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Abstract

We prove a lower bound on the number of copies needed to test the property of a multipartite
quantum state being product across some bipartition (i.e. not genuinely multipartite entangled), given
the promise that the input state either has this property or is ϵ-far in trace distance from any state
with this property. We show that Ω(n/ log n) copies are required (for fixed ϵ ≤ 1

2 ), complementing
a previous result that O(n/ϵ2) copies are sufficient. Our proof technique proceeds by considering
uniformly random ensembles over such states, and showing that the trace distance between these
ensembles becomes arbitrarily small for sufficiently large n unless the number of copies is at least
Ω(n/ log n). We discuss implications for testing graph states and computing the generalised geometric
measure of entanglement.
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1 Introduction

Quantum entanglement [HHHH09, GT09, BŻ17] is celebrated as a ubiquitous resource across the whole
landscape of quantum information and technology. In measurement based approaches to quantum
computation [RB01, Joz06, BBD+09], one seeks to generate entanglement between multiple sites, for
example via the creation of graph states [HDE+06, HEB04], and an important practical task is to be
able to certify the presence (or lack of) such entanglement [MK20, JMG11]. Multipartite entanglement
[WGE16, BZ16] is also a fundamental component of quantum networks [Kim08, TPKLR21] and plays a
significant role in quantum error correction [Sco04, DB07].

In classical computer science, the domain of property testing [GGR98, Fis04] seeks to ascertain if a
given object has some property P, or is far away from having that property. An ϵ-tester takes as input
either x ∈ P or x ϵ-far from P, and in the former case it accepts with probability at least 2

3 , whereas in
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the latter case it accepts with probability at most 1
3 . A tester is deemed efficient if the number of queries

made (e.g. number of bits of the object read) is much less than the size n of the object. Quantum property
testing applies these notions to the quantum world, where one can take either the tester or the object
to be tested (or both) to be quantum mechanical in some aspect – see [MdW13] for a comprehensive
review. When testing properties of quantum states, one typically seeks algorithms that minimise the
number of copies required to test the desired property. In particular, it is highly desirable to prove lower
bounds on the number of copies required, to understand the optimality of various approaches and the
fundamental limits on extracting information from quantum states.

In this paper we will study the property of a multipartite quantum state being product across
some (unknown) bipartition, or equivalently the property of not being genuinely multipartite entangled,
through the lens of property testing. Let us formalise some definitions. Recall that a bipartite pure state
|ψ⟩ ∈ Cd1 ⊗Cd2 is entangled if it cannot be written as a product state, i.e. as |ψ⟩ = |ϕ⟩ ⊗ |τ⟩ for some
states |ϕ⟩ ∈ Cd1 and |τ⟩ ∈ Cd2 .

Definition 1. Consider a pure quantum state |ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗n consisting of n parties, each of local
dimension d. We say that it is

• Genuinely multipartite entangled (GME) if it is entangled across any bipartition of the n parties.

• Bipartite product (BP) if it is not GME, that is, there exists some non-trivial partition S ⊂ [n]
such that the state is product across this bipartition.

• Multipartite product (MP) if the state is product across every bipartition, i.e. the state can be
written as the tensor product of n local states.

In [HM13], it is shown that given an n-partite state |ψ⟩ that is either multipartite product, or is at least
ϵ-far from any multipartite product state, there exists a tester using two copies of the input state |ψ⟩, and
accepts with certainty if |ψ⟩ is MP and accepts with probability at most 1 − Θ(ϵ2) otherwise. Repeating
this procedure k times (using 2k copies) reduces this latter probability to (1 − Θ(ϵ2))k ≤ e−Θ(kϵ2), and
hence the property of multipartite productness can be tested using O(1/ϵ2) copies, for any n. The proof
strategy uses the product test [MKB05], which in turn consists of applying the swap test [BCWDW01]
(a simple test for equality of two states) across corresponding pairs of subsystems of two copies of the
input state (also see [MdW13] for a proof sketch).

Furthermore, a general result is derived in [HLM17] for testing multiple properties of a quantum
state simultaneously. More specifically, given a set of measurement operators Λi (POVM elements
satisfying 0 ≤ Λi ≤ 1 ) and an input state ρ with the promise that either Tr(Λiρ) is small for all i,
or there exists at least one i with Tr(Λiρ) large, the authors construct a procedure that distinguishes
between these cases using one copy of the input state ρ. In the same paper this result is applied to
testing bipartite productness: building upon the result from [HM13] they derive a tester for the property
of being bipartite product using O(n/ϵ2) copies of the state.

In this work, we show that this is close to optimal – at least Ω(n/ log n) copies are needed to test
bipartite productness, for any fixed constant 0 < ϵ ≤ 1

2 . To the best of our knowledge this is the first
lower bound constructed for this problem. Our main result can be stated formally as follows.

Theorem 2. An ϵ-tester for testing the property of a multipartite state |ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗n being bipartite
product requires at least Ω (n/ log n) copies of the input state |ψ⟩, for any 0 < ϵ ≤ 1

2 .

So testing bipartite productness across an unknown bipartition is harder than testing both multi-
partite productness or productness across a known partition (both can be done with O(1/ϵ2) copies),
hence it appears that the uncertainty regarding which partition the state is product across is responsible
for the increase in hardness. We now comment on two initial applications of our result.

