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Many-body quantum systems can be characterised using the notions of k -separability and entan-
glement depth. A quantum state is k -separable if it can be expressed as a mixture of k entangled
subsystems, and its entanglement depth is given by the size of the largest entangled subsystem. In
this paper we propose a multipartite entanglement measure that satisfies the following criteria: (i)
it can be used with both pure and mixed states; (ii) it is encoded in a single element of the density
matrix, so it does not require knowledge of the full spectrum of the density matrix; (iii) it can be
applied to large systems; and (iv) it can be experimentally verified. The proposed method allows
the certification of non-k -separability of a given quantum state. We show that the proposed method
successfully classifies three-qubit systems into known stochastic local operations and classical com-
munication (SLOCC) classes, namely bipartite, W-, and GHZ-type entanglement. Furthermore, we
characterise the non-k -separability in known nine SLOCC classes of four-qubit states, absolutely
maximally entangled states for five and six qubits and for arbitrary size qubit Dicke states.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the important consequences of the quantum
description of physical systems is the notion of entangle-
ment [1] which is the necessary resource for the Einstein-
Podolsky-Rosen steering [2] and the Bell correlations [3–
5]. None of these correlations has a classical counter-
part. The highlighted role of entanglement requires a
systematic characterisation and classification of quan-
tum states in terms of some entanglement measure [6–
8]. Nevertheless, the tools for entanglement classifica-
tion are usually difficult to implement in realistic exper-
imental settings and are not universal due to the large
number of entanglement classes [9]. The problem of as-
signing a multipartite state to some entanglement class
is hard even for three qubits [10–16], and is even more
complicated for four qubits, where the number of entan-
glement classes is already infinite [17–19]. Hence the
variety of multipartite entanglement measures, such as
based on local [20] or on the collective measurements [21].
Research has focused on limiting the experimental ef-
fort [22] and recently a method called entanglement de-
tection length has been proposed to witness many-body
entanglement with a minimal number of observables [23].
A technique has been developed for detecting multipar-
tite entanglement based on a constant number of mea-
surements, independent of the number of qubits, suit-
able for the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) states,
cluster- or Dicke states [24, 25]. The urgency for a ver-
satile entanglement certification method is underlined by
the fact that the Dicke states have been created in exper-
iments with few qubits in different configurations such as
photonic systems [25–30], ultracold atoms [24, 31–33] and
quantum circuits [34, 35]. A Hilbert-Schmidt distance
between a given state and the closest separable state is
another important entanglement witness [36]. The other

methods to distinguish entanglement of quantum states
use local unitary optimisations [37, 38]. The next mea-
sures are entanglement of formation [39–47], quantum
discord [48–56], and concurrence [57–62].

A separable class of witnesses to multipartite entangle-
ment is related to quantum metrology [63]. The promi-
nent example is the quantum Fisher information (QFI),
which sets the upper limit for the precision of param-
eter estimation [64]. Broadly speaking, an increasing
value of the QFI implies increasing depth of multipar-
tite entanglement, decreasing k-separability, and a bet-
ter precision of a quantum sensor taking this state as
input [65–67]. The QFI can be difficult to calculate and
even harder to measure as it requires full information
about the spectrum of a many-body state. However other
related quantities are easier to access, such as the classical
Fisher information, the spin-squeezing, or other witnesses
based on two-body correlators that carry some informa-
tion about the multipartite entanglement [68–101].

Another method is based on the measurement of
macroscopic observables such as magnetic susceptibility
[102], heat capacity [103], energy [104–106], mean spin
and spin correlations [107–109], with magnetic resonance
spectroscopy [110, 111], entropic correlations [112], out-
of-time-order correlations [113–115] or the energy of a
thermal state in equilibrium [116]. Next, there is a fam-
ily of methods based on SLOCC (stochastic local oper-
ations and classical communications) and tensor proper-
ties [117–125]. These methods can generally be divided
into subgroups [9]: eigenvalue criteria [126–130], entan-
glement witnesses [131–140], geometric and robustness
criteria [141–149], and operational measures [8, 150, 151].
Entanglement has been also classified with the help of
mathematical tools from group theory [152], topology
[153], and algebraic geometry [154]. Finally, in recent
years the problem of entanglement classification in many-
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body systems has been approached from a machine learn-
ing point of view [155–172].

Here we propose a method for detecting and classify-
ing many-body entanglement using a correlator originally
proposed for detecting Bell correlations and the Einstein-
Podolsky-Rosen steering [173–177]. Among the advan-
tages of this method is the possibility to quantify the en-
tanglement with a single element of the density matrix,
which is directly accessible in an experiment without the
need for full tomography [178–180]. It has already been
shown to detect the entanglement depth in the multi-
partite setting [176, 181–183]. This correlator belongs
to a broader family considered in Ref. [184], where a
general framework for certifying many-body Bell corre-
lations was formulated. Its other variants include the
Mermin form of Bell inequalities [185–187], the N -body
inequalities [173, 175, 184, 188] or the Ardehali inequal-
ities [189]. Some of these inequalities have been used
to distinguish W and GHZ states [190]. Recently, sev-
eral other techniques have been developed that tackle
the problem of certifying entanglement without using all
possible N -body correlations [191, 192].

