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Entanglement detection is one of the most fundamental tasks in quantum information science,
playing vital roles in theoretical studies and quantum system benchmarking. Researchers have pro-
posed many powerful entanglement criteria with high detection capabilities and small observable
numbers. Nonetheless, entanglement criteria only represent mathematical rules deciding the exis-
tence of entanglement. The relationship between a good entanglement criterion and an effective
experimental entanglement detection protocol (EDP) is poorly understood. In this study, we intro-
duce postulates for EDPs about their detection capabilities and robustness and use them to show
the difference between entanglement criteria and EDPs. Specifically, we design an entanglement
detection task for unknown pure bipartite states and demonstrate that the sample complexity of
any EDP and the number of observables for a good entanglement criterion can have exponential
separation. Furthermore, we discover that the optimal EDP with the lowest sample complexity does
not necessarily correspond to the optimal entanglement criterion with the fewest observables. Our
results can be used to prove the exponential speedups achieved through quantum memory and be
generalized to multipartite entanglement detection. By highlighting the significance and indepen-
dence of EDP design, our work holds practical implications for entanglement detection experiments.

Introduction. The “spooky action”, entanglement,
has long been recognized as a crucial resource that allows
quantum physics to exhibit advantages over classical sys-
tems in tasks such as quantum communication and simu-
lation [1]. Consequently, the task of entanglement detec-
tion holds practical and theoretical significance, leading
to the proposal of numerous approaches [2]. However,
it is important to note that most of these proposals are
essentially entanglement criteria (EC), which are math-
ematical rules that provide sufficient conditions for the
presence of entanglement. Experimentally implementing
an EC requires additional effort to design a practical en-
tanglement detection protocol (EDP).

The positive map criterion [2] is a typical example to
show the gap between EC and EDP, which detects en-
tanglement by telling the positivity of the density ma-
trix after a positive but not completely positive map.
Including the positive partial transposition (PPT) crite-
rion [3], the positive map criterion finds widespread use
in theoretical studies of entanglement due to its concise
mathematical form and strong detection capability [4–
6]. Two main approaches have been developed to em-
ploy the positive map criterion in real experiments. The
first approach is measuring entanglement witnesses de-
rived from the corresponding positive map criterion [2],

such as W = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|TA for PPT criterion, where TA rep-
resents the partial transposition operation on subsystem
A. When |ψ⟩ has a simple form, this method is experi-
mentally friendly while exponentially weakening the de-
tection capability of the original positive map criterion
[7]. The second approach entails measuring the moments
of the density matrices processed by the positive map and
using these moments to infer the positivity of the target
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matrix [8–12]. This method has much higher detection
capability compared with the entanglement witness ap-
proach [7, 11], while moment measurement requires expo-
nential experimental times [9, 10, 12, 13]. In conclusion,
although positive map criteria are theoretically powerful,
applying them in real experiments requires compromising
the detection capability or dealing with high experimen-
tal complexity.

Over the years, researchers gradually realized that
there might exist some fundamental limitations in en-
tanglement detection [14–17], especially when they tried
to construct a powerful EC with a minimal number of
observables [18–22]. Remarkably, the fundamental limi-
tation of EC was derived in Ref. [7], where the authors es-
tablished a fundamental trade-off between the observable
number and the detection capability of EC. However, this
result cannot be directly applied to analyze the perfor-
mances of EDPs as the number of observables does not
directly equal the experimental sample complexity.

With the rapid development of quantum hardware, en-
tanglement detection gradually transforms from a theo-
retical problem to an essential task for quantum simula-
tion and benchmarking [23–32]. At the same time, per-
formances of entanglement detection protocols in prac-
tical scenarios attract more and more attention [33–35].
To provide a guide for designing entanglement detection
experiments, it is an urgent problem to figure out the
complexities and limitations of EDPs. Specifically, some
critical questions arise: does a good EC correspond to a
good EDP? Does a fundamental limitation of EDP also
exist? Can we use some quantum resources to reduce the
sample complexity of EDP?

In this work, we provide answers to these questions.
We first clarify the difference between EC and EDP and
propose two postulates of a good EDP about its detec-
tion capability and error robustness. Then, we design an
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entanglement detection task that can be solved efficiently
using an EC constructed with a single observable, while
any EDP satisfying our postulates requires exponential
repetition times. This example demonstrates that the
observable number of EC and sample complexity of EDP
can have exponential separation. Furthermore, in this
task, we find that the optimal EDP with the lowest sam-
ple complexity does not correspond to the optimal EC
with minimal observables, further showing that design-
ing EDP and EC are two independent tasks. In addi-
tion, our results help to show that quantum memory can
bring exponential speedups for EDP. We hope our work
can remind entanglement detection experimenters that
the practical performance of the corresponding EDP is
a nontrivial problem that should be considered indepen-
dently from EC when designing experiments.

EC and EDP. Entangled states are those that cannot
be written in a separable form

ρ =
∑

i

piρ
i
A ⊗ ρiB , (1)

where pi ≥ 0 represents probability, A and B represent
two subsystems. Entanglement criteria are theoretical
rules that distinguish some entangled states from sepa-
rable ones [2]. Mathematically speaking, an EC can be
represented as a function of the target state C(ρ), which
satisfies that C(ρ) ≥ 0 for all the separable ρ. For exam-
ple, C(ρ) = Tr(Wρ) represents the entanglement witness
criterion and C(ρ) = λmin(ρ

TA) represents the PPT cri-
terion, whereW is a witness operator and λmin represents
the minimal eigenvalue. As shown in Fig. 1(a), given a
target state, a valid EC tells you if the state is entangled
when C(ρ) < 0, or if it is uncertain when C(ρ) ≥ 0. As
EC are just theoretical rules, we can ask EC to never
make mistakes by classifying separable states into entan-
gled ones. Thus, to design a powerful EC, we only need
to optimize the ratio of entangled states that can be de-
tected by it, i.e., the detection capability.

In real experiments, we deal with EDP, which repre-
sents rules about operating and measuring the target
quantum states and using the measurement results to
infer whether the target state is entangled. EDP also
decides the entanglement of the target state through a
function, Ĉ(ρ), whose value is calculated using the ex-
periment data. Due to the intrinsic randomness in quan-
tum measurements and the finite experiment times, the
value of Ĉ(ρ) has uncertainty in different rounds of ex-
periments, as shown in Fig. 1(b). Thus, there always ex-
ists the possibility for EDP to classify a separable state
into an entangled one and make mistakes, which is the
most important difference between EC and EDP. We can
thus summarize two postulates for a good EDP about its
detection capability and robustness to errors.

1. Completeness: the probability of outputting the re-
sult of entanglement should be large enough, i.e.,

Pr[Ĉ(ρ) < 0] = Θ(1); (2)
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FIG. 1. Difference between EC and EDP. ENT and
SEP represent sets of entangled and separable states, respec-
tively. Here, we only consider EC and EDPs constructed by
single-copy observable expectation values and quantum ex-
periments. (a) EC represents mathematical rules to decide
whether a state is entangled and never makes mistakes. The
blue line represents those states with C(ρ) = 0, states at the
left of the line satisfy C(ρ) > 0, and vice versa. (b) EDP
represents rules of physical operations and measurements to
infer entanglement with finite rounds of experiments. The
blue line for C(ρ) becomes a blue area for Ĉ(ρ) whose dark-
ness is proportional to the probability for a state to satisfy
Ĉ(ρ) = 0. In principle, any state has a nonzero probability of
being classified as entangled or uncertain (UNC) by an EDP.

2. Soundness: the probability of actually being entan-
gled when outputting the result of entanglement
should be large enough, i.e.,

Pr[ρ ∈ ENT|Ĉ(ρ) < 0] =
1

2
+ Θ(1). (3)

Note that completeness is the only requirement for EC.
As an EDP is commonly constructed based on some EC,
the first postulate requires that the EDP should be based
on a good EC, while the second one mainly puts the
requirement for the sample complexity to suppress the
error.
To analyze the performances of EC and EDP, we need

to specify the underlying distribution of quantum states.
In practical situations, the state distribution is deter-
mined by experiment setups and can be very concen-
trated. Meanwhile, the performance of entanglement de-
tection when lacking prior knowledge of the target state
is also an important indicator, which reflects the general
detection power of entanglement detection methods. A
parameterized distribution πd,k, which is induced by a
higher-dimensional random pure-state distribution [36],
is commonly adopted to analyze performances of differ-
ent entanglement detection methods [17].