Recall that graph states [HDE+06, HEB04] are defined by associating a qubit initialised in the |+⟩
state for every node, and applying a controlled-Z gate for every corresponding edge. Given a graph
state, one can consider testing classical properties of the underlying graph [Gol10] using few copies of
the state [MS22, ZPDF16]. In particular, our work here relates to the property of the underlying graph
being connected: if there exists a path from any vertex to any other vertex. The underlying graph is not
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Figure 1: Illustration of the property considered in this paper. The input is given by a quantum state
|ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗n, which is either product across some bipartiton S : Sc, or ϵ-far from being product. We
are interested in algorithms for distinguishing these cases that use a small number of copies k of the
input state |ψ⟩. Some of the technical aspects of our work (e.g. Lemma 4) involve unitaries Uα that
permute the k systems according to a permutation α ∈ Sk. Note that in the context of this diagram,

these permutations Uα permute the k ‘columns’, and not the n ‘rows’, and hence given some bipartion
S ⊂ [n] we can write U′

α = Uα ⊗S Uα for U′
α acting on the whole space – see also Eq. (7).

connected if and only if the associated state is bipartite product. Therefore our results imply that any
attempt to test non-connectivity of the underlying graph by testing if the state is bipartite product must
use Ω(n/ log n) copies. However, it is not ruled out that one could test for non-connectivity using fewer
copies, taking advantage of the information that the given state is promised to be a graph state.

As a second application, consider the following quantifier of multipartite entanglement

EG(|ψ⟩) := 1 − max
|ϕ⟩ is BP

|⟨ψ|ϕ⟩|2 (1)

= min
|ϕ⟩ is BP

D (|ψ⟩⟨ψ| , |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|)2 (2)

for D the trace distance. This is known as the generalised geometric measure of entanglement – see [SS+10,
DRB+16, MLS23] and references therein. Thus we can reinterpret our main result as showing that to
determine if either EG(|ψ⟩) = 0 or EG(|ψ⟩) ≥ ϵ2 (given the promise that one of them holds), one
requires Ω(n/ log n) copies of |ψ⟩, for any 0 < ϵ ≤ 1

2 . So in general one can expect computing EG to
require at least this many copies.

Our proof of Theorem 2 proceeds in several steps:

(i) We first show in Lemma 3 that if a tester exists, then this places a lower bound on the trace distance
of certain quantum states. These quantum states are respectively close to distributions over BP
and ϵ-far from BP states.

(ii) We then give an upper bound on the trace distance between these states as a function of n (the
number of parties), k (the number of copies) and d (the local dimension) – this is Lemma 4.

(iii) Finally, we see that unless k = Ω(n/ log n), then this upper bound goes to zero, which contradicts
the existence of a tester.

The bulk of the technical work is in proving point (ii), which requires calculations involving the
Haar measure, symmetric subspace, and permutation matrices – see e.g. [HLW06, Har13, Mel23] for
relevant literature.
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1.1 Mathematical Preliminaries

We use D(ρ, σ) := 1
2∥ρ − σ∥1 to denote trace distance, (n

k) := n!
(n−k)!k! the binomial coefficients, and

[n] := {0, . . . , n − 1} the set of integers from 0 to n − 1 inclusive. We write ‘ln’ for the natural logarithm
and ‘log’ for the logarithm to base 2.

Consider k quantum systems of local dimension d, i.e. some state |ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗k. Define unitaries Uα

that permute the k systems for some permutation α in the symmetric group Sk:

Uα |x1, . . . , xk⟩ =
∣∣∣xα−1(1), . . . , xα−1(k)

〉
. (3)

Note that UαUβ = Uαβ. One can then define the symmetric subspace [Har13] as follows:

Symk
d :=

{
|ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗k : Uα |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩ ∀ α ∈ Sk

}
, (4)

which can equivalently be defined as the span of states of the form |ψ⟩ = |ϕ⟩⊗k for some |ϕ⟩ ∈ Cd. We
can write the projector Πk

d onto the symmetric subspace as

Πk
d := E

α∈Sk

[Uα] =
1
k! ∑

α∈Sk

Uα. (5)

Now let dψ denote the Haar measure on quantum states. Then a well-known fact [Har13, Mel23] is
that integration over k copies of a state |ψ⟩ ∈ Cd is proportional to the projector onto the symmetric
subspace, specifically we have (

k + d − 1
k

) ∫
dψ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k = Πk

d. (6)

We use Sc to denote the complement of a subset S ⊆ [n], and |S| to denote the size of the set S, so in
particular |S|+ |Sc| = n. We denote the empty set by ∅.

Recall that any permutation α ∈ Sk can be written as a product of disjoint cycles, which is unique
up to reordering. We refer to the number of cycles in this cycle decomposition of a permutation α as the
cycle number, denoted c(α). For example, the (cyclic) permutation (123) ∈ S3 has cycle number 1, and
the identity permutation e = (1) . . . (k) ∈ Sk has cycle number equal to k.

For a multipartite quantum state |ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗n that is product across some bipartition S ⊂ [n], we
may use labels on the states and tensor product symbol for clarity. For example, if the state |ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗n

is product across the bipartition S : Sc with respective states |ϕ⟩ and |τ⟩, for k copies we may write (see
also Fig. 1)

|ψ⟩⊗k =
∣∣∣ϕS
〉⊗k

⊗S

∣∣∣τSc
〉⊗k

, (7)

and similarly for operators.
Finally, recall that Schmidt decomposition allows us to write any bipartite state |ψ⟩ ∈ Cd1 ⊗Cd2 as

|ψ⟩ = ∑
i

γi |vi⟩ |wi⟩ , (8)

where the Schmidt coefficients γi are non-negative, the sets |vi⟩ and |wi⟩ are respectively orthonormal,
and the number of terms in the expansion is minimal and referred to as the Schmidt rank.
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2 Results

Theorem 2

Testing BP requires
Ω(n/ log n) copies.

