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In this paper, we present a measure of multipartite entanglement (k-nonseparable), k-ME con-
currence Ci_me(p) that unambiguously detects all k-nonseparable states in arbitrary dimensions,
where the special case, 2-ME concurrence Ca_mg(p), is a measure of genuine multipartite entangle-
ment. The new measure k-ME concurrence satisfies important characteristics of an entanglement
measure including entanglement monotone, vanishing on k-separable states, convexity, subadditiv-
ity and strictly greater than zero for all k-nonseparable states. Two powerful lower bounds on this
measure are given. These lower bounds are experimentally implementable without quantum state
tomography and are easily computable as no optimization or eigenvalue evaluation is needed. We
illustrate detailed examples in which the given bounds perform better than other known detection
criteria.

PACS numbers: 03.67.Mn, 03.65.Ud, 03.67.-a

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement as a physical resource plays an important role in quantum information, such as, quantum communica-
tion @—@] and quantum computing ﬂE, ﬂ] So it is a significant work to quantify entanglement not only in theoretical
research but also in practical application. One of the main goals of the theory of entanglement is to develop measures
of entanglement. Several entanglement measures ﬂﬁ—@] have been introduced, such as entanglement distillation HE,
[17], entanglement cost [17, 18], entanglement of formation [17,[19], negativity [20,21], three-tangle [22] and localizable
entanglement E, @] These measures except localizable entanglement are entanglement monotones m@], in that
they cannot increase under local operations and classical communication (LOCC), whereas localizable entanglement
can deterministically increase under LOCC operations between all parties ﬂﬂ] In bipartite setting, entanglement
cost, entanglement of formation, and negativity are convex, moreover, entanglement cost, entanglement of formation
are also subadditive. It is an open question whether entanglement distillation is convex ﬂﬁ] The negativity fails
to recognize entanglement in PPT states. In the multipartite setting, three-tangle is invariant under permutation
of the three systems and is in fact an entanglement monotone for three-qubit systems. However, there are states
with genuine three party entanglement for which the three-tangle can be zero (the W-state serves as an example
ﬂﬂ]), i.e., the three-tangle has the disadvantageous property that it vanishes for some entangled states. Localizable
entanglement ﬂﬁ] requires an underlying measure of bipartite entanglement to quantify the entanglement between
the two singled-out parties. When concurrence was used as underlying measure of bipartite entanglement, Gao et al.
ﬂQ] derived an easily computable formula for localizable entanglement in the three-qubit case.

The concurrence is a very popular measure for the quantification of bipartite quantum correlations ﬂﬁ, 13, 25, @],
and is also defined for bipartite high dimensional states ﬂﬁ], but it is not computable because of optimization for
bipartite high dimensional mixed states. For multipartite quantum systems, although there are some criteria , 8-

| to detect genuine multipartite entanglement, but there is not computable measure quantifying the amount of
multipartite entanglement in general. Ma et al. @] defined a generalized concurrence called GME-concurrence which
satisfies the necessary conditions for genuine multipartite entanglement measure g, ] Although for general mixed
states it is not computable owing to the optimization, they gave lower bounds [38, ] What we are looking for is
multipartite entanglement measure such that its values vanish with respect to k-separable states, whereas they are
strictly positive for k-nonseparable states.
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FIG. 1: (Color online). Ilustration of the convex nested structure of the sets Sy, of all k-separable states. Each set is convexly
embedded within the next set: S, C Sn—1 C --- C S2 C Si, and the complement Si \ Sk of S in S1 is the set of all
k-nonseparable states.

In this paper, we introduce a generalized concurrence (k-ME concurrence) for a finite-dimensional systems of arbi-
trarily many parties as an entanglement measure, which satisfies important characteristics of an entanglement measure,
such as entanglement monotone, vanishing on k-separable states, invariant under local unitary transformations, con-
vexity, subadditivity and strictly greater than zero for all k-nonseparable states. This multipartite entanglement
measure unambiguously detects all k-nonseparable states in arbitrary dimensions. The GME concurrence |38, [41]
is the special case of our k-ME concurrence when & = 2. We show that strong lower bounds on this measure can
be derived by exploiting close analytic relations between this concurrence and recently introduced detection criteria
for multipartite entanglement [32-34]. And then we provide examples in which the entanglement criteria based on
our lower bound have better performance with respect to the known methods, the lower bounds obtained by Refs.
138, l41].