Our method allows SLOCC classification of three- and
four-qubit entanglement classes for both pure and mixed
states. We use the proposed setup to characterise the
k-separability of all remaining qubit absolutely maxi-
mally entangled (AME) states, and to classify the k-
separability of Dicke states of any number of qubits. All
characterisations are performed by inspecting the single
element of the density matrix, corresponding to the GHZ
coherence in the optimally chosen basis.

The paper is structured as follows: In Sec. II we intro-
duce the framework used for characterisation and clas-
sification of non-k -separability. Next, in Sec. III we use
the proposed method to characterise non-k -separability
in many-body qubit systems. In Sec. IIIA we focus
on three-qubit quantum states and show its relation
with SLOCC classification. In Sec. III B we characterize
non-k -separability of four-qubit states from nine SLOCC
classes; in Sec. III C we characterise Absolutely Maxi-
mally Entangled (AME) states and in Sec. III D we char-
acterise k-separability of Dicke states for any number of
qubits and any magnetisation sector. In Sec. IV we com-
ment on the protocol for measuring non-k -separability.
Finally, we conclude in Sec. V. Some additional details
are presented in Appendices.

II. METHODS

A. Many-body correlator

Consider a many-body system containing N parties.
Each of N parties can measure a pair of observables σ(k)

x

and σ(k)
y , each yielding binary outcomes, i.e., σx/y = ±1,

with k ∈ {1 . . . N}. At this point, it is not assumed that
these observables are quantum. The correlation function
(also referred to as the correlator) of these results is here

defined as

EN =
∣∣∣⟨σ(1)

+ . . . σ
(N)
+ ⟩

∣∣∣2 , (1)

with σ
(k)
+ = 1/2(σ

(k)
x + iσ

(k)
y ). This correlation is con-

sistent with the local and realistic theory if the average
can be expressed in terms of an integral over the random
(hidden) variable λ distributed with a probability density
p(λ) as follows

⟨σ(1)
+ . . . σ

(N)
+ ⟩ =

∫
dλ p(λ)

N∏
k=1

σ
(k)
+ (λ). (2)

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for complex inte-

grals together with the fact that
∣∣∣σ(k)

+ (λ)
∣∣∣2 = 1/2 for all

k, we see that the EN is bounded from above:

EN =

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
dλ p(λ)

N∏
k=1

σ
(k)
+ (λ)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

⩽
∫
dλ p(λ)

∣∣∣σ(k)
+ (λ)

∣∣∣2 = 2−N . (3)

We thus conclude that

EN ⩽ 2−N (4)

is the N -body Bell inequality, because its violation defies
the postulates of local realism expressed in Eq. (2).

The provided inequality is valid for systems that yield
binary outcomes of local, single-particle observables -
such conditions are realized in the case of the N -qubit
quantum system described by density matrix ϱ̂. The
quantum-mechanical equivalent of Eq. (1) is defined as

E =

∣∣∣∣∣Tr
[
ϱ̂

N⊗
k=1

σ̂
(k)
+

]∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (5)

Assuming quantum-mechanical behavior of each parties
of the system, i.e.,

∣∣⟨σ̂(k)
+ ⟩

∣∣2 ≤ 4−1, we obtain that for a
separable state of N qubits the following holds: E ≤ 4−N

Based on the above considerations, to witness and clas-
sify the multi-qubit entanglement pf an N -qubit density
matrix ϱ̂, we use the generalized N -body correlator

Q = log4
[
4N

∣∣Tr[ϱ̂ N⊗
k=1

σ̂
(k)
+,nk

]∣∣2], (6)

where σ̂(k)
+,nk

is the single-qubit operator that is rising the
projection of the spin along the axis nk, i.e.,

σ̂
(k)
+,nk

=
1

2
(σ̂(k)

mk
+ iσ̂

(k)
lk

). (7)

where r⃗k = (nk,mk, lk) are three mutually orthogo-
nal components of a Bloch vector. Axis nk defines
the rotated version of the operator σ̂(k)

+ = 1/2(σ̂
(k)
x +

iσ̂
(k)
y ) after the action of local unitary matrices, i.e.,

σ̂
(k)
+,nk

= R̂†
k(θ⃗k)σ̂

(k)
+ R̂k(θ⃗k), where R̂k(θ⃗k) = e−iθ⃗k·σ⃗k ,

θ⃗k = {θ(k)x , θ
(k)
y , θ

(k)
z }, σ⃗k = {σ̂(k)

x , σ̂
(k)
y , σ̂

(k)
z }.
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(a) (b)

(d)(c)

FIG. 1. Pictorial representation of N = 12 qubit quantum
states. (a) 6 -separable state with entanglement depth de = 4,
(b) 4 -separable state with entanglement depth de = 4, (c)
2 -separable quantum state with entanglement depth de = 6,
and (d) genuinely entangled quantum state with entanglement
depth de = 12, not-2 -separable.

B. Quantum state structure characterization

In the following we show how the correlator Q car-
ries extensive information on the entanglement of a given
state ϱ̂ [176, 182, 183, 193].