Lemma 3

Fact 6 Fact 7 Lemma 5

Lemma 4

Fact 8 Fact 9

Figure 2: Proof structure and supporting results.

We first state the two main ingredients used in the proof of our main result.

Lemma 3. For 0 < ϵ ≤ 1
2 , the existence of an ϵ-tester for the property of a multipartite state being

bipartite product using k copies implies that

D(ρ, σ) ≥ 1
3
− O(2−n), (9)

for D the trace distance, and where

ρ =
Πk

dn

(dn+k−1
k )

, σ = E
S⊆[n]

[ Πk
d|S|

⊗S Πk
dn−|S|

(d|S|+k−1
k )(dn−|S|+k−1

k )

]
, (10)

for Πk
d the projector onto the symmetric subspace of k systems of local dimension d.

Lemma 4. Consider the following states

ρ =
Πk

dn

(dn+k−1
k )

, σ = E
S⊆[n]

[ Πk
d|S|

⊗S Πk
dn−|S|

(d|S|+k−1
k )(dn−|S|+k−1

k )

]
, (11)

where Πk
d denotes the projector onto the symmetric subspace of k systems of local dimension d.

Then their squared trace-distance is upper bounded by the following expression:

D(ρ, σ)2 ≤ k!
4

(
1 + (k!)3

(
1 + d

2d

)n
− e−k2/dn

)
. (12)

Using these two ingredients we can prove our main theorem.

2.1 Proof of Main Result

Theorem 2 (restated). An ϵ-tester for testing the property of a multipartite state |ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗n being
bipartite product requires at least Ω (n/ log n) copies of the input state |ψ⟩, for any 0 < ϵ ≤ 1

2 .
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Proof of Theorem 2. If a tester exists, by Lemma 3 we have that

1
3
≤ O(2−n) + D(ρ, σ) (13)

for the states ρ, σ as stated. Lemma 4 then gives us

D(ρ, σ)2 ≤ k!
4

(
1 + (k!)3

(
1 + d

2d

)n
− e−k2/dn

)
(14)

≤ k!
4

(
(k!)3

(
1 + d

2d

)n
+ O(k2/dn)

)
(15)

≤ k4k

4
2−n

(
1 +

1
d

)n

+ O(kk+2d−n), (16)

where we used k! ≤ kk and 1 − e−k2/dn
= O(k2/dn) (assuming k2/dn < 1 ∀n)1.

As the local dimension d ≥ 2, we have 1 + 1
d ≤ 3

2 , and so

D2 ≤ k4k

4
2−n ( 3

2
)n

+ O(kk+2d−n) (17)

≤ O
(

k4k ( 3
4
)n
)
+ O(kk+22−n) (18)

≤ O
(

k4k ( 3
4
)n
)

(19)

= O
(

24k log k−n log 4/3
)

. (20)

Thus after taking the square root we have

D ≤ O
(

22k log k−an
)

, (21)

where a = 1
2 log 4/3 ≈ 0.208. Now take k < cn

log n , with 0 < c < a
2 . Then observe that

2k log k − an <
2cn

log n

(
log c + log n − log log n

)
− an (22)

= (2c − a)n + (c log c)
(

n
log n

)
− c

(
n log log n

log n

)
(23)

< 0 for sufficiently large n, as 2c < a. (24)

This means that O(22k log k−an) would tend to zero as n goes to infinity. This contradicts the assertion
that a tester must satisfy

1
3
≤ O(2−n) + D(ρ, σ), (25)

as the right hand side of the inequality would tend to zero as n tends to infinity. Hence no tester exists
unless k ∈ Ω( n

log n ).

We also state and prove the following result on the distribution of the maximum Schmidt coefficient
under the Haar measure. Aside from potentially being of independent interest, it primarily serves as a
crucial ingredient in Lemma 3 where it is needed to show that the Haar distribution is close to the same
distribution conditioned on states with bounded maximum Schmidt coefficient.

1The latter can be seen from 1 − e− f (n) ≤ f (n)(1 − f (n)
2! + f (n)2

3! − . . . ) ≤ f (n)(1 + 1
3! +

1
5! + . . . ) = sinh(1) f (n) = O( f (n)) for

all functions satisfying 0 ≤ f (n) ≤ 1 ∀n.

6



Lemma 5. Let |ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗n be drawn uniformly at random from the Haar measure, and let Γmax
denote the maximum Schmidt coefficient over all non-trivial bipartitions.

Let
√

3
2 ≤ γ < 1 be a constant. Then there exist positive constants c1, c2 and N (in terms of γ

and d, expressions given below) such that for all n > N

P (Γmax > γ) ≤ c12ne−c2dn
. (26)

Here c1, c2, N are given by

c1 = 1
2

(
30
γ2

)2d
, (27)

c2 =
dγ4

126 ln 2
, (28)

N =
1

ln d
ln

252 ln 2 ln
(

30
γ2

)
γ4

. (29)

Proof. From [HLW06, HHL04] we have for λmax the maximum eigenvalue of either reduced density
matrix of a Haar random state:

P

(
λmax >

1 + δ

dA

)
≤
(

10dA
δ

)2dA

exp
(
−dB

δ2

14 ln 2

)
, (30)

where dA and dB are the local dimensions across a fixed bipartition. Recall that the Schmidt coefficients
of a bipartite pure state are equal to the square roots of the eigenvalues of either reduced density matrix.
We then use the relabelling 1+δ

dA
= γ2 ⇐⇒ δ = dAγ2 − 1 to write the above as

P

(
λmax > γ2

)
= P (γmax > γ) (31)

≤
(

10dA
dAγ2 − 1

)2dA

exp
(
−dB

(dAγ2 − 1)2

14 ln 2

)
, (32)

for γmax the maximum Schmidt coefficient across this bipartition.
As we are considering n parties each with local dimension d, set dA = dx, where x ≤ n

2 , and

dB = dn−x. Note also that for γ ≥
√

3
2 and dA ≥ 2, we have

dAγ2 ≥ 3
2

⇐⇒ dAγ2 − 1 ≥ dAγ2

3
. (33)

Hence we can write

P (γmax > γ) ≤
(

30
γ2

)2·dx

exp
(
− dn+xγ4

126 ln 2

)
(34)

= exp(dx(a − bdn)), (35)

for positive constants

a = 2 ln
(

30
γ2

)
, b =

γ4

126 ln 2
. (36)

For a − bdn ≤ 0, the worst case is for x = 1 (when dx is smallest, and dx(a − bdn) is largest). So for n
sufficiently large we have that

exp(dx(a − bdn)) ≤ exp(d(a − bdn)). (37)

Taking the union bound over all 2n−1 − 1 nontrivial bipartitions then gives

7



P (Γmax > γ) ≤ 2n−1 exp(d(a − bdn)) (38)

≡ c12ne−c2dn
, (39)

for Γmax the maximum Schmidt coefficient over all bipartitions, and where

c1 = 1
2 eda = 1

2

(
30
γ2

)2d
, c2 = db =

dγ4

126 ln 2
. (40)

Finally, note that we can rewrite the condition a − bdn ≤ 0 as

n ≥
ln
( a

b
)

ln(d)
=

ln
(

ln 2c1
c2

)
ln(d)

=
1

ln d
ln

252 ln 2 ln
(

30
γ2

)
γ4

. (41)

2.2 Proof of Lemma 3

Lemma 3 (restated). For 0 < ϵ ≤ 1
2 , the existence of an ϵ-tester for the property of a multipartite

state being bipartite product using k copies implies that

D(ρ, σ) ≥ 1
3
− O(2−n), (9)

for D the trace distance, and where

ρ =
Πk

dn

(dn+k−1
k )

, σ = E
S⊆[n]

[ Πk
d|S|

⊗S Πk
dn−|S|

(d|S|+k−1
k )(dn−|S|+k−1

k )

]
, (10)

for Πk
d the projector onto the symmetric subspace of k systems of local dimension d.

Proof. Suppose there is a tester for the property of being bipartite product (BP) using k copies of the
input state. This means that there exists an operator (a POVM element) M : (Cd)⊗kn → (Cd)⊗kn with
0 ≤ M ≤ 1, such that for all inputs |ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗n we have the following.

• If |ψ⟩ is BP then Tr(M |ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k) ≥ 2
3 .

• If |ψ⟩ is ϵ-far from being BP then Tr(M |ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k) ≤ 1
3 .

This implies that for any |ψ⟩ that is BP, and any |ϕ⟩ that is ϵ far from being BP we have

Tr
(

M
(
|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k − |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗k

))
≥ 1

3
. (42)

By linearity, this must also hold if we replace the states with averages, respectively according to any
distribution DBP on BP states, and any distribution DF on states ϵ-far from being BP. The variational
characterisation of the trace distance then also allows us to write

1
3
≤ Tr

(
M
(
Eψ∼DBP(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|

⊗k)−Eϕ∼DF (|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|
⊗k)
))

, (43)

≤ D
(
Eψ∼DBP(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|

⊗k) , Eϕ∼DF (|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|
⊗k)

)
. (44)

We will take DBP as the distribution defined by taking a random non-trivial bipartition of the n
parties, and then randomising over pure states on each subsystem using the Haar measure. More

8



concretely, for some subset S ⊆ [n] denote the normalised states

τS =

( ∫
dθ |θ⟩⟨θ|⊗k

)
⊗S

( ∫
dω |ω⟩⟨ω|⊗k

)
(45)

=
Πk

d|S|
⊗S Πk

dn−|S|

(d|S|+k−1
k )(dn−|S|+k−1

k )
, (46)

where Πk
d is the projector onto the symmetric subspace – see Eq. (5) and Eq. (6). Hence as a distribu-

tion over BP states we take

σ′ := Eψ∼DBP(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|
⊗k) = E

S⊆[n]
S ̸=∅,[n]

[
τS

]
. (47)

This state is O(2−n) close in trace distance to the state σ that includes the trivial bipartions in the
average, as seen by the following calculation (using the triangle inequality).

∥∥σ − σ′∥∥
1 =

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥ ES⊆[n]

[
τS

]
− E

S⊆[n]
S ̸=∅,[n]

[
τS

]∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

(48)

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
1
2n

(
τ∅ + τ[n]

)
+

(
1
2n − 1

2n − 2

)
∑

S⊆[n]
S ̸=∅,[n]

τS

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

(49)

≤ 1
2n

(
∥τ∅∥1 +

∥∥∥τ[n]

∥∥∥
1

)
+

∣∣∣∣ 1
2n − 1

2n − 2

∣∣∣∣ ∑
S⊆[n]

S ̸=∅,[n]

∥τS∥1 (50)

=
1

2n−1 + (2n − 2)
∣∣∣∣ 1
2n − 1

2n − 2

∣∣∣∣ (51)

=
1

2n−2 . (52)

Now define DF to be the Haar measure conditioned on the maximum Schmidt coefficient over all
bipartitions being at most γ =

√
1 − ϵ2. This guarantees that the output is at least ϵ-far in trace distance

from being BP by the following facts, with proof in Appendix A.1.