II. MULTIPARTITE ENTANGLEMENT

Before we state the definition of multipartite entanglement measure, k-ME concurrence, and its lower bounds, an
introduction of concepts and notations that will be involved in the subsequent sections of our article is necessary.
Throughout the paper, we consider a multiparticle quantum system H = Q] H; = H1 @ Ha ® --- ® H,, with n
parts of respective dimension d;, ¢ = 1,2,--- ,n. A k-partition A;|As|---|Ag (of {1,2,---,n}) means that the set
{A1, Ag,- -+, A} is a collection of pairwise disjoint sets, and the union of all sets in {A1, Ag, -+, Ar}is {1,2,--- ,n}

k
(disjoint union |J A4; = {1,2,---,n}). An pure state |[¢)) of an n-partite quantum system H is called k-separable if

i=1
there is a k-partition Aq|Ag|---[Ag =i -+ 4L |57 42,1 -+ |jF -+ jF, such that
|1/’> = |w1>A1 |w2>A2 T |¢]€>Ak7 (1)
k k
where [1;) 4, is the state of subsystem A;, and disjoint union |J A; = U {s},4%,---,45,} ={1,2,--- ,n}. An n-partite
t=1 t=1

mixed state p is k-separable if it can be written as a convex combination of k-separable pure states

p= me|1/)m><7/}m|a (2)

where {|¢,,)} might be k-separable with respect to different partitions. Thus, a mixed k-separable state does not need
to be separable under any particular k-partition. In general, k-separable mixed states are not separable with regard
to any specific partition. If an n-partite state is not 2-separable (biseparable), then it is called genuinely n-partite
entangled. It is called fully separable, iff it is n-separable.

Note that whenever a state is k-separable, it is automatically also k’-separable for all 1 < k' < k. If we denote
the set of all k-separable states by S (k = 2,3,---,n) and the set of all states by Sp, then each set Sy is convex
and embedded within the next set: S, C S,—1 C --- C S2 C S, and the complement S; \ Si of Sk in S7 is the
set of all k-nonseparable states. In particular, the complement S; \ S2 is the set of all genuine n-partite entangled
(2-nonseparable) states. We can illustrate the convex nested structure of multipartite entanglement in Fig. 1.



IIT. A MEASURE OF MULTIPARTITE ENTANGLEMENT AND ITS LOWER BOUNDS

Let us now introduce a measure of multipartite entanglement (k-nonseparable) that unambiguously detects all
k-nonseparable states in arbitrary dimensions. For n-partite pure state ) € H1 @ Ho ® - - - @ H,,, where dimH; = d,
l=1,2,---,n, we define the k-ME concurrence as

> Tr(p%,) 23" (1-Tr(p%,))
Cr—me(|9¥)) = mjn 211-— HT _ mjn i=1 - 7 )

where pa, = Trz, (|¢0)(¥|) is the reduce density matrix of subsystem A; (A is the complement of Ay in {1,2,---,n}),
and the minimum is taken over all possible k-partitions A = A;]---|Ag of {1,2,--- ,n}. Obviously, Cy_mr(|t))) does
not only depend on |¢), but also on the number k. However, it is independent of k-partitions. It should be pointed
out that Cx_mw(]®)) is non-vanishing if and only if |¢) is k-nonseparable, that is, Cr_mgr(|¥)) equals to zero if and
only if |¢) is k-separable.

