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We investigate the entanglement properties in the symmetric subspace of N-partite d-dimensional systems
(qudits). For diagonal symmetric states, we show that there is no bound entanglement for d = 3,4 and N =
3. Further, we present a constructive algorithm to map multipartite diagonal symmetric states of qudits onto
bipartite symmetric states of larger local dimension. This technique greatly simplifies the analysis of multipartite
states and allows to infer entanglement properties for any even N ≥ 4 due to the fact that the PPT conditions that
arise from the bipartite symmetric states correspond to the same PPT conditions that appear in the multipartite
diagonal symmetric states.

I. INTRODUCTION

Symmetry and entanglement emerge as foundational concepts
that profoundly shape our understanding of Nature. While
symmetry reflects the invariance of physical systems under
transformations, entanglement defines the role of genuine
quantum correlations in composite systems. Here we unify
these notions to reveal the role of symmetry in reducing the
complexity of entanglement characterisation.

Over the years, entanglement has been exploited as a re-
source for many information tasks which would, otherwise,
be unachievable (see, e.g., [1] and references therein, [2–4]).
Consequently, the ability to access this resource in quantum
states is a dire need for both theorists and experimentalists.
Significant advances have been made in the characterisation
and quantification of entanglement, despite the considerable
challenges it presents. In fact, the separability problem, that
is, determining whether a given quantum state is separable or
not, is recognised as a difficult task, falling, in general, un-
der the category of NP-hard problems [5]. Nevertheless, sev-
eral methods have been developed to detect entanglement in
specific quantum states, particularly in the case of bipartite
systems. So far, the most powerful criterion for separability
is based on the positivity of the partial transpose (PPT) of a
quantum state [6]. The so called PPT-criterion becomes nec-
essary and sufficient when the composite Hilbert space, HAB,
has dimension dim(HAB)≤ 6 [7]. While states with a negative
partial transposition are always entangled, the converse is not
true: such states are known as PPT-entangled states (PPTES).
A complete description of PPTES is still missing and further
research is needed to uncover their structure, especially when
dealing with multipartite systems, whose larger Hilbert space
inevitably hinders the possibility of a simple characterisation.

Symmetric states, particularly in the bipartite scenario, have
been previously addressed in [8–10]. In this work, we inves-
tigate multipartite diagonal symmetric states (DS), which cor-
respond to mixtures of projectors onto symmetric pure states.
While for bipartite DS states it is known under which con-
ditions being PPT is necessary and sufficient to ensure sepa-
rability [11–13], this is not the case in the multipartite sce-

nario. Here, we turn our attention to the latter, i.e., ρ ∈
B(S((Cd)⊗N)), where S denotes the symmetric subspace of
N parties of local dimension d.

Before proceeding further, let us present our main find-
ings: first, we demonstrate that for DS states with N = 3,
PPT ensures separability for d = 3,4, while for d > 4, it is
no longer the case. Second, we analyse multipartite DS states
for a generic number of parties, N, and disclose the structure
of their partial transpositions. Further, for N = 2n (n > 1),
we map DS states in S((Cd)⊗N) to bipartite symmetric states
in S(Cm ⊗Cm), with m > d. With the aid of this technique,
we infer the entanglement properties of DS states from their
corresponding bipartite symmetric states, thus providing new
insights on the structure of entanglement in multipartite sys-
tems.

This paper is organised as follows: in Section II, we intro-
duce the main concepts and tools needed to address our prob-
lem. There, we also briefly review previous works on which
our ideas are built. In Section III, we focus on entanglement in
the multipartite scenario for arbitrary dimension. We discuss
the consequences that emerge from imposing PPT conditions
for N = 3. Then, we move to the generic case of N parties
and demonstrate that imposing PPT leads to a set of condi-
tions that do not allow to ensure separability. In Section IV,
we present an embedding that allows a significant simplifi-
cation of the separability problem and illustrate our findings
with an example. Remarkably, in Section V, we introduce a
similar technique, based on DS states of qubits, which allows
to the study symmetric bipartite states. Finally, we conclude
summarising our results and presenting some open questions
in the Conclusions.