Fact 6.

(i) The maximum Schmidt coefficient γmax of a bipartite state |ψ⟩ ∈ Cd1 ⊗Cd2 is equal to

max
|α⟩∈Cd1

|β⟩∈Cd2

|⟨ψ| |α⟩ |β⟩|. (53)

(ii) If a multipartite state |ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗n has maximum Schmidt coefficient at most γ across any
nontrivial bipartition, then it must be at least ϵ-far in trace distance from any bipartite prod-
uct state, for ϵ =

√
1 − γ2.

We also require the following fact, which intuitively states that if two distributions only disagree
on a subset that occurs with small probability, then the distributions themselves will be close. We give
proof in Appendix A.2.

9



Fact 7. Let H denote the Haar distribution, and HS be the Haar distribution conditioned on states
belonging to some measurable set S. Let p be the probability that a Haar random state does not
belong to S, i.e. p = 1 −

∫
S dψ. Define the states

ρ = Eψ∼H(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k), (54)

ρ′ = Eϕ∼HS(|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|
⊗k). (55)

Then the trace distance between these states is at most p:

D(ρ, ρ′) ≤ p. (56)

Now take S as the set of states with maximum Schmidt coefficient at most γ. By Lemma 5, for√
3

2 ≤ γ ≤ 1 the probability that a Haar random state has maximum Schmidt coefficient greater than γ

is at most c12ne−c2dn
, where c1 and c2 are given in Lemma 5. Hence by Fact 7 the trace distance between

the following states

ρ = Eψ∼H(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k) (57)

ρ′ = Eϕ∼HS(|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|
⊗k) (58)

is at most c12ne−c22n
. Finally, Fact 6 tells us that if |ψ⟩ has maximum Schmidt coefficient at most γ, then

it is ϵ =
√

1 − γ2 far in trace distance from any BP state. The condition
√

3
2 ≤ γ ≤ 1 is equivalent to

0 ≤ ϵ ≤ 1
2 .

Thus in summary, by two applications of the triangle inequality the existence of an ϵ-tester for bi-
partite productness, for 0 < ϵ ≤ 1

2 , implies that

1
3
≤ D(ρ′, σ′) (59)

≤ D(σ, σ′) + D(ρ, ρ′) + D(ρ, σ) (60)

≤ O(2−n) + O(2ne−cdn
) + D(ρ, σ) (61)

≤ O(2−n) + D(ρ, σ), (62)

for c > 0 a constant and where

ρ =
Πk

dn

(dn+k−1
k )

, σ = E
S⊆[n]

[ Πk
d|S|

⊗S Πk
dn−|S|

(d|S|+k−1
k )(dn−|S|+k−1

k )

]
. (63)

2.3 Proof of Lemma 4

Lemma 4 (restated). Consider the following states

ρ =
Πk

dn

(dn+k−1
k )

, σ = E
S⊆[n]

[ Πk
d|S|

⊗S Πk
dn−|S|

(d|S|+k−1
k )(dn−|S|+k−1

k )

]
, (11)

where Πk
d denotes the projector onto the symmetric subspace of k systems of local dimension d.

Then their squared trace-distance is upper bounded by the following expression:

D(ρ, σ)2 ≤ k!
4

(
1 + (k!)3

(
1 + d

2d

)n
− e−k2/dn

)
. (12)
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Proof. First, we use the following standard inequality to replace the 1-norm with the 2-norm, for any
matrix A ∈ Cd×d

∥A∥1 ≤
√

d∥A∥2, (64)

where ∥A∥p := Tr
(
|A|p

) 1
p . So we have

D(ρ, σ)2 =
1
4
∥ρ − σ∥2

1 (65)

≤ dnk

4
∥ρ − σ∥2

2 =
dnk

4
Tr
(
(ρ − σ)2

)
(66)

=
dnk

4

(
Tr(ρ2) + Tr(σ2)− 2Tr(ρσ)

)
. (67)

To calculate Tr(ρσ), we will now use the fact that

Symk
d1
⊗ Symk

d2
⊆ Symk

d1d2
. (68)

To see this, take a state |ψ⟩ ∈ Symk
d1
⊗ Symk

d2
. Then by definition it is preserved under Uα ⊗ Uβ

∀α, β ∈ Sk, for Uα as defined in Eq. (3). In particular, it is preserved when α = β, and we have Uα ⊗Uα =

U′
α, where U′

α acts on the whole space. So |ψ⟩ is in Symk
d1d2

– see also Fig. 1 for a visual aid. This implies
the following relationship between the projectors onto these spaces

Πk
d1d2

·
(

Πk
d1
⊗ Πk

d2

)
= Πk

d1
⊗ Πk

d2
. (69)

Hence we have

Tr(ρσ) = E
S⊆[n]

[ Tr
(

Πk
dn · Πk

d|S|
⊗S Πk

dn−|S|

)
(dn+k−1

k )(d|S|+k−1
k )(dn−|S|+k−1

k )

]
(70)

=
1

(dn+k−1
k )

E
S⊆[n]

[Tr
(

Πk
d|S|

⊗S Πk
dn−|S|

)
(d|S|+k−1

k )(dn−|S|+k−1
k )

]
(71)

=
1

(dn+k−1
k )

= Tr(ρ2). (72)

So altogether at this stage we have

D2 ≤ dnk

4

(
Tr(ρ2) + Tr(σ2)− 2Tr(ρσ)

)
(73)

=
dnk

4

(
Tr(σ2)− Tr(ρ2)

)
. (74)

We will now use the following fact to help bound Tr(ρ2) and Tr(σ2), deferring the proof to Ap-
pendix A.3.