Definition 1. A state ρ ∈ D(Hd) is said to be sampled
according to the distribution πd,k if and only if it is the re-
duced density matrix of a d×k-dimensional random pure
state |ψ⟩⟨ψ| ∈ D(Hd×k). Here, by random, we mean that



3

|ψ⟩ = U |0⟩ where U is a Haar-measure random unitary
matrix and |0⟩ is a fixed pure state.

Without loss of generality, hereafter, we consider ρ has
two subsystems A andB with dimensions dA = dB =

√
d.

Based on this state distribution, it is proved that any
EC constructed by expectation values measured on single
copy of ρ has a fundamental limitation [7].

Fact 1. Consider an entanglement criterion C(ρ) which
only depends on the expectation values of single-copy ob-
servables, C(ρ) = f(Tr(O1ρ), · · · ,Tr(OMρ)) with f(·) be-
ing a multivariate function. If we want to make sure the
probability Prρ∼πd,k

[C(ρ) < 0] is a positive constant, the

number of observables should at least M = Ω̃(k).

For EC, the state distribution is only employed to
calculate the detection power, i.e., the completeness as
defined earlier. For EDP, the state distribution is also
adopted to specify the robustness to errors, i.e., the
soundness.

Exponential Separation. In this section, we will
use a specific entanglement detection task to show the
gap between EC and EDP. The distribution πd,k is not a
good example, as it has been proved that a state sampled
according to πd,k is entangled with probability asymp-
totically 1 for k in a large range [37]. Thus, if directly
considering πd,k, there exists a simple EDP that is just
outputting “entangled,” as EDP allows for a nonzero er-
ror probability. To benefit our following discussions, we
amplify the separable component in πd,k and define a new
state distribution π∗

d,k.

Definition 2. A state ρ ∈ D(Hd) is said to be sampled
according to the distribution of π∗

d,k if and only if with
probability 0.5, it is sampled from πd,k; with probability
0.5, it is the tensor product of two random states ρA⊗ρB,
which are independently sampled from π√d,

√
k.

In this section, we mainly consider the case of pure
states, i.e., k = 1, while leaving the discussion of larger
values of k in Appendix D . As the only requirement for
EC is completeness, we only care about the number of
observables needed for detecting the entanglement of π∗

d,1
with a constant probability. As π∗

d,1 contains a constant
portion of πd,1, Fact 1 shows that a small number of
observables might be enough to detect the entanglement
of π∗

d,1 with a constant probability, no matter how large
d is. Fortunately, this is indeed the case. We use the
SWAP operator S defined between subsystems A and
B, which satisfies S |ψA, ψB⟩ = |ψB , ψA⟩, to show this.
The SWAP operator is actually an entanglement witness

as S = |Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|TA with |Φ+⟩ =
∑√

d
i=1 |ii⟩ being the

unnormalized maximally entangled state.

Theorem 1. Considering that ρ is sampled according to
π∗
d,1, the detection power of S satisfies

Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[Tr(Sρ) < 0] =
1

2
I1/2

(
d+

√
d

2
,
d−

√
d

2

)
, (4)
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FIG. 2. The probability for detecting the entanglement in

π∗
d,1 using the entanglement witness S =

∣∣Φ+
〉〈
Φ+

∣∣TA . The
x-axi represents the dimension of the subsystem A, which is
the square root of the dimension of the whole system. For
each orange point, we sample 107 ρ’s from π∗

d,1 and calculate
the ratio of these states satisfying Tr(Sρ) < 0.

where I·(·, ·) is the regularized incomplete beta function.

We leave the detailed proof in Appendix B and con-
jecture that the detection power of S is asymptotically

a constant, limd→∞ I1/2(
d+

√
d

2 , d−
√
d

2 ) = Const. We nu-
merically test this conjecture using Fig. 2, in which the
detection power converges to some constant when the di-
mension increases.
However, considering the physical implementation of

this EC, i.e., the corresponding EDP, which also depends
on single-copy quantum operations, we find that the sam-
ple complexity is high. The first reason is that if we
randomly select a state according to π∗

d,1, the expecta-

tion value is normally exponentially small, around 1√
d
.

Thus, one should keep the measurement error exponen-
tially small to estimate a negative value with high cer-
tainty. Secondly, considering practical situations, when
measuring S, in every experiment time, one randomly
gets a result +1 or −1, which are eigenvalues of S. Thus,
the variance of a single experiment result is a constant.
According to Hoeffding’s inequality, to hold the sound-
ness requirement for EDP, the complexity is aroundO(d).
From this example, we find that if we directly design

an EDP based on a good EC, the sample complexity
might be exponentially high. One may further ask if a
better EDP for this entanglement detection task exists or
if a fundamental limitation exists. In the following, we
will show that a better EDP does exist, and at the same
time, an exponential sample complexity lower bound also
exists for any EDP, although this is an easy task for EC
in terms of the observable number.

Theorem 2. Given multiple copies of a state ρ
that is sampled from π∗

d,1, if only single-copy quan-
tum operations are allowed, the minimum number
of copies required by an adaptive EDP with com-

pleteness, Prρ∼π∗
d,1

[
Ĉ(ρ) < 0

]
= 1

4 , and soundness,

Prρ∼π∗
d,1

[
ρ ∈ ENT

∣∣∣Ĉ(ρ) < 0
]
= 5

6 , scales as Θ(d1/4).

We leave the detailed proof in the Appendix C and
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FIG. 3. Every state discrimination protocol can be repre-
sented as a decision tree, where n and l stand for the node
and leaf, respectively. P (l) stands for the probability distri-
bution on leaves, which is determined by the protocol and
input state. The t-th layer of the decision tree represents the
t-th step of the protocol. In our setting, the experimenter has
a classical memory that records the experiment data of the
former steps and a quantum processor that can perform op-
erations and measurements on quantum states. The protocol
has a rule that decides how to perform quantum experiments
based on the data recorded in the classical memory. At the
end of the experiment, the experimenter will decide which set
the target state comes from, depending on the leave the ex-
perimenter reaches.

sketch core ideas here. To prove the lower bound, we first
notice that if the EDP described in this theorem exists, it
can be used to solve a state discrimination task. Specifi-
cally, given multiple copies of a state ρ, the state discrimi-
nation task is to decide whether it is sampled from the set
s1 = {ρ ∼ πd,1} or s2 = {ρ = ρA ⊗ ρB , ρA, ρB ∼ π√d,1},
with equal probabilities. With the EDP given in Theo-
rem 2, one can classify the state to s1 when the EDP out-
puts Ĉ(ρ) < 0 and to s2 otherwise. With the conditions
of completeness and soundness, the success probability of
this strategy reaches 2

3 . Therefore, if this state discrim-
ination task has a sample complexity lower bound, it is
also a lower bound of the EDP.

