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5Collaborative Innovation Center of Extreme Optics, Shanxi University, Taiyuan, Shanxi 030006, China
6Peking University Yangtze Delta Institute of Optoelectronics, Nantong 226010, Jiangsu, China

(Dated: August 31, 2022)

High-dimensional entanglement has been identified as an important resource in quantum information pro-

cessing, and also as a main obstacle for simulating quantum systems. Its certification is often difficult, and

most widely used methods for experiment are based on fidelity measurements with respect to highly entangled

states. Here, instead, we consider covariances of collective observables, as in the well-known Covariance Ma-

trix Criterion (CMC) [1] and present a generalization of the CMC criterion for determining the Schmidt number

of a bipartite system. This is potentially particularly advantageous in many-body systems, such as cold atoms,

where the set of practical measurements is very limited and only variances of collective operators can typically

be estimated. To show the practical relevance of our results, we derive simpler Schmidt-number criteria that

require similar information as the fidelity-based witnesses, yet can detect a wider set of states. We also consider

case-study criteria based on three orthogonal local spin covariances, which would unlock experimentally feasi-

ble detection of high-dimensional entanglement in cold atom systems. In that case, we are able to derive criteria

that are valid for mixtures of states with the same Schmidt bases.

Introduction.—Entanglement has been always seen as a

crucial property of quantum physics [2]. More recently, it

is regarded also as an important resource for quantum infor-

mation tasks and, at the same time, as a main obstacle for

classical simulations of quantum systems [3–5]. In fact, a lot

of research has been devoted recently to the problem of dis-

tinguishing separable from entangled states, and even quan-

tifying entanglement as a resource [6]. A proper resource-

theoretic quantification of entanglement is known to arise

from an operational perspective, considering functionals of

quantum states that are monotonic under operations that can-

not create entanglement, for example, Local Operations and

Classical Communications [7]. According to this paradigm,

it turns out that for mixed states no unique quantification of

entanglement can be given, but rather one can define indepen-

dent figures of merit for specific tasks.

Relevant entanglement measures can be also given from a

purely information-theoretic approach considering entropies

of marginals, optimal decompositions of a state in terms of

separable states, robustness to noise, distance to the set of

separable states, and so on [6]. All of these measures are

in practice very hard to estimate from experimental data, and

one typically relies on bounding them from so-called entan-

glement witnesses, i.e., observables that have positive expec-

tation values on separable states but can have negative expec-

tation value for some entangled states. Bounds on entangle-

ment measures have been discussed also in terms of nonlinear

witnesses, typically involving variances of collective opera-

tors [8, 9]. However, such bounds work well either for very

low-dimensional systems in the case of entropic measures [8]

or for measures related to the tolerance of the entangled state

to noise [9–12].

One particularly important measure that is relevant espe-

cially in the context of classical simulation of quantum sys-

tems is the Schmidt number, or entanglement dimensionality

which, loosely speaking, quantifies the memory needed to re-

produce the correlations in the quantum state: Proving that

a quantum state as a certain entanglement dimensionality r

means that such a state cannot be simulated with a system

of dimension lower than r. At the same time, genuine high-

dimensional entanglement has been proven useful for several

practical tasks, ranging from improved security for quantum

cryptography [13, 14], to noise resistant quantum communi-

cation [15, 16] and universal quantum computation [17, 18].

Such a measure, similar to other entropic measures like the

concurrence or the entanglement of formation, is typically es-

pecially hard to bound from experimental data, as usual meth-

ods rely on fidelity measurements which must be fine-tuned

and, especially in many-body systems, typically inaccessi-

ble [5]. In fact, entanglement dimensionality quantifications

have been successfully done experimentally only in certain

two-photon systems, where virtually arbitrary local measure-

ments can be performed [19–21]. On the other hand, it would

be highly desirable to have more powerful tools that would al-

low to detect the entanglement dimensionality in other quan-

tum platforms, e.g., cold atoms, which are suitable for the sim-

ulation of other quantum systems. This raises the question on

how to find bounds to the entanglement dimensionality based

on measurements routinely performed in such systems, such

as simple two-body correlators, or variances of simple collec-

tive observables.