Fact 8. For all a, b ∈ Nwith b ≥ 1, we have

ab

b!
≤
(

a + b − 1
b

)
≤ ab

b!
eb2/a. (75)

We can use this to bound Tr(ρ2) as follows.

Tr(ρ2) =
1

(dn+k−1
k )

≥ k!
ek2/dn dnk

. (76)
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To bound Tr
(
σ2), we can again employ Fact 8 to obtain

1

(d|S|+k−1
k )

≤ k!
d|S|k

, (77)

so that

Tr(σ2) = Tr

 E
S,T⊆[n]


(

Πk
d|S|

⊗S Πk
d|Sc |

) (
Πk

d|T|
⊗T Πk

d|Tc |

)
(d|S|+k−1

k )(d|Sc |+k−1
k )(d|T|+k−1

k )(d|Tc |+k−1
k )

 (78)

≤ (k!)4

d2nk F(k, n, d), (79)

using |S|+ |Sc|+ |T|+ |Tc| = 2n and where we define

F ≡ F(k, n, d) = Tr

(
E

S,T⊆[n]

[(
Πk

d|S| ⊗S Πk
d|Sc |

) (
Πk

d|T| ⊗T Πk
d|Tc |

)])
. (80)

Hence at this stage we have

D2 ≤ dnk

4

(
Tr(σ2)− Tr(ρ2)

)
(81)

≤ dnk

4

(
F · (k!)4

d2nk − k!
ek2/dn dnk

)
(82)

=
k!
4

(
F · (k!)3

dnk − e−k2/dn
)

. (83)

We now seek an upper bound on F. Recall that

Πk
d = E

α∈Sk

[Uα] , (84)

where
Uα = ∑

x∈[d]k

∣∣∣xα−1(1), ..., xα−1(k)

〉〈
x1, ..., xk

∣∣∣ . (85)

We can thus write

F = Tr
(
E
S,T

[ (
Πk

d|S| ⊗S Πk
d|Sc |

) (
Πk

d|T| ⊗T Πk
d|Tc |

) ])
(86)

= E
S,T⊆[n]

α,β,γ,δ∈Sk

[
Tr
((

US
α ⊗S USc

β

) (
UT

γ ⊗T UTc

δ

))]
(87)

= E
S,T

α,β,γ,δ

[
Tr
(

US∩T
αγ ⊗ US∩Tc

αδ ⊗ USc∩T
βγ ⊗ USc∩Tc

βδ

)]
(88)

= E
S,T

α,β,γ,δ

[
Tr
(

US∩T
αγ

)
Tr
(

US∩Tc

αδ

)
Tr
(

USc∩T
βγ

)
Tr
(

USc∩Tc

βδ

)]
, (89)

where the superscripts denote the systems that the unitaries act on.
We now use the following fact, giving proof in Appendix A.4.

Fact 9. For some permutation α ∈ Sk, consider the unitary

Uα = ∑
x∈[d]k

∣∣∣xα−1(1), ..., xα−1(k)

〉〈
x1, ..., xk

∣∣∣ . (90)

Let c(α) denote the number of cycles in the permutation α when written in cycle decomposition.
Then we have

Tr (Uα) = dc(α). (91)
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Hence we can write

F = E
S,T

α,β,γ,δ

[
Tr
(

US∩T
αγ

)
Tr
(

US∩Tc

αδ

)
Tr
(

USc∩T
βγ

)
Tr
(

USc∩Tc

βδ

)]
(92)

= E
S,T

α,β,γ,δ

[
d|S∩T|c(αγ)+|S∩Tc |c(αδ)+|Sc∩T|c(βγ)+|Sc∩Tc |c(βδ)

]
. (93)

We can simply this expression slightly and eliminate one of the sums over Sk as follows. First we
use the substitutions relabelling δ′ = βδ and γ′ = βγ:

F = E
S,T

α,β,γ′ ,δ′

[
d|S∩T|c(αβ−1γ′)+|S∩Tc |c(αβ−1δ′)+|Sc∩T|c(γ′)+|Sc∩Tc |c(δ′)

]
. (94)

Next we can define α′ = αβ−1δ′, followed by δ′′ = δ−1 to get

F = E
S,T

α′ ,β,γ′ ,δ′

[
d|S∩T|c(αδ′−1γ′)+|S∩Tc |c(α′)+|Sc∩T|c(γ′)+|Sc∩Tc |c(δ′)

]
(95)

= E
S,T

α′ ,γ′ ,δ′′

[
d|S∩T|c(αδ′′γ′)+|S∩Tc |c(α′)+|Sc∩T|c(γ′)+|Sc∩Tc |c(δ′′−1)

]
. (96)

Finally, we can use the fact that the cycle number is preserved under inverses, i.e. c(δ−1) = c(δ),
and perform a global relabelling to arrive at

F = E
S,T

α,γ,δ

[
d|S∩T|c(αδγ)+|S∩Tc |c(α)+|Sc∩T|c(γ)+|Sc∩Tc |c(δ)

]
. (97)

We now separate out the case where α, δ, γ are all the identity permutation e ∈ Sk, so here for the
cycle number is c(α) = c(δ) = c(γ) = k.