To find the lower bound for this state discrimination
task, we employ a decision tree to describe all the meth-
ods, including those depending on adaptive strategies
[38, 39], as shown in Fig. 3. Every node of the tree
has all the experiment data of its child nodes and uses
it to decide how to experiment within this step. After
many steps, different input states will lead to different
probability distributions on the leaves. If the deviation
between two probability distributions on the leaves is
large enough, we can discriminate two state sets with
high probability. We prove that, when only single-copy
quantum operations are allowed in this decision tree, the
depth of this tree should be at least Ω(d1/4) to make the
distance of probability distributions caused by s1 and s2
a constant, which is also the sample complexity lower

bound for single-copy EDP.
To prove the upper bound, we consider an EDP that

satisfies the requirements of Theorem 2 and derive its
sample complexity. This EDP is based on the purity
criterion [2], which detects entanglement by measuring
C(ρ) = Tr

(
ρ2A
)
− Tr

(
ρ2
)
. As states in π∗

d,1 are all pure

states, the condition of Tr
(
ρ2A
)
< 1 can help us to de-

tect the entanglement of ρ. According to the properties
of random pure states, if a state is sampled according
to π∗

d,1, Tr
(
ρ2A
)
is either one or exponentially small [40],

with probability 0.5 for each scenario. Thus, any proto-
col that accurately estimates Tr

(
ρ2A
)
at least satisfies the

requirement for completeness, Eq. (2). Then, we need to
find a purity measurement protocol that satisfies sound-
ness with the lowest sample complexity. Due to the re-
striction of single-copy quantum operations, we employ
the randomized measurement protocol [41, 42], which is
commonly employed for entanglement detection [43, 44].
In this protocol, one evolves the subsystem A using many
random unitaries, measures it in the computational ba-
sis, and computes the purity from these experiment data.
In Appendix E, we analytically show that O(d1/4) mea-
surement times is enough to suppress the variance of the
randomized measurement protocol to satisfy the sound-
ness requirement, Eq. (3), which concludes our proof for
the upper bound.
There are some important consequences from Theorem

2 and its proof. Firstly, the optimal EDP with the low-
est sample complexity does not necessarily correspond to
the optimal EC with the smallest number of observables.
As stated before, the optimal single-copy EDP is based
on the randomized measurement protocol, which requires
measurements on many bases. If we judge entanglement
detection protocols only regarding the number of observ-
ables, this randomized measurement EDP is much worse
than the entanglement witness EDP we mentioned be-
fore, which only requires a single observable. Secondly,
a counter-intuitive fact from Theorem 2 is that entangle-
ment detection for pure states can be exponentially hard
when considering sample complexity. However, such a
task is well-acknowledged to be easy for EC and theoret-
ical analysis. Note that if considering practical situations
with enough prior knowledge of the target state, we can
largely avoid the exponential sample complexity.
In addition, Ref. [7] has shown that quantum mem-

ory, or equivalently joint operations, brings advantages
in constructing EC by exponentially saving the number
of observables. Using conclusions in this work, we can
further conclude that quantum memory also brings ex-
ponential speedups for practical entanglement detection
tasks. This is because the SWAP test algorithm, which
relies on quantum memory, estimates purity with con-
stant sample complexity. We thus arrive at the following
conclusion, which is also proved in Ref. [45] with another
quantum algorithm.

Corollary 1. Quantum memory can bring exponential
speedups in sample complexities for entanglement detec-
tion protocols.
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Discussion. We summarize the take-home messages
of this work. Firstly, in addition to the detection power,
the only requirement for an EC, an effective EDP must
also possess robustness against errors. Secondly, cer-
tain entanglement detection tasks exist that are relatively
easy for an EC, achieving constant detection probabil-
ity with a small number of observables while proving to
be exponentially challenging for any EDP in terms of
sample complexity. Thirdly, although an EDP is typi-
cally designed based on an EC, the optimal EDP may
not necessarily correspond to the optimal EC, as their
evaluation criteria differ. Lastly, using quantum memory
can significantly reduce the sample complexity of EDP,
demonstrating the great potential of multi-copy entan-
glement detection protocols [46].

In this study, we primarily focus on pure bipartite
states. Our results, especially the exponential lower
bounds, can be extended to mixed-state and multipartite
scenarios, as discussed in Appendix D. Specifically, for
π∗
d,k with k > 1, we enhance the lower bound of sample

complexity from Ω(d1/4) to Ω((dk)1/4). For multipartite
entanglement detection, we introduce a new state distri-
bution and establish a tight exponential lower bound on

the complexity of multipartite EDP.
While our results are derived based on a specific state

distribution, they represent an initial step towards sys-
tematically considering sample complexities of entangle-
ment detection protocols. We hope that our work will
inspire further exploration using various practical state
distributions, ultimately reducing the cost of real-world
entanglement detection experiments. Additionally, our
main result for EDP complexities is derived under the
restriction of single-copy operations. It would also be
valuable to consider other types of operations, such as
separable and local operations [47].
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Appendix A: Notations and Auxiliary Lemmas

We use Hd to represent the d-dimensional Hilbert space. D(Hd) represents the set of density matrices on Hd. For
convenience, sometimes we omit the Dirac notation and denote |ψ⟩⟨ψ| as ψ.
Let ST be the symmetric group of order T . For distinct a1, · · · , al, we use the notation (a1 · · · al) to denote a cyclic

permutation in ST , which acts as a1 7→ a2, · · · , al−1 7→ al, al 7→ a1. For σ ∈ ST , define a unitary operator Wσ acting
on H⊗T

d by

Wσ =

d∑

i1,··· ,iT=1

∣∣iσ−1(1) · · · iσ−1(T )

〉〈
i1 · · · iT

∣∣ , (A1)

where {|i⟩}di=1 is an orthonormal basis of Hd.
For two discrete probability distributions p = {p1, · · · , pN} and q = {q1, · · · , qN}, define the total variation between

them by TV(p, q) = 1
2

∑N
i=1 |pi − qi|.

For two systems H1 and H2, define the unravelling operation [48] VM : H⊗M
1 ⊗H⊗M

2 → (H1 ⊗H2)
⊗M

by

VM (|x1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |xM ⟩)⊗ (|y1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |yM ⟩) = (|x1⟩ ⊗ |y1⟩)⊗ · · · ⊗ (|xM ⟩ ⊗ |yM ⟩), (A2)

which holds for all |xi⟩ ∈ H1 and |yi⟩ ∈ H2. More generally, for K systems H1, · · · ,HK , define V(K)
M : H⊗M

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗
H⊗M
K → (H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ HK)

⊗M
by

V(K)
M

[(∣∣∣x(1)1

〉
⊗ · · · ⊗

∣∣∣x(1)M
〉)

⊗ · · · ⊗
(∣∣∣x(K)

1

〉
⊗ · · · ⊗

∣∣∣x(K)
M

〉)]

=
(∣∣∣x(1)1

〉
⊗ · · · ⊗

∣∣∣x(K)
1

〉)
⊗ · · · ⊗

(∣∣∣x(1)M
〉
⊗ · · · ⊗

∣∣∣x(K)
M

〉)
,

(A3)

which holds for all
∣∣∣x(k)i

〉
∈ Hk, where k = 1, · · · ,K and i = 1, · · · ,M .

Lemma 1 ([49]). For Haar random pure state |ψ⟩ ∈ Hd, we have

E
ψ∼Haar

|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗T =
1

(d+ T − 1) · · · (d+ 1) d

∑

σ∈ST

Wσ. (A4)

Appendix B: Detection Power and Performance of SWAP Operator

The entanglement witness S is an important example in the main context. In this section, we will first evaluate its
detection power as an EC and then estimate its sample complexity as an EDP.

Theorem 1. Consider that ρ is sampled according to π∗
d,1, the detection power of S satisfies

Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[Tr(Sρ) < 0] =
1

2
I1/2

(
d+

√
d

2
,
d−

√
d

2

)
, (B1)

where I·(·, ·) is the regularized incomplete beta function.

Proof. We take an orthonormal basis
{∣∣α1

〉
, · · · ,

∣∣α d+
√

d
2

〉}
for the +1 eigenspace of S, and an orthonormal basis

{∣∣α d+
√

d
2 +1

〉
, · · · ,

∣∣αd
〉}

for the −1 eigenspace of S. For a random complex Gaussian vector v ∼ NC(0, Id), take

|ψ⟩ =∑d
x=1

vx
∥v∥ |αx⟩ ∈ Hd, then ψ ∼ πd,1 [50]. Note that Tr(Sψ) =

∑ d+
√

d
2

x=1
|vx|2

∥v∥2 −∑d
d+

√
d

2 +1

|vx|2

∥v∥2 . We have

Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[Tr(Sρ) < 0] =
1

2
Pr

ψ∼πd,1

[Tr(Sψ) < 0] +
1

2
Pr

ψA,ψB∼π√
d,1

[Tr(SψA ⊗ ψB) < 0]

=
1

2
Pr

ψ∼πd,1

[Tr(Sψ) < 0]

=
1

2
Pr

v∼NC(0,Id)




d+
√

d
2∑

x=1

|vx|2
/

d∑

d+
√

d
2 +1

|vx|2 < 1


 .