This is the problem that we address in this Letter, find-

ing a generalization of the well-known Covariance Matrix

Criterion (CMC) to witness the Schmidt number of a bipar-

tite quantum state. After deriving the general criterion, we

specialize to simpler statements that are more readily appli-
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cable to quantum experiments and compare them to the ex-

isting criteria based on fidelities with respect to pure (high-

dimensionally entangled) states. Afterwards, we also look

for criteria based on the covariances of three orthogonal lo-

cal spin observables, which would connect our results with

the spin-squeezing methods successfully applied in many ex-

periments, especially with atomic gases [22–28]. In fact,

bipartite entanglement has been recently demonstrated be-

tween spatially separated atomic ensembles [29–33], and even

a quantification of entanglement via monotones can be pro-

vided [9, 34, 35], but not yet those associated with practical

quantum information applications, such as especially the en-

tanglement dimensionality.

Methods.—Let us consider a bipartite system with Hilbert

space H = Cd ⊗ Cd and a (bipartite) density matrix ̺ in

the set of trace-class operators B(H)[36]. The (symmetric)

covariance matrix associated to a set of observables M =

(M1, . . . , MK) has components given by:

[Cov̺(M)] jk =
1
2
〈M j Mk + Mk M j〉̺ − 〈M j〉̺〈Mk〉̺. (1)

Let us now consider a pair of g = (ga, gb), where ga = (g
(a)

1
⊗

1, . . . , g
(a)

d2
a

⊗ 1) and gb = (1 ⊗ g
(b)

1
, . . . , 1 ⊗ g

(b)

d2
b

) are orthonor-

mal basis of observables for party a and b respectively[37].

Central to our work is the covariance matrix associated to (a

canonical) pair g calculated on a generic ̺, namely

Cov̺(g) := Γ̺ =

(

γa X̺

XT
̺ γb

)

, (2)

where we emphasized that it has a block structure, in which

the diagonals γa := Cov̺a
(ga) and γb := Cov̺b

(gb) are the

symmetric covariance matrices of each party, and the off-

diagonal blocks[38]

(X̺)kl = 〈g(a)

k
⊗ g

(b)

l
〉̺ − 〈g(a)

k
〉̺〈g(b)

l
〉̺ (3)

are the cross-covariances between the two local observables

vectors. Concretely, as a canonical basis for each party we

will consider g = (d, r, i), which is composed by diagonal op-

erators d = {| j〉〈 j| ⊗ 1}d
j=1

, real operators r = { 1√
2
(| j〉 〈k| +

|k〉 〈 j|) ⊗ 1}d
j<k=1

and imaginary operators i = { i√
2
(| j〉 〈k| −

|k〉 〈 j|) ⊗ 1}d
j<k=1

, associated to a canonical Hilbert space ba-

sis {| j〉}d
j=1

. For the components of such a basis we will often

use a multi-index notation gµ with µ = ( jk) and 1 ≤ j, k ≤ d,

with the convention that indices with j = k correspond to the

vector d, indices with j < k correspond to r and indices with

j > k correspond to i.

It is well-known that every separable density matrix σ =
∑

k pk̺a ⊗ ̺b with pk ≥ 0 and
∑

k pk = 1 has to satisfy

Γσ ≥ κa ⊕ κb, (4)

where κa =
∑

k pkCov̺a
(ga) and κb =

∑

k pkCov̺b
(gb) are pos-

itive matrices. In other words, if a state is separable, there

must exist positive matrices κa and κb, which are covariance

matrices of single particle states, such that Eq. (4) holds.

Thus, given two positive matrices κa and κb that lower bound

Γ̺ for a certain density matrix ̺ one has to be able to find

pure local states |φa〉 and |φb〉 and probabilities pk such that

κa =
∑

k pkCovφa
(A) and similarly for party b. If such states

|φa〉 and |φb〉 (and the corresponding κa and κb) are not found,

then ̺ must be entangled. This is called covariance matrix

criterion (CMC) in the literature [1, 8, 39] and is known to

be equivalent to all possible entanglement criteria of the form
∑

k(∆Tk)2
̺ ≥ Ka+Kb, where Tk = Ak⊗1+1⊗Bk are collective

observables, (∆T )2
̺ = 〈T 2〉̺ − 〈T 〉2̺ is their variance and the

bounds are given by Ka = minφ
∑

k(∆Ak)2
φ and similarly for

Kb [40]. The CMC follows from essentially two properties:

(i) the concavity of the covariance matrix under mixing quan-

tum states, i.e., the inequality Cov̺(M) ≥ ∑

k pkCov̺k
(M) that

holds for a mixed state ̺ =
∑

k pk̺k and for every observ-

ables’ setM; (ii) the fact that 〈A ⊗ B〉σ = 〈A〉σ〈B〉σ holds for

all separable states σ and for all local observables pairs (A, B),

implying that Xσ = 0. Note that we have tr (γn) = d − tr(̺2
n)

and tr(κn) = d − 1 for n = a, b, where the second equality is

valid since κn come from a pure state.

Another tool that is very important for what follows is the

so-called Schmidt decomposition: Any arbitrary bipartite pure

state can be brought to the normal form under local unitary

operations |ψ〉 7→ Ua ⊗ Ub |ψ〉 =
∑

j

√

λ j | ja jb〉, where {| jn〉}
with n = a, b are orthonormal basis for the two local Hilbert

spaces and λ j are called Schmidt coefficients. Such a Schmidt

decomposition can be achieved essentially from the singu-

lar value decomposition of the coefficient matrix of the state

|ψ〉 = ∑

kl ckl |k, l〉. In other words, the transformation that

brings the coefficient matrix ckl in its singular value decompo-

sition amounts to a local unitary transformation of |ψ〉, which

in turn provides the Schmidt decomposition. The Schmidt

decomposition also gives the reduced density matrix of each

party as ̺a = trb(|ψ〉〈ψ|) = ∑

j λ j | ja〉〈 ja|, and similarly for ̺b.

Clearly, such a transformation does not map a product state

into an entangled state nor vice-versa. Moreover, it cannot

change the amount of entanglement of the state, since all en-

tanglement monotones are by definition invariant under local

unitary transformations. In fact, the number s(|ψ〉) of nonzero

Schmidt coefficients of a pure state defines the entanglement

monotone called Schmidt rank. This monotone can be ex-

tended to all bipartite density matrices via convex-roof con-

struction, this way defining the Schmidt number:

s(̺) := inf
D(̺)

max
|ψi〉∈D(̺)

r(|ψi〉), (5)

where the infimum is taken over all pure state decomposi-

tionsD(̺) = {pi, |ψi〉} of the density matrix ̺ =
∑

i pi |ψi〉 〈ψi|.
Roughly speaking, this entanglement monotone is connected

with the minimal dimension of the Hilbert space needed to

reproduce the states’ correlations. The Schmidt number can

be also lower bounded via entanglement witnesses, the most

typical of which are fidelities with respect to target states [19–

21, 41]. Specifically, given a certain pure target state |ψT 〉 =
∑

j=1

√

ξ j | ja jb〉 one can prove that every other (mixed) state ̺
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of Schmidt number smaller than r must satisfy:

F(̺, ψT ) := tr(̺|ψT 〉〈ψT |) ≤
r

∑

j=1

ξ j, (6)

where clearly we are assuming that the target state has

Schmidt rank larger or equal than r. Here, the left-hand side

is the fidelity between ̺ and the target state |ψT 〉. As the most

common example, considering a target maximally entangled

state |ψ+〉 =
∑d

j=1
1√
d
| ja jb〉, one obtains F(̺, ψ+) ≤ r

d
.

A CMC criterion for entanglement dimensionality.—

Here we present our main results. First a CMC criterion with

a tight bound that is valid for states with a given Schmidt num-

ber r. Afterwards, we present a corollary that is more practical

for applications. Our main theorem follows:

Theorem 1. Let us consider a bipartite density matrix ̺ ∈
B(H) such that its Schmidt number is s(̺) ≤ r and its canon-

ical covariance matrix Γ̺ = Cov̺(g). The matrix inequality

Γ̺ ≥
∑

k

pkΓ
(k)
r (7)

must hold for some probability distributions {pk} and some

positive Γr = Covψr
(g), where ψr =

∑

j

√

λ j | ja jb〉 are pure

Schmidt-rank-r states.