For n-partite mixed state p, we define the k-ME concurrence as

{Pm>|¥Ym

Cr-mE(p) = inf >}me0k—ME(|¢m>)7 (4)

where the infimum is taken over all possible pure states decompositions p = > pm |[10m ) (¢¥m|. Specially, when k = 2,

m
Ca_mi(p) is a measure of genuine multipartite entanglement. Note that the GME concurrence [38] is our special case
Cy-Mmr(p), and the GME concurrence CgmE is equal to %CQ_ME(p).

k-ME concurrence C_Mr(p), a measure of multipartite entanglement, satisfies the following useful properties:

M1 Cr_mg(p) = 0 for any p € Si (vanishing on all k-separable states).

M2 Cr_mg(p) > 0 for any p € S1\Sk (strictly greater than zero for all k-nonseparable states).

M3 Ck—ME(UEocalpULocal) = Cr_Mme(p) (invariant under local unitary transformations).

M4 Cr—me(Avocc(p)) < Cr—me(p) (entanglement monotone: nonincreasing under local operations and classical
communication (LOCC)).

M5 Cr-me(D; pipi) < 22, piCr—mr(pi) (convexity).

M6 Ck_ME(p ® U) < Ck_ME(p) + Ck_ME(U) (subadditivity).

IV. LOWER BOUNDS
A. Statement of results

Let |¢p(z)) = QP |z;) = |r122---x,) be a fully separable state on Hilbert space H = H1 @ Ha ® -+ @ Hap,
and |®;;(z)) = |¢i(x))|¢;(x)) a product state in H®?, where |¢;(z)) = |z122 - @i 1Ziwit1 - 2y) and [¢j(x)) =
|z129 -+ i 12511 -+ - w,) ave the fully separable states obtained from |¢(z)) by applying (independently) local
unitary transformations to |x;) € H; and |x;) € H;, respectively. Let P, denote the operator that performs a
simultaneous local permutation on all subsystems in H®? = (H; ® Ha ® --- @ H,,)®?, while P; just performs a
permutation on 7—[1@2 and leaves all other subsystems unchanged. That is, P;oy = P o P, o ---0 P,, where P; is the
operator swapping the two copies of H; in H®2. For instance, Pyot|2172 - ) |y1y2 - - Yn) = |[Y1Y2 - - Yn )| 2122 - - 24),
while P2y - @i 1@iTig1 - Tp)|Y1 - Yim1Yillir1 - Yn) = |T1 - Bim1Yi%ig1 - Tn) Y1 Yio1%iYig1 - Yn)- Let

Ie(p, o(x)) = ; V(@i ()[p%? Prot| 045 (x)) — ; \/<(I)ij ()| P;" p®2Pi[ @35 ()
7 — (5)

(1= k) S (@i@) P 072 P i),

then we have the following bounds.
Bound 1.

Cr-me(p) > Hili(p, ¢(x)), (6)



where
k k
Hk:n}inL: win Y (7)
k B k
Z nt(n - nt) tgl " In? — E n%
=1 =1
Here the minimum is taken over all possible k-partitions A = Ay|---|Ax of {1,2,--- ,n}, and n; is the number of
elements in A;.
Specially, when k = 2, there is
2 n is even,
H, = { \/%, n is odd. (8)
Therefore,
2 .
205 4(@),  mis even,
Ca-mm(p) 2 { \/%12(%(25(55))7 n is odd. ©)

It is stronger than the lower bound 1 in [41], since Hj is greater than 72 L__ That is, our lower bound 1 is more

2(n—1)
powerful than that in [41].

Bound 2.
Chr_ > a. Hi(Li(p, + I (p, , 10
k—ME(p) > olax k(e (ps ¢(2)) + Ik(p: 9(y))) (10)
where
_ _ vk 1
Hy = min = EH;C. (11)

k
2> ng(n —ny)
=1

Here |¢(x)) = @F_;|x;) and |p(y)) = ®_4]y;) are orthogonal full separable states.
The proof of two lower bounds above is placed in the appendix.

