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Multipartite entanglement is an essential resource for quantum information theory and technolo-
gies, but its quantification has been a persistent challenge. Recently, Concentratable Entanglement
(CE) has been introduced as a promising candidate for a multipartite entanglement measure, which
can be efficiently estimated across two state copies. In this work, we introduce Generalized Con-
centratable Entanglement (GCE) measures, highlight a natural correspondence to quantum Tsallis
entropies, and conjecture a new entropic inequality that may be of independent interest. We show
how to efficiently measure the GCE in a quantum computer, using parallelized permutation tests
across a prime number of state copies. We exemplify the practicality of such computation for proba-
bilistic entanglement concentration into |W ⟩ states with three state copies. Moreover, we show that
an increased number of state copies provides an improved error bound on this family of multipartite
entanglement measures in the presence of imperfections. Finally, we prove that GCE is still a well-
defined entanglement monotone as its value, on average, does not increase under local operations
and classical communication (LOCC).

Introduction.—Quantum entanglement is one of the
most intriguing and fundamental phenomena in quan-
tum mechanics [1]. As a valuable resource in quantum
information processing, entanglement is crucial for quan-
tum networks [2–4], distributed quantum computing [5–
7] and quantum sensing [8–10]. To certify the function-
ality of these applications, it is important to verify and
quantify the degree of entanglement in quantum sys-
tems [11–13]. However, large-scale quantum networks
and computers include numerous quantum subsystems,
making this characterization challenging. Several multi-
partite entanglement measurement techniques have been
proposed [14–20], but they are often impractical to esti-
mate and limited by system size.

Recently, a family of multipartite entanglement mea-
sures called Concentratable Entanglement (CE) has been
proposed [21–23]. Mathematically, it is the arithmetic
mean of the linear entropy (the first order approxima-
tion of von Neumann entropy), 1 − Tr

(
ρ2α
)
[24, 25], of

all possible subsystems α. In some special cases, CE can
recover several well-known entanglement measures [16–
20]. Moreover, it can be estimated efficiently via paral-
lelized SWAP tests between two copies of a given quan-
tum state |ψ⟩ [26–28]. As collective measurements on
multiple copies of a quantum system are known to be
advantageous for single-system property testing [29–31],
it is compelling to consider the generalization of CE to
more than two copies of |ψ⟩, both mathematically and
practically.

In this work, we introduce Generalized Concentrat-
able Entanglement (GCE) and reveal its close relation
to quantum Tsallis entropies TK(ρ) [32, 33], for any real
K > 1. For any prime number K, we prove that GCE
can be efficiently measured in a quantum computer us-
ingK copies of a state |ψ⟩ and a parallelized permutation
test [34, 35]. We demonstrate that, up to local unitaries,
|W ⟩ states can be probabilistically extracted from the

permutation test when K = 3, thereby concentrating the
entanglement into |W ⟩ states. Furthermore, we analyze
the errors in the estimated GCE for a constant number
of noisy input states and show that they decrease with
the number of state copies as O( 1

K ). We also prove that
GCE is still a well-defined entanglement monotone as
its value, on average, does not increase under local op-
erations and classical communication (LOCCs). In the
end, we present several mathematical properties of GCE
and, supported by strong numerical evidence, present
two conjectures, which may provide deeper mathemat-
ical insights into the features of both GCE and Tsallis
entropies.

Generalized Concentratable Entanglement.—We con-
sider the following definition of GCE.

Definition 1 (Generalized Concentratable Entangle-
ment). Consider an input n-qubit pure state |ψ⟩ with la-
bels S = {1, 2, · · · , n} for each qubit respectively, and one
measures the entanglement of every non-empty subsystem
s in the power set of S, i.e., s ∈ P(S)\{∅}. The Gen-
eralized Concentratable Entanglement (GCE) is defined
as:

C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s) :=

1

K − 1

1− 1

2|s|

∑
α∈P(s)

Tr
(
ρKα
) , (1)

for any K > 1. Here, |s| is the cardinality of s. ρα
denotes the corresponding reduced density matrix of sub-
system α ∈ P(s) where ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|. We take Tr

(
ρK∅
)
= 1

in the sum.

Equivalently, the definition of C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s) can be viewed

as the arithmetic mean of the Tsallis entropies:

TK(ρα) =
1

K − 1

(
1− Tr

(
ρKα
))
, (2)
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for all subsystems α of the measured system s. Notably,
when K = 2, Eq. (1) recovers the original CE defined
in [21]. Moreover, when K → 1, Eq. (1) becomes the
arithmetic mean of the von Neumann entropy [24].