Let us consider the density operator of N qubits as
a product of k entangled states, each with nl qubits,∑k

l=1 nl = N , i.e.,

ϱ̂ =

∫
dλp(λ)

k⊗
l=1

ϱ̂nl
(λ) ≡ ϱ̂n1...nk

. (8)

Such states are called k-separable [194–200], and its en-
tanglement depth is defined as de = max{n1 . . . nk}, see
Fig. 1.

For all N -separable states, k = N , ϱ̂n1...nk
, nl = 1,

l ∈ {1 . . . N}, the correlator Q takes non-positive values

Q ⩽ 0, (9)

and violation of this inequality indicates entanglement in
the system. On the other hand, the maximal value is
obtained for a non-2 -separable state ϱ̂N = |ψghz⟩⟨ψghz|,
being a pure Greenberg-Horne-Zeilinger state |ψghz⟩ =
1√
2

(
|1⟩⊗N + |0⟩⊗N

)
,

Q = N − 1. (10)

For states being a product of a single qubit and entangled
state of the remainingN−1 qubits, ϱ̂1,N−1, the correlator
is bounded by

Q ⩽ N − 2, (11)

N = 3 N = 4 N = 5 N = 6
0 < Q ⩽ 1 k < 3 k < 4 k < 5 k < 6
1 < Q ⩽ 2 gen. ent. k < 3 k < 4 k < 5
2 < Q ⩽ 3 — gen. ent. k < 3 k < 4
3 < Q ⩽ 4 — — gen. ent. k < 3
4 < Q ⩽ 5 — — — gen. ent.

TABLE I. The values of Q for N = 3, 4, 5, and 6 that signal
the non-k -separability, i.e., N qubit entangled state can only
be represented as product of at most (k−1) entangled states.
Minimal non-k -separability (k = 2) signifies genuine entan-
glement (gen. ent.)

and its violation indicates genuine entanglement, i.e.
state is non-2 -separable; the same bound is valid for ev-
ery 2 -separable state, i.e. ϱ̂n,N−n.

Bounds for Q can be generalized to states being a
product of n single qubits and (N − n)-entangled state,
ϱ̂n1...nn,N−n, nl = 1, l ∈ {1 . . . n}:

N − 1− (n+ 1) < Q ⩽ N − 1− n, (12)

and the correlator Q indicates existence of entanglement
depth de = N − n.

Next, for even number of qubits N = 2M , when ϱ̂ is a
product of N/2 pairs of entangled qubits, ϱ̂n1...nk

, nl = 2,
l = {1 . . . N/2}, the correlator is bounded from above as

Q ⩽
N

2
=M, (13)

and its violation certifies existence of entanglement depth
de = 3.

Finally, considering N = 3M qubits, ϱ̂n1...nM
, nl = 3,

l ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, the bound is

Q ⩽
2

3
N = 2M, (14)

and its violation indicates entanglement depth de = 4.
In general, for k-separable states the correlator Q is

bounded from above

Q ⩽ N − k, (15)

and violation of this inequality witnesses a non-k -
separability, i.e. ϱ̂ is a product of at most (k − 1)-
entangled states.

As an examples, let us consider N = 5 and N = 6. For
N = 5 qubits, the density operator ϱ̂ can take the form
ϱ̂1,4, ϱ̂2,3 or ϱ̂1,2,2. The respective value of the correla-
tor are bounded by: Q1,4 ⩽ 3 and its violation certifies
genuine entanglement d = 5, Q2,3 ≤ 3 and its violation
certifies entanglement depth de = 4; Q1,2,2 ⩽ 2 and its vi-
olation certifies entanglement depth de = 3. For N = 6,
the entangled state ϱ̂ can have the following structure:
ϱ̂1,5, ϱ̂2,4, ϱ̂3,3, ϱ̂2,2,2. The corresponding bounds are:
Q1,5 ⩽ 4, Q2,4 ⩽ 4, Q3,3 ⩽ 4, and Q2,2,2 ⩽ 3. These ob-
servations, adapted to the N = 3, 4, 5, 6 are summarized
in Tab. I.
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C. Extraction of Q

The correlator Q can be expressed in terms of a single
element of the density matrix , i.e., C ≡ ⟨0̃|⊗N ϱ̂|1̃⟩⊗N ,
such that determines the GHZ-type coherence between
all the spins |0̃⟩⊗N up and all down |1̃⟩⊗N in the optimal
local bases, namely

Q = N + log4(|C|
2
). (16)

This observation will be relevant in the forthcoming sec-
tions of this work. Importantly for its entanglement mea-
sure interpretation, Q is convex in the input states, see
App. A.

The freedom of choice of the orientations r⃗k is of fun-
damental importance, as it allows to adapt the correlator
to the geometry of the state that is scrutinized [193]. To
see this, take two examples of three-qubit GHZ states,

|ψzzz
ghz ⟩ =

1√
2
(|0z, 0z, 0z⟩+ |1z, 1z, 1z⟩) (17a)

|ψxyz
ghz ⟩ =

1√
2
(|0x, 0y, 0z⟩+ |1x, 1y, 1z⟩) , (17b)

where, for instance, |0x⟩ denotes the eigenstate of σ̂x with
the spin pointing up. Only the correct choice of the three
axes: all operators rising the spin in the z-direction in the
former, and in the x, y and z directions in the latter case,
allow to maximize the value of Q. In what follows, we al-
ways display results for the correlator, optimized over the
choice of the separable basis. What is crucial from our
perspective of classification of entanglement, the value of
correlations is invariant under local unitary operations.
Hence the proposed method for entanglement classifica-
tion respects SLOCC entanglement classes, see App. B.