Here Γr has generally the following block form

Γr =

(

κa Xr

XT
r κb

)

, (8)

and the singular values of the blocks satisfy

ǫ(κa) = ǫ(κb) = (ǫ(D), { 1
2
(λ j + λk)} j<k=1, { 12 (λ j + λk)} j>k=1),

ǫ(|Xr|) = (ǫ(D), {
√

λ jλk} j<k=1, {
√

λ jλk} j>k=1)
(9)

where D is the d × d matrix with elements D jk = λ jδ jk − λ jλk.

Proof.—The statement follows from two properties: (i) con-

cavity of covariances, i.e., the fact that Γ̺ ≥
∑

k pkΓ̺k
holds

for density matrices decomposed as ̺ =
∑

k pk̺k; and (ii)

the fact that a generic covariance matrix of a pure Schmidt-

rank-r state has the above block form and in the canoni-

cal basis constructed from its Schmidt bases, the blocks are

given by κa = κb = diag(D,R, I) and Xr = diag(D,RC, IC)

with D jk = λ jδ jk − λ jλk being a d × d-dimensional matrix

and R = I = diag{ω jk}rj<k=1
being diagonal matrices of di-

mension d(d − 1)/2 × d(d − 1)/2 with eigenvalues given by

ω jk =
1
2
(λ j + λk) and similarly RC = −IC = diag{ωC

jk
}r

j<k=1

with ωC
jk
=

√

λ jλk. This last fact can be directly verified with

simple algebra (see also [8]). With these two ingredients, the

proof goes as follows. Consider a generic Schmidt-number-

r density matrix ̺ =
∑

k pk |ψk〉〈ψk | decomposed in terms of

pure Schmidt-rank-r states |ψk〉〈ψk |. Using concavity we have

Γ̺ ≥
∑

k pkΓψk
with each of the Γψk

having the form (8) in a

particular basis. Finally, we use the fact that arbitrary changes

of local bases (which include local unitary transformations on

the quantum state) correspond to local orthogonal transforma-

tions Oa⊕ObΓ̺(Oa⊕Ob)T . In particular, such transformations

cannot change the eigenvalues of κa and κb and the singular

values of Xr. �

The matrix formulation of the criterion is per sè very hard

to evaluate due to the fact that one should in principle scan

essentially all possible pure Schmidt-rank-r-state covariance

matrices Γψr
. However, it is also possible to find corollaries

to our main theorem which can be actually readily applied,

as soon as even just partial information about Γ̺ is available.

One particular condition which is already quite powerful is

obtained taking the traces of the covariance matrix blocks.

Corollary 1. For every Schmidt-number-r density matrix ̺

the following inequalities hold

(tr|X̺| − (r − 1))2 ≤ [1 − tr(̺2
a)][1 − tr(̺2

b)], (10a)

tr(̺2
a) + tr(̺2

b) + 2tr|X̺| ≤ 2r, (10b)

where for Eq. (10a) the condition tr|X̺| ≥ r − 1 must be en-

sured. The inequality (10b) is strictly weaker than (10a)

Proof.—Let us multiply Eq. (7) with vectors tµ =
(

αuµ,−βvµ

)

, where uµ and vµ are the singular vectors

of X̺ and α, β > 0. We obtain
∑

µ tµΓ̺ tT
µ ≥

∑

k pk

∑

µ

(

α2uµκ
(k)
a uT

µ + β
2vµκ

(k)

b
vT
µ − 2αβuµX

(k)
r vT

µ

)

, and after

summing over all µ (which span a whole basis for each party

a and b) we get α2trγa + β
2trγb − 2αβtr|X̺| = α2(d − tr(̺2

a)) +

β2(d− tr(̺2
b
))− 2αβtr|X̺| ≥ α2trκa + β

2trκb − 2αβ
∑

µ |(Xr)µµ| ≥
α2trκa + β

2trκb − 2αβtr|Xr| ≥ α2(d − tr(̺2
r )) + β2(d − tr(̺2

r )) −
2αβ(r − tr(̺2

r )), where tr(̺r) is the trace of the single particle

reduced density matrix of a generic (optimal) pure Schmidt

rank-r state and we used the fact that tr|Xr | ≤ r − tr(̺2
r ) as

it can be directly verified using the generic expression of its

singular values from Eq. (9). This way, we have (α − β)2 ≥
(α−β)2tr(̺r) ≥ α2tr(̺2

a)+β2tr(̺2
b
)+2αβ(tr|X̺|−r). Now, mini-

mizing over all α and β we have that the minimum is achieved

for α/β = (tr|X̺| − r+1)/(1− tr(̺2
a)), whenever this is positive

and results in Eq. (10a). Note that for the optimal value of α/β

to be positive we have to ensure that tr|X̺| ≥ r − 1, which is

an additional constraint for Eq. (10a) to be a valid criterion.