Efficient Estimation of GCE.—Eq. (1) includes the
term Tr

(
ρKα
)
. When K is a positive integer, it can be es-

timated via a controlled-derangement operator D decom-
posed in controlled-SWAP operations [30, 31, 36]. One
possible choice for D is schematically given by:

1

D

2

2 3

3 4
...

...
K 1

=

1 2

2 3

3 4
...

...
K 1

, (3)

which shuffles the system positions from {1, 2, · · · ,K −
1,K} into {2, 3, · · · ,K, 1}. We remark, in order to esti-
mate Tr

(
ρKα
)
in this way, one needs to prepare K copies

of ρα for each α.
It was shown that forK = 2 the GCE can be estimated

efficiently via a series of parallelized SWAP tests. While
an extension to multiple copies via a series of parallelized
derangement operators might seem plausible, such an ap-
proach is not viable, since in general D is not Hermitian.
Here we propose a quantum circuit building on the par-

allelized permutation test with K-level ancillas [34, 35]
to efficiently estimate the GCE for any prime K. The
corresponding circuit is shown in Fig. 1. To begin with,
K copies of |ψ⟩ are prepared and n ancillary K-level qu-
dits are initialized in |0⟩. Then, all ancillas are acted
upon by a quantum Fourier transform F : |z⟩ →
1√
K

∑K−1
k=0 ωzk |k⟩ where ω = e2πi/K . Subsequently a

multi-level controlled-D operator is applied in parallel to
qubits in each copy that share the same label. Its action
can be schematically written as:

∑K−1
z=0 cz |z⟩

|ϕ⟩ D =

K−1∑
z=0

cz |z⟩ ⊗Dz |ϕ⟩ , (4)

with cz ∈ C and
∑K−1
z=0 |cz|2 = 1. Finally, the in-

verse Fourier transforms F † are applied on each an-
cilla and one measures them eventually. By running
the circuit with sufficiently many repetitions, one can
obtain the probability distribution of the resulting digit
strings on the ancillas, i.e., p(z) = p(z1z2 · · · zn), where
z ∈ {0, 1, · · · ,K−1}n. From p(z), one is able to estimate
the GCE in Eq. (1) for prime K. The reason why this es-
timation procedure only works for prime K is related to
the existence of single-cyclic permutations for arbitrary
powers of D, as is detailed in Appendix A.

FIG. 1. Circuit structure for computing GCE with prime K.
Multiple copies of state |ψ⟩ are prepared and n permutation
tests are performed on the state copies in parallel with the
help of n K-level qudit ancillas. The probability distribution
of the measurement result on the ancillas can be efficiently
sampled, simply by running the circuit, and hence one can
estimate the GCE via Eq. (6). Notably, this only holds for
any prime K. The analytical proof for this can be found in
Appendix A.

Proposition 1. Sampling from the probability distribu-
tion p(z), we can estimate Tr

(
ρKα
)
for any subsystem α

of the pure state |ψ⟩ via two equivalent ways:

Tr
(
ρKα
)
=

1

K − 1

K ∑
∑

x∈α zx≡0 (mod K)

p(z)− 1


=1−K

∑
∑

x∈α zx ̸≡0 (mod K)

p(z).

(5)

As Tr
(
ρKα
)
are included in Eq. (1), we can then naturally

estimate GCE as:

C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s)

=
K

2|s|(K − 1)2

∑
α∈P(s)

1−
∑

∑
x∈α zx≡0 (mod K)

p(z)


=

K

2|s|(K − 1)

∑
α∈P(s)

∑
∑

x∈α zx ̸≡0 (mod K)

p(z).

(6)

From Proposition 1, one can find that:
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FIG. 2. Numerical simulations for GCE errors. We have considered 5000 samples of Haar-random input states |ψ⟩ for each
{K,n} and |s| = 2 for all cases. The leftmost two plots show scenario 1, where there are K noisy copies of |ψ⟩, each with trace
distance ϵ to the perfect state. The rightmost two plots show scenario 2, where there is only 1 noisy copy. One can see that all
the errors are upper-bounded by Eq. (8). Also, on average, the GCE errors decrease for larger K and n. Our study suggests
there may exist sharper upper-bounds.

Corollary 2. p(z′) = 0 for any h(z′) ̸≡ 0 (mod K),
where h(z′) denotes the sum over the digits in the string
z′ = z′1z

′
2 · · · z′n, i.e., h(z′) =

∑n
j=1 z

′
j.

Notably, when K = 2, the circuit in Fig. 1 recovers
the parallelized SWAP test from Ref. [21], as the Fourier
transforms become Hadamard gates and controlled-D op-
erators become Fredkin gates. In addition, the circuit in
Fig. 1 can be encoded into a qubit system, possibly with
redundant computing power, which may be more suitable
for practical experiments. Moreover, this approach does
not exactly hold for composite K, which is also explained
in Appendix A.