F = E
S,T

α,γ,δ

[
d|S∩T|c(αδγ)+|S∩Tc |c(α)+|Sc∩T|c(γ)+|Sc∩Tc |c(δ)

]
(98)

= 1
(k!)3 E

S,T

[
dk(|S∩T|+|S∩Tc |+|Sc∩T|+|Sc∩Tc |)

]
(99)

+ (k!)3−1
(k!)3 E

S,T
α,δ,γ∈Sk

(α,δ,γ) ̸=(e,e,e)

[
d|S∩T|c(αδγ)+|S∩Tc |c(α)+|Sc∩T|c(γ)+|Sc∩Tc |c(δ)

]
(100)

≤ dnk

(k!)3 + E
S,T

α,δ,γ∈Sk
(α,δ,γ) ̸=(e,e,e)

[
d|S∩T|c(αδγ)+|S∩Tc |c(α)+|Sc∩T|c(γ)+|Sc∩Tc |c(δ)

]
. (101)

We now seek an upper bound on the second expression. If α, δ, γ are all not the identity, then at
least two of c(αδγ), c(α), c(γ), c(δ), must be at most k − 1 (it is clearly not possible for only one of them
to be k − 1, and the others k). We now find the maximum amongst these (4

2) = 6 possibilities.
One can verify that the symmetries of S ↔ Sc and T ↔ Tc in the expectation value mean we can

consider without loss of generality the following two cases

E
S,T

[
d|S∩T|k+|S∩Tc |k+|Sc∩T|(k−1)+|Sc∩Tc |(k−1)

]
= dn(k−1)

E
S,T

[
d|S∩T|+|S∩Tc |

]
(102)

E
S,T

[
d|S∩T|k+|S∩Tc |(k−1)+|Sc∩T|(k−1)+|Sc∩Tc |k

]
= dn(k−1)

E
S,T

[
d|S∩T|+|Sc∩Tc |

]
. (103)
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The first expression can be evaluated as follows

E
S,T

[
d|S∩T|+|S∩Tc |

]
= E

S

[
d|S|
]

(104)

=
1
2n

n

∑
s=0

(
n
s

)
ds (105)

=

(
1 + d

2

)n
. (106)

For the second expression, in Eq. (103), we can rewrite the expectation value over S and T by in-
troducing random variables Xi, for i ∈ [n], that equal 1 if i ∈ S and 0 otherwise (each occurring with
probability 1

2 ). Let Yi be similarly defined with respect to T. We can then write

E
S,T

[
d|S∩T|+|Sc∩Tc |

]
= E

X1,...,Xn
Y1,...,Yn

[
d∑i XiYi+(1−Xi)(1−Yi)

]
(107)

=
n

∏
i=1

E
Xi ,Yi

[
dXiYi+(1−Xi)(1−Yi)

]
(108)

=

(
1 + d

2

)n

, (109)

where in the second line we used the independence of the random variables Xi and Yi.
Having considered all possibilities, we can conclude that the following inequality holds

E
S,T

α,δ,γ∈Sk
(α,δ,γ) ̸=(e,e,e)

[
d|S∩T|c(αδγ)+|S∩Tc |c(α)+|Sc∩T|c(γ)+|Sc∩Tc |c(δ)

]
≤ d(k−1)n

(
1 + d

2

)n

. (110)

This places the following bound on F

F ≤ dnk

(k!)3 + d(k−1)n
(

1 + d
2

)n
(111)

=
dnk

(k!)3 + dnk
(

1 + d
2d

)n
. (112)

Bringing this all together and plugging in our bound on F into Eq. (83), we have

D2 ≤ k!
4

(
F · (k!)3

dnk − e−k2/dn
)

(113)

≤ k!
4

(
1 + (k!)3

(
1 + d

2d

)n
− e−k2/dn

)
, (114)

as claimed.

3 Concluding Remarks

We have demonstrated that testing bipartite productness requires at least Ω(n/ log n) copies, which
matches the upper bound of O(n) from [HLM17] up to a logarithmic factor. As testing multipartite
productness only requires O(1/ϵ2) copies [HM13, MdW13], our result is the first to show that testing
bipartite productness is strictly harder. As discussed in the introduction, this also implies that com-
puting the generalised geometric measure of entanglement for multipartite states requires Ω(n/ log n)
copies in general. Another implication is that if one wishes to test the property of some graph state cor-
responding to a non-connected graph using less than Ω(n/ log n) copies, one would need a different
approach to that of simply testing for bipartite productness.
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In would be interesting to see if our bound could be further tightened to Ω(n) to match the known
upper bound more closely, although we believe alternative proof techniques would be needed. One
could also study the dependence on ϵ in more depth – in our techniques this dependence appears via
Lemma 5 and Fact 6 in combination, however in the limit of large n the relevant term in Lemma 3 tends
to zero for all ϵ.

Another compelling avenue would be to examine the complementary property of being genuine
multipartite entangled, which to the best of our knowledge has not yet been studied. Clearly one
cannot directly test for this in the property testing framework, as any bipartite product state can be
arbitrarily close to a GME state in trace distance, by slight perturbations of the state. However, one
could consider the property of being maximally multipartite entangled according to some measure,
such as the generalised geometric measure discussed in this work.
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A Additional Proofs

A.1 Proof of Fact 6

Fact 6 (restated).