As we stated above, our scheme uses local unitary oper-
ations, i.e., local rotations, to transform the state into the
optimal basis from the perspective of the GHZ-fidelity.
A similar setup was already considered from a more gen-
eral perspective: instead of local unitary operations, the
authors of Refs. [201, 202] consider all local operations,
because they do not introduce entanglement. For such
a setup there exist lower bounds [201] on this type of
GHZ-fidelity; however, these cannot be used in our case
where GHZ-fidelity is necessarily smaller or equal due to
a restricted set of operations.

III. RESULTS

The number of entanglement classes grows rapidly with
the number of parties and the local dimension. For pure
states of two qubits, there are only two entanglement
classes, with a Bell state as an extremal representative of
one and separable states forming the other. Increasing
the number of qubits to three yields two disjoint gen-
uinely multipartite entanglement classes, together form-
ing six different classes. Interestingly, the growth of the
number of classes is not even exponential; already for four

qubits, there are infinitely many entanglement classes,
which can be divided into nine [17, 123, 162] or forty-
nine groups [163, 203].

For mixed states ϱ̂, the situation is even more compli-
cated. The usual method of assigning ϱ̂ to some class
requires the knowledge if it can be written as a convex
sum of pure states from a given SLOCC class. Notwith-
standing, for a complete characterization of all mixed
states, one requires also to extend it to pure states of
lower entanglement, that is, non-genuine one [134].

In the following sections we illustrate the power of our
method of entanglement classification for N = 3 qubits
states in three SLOCC classes, N = 4 qubits states in
nine SLOCC classes. Next, we characterize k-separability
for N = 5, 6 qubits AME states, and Dicke states of an
arbitrary size.

A. Three-qubit entanglement classification

We start by the first non-trivial example which re-
quires classification of entanglement. First, we review
well-known results concerning classification and then we
show the effectiveness of our setup.

1. Pure states

In three-qubit system, there are two types of entan-
glement: genuine tripartite entanglement and the one in
which one qubit is separated from the rest. In the gen-
uine entanglement case, there are two inequivalent (un-
der SLOCC) types of states: GHZ and W, defined in
App. C [204]. One of the key differences between both
genuinely entangled states GHZ and W is their tensor
rank, see App. C. Therefore, in total there are six classes:
two genuine, three two-partite entangled (AB-C, AC-B,
BC-A) and one separable class.

In the following we analyze the correlator Q for three-
qubit SLOCC entanglement classes both for pure and
mixed states. To do so, we generate the set of three-
qubit quantum states as follows

• separable class: 3 Haar-random unitary matrices
of size 2 × 2 acting on |000⟩, yielding ÛA ⊗ ÛB ⊗
ÛC |000⟩,

• two-party entangled classes: 2 random unitary ma-
trices: one of size 4× 4 and another of size 2× 2 to
entangle only two subsystems, e.g., ÛAB⊗ÛC |000⟩,

• W class: we apply the parametrization |ψ⟩ =
λ0|000⟩+λ1|100⟩+λ2|101⟩+λ3|110⟩ from Ref. [134,
205] with λ0, λ1, λ2, λ3 sampled uniformly,

• GHZ class: a random state belongs to this class
with probability 1 [205]; therefore, we act with a
random unitary matrix of size 8 × 8 on any pure
state: ÛABC |000⟩.
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FIG. 2. Probability distribution of Q for three-qubit pure
states from SLOCC classes: bi-separable-, W-, and GHZ-type
(from top to bottom). The green dashed lines correspond to
the maximal values of Q for each class. Red dashed lines
presents numerically obtained probability distribution func-
tion.

We generate 100 states of a maximal representatives of
each class, and 20000 states for non-maximal representa-
tives of each class. Next, we calculate the optimized Bell
correlator Q for each state.

In Fig. 2 we show the distribution of outcomes, sep-
arately for each class. First, we focus on the maximal
representatives of each class. In this case, correlator Q
takes always same value, i.e. Q = 1 for bi-separable
states, Q = 1.6 for W states, and Q = 2 for GHZ states
– denoted as vertical green lines in Fig. 2. This clearly
indicates that correlator Q does not depend on local rota-
tions, and distinguish between SLOCC classes properly.
The bound Q ⩽ 1.6 serves as a GHZ-class witness. When
Q > 1.6 for either pure or mixed states, state ϱ̂ does not
belong to the W-class. Values of the correlator Q indi-
cates the genuine entanglement of states W and GHZ, in
accordance with Tab. I.

Next, let us consider the value of Q for non-maximal
representatives of each class. Frequencies of Q for each
class are presented as histogram in Fig. 2. Interestingly,
for class W the most probable is Q = 1. For the GHZ
class the most probable is Q = 1.65. From the purely
numerical results, we observe that most probable value
of Q for W class is the the maximal value of Q for bi-
separable class, while most probable value of Q for GHZ
class is close to the maximal value of Q for the W class.