Entanglement Concentration for K = 3.—When K =
2, there is a probabilistic way to concentrate the entangle-
ment (Bell pairs) from the input states at the controlled
system of each parallelized SWAP test. In this work, we
provide a similar proposition for K = 3:

Proposition 3. For K = 3, there is a probabilistic en-
tanglement concentration for each parallelized permuta-
tion test. Specifically, for each parallelized permutation
test, when the top ancilla clicks at either |1⟩ or |2⟩, there
exists a set of local unitaries that converts the controlled
system into |W ⟩ states, i.e.,

|1⟩ , |2⟩
|0⟩ F F †

1j

D
(
U1j ⊗ U2j ⊗ U3j

)† |W ⟩2j

3j

(7)

for ∀j ∈ {1, 2, · · · , n}.

For K > 3, there does not in general exist a set of local
unitaries that convert the controlled system into either
|W ⟩ state or |GHZ⟩ state, as they are two important
entanglement classes that are widely used in quantum
information applications [37]. And interestingly, in the

K > 3 cases, the GCE of the output state from each
parallelized permutation test is possibly larger than the
values of |GHZ⟩ or |W ⟩ states, which can be easily tested
numerically. This is because for the GCE of the large
system, its maximum value is in general far away from the
case of |GHZ⟩ or |W ⟩ states, as intensively discussed for
K = 2 in Ref. [38]. Thus, other different entanglement
structures may appear for the controlled system when
K > 3.

Robustness Analysis.—In this section, we consider the
scenario that only noisy states |ψ′⟩ can be prepared such
that there is a trace distance D(|ψ⟩ , |ψ′⟩) = 1

2∥|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ| −
|ψ′⟩ ⟨ψ′|∥1 = ϵ. In this case, the estimated GCE will also
have errors accordingly and here we propose an upper-
bound for the errors of estimated GCE.

Proposition 4. Suppose there are prime K noisy in-
put copies |ψ′

1⟩ , |ψ′
2⟩ , · · · , |ψ′

K⟩ with D(|ψ⟩ , |ψ′
k⟩) = ϵk.

Therefore in general, via the approach shown in Fig. 1
and Eq. (6), there exists an upper-bound for the estimated
GCE error [39]:

E =|C(K)

|ψ′
1⟩,|ψ′

2⟩,··· ,|ψ′
K⟩

(s)− C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s)|

⩽
2|s| − 1

(K − 1)2|s|

(
K∑
k=1

ϵk +
∑
k<k′

ϵkϵk′ +
∑

k<k′<k′′

ϵkϵk′ϵk′′

+ · · ·+ 2

K∏
k=1

ϵk

)
.

(8)

For simplicity, we assume each copy of |ψ⟩ is either
noisy with ϵ error, or perfect. Illustratively, consider two
following examples. Firstly, suppose there are K noisy
copies, then the GCE error is upper-bounded by:

E ⩽

(
1− 1

2|s|

)
1

K − 1

(
(1 + ϵ)K + ϵK − 1

)
. (9)
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One can easily find the optimal K in either the regime of
small K or small ϵ. Secondly, suppose there is only one
noisy copy, the GCE error is upper-bounded by:

E ⩽

(
1− 1

2|s|

)
1

K − 1
ϵ. (10)

In this case, the upper-bound of E decreases strongly
reciprocally with K, but requiring more perfect state
copies.

In Fig. 2, the numerical simulations for the errors under
the two scenarios above are shown. Notably, on average,
under the same scale of D, the errors E will decrease
under larger number of copies K or with larger state size
n. Moreover, the errors are always below the error bound
in Eq. (8). Note that the error bound in Eq. (8) is the
analytical result and may not be sharp enough. It is
possible that there also exists a general sharper bound
including the system size n as well.

Properties of GCE.—Our definition of GCE C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s)

enjoys some convenient properties, which hold in the
more general setting K ∈ R,K > 1.

Theorem 5. The GCE has the following properties:

1. Pure state entanglement measures: C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s) is non-

increasing on average under LOCC.

2. C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s) = 0 for fully product states |ψ⟩ = ⊗nj=1 |ϕj⟩

and ∀s ∈ P(S)\{∅}.

3. Continuity: For two pure states |ψ⟩ and |ψ′⟩ that

satisfy D(|ψ⟩ , |ψ′⟩) ⩽ ϵ, then
∣∣∣C(K)

|ψ⟩ (s)− C(K)
|ψ′⟩(s)

∣∣∣ ⩽
2K
K−1ϵ.

4. C(K)
|ψ⟩ (S) = C(K)

|ψ⟩ (S\{n0}) for any single subsystem

label n0 ∈ {1, 2, 3, ..., n}.

