ > VA,
1<i<j<r 1<i<g<r

Note that we also know from [Pall4, Proof of Theorem 0.1] that
o) el sag, sa = > VA,
1<i,j<r
so that we actually have

IR () (D[], = o) (elllse 9

Moreover, the realignment map is always ‘better’ than the SIC POVM map on pure states, in
the sense that: for any pure state ¢,

[RZ () (Dl = [|[S2 (@)l

with strict inequality as soon as ¢ is entangled. More precisely: for any pure state ¢,

IR (e)eDlly, =1 =2([[8%*(e)eDll, - 1) (23)
This proves the conjectured equality in [SAZG18, equation (21)].
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8. ENTANGLEMENT DETECTION OF BIPARTITE ISOTROPIC AND WERNER STATES BY THE
REALIGNMENT AND THE SIC POVM TESTERS

The goal here is to determine when the realignment and SIC POVM testers detect the entangle-
ment of isotropic and Werner states. These are defined, respectively, as

r o= ) ]+ (1 — ) &

ﬁ,OSHSL
I+F I1-F
= U l1—p)———, 0< <1,

For that, let us start with computing the action of R®? and S%? on I, |¢)(¢| and F.
First of all,

d d
RO = > Te(gl)(ik|)ig) (Kl = > |id)(kk| = d[v) (],
i,5,k,l=1 i,k=1
d + 1 d + 1 d + 1
S®2( Z Tr(|wiz;) (ziz;|)[)( Z i) (j] = J.
t,j=1 t,j=1

Then observe that, for any operators A, B on C%, Tr(A ® BJ)(1|) = Tr(AB")/d. Hence,

;A

R®2(|¢><¢D:g > Te(lg) Ik i) (K| = ~ Z!Z] (ij] =

i,5,k,1=1 t,j=1
@2 d+1
ST(l) () = 52 ZTr |2) (@il |z5) (2;])14) (7]
t,j=1

A1 T R S
=5 <1M>;|%>(%I+Mi;111><ﬂ

1
5 (1+37)-

Finally observe that, for any operators A, B on C¢, Tr(A ® BF) = Tr(AB). Hence,

d d
REHF) = > Te(l) (1) k)ig) (ki = Y |if)(jil = F
i3,k 1=1 i,j=1

se2(p) d+1 ZTr o) sl ;)Y G| = ;(IJF;J).

1,j=1

8.1. Isotropic states.

With these preliminary computations at hand, let us start with understanding the entanglement
detection of isotropic states. For any 0 < p < 1, we have

R (7, = (ul + (1~ )|} (),

1 d+1-
S®2(’TM) 2d <MI+ d'u:]> .
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Since R®?(7,) and S®?(7,) are positive semidefinite, we then simply have

IRl = Tr (R () = (@ = D+ 1),

d+1
1822 ()|, = Tr (8¥2(7)) = W((d —Dp+1).
Hence,
1
IR @mall, > 1 = (|82l > 1 = n> =

As a comparison, we know that we also have 7, entangled iff 4 > 1/(d+1). So both the realignment
and the SIC POVM maps detect all entangled isotropic states.
What is more, we know from [Rud05, Theorem 11] that

il lifpu<1/(d+1)
Tull ga
HISTORST ) (02 — Dp+1)/d if > 1/(d+1)
So we actually have that, for any entangled isotropic state 7,
IR#* ()|, = 17l 50,59

8.2. Werner states.

Let us now turn to understanding the entanglement detection of Werner states. For any 0 < p <
1, we have

—

R#2(0,) = Jrafqy @)W1+ F) + gt @) (o]~ F)
d+1-2u 2ud —d —1
= ﬁ\”@(w + WF,
I d+2 1—p
2ud—d—1I+d2+d—2,u

T 2d@-1) " 232 —1)
We then have to distinguish two cases. If u > (d + 1)/2d, then
d + 1-— ,u, 2ud —d —1

|R*(c )y, = A2 —1) xd®=2u—1,
5@, = % T,
which are both smaller than 1. While if p < (d + 1)/2d, then
HR®2(%)H1 - d—ic_l;—_fu * d(;gdz__?;d X (d2 —-2)= dff —2u,
18%%(a) ||, = m x (d2 —2) + W 2o d; 1 o

so that
1
[R®* (o), > 1 = [[S%(ou)||, >1 <= n< bt
As a comparison, we know that we have o, entangled iff 4 < 1/2. So as soon as d > 2, both the
realignment and the SIC POVM maps do not detect all entangled Werner states (and they perform
increasingly poorly as d grows).
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What is more, we know from [Rud05, Theorem 9] that