B. Examples

Ezxample 1: Consider the n-qubit state family given by a mixture of the identity matrix, the W state and the
anti-W state

1—2a
2n

P = Ion + a|W) (W | + bW, ) (W, (12)
where |W,,) = %(|OO-~-001> +100---010) + --- + |10---000)) and |[W,) = %(|11-~-110> +]11---101) + --- +
|01---111)). Let |¢(0)) = [0)®™ and |¢(1)) = |1)®™, then |¢;(0)) = [0---010---0) and |¢;(1)) = |1---101---1) can
be obtained by applying the bit-flip operation o, on the i-th qubit of |¢(0)) and |$(1)), respectively.

When n > 3, there are

Li(pn, $(0)) = (k —1)a — 2MEnkDlzazb) (13)
Ii(pny 9(1)) = (k —1)b — 2Cn=h=Dlzasb), (14)

When n = 3, there are
Ii(ps, ¢(0)) = (k—1)a—3 (1—a—b><33—3a+5b) _ 8G=k)—a-b) (1)

I]g(p3,¢(1)) _ (k _ 1)b _ % (1—a—b)(§3+5a—3b) _ 3(3—k)2(;—a—b), (16)
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FIG. 2: (Color online). The detection quality of our lower bound 1 and that in [41] on the genuine multipartite entanglement
concurrence is shown for the family ps = 152=LT35 + a|W5)(Ws| + b|Ws)(Ws| of five-qubit states, where |Ws5) = %(|00001> +
[00010) 4 [00100) 4 [01000) + [10000)) and |Ws) = \}g(|11110> +[11101) + [11011) + [10111) + |01111)). The region above the
line I (red) correspond to the genuine 5-partite entanglement detected by our bound 1, our criteria in [32,134], and the bound 1
of [41]. The regions above the line II (blue) and the line III (green) correspond to the genuine 5-partite entanglement detected
by our bound 1 when it is equal to or greater than % and %7 respectively. The states above the dashed line ii (blue), the
dashed hne iii1 (green) and the dashed line iii2 (green), are detected by the bound 1 of Ref.|41] when it is equal to or greater
than 107 Land i =, respectively. Thus, the area detected by our bound 1 is visibly larger than that of [41] when the two bounds

(3}
are equal.

Our bound 1 Ineq.(@) is

C > max{ HyIx(pn, ¢(0)), Hxlr(pn, (1))}, n >3, (17)
FEME = max{ Hy I, (ps, ¢(0)), HiIx (p3, 6(1))}, n =3,
where H, = min %
§1 =n nz_tgl ni
Specially, ;
max{2 Ik(pn, #(0)), 211 (pn, (1))}, n > 3 and n is even,
Co MmE > max{\/—lk(pn,¢(0)), ng_llk( ny @(1))}, n >3 and n is odd, (18)
max{\/—lk(p37 ¢(O))7 %IR(P& ¢(1))}7 n=3.
The lower bound 1 in [41] gives
max{f( 1)I/€(pn7 ( )) \f(n 1)Ik(p (1))}7 7’L>3,
Canm = { max{ 315 11 (ps. $(0), 35 T, 6(1)}, n=3 19

Obviously, for genuine multipartite entanglement measure, our lower bound 1 Ineq.(Ig)) is better than that Ineq.(I9)
in [41)].

The detection parameter spaces of our bound 1 and bound 1 in [41] of genuine five-partite entanglement are
illustrated in Fig. 2 for the family ps of five-qubit states. The area detected by our bound 1 is larger than the bound
1 of [38] when the two lower bounds are equal.

Our Bound 2 Ineq.(I0) is as follows:

%Hk(fk(pn, #(0)) + I(pn, #(1))), n >3,

Chnip = { 5 Hi(Te(p3, (0)) + I(ps, #(1))), n = 3.



Specially,
2 (Ii(pn, $(0)) + I(pn, (1)), 1> 3 and n is even,
Conip 2 3 22 (Ik(pn $(0) + Ti(pn, #(1)), 1> 3 and n is odd, (21)
%(Ik(pg,ﬂS(O)) +Ik(p3a¢(1)))a n=3.

The bound of Ref.[38] can not detect entanglement at all. When n > 4, the lower bound 2 in [41] can not detect
entanglement at all.