Instead, in the special case α = β = 1 we get Eq. (10b), which

is thus a weaker criterion than Eq. (10a). �

Applications.—To show the usefulness of our results we

are going to observe what states can be potentially detected.

First, as a practical comparison with the fidelity criterion, we

can observe that Eq. (10b) is stronger than the criterion com-

ing from the fidelity to the maximally entangled state.

Observation 1. Every state ̺ that violates the criterion in

Eq. (6) with a target maximally entangled state |ψT 〉 = |ψ+〉
for some r, also violates Corollary 1 for the same r.

Proof.—The Hilbert-Schmidt scalar product between a

generic density matrix ̺ and |ψ+〉〈ψ+ | can be expressed as

F(̺, ψ+) = tr(̺|ψ+〉〈ψ+ |) = 1
d

∑

µ〈g(a)
µ ⊗ g

(b)
µ 〉̺. Then, let us

consider the expression in Eq. (10b). We have that the left-

hand side is tr(̺2
a) + tr(̺2

b
) + 2tr|X̺| ≥

∑

jk〈g(a)

jk
〉2 + 〈g(b)

jk
〉2 −
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2〈g(a)

jk
〉〈g(b)

jk
〉 + 2〈g(a)

jk
⊗ g

(b)

jk
〉 ≥ ∑

jk 2〈g(a)

jk
⊗ g

(b)

jk
〉 = 2dF(̺, ψ+)

since 〈g(a)

jk
〉2 + 〈g(b)

jk
〉2 −2〈g(a)

jk
〉〈g(b)

jk
〉 = (〈g(a)

jk
〉− 〈g(b)

jk
〉)2 are pos-

itive terms. Thus, we have that F(̺, ψ+) > r/d implies that

Eq. (10b) is violated. �

In fact, Corollary 1 detects states that are not detected by

Eq. (6). For example consider the mixed state ̺ = 1
2
|Ψ3〉〈Ψ3|+

1
4
(|23〉 + |32〉)(〈23| + 〈32|) with Schmidt number s(̺) = 3,

where |Ψ3〉 := (1/
√

3)(|00〉+ |11〉 + |22〉). Its Schmidt number

certified by fidelity witness is at most 2 [42], while Corol-

lary 1 detects the actual Schmidt number 3. The advantage

of Corollary 1 is that it is a criterion which is invariant under

a change of the local bases in the definition of Γ̺. In gen-

eral, in fact, it is not obvious which basis is more convenient

to consider for the evaluation of theorem 1. A special case in

which this is actually clear is when the density matrix can be

written as a mixture of states with the same Schmidt bases,

so called Schmidt-correlated states [39]. For this particular

class of states we can even observe that our theorem provides

a necessary and sufficient condition.

Observation 2. A Schmidt-correlated state ̺ =
∑

i j ̺i j |ii〉 〈 j j|
satisfies s(̺) > r if and only if it violates Eq. (7).

Proof.—The “if” direction is clear from theorem 1. The

proof of the “only if” part consists of two steps. First, one ob-

serves that for Schmidt-correlated states the states
∣

∣

∣ψ
(k)
r

〉

that

provide the lower bound on the right-hand side of Eq. (7) must

have the same Schmidt bases as ̺. Second, one observes that

whenever Eq. (7) is satisfied, these
∣

∣

∣ψ
(k)
r

〉

provide a decom-

position of ̺, which thus must satisfy s(̺) ≤ r by definition

(5). More details can be found in the Supplemental Mate-

rial [43]. �

The criterion Eq. (7) is a compact way of writing many

individual entanglement conditions in the form of variance-

based uncertainty relations
∑

k(∆Tk)2
̺ ≥ minψr

(∆Tk)2
ψr

, with

Tk = Ak ⊗ 1+ 1⊗ Bk being collective observables. In fact, the

criterion (10b) is nothing but an uncertainty relation criterion

for a full basis set, i.e., with Tµ = gA
µ⊗1+1⊗gB

µ , the bound be-

ing 2(d − r). For other specific Tk, however, the minimization

over all pure Schmidt-rank-r states might be quite challeng-

ing as r grows. A very important case consists of spin mea-

surements along three orthogonal directions, which is what is

typically measured in, e.g., cold-atom experiments [4, 5].

