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We introduce a class of entangled subspaces: completely entangled subspaces of entanglement
depth k (k-CESs). These are subspaces of multipartite Hilbert spaces containing only pure states with
an entanglement depth of at least k. We present an efficient construction of k-CESs of any achievable
dimensionality in any multipartite scenario. Further, we discuss the relation between these subspaces
and unextendible product bases (UPBs). In particular, we establish that there is a non-trivial bound
on the cardinality of a UPB whose orthocomplement is a k-CES. Further, we discuss the existence of
such UPBs for qubit systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement has long been known to be an enabling
resource for a variety of information processing proto-
cols such as for instance quantum communication [1]
or quantum metrology [2, 3]. The ongoing rapid de-
velopment of quantum network technologies requires a
thorough theoretical characterization of its multipartite
facet. It is a very challenging problem as the descrip-
tion of quantum systems with multiple nodes is far more
complex than that of systems with only two subsystems
[4, 5]. The topic has attracted much attention over the
recent years and many profound results touching its dif-
ferent aspects have been reported in the literature (see,
e.g., [6–11]). Noteworthy, the theoretical advancements
go largely in parallel with a remarkable progress in the
experimental domain (see, e.g., [12–16]). Still, despite all
the efforts, many aspects of many-body entanglement
remain insufficiently explored and further research to
better understand it is highly necessary. This work is
in line with this important trend.

A particular useful tool for the characterization of en-
tanglement in multipartite systems is the entanglement
depth [17], which indicates how many particles in a
given ensemble are genuinely entangled. The concept
has found applications for example in the domain of
cold gases [18–20]. The notion of entanglement can also
be meaningfully considered for subspaces in addition
to individual states. The most general notion is that of
completely entangled subspaces (CESs), which are those
subspaces that contain only pure entangled states [21–
24]. More specific classes of CESs considered in the lit-
erature are, e.g., subspaces containing only states with
bounded tensor rank (r-entangled subspaces) [25, 26], or
genuinely entangled subspaces [22, 29], which are par-
ticularly interesting in the multipartite scenario as they
contain only genuinely entangled states—the most re-
sourceful states in this framework. Interesting examples
of genuinely entangled subspaces are for instance those
spanned by the stabilizer error correction codes, includ-
ing the five-qubit [27] and toric [28] codes.

Entangled subspaces play an important role in quan-
tum information science making them objects of intrin-
sic interest (see, e.g., [30–32], for some recent results).
First of all, they constitute an invaluable tool in the the-
ory of entanglement because they can be readily utilized
for a construction of mixed entangled states owing to
the simple fact that any state supported on an entangled
subspace is necessarily entangled. An important class of
such constructed states comprises those built from un-
extendible product bases [33] and having positive par-
tial transpose (PPT). These states share the appealing
property of being bound entangled, i.e., their entangle-
ment cannot be distilled into singlets with local opera-
tions and classical communication (LOCC). In fact, this
was the first general construction of multipartite bound
entangled states harnessing the notion of completely en-
tangled subspaces. Second, it was shown that almost all
subspaces are completely entangled provided they are
not too large, i.e., their dimension does not exceed the
maximal permissible one for CESs [24]. This result was
utilized to prove that almost all sets of states (separable
or entangled) are locally unambiguously distinguish-
able if the number of elements in the set is not larger
than the difference between the dimension of the whole
system and the maximal dimension of a CES in the given
setup [24, 34]. Moreover, entangled subspaces, such
as the antisymmetric one and that introduced in Ref.
[22], have been exploited to provide counterexamples to
the additivity of the minimum output Rényi entropy of
quantum channels [35, 36]. Their practical applicability
further adds to their significance. It has been recognized
that they are relevant in the dynamically growing field
of quantum error correction [37, 38]. A recent develop-
ment in the research exploring this connection revealed
that there exists a certain trade-off relating the larger ca-
pability of a code to correct errors to higher entangle-
ment of the code space [39]. Furthermore, a link be-
tween entangled subspaces and self-testing was estab-
lished [40–43] pointing to their use, e.g., in cryptogra-
phy.

Our current contribution is to marry the notions of the
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entanglement depth and entangled subspaces. Precisely,
we introduce completely entangled subspaces of entan-
glement depth k (k-CESs), as those subspaces containing
only pure states whose entanglement depth is at least k.
We find the maximal dimensions of such subspaces and
present their universal construction from sets of non-
orthogonal product vectors in any multipartite setup.
Further, we discuss the relation between k-CESs and
unextendible product bases (UPBs). This includes the
derivation of a non-trivial bound on the cardinalities of
UPBs leading to k-CESs and a discussion with a positive
conclusion about their existence.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we introduce the relevant notions and
terminology.

We consider quantum states defined on n-partite (n ≥
3) Hilbert spaces

Hd1...dn
:=

n⊗

i=1

Hi = C
d1 ⊗ C

d2 ⊗ . . . ⊗ C
dn . (1)

We will mainly focus on the scenario with equal local
dimensions di = d in which case the space will be de-
noted as Hdn . Single-partite subsystems (parties) are
denoted A1, A2, . . . , An := A. A division of the set of
parties into K non-overlapping non-empty sets Si such
that

⋃

i Si = A is called a K-partition and is denoted
S1| . . . |SK.