Therefore, for the family of n-qubit states, the mixture of W state and anti-W state, dampened with white noise,
our lower bounds are better than the bounds 1 and 2 of Ref.[41] and the bound of Ref.[38].

Ezxample 2. Let us consider the family of n-qubit states

_ l—a-p
P(G" Wa) = a|Gn) (Gl + BIWn)(Wn| + TL (22)
the mixture of the GHZ state, the W state and the white noise. Here |G,) = %OOO- --0) + [11---1)) and |W,,) =

ﬁ(|00---001>+|00---010>+---+ |10 - - - 000)).
For the selection |¢(0)) = @7 |x;) = [0)®™ and |2) = |1), our bound 1 gives
a l-a-p l-—a- l—a-
Cumranlp @) > Hyftn =18 —nin ~ 1 [(G + L0 L0F gy B LBy

Let |p(z)) = Q4 |x;) = %@l and |x}) = %, our bound 1 gives

— n— 2 o— n— o — n, n— 2 n(l—a—
Hy,[e=D0=28 0, 1)\/(1+2n B 4 (P8 1ta—Bind _ ( _ fy((n=2bin0azf)y)

2n n on
n is even,
Ck_ME(p(Gn_Wn)) 2
na+(n—2)>2 —a— n—4)2 —a—pB+n n—2)2B4+n(1+a—
Hi[(n—1) (24_(27712)'3 —n\/(l o 8 ( 2517)1 6)1 25+ ﬁ) _ (n—k)(( 2) ﬂ-;n(l-l- ﬂ))L
n is odd.
(24)
For the selection |®) = [0)®"|1)®™, from (17) in [38], there is
Cantp (p Gy > 25 ~ Cr(5 + 15 2) (g )h — (€2 4+ 4O (D)), s even, )
T2 - CL(E 4 By (damByh (02 4+ O ) (A22=E)], s odd,

Here Cj, is binomial coefficient, and | % | is the nonnegative integer no more than %. Let [®) = (|0>\'/g‘1> yen( |0>_2|1> yon

by (17) in |38], there is

)

15 4

Camp(p ") 2 901~ ot D)3 (1 +at )i (26)
32 5 5

The detection quality of our bound 1 and the bound in [38] on the genuine multipartite entanglement is illustrated

in Fig. 3 for the family p(G>—Ws),

4p

I

V. EXPERIMENTAL IMPLEMENTATION OF LOWER BOUNDS

The two lower bounds (Bl) and (I0) are experimentally accessible by means of local observables, without quantum
state tomography which requires an exponentially increasing measurements. Since nonlocal observable is not straight-
forward to measure in practice, the observables that can easily be measured in any experiment are local observables.
In order to be useful in practice, measures for multipartite entanglement need to be experimentally implementable
by means of local observables without resorting to a full quantum state tomography. The lower bounds (@) and (I0)

satisfy these demands, as for fixed |¢(z)), their computations only require at most n? + 1 and 2n? + 2 measurements,

respectively. Furthermore, they can be implemented locally as explicitly shown in [34]. In total at most w +n+1

and 512 — 3n+2 local observables are needed to implement our bound 1 and bound 2, respectively. In an experimental
situation, it is now possible to choose the corresponding |¢(x)) and not only detect the state as being k-nonseparable,
but also have a reliable statement about the amount of multipartite entanglement the state exhibits.
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FIG. 3: (Color online). The detection quality of our lower bound 1 and the bound in [38] on the GME-concurrence is shown for
the family of five-qubit states ps = a|G5)(Gs| + B|Ws)(Ws| + 1552135 given by the convex combination of a GHZ state, a W
state, and the maximally mixed state. The areas above the solid red line I and the dashed red line i are the genuine 5-partite
entangled states detected by our bound 1, the bound of |38], respectively. The states in the areas above the solid green line
II (dashed green line ii) are genuine 5-partite entangled detected by our lower bound 1 (the bound of |38]) when the bound is