Theorem 5.1 shows that C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s) is a well-defined en-

tanglement measure for any K > 1. Also, one should not
confuse Theorem 5.3 with Proposition 3, as Theorem 5.3
can be regarded as the special case of Proposition 3 where
the input noisy states are exactly the same. The proof
of Theorem can be found in Appendix B 1.

Furthermore, our numerical studies (c.f. Appendix
B 2 b) provide evidence for the following conjecture:

Conjecture 6. The GCE has the following properties:

1. C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s

′) ⩽ C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s) if s

′ ⊆ s.

2. Subadditivity: C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s∪ s

′) ⩽ C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s) + C(K)

|ψ⟩ (s
′) for

s ∩ s′ = ∅.

Numerical results for Conjecture 6 are shown in Fig. 3.
Here, Conjecture 6.1 states that the GCE for any K > 1
of a given system is always larger than or equal to the
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S
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FIG. 3. Numerics for Conjectures 6. The differences between
two sides of the inequalities (RHS − LHS) are shown for
K = 1.2, 1.8, 3, 5 and n = 5, 6, 7, 8, 9. For Conjecture 6.1,
(s′ = {1, 2, 3}) ⊆ (s = {1, 2, 3, 4}). For Conjecture 6.2, (s′ =
{1, 2})∩ (s = {3, 4}) = ∅. 10000 Haar random states for each
set of {n,K} are calculated. Numerically, both conjectures
hold as every sampled data point is positive.

GCE of its subsystems, which should hold for a well-
defined entanglement measure. Conjecture 6.2 surmises
that the GCE for any K > 1 obeys the subadditivity
property, which means that the sum of two separate sys-
tems’ GCEs should be larger than the GCE of the overall
system. These two conjectures have been proven to be
true for K = 2 [21]. Based on these arguments we here
conjecture that they also hold for K > 1. Moreover, we
show that:

Proposition 7. Conjecture 6.1 is equivalent to a not-
so-strong subadditivity (NSSSA) form of Tsallis entropy:
for an n-partite (qubit) pure state ρ = |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ| and any
of its tri-separation ABC s.t. B contains only one party
(qubit), we have:∑

αA∈P(A)

TK(ραABC) + TK(ραA
)

−TK(ραAB)− TK(ραAC) ⩽ 0,

(11)

which is the sum over all possible strong subadditivity
(SSA) of Tsallis entropy related to the subsets of A.

Proposition 7 may be interesting and important in its
own right, because SSA of Tsallis entropy does not gen-
erally hold [40]. We refer the reader to Appendix B 2 for
further discussions.

Examples.—We now calculate GCE for a few selected
types of quantum states that are of experimental interest.
Let us first consider spin-squeezed states, |Φ(µ)⟩, that
can be prepared by evolving a coherent spin state under
the one-axis twisting Hamiltonian operator HOAT = χŜ2

z

for a time t and parametrized through the interaction
strength µ = 2χt [41, 42]. The GCE (s = S) of the 40-
qubit state |Φ(µ)⟩ is shown in Fig. 4 (upper plot). No-
tice that when the interaction strength µ becomes larger,
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FIG. 4. GCE (s = S) of the 40-qubit spin-squeezed state
|Φ(µ)⟩ for different K and interaction strength µ (upper

plot), and the GCE difference C(K)

|GHZ⟩(s) − C(K)

|W ⟩(s) for dif-

ferent n, |s| and K (lower plot). For |Φ(µ)⟩, GCE measures
more entanglement and goes asymptotically to ∼ (K − 1)−1

with larger K and µ. For |GHZ⟩ and |W ⟩, GCE concludes
more entanglement in |GHZ⟩ state than in |W ⟩ state as

C(K)

|GHZ⟩(s) > C(K)

|W ⟩(s), and the GCE difference decreases for

increasing K and |s|.

the GCE predicts more entanglement in the state |Φ(µ)⟩.
Moreover, it goes asymptotically to∼ (K−1)−1 for larger
K, and larger K ends up with faster convergence w.r.t.
the interaction strength µ.

Secondly, we consider W and GHZ states. The GCE

difference between them, C(K)
GHZ(s)−C(K)

W (s), is shown in

Fig. 4 (lower plot). Note that C(K)
GHZ(s) > C(K)

W (s) for all
cases, which illustrates that there is more entanglement
in GHZ state than in W state according to GCE mea-
sures. The GCE difference also decreases with increasing
K and |s|. In addition, when |s| is large enough (for ex-
ample, |s| ≈ n), increasing n makes the GCE difference
go asymptotically to 0. More analytical details for these
two examples can be found in the Appendix B 3.