1ull o Tif p>1/2
ISTRRSE Y 91 — p) if g < 1/2

So for d = 2 we have that, for any entangled Werner state o,

HR®2 (ou H1 ||Tu||5§®ﬁsf-

But the two norms do not coincide for d > 2, even in the regime p < 1/d where the map R detects
the entanglement of o,.

As a final comment, let us point out that, for both isotropic and Werner states, the same equality
(23) as the one established for pure states, relating the norms of the realignment and SIC POVM
maps, holds:

IR (7], +1 [R#* (o), +1
: .

vosp<l, 8% (n, My = 2

My = and [ (o,

9. ENTANGLEMENT DETECTION OF BIPARTITE PURE STATES WITH WHITE NOISE BY THE
REALIGNMENT AND THE SIC POVM TESTERS

We now look at states which are the mixture of a pure state and the maximally mixed state,
i.e. given p € C?® C¢ a unit vector,

I
pui=ple){l + (1 —p)g, 0<p<1.

We wonder when the realignment and SIC POVM testers detect the entanglement of such states.
Let us write ¢ in its Schmidt decomposition

= Ve,
i—1

Note that we can assume without loss of generality that the f;’s are equal to the €;’s, since any
re-labelling of basis leaves I/d? invariant. If this is so, we have shown before, in Section 7, that

R¥(|e)(pl) = Z VAiXjluig)(uis| - and SE(|e)el) = Z VA |vig) (vijl,

2,7=1 i,j=1
where for any 1 <4,75,7,5 <,
511/5jj’ —+ 5@]6l’j/
5 )

<Uz]”UJZ/]/> = 5ii’6jj/ and <vij|vi/j’> —
What is more, we have also shown before, in Section 8, that

1 1 I d+1
®2 _— = — ®2 e
R (d2) d|¢><1/1| and S <d2> e J.

As a consequence we have that, for any 0 < p < 1,

R®2 _MZ \/)\/\ |Uz] uz]|+ 1_ )g’¢><¢|’

,Jl

d+1
592(p MZ VAN i) i) + (1= p) = 573 J.

i,j=1
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Since both are positive semidefinite, we then simply have

IR, = Tr (R¥2(py)) = (1 +2£(0)) + 2,

HS®2 pu H1 (8®2(Pu)) = pu(1+ f(p)) +

where we have set .
= > VA
i<j=1
From these expressions, it is easy to see that
d—1
(L+2f(e)d—1

d—1
(1+2f(p))d -1
This means that the realignment and SIC POVM maps detect the entanglement of p, below the

same amount 1 — p of white noise. And in this range of u, the realignment map is ‘better’ than
the SIC POVM, in the sense that

HR®2(,0M)H1 >1 = HS®2(9M)H1 >1 = p>

And that also

IR0, > 5200, = u>

HR®2 (Pu Hl HS®2 (Pu H1

As special cases, we recover the previous results on the entanglement detection of pure states
(u = 1) and isotropic states (¢ = v). Indeed, for any state ¢ € C¢ ® CY,

1<142f(p) <d
with equality in the first, resp. second, inequality iff ¢ is separable, resp. maximally entangled.
Hence, for the case =1 we have
d—1
(1+2/(2))d—1
while for the case ¢ = 1 we have
- d—1
Hoe—1 d+1
Note furthermore that this is yet another class of states for which the same equality (23) as the
one established for pure states, relating the norms of the realignment and SIC POVM maps, holds:
R0, + 1
Hl 2

10. ENTANGLED STATES WHICH ARE DETECTED BY THE REALIGNMENT TESTER ARE DETECTED
BY THE SIC POVM TESTER

<1l <= 1+4+2f(p) >1 <= ¢ entangled,

< p>———— <= 7, entangled.