equal to or greater than é

VI. CONCLUSION

We have presented a measure of multipartite entanglement called k-ME concurrence that unambiguously detects
all k-nonseparable states and studied multipartite entanglement of quantum states in arbitrary dimensional systems.
This measure satisfies important characteristics of an entanglement measure, such as entanglement monotone and
vanishing on all k-separable states. Three main advantages are that k-ME concurrence is convex, subadditive and
strictly greater than zero for all k-nonseparable states. The GME concurrence |38, 41] is the special case of our k-ME
concurrence when k = 2. Two powerful lower bounds of k-ME concurrence Ci_ng(p) for n-partite mixed quantum
states through the inequality (3) from Ref.[34] are given. We provide examples in which the lower bounds perform
better than the previously known methods.
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Appendix: Proof of two lower bounds

Any pure quantum state of an n particle system can be denoted by vectors in Hilbert space H = H1 QHo @ - - Q@ Hp,
as follows:

|¢> = Z Ciyigeerin |i1i2 T Z">’ (Al)

11,22, 4tn

which can be rewritten as

|1/’> = Z C’YAtV;{t |7At7A}>7 (A2)

YA VA,



where {|i;)} is the orthonormal basis of 7;, and a basis vector of subsystem Ay is denoted by |va,) = |ijrize -~ -ijt ).
Here Ay|As| -+ [Ax = jijy - jb 15393 -+ 52, |-+ i¥sh - - j is a k-partition of {1,2,--- ,n}, and A; is the complement
of subsystem A; in {1,2,--- ,n}. Thus,

par = Tea ()W) = D7 Q0 vapma, a4 A = D Py, ina, 4 ) (ma, (A.3)
YA MAy YA, YA sMAL
and
TI“(P?%) = Z |p’YAt7"7At |2
YA MNAL

A4
= Z |p’YAt,VAt |2 +2 Z |p'YAt7"7At 27 ( )

YA, Sya, <Sna,

where s,,, = Z?:tl ijlt djltdeLtJrQ <+ dpdp41 and dp41 = 1. It follows that

1- Tr(pit) = Z Pyagva, (1 - p'YA“'YAt) -2 Z |p'YA“"7At |2

TYA¢ Sva, <Sna,
_ 2
= 2 Z (p’YAtv’YAt pnAtant - |p'YAt1"7At| )
Sy, <snAt
=2 Z ( Z |C’)’At’)’A’t CnAmA’J E C'YAt'YAt CnAtnA’t CnAtVA’t CVAHIA})
SyA, <57]At YA NAL YA NA,
_ 2
=2 X > |C’YAnA’,, Cnayna, — Cnagva, Cvana,
Sya, <snAt SVA} <Snfft
1. Bound 1
From (A5) we have
C DS S :
4 c e - —c e -
_ 2 ’YA"YA MALMA 77A"YA YA MA
2;::1(1 Tr(pa,)) B =18y, <Tna, Sy, <ong, toat taAe toat taAe
k - k
. . (A.6)
4 = . _ _
tzz:l Ina, \zlz,%nA’t I=1 [€14,0.5, €00, 74, ~C04,04, 14,7 5,
= % )
where 04, = (i1, 451, i1 ) = (0,0,-++,0), [na,| and [ng,| represent the numbers of 1 in n4,, 74,, respectively.

n n
Next we deal with (A.6]). By using the inequality n Y |a;|?> > (3 |a;|)? (a; is a complex number) and the triangle

i=1 i=1
inequality, we obtain

23 (1-Tx(63,) , K
— % = k Z Z (lantOA’t Coa,ns, — C0a,04,Cna,na, |)
\/k > ni(n—ne) t=1 }WAtI:i
t=1 i 7t =
) e (A7)
2 % E Z (|C"7AtOA’tCOAt77,&t| - |COAtOAtCnAmA’t|)
k> ne(n—ny) t=1|na,|=1
= .1, =1
> Hka?u
from which it follows
u 2
2;_:1(1 —Tr(p%,))
Cr-mE(|Y)) = min — > HyQx, (A.8)

where



and
Qk =2 Z |Ci1,..inC[1...1n| -2 E |CO---OCi1---in| — (n — k) Z |Ci1---in|2-
Siqeeving <Sly-ln [(21, 4in)|=2 [(i1,+4in)|=1 (AlO)
‘(ilf"vin)‘:l
‘(llf”yln)lzl
Here |(i1,- - ,in)| denote the number of 4y = 1 in {i1, - ,in}.