An n-partite state |Φ〉 ∈ Hd1...dn
is called k-producible

if it can be written as

|Φ〉 = |φ1〉 ⊗ . . . ⊗ |φM〉, (2)

where |φi〉’s are at most k-partite states. If a k-producible
state is not (k − 1)-producible at the same time it is said
to have entanglement depth k [17, 44]. States with entan-
glement depth k = 1 are named fully product because
they are products of pure states on individual subsys-
tems Ai. All other states with k ≥ 2 are said to be entan-
gled and those with entanglement depth equal n, in par-
ticular, are called genuinely multipartite entangled (GME).
These are the states which cannot be written as a prod-
uct for any bipartition of the parties. Excellent exam-
ples of GME states are the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger
(GHZ) states [45],

|GHZn〉 =
1√
2
(|0〉⊗n + |1〉⊗n), (3)

which belong to a general class of GME states called
graph states [46].

Let us now recall the concept of entangled subspaces.
A subspace of a multipartite Hilbert space Hd1 ...dn

is
called completely entangled (CES) if all pure states belong-
ing to it are entangled [21, 22]. Importantly, entangle-
ment of these states can be of any kind, including only

bipartite. In the extreme case of all states from a sub-
space being GME one deals with genuinely entangled
subspaces (GESs) [29]. This is the case for instance for
the antisymmetric subspace.

Entangled subspaces are closely related to the so-
called unextendible product bases and we will exten-
sively exploit this connection in later parts of the paper.
Below we remind the basic necessary facts about the dis-
cussed notions.

Consider a set of fully product mutually orthogonal
n-partite vectors from Hd1...dn

B :=

{

|ψ(j)〉 =
n
⊗

i=1

|ϕ(j)
i 〉
}m

j=1

, (4)

where |ϕ(j)
i 〉 ∈ Cdi . B is called an unextendible product

basis (UPB) iff it does not span the total Hilbert space
Hd1...dn

and there does not exist a fully product vector
in the subspace complementary to span B [33, 47]. We
will refer to the number of elements in B as the size or
cardinality of it.

Clearly, by the very definition of a UPB, its comple-
mentary subspace is a CES. To illustrate this general link
with a simple example let us consider the following set
of three-qubit fully product vectors introduced in Ref.
[33]:

S := {|000〉, |1+−〉, | − 1+〉, |+−1〉}, (5)

where |±〉 = (|0〉 ± |1〉)/
√

2. One can easily verify that
S is indeed a UPB and only entangled vectors belong to

(spanS)⊥, which itself is thus a CES. Notably, the latter
subspace is not a GES because it contains biproduct vec-
tors, e.g., |1〉 ⊗ |φ〉, where |φ〉 is an entangled two-qubit
vector orthogonal to |+−〉, |1+〉, and | − 1〉.

Concluding this section, we give two results regard-
ing the unextendibility of a set of product vectors that
will be our main tools in later parts. The first is the fol-
lowing observation.

Fact 1. [33, 47] Consider a set of n-partite product vectors
B defined in Eq. (4). There exists a fully product vector or-
thogonal to B if and only if there exists a partition of B into n
disjoint subsets: B = B1 ∪ · · · ∪ Bn, such that for all subsets

Bi (i = 1, 2, . . . , n), the local vectors {|ϕ(j)
i 〉 : |ψ(j)〉 ∈ Bi}

do not span the corresponding local Hilbert spaces Hi = Cdi .

This elegant result often serves as a basis for the con-
structions of UPBs and it will be used by us for a direct
check of whether one of the considered bases possesses
certain property of unextendibility. Its immediate con-
sequence is a lower bound on the cardinalities of unex-
tendible sets:

m ≥
n

∑
i=1

(di − 1) + 1. (6)

A stronger version of Fact 1 follows as a corollary.
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Corollary 1. Consider a set of product vectors B defined in
Eq. (4) satisfying the condition (6). If for every i any di-

tuple of local vectors {|ϕ(j)
i 〉}j spans the corresponding local

Hilbert space Hi = Cdi , then the set B is unextendible with
product vectors.

In fact, for sets with the minimal cardinality ∑i(di −
1) + 1 the constituent vectors must necessarily have the
property of full local spanning on subsystems given in
the corollary above.

Importantly, both results related to unextendibility,
Fact 1 and Corollary 1, are also applicable to sets of non-
orthogonal vectors.

III. COMPLETELY ENTANGLED SUBSPACES OF
ENTANGLEMENT DEPTH k (k-CES)

Let us move to the main body of the paper. We intro-
duce a class of entangled subspaces defined through the
entanglement depth of vectors belonging to them. We
propose the following.

Definition 2. A subspace S ⊂ Hd1...dn
is called a completely

entangled subspace of entanglement depth k (k-CES) if the
entanglement depth of any vector belonging to S is at least k.
Equivalently, a k-CES is void of (k − 1)-producible states.

Let us remark that for k = 2 the above definition re-
covers the definition of completely entangled subspaces,
whereas for k = n it recovers the definition of genuinely
entangled subspaces.

Before delving into a characterization of k-CESs, let us
give a few simple examples of them, which will allow
for a quick grasp of the notion.

As the first example let us take the above-discussed
CES complementary to the UPB given in Eq. (5). Within
our terminology we can now say that it is a 2-CES (CES),
but it is not a 3-CES (GES) because, as discussed, the
complementary subspace contains a three-qubit vector
with an entanglement depth of 2.

For the second example, we turn our attention to
quantum error correction. Consider the celebrated nine-
qubit Shor’s code [48] described by the vectors

|ψ0〉 = |GHZ3〉 ⊗ |GHZ3〉 ⊗ |GHZ3〉, (7)

|ψ1〉 = |GHZ3〉 ⊗ |GHZ3〉 ⊗ |GHZ3〉, (8)

where |GHZ3〉 = (1/
√

2)(|000〉 − |111〉) and |GHZ3〉 is
defined in Eq. (3). Now, the subspace span{|ψ0〉, |ψ1〉}
is a 3-CES because the entanglement depth of both |ψ0〉
and |ψ1〉 is 3, and, at the same time, any linear combina-
tion of these vectors is GME, i.e., it has an entanglement
depth equal to 9.