Vo<pu<l, [[8%(p,

In [SAZC18] the following was conjectured: Given an entangled state p on C? ® C, if its
entanglement is detected by the matrix unit tester R : S{l — E‘f, then it is necessarily detected by
the SIC POVM tester S : S¢ — Egz as well, i.e.

IR%(p) 2 > 1= [5%(p)

e o> 1. (24)

H 5(212 ®nld
Here we answer this conjecture in the positive, by showing the following inequality, which clearly
implies (24).
Theorem 10.1. For any quantum state p on C* @ C?, we have
®2
IRZ ()l g2 + 1
5 .

1S%20) 2 > (25)
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Note that inequality (25) was proven to be an equality for several classes of states in Sections
7, 8 and 9. We show next that it is not the case in general. To this end, consider a product state
p = p1 ® pz2, for quantum states p; 2 having respective purities py 2 := Tr(p%g). We then have

IRZ (D)l o2 = /T (F0§2) T (Fi5?) = Vi

Hence, (25) is saturated if and only if p; = pa.
Before proving Theorem 10.1, we show a key lemma.

Lemma 10.2. Let{aq,...,an}, {b1,...,bn} be two orthonormal bases of C™. For complex numbers
Yy« s Such that |v;| > 1 for all 1 < i < mn, define the matriz

S = Z%\%)(bzl
i=1
Then, for any X € M,(C), we have

ISXS* [l 2 11X [l + D (Jl® = 1) {bil X [bs). (26)
=1

Proof. First, note that the matrix .S is invertible, with inverse
n
STH=> "y bi)ail.
i=1
Writing Y := SX S*, equation (26) is equivalent to

Y1l > 1S7'Y () 7 e+ Y (1= bl ™) (@il Ylas). (27)
i=1
Note that the right hand side of the inequality above is equal to ||®(Y)|1, where the map & :
My (C) = My, (C) is given by

n
oY) = (S7ly(sH e (@ (1— |72 (ai|Y|ai>> .
i=1
Hence, equation (27) reads ||®(Y)[|1 < [|Y||1, which is true if ® is a quantum channel (this is a
simple consequence of the Russo-Dye theorem, as explained in [PGWPRO6]). Let us prove next
that ® is indeed a quantum channel. We have ®(X) = KXK* + Y " | L; XL}, where

st On
K = and L; =
On V1=l 20 {ail
So the fact that ® is completely positive is clear. And the trace preserving condition is also easily
shown to be true, since

1 <1< n.

K*K+Y LiLi= (ST + > (1= [l ™) lai){ail = lai){ai| = In.
=1 =1

i=1

We can now give the proof of the main result of this section.
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Proof of Theorem 10.1. Setting X := R®2%(p), where X is viewed as belonging to M (C), it is
easy to see that we have

d+1
5®2(p) =57 (zr @ 21| plzg @ 240)|Kl)
k=1
d2
d+1 _ _
= ~5q (wk®$k’X’$l®xl>‘kl>
k=1
d+1 _ -
=57 (Th @ Tp| X Floy @ 7) | Kl)

k=1
where F' is the flip operator. We now have HR®2(p)szz® a2 = IX]l1 and 1892 (p)
2 T2
|S(X F)S*||; !, where S is the matrix of the operator S, ie.

5 /d+1
Z|k (zp ® T

Noticing that 1 = Trp = d(v| X|v¢), where |¢) := Zi:l |i3) /v/d is the maximally entangled state
on C? ® C%, the inequality in the statement reads

1X1s + (| X|y) _ [ XF]1 + d(|XFly)

HZgQ ®ﬂ552 =

IS(XF)S*||x >

2 N 2
In order to conclude, we need to show that S := \/55' can be written as in equation (26) from
Lemma 10.2, with b = ¢, v1 =vd+1,and yo =--- =y, = 1.
Indeed, let us set
Vd+1 +
lyk) \9% ® T W>

One can show, using the fact that the |zk) <xk| s form a SIC POVM, that the |y)’s form an
orthonormal basis of C%* (for similar ideas, see [GK14, JNG17]). We have thus

d+1
=\ Z|k Mg @ T = (VA + 1 — 1)|v)( wr+2|k (v,

E/—/
=U

where |v) is the normalized all-ones vector from (15), and U is a unitary operator. One can see by

direct computation that Uly) = |v), so we can write

= Vd+ 1) +V,

where V is a partial isometry mapping (C[¢))* to (Clv))*. We have thus shown that S can be
written as in (26), finishing the proof. O