Now suppose that p = 3 pmp™ = 3 Pm|¥m)(¥m| is an n-partite mixed state where [1,) = > ¢ |i1---in).
m m 1, 4ln
Using @) and (A.8), we see

Cr—mE(p) = {1% meck ME(|Ym)) = H, 1?5 meQk (A.11)

Let |¢(0)) =100---0) and 0’ = 1, we have

I(p, #(0)) = 2 Z |P1—[n+_1 i IT d | 2 E \/Po Opl‘["ﬂldﬁl'[l AT AT

l=i+1

(A.12)
(- B) 2 Py Iy a
Here d,,+1 = 1. Considering the three terms of (AI2), we get
2 n n < 2 n
Z ozt € 2200 Dol a, ol
iDL I CD DR [ R 2 (A.13)
m 5i1~~in<sll---ln
[(d1,0sin)[=1
[(L1,e50n) =1
225v”mmnﬁiqmﬂrﬁawhzi;uﬁnlﬁl
= 22 /OB Qo T T @) (A.14)
2 me E |CO Oczl 1n|)
m I(le ";7171)‘ 2

m 2
RO DU LD DI A (A.15

Combining (A13), (A14) and (ATH), we obtain

Ii(p, #(0)) < > pm(2 > |C?11mincf?...zn| -2 > |Cg-l--oc?f---in
m ‘Sil"'in<sll"'ln I(ilx"')i7l)‘:2

!
L= A.16
~(n-k) > e P) (A.16)

I(ilx"')in)‘:l

= meQZLu
which implies that

Ii(p,¢(0) < inf Zm% (A.17)

Therefore, from (A1), there is
Cr-me(p) = Hili(p, $(0)). (A.18)

Since for any fully separable state |¢(x)) = ®F_;|x;) = |x122- - Ty), there exists a local unitary transformation
U=U10Us®---®U, such that U|¢(0)) = |¢(x)), thus HxIx(p, d(z)) is also a lower bound because of the invariance
of Cr—mg(p) under local unitary transformations. Therefore we have

Cr—Mu(p) > {‘gl(aﬁ}kak(P ,¢(w)) > Hily(p, d(2)), (A.19)
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as desired.
Specially, when k = 2, there is
2 .
21 (p, p(x)), n is even,
> n . .
Co-me(p) 2 { 2 1y(p,6()), n is odd. (4.20)

1

Our lower bound 1 [A2Q) is greater than T D i.e. our lower bound 1 is stronger than that in [41].