Hence, as a paradigmatic case let us consider three local

observables j = ( jx, jy, jz) being spin component along or-

thogonal axes in their irreducible representation with quan-

tum number j = d−1
2

for both parties. Taking a canonical

observables’ basis g = (d, r, i) with the diagonal operators

sharing eigenbasis with jz we have that jx and jy are com-

bination of only the real and imaginary operators respectively

with the particular coefficients xlk = wlδl+1,k and ylk = wkδl,k+1

with wk =
1√
2

√

j( j + 1) − mk(mk + 1), while jz is just com-

bination of the diagonal operators with coefficients given by

zlk = mkδlk, with mk = − j − 1 + k being the jz eigenvalues.

Next, we look for a lower bound to expressions of the form

(∆J±x )2
+ (∆J±y )2

+ (∆J±z )2, where J±
k
= jk ⊗ 1± 1 ⊗ jk are col-

lective spin observables. Constructing the spin operators this

way, we can derive a statement that involves pure or Schmidt-

correlated states, with measurements which are aligned with

the Schmidt bases of the state. In other words, every Schmidt-

correlated state ̺ =
∑

i j ̺i j |ii〉 〈 j j| such that s(̺) ≤ r must

satisfy an uncertainty relation of the form tr(Cov̺a
(ja)) +

tr(Cov̺b
(jb)) − 2

∑

i |(X j
̺)ii| ≥ B j,r, where X

j
̺ is the cross-

covariance matrix between the local spin operators and the

bound is B j,r = minλ
∑2 j

k=1
k(2 j + 1 − k)

(√
λk −

√
λk+1

)2
.

Here, the minimization is taken over all vectors λ with only

r nonzero and positive components which sum up to one, and

jz have eigenbases coinciding with the Schmidt bases of ̺.

To prove such a bound, we again exploit the fact that

for Schmidt correlated states we know that the states pro-

viding the right-hand side of Eq. (7) must have the same

Schmidt bases. Consider the vectors tx = (x,±x), ty =

(y,±y) and tz = (z,±z), with component as above in the

canonical bases, which are constructed from the Schmidt

bases of ̺. Multiplying Eq. (7) with the three vectors

tk and summing we obtain
∑

k tkΓ̺ tT
k
≥ tr(Cov̺a

(ja)) +

tr(Cov̺b
(jb)) − 2

∑

i |(X j
̺)ii| =

∑

µν xµxν(2Rµν − 2|(RC)µν|) +
yµyν(2Iµν − 2|(IC)µν|) ≥ min|ψr〉 B(|ψr〉), where the bound is

taken over a generic Schmidt-rank-r pure state. Here the

blocks are given by R = I = 1
2

diag
{

̺ j j + ̺kk

}d

j<k=1
and

RC = −IC = diag
{

̺ jk

}d

j<k=1
. Since the |ψr〉 providing the

bound must have Schmidt bases coinciding with our compu-

tational bases (due to Lemma 1 in the Supplemental Mate-

rial [43]) and since both local jz are diagonal in such compu-

tational bases, we get similarly that B(|ψr〉) =
∑

µν xµxν(2R′µν−
2|(R′

C
)µν|)+yµyν(2I′µν−2|(I′

C
)µν|), with diagonal blocks with sin-

gular values as in theorem 1. Substituting the expressions in

Eq. (9) we finally get B(|ψr〉) =
∑

k 2w2
k
(
√
λk −

√
λk+1)2 with

2w2
k
= k(2 j + 1 − k), which must be then minimized over all

pure states, i.e., all Schmidt vectors λ.