11. COMPLETENESS OF THE FAMILY OF CRITERIA IN THE BIPARTITE CASE

Our goal in this section is to prove that, in the bipartite case, the family of entanglement criteria
that we are looking at is complete. What we mean by this is that, given an entangled bipartite state,
there always exist testers detecting its entanglement. We have already seen that this is the case
for bipartite pure states, and we shall prove a similar result for multipartite pure states in Section
12. To be fully rigorous, what we are able to show in the case of bipartite mixed states is that our

INote that this norm relation holds in general for any tester &: \|S®2(p)||ed2® a2 = |EXE*|.
2 T2
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family of entanglement criteria is complete at least when extended to allow for a permutation of
the indices before applying the testers, as described in Section 3.3. More precisely, we will prove
the following result.

Theorem 11.1. Let p be an entangled state on C¢ @ C?. Then, there exists a tester £ : S§ — €g2
such that

|t @ e (Foh) > 1,

652 ®7r€32
where EF : S¢ — 652 is the tester whose operators are the adjoints of those of £.

Concretely, Fp' is the following permutation of indices of p:

d d
p=Y_ piwlif)(kll = Fp''= Y pijwlli){kjl.
i,gk,1=1 i,gk =1

Before we launch into the proof of Theorem 11.1, let us make two basic but useful observations.
By duality we know that if p is entangled, i.e. HPHS‘f@,rS‘f > 1, then there exists © such that

1©]lsa.5.92. < 1 and Tr(©p) > 1. Now, we can assume without loss of generality that © is
Hermitian. This is because © := (© 4+ ©*)/2, which is Hermitian, is also such that ||©| si@.si <1
and Tr(6p) > 1. Indeed on the one hand,

=
o

>
]

Tr(6p) + Tr(07p))

Tr(0p) + Tr(6p") )

Tr(Op) + Tr(@p)>

HH[\D\H[\D\H[\DM—‘
~~ TN N

[©)

S

N—

\Y
—

And on the other hand, for all X, Y such that || X||1, ||Y |1 <1,
- 1
Ti(OX ® Y)‘ - ‘2 (Tr(OX ®Y) + Tr(0*X ® Y))’

:‘;(%(6X®Y)~I—T1"(@X*®Y*)>'

IN

1
5 (ITr(BX YY)+ |Tr(6X* @ Y™)|)
1Ollse @.54

1.

IN N

What is more, we can also assume without loss of generality that © is positive semidefinite. This
is because O) := A\ + (1 — \)©, which is positive semidefinite for 0 < A < 1 large enough, is also
such that [|©[|ge g.5¢ <1 and Tr(©,p) > 1. Indeed on the one hand,

Tr(Oyp) = ATr(p) + (1 = N)Tr(Op) > A+ (1 — ) = 1.
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And on the other hand, for all X,Y such that || X||1,[|Y]1 <1,
Tr(O\X®Y)|=[\Tr(X®Y)+ (1 -N)Tr(eX aY)|
<ATr(X)Te(Y)| + (1 - X)) |[Tr(0X @ Y)|
S AX[RY N+ Q= N[Ollse @50,
<A+ (1-=A)
=1.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 11.1.

Proof. Let © be such that [[©]gs o g¢ < 1 and Tr(Op) > 1. As justified above, we can assume
without loss of generality that ©* = © and © > 0. From Lemma 3.4, we thus know that 7 := OV F is
a test operator. This means that there exist operators {Ek}z; on C¢ such that T' = Zi; Ey® B,
and £ : X € My(C?) s Zi; Tr(E; X)|k) € C? is a tester.