(B2)
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For v ∼ NC(0, Id), we have
∑ d+

√
d

2
x=1 |vx|2 ∼ Γ

(
d+

√
d

2 , 1
)

and
∑d

d+
√

d
2 +1

|vx|2 ∼ Γ
(
d−

√
d

2 , 1
)
, thus

∑ d+
√

d
2

x=1 |vx|2
/∑d

d+
√

d
2 +1

|vx|2 ∼ β′
(
d+

√
d

2 , d−
√
d

2

)
, which is the standard beta prime distribution with parameters

d+
√
d

2 and d−
√
d

2 . Therefore the random variable
∑ d+

√
d

2
x=1 |vx|2

/∑d
d+

√
d

2 +1
|vx|2 has cumulative distribution function

Pr
v∼NC(0,Id)




d+
√

d
2∑

x=1

|vx|2
/

d∑

d+
√

d
2 +1

|vx|2 < y


 = I y

1+y

(
d+

√
d

2
,
d−

√
d

2

)
, (B3)

where I·(·, ·) is the regularized incomplete beta function. Take y = 1, we have

Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[Tr(Sρ) < 0] =
1

2
I1/2

(
d+

√
d

2
,
d−

√
d

2

)
. (B4)

Now we briefly analyze the complexity of the EDP designed based on S. Firstly, if we randomly select states from
π∗
d,1, the average expectation value is exponentially small as

E
ψAB∼πd,1

Tr(SψAB) = E
ψA,ψB∼π√

d,1

Tr[S(ψA ⊗ ψB)] = Tr

(
S
Id
d

)
=

1√
d
, (B5)

where Id
d is the maximally mixed state in Hd. Then, one can prove that is the state ρ is sampled according to the

distribution πd,1, the variance of the expectation value is also exponentially small,

VarψAB∼πd,1
[Tr(SψAB)] = EψAB∼πd,1

Tr(SψAB)
2 − 1

d
. (B6)

Substituting the result in Lemma 1, we arrive at

VarψAB∼πd,1
[Tr(SψAB)] =

2d

d(d+ 1)
− 1

d
∼ 1

d
. (B7)

This means that, when we sample a state ψAB with negative expectation value Tr(SψAB) < 0, the absolute value of
Tr(SψAB) normally scales as 1√

d
. One can prove that with a constant probability, the value of Tr(SψAB) is less than

− 1√
d
. Therefore, to satisfy the requirement of soundness, the EDP should have an estimation error approximately 1√

d
.

Combining with the property of SWAP operator mentioned in the main context, this requires the sample complexity
of EDP to be approximately O(d).

Appendix C: Sample Complexity for Pure Bipartite State EDP

Theorem 2. Given multiple copies of a state ρ that is sampled from π∗
d,1, the minimum number of

copies required by a single-copy adaptive EDP with completeness, Prρ∼π∗
d,1

[
Ĉ(ρ) < 0

]
= 1

4 , and soundness,

Prρ∼π∗
d,1

[
ρ ∈ ENT

∣∣∣Ĉ(ρ) < 0
]
= 5

6 , scales as Θ(d1/4).

Proof. To prove the lower bound on the sample complexity of EDP, we first find an equivalent state discrimination
task and derive the lower bound for that task. Notice that given an EDP satisfying the requirement in Theorem 2, it
satisfies

Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[
ρ ∈ ENT, Ĉ(ρ) < 0

]
= Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[
ρ ∈ ENT

∣∣∣Ĉ(ρ) < 0
]

Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[
Ĉ(ρ) < 0

]
=

5

24
(C1)

and

Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[
ρ ∈ SEP, Ĉ(ρ) ≥ 0

]
= Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[ρ ∈ SEP]− Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[
ρ ∈ SEP, Ĉ(ρ) < 0

]

= Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[ρ ∈ SEP]− Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[
Ĉ(ρ) < 0

]
+ Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[
ρ ∈ ENT, Ĉ(ρ) < 0

]
=

11

24
.

(C2)

Consider the following two pure state sets with distributions defined as:
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𝑛𝑡

Root

Leaves

Experiment:

Data:

{𝑛0, 𝑛1, … , 𝑛𝑡−1}

𝑝(𝑙)

𝜓 𝜓𝐴 ⊗𝜓𝐵

𝑙

𝑛0

𝑤𝑒𝑡+1

𝑛𝑡 𝜙𝑒𝑡+1
𝑛𝑡 𝜙𝑒𝑡+1

𝑛𝑡

𝑒𝑡

FIG. 4. Decision tree for solving the state discrimination task.

1. s1: ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|, where |ψ⟩ ∈ Hd is a Haar random pure state.

2. s2: ρ = |ψA⟩⟨ψA| ⊗ |ψB⟩⟨ψB |, where |ψA⟩ , |ψB⟩ ∈ H√
d are Haar random pure states.

Suppose a referee tosses a fair coin to select a set, and then chooses a state ρ from the selected set according to the
distribution shown above. Then the referee gives T copies of ρ to us. Our task is to decide which set ρ is from, with T
copies of ρ. Notice that state sampled from s1 is entangled with probability 1 and state sampled from s2 is entangled
with probability 0. Thus, if we can use these T copies of ρ to achieve the EDP with requirements in Theorem 2, we
can solve this state discrimination task with success probability of

Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[
ρ ∈ s1, Ĉ(ρ) < 0

]
+ Pr
ρ∼π∗

d,1

[
ρ ∈ s2, Ĉ(ρ) ≥ 0

]
=

2

3
. (C3)

So, it suffices to prove that the sample complexity for solving this state discrimination task has a lower bound Ω(d1/4)
for all single-copy adaptive strategies.

For any single-copy adaptive state discrimination protocol and a given state ρ, consider the decision tree associated
with them, Fig. 4. We use l to label the leaves of the tree. Let pρ be a probability distribution on the leaves, such
that pρ(l) equals the probability of arriving at the leaf l. As this decision tree covers all the single-copy adaptive
protocols to solve the state discrimination tasks, and the success probability depends on the total variation between
two probability distributions on leaves, pψ(l) and pψA⊗ψB

(l). Thus, to find the lower bound of this task, we need to
derive the lowest depth that allows the total variation between leaves probability distributions a constant,

TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, E

ψA,ψB

pψA⊗ψB

)
≥ 1

3
. (C4)

To benefit our derivation, we will first calculate the total variations between these two state distributions with the
distribution caused by the maximally mixed state pId/d and then use the triangle inequality to bound the target total
variation.

Since rank-1 POVM can simulate arbitrary POVM [39], we can assume that all measurements in the decision tree
are rank-1 POVM. For a leaf l in the decision tree, there is a unique path from the root node n0 to the leaf node nT = l.
Denote the nodes on the path by n0, · · · , nT and the edges between them by e1, · · · , eT . For t = 1, · · · , T , denote
the rank−1 POVM operator associated to et by w

nt−1
et

∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉〈
ϕ
nt−1
et

∣∣, with w
nt−1
et > 0 satisfying the normalization

condition
∑
e w

nt−1
e = d, where the summation is calculated over all the edges connecting node nt−1 with its child

nodes. To calculate the total variation between the distribution caused by s1 and the maximally mixed state, we
calculate the following quantity:
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E
ψ∼Haar

pψ(l)

pId/d(l)
=

1
∏T
t=1 w

nt−1
et

1
d

E
ψ∼Haar

T∏

t=1

wnt−1
et

〈
ϕnt−1
et

∣∣ψ
〉 〈
ψ
∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉

=dT E
ψ∼Haar

T∏

t=1

〈
ϕnt−1
et

∣∣ψ
〉 〈
ψ
∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉

=dT ⟨Φ|
(

E
ψ∼Haar

|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗T
)
|Φ⟩

=
dT

(d+ T − 1) · · · (d+ 1) d
⟨Φ|
(∑

σ∈ST

Wσ

)
|Φ⟩ ,

(C5)

where |Φ⟩ = ⊗Tt=1

∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉
, and the last equality is given by Lemma 1. With the fact ⟨Φ|