As the final example we give an elementary general
construction. With this aim take a GES of a k-partite
Hilbert space. Now, take a tensor product of all the vec-
tors from this subspace with an arbitrary, possibly dif-
ferent for each vector, fully product (n − k)-partite vec-
tor. This clearly results in a k-CES of an n-partite Hilbert

space. This rather trivial method does not lead to k-CESs
of the maximal dimensions for k < n as can be seen from
dimension consideration (see Appendix B) and in Sec-
tion IV we will provide a more elaborate construction
which does this job. However, it is noteworthy that if we
choose the otherwise arbitrary vectors to be the same for
each of the vectors from a GES, the resulting subspace
will be a k-CES with all vectors belonging to it having
an entanglement depth equal exactly to k.

One of the central problems of the theory of entangled
subspaces is the problem of verifying whether a given
subspace is entangled and further determining to which
class it belongs. It is worth noting that some tools have
been developed in the literature so far, which could also
be applied for the case of k-CESs. Specifically, the sim-
ple criterion based on the entanglement of basis vectors
from Ref. [49] is directly applicable and the hierarchical
method from Ref. [31] can be readily adapted. Another
vital problem in the area is the quantification of sub-
space entanglement (see [50] for recent results). Here,
also, we find certain methods which can be used in the
current case, e.g., the semidefinite programming bounds
of Ref. [51].

Let us now investigate how big—in terms of their
dimensions—k-CESs can be. The theory of completely
entangled subspaces helps us address this question suc-
cessfully. For simplicity, we concentrate on the case of
equal local dimensions in our derivation but a properly
adjusted argument is applicable in the general case too.
We have the following proposition.

Proposition 3. The maximal attainable dimension of a k-
CES of Hdn equals

Dmax
k−CES = dn −

(

tdk−1 + dn−(k−1)t − t
)

, (9)

where

t =

⌊
n

k − 1

⌋

. (10)

Proof. By definition, a k-CES S ⊂ Hdn does not contain
(k − 1)-producible pure states. This implies that S is a
CES in any r-partite Hilbert space

(Cd)⊗n1 ⊗ (Cd)⊗n2 ⊗ . . . ⊗ (Cd)⊗nr , (11)

where ni ≤ k − 1 and i = 1, 2, . . . , r, corresponding to an
r-partition S1|S2| . . . |Sr of the parties, where the size of
each subset Si is |Si| = ni.

It was shown in Refs. [21, 22] that the maximal
attainable dimension of a CES of Hd1...dn

is given by

∏
n
i=1 di − [∑n

i=1(di − 1) + 1] (notice that the term in the
square bracket happens to match the right-hand side of
Eq. (6)). Applying this result to (11), we obtain

dn −
[

r

∑
i=1

(dni − 1) + 1

]

, (12)
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which must further be minimized (equivalently, the
term in the square brackets must be maximized) over
ni’s to obtain an upper bound on the maximal dimen-
sion of a k-CES. This is achieved for ni = k − 1,
i = 1, 2, . . . , t, and nt+1 = n − t(k − 1), where t =
⌊n/(k − 1)⌋ (see Appendix A). The minimal value of
(12) is thus

dn −
(

tdk−1 + dn−(k−1)t − t
)

. (13)

The choice above corresponds to the partitions of the
parties as follows (we assume that for k − 1|n we have
t-partitions)

(Cdk−1
)⊗t ⊗ C

dn−(k−1)t
. (14)

Further, generic subspaces are known to saturate
bounds on the dimensions of entangled subspaces (cf.
[25]), meaning that a random subspace of a proper di-
mension will be a k-CES.

The maximal dimension (9) is a strictly decreasing
function of k for given d and n (see Appendix B). For
k = 2 and k = n, it obviously recovers the known max-
imal dimensions of CESs and GESs, respectively, which
are explicitly given by

Dmax
2−CES = dn − n(d − 1)− 1 (15)

and

Dmax
n−CES = (dn−1 − 1)(d − 1). (16)

IV. UNIVERSAL CONSTRUCTION OF k-CESS

While random subspaces do have significance in
quantum information theory (see, e.g., Ref. [52]), it is
the explicit constructions, which often help one analyze
these objects in more detail, for example, to compute en-
tanglement measures of states supported on them. In
this section, we provide a universal analytical construc-
tion of k-CESs, that is, we introduce a method for build-
ing k-CESs of any dimension for any combination of the
numbers k, n, and d. With this aim we utilize the ap-
proach put forward recently in [56], which was origi-
nally designed for the construction of GESs. It turns out
that it is versatile enough to be translated directly to the
current case.