Finally, the following question arises: how precisely
does Q distinguish between the classes. To address this

Ent. class B-S W GHZ

B-S 0 0.27 0.93

W 0.27 0 0.57

GHZ 0.93 0.57 0

TABLE II. The table of pairwise Wootters’ distance between
the probability distributions of the optimized correlators Q
for three-qubit entanglement classes: biseparable (B-S), W,
and GHZ.

point we use the Wootters’ distance, which for probability
distributions p and q of a random variable n is defined as

d(p, q) = 1−
∑
n

√
pnqn, (18)

where the measure
∑

n

√
pnqn is known as the Bhat-

tacharyya coefficient. Two probabilities are distant if
d(p, q) ≃ 1 and naturally d(p, p) = 0. We calculate the
Wootters’ distance, pairwise, for the probabilities shown
in Fig 2 (red lines). The outcome, shown in Table II,
informs about the success chance of discrimination be-
tween the classes. The GHZ and the bi-separable states
are the most distant, confirming the result of Fig. 2. As
expected, the W-class that lies in between the two has a
significant overlap with the both.

To assign a state to one of two given classes one can
process it through the random SLOCC many times, cal-
culating the correlator for each case. This procedure will
give one of the two shapes from Fig. 2. The degree of
distinguishability can be controlled with the number of
samples. This protocol can be thought of as a black-box
device, with random SLOCC class states on the input
that, as an output, produces the correct classification
provided sufficiently many samples.

2. Mixed states

In the following, we study how Q is vulnerable to noise,
i.e., a given state |ψ⟩ with a given value of Q belonging
to some entanglement class, is passed through a decoher-
ence channel. We take into account only states which
give the maximal value of Q for each class (see the verti-
cal dashed green lines in Fig. 2). We consider two types
of decoherence, where the first represents a global depo-
larizing channel

Λp[ϱ̂] = (1− p)ϱ̂+
p

8
1̂. (19)

As it does not depend on the orientation of the optimal
correlator, the value of Q is analytical and reads

Q(p) = Q+ 2 log4(1− p). (20)

This result is drawn in Fig. 3 with solid lines.
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FIG. 3. The value of the correlator Q for extremal repre-
sentatives from each of three-qubit entanglement class, upon
which we act with dephasing (dashed lines) and depolarizing
(solid lines) noise. The red lines correspond to the noisy GHZ
states, the blue one to W states, and the green line depicts
the decay of correlations for two-qubit Bell states.

The other source of noise is the dephasing acting on
randomly chosen qubit i ∈ {1, 2, 3}

∆p[ϱ̂] = (1− p

2
)ϱ̂+

p

2
σ̂(i)
z ϱ̂σ̂(i)

z . (21)

For every p we generate 100 random states of maximal
representatives of each class, and we obtain three values
of the optimized Q, depending on which qubit the de-
phasing acts. These samples give a range of Q’s, which
together with the average value is shown as a shaded area
for each class separately, see Fig. 3. We observe that for
reasonably small noise levels (p < 0.3 for the dephasing
and p < 0.25 for the depolarizing noise), the maximal
representatives of the SLOCC entanglement classes for
three qubits are still mutually distinguishable using the
Bell correlators metric.

3. Application: dynamical generation of entanglement

Next, we apply this correlator to classify the three-
qubit entangled states generated in the following dynam-
ical protocol. Qubits are initialized in the product state
of eigenstate of the σ̂(k)

x operators, namely

|ψ(0)⟩ =
(
|0⟩+ |1⟩√

2

)⊗3

(22)

and undergo the evolution

|ψ(t)⟩ = e−itĤ |ψ(0)⟩ (23)

generated by either of the two Hamiltonians

Ĥoat =

3∑
i>j=1

σ̂(i)
z σ̂(j)

z (24a)

Ĥtact =

3∑
i>j=1

(
σ̂(i)
z σ̂(j)

z − σ̂(i)
x σ̂(j)

x

)
. (24b)

FIG. 4. Dynamical generation of the many-body entangle-
ment in spin squeezing protocols in three-qubit system, i.e.,
Q versus the time t. The red solid line corresponds to the one-
axis twisting protocol (OAT), while the blue dashed line cor-
responds to the two-axis counter twisting protocol (TACT).
Both protocols generate genuine entanglement at the same
critical time tc, when Q(tc) exceeds unity. The OAT protocol
generates the most entangled state, namely the GHZ state,
for which the correlator takes the maximal value Q = 2.

Here, the two subscripts stand for one-axis- or two-axis-
counter-twisting, respectively. Note that according to
Eq. (12) and the Tab. I both these Hamiltonians gen-
erate entanglement at all times, and genuinely 3-partite
entanglement at most instants, see Fig. 4. Moreover,
the correlator Q provides information that only the OAT
protocol generates the GHZ-class state with Q = 2 at
maximum.

B. Four-qubit entanglement classification

The efforts to classify the multipartite entanglement,
relevant in the context of experimental advances [206],
have been recently expanded to the four-qubit case [162,
207–209], where nine groups can be distinguished [17].
The main group is formed by those states that are charac-
terized by the generalized GHZ-type entanglement. The
other groups are formed by three- and two-qubit entan-
gled states.