(∑
σ∈ST

Wσ

)
|Φ⟩ ≥ 1 [39], we

have

E
ψ∼Haar

pψ(l)

pId/d(l)
≥ dT

(d+ T − 1) · · · (d+ 1) d
=

1(
1 + T−1

d

)
· · ·
(
1 + 1

d

)
1
≥
(
1 +

T − 1

d

)−(T−1)

. (C6)

We can use it to estimate the total variation as

TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, pId/d

)
=
∑

l

pId/d(l)max



0, 1−

E
ψ∼Haar

pψ(l)

pId/d(l)



 ≤ 1−

(
1 +

T − 1

d

)−(T−1)

. (C7)

On the other hand, we have

E
ψA,ψB

pψA⊗ψB
(l)

pId/d(l)
=

1
∏T
t=1

(
w
nt−1
et

1
d

) E
ψA,ψB

T∏

t=1

wnt−1
et

〈
ϕnt−1
et

∣∣ψAψB
〉 〈
ψAψB

∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉

= dT E
ψA,ψB

T∏

i=1

〈
ϕnt−1
et

∣∣ψAψB
〉 〈
ψAψB

∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉

= dT ⟨Φ|
(

E
ψA,ψB

(|ψA⟩⟨ψA| ⊗ |ψB⟩⟨ψB |)⊗T
)
|Φ⟩

= dT ⟨Φ| VT
(
E
ψA

|ψA⟩⟨ψA|⊗T ⊗ E
ψB

|ψB⟩⟨ψB |⊗T
)
V†
T |Φ⟩

=

( (
d1/2

)T
(
d1/2 + T − 1

)
· · ·
(
d1/2 + 1

)
d1/2

)2

⟨Φ| VT
( ∑

σ1∈ST

Wσ1

)
⊗
( ∑

σ2∈ST

Wσ2

)
V†
T |Φ⟩ ,

(C8)

where the last equality can be obtained by Lemma 1. By Lemma 2 below, we have

E
ψA,ψB

pψA⊗ψB
(l)

pId/d(l)
≥
( (

d1/2
)T

(
d1/2 + T − 1

)
· · ·
(
d1/2 + 1

)
d1/2

)2

=

(
1(

1 + T−1
d1/2

)
· · ·
(
1 + 1

d1/2

)
1

)2

≥
(
1 +

T − 1

d1/2

)−2(T−1)

.

(C9)

We can estimate the total variation as

TV

(
E

ψA,ψB

pψA⊗ψB
, pId/d

)
=
∑

l

pId/d(l)max



0, 1−

E
ψA,ψB

pψA⊗ψB
(l)

pId/d(l)



 ≤ 1−

(
1 +

T − 1

d1/2

)−2(T−1)

. (C10)

With triangle inequality, we have

TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, E

ψA,ψB

pψA⊗ψB

)
≤TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, pId/d

)
+TV

(
E

ψA,ψB

pψA⊗ψB
, pId/d

)

≤2−
(
1 +

T − 1

d

)−(T−1)

−
(
1 +

T − 1

d1/2

)−2(T−1)

.

(C11)
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By Le Cam’s two-point method [38, 51], the success probability for any procedure to distinguish between the two sets
is upper bounded by

1

2
+

1

2
TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, E

ψA,ψB

pψA⊗ψB

)
. (C12)

Combined with Eq. (C11), to achieve a success probability of at least 2/3, it must hold that

2

3
≤ 1

2
+

1

2
TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, E

ψA,ψB

pψA⊗ψB

)
≤3

2
− 1

2

(
1 +

T − 1

d

)−(T−1)

− 1

2

(
1 +

T − 1

d1/2

)−2(T−1)

≤3

2
−
(
1 +

T − 1

d1/2

)−2(T−1)

,

(C13)

which implies

(
1 +

T − 1

d1/2

)−2(T−1)

≤ 5

6
. (C14)

Thus we must have

T ≥
√

1

2
log

(
6

5

)
d1/4 + 1 = Ω

(
d1/4

)
. (C15)

We leave the proof of the upper bound in Appendix E.

Lemma 2. For any product pure state |Φ⟩ = |ϕ1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕT ⟩ in H⊗T
d , we have

⟨Φ| VT
( ∑

σ1∈ST

Wσ1

)
⊗
( ∑

σ2∈ST

Wσ2

)
V†
T |Φ⟩ ≥ 1, (C16)

where Wσ1
and Wσ2

both act on the space of H⊗T√
d

Proof. We prove by induction on T . When T = 1, we have

⟨ϕ1| V1 (Id1/2 ⊗ Id1/2)V†
1 |ϕ1⟩ = ⟨ϕ1|ϕ1⟩ = 1. (C17)

Now suppose the statement holds for T −1. Denote Π = 1
T !

∑
σ∈ST

Wσ be the projector to the symmetric subspace in

of H⊗T√
d
, Π̃ = 1

(T−1)!

∑
σ̃∈ST−1

Wσ̃ be the projector to the symmetric subspace in of H⊗(T−1)√
d

. We have Π
(
I⊗ Π̃

)
=

(
I⊗ Π̃

)
Π = Π and Π̃Wσ̃ =Wσ̃Π̃ = Π̃,∀σ̃ ∈ ST−1. Note that

⟨Φ| VT
( ∑

σ1∈ST

Wσ1

)
⊗
( ∑

σ2∈ST

Wσ2

)
V†
T |Φ⟩

= ⟨Φ| VT
((

I⊗ Π̃
) ∑

σ1∈ST

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
⊗
((

I⊗ Π̃
) ∑

σ2∈ST

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
V†
T |Φ⟩

= ⟨Φ| VT



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1)=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1)=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩

+ ⟨Φ| VT



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1) ̸=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1)=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩

+ ⟨Φ| VT



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1)=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1) ̸=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩

+ ⟨Φ| VT



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1) ̸=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1) ̸=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩ .

(C18)
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Denote
∣∣∣Φ̃
〉
= |ϕ2⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕT ⟩, the first term of the last equation in Eq. (C18) satisfies

⟨Φ| VT



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1)=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1)=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩

= ⟨ϕ1|ϕ1⟩
〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣VT−1


Π̃

∑

σ̃1∈ST−1

Wσ̃1
Π̃


⊗


Π̃

∑

σ̃2∈ST−1

Wσ̃2
Π̃


V†

T−1

∣∣∣Φ̃
〉

=
∑

σ̃1,σ̃2∈ST−1

〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣VT−1

(
Π̃Wσ̃1

Π̃
)
⊗
(
Π̃Wσ̃2

Π̃
)
V†
T−1

∣∣∣Φ̃
〉

=(T − 1)!(T − 1)!
〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣VT−1Π̃⊗ Π̃V†

T−1

∣∣∣Φ̃
〉

=
〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣VT−1


 ∑

σ̃1∈ST−1

Wσ̃2


⊗


 ∑

σ̃1∈ST−1

Wσ̃2


V†

T−1

∣∣∣Φ̃
〉
≥ 1,

(C19)

where the last inequality is given by the induction hypothesis. The second term satisfies

⟨Φ| VT



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1) ̸=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1)=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩

=
∑

σ1(1) ̸=1

∑

σ2(1)=1

⟨Φ| VT
((

I⊗ Π̃
)
Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
⊗
((

I⊗ Π̃
)
Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
V†
T |Φ⟩ .

(C20)

We have

⟨Φ| VT
((

I⊗ Π̃
)
Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
⊗
((

I⊗ Π̃
)
Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
V†
T |Φ⟩ ≥ 0 (C21)

for all σ1 and σ2 satisfying σ1(1) ̸= 1 and σ2(1) = 1, whose proof is shown graphically in Fig. 5 using tensor network
diagrams.

FIG. 5. We take T = 4, Wσ1 = (1423), and Wσ2 = (23) as an example to illustrate the correctness of Eq. (C21). The general

situation is similar to this example. The product of two terms in the red dashed box equals Π̃. The last tensor network can be
seen as an unnormalized state doing inner product with itself, thus is non-negative.