II. MATHEMATICAL PRELIMINARIES

A. The symmetric subspace

Let H = H1 ⊗ ·· · ⊗ HN be a finite dimensional N-partite
Hilbert space, where Hi = Cd is the Hilbert space associated
to the i-th party. The symmetric subspace, S(H)⊂H, corre-
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sponds to the convex set formed by the normalized pure states,
|ΨS⟩ ∈ H, that remain invariant under any permutation of the
parties. In an abuse of language, we denote by symmetric
quantum states, ρS ∈ B(S(H)), the convex hull of projectors
onto pure symmetric normalised states, i.e.,

ρS = ∑
k

p(k)S |Ψ(k)
S ⟩⟨Ψ(k)

S | , (1)

with p(k)S ≥ 0 ,∑k p(k)S = 1. Thus, any ρS ∈ B(S(H)) is a pos-
itive semidefinite operator (ρS ⪰ 0) with unit trace (Tr(ρS) =
1), fulfilling the condition ΠSρSΠS = ΠSρS = ρSΠS = ρS,
where ΠS is the projector onto the symmetric subspace. The
dimension of this subspace is

(N+d−1
d−1

)
, which is signifi-

cantly smaller than the dimension of the Hilbert space H, i.e.,
dim(H) = dN . Let us recall the corresponding definition of a
separable state:

Definition II.1. Let H = (Cd)⊗N be a multipartite Hilbert
space. A symmetric state ρS ∈ B(S(H)) is separable if it can
be written as a convex combination of projectors onto sym-
metric product states, i.e.,

ρS = ∑
i

pi|eiei · · ·ei⟩⟨eiei · · ·ei|. (2)

A convenient basis for the symmetric subspace is given by the
Dicke states which correspond to equally weighted superpo-
sitions of states with the same number of excitations. Such
states are defined as follows:

Definition II.2. The Dicke state |Dk⟩ corresponds to super-
positions of k0 qudits in the state |0⟩, k1 qudits in the state |1⟩,
etc, and is expressed as

|Dk⟩= C(N,k)−1/2
∑

π∈GN

π(|0⟩⊗k0 ⊗·· ·⊗ |d −1⟩⊗kd−1), (3)

where GN is the group of permutations of N elements, π is a
permutation operator, k = (k0,k1, · · · ,kd−1) is a partition of
N, i.e., ki ≥ 0, ∑

d−1
i=0 ki = N, and C(N,k) is a normalisation

constant given by

C(N,k) =
(

N
k

)
=

N!
k0!k1! · · ·kd−1!

. (4)

Thus, a symmetric quantum state can be compactly expressed
in the Dicke basis as follows:

Definition II.3. Any symmetric state, ρS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗N)),
can be written as

ρS = ∑
kk′

α
k′
k |Dk⟩⟨Dk′ |+h.c. (5)

with αk′
k ∈ C, where k,k′ are partitions of N.

Convex mixtures of projectors onto Dicke states are denoted
as diagonal symmetric (DS), since they are diagonal in the
Dicke basis. They form a convex subset of S and are particu-
larly relevant for our analysis.

Definition II.4. Any DS state, ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗N)), is of the
form

ρDS = ∑
k

pk|Dk⟩⟨Dk|, (6)

where k is a partition of N and pk ≥ 0, ∀ k, ∑k pk = 1.

Although in the following we will focus mainly on the mul-
tipartite scenario, we briefly recall some basic definitions
regarding the symmetric bipartite space of two qudits, i.e.,
S(Cd ⊗Cd). In this case, the Dicke states take the simpler
expression,

|D(d)
ii ⟩= |ii⟩ , |D(d)

i j ⟩= |i j⟩+ | ji⟩√
2

, i ̸= j , (7)

where the superscript reminds that {|i⟩}d−1
i=0 is an orthonormal

basis of Cd . Notice that the dimension of S(Cd ⊗Cd) is now
d(d +1)/2.
Equivalently, bipartite symmetric quantum states can be com-
pactly expressed as follows:

Definition II.5. Any bipartite symmetric state, ρS ∈
B(S(Cd ⊗Cd)), can be written as

ρS = ∑
0≤i≤ j<d
0≤k≤l<d

(
ρ

kl
i j |D

(d)
i j ⟩⟨D(d)

kl |+h.c.
)
, (8)

with ρkl
i j ∈ C. Notice that, due to the symmetry of the Dicke

states, it holds that ρkl
i j = ρkl

ji = ρ lk
i j = ρ lk

ji ∀ i, j,k, l.