For each of the nine classes, we maximize the correlator
Q by picking the maximally entangled representatives of
each group (Appendix D and Ref. [162]). As shown in
Table III, the highest value of the correlator is reached
by the GHZ state (|G⟩ group), and |E1⟩ and |E2⟩ groups,
while the smallest Q is for group |E6⟩.

An important question is about k-separability of a re-
sulting mixed quantum state after tracing out one of
the qubits. The correlator Q provides an information
about k-separability of the final three-qubit state. When
Q > 0 the remaining quantum state is entangled. Nat-
urally, the entanglement in states |G⟩ is washed out by
tracing out any of the qubits. This however is not the
case with classes |E3⟩, |E4⟩, |E6⟩, |E7⟩, and |E8⟩, see
Table III. Moreover, when Q > 1, the mixed states
remains genuinely entangled. In particular state |E7⟩
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State

Discarded
None i = 1 i = 2 i = 3 i = 4

|G⟩ 3 − − − −
|E1⟩ 2.98 − − − −
|E2⟩ 2.98 − − − −
|E3⟩ 2.41 − − 0.43 0.43
|E4⟩ 2.5 0.55 − 0.68 −
|E5⟩ 2.98 − − − −
|E6⟩ 1.54 1 − − 1
|E7⟩ 1.76 1.32 1 1 1
|E8⟩ 2 2 − − −

TABLE III. Value of the correlator Q for maximally entangled
four-qubit states in nine entanglement classes (see App. D).
The first column corresponds to the value of the correlator of
the full state, while the latter four show Q after discarding
(tracing out) one qubit. Null values corresponds to nega-
tive lack of entanglement. Observe that the state exhibiting
the highest entanglement with respect to four-qubit correlator
(|G⟩) does not possess any three-qubit entanglement. Con-
versely, the states with lower four-qubit entanglement pre-
serve high values of the three-qubit correlator. This is in
agreement with similar observations concerning distribution
of entanglement among different divisions [17].

remains genuinely entangled after tracing out the first
qubit, Q = 1.32.

C. non-k-separability of AME states for N = 5 and
6 qubits

A pure state on N qudits is called an absolutely maxi-
mally entangled AME(N ,d) state if all its reduced density
matrices after discarding at least half of the subsystems
are maximally mixed [210]. Interestingly, the question
of the existence of an AME state of a given number of
parties and local dimensions is still open. There are a
few methods for (dis)proving their existence but none
is universal [211, 212]. Recently there were several de-
velopments in the search for AME states, including the
question of their local orbit, connected with local unitary
equivalence [213–215]. The usefulness of AME states ex-
tends also to dense coding, quantum secret sharing, and
quantum error correction codes [212, 216].

Here, we consider only the qubit case, d = 2. In the
case of N = 2, 3 qubits, the AME is the corresponding
GHZ state. Surprisingly, there are no four-qubit AME
states [217], and there are no AME states for N > 6 [212,
213]; but they do exist for N = 5, 6 [216, 218], taking the
form of

|AME(N, 2)⟩ = 1

2N/2

2N−1∑
i=0

α
(N)
i |i⟩, (25)

where the values of binary (±1) coefficients α(5)
i and α(6)

i
are given in Appendix E. For AME(5, 2) the correlator
takes Q = 1.7 and for AME(6, 2) it takes value Q = 2.4.

These values are about half of maximal values for N = 5
and N = 6 qubits (Q = 4 and Q = 5 respectively, see
Table I.).

The type of entanglement of AME states cannot be ex-
plained via the provided measure; the correlator for those
two AME states can be explained with only three-partite
and four-partite correlations, respectively. In this sense,
AME’s are the strongest entangled states that exist. The
correlator Q can be thus thought of as an alternative to
the usual description of AME-type entanglement, under-
stood as the sum of entanglement entropies across every
balanced bipartition.

D. non-k-separability of Dicke states, any N

As the last illustration of k-separability characteriza-
tion with the correlator Q we use the Dicke states. A set
of N -qubit Dicke states |J,m⟩ is defined as a eigenbasis
of collective multi-qubit spin operators Ĵ2 = Ĵ2

x+ Ĵ
2
y + Ĵ

2
z

and Ĵz, where Ĵτ = 1
2

∑N
i=1 σ̂

(i)
τ , τ = x, y, z; [Ĵ2, Ĵz] = 0,

Ĵ2|J,m⟩ = J(J + 1)|J,m⟩
Ĵz|J,m⟩ = m|J,m⟩,

(26)

with J = N/2, m ∈ {−J . . . J}. The special case are
balanced Dicke states, m = 0,

|Dn⟩ =
(
N
N
2

)− 1
2 ∑

k

Pk(|0⟩⊗
N
2 ⊗ |1⟩⊗N

2 ), (27)

summed over all distinct permutations Pk. Such sym-
metric Dicke states posses strong multipartite entangle-
ment [24, 219–227], and are useful for quantum metrology
[65, 66, 228].