Conclusions and Outlook.—In this work, we proposed
a K-th order pure-state entanglement measure, Gener-
alized Concentratable Entanglement, for arbitrary real-
valued K > 1. We provided an efficient way for estimat-
ing GCE on a quantum computer, through parallelized
permutation tests given that the number of state copies,

K, is prime. We also showed that each parallelized per-
mutation test can concentrate the entanglement into the
|W ⟩ state with three state copies. In addition, we pro-
vided both analytical and numerical results for the errors
of the estimated GCE when some of the state copies are
imperfect. We demonstrated that these errors become
smaller as the number of copies increases, for a constant
number of imperfect copies. Then we proved several
mathematical properties of GCE, especially that GCE
is a well-defined pure-state entanglement measure as it
does not increase under LOCC on average. Backed up
by strong numerical evidence, we also proposed two con-
jectures that may provide further mathematical insights,
not only on GCE, but also of independent interest for the
study of quantum Tsallis entropies. One of them hints
at the existence of a weaker form of strong subadditivity
of quantum Tsallis entropy (NSSSA), which lies between
subadditivity (which holds [43]) and strong subadditiv-
ity (which does not hold in general [40]), and may serve
as an interesting starting point for future investigations.
Finally we provided examples and explicitly calculated
GCE for spin-squeezed, |W ⟩ and |GHZ⟩ states.
A natural follow-up from our research is to propose an

efficient estimation procedure for composite K. Further-
more, quantities like Tr

(
ρKα
)
for any pure state ρ find

applicability beyond the GCE context [44–49]. Also, it
would be interesting to explore the entanglement concen-
trated from the parallelized permutation test for K > 3,
which remains open [38]. Moreover, deriving a sharper
bound for the GCE errors would be useful to study the
intrinsic error properties of larger n and K. Finally, a
rigorous proof of Conjecture 6 should yield valuable in-
sights in the quest to characterize all entropic inequalities
in quantum information science [50–56].
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Appendix A: GCE Circuit for Prime K

In the main text we illustrate that the circuit in Fig. 1 can estimate GCE in Eq. (1) for any prime K and derive
some propositions about it. We here provide more analytical details.

1. Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. We start from analyzing the derangement operator D. Note that there are in total K − 1 different D. Using
the two-line notations, we denote the one in Eq. (3) as D(1), along with the rest:

D(1) =

(
1 2 3 · · · K
2 3 4 · · · 1

)
, D(2) =

(
1 2 3 · · · K
3 4 5 · · · 2

)
, D(3) =

(
1 2 3 · · · K
4 5 6 · · · 3

)
, · · · , (A1)

until,

D(K−1) =

(
1 2 3 · · · K
K 1 2 · · · K − 1

)
. (A2)

These are all possible cyclic permutations. Also we introduce:

D(0) =

(
1 2 3 · · · K
1 2 3 · · · K

)
= I, (A3)

where no permutations are applied on the qubits at all, forming an identity transformation. Moreover, one can easily
find that, for any D(z) (z ∈ {0, 1, 2, · · · ,K − 1}) and q ∈ N, we have:

(
D(z)

)q
= D(zq (mod K)). (A4)

Therefore, from Eq. (4), with the ancilla-control-D applied on the controlled system |ϕ⟩, we have:

K−1∑
z=0

cz |z⟩ ⊗ |ϕ⟩ →
K−1∑
z=0

cz |z⟩ ⊗Dz |ϕ⟩ =
K−1∑
z=0

cz |z⟩ ⊗D(z) |ϕ⟩ . (A5)

When K = 2, D becomes the SWAP operator S and we have the simplest SWAP trick:

Tr
(
Sρ⊗2

)
= Tr

(
ρ2
)
. (A6)

Generalizing the SWAP trick is relatively straightforward, but not in general true for any D(z). This is because:

Lemma 1: Tr
(
D(z)ρ⊗K

)
= Tr

(
ρK
)
holds for ∀z ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,K − 1} and any density matrix ρ, if and only if K is

prime.

Proof. Generally, we can eigendecompose any density matrix ρ in this form:

ρ =

d∑
r=1

pr |ψr⟩ ⟨ψr| , (A7)

where d is the dimension of the Hilbert space of ρ. Therefore:

Tr
(
ρK
)
= Tr

(
d∑

r1,··· ,rK=1

pr1pr2 · · · prK |ψr1⟩ ⟨ψr1 |ψr2 |ψr1 |ψr2⟩ ⟨ψr2 | · · · |ψrK ⟩ ⟨ψrK |

)
=

d∑
r=1

pKr , (A8)
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as the non-zero terms are contributed by the indices r = r1 = · · · = rK only. On the other hand, we have:

ρ⊗K =

d∑
r1,··· ,rK=1

pr1pr2 · · · prK |ψr1ψr2 · · ·ψrK ⟩ ⟨ψr1ψr2 · · ·ψrK | . (A9)

Then, if one of the D-s applies on ρ⊗K , the ψ-s in the ket part will be permuted and the non-zero terms for
Tr
(
D(z)ρ⊗K

)
will be only contributed by satisfying r1 = rσ(1), r2 = rσ(2), · · · , rK = rσ(K) simultaneously. In order to

have r = r1 = r2 = · · · = rK , the D applied on the ρ⊗K should have the form of single cyclic permutation.