The core idea of the construction is to use a set of
product vectors for which the full local spanning of
Corollary 1 is apparent for properly chosen r-partitions
of the parties [cf. Eq. (11)]. Consequently, the subspace
complementary to the set will be automatically inferred
to be void of (k − 1)-producible states, as needed. The
desired properties are held by the Vandermonde vec-

tors:

|vdn(x)〉A :=
(

1, x, x2, . . . , xdn−1
)T

A

=
n⊗

m=1

(
d−1

∑
sm=0

xqm,sm |sm〉
)

Am

, (17)

where

qm,sm = smdn−m. (18)

Crucially, the Vandermonde matrices, that is matrices
with rows being the Vandermonde vectors,

VK,L =
K−1

∑
k=0

|k〉〈vL(xk)|, (19)

with arbitrary K and L, are totally positive (i.e., all their
minors are strictly positive), whenever the nodes {xi}i
obey the relation

0 < x0 < x1 < · · · < xK−1. (20)

Let us now consider the following set of linearly inde-
pendent vectors

{|vdn(xi)〉A}K−1
i=0 , (21)

where the number K satisfies the following inequality

K ≥ tdk−1 + dn−t(k−1)− t, (22)

which follows from Eq. (9), and the nodes xi ∈ R are
ordered as in Eq. (20).

The claim is that the vectors in Eq. (21) are not ex-
tendible with vectors of the entanglement depth less
than or equal to k − 1, i.e., the subspace orthogonal to
their span is a k-CES. The proof is almost immediate.
We write

|vdn(xi)〉A = |ϕ(i)
1 〉S1

⊗ |ϕ(i)
2 〉S2

⊗ . . . ⊗ |ϕ(i)
r 〉Sr (23)

for an r-partition S1|S2| . . . |Sr of the parties correspond-
ing to (11), in particular (14). Consider matrices with
rows being local vectors on Sj’s,

Sj =
K−1

∑
k=0

|k〉〈ϕ
(k)
j |, j = 1, 2, . . . , r. (24)

From the total positivity of Vandermonde matrices
with positive nodes (see above) it follows that Sj’s are
also totally positive. This further means that for ev-

ery j any set of dnj vectors {|ϕ(i)
j 〉}i spans the Hilbert

space (Cd)⊗nj of Sj. This is the case for any r-partition
with ni ≤ k − 1. By Corollary 1, we conclude that in-
deed there does not exist a (k − 1)-producible state in
the orthocomplement of the span of vectors (21), i.e., the
resulting subspace is a k-CES. Its dimension is dn − K,
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which for the smallest K corresponds to the maximal
dimension given in Eq. (9). Explicit (non-orthogonal)
bases for such constructed subspaces were given in [56].

Similar to [56] one could also use discrete Fourier
transform matrices in the construction. The method pre-
sented here can be viewed as a construction of ”non-
orthgonal” UPBk−1’s (see Section V), whose elements
are not mutually orthogonal.

Observe that the construction is flexible in that for a
given k-CES we can always increase k by adding some
number of Vandermonde vectors with properly chosen
nodes to the construction set (21). For example, con-
sider an eleven-dimensional 2-CES, or, simply, a CES in
the standard terminology, in the system of four qubits.
Its construction requires five Vandermonde vectors. If
we now add two more vectors to (21) we will obtain a
nine-dimensional 3-CES (in Appendix C we give an ex-
ample of such a subspace). If we again add two vectors
we will obtain a seven-dimensional 4-CES, i.e. a GES,
of the maximal permissible dimension. Further enlarge-
ment of the set of Vandermonde vectors leads to GESs
of smaller dimensions.

V. k-CES AND UNEXTENDIBLE PRODUCT BASES

In this section, we explore the link between k-CESs
and UPBs. This line of study is motivated by the impor-
tant fact that UPBs lead directly to a general construc-
tion of multipartite states with undistillable entangle-
ment [33].

We are interested in a certain type of UPBs, namely
those bases which are unextendible with vectors of the
entanglement depth less than k that thus lead to k-CESs.
We thus propose the following.

Definition 4. A UPB which is unextendible with (k − 1)-
producible vectors, i.e., states with an entanglement depth less
than or equal to k − 1, is called a (k − 1)-unextendible prod-
uct basis, denoted UPBk−1.

For k = 2 we have the standard UPBs (see Section
II), while for k = n— we have genuinely unextendible
product bases (GUPBs), that is UPBs unextendible even
with biproduct vectors [29, 57], whose existence is cur-
rently unknown (see Refs. [57–59] for recent results re-
lated to this topic).

By definition, the orthocomplement of a UPBk−1 is a
k-CES. Importantly, the reverse statement is not neces-
sarily true even in the cases when the dimension of a
k-CES is such that its complement may admit a UPBk−1.
In fact, the orthocomplement of a k-CES may also be a
k-CES itself.

We observe that the theoretical minimal cardinality of
a UPBk−1 is [see Eq. (10) for the definition of t]

mtheor.
min =







dn d = 2 and k = n,

t(dk−1 − 1) + dn−(k−1)t (odd d) or [even d and {(k − 1|n and odd t) or (k − 1 ∤ n and even t)}],
t(dk−1 − 1) + dn−(k−1)t + 1 otherwise.

(25)

These numbers correspond to the minimal cardinalities
of UPBs [53–55] for systems defined on Hilbert spaces as
in Eq. (14). We will refer to these bounds as trivial and
discuss their improvement in the next section.

A. Bound on cardinalities of UPBk−1

The trivial bounds from Eq. (25) can in many cases be
strengthened if the internal product structure of parti-
tions is appropriately taken into account. The improve-
ment can be achieved by a generalization of the tech-
nique recently introduced in Ref. [57] to lower-bound
permissible cardinalities of UPBn−1, i.e., GUPBs. There,
the pigeonhole principle was the key resource, here, its
generalization naturally comes in handy. We have the
following.

Proposition 5. The number of states m in a UPBk−1 is

bounded as follows:

m ≥ dk−1 + (n − k + 1)

(⌊

dk−1 − 2

k − 1

⌋

+ 1

)

. (26)

Proof. Consider a set of mutually orthogonal fully prod-
uct vectors

K = {|vi〉A}m
i=1, |vi〉A =

n⊗

j=1

|u(i)
j 〉A j

. (27)

We will show that if the number of elements in K is
strictly smaller than the right-hand side of (26) then K is
extendible with vectors of the entanglement depth k − 1
or smaller, i.e., it is not a UPBk−1.