For Dicke states the correlator Q can be obtain an-
alytically [193] both for balanced m = 0 case, and for
m ̸= 0:

Q = 2 log4

(
N

m+ N
2

)
. (28)

For the large number of qubits, N → ∞, the above for-
mula can be approximated as

Q = N − log4N − 4
m2

N
log4 e+ log4

2

π
. (29)

The maximal value of the correlator Q is for balanced
Dicke states with m = 0. Moreover, the expression
in Eq. (29) and inequality Eq. (12) allow classifica-
tion of Dicke states |J,m⟩ with respect to their non-k -
separability, one of the results of this work.

IV. MEASUREMENTS

As discussed in the previous section, many-qubit en-
tanglement can be inferred from the single element of the
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density matrix ϱ̂ related to GHZ fidelity. The remaining
question concerns the identification of an experimental
protocol capable of accessing this quantity.

The measurement of the off-diagonal GHZ element of
the density matrix in N = 4 qubit system has been per-
formed experimentally with trapped ions [206]. Another
approach is to use the quantum state tomography, e.g.,
with classical shadows, and rotate the state to find the
optimal basis in which the GHZ coherence element is
maximal [183]. An alternative experimental protocol,
not relying on the full tomography, is based on the mul-
tiple quantum coherences measurements. This technique
provides extensive information about the structure of a
many-body state, and allows intertwining of the quan-
tum correlators with other physical quantities like the
out-of-time-order correlations [178, 179].

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we have provided a many-body quan-
tum correlator that captures the non-k-separability of a
given pure or mixed quantum state. By construction, the
proposed correlator respects the SLOCC entanglement
classification; we used it to classify three entanglement
classes in a three-qubit system, and to characterise nine
entanglement classes in a four-qubit system. We then
characterised non-k-separability for qubit AME states,
and Dicke states of an arbitrary number of qubits. The
proposed method is not limited by the system size, and
is experimentally accessible.

Like any other method, the one presented in this paper
is not able to perfectly classify all entangled states. The
strength of the method lies rather in its simplicity. This
comes at a price as for each state one has to choose a suit-
able basis by local unitary rotations, such that maximises
the generalised GHZ fidelity.

Our setup is not specifically designed for pure states,
and can be adapted to mixed states as well. There-
fore, the technique is able to statistically distinguish be-
tween states even in the more realistic, mixed case sce-
narios with experimental imperfections, including parti-
cle losses. In many experimental setups it is not necessary
to study the most general form of entanglement possible
but rather to confirm that the losses do not hinder the
state preparation. For such setups, our framework fits
perfectly.
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Appendix A: Convexity of correlator Q

Entanglement cannot be increased while mixing the
quantum states [6–8], therefore, any entanglement mea-
sure should be convex. As such we require that for any
two states ϱ̂1, ϱ̂2, the correlator Q fulfills

Q(λϱ̂1 + (1− λ)ϱ̂2) ⩽ λQ(ϱ̂1) + (1− λ)Q(ϱ̂2). (A1)

The correlator Q, Eq.(16), for a linear combination of
two states reads:

Q
(
λϱ̂1 + (1− λ)ϱ̂2

)
=

= N + log4 |⟨0̃|⊗N (λϱ̂1 + (1− λ)ϱ̂2)|1̃⟩⊗N |2.
(A2)

Let us now focus on the logarithm. It inherently in-
volves maximization over a choice of basis, which can be
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upper bounded by two independent optimizations

2 log4

(
max

{|0̃⟩,|1̃⟩}
|⟨0̃|⊗N (λϱ̂1 + (1− λ)ϱ̂2)|1̃⟩⊗N |

)
≤

≤ 2 log4

(
λ max

{|0̃⟩,|1̃⟩}
|⟨0̃|⊗N ϱ̂1|1̃⟩⊗N | +

+ (1− λ) max
{|0̃⟩,|1̃⟩}

|⟨0̃|⊗N ϱ̂2|1̃⟩⊗N |
)
.

(A3)

Using the concavity of the logarithm, we can bound the
latter expression by

λ log4

(
max

{|0̃⟩,|1̃⟩}
|⟨0̃|⊗N ϱ̂1|1̃⟩⊗N |2

)
+

+(1− λ) log4

(
max

{|0̃⟩,|1̃⟩}
|⟨0̃|⊗N ϱ̂2|1̃⟩⊗N |2

)
,

(A4)

from which we directly obtain the expressions for Q(ϱ̂1)
and Q(ϱ̂2), yielding Eq. (A1), what proves the convexity
of the correlator Q.

Appendix B: SLOCC entanglement classes

The two pure multipartite quantum states |ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩
belong to the same SLOCC (stochastic local operations
and classical communication) entanglement class if and
only if it is possible to convert |ψ⟩ 7→ |ϕ⟩ and |ϕ⟩ 7→ |ψ⟩
with non-zero probabilities using local operations and
classical communication, i.e., if there exist a set of in-
vertible operators Ôk (so that the following condition is
symmetric) such that |ϕ⟩ =

⊗N
k=1 Ôk|ψ⟩, where N is the

number of constituents.
The number of entanglement classes grows rapidly with

the number of parties and the local dimension. For pure
states of two qubits, there are only two entanglement
classes, with a Bell state as an extremal representative of
one and separable states forming the other. Increasing
the number of qubits to three yields two disjoint gen-
uinely multipartite entanglement classes, together form-
ing six different classes. Interestingly, the growth of the
number of classes is not even exponential; already for four
qubits, there are infinitely many entanglement classes,
which can be divided into nine groups [17].