Definition II.6. Any DS state, ρDS ∈B(S(Cd ⊗Cd)), is of the
form

ρDS = ∑
0≤i≤ j<d

pi j|D(d)
i j ⟩⟨D(d)

i j |, (9)

with pi j ≥ 0, ∀ i, j and ∑i j pi j = 1.

Due to their intrinsic structure, symmetric states possess a nat-
ural decomposition:

Definition II.7. Every symmetric state, ρS, can be decom-
posed as ρS = ρDS +σCS, where ρDS is a DS state and σCS is
a traceless symmetric contribution which contains the coher-
ences between Dicke states. In the bipartite case, this decom-
position reads

ρS = ρDS +σCS (10)

= ∑
0≤i≤ j<d

pi j|D(d)
i j ⟩⟨D(d)

i j |+ ∑
(i, j)̸=(k,l)

(
α

kl
i j |D

(d)
i j ⟩⟨D(d)

kl |+h.c.
)
,

with αkl
i j ∈ C and αkl

i j = (α i j
kl )

∗.

B. Entanglement in bipartite DS states

Previous works have shown that for bipartite DS states of low
dimension (i.e., d = 3,4), separability is equivalent to the PPT
criterion [12, 13]. Let us begin by observing that, for such
states, the partial transpose has a special structure:
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Definition II.8. The partial transpose of every bipartite DS
state has the form

ρ
Γ
DS = Md(ρDS)

⊕
0≤i̸= j<d

pi j

2
. (11)

Here Md(ρDS) is a d ×d matrix with non-negative entries de-
fined as

Md(ρDS) =


p̄00 p̄01 · · · p̄0d−1
p̄01 p̄11 · · · p̄1d−1
...

...
. . .

...
p̄0d−1 p̄1d−1 · · · p̄d−1d−1

 (12)

where p̄i j =
pi j
Ni j

and Ni j is the normalisation constant asso-
ciated to the Dicke state |Di j⟩. Notice that, due to symmetry,
it is irrelevant w.r.t. which party the partial transposition is
performed.

Clearly, positivity of ρΓ
DS is related to the one of the associ-

ated matrix Md(ρDS). Before describing the known results,
the following definitions are needed.

Definition II.9. A d×d matrix, M, is said completely positive
if and only if there exists a non-negative d × k matrix, C, such
that M = CCT , for some k ≥ 1. This set of matrices forms a
convex cone, dubbed CPd .

Definition II.10. A d×d matrix, M, is said to be doubly non-
negative if and only if it is positive semidefinite and its entries
are non-negative. This set of matrices forms a convex cone,
dubbed DNN d .

With the aid of the above definitions, one has the following
Theorems:

Theorem II.1 ([12, 13]). Let ρDS ∈ B(S(Cd ⊗Cd)) be a DS
state. Then, ρDS separable ⇐⇒ Md(ρDS) ∈ CPd .

Theorem II.2 ([13]). Let ρDS ∈B(S(Cd ⊗Cd)) be a DS state.
Then, ρΓ

DS ≥ 0 ⇐⇒ Md(ρDS) ∈ DNN d .

Interestingly, the convex cones CPd and DNN d are related
by the following Lemma:

Lemma II.1 ([14]). The cone of doubly non-negative matri-
ces and the cone of completely positive matrices coincide for
d ≤ 4, i.e., CPd =DNN d .

Hence, separability for bipartite DS states can be cast as:

Theorem II.3 ([12, 13]). Let ρDS ∈ B(S(Cd ⊗Cd)) be a DS
state with d ≤ 4. Then,

ρDS separable ⇐⇒ ρDS PPT. (13)

Explicit examples of PPT-entangled DS states for d ≥ 5 have
been provided in [13], along with the entanglement witnesses
that are able to detect them [15].