2. Bound 2
By (A.5), we get
k 4 k 2
2t§1(1—Tr(p2At)) B tzz:l SVAt;SﬂAt SWA’t;SnA*t leva, 74, Sna,ns, ~Cna 4, Sra g,
k B k
L A21
43 > IC”AtOAtCOAt"A’t —coAtOAtantnA—t\2 ‘C”Atlﬁtclf‘\t”fﬂ_clAtlA}c"At"A’t|2) ( )
=1 na,|=1 Ina,|=nt—1
[ng,|=1 [ng,|=n—m¢—1
- k
Similar to the proof of bound 1, there is
k
2t21(1—TT(P3;t)) 9 k
= k = & Z( Z |C77AtOAtCOAt77§t - COAtOA’tCnApnA’t
2k > ni(n—my) t=1 |na,l=1
t=1 [ng,|=1
+ Z |C77At1f«;tclAt77A’t _ClAtlf‘;tCnAtnA}D
‘77At|:nt—1
Ina,|l=n—n:—1
k
2
> 5 202 (lena,04,c0a,ms, | = C04,04, Cnans, ) (A.22)
2k > ni(n—mny) t=1 |na,|=1
=1 Ina, =1
+ Z (|C77At1A} Cla,ng, | - |clAt 14,%nama, |)]
‘77At|:nt—1
‘77A’t|:”—7lt—1
> L (Qk + Qw)-
2 > ni(n—ns)
t=1
So, we get
Cr-mu(|¥) > Hi(Qx + Qx), (A.23)
where
— k H
Hj, = min vk =k (A.24)
A k V2
2> ng(n —ny)
t=1
Qr=2 > CirinClitn =2 3 Je0m0Cipi,| = (R =k) X eia, [
Siq i <Sly--lp i1, 0 =2 11,00 50 =1
TR a0 (G (A.29
‘(llv'”vln)‘zl
Qk =2 Z |Ci1"'incll"'ln| -2 E |Cl~-~1cz’1-~~in| - (TL - k) E |Ci1---in|2-
57_;1...7;n_<511,.,1n [(i1,+ yin)|=n—2 [(i1ye yin)|=n—1 (A.26)
‘('le"'vzn)‘:n71

|1, oln) |=n—1
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Now suppose that p = 3 pmp™ = 3 pm|¥m)(¥m| is an n-partite mixed state where [1,) = > ¢, |i1---in).
m m 1y 4ln
Using @) and (A23), we see

Ci-wn(p) = inf >}meck_ME<|¢m>> > H  if me (@ + Q). (A.27)

Let |¢(1)) =|11---1) and 1’ = 0, then there is

Ik(p7¢(1)) =2 Z |pz dit1di42- dn+17z diy1diya- dn+1|

i<j l#i
-2 Z \/pzdl+1dl+2' dn+lxzdl+ldl+2 dpt1P Y digrdigodnyr, 3 dig1dipodnyr (A28)
1<j 1#£i,5 1#£4,]
_(n - ) Z Py diyrdigo dn+1,z dit1diy2-dny1o
7 l#£1
where dp,4+1 = 1. For the first term of (A28),
m m
2 Z |PE diy1diqa- dn+1,2 diy1digo-- dn+1| > me( ; |Ci1---incl1~»ln|)

7,<_] l#1 Sil"'in Sll'“ln A29
[(B1,0+ yin)|=n—1 ( )

|1, o) |=n—1

For the second term,

\/pzdz+1dz+2 “dpt1, Zdl+1dl+2 dpt1P Y digidipzdng1, S dipidigodngl

'L<J 1#4,j 14,5
= 2Z<Z:J (;pmpz diy1diy2- dn+17z dit1di42- dn+1)(zpmp > digidige-dnyr, Y digadiga- dn+1) (A30)
1#£4,5 1#4,j

Y%

%;Pm( > |01---1Ci1---z‘n|)-

‘(7;17"' ;7;71)‘:771_2

For the third term,

—k) Z p:g‘v dl+1dl+2"'dn+11§_ diprdipzdntr — me[(n — k) Z |Ciy iy |2] (A.31)

[(i1,0 4in)[=n—1

Combining (A229)), (A30) and (A31) gives that
Ii(p, (1)) < X pm Q. (A.32)

From (A27)), (A16) and (A32)), we obtain
Cr—mr(p) = Hi(Ir(p, $(0)) + Ii(p, 6(1))). (A.33)

Note that for any fully separable state [¢(z)) = ®j_;|x;), there is a local unitary transformation V =V, @Ve®---@V,
satisfying V[¢(0)) = |¢(x)) and V|¢(1)) = |¢(y)). Thus Hy(Ix(p, d(x)) + Ir(p, #(y))) is also a lower bound because of
the invariance of Cj(p) under local unitary transformations, so we have

Cunnlp) 2 | max | H(Tu(p,0(a)) + 1ulp. 60))) = FilTulp. 0(2) + T, (1) (A3

Here |¢(2)) = @ |x;) and |¢(y)) = ®F_,|y;) are orthogonal full separable states. The proof is complete.
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