Appendix C: Tensor rank and multipartite
entanglement classification

For two-particle pure states |ψ⟩ =
∑

i1i2
αi1i2 |i1i2⟩,

classification and quantification of bipartite pure entan-

glement stems from the singular value decomposition
(SVD). This procedure allows to tansform the matrix of
the coefficients [α̂]i1i2 = αi1i2 to give the Schmidt de-
composition of the state |ψ⟩ =

∑
i

√
λi|χi, ξi⟩. From the

vector of the singular values Λ = [λi]i it is possible to
infer all the information about entanglement, such as the
entanglement entropy−

∑
i λi lnλi, or the Schmidt rank

(number of non-zero λis) [10]. For example, one can con-
vert one two-partite state |ψ⟩ into another |ϕ⟩ via SLOCC
if and only if the Schmidt rank of the latter is not larger.

When N ⩾ 3, the situation is more compli-
cated because the coefficients of the state |ψ⟩ =∑

i1...iN
αi1...iN |i1 . . . iN ⟩, form a tensor, for which, in

contrast to matrices, SVD is not always possible and var-
ious generalizations of higher-order SVDs were proposed
(for a list of their applications in quantum information
see Ref. [229]). One way is to use the tensor rank, which
is the minimal number of separable states into which one
can decompose a given state. We use this notion to exem-
plify the difference between two most entangled states of
three qubits, namely between |GHZ⟩ = 1√

2
(|000⟩+|111⟩),

which has a rank 2 and |W⟩ = 1√
3
(|001⟩+ |010⟩+ |100⟩),

which has a rank 3.

Surprisingly, there are states of tensor rank 2 that ap-
proximate the W state to an arbitrary precision [205,
230], but the converse is not true – the GHZ state does
not have states of tensor rank 3 in its neighborhood in-
side the Hilbert space. It is again in direct contrast with
the bipartite case, as matrices of lower rank always have
matrices of higher rank in the neighborhood, while the
converse does not hold. Therefore, we say that the border
rank of the W state is 2. What is more, the generic rank
of a matrix is the maximal one, but for tensors of three
indices 2-level each (so three-qubit pure states) this is not
the case; the maximal tensor rank is 3 and the generic is
2. As such, the generic pure state of three qubits belongs
to the GHZ SLOCC-class, not to the W class.

Appendix D: Entanglement classes for four qubits

Here we list nine representatives of entanglement
classes for four qubits [17, 123, 162]:
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|G⟩ = a+ b

2

(
|0000⟩+ |1111⟩

)
+
a− d

2

(
|0011⟩+ |1100⟩

)
+
b+ c

2

(
|0101⟩+ |1010⟩

)
+
b− c

2

(
|0110⟩+ |1001⟩

)
,

|E1⟩ =
a+ b

2

(
|0000⟩+ |1111⟩

)
+
a− b

2

(
|0011⟩+ |1100⟩

)
+ c

(
|0101⟩+ |1010⟩

)
+ |0110⟩,

|E2⟩ = a
(
|0000⟩+ |1111⟩

)
+ b

(
|0101⟩+ |1010⟩

)
+ |0110⟩+ |0011⟩,

|E3⟩ = a
(
|0000⟩+ |1111⟩

)
+
a+ b

2

(
|0101⟩+ |1010⟩

)
+
a− b

2

(
|0110⟩+ |1001⟩

)
+

i√
2

(
|0001⟩+ |0010⟩+ |0111⟩+ |1011⟩

)
,

|E4⟩ = a
(
|0000⟩+ |0101⟩+ |1010⟩+ |1111⟩

)
+ i|0001⟩+ |0110⟩ − i|1011⟩,

|E5⟩ = a
(
|0000⟩+ |1111⟩

)
+ |0011⟩+ |0101⟩+ |0110⟩,

|E6⟩ = |0000⟩+ |0101⟩+ |1000⟩+ |1110⟩,
|E7⟩ = |0000⟩+ |1011⟩+ |1101⟩+ |1110⟩,
|E8⟩ = |0000⟩+ |0111⟩.

(D1)

Appendix E: Absolutely Maximally Entangled states
AME(5,2) and AME(6,2)

The AME coefficients [216, 218] for N = 5 are

α(5) = {1, 1, 1, 1, 1,−1,−1, 1, 1,−1,−1, 1,

1, 1, 1, 1, 1,−1,−1, 1,−1, 1,−1,−1,

1,−1, 1,−1,−1, 1, 1}
(E1)

while for N = 6

α(6) = {−1,−1,−1, 1,−1, 1, 1, 1,−1,−1,−1, 1,

1,−1,−1,−1,−1,−1, 1,−1,−1, 1,−1,−1,

1, 1,−1, 1,−1, 1,−1,−1,−1, 1,−1,−1,−1,

− 1, 1,−1, 1,−1, 1, 1,−1,−1, 1,−1, 1,−1,−1,

− 1, 1, 1, 1,−1, 1,−1,−1,−1,−1,−1,−1, 1}.

(E2)
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