Following the same logic, the third term of the last equation in Eq. (C18) is also non-negative. The fourth term of
the last equation in Eq. (C18) satisfies

⟨Φ| VT



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1)̸=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1) ̸=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩

=
∑

σ1(1) ̸=1

∑

σ2(1)̸=1

⟨Φ| VT
((

I⊗ Π̃
)
Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
⊗
((

I⊗ Π̃
)
Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
V†
T |Φ⟩ ,

(C22)

where all the terms in the summation are again all non-negative

⟨Φ| VT
((

I⊗ Π̃
)
Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
⊗
((

I⊗ Π̃
)
Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
V†
T |Φ⟩ ≥ 0. (C23)

We provide graphical proof as shown in Fig. 6.
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FIG. 6. We take T = 4. Wσ1 = (1423) and Wσ2 = (123) as an example to illustrate the positivity of Eq. (C23). The product

of two terms in the red dashed box equals Π̃. The general situation is similar to this example. The last tensor network can be
seen as an unnormalized state doing inner product with itself, thus is non-negative.

Appendix D: Generalization

Till now, we mainly focus on the pure bipartite states. Our result, especially the lower bounds, can be generalized
to mixed-state and multipartite cases. Exponential lower bounds of sample complexities also exist in these cases.

For mixed-state entanglement detection, we have the following result:

Theorem 3. Given multiple copies of a state ρ that is sampled from π∗
d,k with k = O(d3/2), all single-copy adap-

tive EDPs with completeness, Prρ∼π∗
d,k

[
Ĉ(ρ) < 0

]
= 1

4 , and soundness, Prρ∼π∗
d,k

[
ρ ∈ ENT

∣∣∣Ĉ(ρ) < 0
]
= 5

6 , require

Ω
(
(dk)

1
4

)
copies of ρ.

For multipartite cases, we first generalize the definition of π∗
d,k.

Definition 1. A state ρ ∈ D(Hd) is said to be sampled according to the distribution of π
(K)∗
d,1 if and only if with

probability 0.5, it is a Haar random pure state ψ ∈ Hd; with probability 0.5, it is the tensor product of K Haar random

pure state ψ =
⊗K

i=1 ψi with ψi ∈ D(Hd1/K ).

A K-partite state ρ is said to have K-partite entanglement iff it cannot be written as

ρ =
∑

i

pi

K⊗

N=1

ρiN , (D1)

where pi is probability satisfying
∑
i pi = 1. Then, the definition of EDP can also be naturally generalized from

bipartite to multipartite case. We obtain the following result:

Theorem 4. Given multiple copies of a state ρ that is sampled from π
(K)∗
d,k , all single-copy adaptive multipartite EDPs

with completeness, Pr
ρ∼π(K)∗

d,k

[
Ĉ(ρ) < 0

]
= 1

4 , and soundness, Pr
ρ∼π(K)∗

d,k

[
ρ ∈ ENT

∣∣∣Ĉ(ρ) < 0
]
= 5

6 , require Θ
(
d

1
2K

)

copies of ρ.

1. Proof of Theorem 3

Here we consider the case of k = O(d3/2) as in this range, all state sampled according to πd,k is entangled with
probability asymptotically one [37]. Thus, the analysis of EDP is also equivalent to the analysis of a specific state
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discrimination task. Consider the state discrimination task {πd,k} v.s. {π√d,√k ⊗ π√d,
√
k}. More precisely, consider

the following two state sets with distributions defined as:

1. {ρ = Trk(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)}, where |ψ⟩ ∈ Hd×k is a Haar random pure state.

2.
{
ρ = Tr√k(|ψA⟩⟨ψA|)⊗ Tr√k(|ψB⟩⟨ψB |)

}
, where |ψA⟩ , |ψB⟩ ∈ H√

d×
√
k are Haar random pure states.

Suppose a referee tosses a fair coin to select a set, and then chooses a state ρ from the selected set according to the
distribution shown above. Then the referee gives T copies of ρ to us. Our task is to decide which set ρ is from, with
T copies of ρ.

Given an EDP satisfying the requirements in Theorem 3, we can solve this state discrimination task with a success
probability of 2/3. Thus, it suffices to prove:

Proposition 1. Using single-copy adaptive measurement, we need at least T = Ω
(
(dk)1/4

)
copies of ρ to find out

which set ρ is taken from, with a success probability of at least 2/3.

Proof. Denote pψ and pψA,ψB
be probability distributions on the leaves induced by ρ = Tr2(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|) and ρ =

Tr2(|ψA⟩⟨ψA|)⊗ Tr2(|ψB⟩⟨ψB |). Consider the following quantity:

E
ψ∼Haar

pψ(l)

pId/d(l)
=

1
∏T
t=1 w

nt−1
et

1
d

E
ψ∼Haar

T∏

t=1

wnt−1
et

〈
ϕnt−1
et

∣∣Trk(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)
∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉

=dT E
ψ∼Haar

T∏

t=1

〈
ϕnt−1
et

∣∣Trk(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)
∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉

=dT ⟨Φ|
(

E
ψ∼Haar

Trk(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)⊗T
)
|Φ⟩

=dT ⟨Φ|
(
Treven

(
E

ψ∼Haar
|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗T

))
|Φ⟩

=
dT

(dk + T − 1) · · · (dk + 1) dk
⟨Φ|Treven

(∑

σ∈ST

Wσ

)
|Φ⟩ ,

(D2)

where Wσ are permutation operators acting on H⊗T
d×k, and Treven denotes tracing out systems 2, 4, 6, · · · , 2T . By

Lemma 3, we have

E
ψ∼Haar

pψ(l)

pId/d(l)
≥ (dk)T

(dk + T − 1) · · · (dk + 1) dk
=

1(
1 + T−1

dk

)
· · ·
(
1 + 1

dk

)
1
≥
(
1 +

T − 1

dk

)−(T−1)

. (D3)

On the other hand, we have

E
ψA,ψB

pψA,ψB
(l)

pId/d(l)
=

1
∏T
t=1

(
w
nt−1
et

1
d

) E
ψA,ψB

T∏

t=1

wnt−1
et

〈
ϕnt−1
et

∣∣Tr√k(|ψA⟩⟨ψA|)⊗ Tr√k(|ψB⟩⟨ψB |)
∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉

= dT E
ψA,ψB

T∏

i=1

〈
ϕnt−1
et

∣∣Tr√k(|ψA⟩⟨ψA|)⊗ Tr√k(|ψB⟩⟨ψB |)
∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉

= dT ⟨Φ|
(

E
ψA,ψB

[
Tr√k(|ψA⟩⟨ψA|)⊗ Tr√k(|ψB⟩⟨ψB |)

]⊗T
)
|Φ⟩

= dT ⟨Φ| VT
(
E
ψA

Tr√k(|ψA⟩⟨ψA|)⊗T ⊗ E
ψB

Tr√k(|ψB⟩⟨ψB |)⊗T
)
V†
T |Φ⟩

= dT ⟨Φ| VT
(
Treven

(
E
ψA

|ψA⟩⟨ψA|⊗T
)
⊗ Treven

(
E
ψB

|ψB⟩⟨ψB |⊗T
))

V†
T |Φ⟩

= dT


 1(√

dk + T − 1
)
· · ·
(√

dk + 1
)√

dk




2

⟨Φ| VT Treven

( ∑

σ1∈ST

Wσ1

)
⊗ Treven

( ∑

σ2∈ST

Wσ2

)
V†
T |Φ⟩ ,

(D4)
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where Wσ1 ,Wσ2 are permutation operators acting on
(
H√

dk

)⊗T
. By Lemma 4, we have

E
ψA,ψB

pψA,ψB
(l)

pId/d(l)
≥




√
dk

T

(√
dk + T − 1

)
· · ·
(√

dk + 1
)√

dk




2

=


 1(

1 + T−1√
dk

)
· · ·
(
1 + 1√

dk

)
1




2

≥
(
1 +

T − 1√
dk

)−2(T−1)

.