Let us now prove that [|£f ® E(FPF)Hgg?@ﬁggQ > 1. We have

d2
E@E(Fp") =Y Tr(E,®EfFp")|kl).
k=1

Next, observe that |u) := Z‘,f:l |kk) is such that ||uH€dg® a2 = 1. Hence by duality,
2 €+2

2 2 (e @ E(F))

04> @ntd

|t @ e (Foh)

d2

= Tr (B ® EfFp")
k=1

=Tr (TFp")

=Tx ((TF)"p)

= Tr(Op)

> 1,

which is exactly what we wanted to show. O

12. ENTANGLEMENT TESTERS IN THE MULTIPARTITE SETTING

In this section we discuss the power of the realignment entanglement tester, when used on
multipartite pure quantum states. In the first subsection, we show that the criterion obtained by
applying several copies of the realignment tester detects all pure entangled multipartite states. In
the following two subsections we show that the multipartite realignment criterion is, in a sense,
optimal in the case of the so-called W state and in the case of pure multipartite states admitting
a generalized Schmidt decomposition.

12.1. Entanglement detection of multipartite pure states by the realignment tester.

We consider the entanglement criterion on (C?)®™ defined by the realignment map R™, namely:
for any state p on (C%)®™,

HR@’m(p)ng%@ﬁm >1 = p entangled.

We want to show that the above implication is an equivalence on the set of pure states. More
precisely, we will establish the following result.



MULTIPARTITE ENTANGLEMENT DETECTION VIA PROJECTIVE TENSOR NORMS

Theorem 12.1. For any unit vector ¢ € (C?)®™
1

12l a2y @mm = o
(e57)® H%DH(eg)@gm

If in addition ¢ is non-negative (meaning that its coefficients in the canonical basis of (C)®

all non-negative), then
1

181l a2y 0mm = 77—

() 21l edy@em
As an immediate consequence of Theorem 12.1, we have by Proposition 2.3
¢ entangled — ||80H(eg)®am <l = H@”(gg?)mm > 1.

So we indeed have shown that

¢ entangled <= }|R®m(\¢><@’)‘}(£gz)®ﬂm > 1.
Proof. Define ¢ € (C&)®™ as

2) =R (o)) = > G dmle)lin e im)lingi - imm)-
1<ty ,yeuyim <d
1<51,...,jm <d

By duality, we know that

. (2]9)
H‘PH(fﬂ)@ﬂm > -
2 SO (Zg2)®5m
First observe that, for any unit vectors a',...,a™ € Cdz,
<¢’a1 e am> — Z Sojljm@’lllma’}l‘]l e a?::zjm — <80g5|a/1 . am>‘
1<iy,....tm <d
1<1,-.,0m<d
Therefore,
A~ ~ 2
||30||(€g2)®8m = max {(cp|a1 ceea™)y, al’ oamt e c 7 Ha1||7 o lad™| < 1}
- max{<<p¢|a1 @™, al, . am e CF e, ... lla™] < 1}
=110 ® @l gty -
Second we have
@Y=" D PirimPirimPirjmPiroim = PP} = 1.
1<, im <d
1<g1,0im<d

Hence, inserting the two above equalities into equation (30), we get
S 1
g = e ® ‘)EH(ggQ)@sm '

”@H(gglz)

31

(28)

™ are

(29)

(30)

(31)

In the case where ¢ is non-negative, then first = ¢. And second we know from [ZCHI10,
Theorem 5] that its geometric measure of entanglement (as defined in equation (4)) is additive,

which is equivalent to saying that its injective fo-norm is multiplicative. This means that
_ 2
le @ Pll g2 100 = 10 @ ¢l pg2)00m = Il {agymem -

Inequality (29) is thus proven.
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To deal with the general case, let us define, for any state p on Hy ® - -+ ® Hyp,,
Posep(Hy - Hy) (P) 7= max {Tr(pa1 ®---@0™), oF state on Hy, 1 < k < m}
= max {Tx(p|a')(a'| & -+~ @ [a"} (™)), a* € H o] =1, 1 <k <m},

where the last equality is by extremality of pure product states amongst product states. We thus
see that, for any unit vector x € H1 ® - - - @ Hpy,

X0 162211, = (e () ()

Now, let p, p’ be states on H1®- - -® H,,, and assume that o', ..., o™ are stateson Hi@Hj, ..., H,®
H,,, such that

Psep(Hy HyiHo Hy) (P P) = Tr(p ® pot @ @cm).
We then have, denoting by &% := Id ® Tr(c*) the reduced state of o* on Hy,
hsep(H1:-~~:Hm)(p) > TI‘([) 5-1 Q- ® 5_m)

=Tr(pRIct® - ®c™)
>Tr(p@pot @ @o™)
= Noep(Hy HysooriHy H) (P @ ).