Sub-Lemma 1: D(z) for ∀z ∈ {1, 2, 3, · · · ,K − 1} can be written as a single cyclic permutation if and only if K
is prime.

Proof. We divide this proof into two parts. Firstly, we show that for ∀K ∈ P (P denotes the prime number set), all
D(z) (z ∈ {1, 2, 3, · · · ,K − 1}) can be written as a single cyclic permutation (If direction).

For any D(z), suppose it is a single cyclic permutation, we have:

D(z) =

(
1 2 3 · · · K

1 + z 2 + z 3 + z · · · K + z

)
(mod K) = (1, 1 + z, 1 + 2z, · · · , 1 + (K − 1)z) (mod K). (A10)

Note that here in D(z) if an element x (mod K) ≡ 0 we write x = K instead. Now we only need to illustrate that
the elements in the single cyclic permutation D(z) = (1, 1 + z, 1 + 2z, · · · , 1 + (K − 1)z) (mod K) are completely
different from each other. By contradictions, if there exists two elements with z ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,K − 1} s.t.:

1 + az ≡ 1 + bz (mod K) (a, b ∈ N, K ∈ P, and 0 ⩽ a < b ⩽ K − 1), (A11)

then we have:

(b− a)z ≡ 0 (mod K). (A12)

However, this is not possible because K ∈ P and its one and only 2-element factorization is 1 × K. Hence, the If
direction holds.

Secondly, we show that if K /∈ P (i.e., a composite number), then ∃D(z) cannot be represented as a single cyclic
permutation (Only If direction). If K /∈ P, we can always find a 2-element factorization for K s.t. K = lp where
p ∈ P and l ⩾ 2. Consider:

D(p) =

(
1 2 3 · · · p 1 + p 2 + p · · · K

1 + p 2 + p 3 + p · · · 2p 1 + 2p 2 + 2p · · · K + p

)
(mod K)

= (1, 1 + p, 1 + 2p, · · · , 1 + (l − 1)p) (2, 2 + p, 2 + 2p, · · · , 2 + (l − 1)p) · · · (p, 2p, 3p, · · · , lp) (mod K).

(A13)

The second equality is because x + lp = x + K ≡ x (mod K). Therefore, there must exist a D(p) for composite
number K that cannot be written as a single cyclic permutation. Hence, the Only If direction holds as well.

Due to Sub-Lemma 1, we find that only when K ∈ P, for any Tr
(
D(z)ρ⊗K

)
, r1 = rσ(1), r2 = rσ(2), · · · , rK = rσ(K)

is equivalent to r = r1 = · · · = rK , thus:

Tr
(
D(z)ρ⊗K

)
= Tr

(
ρK
)
=

d∑
r=1

pKr , (A14)

as we desired.

Also, one can easily find that when D(z) does not permute the entire eigenstate |ψ⟩ but only its reduced systems,
we can easily find that:

Tr
(
D(z)
α ρ⊗K

)
= Tr

(
D(z)
α ρ⊗Kα

)
= Tr

(
ρKα
)
, (A15)
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holds for ∀z ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,K − 1}, if and only if K is prime. Here, α denotes a certain subsystem of ρ and ρα is the

corresponding reduced density matrix. D
(z)
α denotes the permutation ensemble on the subsystem α. For example, if

α ∈ {1, 3, 4}, then D(z)
α = D

(z)
1 D

(z)
3 D

(z)
4 , denoting that the permutations act only on the first, third and fourth qubits.

Now, continue the proof for Proposition 1. As for each parallelized permutation test, suppose the controlled state
is |Ψj⟩, then the state becomes (before measurement on the ancilla):

1

K

K−1∑
zj=0

|zj⟩
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zjmD
(m)
j |Ψj⟩ , (A16)

where ω̄ = ω∗ = e−2πi/K . After measurement that clicks on |zj⟩, the corresponding operation
∑K−1
m=0 ω̄

zjmD
(m)
j will

be applied on |Ψj⟩ finally. We consider this process as a quantum channel with Kraus operators:

Kzj =
1

K

K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zjmD
(m)
j . (A17)

Then, consider the circuit in Fig. 1 as a whole, the overall Kraus operators can be written as:

Kz = Kz1Kz2 · · ·Kzn =
1

Kn

n∏
j=1

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zjmD
(m)
j

)
. (A18)