Any two vectors from K, |vp〉 and |vq〉, are orthog-
onal because their local vectors on at least one site Ak

are orthogonal, i.e., 〈u(p)
k |u(q)

k 〉 = 0 for at least one value
of index k. By the generalized pigeonhole principle [62]
(see Appendix D), we conclude that for any vector |vi〉
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there are w sites such that the total number of vectors
orthogonal to |vi〉 on these sites is at least

s := w

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

+ min

(

w, m − 1 − n

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋)

. (28)

Let us focus on one of the vectors from K, e.g., |v1〉.
Assume that the said s vectors which are orthogonal to
|v1〉 are K1 = {|v2〉, |v3〉, . . . , |vs+1〉} with orthogonality
holding on sites from Aw := A1, A2, · · · , Aw. Since there
exist a vector orthogonal to K1 on one of the sites from
Aw, we immediately infer that the elements of K1 do not
span the whole Hilbert space corresponding to Aw, that
is

dim span
{

⊗w
j=1|u

(i)
j 〉A j

}s+1

i=2
< dimHAw . (29)

Now, if the remaining vectors K2 := K \ K1 =
{|v1〉, |vs+2〉, . . . , |vm〉} do not span on A \ Aw the cor-
responding Hilbert space, i.e.,

dim span KA\Aw

2 < dimHA\Aw
, (30)

where

KA\Aw

2 =
{

⊗n
j=w+1|u

(i)
j 〉A j

}

i=1,s+2,s+3,...,m
, (31)

then we will find a vector orthogonal to K in the form

(

⊗w
j=1|u

(1)
j 〉A j

)

⊗ |ξ〉A\Aw
(32)

with an arbitrary (n − w)-partite vector |ξ〉 orthogonal

to KA\Aw

2 . Clearly, the vector |ξ〉 would have, in this

case, an entanglement depth of at most (n − w), and as
a consequence, K would not be a UPBn−w.

We are interested in the permissible cardinalities of
UPBk−1’s in which case we need to consider

w = n − k + 1 (33)

and verify when the condition (30) holds true. This will
provide us with the forbidden cardinalities of the bases
and by negating the obtained bound we will arrive at
(26). A sufficient condition for (30) is simply that the

number of states in KA\Aw

2 is smaller than the dimension
of HA\Aw

, that is

m − s ≤ dn−w − 1 := r, (34)

which needs to be solved for m.
Let us define the following function corresponding to

the left-hand side of Eq. (34)

fw(m) = m − s

= m − w

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

− min

(

w, m − 1 − n

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋)

.

(35)

Using the identities min(x, y) = x + y − max(x, y) and
max(x, y) = max(x − z, y − z) + z, we can write this
function as

fw(m) =(n − w)

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

+ max

(

m − w − n

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

, 1

)

. (36)

It is straightforward to show that this function has the
following property (see Appendix E)

fw(m + 1) =







fw(m) + 1 if m − n
⌊m

n

⌋

≥ w + 1 or n | m,

fw(m) if m − n
⌊m

n

⌋

≤ w and n ∤ m.
(37)

It then follows that for a fixed w function fw(m) is non-
decreasing in m and takes all integer values. This allows
us to look for the largest solution of fw(m) = r, that is

(n − w)

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

+ max

(

m − w − n

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

, 1

)

= r.

(38)
We now observe that we can replace the maximum with
the function inside of it, as for any m for which this
function is less than one, we can find another argument
m̃ > m that reaches 1 without changing the value of the
whole function under scrutiny; precisely, we can take

m̃ = n⌊m−1
n ⌋+ w + 1 for which fw(m) = fw(m̃). In turn,

we can consider

(n − w)

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

+ m − w − n

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

= r (39)

with the assumption that

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

≤ m − w − 1

n
. (40)

Eq. (39) simplifies to

m − w q = r + w, q :=

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

. (41)
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From equations (40) and (41) we have

q ≤ r + qw − 1

n
, (42)

which after solving for q gives

q ≤ r − 1

n − w
, (43)

implying further that the largest solution to Eq. (41) is

m = r + w + w

⌊
r − 1

n − w

⌋

. (44)

Plugging r = dn−w − 1 back in and substituting w =
n − k + 1 [(33)], we finally obtain the largest excluded
cardinality

m = dk−1 + n − k + (n − k + 1)

⌊

dk−1 − 2

k − 1

⌋

, (45)

meaning that the minimal permissible size of a UPBk−1
is

dk−1 + (n − k + 1)

(⌊

dk−1 − 2

k − 1

⌋

+ 1

)

, (46)

as claimed in Eq. (26).

We have proved the statement for equal local dimen-
sions but a similar reasoning can be applied to the gen-
eral case. We omit the derivation here.