This implies that, for any unit vectors y,x’ € H1 ® - -+ ® H,,,

Coming back to equation (31), we eventually get using the above observation that

1

121l a2y @mm = 77—
(57)¢ 121l (eg)@em
which is exactly inequality (28). O

Remark 12.2. Note that, in the case of a not necessarily normalized vector o € (CH®™ | equation
(31) would actually take the form

ol
s H‘P®¢7H(Zg2)®gm

||¢H(gg2)

Now, in the case where the vectors x,x' € H1 & --- ® H,, are not necessarily normalized, equation
(32) would read instead
X @ Xy 1 @@ Hon Hon

[IX/[|2

This implies that, in the case of a not necessarily normalized vector ¢ € (CH®™, equation (28)
would be

”XHH1®£"'®sHm 2

lell3 lell3

Tl lelgom Tl gyomm

||(pH(€f212)®7rm -
It is instructive to see what the lower bound (28) gives in the bipartite case. Indeed, in this case

we can compute the exact values of the quantities on the left and right hand sides of the inequality.
Namely, if a unit vector ¢ € (C%)®? has Schmidt decomposition

lp) = Z VAileifi),
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then we have on the one hand

. 2
HR®2(|SO><90|)H([§2)®W2 = (Z \/)‘>Z>
=1

and on the other hand
HSOH(eg)&Z = VAL

So the largest gap in inequality (28) is when ¢ has uniform Schmidt coefficients, in which case the
left hand side is equal to r while the right hand side is equal to /r.

12.2. The example of the W state.
As an illustration of the power of the entanglement criterion based on the realignment tester on
multipartite pure states, let us see what it yields when applied to the famous W state, known to

be the maximally entangled three-qubit pure state [DFLW17]. We recall that the latter is defined
as

lw) = — (]112) + |121) 4 [211)) € (C?)®3

1
V3

It is entangled, and we know from [FL18, Lemma 6.2] that

2 3\ 9
|||w><w|||(sf)®rr3—||w||(g§)®7r3— 5) T 1

We would now like to compare the above value to the value of the (¢£3)®73 norm of R®3(|w)(w|).
Since w is non-negative, inequality (29) tells us that

1

3 [[wl)6.5
IR el eyors =

Now, we know from [FL18, Lemma 6.2] again that
2

lwll(egyees = 3-
We thus have

1 9
®3 > =z
HR (‘w><w|)”(gg)®ﬂ3 = (2/3)2 4
which is actually an equality since on the other hand
9
IR (w) (wh)| ggyors < Nwd(wlllszyens = 7

To summarize, we have shown that the realignment tester R optimally detects the entanglement
of the W state, in the sense that

9
HR®3 (Jw){w) H(134)®,r lfw) (w2073 = 1~ L

What is more, this is an example where our lower bound (29) is tight.

Remark 12.3. In general, we know from Theorem 12.1 that, for any unit vector o € (C*)®™, the
following inequalities hold:

1

121170 0mm = ) (Pl stymm = IRE™ () PD ga2ymm = 77—
E ® S Zd )® ||SOH Ed Sem

This shows that for all unit vectors o € (CH)®™ for which ||¢||2||¢|lc = 1, the realignment criterion
1s exact. Similarly we also have that the realignment criterion is exact for all non-negative unit
vectors ¢ such that ||¢||«|l¢lle = 1.
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Note that the unit vector
1
lv) = 5(|112> + [121) + |211) — [222)) € (C*)®3,

studied in [FL18, Lemma 6.1], saturates the duality relation ||v||z||v|]e = 1. But it has negative
coefficients, so we cannot guarantee the exactness of the realignment criterion in this case.

12.3. The case of multipartite pure states having a generalized Schmidt decomposition.

We now focus on the particular case where the unit vector ¢ € (C%)®™ admits a generalized
Schmidt decomposition, i.e.