(D5)

Putting everything together, we have

TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, E

ψA,ψB

pψA,ψB

)
≤TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, pId/d

)
+TV

(
E

ψA,ψB

pψA,ψB
, pId/d

)

≤2−
(
1 +

T − 1

dk

)−(T−1)

−
(
1 +

T − 1√
dk

)−2(T−1)

≤2− 2

(
1 +

T − 1√
dk

)−2(T−1)

(D6)

To achieve a success probability of at least 2/3, it must hold that

2

3
≤ 1

2
+

1

2
TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, E

ψA,ψB

pψA,ψB

)
≤ 3

2
−
(
1 +

T − 1√
dk

)−2(T−1)

, (D7)

which implies
(
1 + T−1√

dk

)−2(T−1)

≤ 5
6 , thus T ≥ Ω

(
(dk)1/4

)
.

Lemma 3. For any product state |Φ⟩ = |ϕ1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕT ⟩ ∈ H⊗T
d we have

⟨Φ|Treven
(∑

σ∈ST

Wσ

)
|Φ⟩ ≥ kT . (D8)

Proof. We prove by induction on T . When T = 1, we have

⟨ϕ1|Trk (Id ⊗ Ik) |ϕ1⟩ = k ⟨ϕ1|ϕ1⟩ = k. (D9)

Now suppose the statement holds for T − 1. Denote Π = 1
T !

∑
σ∈ST

Wσ be the projector to the symmetric subspace

in of H⊗T
d×k, Π̃ = 1

(T−1)!

∑
σ∈ST−1

Wσ be the projector to the symmetric subspace in of H⊗(T−1)
d×k . We have

⟨Φ|Treven
(∑

σ∈ST

Wσ

)
|Φ⟩ = ⟨Φ|Treven

((
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ∈ST

Wσ

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
|Φ⟩

= ⟨Φ|Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ(1)=1

Wσ

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

 |Φ⟩+ ⟨Φ|Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ(1) ̸=1

Wσ

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

 |Φ⟩ .

(D10)
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FIG. 7. We take Wσ = (124)(35) as an example to illustrate the correctness of Eq. (D13). The general situation is similar to
this example. We use black and green legs to represent the indices of subsystems Hd and Hk, respectively. The gray dashed
lines denote the trace function, which is represented by connecting legs in tensor network diagrams. The product of two terms

in the red dashed box equals Π̃. The last tensor network can be seen as an unnormalized state doing inner product with itself,
thus is non-negative.

Denote
∣∣∣Φ̃
〉
= |ϕ2⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕT ⟩. The first term of the last equation in Eq. (D10) satisfies

⟨Φ|Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ(1)=1

Wσ

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

 |Φ⟩

=k ⟨ϕ1|ϕ1⟩
〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣Treven


Π̃

∑

σ̃∈ST−1

Wσ̃Π̃



∣∣∣Φ̃
〉

=k
∑

σ̃∈ST−1

〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣Treven

(
Π̃Wσ̃Π̃

) ∣∣∣Φ̃
〉

=k(T − 1)!
〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣Treven

(
Π̃
) ∣∣∣Φ̃

〉

=k
〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣Treven


 ∑

σ̃∈ST−1

Wσ̃



∣∣∣Φ̃
〉
≥ kT ,

(D11)

where the last inequality is given by the induction hypothesis. The second term of the last equation in Eq. (D10)
satisfies

⟨Φ|Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ(1) ̸=1

Wσ

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

 |Φ⟩ =

∑

σ(1)̸=1

⟨Φ|Treven
((

I⊗ Π̃
)
Wσ

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
|Φ⟩ . (D12)

We have

⟨Φ|Treven
((

I⊗ Π̃
)
Wσ

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
|Φ⟩ ≥ 0 (D13)

for all Wσ satisfying σ(1) ̸= 1, which has a graphical proof as shown in Fig. 7.

Lemma 4. For any product pure state |Φ⟩ = |ϕ1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕT ⟩ in H⊗T
d , we have

⟨Φ| VT Treven

( ∑

σ1∈ST

Wσ1

)
⊗ Treven

( ∑

σ2∈ST

Wσ2

)
V†
T |Φ⟩ ≥ kT . (D14)

Proof. We prove by induction on T . When T = 1, we have

⟨ϕ1|Tr2,4
(
I√d ⊗ I√k ⊗ I√d ⊗ I√k

)
|ϕ1⟩ = k ⟨ϕ1|ϕ1⟩ = k. (D15)
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Now suppose the statement holds for T − 1. We have

⟨Φ| VT Treven

( ∑

σ1∈ST

Wσ1

)
⊗ Treven

( ∑

σ2∈ST

Wσ2

)
V†
T |Φ⟩

= ⟨Φ| VT Treven

((
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1∈ST

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
⊗ Treven

((
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2∈ST

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

))
V†
T |Φ⟩

= ⟨Φ| VT Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1)=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗ Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1)=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩

+ ⟨Φ| VT Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1) ̸=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗ Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1)=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩

+ ⟨Φ| VT Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1)=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗ Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1) ̸=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩

+ ⟨Φ| VT Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1) ̸=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗ Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1) ̸=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩ .

(D16)

The first term of the last equation in Eq. (D16) satisfies

⟨Φ| VT Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ1(1)=1

Wσ1

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

⊗ Treven



(
I⊗ Π̃

) ∑

σ2(1)=1

Wσ2

(
I⊗ Π̃

)

V†

T |Φ⟩

=k ⟨ϕ1|ϕ1⟩
〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣VT−1 Treven


Π̃

∑

σ̃1∈ST−1

Wσ̃1
Π̃


⊗ Treven


Π̃

∑

σ̃2∈ST−1

Wσ̃2
Π̃


V†

T−1

∣∣∣Φ̃
〉

=k
∑

σ̃1,σ̃2∈ST−1

〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣VT−1 Treven

(
Π̃Wσ̃1

Π̃
)
⊗ Treven

(
Π̃Wσ̃2

Π̃
)
V†
T−1

∣∣∣Φ̃
〉

=k(T − 1)!(T − 1)!
〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣VT−1 Treven(Π̃)⊗ Treven(Π̃)V†

T−1

∣∣∣Φ̃
〉

=k
〈
Φ̃
∣∣∣VT−1 Treven


 ∑

σ̃1∈ST−1

Wσ̃1


⊗ Treven


 ∑

σ̃2∈ST−1

Wσ̃2


V†

T−1

∣∣∣Φ̃
〉
≥ kT ,

(D17)

where
∣∣∣Φ̃
〉
= |ϕ2⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕT ⟩ and the last inequality is given by the induction hypothesis.

Using proof techniques in Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, we can show that the summands in the second, third, and fourth
terms of the last equation in Eq. (D16) are all non-negative.

2. Proof of Theorem 4

For K ≥ 2, consider the following two pure state sets with distributions defined as:

1. s1: ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|, where |ψ⟩ ∈ Hd is a Haar random pure state.

2. s2: ρ = |ψ1⟩⟨ψ1| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ψK⟩⟨ψK |, where |ψ1⟩ , · · · , |ψK⟩ ∈ Hd1/K are Haar random pure states.

Suppose a referee tosses a fair coin to select a set, and then chooses a state ρ from the selected set according to the
distribution shown above. Then the referee gives T copies of ρ to us. Our task is to decide which set ρ is from, with
T copies of ρ.

It is easy to find that the state sampled in s1 is K-partite entangled with probability 1 and 0 for s2. Thus, given an
EDP satisfying the requirements in Theorem 4, we can solve this state discrimination task with a success probability
of 2/3. It suffices to prove:
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Proposition 2. Using single-copy adaptive measurement, we need at least T = Θ
(
d

1
2K

)
copies of ρ to find out which

set ρ is taken from, to achieve a success probability of at least 2/3.

Proof.