Therefore, the probability of getting the measurement result with digit string z is:

p(z) = ⟨Ψ|K†
zKz |Ψ⟩ , (A19)

where |Ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩⊗K . One can easily find that Kz = K†
zKz, therefore:

p(z) = ⟨Ψ|Kz |Ψ⟩ = ⟨Ψ| 1

Kn

n∏
j=1

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zjmD
(m)
j

)
|Ψ⟩ . (A20)

Suppose we want to measure the entanglement on qubit labels α = {α1, α2, · · · , αl} and denote the rest of the qubit
labels as the complementary ᾱ = {ᾱ1, ᾱ2, · · · , ᾱl̄} = S\α. Certainly, we have l + l̄ = n.

Now, consider the quantity:

∑
∑l

x=1 zαx≡0 (mod K)

p(z)

=
1

Kn
⟨Ψ|

 K−1∑
zᾱ1

,··· ,zᾱ
l̄
=0

ᾱl̄∏
ū=ᾱ1

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zūmD
(m)
ū

) ∑
∑l

x=1 zαx≡0 (mod K)

αl∏
u=α1

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zumD(m)
u

) |Ψ⟩

=
1

Kn
⟨Ψ|FG |Ψ⟩ .

(A21)

Here we separate the inner filling of the bra-ket sandwich into two parts: F and G, for non-tested registers (∈ ᾱ)
and the tested registers (∈ α), respectively. We start from calculating F:

F =

K−1∑
zᾱ1

,··· ,zᾱl̄
=0

ᾱl̄∏
ū=ᾱ1

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zūmD
(m)
ū

)

=

K−1∑
zᾱ1

,··· ,zᾱ
l̄
=0

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zᾱ1
mD

(m)
ᾱ1

)(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zᾱ2
mD

(m)
ᾱ2

)
· · ·

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zᾱl̄
mD

(m)
ᾱl̄

)

=

K−1∑
m=0

D
(m)
ᾱ1

 K−1∑
zᾱ1

=0

ω̄zᾱ1
m

K−1∑
m=0

D
(m)
ᾱ2

 K−1∑
zᾱ2

=0

ω̄zᾱ2
m

 · · ·

K−1∑
m=0

D
(m)
ᾱl̄

 K−1∑
zᾱ

l̄
=0

ω̄zᾱl̄
m

 .
(A22)
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Since

K−1∑
z=0

ω̄mz =

{
K, if m = 0

0, if m ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,K − 1}
, (A23)

we have

F = K l̄D
(0)
ᾱ1
D

(0)
ᾱ2

· · ·D(0)
ᾱl̄

= K l̄I. (A24)

Secondly, for G:

G =
∑

∑l
x=1 zαx=0 mod K

αl∏
u=α1

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zumD(m)
u

)

=
∑

∑l
x=1 zαx=0 mod K

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zα1mD(m)
α1

)(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zα2mD(m)
α2

)
· · ·

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zαl
mD(m)

αl

)
.

(A25)

Here, we cannot freely choose all zαx
since the summation of zαx

is bounded by the condition of
∑l
x=1 zαx

≡
0 (mod K). However, since zαl

≡ −
∑l−1
x=1 zαx

(mod K), once we freely choose zα1
, zα2

, · · · , zαl−1
∈ {0, 1, · · · ,K− 1},

zαl
will be one and only determined. We now denote zαl

= aK −
∑l−1
x=1 zαx

(a ∈ Z), then:

G =

K−1∑
zα1

,zα2
,··· ,zαl−1

=0

K−1∑
m1,m2,··· ,ml=0

ω̄(m1−ml)zα1+(m2−ml)zα2+···+(ml−1−ml)zαl−1D(m1)
α1

D(m2)
α2

· · ·D(ml)
αl

=

K−1∑
m1,m2,··· ,ml=0

D(m1)
α1

D(m2)
α2

· · ·D(ml)
αl

 K−1∑
zα1

=0

ω̄(m1−ml)zα1

 K−1∑
zα2

=0

ω̄(m2−ml)zα2

 · · ·

 K−1∑
zαl−1

=0

ω̄(ml−1−ml)zαl−1

 .

(A26)

The terms are non-trivial if and only if m = m1 = m2 = · · · = ml ∈ {0, 1, 2, · · · ,K − 1}. Therefore:

G = Kl−1
K−1∑
m=0

D(m)
α1

D(m)
α2

· · ·D(m)
αl

. (A27)

Therefore, when K ∈ P, we have:

∑
∑l

x=1 zαx≡0 (mod K)

p(z) =
1

Kn
⟨Ψ|FG |Ψ⟩ = Kl+l̄−1

Kn
Tr

(
K−1∑
m=0

D(m)
α1

D(m)
α2

· · ·D(m)
αl

|Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ|

)

=
1

K
Tr

((
I+

K−1∑
m=1

D(m)
α

)
ρ⊗K

)
=

1 + (K − 1)Tr
(
ρKα
)

K
.