We now show when the obtained bound is non-trivial,
i.e., when it gives a lower bound strictly larger than the
one provided by Eq. (25). We have the following chain
of inequalities:

dk−1 + (n − k + 1)

(⌊

dk−1 − 2

k − 1

⌋

+ 1

)

≥ dk−1 + (n − k + 1)
dk−1 − 1

k − 1
(47)

= t(dk−1 − 1) + 1 + (dk−1 − 1)

(
n

k − 1
− t

)

≥ t(dk−1 − 1) + d(k−1)( n
k−1−t) (48)

= t(dk−1 − 1) + dn−(k−1)t, (49)

where t = ⌊ n
k−1⌋. The first inequality follows from the

fact that for any pair of integers x and y > 0 the follow-
ing inequality holds true:

⌊
x

y

⌋

=

⌈
x + 1

y

⌉

− 1 ≥ x + 1

y
− 1 (50)

and the equality in (47) holds iff k − 1 divides dk−1 − 1.
The second inequality, Eq. (48), follows from Bernoul-
lie’s inequality, stating that (1 + x)r ≤ 1 + xr with

x > −1 and 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, here applied with x = dk−1 − 1
and r = n/(k − 1)− t. The equality in this case holds iff
k − 1 divides n (then r = 0; r = 1 is never the case).

Confronting the above conditions for equalities with
Eq. (25) provides us with the cases when Eq. (26) is
certainly non-trivial. For example, this is the case for

odd d if additionally it holds that k − 1 ∤ dk−1 − 1 or
k− 1 ∤ n. On the other hand, there are clearly cases when
it is trivial. This happens for example in the case of 3-
CESs in systems of four qubits (n = 4, d = 2, k = 3).
Then, our bound gives 8 as the minimal cardinality and
the same number is obtained from the theory of bipartite
UPBs applied to a 4 ⊗ 4 system.

Note that for k = n (GUPBs) the bound reproduces,
as it should, the one from [57], in which case it is always
non-trivial. This bound was recently improved in [59].
At this point, it is not clear whether our current bound
on the permissible cardinalities of UPBk−1’s can be im-
proved using the graph theory techniques of [59].

B. Construction of k-CESs from UPBs

While the bound of Proposition 5 puts limitations on
the sizes of UPBk−1’s, it does not say anything about the
possibility of the actual constructions of bases with per-
missible cardinalities. This is particularly important in
view of the unknown status of this problem for GUPBs
(k = n). It turns out that UPBk−1’s do exist for k < n
and in fact there are already examples in the literature
for systems of four qubits [60].

We will now reconstruct one of the four-qubit basis
from Ref. [60] and show the existence of a UPB3 in the
case of five qubits. In both situations, we are interested
in the case of k = n − 1. For this aim we use the results
of Ref. [61], where a recursive procedure was given for

a construction of UPBs of size 2n−1 for any n.
Let us begin with n = 4. The UPB from Ref. [61] is

given by

K(4) = {|0000〉, |01 f e〉, |1e1e〉, |1 f e0〉,
|e001〉, |e1 f f 〉, | f e1 f 〉, | f f e1〉}, (51)

where {|e〉, | f 〉} is any orthonormal basis different from
{|0〉, |1〉}, e.g., {|+〉, |−〉}. It is easy to see that there ex-
ists a vector with an entanglement depth equal to 2 or-

thogonal to K(4), i.e., this set is not a UPB2 . For exam-
ple, such a vector is given by |ϕ〉A1 A4

⊗ |ψ〉A2 A3
, where

|ϕ〉 ⊥ {|10〉, | f 1〉} and |ψ〉 ⊥ {|00〉, |1 f 〉, |e1〉}. We can
see that this stems from the fact that there are pairs of

vectors in K(4), which are identical on two subsystems.
Here, there are three such pairs, but for sets with a cardi-
nality of 8 this would already be an obstacle if there were
only two of them. However, the following amendment

can be made to K(4) to avoid this problem: in the pairs
of vectors with |1〉 and |e〉 on the first site (A1), we swap
vectors on the third site (A3). This leads to the following
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set

K(4) = {|0000〉, |01 f e〉, |1eee〉, |1 f 10〉,
|e0 f 1〉, |e10 f 〉, | f e1 f 〉, | f f e1〉}, (52)

which recovers one of the UPBs given in Ref. [60], which
showed that it is unextendible for any of the two vs two

party bipartitions, i.e., that K(4) is a UPB2. As noted in
Section V A, its cardinality is the minimal possible.

In the n = 5 case the UPB from Ref. [61] is as follows:

K(5) = {|00000〉,
|001 f e〉, |e001 f 〉, | f e001〉, |1 f e00〉, |01 f e0〉,
|01e1e〉, |e01e1〉, |1e01e〉, |e1e01〉, |1e1e0〉,
|1 f f f e〉, |e1 f f f 〉, | f e1 f f 〉, | f f e1 f 〉, | f f f e1〉}.

The set has a visibly cyclic structure and when prov-
ing the (non)existence of a vector with an entangle-
ment depth of 3 orthogonal to all its elements one
needs to consider only two bipartitions because the rest
are equivalent to one of them. These bipartitions are
A1 A2|A3 A4 A5 and A1 A3|A2 A4 A5. With an exhaustive

search based on Fact 1 we have verified that K(5) is al-
ready a UPB3 and no modifications of it are necessary.

Since the UPBs of Ref. [61] were constructed recur-
sively, it is plausible that they could be used, directly or
after some modifications similar to those shown above
in the four qubit case, to obtain UPBn−2’s for any n.