E
ψ1,··· ,ψK

pψ1⊗···⊗ψK(l)

pId/d(l)
=

1
∏T
t=1

(
w
nt−1
et

1
d

) E
ψ1,··· ,ψK

T∏

t=1

wnt−1
et

〈
ϕnt−1
et

∣∣ψ1 · · ·ψK
〉 〈
ψ1 · · ·ψK

∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉

= dT E
ψ1,··· ,ψK

T∏

i=1

〈
ϕnt−1
et

∣∣ψ1 · · ·ψK
〉 〈
ψ1 · · ·ψK

∣∣ϕnt−1
et

〉

= dT ⟨Φ|
(

E
ψ1,··· ,ψK

(|ψ1⟩⟨ψ1| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ψK⟩⟨ψK |)⊗T
)
|Φ⟩

= dT ⟨Φ| V(K)
T

(
E
ψ1

|ψ1⟩⟨ψ1|⊗T ⊗ · · · ⊗ E
ψK

|ψK⟩⟨ψK |⊗T
)
V(K)†
T |Φ⟩

=

( (
d1/K

)T
(
d1/K + T − 1

)
· · ·
(
d1/K + 1

)
d1/K

)K
⟨Φ| V(K)

T

( ∑

σ1∈ST

Wσ1

)
⊗ · · · ⊗

( ∑

σK∈ST

WσK

)
V(K)†
T |Φ⟩ ,

(D18)
Similar to the proof of Lemma 2, we have

⟨Φ| V(K)
T

( ∑

σ1∈ST

Wσ1

)
⊗ · · · ⊗

( ∑

σK∈ST

WσK

)
V(K)†
T |Φ⟩ ≥ 1, (D19)

which implies

E
ψ1,··· ,ψK

pψ1⊗···⊗ψK(l)

pId/d(l)
≥
( (

d1/K
)T

(
d1/K + T − 1

)
· · ·
(
d1/K + 1

)
d1/K

)K

=

(
1(

1 + T−1
d1/K

)
· · ·
(
1 + 1

d1/K

)
1

)K
≥
(
1 +

T − 1

d1/K

)−K(T−1)

.

(D20)

Now we have

TV

(
E

ψ1,··· ,ψK

pψ1⊗···⊗ψK
, pId/d

)
=
∑

l

pId/d(l)max



0, 1−

E
ψ1,··· ,ψK

pψ1⊗···⊗ψK(l)

pId/d(l)



 ≤ 1−

(
1 +

T − 1

d1/K

)−K(T−1)

.

(D21)
By triangle inequality and Eq. (C7), we have

TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, E

ψ1,··· ,ψK

pψ1⊗···⊗ψK

)
≤TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, pId/d

)
+TV

(
E

ψ1,··· ,ψK

pψ1⊗···⊗ψK
, pId/d

)

≤2−
(
1 +

T − 1

d

)−(T−1)

−
(
1 +

T − 1

d1/K

)−K(T−1)

≤2− 2

(
1 +

T − 1

d1/K

)−K(T−1)

.

(D22)

To achieve a success probability of at least 2/3, it must hold that

2

3
≤ 1

2
+

1

2
TV

(
E

ψ∼Haar
pψ, E

ψ1,··· ,ψK

pψ1⊗···⊗ψK

)
≤ 3

2
−
(
1 +

T − 1

d1/K

)−K(T−1)

, (D23)

which implies
(
1 + T−1

d1/K

)−K(T−1) ≤ 5
6 , thus we must have

T ≥
√

1

K
log

(
6

5

)
d

1
2K + 1 = Ω

(
d

1
2K

)
. (D24)

We also leave the proof of the upper bound in Appendix E.



19

Appendix E: Sample Complexity Upper Bound

To derive the sample complexity upper bound of the pure state discrimination task stated in Appendix C, we need
to design a protocol and analyze its complexity. The protocol we choose is to measure the purity of subsystem A using
randomized measurements. This protocol works because for pure product state ψA ⊗ ψB , the purity of subsystem A
is always Tr

(
ρ2A
)
= 1. While for global pure state ψAB , the purity can be exponentially small,

EψAB

[
Tr
(
ρ2A
)]

=

√
d+ 1

d+ 1
. (E1)

Therefore, the purity estimation protocol needs to measure purity with constant accuracy to solve this state discrim-
ination task.

The randomized measurement protocol works as follows.

1. Pick NU different unitaries UA from the Haar measure distribution.

2. Act each unitary on subsystem A and discard subsystem B to get UAρAU
†
A.

3. Measure each UAρAU
†
A in computational basis for NM times to get the data {biUA

}NM
i=1 .

After acquiring these measurement data, we perform the following calculation to derive the purity of ρA,

P̂A =
1

NU

1

NM (NM − 1)

∑

UA

∑

i ̸=j

X(biUA
, bjUA

), (E2)

where X(b, b′) = −(−dA)δb,b′ . The unbiasedness of this estimator can be verified using the second-order integral over
Haar measure unitaries,

EUA∼HaarE{biUA
}i

(
P̂A

)
=EUA∼Haar

∑

b,b′

X(b, b′)Pr(b|UA)Pr(b′|UA)

=EUA∼Haar

∑

b,b′

X(b, b′) ⟨b|UAρAU†
A |b⟩ ⟨b′|UAρAU†

A |b′⟩

=EUA∼Haar Tr
[
X(UAρAU

†
A)

⊗2
]

=EUA∼Haar Tr
[
U†⊗2
A XU⊗2

A ρ⊗2
A

]

=Tr
(
SAρ

⊗2
A

)
= Tr

(
ρ2A
)
,

(E3)

where X =
∑
b,b′ X(b, b′) |bb′⟩⟨bb′| is a diagonal matrix satisfying EU∼HaarU

⊗2XU†⊗2 = S with S being the SWAP
operator.

To derive the sample complexity of this protocol, we need to calculate the variance of this estimator. By definition,

Var(P̂A) = E(P̂ 2
A)− E(P̂A)2. (E4)

As experiments and the estimators for different choices of unitary UA are independent, the variance can be simplified
into

Var(P̂A) =
1

NU
EUA∼HaarE{biUA

}i





 1

NM (NM − 1)

∑

i ̸=j

X(biUA
, bjUA

)




2

− Tr
(
ρ2A
)2

 . (E5)

By expanding the summation term, we have


 1

NM (NM − 1)

∑

i̸=j

X(biUA
, bjUA

)




2

=
1

N2
M (NM − 1)2

∑

i ̸=j

X(biUA
, bjUA

)2

+
1

N2
M (NM − 1)2

∑

i ̸=j,k ̸=i

X(biUA
, bjUA

)X(bjUA
, bkUA

)

+
1

N2
M (NM − 1)2

∑

i ̸=j ̸=k ̸=l

X(biUA
, bjUA

)X(bkUA
, blUA

).

(E6)
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Defining X3 =
∑
b1,b2,b3

=
∑
b1,b2,b3

X(b1, b2)X(b2, b3) |b1b2b3⟩⟨b1b2b3|, the variance can be written as

Var(P̂A) =
1

NU
EUA∼Haar

[ 2

NM (NM − 1)
Tr
(
U†⊗2
A X2U⊗2

A ρ⊗2
A

)
+

4(NM − 2)

NM (NM − 1)
Tr
(
U†⊗3
A X3U

⊗3
A ρ⊗3

A

)

+
(NM − 2)(NM − 3)

NM (NM − 1)
Tr
(
U†⊗4
A X⊗2U⊗4

A ρ⊗4
A

)
− Tr

(
ρ2A
)2]

.

(E7)

Using our conclusion in Ref. [13], the expectation terms in this equation are

EUA∼Haar Tr
(
U†⊗2
A X2U⊗2

A ρ⊗2
A

)
=dA + (dA − 1)Tr

(
ρ2A
)

EUA∼Haar Tr
(
U†⊗3
A X3U

⊗3
A ρ⊗3

A

)
=− 1

dA + 2

[
1 + 2Tr

(
ρ2A
)]

+
3(dA + 1)

dA + 2
Tr
(
ρ3A
)
∼ 3Tr

(
ρ3A
)

EUA∼Haar Tr
(
U†⊗4
A X⊗2U⊗4

A ρ⊗4
A

)
∼Tr

(
ρ2A
)2
.

(E8)

Thus, the variance can be bounded by

Var(P̂A) ≤
1

NU

[
C1dA
N2
M

+
C2 Tr

(
ρ3A
)

NM

]
, (E9)

where C1 and C2 are constants that are independent of system size. Therefore, to make sure the variance is a constant

independent of the system size, it is sufficient for NU to be a constant and NM = O(d
1/2
A ). Thus the total sample

complexity scales as O(d1/4).
The conclusion is easy to generalize to multipartite scenarios, where dA = d1/K and the sample complexity is

O(d1/2K).
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