The bound B j,r is quite difficult to calculate analytically for

a given pair ( j, r). Still, in the case r = 2 such a bound can

be actually calculated for all j, and moreover further (non-

optimal) bounds can be derived for all r. In fact, we have

B j,r ≥
(

r
∑r

k=1 k−1(2 j + 1 − k)−1
)−1 ≥ 2 j

r2 . Furthermore, for

r = 2 we have B j,2 = 4 j − 1 −
√

1 − 4 j + 8 j2, which is the

tight bound. A detailed proof of this bound can be found

in the Supplemental Material [43]. Note that these bounds

formally work only for Schmidt-correlated states which have

Schmidt bases aligned with the eigenvectors of one spin direc-

tion. However, numerical search shows that actually for gen-

eral spin observables the bound is still satisfied, thus hinting

at the fact that the construction above is optimal also for the

general case. Furthermore, one can observe that typical spin

states prepared in experiments, such as singlet states, Dicke

states and spin squeezed states are detected, at least for a small

amount of noise. A detailed study of such a general inequality

with spin operators is left for a subsequent publication.

Conclusions.—In conclusion, generalizing the work of

Ref. [1] we have derived a covariance matrix criterion for the
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entanglement dimensionality. We have also discussed weaker

corollaries of such a general criterion and their application to

detect general states, as well as collective spin states. The

latter are routinely prepared in atomic ensembles, and collec-

tive spin variances are almost the only observables that can

be measured in those experiments, which gave also a fur-

ther motivation for the present work and for subsequent in-

vestigations. As an outlook, many theoretical questions are

uncovered by the present work and left for future investiga-

tion, including a further improvement of our theorem with

non-unitary filtering operations [1, 39] and the relation with

other criteria based on collective variances, e.g., Ref. [22].

These questions would have implications also on the applica-

tion side, to find further concrete inequalities that have the suf-

ficient noise tolerance to be employed in actual experiments.
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Supplemental Material

In this supplement we provide formal proofs corroborating some of the statements in the main text.

Lemma 1. Let us consider a Schmidt-correlated density matrix ̺ =
∑

i j ̺i j|ii〉〈 j j| and the associated covariance matrix Γ̺ in

the canonical operator basis constructed from its Schmidt basis. The matrix ∆ := Γ̺ −
∑

k pkΓψk
as in Eq. (7) in the main text

can be positive semidefinite only if all states |ψk〉 have the same Schmidt bases as ̺.

Proof.—Let us consider generic states |ψk〉 =
∑

i, j m
(k)

i j
|i j〉, expanded in the Schmidt bases of ̺ and let us consider the principal

minor of ∆ corresponding to the operators {|i〉 〈i| ⊗ 1, 1 ⊗ |i〉 〈i|}:

∆(νν) =

(

Dii −
∑

k pkak Dii −
∑

k pkck

Dii −
∑

k pkck Dii −
∑

k pkbk

)

, with ν = (ii),Dii = ̺ii − ̺2
ii, (1)

where the generic elements ak, bk, ck are given by: ak =
∑

j |m(k)

i j
|2 −

(

∑

j |m(k)

i j
|2
)2

, bk =
∑

j |m(k)

ji
|2 −

(

∑

j |m(k)

ji
|2
)2

and ck =

|m(k)

ii
|2 −

(

∑

j |m(k)

i j
|2
) (

∑

j |m(k)

ji
|2
)

. From the positivity of Γψk
we have

√

√














∑

k

pkak





























∑

k

pkbk















>

∑

k

pk

√

akbk >

∑

k

pkck (2)

Then notice that ∆(νν) is positive only when
∑

k pkak =
∑

k pkbk =
∑

k pkck 6 Dii. In this case Eq. (2) saturates, which means that

ak = bk = ck for all k. Imposing that ak = bk and ak = ck gives m
(k)

i j
= 0 for all j , i. This means that |ψk〉 =

∑

i m
(k)

ii
|ii〉 for all k,

which proves the claim. �

With this Lemma, we are now in the position to provide a more formal proof of Observation 2 in the main text.