) =D Vkler e,
k=1

where A1, ..., A, > 0are such that Y _; A\ = 1 and {e; };_;, ..., {el}i_, are orthonormal families
in CZ.
For such multipartite pure state ¢, setting again |p) := R (|¢)(¢|), we have,

T
|p) = E VN E <j1"'jmlei'--6?><€ll'--e}”\h--'im>\i1j1~-imjm>
k=1 1<i1, e im <d
1<)1,50,im <d

r d d d d
= > VN Ledlinli) Y Gilemldn) -+ Y (e fim)lim) D (mleR) lim)-
k=1 i1=1 J1=1 im=1 Jm=1

Now, we just have to observe that, for each 1 <k, Il <rand 1 <q<m,

d d
Z(eﬂiq)“q) = |¢f) and Z<jq|€z>’jq> = |ef)-

iq=1 ja=1

Therefore, we actually have

@) = > VaNlere] - eler).

k=1
We recognize in the expression above a generalized Schmidt decomposition in ((Cd2)®m. Hence,
r
10ty = D VAN
k=1
Note that, for such multipartite state ¢, we know from [Pall4, Proof of Theorem 0.1] that
r
) (el sayomm = > VAN
k=1

So, just as in the bipartite case, this is a situation where

HR®m(|90><90DH(ng)®ﬂm = |||90><90\”(sf)®7rm~
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13. CONCLUSIONS AND OPEN PROBLEMS

We have introduced in this work a new paradigm for entanglement detection in bipartite and
multipartite quantum systems, based on entanglement testers. The main idea is to reduce the
characterization of entanglement, based on computing the projective norm in a tensor product of
Schatten 1-norm classes to that of the projective norm in a tensor product of Hilbert spaces. In
other words, using entanglement testers, one reduces the entanglement problem of mixed quantum
states to that of pure quantum states (which is know to be much simpler), at the cost of obtaining
only a sufficient criterion for entanglement. The most symmetric entanglement testers correspond
to the realignment criterion and to the SIC POVM criterion, which have been studied extensively
in the literature, in the bipartite case. Our work provides a natural generalization of these criteria
to the multipartite setting.

We analyze the performance of entanglement testers, identifying the important subclass of perfect
testers (the ones which detect every pure entangled state). We compare the realignment tester with
the SIC POVM tester, showing an exact relation between them in the bipartite case, which allows
us to prove two recent conjectures. We then show that every entangled bipartite mixed quantum
state can be detected, after index permutation, by a pair of specifically tailored testers, and that
the realignment tester can detect any multipartite pure entangled state.

The main question that remains unanswered at this point is whether our family of entanglement
criteria is complete, without allowing for permutation of indices before applying the testers. Con-
cretely, we would like to know if, for any entangled state p on C* ® --- @ C%, there exist testers
& :S% 55 1 <i<m,suchthat |, ® - ® Sm(p)\u;l@r“@”ggm > 1. Even for bipartite states
we are only able to show a weaker version of this statement (see Section 11). Note that, in the
bipartite case, this problem can be seen as a factorization through ¢» problem. Indeed, given an
entangled state p on C? ® CY, there exists by definition an operator 7 : S§ — S% with norm at
most 1 witnessing its entanglement. And in order to exhibit testers detecting its entanglement, we
would need to find operators £, F : S¢ — ¢% with norms at most 1 such that 7 = £*F. It can be
shown that not every 7 : S¢ — S can be factorized in this way with constant 1 [Aub20]. However,
this does not tell us if there exist entangled states that do not have any factorizable entanglement
witness.

In a different direction, it would be worth investigating further the performance of our entangle-
ment criteria in the multipartite setting. Indeed, the only quantitative results that we establish in
this work when more then two parties are involved are for pure states. But what about the case of
mixed states? Are there interesting classes of multipartite mixed states whose entanglement can be
detected by the realignment or SIC POVM testers? And can we, in general, compare the respective
performances of these two testers?

Finally, it could be interesting to probe the efficiency of entanglement testers £ : S{l — C" in
the case where the output dimension n is (much) smaller than the dimension of the input space
d?. Although such testers cannot be perfect, computing the projective norm of the output tensor is
easier when the dimension n is smaller, so the trade-off between the computational efficiency and
the performance of these testers needs to be assessed.
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form of an invited professorship, during which this work was initiated. We would like to thank
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