Let us conclude with an observation that in general
the case k − 1|n is somewhat special because then we
deal with systems with t subsystems of equal local di-

mensions dk−1 (recall our assumptions of dimension d
of each subsystem Ai) in the ”coarse-grained” Hilbert
space [Eq. (14)]. Constructions of UPBs for homoge-
neous systems (i.e., with equal local dimensions) are
far better explored that those for heterogeneous systems
(i.e., different local dimensions). A possible route to find
UPBk−1’s could then be to build UPBs first for (14) and
then look for their proper ”fine-grained” versions in the
original space.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

We proposed to consider the notion of the entangle-
ment depth in the context of entangled subspaces by in-
troducing the notion of completely entangled subspaces
of entanglement depth k (k-CESs), that is subspaces
composed solely of pure states with an entanglement
depth of at least k. We presented a universal construc-
tion of such subspaces that works for any multipartite
systems. We also considered the relationship between
unextendible product bases (UPBs) and k-CESs. In par-
ticular, we provided a non-trivial bound on the cardi-
nalities of UPBs whose orthocomplements are k-CESs.
Further, we discussed the problem of constructing such
UPBs and provided some examples in systems of sev-
eral qubits.

From the general point of view, it is natural to expect
that the introduced notion may turn out to be relevant
for analyses of many-body systems, where the entangle-
ment depth is a figure of merit. The already established
connection between entangled subspaces and quantum
error correction may suggest that k-CESs could be of
some use also in this area and their analysis could help
us to understand this relationship better. Moreover, it
would be interesting to see whether the k-CESs we have
provided could be useful in further studies on coun-
terexamples to the additivity of the minimum output
Rényi entropy of quantum channels.

There are also several concrete open problems that
naturally emerge from our study. For example, it would
be desirable to see whether the obtained bound on the
cardinalities of UPBs leading to k-CESs can be further
improved, in particular, using graph-theoretic methods,
and to research the possibility of a general practical con-
struction of such UPBs, as this would automatically en-
tail a construction of PPT states. Finally, there is con-
stant demand for practical methods of subspace entan-
glement certification and quantification tailored to spe-
cific types of entangled subspaces and this line or re-
search is also worth exploration.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Minimal value of (12)

Let us start with two auxiliary results.

Lemma 1. Let n and k ≤ n be positive integers. Further, let

x = (x1, x2, . . . , xn) (A1)

be a non-increasing sequence of non-negative integers, such
that

xi+1 ≤ xi ≤ k − 1, ∑
i

xi = n (A2)

and

y =
(

k − 1, . . . , k − 1
︸ ︷︷ ︸

t times

, n − t(k − 1), 0, . . . , 0
)

, (A3)

where

t =

⌊
n

k − 1

⌋

. (A4)

Then, for any p ≤ n it holds that

p

∑
i=1

xi ≤
p

∑
i=1

yi, (A5)

i.e., x is majorized by y, written as x ≺ y.

Proof. The result is obvious.

Lemma 2. (see, e.g., [63]) Let g(·) be a convex function and
x ≺ y. It then holds that

∑
i

g(xi) ≤ ∑
i

g(yi). (A6)

Furthermore, if g(·) is strictly convex and x is not a permu-
tation of y then the inequality in Eq. (A6) is strict.

We can now prove the following.

Fact 2. The maximal value of

n

∑
i=1

(dni − 1) + 1 (A7)

over all n = (n1, n2, . . . , nn) such that ∑i ni = n and 0 ≤
ni ≤ k − 1 is

tdk−1 − t + dn−t(k−1), (A8)

where t =
⌊

n
k−1

⌋

.

Proof. From Lemma 1 and Lemma 2 with g(x) = dx −
1, which is strictly convex, it follows immediately that
the maximal value of ∑i(d

ni − 1) over all permissible n’s
corresponds to the choice n = y with y defined in Eq.
(A3). Eq. (A8) then follows from the direct substitution
of the optimal ni’s.

The minimal value of the expression in Eq. (12) is ob-
tained by substracting the obtained value (A8) from dn.

Appendix B: Properties of Dmax
k−CES

In this appendix we prove some basic properties of
the maximal dimension of a k-CES. In what follows we
denote:

D(d, k, n) := Dmax
k−CES

= dn −
(

tn,kdk−1 + dTn,k − tn,k

)

(B1)

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-003-0877-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.52.R2493
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ac2a5c
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.10353
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https://doi.org/10.1006/jcta.2000.3122
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dam.2005.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-014-2186-7
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2022-11-10-854
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.106.012442
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ac9e14
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.5.033144
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11128-019-2324-4
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.85.042113
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.disc.2010.06.014
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with

tn,k := t =

⌊
n

k − 1

⌋

,

Tn,k := n − (k − 1)tn,k. (B2)

Fact 3. The maximal dimension of a k-CES is strictly

(a) increasing in d for fixed k and n: D(d + 1, k, n) >

D(d, k, n),

(b) decreasing in k for fixed d and n: D(d, k + 1, n) <

D(d, k, n),

(c) increasing in n for fixed k and d: D(d, k, n + 1) >

D(d, k, n).

Proof. Case (a). Assume now d is a continuous parameter

such that d ∈ [2, ∞). It holds

∂D(d, k, n)

∂d
=

=
1

d

[

ndn −
(

tn,k(k − 1)dk−1 + Tn,kdTn,k

)]

>
n

d

[

dn −
(

tn,kdk−1 + sgn(Tn,k)d
Tn,k

)]

. (B3)

The term in the parentheses is in fact a difference of the
product and the sum of numbers all being larger than
or equal to two and as such it is larger than or equal to
zero implying that ∂D/∂d > 0. This, in turn, means that
D(d, k, n) is strictly increasing in d. �
Case (b). Recall from Fact 2 in Appendix A that the maxi-
mal dimensions D(d, k, n) and D(d, k + 1, n) correspond
in (A7) to, respectively, y = (k − 1, . . . , k − 1, Tn,k) with
(k − 1) appearing tn,k times [cf. Eq. (A3)] and

ỹ = ( k, . . . , k
︸ ︷︷ ︸

tn,k+1 times

, Tn,k+1, 0, . . . , 0). (B4)