(i) The maximum Schmidt coefficient γmax of a bipartite state |ψ⟩ ∈ Cd1 ⊗Cd2 is equal to

max
|α⟩∈Cd1

|β⟩∈Cd2

|⟨ψ| |α⟩ |β⟩|. (53)

(ii) If a multipartite state |ψ⟩ ∈ (Cd)⊗n has maximum Schmidt coefficient at most γ across any
nontrivial bipartition, then it must be at least ϵ-far in trace distance from any bipartite prod-
uct state, for ϵ =

√
1 − γ2.

Proof.

(i) Write |ψ⟩ = ∑i γi |ui⟩ |vi⟩ in Schmidt decomposition, with |ui⟩ and |vi⟩ respectively orthonormal
sets and γi non-negative and non-increasing with i. Denote γmax ≡ γ0 as the maximum Schmidt
coefficient. Clearly taking |α⟩ = |u0⟩ and |β⟩ = |v0⟩ shows that

γmax ≤ maxα,β|⟨ψ| |α⟩ |β⟩|. (115)

We also have that

maxα,β|⟨ψ| |α⟩ |β⟩| ≤ ∑ γi|⟨α|ui⟩ ⟨β|vi⟩| (116)

≤ γmax ∑ |⟨α|ui⟩ ⟨β|vi⟩| (117)

≤ γmax

√
∑

i
|⟨α|ui⟩|2 ∑

j

∣∣〈β
∣∣vj
〉∣∣2 (118)

≤ γmax, (119)

where we used the Triangle and Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities.

(ii) Recall the well known relation between trace distance and fidelity for pure states

1
2∥|ψ⟩⟨ψ| − |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|∥1 =

√
1 − |⟨ψ|ϕ⟩|2. (120)

Now let |ϕ⟩ = |α⟩ |β⟩ be a BP state (written across some bipartition). Then for γ the maximum
Schmidt coefficient of |ψ⟩ over all bipartitions, we have

1
2∥|ψ⟩⟨ψ| − |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|∥1 =

√
1 − |⟨ψ| |α⟩ |β⟩|2 ≥

√
1 − γ2, (121)

where the last inequality follows from part (i).

A.2 Proof of Fact 7
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Fact 7 (restated). Let H denote the Haar distribution, and HS be the Haar distribution conditioned
on states belonging to some measurable set S. Let p be the probability that a Haar random state
does not belong to S, i.e. p = 1 −

∫
S dψ. Define the states

ρ = Eψ∼H(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k), (54)

ρ′ = Eϕ∼HS(|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|
⊗k). (55)

Then the trace distance between these states is at most p:

D(ρ, ρ′) ≤ p. (56)

Proof. We can write

ρ′ =
1

1 − p

∫
dϕ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗k 1S(ϕ), (122)

where 1S(ϕ) = 1 if |ϕ⟩ ∈ S and 0 otherwise (the indicator function), and p is a normalisation factor
enforcing Tr(ρ′) = 1. Then we have

∥∥ρ − ρ′
∥∥

1 =

∥∥∥∥∫ dψ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k
(
1− 1

1 − p
1S

)∥∥∥∥
1

(123)

≤
∫

dψ
∥∥∥|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k

∥∥∥
1

∣∣∣∣1 − 1
1 − p

1S

∣∣∣∣ (124)

=
∫

dψ

∣∣∣∣1 − 1
1 − p

1S

∣∣∣∣ (125)

=
∫

S
dψ

(
1

1 − p
− 1
)
+
∫

Sc
dψ (126)

= (1 − p)
(

1
1 − p

− 1
)
+ p (127)

= 2p. (128)

So D(ρ, ρ′) ≡ 1
2∥ρ − ρ′∥1 = p, as required.

A.3 Proof of Fact 8

Fact 8 (restated). For all a, b ∈ Nwith b ≥ 1, we have

ab

b!
≤
(

a + b − 1
b

)
≤ ab

b!
eb2/a. (75)

Proof. Firstly, we have (
a + b − 1

b

)
=

(a + b − 1)!
b!(a − 1)!

(129)

=
(a + b − 1) . . . (a)

b!
(130)

≥ ab

b!
. (131)

For the upper bound, observe that
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(
a + b − 1

b

)
=

(a + b − 1)!
b!(a − 1)!

(132)

=
(a + b − 1) . . . (a)

b!
(133)

≤ (a + b − 1)b

b!
(134)

≤ ab

b!
(1 +

b
a
)b (135)

≤ ab

b!
eb2/a, (136)

where in the last line we used that 1 + x ≤ ex for all real x.

A.4 Proof of Fact 9

Fact 9 (restated). For some permutation α ∈ Sk, consider the unitary

Uα = ∑
x∈[d]k

∣∣∣xα−1(1), ..., xα−1(k)

〉〈
x1, ..., xk

∣∣∣ . (90)

Let c(α) denote the number of cycles in the permutation α when written in cycle decomposition.
Then we have

Tr (Uα) = dc(α). (91)

Proof. The trace of a permutation matrix is the number of fixed points. First consider if there is only
one cycle. Then there are d fixed points, occurring exactly when x1 = · · · = xk. Now suppose α has
c(α) = m cycles, and write it in cycle decomposition as

α = α1 . . . αm. (137)

As these cycles act on independent copies of the system, we can write

Uα = Uα1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Uαm , (138)

from which it follows that

Tr(Uα) = Tr(Uα1) . . . Tr(Uαm) (139)
= d × · · · × d (140)
= dm. (141)
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