III. ENTANGLEMENT IN MULTIPARTITE DIAGONAL
SYMMETRIC STATES

A. Entanglement in N-partite DS states for N = 3

Let us start by showing that, when N = 3, the results obtained
for DS bipartite systems still hold true for any dimension d,
i.e., for all ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗3)). To do so, we analyse the
structure of the corresponding partial transpositions ρ

Γi
DS. No-

tice that, due to the symmetry, it is enough to examine only
the partial transpositon w.r.t. a given partition, e.g., i = 1, as
all of them are identical.

Lemma III.1. Let ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗3)). Then, its par-
tial transposition w.r.t any party leads to a d2 × d2 matrix
M(3)(ρDS) of the form:

M(3)(ρDS) =
d−1⊕
i=0

M(3)
i (ρDS) , (14)

M(3)
i (ρDS) =


p̄i,0,0 p̄i,0,1 · · · p̄i,0,d−1
p̄i,0,1 p̄i,1,1 · · · p̄i,1,d−1

...
...

. . .
...

p̄i,0,d−1 p̄i,1,d−1 · · · p̄i,d−1,d−1

 (15)

with p̄i jk =
pi jk
Ni jk

and Ni jk being the normalisation factor of the
corresponding three-partite Dicke state, i.e.,

Ni jk =

 1 for i = j = k ,
3 for i = j ̸= k ,
6 for i ̸= j ̸= k .

Since the partial transposition of a symmetric state does not
belong, in general, to the symmetric subspace, ρ

Γi
DS has rank

d3. Nevertheless, DS states are endowed with an extra sym-
metry, which allows to strongly reduce the full rank of ρ

Γi
DS to

an “effective rank” of d2, corresponding to a matrix d2 × d2.
This can be seen after properly deleting the repeated rows and
columns in the matrices and taking out all the 1×1 block ma-
trices corresponding to the coefficients pi jk > 0. Moreover,
as M(3)(ρDS) in Eq.(14) is a direct sum of d block matrices
of size d×d, the entanglement properties of ρDS are uniquely
determined by the latter set of matrices. For such reason, we
can rely on the results presented in Section II to derive the
following theorems:

Theorem III.1. Let ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗3)) be a DS with asso-
ciated matrix M(3)(ρDS). Then,

ρDS separable ⇐⇒ M(3)(ρDS) ∈ CPd2 .

Theorem III.2. Let ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗3)) be a DS with asso-
ciated matrix M(3)(ρDS). Then,

ρDS PPT ⇐⇒ M(3)(ρDS) ∈ DNN d2 .

Making use of Lemma II.1 and taking into account the direct
sum structure of Eq.(14), directly leads to:
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Theorem III.3. Let ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗3)) with d ≤ 4. Then,

ρDS separable ⇐⇒ ρDS PPT.

An immediate consequence of Theorem III.3 is that there do
not exist PPT-entangled DS states of three parties for d ≤ 4.
However, it is worth noting that, for d > 4, as it happens
in the bipartite case, PPT is only necessary, but not suffi-
cient, for separability (see Lemma II.1). In fact, when d > 4,
M(d)

i (ρDS)∈DNN d no longer implies that M(d)
i (ρDS)∈CPd ,

strongly suggesting that there exist PPT entangled states of
three parties for any dimension d > 4.

B. Entanglement in N-partite DS states for N ≥ 4

We now move to the case N = 4. First, we prove that, although
it is now necessary to consider PPT with respect to two parti-
tions, namely 2 : 2 and 1 : 3, in the case of DS states, positivity
w.r.t. the largest partition implies positivity w.r.t. the smaller.
Although the separability problem for N = 4 can be cast in a
similar way to the case N = 3, the dimension of the resulting
matrices M(4)

i prevents from ensuring that PPT implies sepa-
rability for any d. Proving this last statement for an arbitrary
number N of parties is not trivial. However, we provide strong
evidence that this is the case.

Lemma III.2. Let ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗4)). Then, its partial
transposition w.r.t the largest partition, i.e., ρ

Γ2:2
DS , leads to a

d4 ×d4 matrix M(4)(ρDS) of the form:

M(4)(ρDS) =


p̄r0,r0 p̄r0,r1 . . . p̄r0,rs
p̄r0,r1 p̄r1,r1 . . . p̄r1,rs

...
...

. . .
...

p̄r0,rs p̄r1,rs . . . p̄rs,rs

 (16)

d−1⊕
i< j
i=0


p̄i j00 p̄i j01 . . . p̄i j0d−1
p̄i j01 p̄i j11 . . . p̄i j1d−1

... . . .
. . .

...
p̄i j0d−1 p̄i j1d−1 . . . p̄i jd−1d−1

 ,

where ri denotes the i-th element of a list of dimension s =
d(d + 1)/2 corresponding to the ordered indices of the two-
qudit Dicke states |Di j⟩.
As an example, when d = 3, it is s = 6 and ri ∈
{00,01,02,11,12,22}. From the structure displayed in
Eq.(16) stems the following observation:

Lemma III.3. Let ρDS ∈B(S((Cd)⊗4)). Then, ρ
Γ2:2
DS ⪰ 0 =⇒

ρDS PPT.

Proof. The lemma can be proved by looking at the general
structure of the partial transposition with respect to any non-
largest partition. When N = 4 one simply has partition 1|3,
whose corresponding partial transposed matrix, ρ

Γ1:3
DS , takes

the form:

ρ
Γ1:3
DS =

d−1⊕
i≤ j

i, j=0


p̄i j00 p̄i j01 . . . p̄i j0d−1
p̄i j01 p̄i j11 . . . p̄i j1d−1

... . . .
. . .

...
p̄i j0d−1 p̄i j1d−1 . . . p̄i jd−1d−1

 (17)

Comparing Eq.(16) to Eq.(17), it can be observed that, choos-
ing i < j, the matrices that arise in Eq.(17) are already in-
cluded in M(4)(ρDS). Taking i = j, the related matrices corre-
spond to principal minors of the first matrix of Eq.(16), thus
concluding the proof.

We are now ready to generalise the form of the matrix arising
from the partial transpose with respect to the largest partition,
to an arbitrary number of parties N:

Lemma III.4. Let ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗N)) be a DS state with
N even. Then, its partial transpose w.r.t. the largest parti-
tion, i.e., ρ

ΓN/2:N/2
DS , leads to the following associated matrix

M(N)(ρDS):

M(N)(ρDS) =

N/2−1⊕
i=0

(
k=t⊕
k=1

Mi
k

)
, (18)

Mi
k =


p̄rk,s0,s0 p̄rk,s0,s1 . . . p̄rk,s0,sl
p̄rk,s0,s1 p̄rk,s1,s1 . . . p̄rk,s1,sl

...
...

. . .
...

p̄rk,s0,sl p̄rk,s1,sl . . . p̄rk,sl ,sl

 (19)

where Mi
k are square matrices of dimension

(N
2 −i+d−1

d−1

)
, rk,sk

denote the k-th element of the ordered lists containing the in-
dices of the Dicke states that span S((Cd)⊗2i) with i equal
indices (t different elements) and S((Cd)⊗

N
2 −i)), respectively.

Here, sl denotes the last element of the list.

Lemma III.5. Let ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗N)) be a DS state with
N odd. Then, its partial transpose w.r.t. the largest parti-

tion, i.e., ρ

Γ N−1
2 : N+1

2
DS , leads to the following associated matrix

M(N)(ρDS):

M(N)(ρDS) =

N−1
2 −1⊕
i=0

(
k=t⊕
k=1

(
j=d−1⊕

j=0

Mi
jk

))
, (20)

Mi
jk =


p̄ j,rk,s0,s0 p̄ j,rk,s0,s1 . . . p̄ j,rk,s0,sl
p̄ j,rk,s0,s1 p̄ j,rk,s1,s1 . . . p̄ j,rk,s1,sl

...
...

. . .
...

p̄ j,rk,s0,sl p̄ j,rk,s1,sl . . . p̄ j,rk,sl ,sl

 (21)

where Mi
jk are square matrices of dimension

(N−1
2 −i+d−1

d−1

)
,

rk,sk denote the k-th element of the ordered lists containing
the indices of the Dicke states that span S((Cd)⊗2i) with i
equal indices (t different elements) and S((Cd)⊗

N−1
2 −i), re-

spectively. Here, sl denotes the last element of the list.

Given the explicit structure of Eqs.(18)-(21), consisting of
nested direct sums of matrices Mi, we reach the following
conjecture:

Conjecture III.1. Let ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗N)) be an N-partite
DS state. Then, PPT w.r.t. to its largest partition ensures PPT
w.r.t any other partition, i.e.,

ρ
ΓN/2:N/2
DS ⪰ 0 =⇒ ρDS PPT for even N

ρ

Γ N−1
2 : N+1

2
DS ⪰ 0 =⇒ ρDS PPT for odd N.
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While it is not possible to explicitly prove that, in the generic
case, PPT w.r.t. the largest partition also implies PPT w.r.t.
any other partition, we provide strong analytical evidence that
suggests that the above conjecture holds true.

Theorem III.4. Let ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗4)) be a DS state with
an associated matrix M(4)(ρDS) which arises from the partial
transpose w.r.t the largest partition. Then,

ρDS separable ⇐⇒ M(4)(ρDS) ∈ CP .

Theorem III.5. Let ρDS ∈ B(S((Cd)⊗4)) be a DS state with
an associated matrix M(4)(ρDS) which arises from the partial
transpose w.r.t the largest partition. Then,

ρDS PPT ⇐⇒ M(4)(ρDS) ∈ DNN .

We conjecture that Theorems III.4-III.5 hold true for any N.
This conjecture is further supported in the N even case by the
embedding we present in the following section. Their proof
is a straightforward generalisation of the bipartite case, as we
have seen for N = 3. However, since already for N = 4 the
associated matrices have size m×m, with m > 4, Lemma II.1
does not ensure that PPT is necessary and sufficient for sepa-
rability, not even in the low-dimensional case, i.e., d = 3,4.

IV. MAPPING MULTIPARTITE DS-STATES TO
BIPARTITE SYMMETRIC STATES

We now present a method to cast a multipartite DS state
of N qudits, with N even, as a bipartite symmetric state
of higher local dimension. In particular, a DS state acting
on S

(
(Cd)⊗N

)
is mapped to a symmetric state acting on

S
(
S((Cd)⊗N/2)⊗S((Cd)⊗N/2)

)
. This mapping is based on

the following steps:

1. Any Dicke states of N qudits can be expressed as a lin-
ear combination of tensor products of two Dicke states
of N/2 qudits;

2. Since S((Cd)⊗N/2) ∼= Ck, with k =
(N/2+d−1

d−1

)
, each

Dicke state of N/2 qudits is associated to a basis vector
in Ck;

3. Any Dicke state of N qudits can now be expressed as
a linear combination of bipartite Dicke states of local
dimension k.

4. Hence, the initial state ρDS is transformed as ρDS =⇒
ρS ∈ B(S(Ck ⊗Ck)).

It is worth stressing that this correspondence does not de-
fine an isomorphism between the two subspaces, since the
first has dimension

(N+d−1
d−1

)
, while the latter has dimension

k(k+1)/2=
(N/2+d−1

d−1

)((N/2+d−1
d−1

)
+1
)
/2, i.e., significantly

greater. As a consequence, the resulting state through the
mapping is generically a symmetric, although not DS, state.

Figure 1. Pictorial representation of the embedding of a multipar-
tite DS state ρDS into a bipartite symmetric state ρS of systems with
higher local dimension, i.e., k > d.

One may object that it might be more convenient to map a
multipartite DS state into another symmetric state by means
of an isomorphism, rather than considering an embedding
into a higher dimensional subspace. However, it is neces-
sary to take into account both the state and its partial trans-
positions with respect to different partitions. Let us clar-
ify this point with an example. Since dim S

(
(C3)⊗4

)
=

15 = dim S
(
C5 ⊗C5

)
, there exists an isomorphism between

the two subspaces. Hence, one might be tempted to asso-
ciate a state ρDS ∈ S

(
(C3)⊗4

)
to a bipartite DS state ρ̃DS ∈

S
(
C5 ⊗C5

)
. However, since rank(ρΓ2:2

DS ) > rank(ρ̃Γ
DS), such

a naive isomorphism is not able to encode the whole informa-
tion of the state ρDS. Notice that this embedding is optimal
in the sense that k corresponds to the smallest local dimen-
sion of the bipartite system such that rank(ρDS) < rank(ρS)

and rank(ρ
ΓN/2:N/2
DS ) = rank(ρΓ

S ). This implies that, in order to
check the conditions of ρDS, it is now sufficient to inspect the
bipartite state ρS which results from the embedding. This is
due to the fact that the PPT conditions on this bipartite sym-
metric state that results from the embedding, are identical to
the PPT conditions arising in the multipartite DS case. This
fact strongly supports that for even N, both the conjecture
III.1 and the Theorems III.4-III.5 hold true. We expect the
same behaviour for N odd even though this embedding cannot
be applied in this case. The advantage of this approach be-
comes particularly evident when one compares the dimension

of the partial transpositions, since dim(ρΓ
S ) =

(N/2+d−1
d−1

)2
<

dim(ρ
ΓN/2:N/2
DS ) = dN , as it can be seen in Fig.2.

Let us illustrate the above embedding with an explicit ex-
ample, where we map a multipartite DS state with N = 4
and d = 3 to a bipartite symmetric state with d = 6, i.e.,
ρDS ∈ B

(
S
(
(C3)⊗4

))
→ ρS ∈ B

(
S
(
C6 ⊗C6

))
. First, no-

tice that the Dicke basis for four qutrits can be expressed as a
linear combination of tensor products between Dicke states of
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Figure 2. Scaling of the dimension (D) of (ρDS)
ΓN/2:N/2 and ρΓ

S for an
even number of parties (N). Here, ρDS is a DS state with N parties of
dimension d (blue) and ρS is a bipartite symmetric state that results
from the mapping of a DS state of local dimension dE (orange).

two qutrits, i.e.,

|D(3)
iiii ⟩= |D(3)

ii ⟩ |D(3)
ii ⟩

|D(3)
iii j⟩=

1√
2

(
|D(3)

ii ⟩ |D(3)
i j ⟩+ |D(3)

i j ⟩ |D(3)
ii ⟩
)

|D(3)
ii j j⟩=

1√
3

(
|D(3)

ii ⟩ |D(3)
j j ⟩+ |D(3)

j j ⟩ |D
(3)
ii ⟩
)
+

√
2
3
|D(3)

i j ⟩ |D(3)
i j ⟩

|D(3)
ii jk⟩=

1√
6

(
|D(3)

ii ⟩ |D(3)
jk ⟩+ |D(3)

jk ⟩ |D
(3)
ii ⟩
)
+√

1
3

(
|D(3)

i j ⟩ |D(3)
ik ⟩+ |D(3)

ik ⟩ |D(3)
i j ⟩
)

with i, j,k ∈ {0,1,2}, i ̸= j ̸= k and where the superscript rep-
resents qutrits. Recalling that S(C3 ⊗C3)∼= C6, we have:

|D(3)
00 ⟩= |0⟩ , |D(3)

01 ⟩= |1⟩ , |D(3)
02 ⟩= |2⟩ ,

|D(3)
11 ⟩= |3⟩ , |D(3)

12 ⟩= |4⟩ , |D(3)
22 ⟩= |5⟩ .

As a consequence, a generic DS state in S((C3)⊗4), leads to a
bipartite symmetric state ρ

(6)
S ∈ B

(
S
(
C6 ⊗C6

))
of the form

ρ
(6)
S = ∑

i j
pi j|D(6)

i j ⟩⟨D(6)
i j |+∑

i jkl
α

kl
i j |D

(6)
i j ⟩⟨D(6)

kl |+h.c. (22)

Hence, the characterisation of PPT-entanglement is greatly
simplified, since the size of the final state is now considerably
smaller.

V. MAPPING SYMMETRIC STATES OF QUDITS TO DS
STATES OF QUBITS

In this Section we present a technique to recast multipar-
tite qudit systems as DS states of qubits. Noticing that
S((C2)⊗N) ∼= CN+1 , one can set |DN

i ⟩ ≡ |i⟩, where |DN
i ⟩ is

the Dicke state of N qubits with i excitations, and |i⟩ ∈ CN+1.