(notice that tn,k ≥ tn,k+1 and we may need to pad zeros
in ỹ so that the vectors match in length). Clearly, y ≺ ỹ
and by Lemma 2 it holds that D(d, k + 1, n) < D(d, k, n).
�

Case (c). Taking into account that

tn+1,k =

{

tn,k + 1 if k − 1|n + 1

tn,k if k − 1 ∤ n + 1
, (B5)

we have

D(d, k, n+ 1)− D(d, k, n) =

{

dn+1 − dn − dk−1 + 1 + dTn,k−k+2(dk−2 − 1) if k − 1|n + 1

(dn − dTn,k)(d − 1) if k − 1 ∤ n + 1
. (B6)

Since 2 ≤ k ≤ n we can easily verify that D(d, k, n+ 1) >
D(d, k, n). �

Case (c) above supports the claim made in Section III
that the construction of (n − 1)-CESs in n-partite sys-
tems from GESs in (n − 1)-partite ones does not lead to
subspaces of the maximal dimension.

Appendix C: Maximal 3-CES: four qubit case

In this appendix, we give a nine-dimensional, i.e.,
maximal, 3-CES in the case of four qubits (n = 4, d = 2,
k = 3) obtained with the construction in Sec. IV.

With the choice of nodes xi = i + 1, i = 0, 1, . . . , 6, the
Vandermonde vectors (21) are now of the form (we omit
the transpose and shift the index)

(1, i, i2, . . . , i15)A =

(1, i8)A1
⊗ (1, i4)A2

⊗ (1, i2)A3
⊗ (1, i)A4

, (C1)

with i = 1, 2, . . . , 7. The matrix built from these vectors
is totally positive. This implies that matrices constructed
from bipartite vectors on any pair Am An [cf. Eq. 24] are
always full rank, meaning, in particular, that any four

(d2 with d = 2) such vectors span the whole four dimen-
sional Hilbert space. Corollary 1 tells us then that there
does not exist a vector of the form |φ〉Am An ⊗ |ϕ〉A\Am An

,

i.e., a 2-producible vector, which is orthogonal to all the
vectors (C1). Consequently, the orthocomplement of the
span of the vectors (C1) is a 3-CES.

We present a non-orthogonal basis for this 3-CES as a
matrix whose rows are the basis vectors:
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−5040 13068 −13132 6769 −1960 322 −28 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
−141120 360864 −354628 176400 −48111 7056 −462 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
−2328480 5896296 −5706120 2772650 −729120 100653 −5880 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
−29635200 74511360 −71319864 34095600 −8752150 1164240 −63987 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
−322494480 806546916 −765765924 361808139 −91318920 11851664 −627396 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
−3162075840 7876316448 −7432417356 3481077600 −867888021 110702592 −5715424 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
−28805736960 71527084992 −67178631520 31255287700 −7721153440 972478507 −49329280 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
−248619571200 615829294080 −576265019968 266731264800 −65430101100 8162874720 −408741333 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
−2060056318320 5092812168444 −4751761890876 2190505063109 −534401747880 66184608126 −3281882604 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1













.

(C2)

Appendix D: Generalized pigeonhole principle

For convenience, we recall here the statement of the
generalized pigeonhole principle [62].

Fact 4. If pq + r objects are put into q boxes, then for each
0 ≤ s ≤ q there exist s boxes with the total number of objects
in them at least ps + min(r, s).

Appendix E: Proof of Eq. (37)

Let us start by recalling the definition of the function
in question:

fw(m) =(n − w)

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

+ max

(

m − w − n

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

, 1

)

(E1)

with w = n − k + 1.

Case (i): n|m. We begin with the case of n being a divi-
sor of m. We then have

⌊m

n

⌋

=
m

n
and

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

=
m

n
− 1. (E2)

It follows that

fw(m) = (n − w)
(m

n
− 1
)

+ max (n − w, 1)

= (n − w)
m

n
(E3)

since n − w = k − 1 ≥ 1. Further

fw(m + 1) =(n − w)
⌊m

n

⌋

+ max
(

m + 1 − w − n
⌊m

n

⌋

, 1
)

(E4)

=(n − w)
m

n
+ max (1 − w, 1) (E5)

=(n − w)
m

n
+ 1 = fw(m) + 1 (E6)

because w = n − k + 1 ≥ 1.
Case (ii): n ∤ m. We now consider the opposite case of

n not being a divisor of m. It now holds

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

=
⌊m

n

⌋

. (E7)

Within the current case we analyze two subcases re-
lated to the value of the function under the maximum
in fw(m).

Subcase (ii,a): m − n
⌊m

n

⌋

− w ≥ 1. We just note

that this condition can never be satisfied simultaneously
with case (i) and is valid only for n ∤ m. We have

m − n

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

− w = m − n
⌊m

n

⌋

− w ≥ 1 (E8)

in view of Eq. (E7). As a consequence, in both fw(m) and
fw(m+ 1) we can take the function under the maximum
as its value. We then have after trivial simplifications

fw(m) =m − w − w

⌊
m − 1

n

⌋

(E9)

and

fw(m + 1) =m − w + 1 − w
⌊m

n

⌋

= fw(m) + 1. (E10)

Subcase (ii,b): m − n
⌊m

n

⌋

− w ≤ 0. Now, the maxi-

mum is easily seen to be equal to one for both fw(m) and
fw(m + 1), which, taking into account Eq. (E7), results
in this subcase in fw(m) = fw(m + 1).

This concludes the proof of Eq. (37).