Proof of Observation 2. The coefficients ̺i j can be written in computational basis as ̺i j =
∑

u qu

√

Λ
(u)

i
Λ

(u)

j
where Λ

(u)

i
are

Schmidt coefficients of every pure state component of ̺. The blocks in the covariance matrix of ̺ are given by γa = γb =

diag(D,R, I) and X̺ = diag (D,RC , IC) with D jk = ̺ j jδ jk−̺ j j̺kk, R = I = 1
2

diag
{

̺ j j + ̺kk

}d

j<k=1
and RC = −IC = diag

{

̺ jk

}d

j<k=1
.

Using Lemma 1 above, we know that Eq. (7) can be satisfied only if all the
∣

∣

∣ψ
(k)
r

〉

share the same Schmidt bases as ̺. Let us

consider the principal minor of ∆ = Γ̺−
∑

k pkΓ
(k)
r corresponding to the operators

{

1√
2
(| j〉〈k| + |k〉〈 j|) ⊗ 1, 1 ⊗ 1√

2
(| j〉〈k| + |k〉〈 j|)

}

:

∆(νν) =

(

Rνν −
∑

u puR
(u)
νν (RC)νν −

∑

u pu(R
(u)

C
)νν

(RC)νν −
∑

u pu(R
(u)

C
)νν Rνν −

∑

u puR
(u)
νν

)

, with ν = ( jk), j < k. (3)

From the positivity of ∆(νν) we have Rνν−
∑

u puR
(u)
νν ≥ 0 for all ν. Since

∑

j<k R jk, jk =
1
2
(d−1)

∑

j ̺ j j =
1
2
(d−1) and

∑

j<k R
(u)

jk, jk
=

1
2
(d − 1)

∑

j λ j =
1
2
(d − 1), then we have that ∆(νν) is the null matrix and therefore ̺ j j =

∑

u puλ
(u)

j
and ̺ jk =

∑

u pu

√

λ
(u)

j
λ

(u)

k
. By

setting Λ = λ and q = p, we can then find a set of pure states
∣

∣

∣ψ
(k)
r

〉

which satisfy Eq. (7), which also provides a decomposition

of ̺. In summary, if Eq. (7) is violated, it means one cannot find a decomposition using
∣

∣

∣ψ
(k)
r

〉

whose Schmidt rank ≤ r, i.e.,

the Schmidt number of ̺ is greater than r. Conversely, if the Schmidt number of ̺ is greater than r, then one cannot have

̺ j j =
∑

u puλ
(u)

j
and ̺ jk =

∑

u pu

√

λ
(u)

j
λ

(u)

k
, which means that Eq. (7) cannot be satisfied. In fact, whenever these last equations

are satisfied, then one can find a decomposition of ̺ in terms of Schmidt-rank-r pure states. In conclusion, the violation of

Eq. (7) is necessary and sufficient for s(̺) > r to hold. �

Finally, we prove the lower bound to B j,r valid for the inequality with the spin operators.

Lemma 2. The lower bound B j,r satisfies

B j,r ≥














r

r
∑

k=1

k−1(2 j + 1 − k)−1















−1

≥ 2 j

r2
. (4)

when r < d. Furthermore, for r = 2 we have

B j,2 = 4 j − 1 −
√

1 − 4 j + 8 j2. (5)
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Proof.—By using Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we have B j,r = minλ
∑r

k=1 2w2
k

(√
λk −

√
λk+1

)2 ≥
(

∑r
k=1(2w2

k
)−1

)−1
minλ

(

∑r
k=1

∣

∣

∣

√
λk −

√
λk+1

∣

∣

∣

)2
≥ 1

r

(

∑r
k=1(2w2

k
)−1

)−1
, with 2w2

k
= k(2 j + 1 − k). The last bound

is because
∑r

k=1

∣

∣

∣

√
λk −

√
λk+1

∣

∣

∣ reaches the minimum when λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λr and λ1 ≥ 1
r
. Then we

have B j,r ≥ 1
r

(

∑r
k=1 (k(2 j + 1 − k))−1

)−1 ≥
(

r
∑r

k=1(2 j)−1
)−1

=
2 j

r2 . When r = 2 < d, the lowest variance is

minλ1
2 j

(√
λ1 −

√
1 − λ1

)2
+ (4 j − 2)(1 − λ1) by taking λ2 = 1 − λ1. The solution is 4 j − 1 −

√

1 − 4 j + 8 j2. �


