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Abstract

We propose in this work a practical approach, by virtue of correlation matrices of the
generic observables, to study the long lasting tough issue of quantum separability. Some
general separability conditions are set up through constructing a measurement-induced
Bloch space. In essence, these conditions are established due to the self constraint in the
space of quantum states. The new approach can not only reproduce many of the prevailing
entanglement criteria, but also lead to even stronger results and manifest superiority for
some bound entangled states. Moreover, as a by product, the new criteria are found directly
transformable to the entanglement witness operators.

Introduction

Quantum entanglement captures the most enigmatic and deepest insights into quantum theory,

and has deep connections with other branches of physics [1]. In quantum information theory,

how to distinguish an entangled state from a separable state is a fundamental and significant

problem, say the so-called separability problem [2, 3]. It is well-known that the separability

problem tends to be a NP-hard issue with the increase of dimension, even for the bipartite

system [4], to develop a practical and experimental friendly separability criterion is pivotal
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in the establishment of a complete entanglement theory [2, 3]. In past decades, numerous

methods have been put forward to attack it, including positive map theory and entanglement

witness [5–7], the computable cross norm or realignment (CCNR) criterion [3, 4, 8], correlation

matrix method [5, 11–13], local uncertainty relation (LUR) criteria [15–20], covariance matrix

[21, 22], quantum Fisher information (QFI) method [23–25], moment method [26–29], etc.

In this Letter, we develop a framework to derive separability criterion for finite-dimensional

systems in terms of the correlation matrix. To realize it, a measurement-induced, generalized

Bloch space for the arbitrary observables is introduced, and by which a generic separability

criterion is formulated. The key point here is that the correlation matrix of the separable state

is limited by the size of the generalized Bloch space. The powerfulness of this approach can

be realized by noticing that in which the de Vicente’s correlation matrix criterion [11], CCNR

criterion [3, 4], the correlation matrix criterion based on symmetric informationally complete

positive operator-valued measures (SIC-POVM) [5] etc. can all be reproduced transparently,

and even stronger criterion may be obtained. Moreover, the new scenario also provides a concise

method to construct an entanglement witness operator via generic observables. Examples are

provided to show the availability of bound entangled state detection.

Bloch representation of observables and density matrix

The notations to be employed in the discussion go as follows. The observable is denoted by a

capital letter, such asA, and a boldface capital letter A implies a measurement vector containing

certain observables, i.e. A = (A1, A2, · · · ). The density matrix ρ of a d-level quantum system

is formulated in Bloch representation, to wit [30–35]

ρ =
1

d
1+

1

2
r⃗ · π⃗ . (1)
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Here, π⃗ are d2 − 1 generators of su(d) Li algebra. Due to the orthogonality relation of the

generators Tr[πµπν ] = 2δµν , we have rµ = Tr[ρπµ]. The set of the Bloch vectors r⃗ constitutes

the so-called Bloch space. The positive semidefiniteness of density matrix constrains the size

of Bloch space, i.e. |r⃗| ≤
√
2(d− 1)/d. Similarly, the Bloch representation of an observable

Aµ reads

Aµ =
tµ
d
1+ a⃗µ · π⃗

=
tµ√
2d

√
2

d
1+ a⃗µ · π⃗ , (2)

where tµ = Tr[Aµ] and aµν = (⃗aµ)ν = Tr[Aµπν ]/2. And then, a measurement vector A can be

parameterized as a real matrix M in Bloch representation

A →MA ≡
( t1√

2d

t2√
2d

· · ·
a⃗1 a⃗2 · · ·

)
. (3)

Note, here a⃗µ are column vectors.

Correlation matrix of separable state and measurement-induced
Bloch space

Quantum entanglement exhibits inherent non-classical correlation in many-body systems, even

far apart from each other, which was initially recognized by Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen [36]

and Schrödinger [37]. Based on correlation function [38] Bell inequality provides a practical

way for the first time to test the entanglement. In the family of Bell inequality, the Clauser-

Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) inequality [39]

|⟨A⊗B⟩ − ⟨A⊗B′⟩+ ⟨A′ ⊗B⟩+ ⟨A′ ⊗B′⟩| ≤ 2 (4)

might be the most prominent one, which tends to be experiment-operational friendly. Here,

A(A′) and B(B′) are pairs of dichotomic observables with eigenvalues of ±1 measured by the

3



parties A and B, respectively. The violation of CHSH inequality and the predictions of quan-

tum theory were first confirmed experimentally by [40–42], then later more convincingly by

some loophole-free tests [43–46]. The violation of CHSH inequality implies the entanglement

and exclusion of local hidden variable scenario for the description of the correlation system.

However, in reverse, Bell inequalities fail to recognize all the entangled states [47]. Hence, to

explore and exploit the nature of entanglement, it is essential to find even stronger criteria for

the determination of separable state.

To this end, we define the following correlation matrix entry for arbitrary measurement

vectors A and B

Cµν ≡ ⟨Aµ ⊗Bν⟩ . (5)

Generally speaking, a state is separable iff it is a convex combination of product states, i.e.

ρsep =
∑

i qiρ
A
i ⊗ ρBi , where {ρAi } and {ρBi } are two pure subsystems. And, hence the corre-

sponding correlation matrix for a separable state can write

C =
∑
i

qi

⟨A1⟩i
⟨A2⟩i

...

(⟨B1⟩i , ⟨B2⟩i , · · ·
)
, (6)

where ⟨Aµ⟩i = Tr[ρAi Aµ] and ⟨Bν⟩i = Tr[ρBi Bν ]. Eq. (6) inspires us to define a measurement-

induced Bloch vector(MIBV) α⃗ for measurements A, of which

αµ ≡ Tr[ρĀµ] = r⃗ · a⃗µ (7)

with Āµ = a⃗µ · π⃗ denoting the traceless part of observable Aµ. And, various MIBV α⃗ span the

corresponding measurement-induced Bloch space, signified as B(A), which has been applied

to the study of certainty and uncertainty relations [1]. The correlation matrix of a separable

state can be reformulated by MIBVs, like

C =
∑
i

qi(⃗t
A/dA + α⃗i)(⃗t

B/dB + β⃗i)
T . (8)
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Here, t⃗A and t⃗B are column vectors consisting of traces of measurement vectors A and B,

respectively; α⃗i and β⃗i are MIBVs of measurements A and B; T denotes the transpose of a

given matrix.

The separability criteria

A family of sufficient conditions for entanglement of measurements A and B goes as follows,

with proof given in the Supplement:

Theorem 1. Let C be a correlation matrix for arbitrary measurement vectors A and B with∑
µ t

A
µ a⃗µ =

∑
µ t

B
µ b⃗µ = 0, if the corresponding state ρ is separable, then

∥C∥tr ≤ κAκB . (9)

Otherwise, ρ will be an entangled state. Here, ∥X∥tr = Tr
[√

X†X
]

is the trace norm of matrix

X; κA =
√

(⃗t A)2/d2A + dA−1
dA

λmax(ΩA) with λmax(X) being the maximal eigenvalue of matrix

X and (ΩA)µν = 2a⃗µ · a⃗ν , and similarly for κB.

Next, we illustrate how Theorem 1 works. For a bipartite system, we have the following

Bloch representation

ρ =
1

4

∑
µ,ν

χµνΠ
A
µ ⊗ ΠB

ν (10)

=
1

dAdB
1⊗ 1+

1

2dB
a⃗ · π⃗A ⊗ 1+

1

2dA
1⊗ b⃗ · π⃗B +

1

4

∑
µ,ν

Tµνπ
A
µ ⊗ πB

ν . (11)

Here, ΠX
0 =

√
2
dX
1; {ΠX

µ = πX
µ }d2−1

µ=1 are generators of su(dX) Lie algebra for X = A, B;

the coefficient matrix χµν = Tr[ρ(ΠA
µ ⊗ ΠB

ν )]; aµ = Tr[ρπA
µ ⊗ 1]; bµ = Tr[ρ1 ⊗ πB

µ ]; Tµν =

Tr[ρπA
µ ⊗πB

ν ]; and χ00 =
2√

dAdB
since Tr[ρ] = 1. The correlation matrix can then be reexpressed

as

C =MT
AχMB (12)
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with MA and MB being the Bloch representations of measurement vectors A and B defined in

Eq. (3). Equipped with this, one may notice that the traceless part of the measurement A can

be viewed as the vertex of a polygon or polyhedron in (d2 − 1)-dimensional space, which is

enlightening for further processing of Theorem 1.

Consider the simplest situation tAµ = 0, and a⃗1 = 0⃗, a⃗µ = (0, · · · , 0, 1, 0, · · · , 0)T, µ =

2, · · · , d2A, where all components of a⃗µ equal to 0, except the µth equals to 1. It is easy to find

λmax(ΩA) = 2 (similarly for B) and the separability condition

∥C∥tr = ∥T ∥tr ≤

√
4(dA − 1)(dB − 1)

dAdB
. (13)

Here, T = Tr[ρ(πµ⊗πν)]. Note, Eq.(13) simply reproduces the de Vicente’s correlation matrix

criterion [11].

Moreover, if we let tA1 =
√
2dhA, t

B
1 =

√
2dhA, t

A
µ = tBµ = 0, µ ̸= 1, and take {a⃗µ} and

{⃗bµ} the same as in above, we obtain

∥C∥tr ≤

√
2(dA − 1 + h2A)

dB

√
2(dB − 1 + h2B)

dB
, (14)

which is exactly the Sarbicki et al.’s criterion [6]. Whereas, if A, and similarly for B, has the

same trace and its traceless part corresponds to a regular simplex, viz.

MA =

( tA√
2dA

tA√
2dA

· · · tA√
2dA

a⃗1 a⃗2 · · · a⃗d2A

)
, (15)

where {a⃗µ} constitutes a regular (d2A − 1)-simplex, i.e.
{
a⃗µ

∣∣∣⃗aµ · a⃗ν =
d2Aδµν−1

d2A−1

}
for µ, ν =

1, · · · , d2A, a family of separability criteria can be readily obtained (the proof of separability

criteria and construction of regular simplex vertex coordinates are given in Supplements):

Observation 1. Given measurement vectors A and B, let their trace parts satisfy tAµ = tA, t
B
µ =

tB and traceless parts correspond respectively to a regular simplex. The correlation matrix of
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separable state ρ then satisfy

∥C∥tr ≤
√
t2A +

2dA
dA + 1

√
t2B +

2dB
dB + 1

, (16)

otherwise, ρ is entangled. Here, parameters tA and tB are arbitrary real numbers.

The Observation 1 represents a family of separability conditions for different tA and tB,

many of existing criteria appear to be its particular cases. When tX takes
√

2dX
d2X−1

and
√

2dX
dX−1

(X = A,B), it gives out the well-known CCNR [4, 50] and entanglement criterion via SIC-

POVM (ESIC) criteria [5], respectively. To exhibit more, following we compare Observation 1

with some symbolic criteria under certain quantum states, the Horodecki’s bound entangled

states with white noise ρH(s, p), unextendible product bases (UPB) bound entangled states with

white noise ρUPB(p) and chessboard states ρCB. The exact forms of these quantum states are

shown in the Supplemental Material.

In Fig. 1 we show and compare Observation 1, CCNR and ESIC criteria under three typical

classes of bound entangled states, where larger t witnesses higher robustness against white

noise and hence at which larger portion of entangled state may be detected. Fig. 1(a) exhibits

Horodecki’s bound entangled states with white noise and Fig. 1(b) explains the detection results

for UPB state with white noise (peru solid line) and 50000 randomly generated chessboard state

(blue dashed line). Note, as shown in the figure, Observation 1 reproduces the CCNR and ESIC

criteria as two special cases when t =
√
3/2 and t =

√
3, respectively.

Encouraged by the results in Fig.1, one may naturally ask whether larger t means a more

powerful criterion, or, specifically, whether the ESIC criterion is stronger than the CCNR or not,

which was conjectured to be true in Ref. [5]. Unfortunately, Eq. (35) can not tell, since the left

hand side (lhs) of it contains as well parameters tA and tB. Nevertheless, we find this question

can be readily addressed under the local filtering transformation (LFT), which preserves the

separability of a given state, i.e. ρ 7−→ ρ̃ = (FA ⊗FB)ρ(FA ⊗FB)
†/Tr[(FA ⊗FB)ρ(FA ⊗FB)

†]
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(a) Horodecki’s bound entangled states with white noise
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Figure 1: Entanglement detection criteria. (a) Horodecki’s 3 × 3 bound entangled states with
white noise ρH(s, p). (b) UPB bound entangled states with white noise ρUPB(p) and 50000
randomly generated chessboard states ρCB. Here, we simply take tA = tB = t. The larger
t detects the more entangled states as shown in (a) and (b), in which t =

√
3/2 and t =

√
3

correspond to CCNR and ESIC criteria, respectively. Diagrams indicate explicitly that the
criterion given in Observation 1 outperform CCNR and ESIC criteria under the three typical
classes of bound entangled states.

with FA/B the arbitrary invertible matrices [51]. LFT transforms the full local rank state into a

normal form with maximally mixed subsystems [51, 52]

ρ̃ =
1

dAdB
1⊗ 1+

1

4

∑
µ,ν

T̃µνπ
A
µ ⊗ πB

ν . (17)

By dint of quantum states formulated in form of Eq. (17) the bipartite separability problem

[52] will be solved. Concretely, we have the following theorem (see Supplemental Material for

proof):

Theorem 2. Let measurement vectors A and B satisfy
∑

µ t
A
µ a⃗µ =

∑
µ t

B
µ b⃗µ = 0. If a quantum
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state ρ is separable, one may find the following relation

Tr
[√

AT̃ BT̃ T
]
≤ κAκB − |⃗tA||⃗tB|

dAdB
, (18)

where A =
∑

µ a⃗µa⃗
T
µ and B =

∑
µ b⃗µ⃗b

T
µ .

As a result of LFT, Theorem 2 formulates a family of even stronger separability criteria than

Theorem 1. If {a⃗µ} constitutes a regular (d2A − 1)-simplex, then we readily have
∑

µ a⃗µa⃗
T
µ =

d2A
d2A−1

1 and the following Observation:

Observation 2. Given measurement vectors A and B, let their trace parts satisfy tAµ = tA, t
B
µ =

tB, and traceless parts correspond respectively to a regular simplex. If a quantum state ρ is

separable, then in its normal form ρ̃

∥T̃ ∥tr ≤ κ(tA, tB) . (19)

Here,

κ(tA, tB) =

√
(d2A − 1)(d2B − 1)

dAdB

(√
t2A +

2dA
dA + 1

√
t2B +

2dB
dB + 1

− |tAtB|

)
. (20)

Now that the lhs of Eq. (19) is independent of parameters tA, tB, one can then strictly com-

pare it with other criteria for different tA and tB. Notice that the minimal value of κ(tA, tB), i.e.

min{tA,tB} κ(tA, tB) = 2
√

(dA − 1)(dB − 1)/dAdB, corresponds to the strongest constraint on

separability, which reproduces the Proposition 6 of Ref. [21] when dA = dB. Furthermore, the

CCNR and ESIC criteria will reexhibit respectively while we take κ(tA, tB) = 2 − 2/
√
dAdB

and 4− 2
√

(dA + 1)(dB + 1)/dAdB, which also implies that in normal form the ESIC criterion

is stronger than CCNR and they coincide as dA = dB.

Relations to entanglement witness

An entanglement witness is a Hermitian operator which has nonnegative expectation values for

all separable states and negative one for some entangled states [7, 53]. Entanglement witness
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provides an experimental friendly tool to analyse entanglement [3]. To this end, we reformulate

the Theorem 1 in terms of entanglement witness. Given a correlation matrix C for measurement

vectors A,B, we readily find

∥C∥tr =
r∑

µ=1

⟨A′
µ ⊗B′

µ⟩ . (21)

Here, A′
µ =

∑
ν PνµAν , B′

µ =
∑

ν QνµBν and P,Q achieve a singular value decomposition

of C, i.e. C = PΣQT, where P,Q are orthogonal matrices, Σ = diag{σ1, · · · , σr, 0, · · · , 0}

with singular values σk and rank(C) = r [54]. Thus, one may immediately get an inequality of

correlation function similar to CHSH inequality Eq. (4) for separable state

r∑
µ=1

⟨A′
µ ⊗B′

µ⟩ ≤ κ , (22)

where κ = κAκB. Obviously, Eq. (22) can be reformulated as the following entanglement

witness

W = κ1⊗ 1−
r∑

µ=1

A′
µ ⊗B′

µ . (23)

This means that based upon the extended Bloch space, entanglement witness will be simply

generated for generic observables.

Further extensions

Through the construction of a measurement-induced Bloch space, we have established a general

condition for separability which arises from the constraint of the length of the MIBVs. However,

not only the moduli of MIBVs but also their directions suffice a constraint. As an illustration,

we consider the measurement vector A = B = π⃗, in which case the measurement-induced

Bloch space reduces to the familiar Bloch space. Then the angel θ between any two Bloch

vectors of pure states satisfies − 1
d−1

≤ cos θ ≤ 1 [35, 55]. Given a d× d bipartite state, if it is
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separable, i.e. T =
∑

i pir⃗is⃗
T
i with r⃗i and s⃗i being the Bloch vectors, we find the criterion

−2

d
≤ Tr[T ] ≤ 2(d− 1)

d
(24)

exists, otherwise the entanglement survives. We notice Tr[T ] =
∑d2−1

µ=1 ⟨πµ ⊗ πµ⟩, so Eq. (24)

yields the entanglement witness W = 2
d
1⊗1+

∑
µ πµ⊗πµ. Considering arbitrary dimensional

Werner states [47, 56]

ρW =
1

d2
1⊗ 1+

1

4

d2−1∑
µ=1

2(dϕ− 1)

d(d2 − 1)
πµ ⊗ πµ , ∀ϕ ∈ [−1, 1] ,

which is separable if and only if ϕ ≥ 0 [47]. An simple calculation shows that Eq. (24) is a nec-

essary and sufficient condition taking effect in full parameter space ϕ ∈ [−1, 0) , while CCNR

and ESIC criteria are valid merely in ϕ ∈ [−1,−d−2
d
]. With the growth of dimensionality, the

entanglement detectable intervals of CCNR and ESIC criteria tend to none. This example tells

that we can establish more powerful separability condition than existing ones by only employ-

ing the inherent constraints in Bloch space. On this account, we are tempting to conclude that

the inherent constraints in Bloch space may address a lot of the separability issues.

Concluding remarks

In the framework of measurement-induced Bloch space, by dint of a novel scheme we obtain a

family of stronger separability criteria for entangled system. These criteria encompass many of

the well-known existing results, meanwhile explicitly show why they work, i.e. the correlation

matrix of a separable state is constrained by the measurement-induced Bloch space. More-

over, the new criteria can be transformed into entanglement witness operators, which makes the

construction of entanglement witness from generic observables even transparent. Finally, It is

noteworthy that the method developed in this work is in principle extendable to the multipartite

systems by introducing the corresponding multipartite correlation tensors, though some tedious

work needs to be done.

11



Acknowledgements

This work was supported in part by the National Natural Science Foundation of China(NSFC)

under the Grants 11975236, 12235008, the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Uni-

versities and by the University of Chinese Academy of Sciences.

References

[1] V. Vedral, Quantum entanglement, Nat. Phys. 10, 256–258 (2014).

[2] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and K. Horodecki, Quantum entanglement,

Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 865 (2009).
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[49] G. Sarbicki, G. Scala, and D. Chruściński, Family of multipartite separability criteria

based on a correlation tensor, Phys. Rev. A 101, 012341 (2020).

[50] O. Rudolph, Some properties of the computable cross-norm criterion for separability,

Phys. Rev. A 67, 032312 (2003).

[51] F. Verstraete, J. Dehaene, and B. D. Moor, Normal forms and entanglement measures for

multipartite quantum states, Phys. Rev. A 68, 012103 (2003).

[52] J.-L. Li and C.-F. Qiao, Separable decompositions of bipartite mixed states, Quantum Inf.

Process. 17, 92 (2018).

[53] B. M. Terhal, Detecting quantum entanglement, Theor Comput Sci 287, 313–335 (2002).

[54] R. A. Horn and C. R. Johnson, Matrix analysis (Cambridge University Press, 2013).
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The proof of Theorem 1

Given arbitrary measurement vectors A and B with with
∑

µ t
A
µ a⃗µ =

∑
µ t

B
µ b⃗µ = 0, the corre-

lation matrices of the separable states can be expressed as

C =
∑
i

pi(⃗t
A/dA + α⃗i)(⃗t

B/dB + β⃗i)
T . (25)

Here, α⃗i and β⃗i are the generalized Bloch vectors associated with A and B as defined in the

main text. Employing the convexity property of trace norm ∥X∥tr = Tr
[√

X†X
]
, we have

∥C∥tr ≤
∑
i

pi |⃗t A/dA + α⃗i||⃗t B/dB + β⃗i| (26)

=

√
(⃗t A)2/d2A + α⃗2

i

√
(⃗t B)2/d2B + β⃗2

i . (27)

Here, we make use of
∑

µ t
A
µ a⃗µ =

∑
µ t

B
µ b⃗µ = 0 and |·| denotes Euclidean norm of a real vector.

So, the correlation matrices of the separable states are limited by the size of the measurement-

induced Bloch space (MIBS). Next, we prove that the MIBS is bounded and its boundary can

be obtained simply.

Given a measurement vector A, quantum states can be transformed into the measurement-

induced Bloch vector (MIBVs) which constitute the MIBS. It is found that the MIBVs satisfy

the following equation [1]

α⃗TΩ−α⃗ = Tr[ρ2]− 1

d
. (28)

Here, Ωµν ≡ Tr[ĀµĀν ] = 2a⃗µ · a⃗ν and Ω− denotes the Moore-Penrose inverse of Ω. Eq. (28) is

an ellipsoid equation, which characterizes the MIBS, that is,

B(A) =

{
α⃗
∣∣∣√ d

dTr[ρ2]− 1
α⃗TΩ−

√
d

dTr[ρ2]− 1
α⃗ ≤ 1

}
. (29)

Matrix Ω completely depicts the properties of the ellipsoid defined by Eq. (29), such as the

lengths of the semi-axes are given by
√

(dTr[ρ2]−1)λi

d
, with λi being the eigenvalues of Ω; the
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eigenvectors of Ω determines the directions of the semi-axes [2]. Obviously, Bloch space is a

special case of A = π⃗. So, for arbitrary measurement vector A, we have

|α⃗|2 ≤ d− 1

d
λmax(Ω) , (30)

where λmax(X) is the maximal eigenvalue of matrix X . Finally, we prove

∥C∥tr ≤ κAκB . (31)

Here, κA =
√

(⃗t A)2/d2A + dA−1
dA

λmax(ΩA) and (ΩA)µν = 2a⃗µ · a⃗ν , similarly for κB.

The proof of Observation 1

If A has the same trace and the traceless part corresponds to a regular simplex, namely

MA =

( tA√
2dA

tA√
2dA

· · · tA√
2dA

a⃗1 a⃗2 · · · a⃗d2A

)
, (32)

where {a⃗µ} constitutes a regular (d2A−1)-simplex, i.e.
{
a⃗µ

∣∣∣⃗aµ · a⃗ν =
d2Aδµν−1

d2A−1

}
, µ, ν = 1, · · · , d2A,

then we have (ΩA)µν = 2a⃗µ · a⃗ν = 2
d2Aδµν−1

d2A−1
, whose matrix form is

ΩA =
2

d2A − 1

(
d2A1− Jd2A

)
, (33)

where, Jd2A is a d2A-dimensional all-ones matrix all whose elements are equal to one. On account

of J2
d2A

= d2AJd2A , it is readily to find eigenvalues of Jd2A , i.e. d2A and 0 (d2A − 1-fold degeneracy).

Hence, we have λmax(ΩA) =
2d2A
d2A−1

, and

κA =

√
t2A +

2dA
dA + 1

, (34)

similarly for κB. So, for the separable state, we have

∥C∥tr ≤
√
t2A +

2dA
dA + 1

√
t2B +

2dB
dB + 1

, (35)
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Here, parameters tA and tB can be arbitrary real numbers. And next, we prove that, when

tX =
√

2dX
d2X−1

and tX =
√

2dX
dX−1

for X = A,B, Eq. (35) reproduces CCNR and ESIC (entan-

glement criterion via SIC-POVM) criteria, respectively. Firstly, we review the CCNR criterion.

A bipartite state can be expressed as

ρ =
1

4

∑
µ,ν

χµνΠ
A
µ ⊗ ΠB

ν . (36)

Here, ΠX
0 =

√
2
dX
1 and {ΠX

µ = πX
µ }d

2
X−1

µ=1 is generators of su(dX) Lie algebra for X = A,B;

{ΠX
µ }

d2X−1
µ=0 satisfies the orthogonal relation Tr[ΠX

µ Π
X
ν ] = 2δµν . Making use of the Schmidt

decomposition in operator space, we have

ρ =
1

4

∑
µ,ν

χµνΠ
A
µ ⊗ ΠB

ν =
∑
k

σkΠ̃
A
k ⊗ Π̃B

k . (37)

Here,
∑

k σk = 1
2
∥χ∥tr and {Π̃A

k } and {Π̃B
k } form orthonormal bases of the operator space.

CCNR criterion says that, if ρ is separable, then we have
∑

k σk ≤ 1 [3, 4], that is, ∥χ∥tr ≤ 2.

If tX =
√

2dX
d2X−1

for X = A,B, then we have

MT
AMA =


1√
d2A−1

a⃗1
1√
d2A−1

a⃗2

...
...

1√
d2A−1

a⃗d2A


(

1√
d2A−1

1√
d2A−1

· · · 1√
d2A−1

a⃗1 a⃗2 · · · a⃗d2A

)
=

d2A
d2A − 1

1 . (38)

Here, a⃗µ · a⃗ν =
d2Aδµν−1

d2A−1
has been employed. Similarly, we have MT

AMA =
d2B

d2B−1
1. So, if

tX =
√

2dX
d2X−1

for X = A,B, Eq. (35) gives ∥C∥tr = ∥MT
AχMB∥tr = dAdB√

(d2A−1)(d2B−1)
∥χ∥tr ≤

2dAdB√
(d2A−1)(d2B−1)

, that is, ∥χ∥tr ≤ 2.

And then, the ESIC criteria says that if ρ is separable, then the correlation matrix of the

normalized SIC-POVM {EA
µ } and {EB

µ } satisfies [5]

∥P∥tr ≤ 1 , (39)
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where Pµν = ⟨EA
µ ⊗ EB

ν ⟩, EX
µ ≥ 0 and Tr[EX

µ E
X
ν ] = dXδµν+1

2dX
, µ, ν = 1, 2, · · · , d2X for X =

A,B. It is noteworthy that the original assumption about the existence of SIC-POVM is not

essential as shown in [6]. In fact, we can obtain ESIC criterion for arbitrary measurement

vector A satisfying Tr[AµAν ] = αdδµν+1

2d
, µ, ν = 1, 2, · · · , d2 with nonzero real parameter α. If

tX =
√

2dX
dX−1

for X = A,B, we have Tr[AµAν ] =
t2A
d
+ 2a⃗µ · a⃗ν = (2dA)2

d2A−1

dAδµν+1

2dA
and Eq. (35)

gives

∥C∥tr ≤
4dAdB√

(d2A − 1)(d2B − 1)
, (40)

which reproduces the ESIC criterion due to ⟨Aµ ⊗Bν⟩ = 4dAdB√
(d2A−1)(d2B−1)

⟨EA
µ ⊗ EB

ν ⟩.

The vertex coordinates for regular simplex

There are many methods to generate the vertex coordinates for regular simplex, where we give

a simple scheme for the reader’s convenience. Given the following n-dimensional unit vectors

e⃗k = (b1, b2, · · · , bk−1, ak, 0, · · · , 0) , (41)

and

ak =

√
(n+ 1)(n− k + 1)√
n(n− k + 2)

, bk = −
√
n+ 1√

n(n− k + 1)(n− k + 2)
, k = 1, 2, · · · , n+ 1, (42)

then {e⃗1, e⃗2 · · · , e⃗n+1} constitutes a n-dimensional regular simplex. The following is an exam-

ple for n = 8,

1 −1
8

−1
8

−1
8

−1
8

−1
8

−1
8

−1
8

−1
8

0 3
√
7

8
− 3

8
√
7

− 3
8
√
7

− 3
8
√
7

− 3
8
√
7

− 3
8
√
7

− 3
8
√
7

− 3
8
√
7

0 0 3
2

√
3
7

−1
4

√
3
7

−1
4

√
3
7

−1
4

√
3
7

−1
4

√
3
7

−1
4

√
3
7

−1
4

√
3
7

0 0 0
√
15
4

−1
4

√
3
5

−1
4

√
3
5

−1
4

√
3
5

−1
4

√
3
5

−1
4

√
3
5

0 0 0 0 3√
10

− 3
4
√
10

− 3
4
√
10

− 3
4
√
10

− 3
4
√
10

0 0 0 0 0 3
4

√
3
2

−1
4

√
3
2

−1
4

√
3
2

−1
4

√
3
2

0 0 0 0 0 0
√
3
2

−
√
3
4

−
√
3
4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
4

−3
4


. (43)
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Bound entangled states

Horodecki’s bound entangled states with white noise:

ρH(s, p) = pρH(s) + (1− p)1/9 , 0 ≤ p ≤ 1 . (44)

Here, ρH(t) is 3× 3 Horodecki’s bound entangled states [7], i.e.

ρH(s) =
1

8s+ 1



s 0 0 0 s 0 0 0 s
0 s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 s 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 s 0 0 0 0 0
s 0 0 0 s 0 0 0 s
0 0 0 0 0 s 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2
(1 + s) 0 1

2

√
1− s2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 s 0

s 0 0 0 s 0 1
2

√
1− s2 0 1

2
(1 + s)


. (45)

Unextendible product bases (UPB) bound entangled states:

ρUPB(p) = pρUPB + (1− p)1/9 , 0 ≤ p ≤ 1 . (46)

Here, ρUPB is bound entangled state constructed by UPB [8], i.e.

ρUPB =
1

4

(
1−

4∑
i=0

|ψi⟩ ⟨ψi|

)
, (47)

and

|ψ0⟩ =
1√
2
|0⟩ (|0⟩ − |1⟩) , |ψ1⟩ =

1√
2
(|0⟩ − |1⟩) |2⟩ , (48)

|ψ2⟩ =
1√
2
|2⟩ (|1⟩ − |2⟩) , |ψ3⟩ =

1√
2
(|1⟩ − |2⟩) |0⟩ ,

|ψ4⟩ =
1

3
(|0⟩+ |1⟩+ |2⟩)(|0⟩+ |1⟩+ |2⟩) .

Chessboard states [9]:

ρCB = N
4∑

i=1

|Vi⟩ ⟨Vi| . (49)
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Here, N = 1/
∑

i ⟨Vi|Vi⟩ is normalization constant and the unnormalized vectors |Vi⟩ are

|V1⟩ = |m, 0, ac/n; 0, n, 0; 0, 0, 0⟩ ,

|V2⟩ = |0, a, 0; b, 0, c; 0, 0, 0⟩ ,

|V3⟩ = |n, 0, 0; 0,−m, 0; ad/m, 0, 0⟩ ,

|V4⟩ = |0, b, 0;−a, 0, 0; 0, d, 0⟩ . (50)

Chessboard states contain six real parameters m,n, a, b, c, d. In the main text, we test Obser-

vation 1 by randomly generated 50000 chessboard states, where the six parameters are drawn

independently from the standard normal distribution.

The proof of Theorem 2

By virtue of Bloch representation, the correlation matrix can be written as C =MT
AχMB, so we

have

∥C∥tr = Tr
[√

CTC
]
= Tr

[√
MBMT

Bχ
TMAMT

Aχ

]
. (51)

Given arbitrary measurement vectors A and B with
∑

µ t
A
µ a⃗µ =

∑
µ t

B
µ b⃗µ = 0, we have

MA =

(
tA1√
2dA

tA2√
2dA

· · ·
a⃗1 a⃗2 · · ·

)
, MB =

(
tB1√
2dB

tB2√
2dB

· · ·
b⃗1 b⃗2 · · ·

)
, (52)

and

MAM
T
A =

(
(⃗tA)2

2dA
0

0 A

)
=

(⃗tA)2

2dA
⊕A , (53)
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where A =
∑

µ a⃗µa⃗
T
µ . Similarly, we have MBM

T
B = (⃗tB)2

2dB
⊕ B and B =

∑
µ b⃗µ⃗b

T
µ . For the

normal form states, we have χ = 2√
dAdB

⊕ T̃ . And then,

∥C∥tr = Tr

[√
MBMT

Bχ
TMAMT

Aχ

]
(54)

= Tr

√ (⃗tA)2(⃗tB)2

d2Ad
2
B

⊕ BT̃ TAT̃

 (55)

=
|⃗tA||⃗tB|
dAdB

+ Tr
[√

AT̃ BT̃ T
]
. (56)

So, if a quantum state ρ is separable, then we have in its normal form ρ̃

Tr
[√

AT̃ BT̃ T
]
≤ κAκB − |⃗tA||⃗tB|

dAdB
. (57)
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