Once the mapping has been performed, exploting the fact that
PPT DS states of qubits are separable [16], we can deduce
equivalent properties for the original qudit state. For the sake
of clarity, in the following we restrict to bipartite states, al-
though we stress that our approach can be generalised to any
number of parties. Let us consider the symmetric space of two
qutrits, i.e., S

(
C3 ⊗C3

)
. Notice that C3 ∼= S

(
(C2)⊗2

)
, since

it is possible to write

|0⟩= |D2
0⟩ , |1⟩= |D2

1⟩ , |2⟩= |D2
2⟩ . (23)

Hence,

S
(
C3 ⊗C3)= S

(
S((C2)⊗2)⊗S((C2)⊗2)

)
⊃ S((C2)⊗4)) ,

where the last inclusion implies that every Dicke state |D4
i ⟩ ∈

S((C2)⊗4) can be expressed as a linear combination of the
Dicke states |D(3)

i j ⟩ ∈ S(C3 ⊗C3), i.e.,

|D4
0⟩= |D(3)

00 ⟩ , |D4
1⟩= |D(3)

01 ⟩ , (24)

|D4
2⟩=

1√
3
|D(3)

02 ⟩+
√

2
3
|D(3)

11 ⟩ , (25)

|D4
3⟩= |D(3)

12 ⟩ , |D4
4⟩= |D(3)

22 ⟩ . (26)

Inverting Eqs.(24)-(26) leads to

|D(3)
00 ⟩= |D4

0⟩ , |D(3)
01 ⟩= |D4

1⟩ , (27)

|D(3)
02 ⟩=

√
3 |D4

2⟩−
√

2 |D(3)
11 ⟩ , (28)

|D(3)
12 ⟩= |D4

3⟩ , |D(3)
22 ⟩= |D4

4⟩ , (29)

from which it is evident that not every state in S(C3 ⊗C3)
can be mapped to a state in S((C2)⊗4)). However, imposing
conditions on a state ρS ∈ S(C3 ⊗C3) such that rank (ρS) =
5, allows to define an isomorphism to a four-qubit DS state
ρ

Q
DS = ∑k qk|D4

k⟩⟨D4
k |. In fact, consider the symmetric state ρS

given by

ρS = ρDS +(α11
02 |D

(3)
11 ⟩⟨D

(3)
02 |+h.c.) . (30)

Imposing p11 = 2p02 =
√

2α11
02 and using Eqs.(27)-(29), ρS

of Eq.(30) is mapped to a DS state ρ
Q
DS whose coefficients qk

satisfy

q0 = p00, q1 = p01, (31)
q2 = 3p02, q3 = p12, q4 = p22. (32)

As a consequence of this mapping we have the following re-
sult:

Corollary V.1. Let ρS ∈ S(C3 ⊗C3) be a symmetric state of
the form

ρS = ρDS +(α11
02 |D

(3)
11 ⟩⟨D

(3)
02 |+h.c.) , (33)

whose coefficients satisfy p11 = 2p02 =
√

2α11
02 . Then, ρS is

separable iff it is PPT.

We conclude this section noting that the above result can be
easily generalised to the case of other coherences of the same
form, i.e., σCS = α ii

jk|D
(3)
ii ⟩⟨D(3)

jk |+h.c., for i ̸= j ̸= k, by con-
sidering an alternative mapping.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have investigated the entanglement properties of diagonal
symmetric states of N-qudit systems. First, we have demon-
strated that, for N = 3, PPT is necessary and sufficient for
separability for d = 3,4. Second, we have considered the
case N ≥ 4, where the approach used is not enough to con-
clude whether PPT is necessary and sufficient for separability.
Moreover, we have presented strong evidence that positivity
w.r.t. the biggest partition ensures positivity w.r.t. any other
partition. This conjecture is supported by embedding multi-
partite DS states into bipartite symmetric states with higher lo-
cal dimension. The advantage of this approach is twofold: on
the one hand, the entanglement properties of multipartite sys-
tems can be deduced from known results regarding separabil-
ity of bipartite symmetric states; on the other, the dimension
of the partial transpose after the embedding is greatly reduced,
providing a valuable tool in the characterisation of the entan-
glement in the multipartite scenario. Further, we have pro-
vided some examples of separable bipartite symmetric states
using a mapping onto diagonal symmetric qubits.
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