(A28)

Therefore:

Tr
(
ρKα
)
=

1

K − 1

K ∑
∑l

x=1 zαx≡0 (mod K)

p(z)− 1

 =
1

K − 1

K ∑
∑

x∈α zx≡0 (mod K)

p(z)− 1

 . (A29)

Now, consider another quantity:

∑
∑l

x=1 zαx ̸≡0 (mod K)

p(z)

=
1

Kn
⟨Ψ|

 K−1∑
zᾱ1 ,··· ,zᾱl̄

=0

ᾱl̄∏
ū=ᾱ1

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zūmD
(m)
ū

) ∑
∑l

x=1 zαx ̸≡0 (mod K)

αl∏
u=α1

(
K−1∑
m=0

ω̄zumD(m)
u

) |Ψ⟩

=
1

Kn
⟨Ψ|FG′ |Ψ⟩ ,

(A30)
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where F did not change but G changed into G′. Suppose
∑l
x=1 zαx

≡ t (mod K) where t ̸= 0. Then, zαl
≡

t −
∑l−1
x=1 zαx

(mod K). Similarly, once we freely choose zα1
, zα2

, · · · , zαl−1
∈ {0, 1, · · · ,K − 1}, zαl

will be one and

only determined. Similar to previous method, we let zαl
= aK + t−

∑l−1
x=1 zαx (a ∈ Z), then:

G′ =

K−1∑
zα1 ,··· ,zαl−1

=0

K−1∑
m1,··· ,ml=0

ω̄tml ω̄(m1−ml)zα1
+(m2−ml)zα2

+···+(ml−1−ml)zαl−1D(m1)
α1

D(m2)
α2

· · ·D(ml)
αl

=

K−1∑
m1,··· ,ml=0

ω̄tmlD(m1)
α1

D(m2)
α2

· · ·D(ml)
αl

 K−1∑
zα1=0

ω̄(m1−ml)zα1

 K−1∑
zα2=0

ω̄(m2−ml)zα2

 · · ·

 K−1∑
zαl−1

=0

ω̄(ml−1−ml)zαl−1


=Kl−1

K−1∑
m=0

ω̄mtD(m)
α1

D(m)
α2

· · ·D(m)
αl

.

(A31)

Then:

∑
∑l

x=1 zαx ̸≡0 (mod K)

p(z) =
1

Kn
⟨Ψ|FG′ |Ψ⟩ = 1

K

(
1 +

K−1∑
m=1

ω̄mt Tr
(
ρKα
))

=
1

K

(
1 + Tr

(
ρKα
)K−1∑
m=0

ω̄mt − Tr
(
ρKα
))

=
1− Tr

(
ρKα
)

K
.

(A32)

This also shows that
∑∑l

x=1 zαx ̸≡0 (mod K) p(z) is the same for ∀t ̸= 0 that satisfies
∑l
x=1 zαx

≡ t (mod K). Then:

Tr
(
ρKα
)
= 1−K

∑
∑l

x=1 zαx ̸≡0 (mod K)

p(z) = 1−K
∑

∑
x∈α zx ̸≡0 (mod K)

p(z). (A33)

With simple algebra, we then have:

C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s) =

K

2|s|(K − 1)2

∑
α∈P(s)

1−
∑

∑
x∈α zx≡0 (mod K)

p(z)

 =
K

2|s|(K − 1)

∑
α∈P(s)

∑
∑

x∈α zx ̸≡0 (mod K)

p(z). (A34)

One important comment is that one may consider that in order to make this work for composite K, different power
of D should be controlled by the ancilla instead of D(z) always. However, in this way Kz ̸= K†

zKz in general and the
proof above does not hold anymore.

2. Proof of Corollary 2

Proof. Suppose α covers all qubit labels, i.e. α = S. Then we have (remember ρ is pure):

∑
z′1+z

′
2+···+z′n≡0 (mod K)

p(z′) =
1 + (K − 1)Tr

(
ρK
)

K
= 1. (A35)

Then:

∑
z′1+z

′
2+···+z′n ̸≡0 (mod K)

p(z′) = 1−
∑

z′1+z
′
2+···+z′n≡0 (mod K)

p(z′) = 0. (A36)

As p(z′) is always positive, then p(z′) = 0 for any h(z′) ̸≡ 0 (mod K).
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3. Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. For each parallelized permutation test, as shown in Eq. (3), the inputs 1j ,2j ,3j are independent from each
other at the beginning as they are from different copies of state |ψ⟩. In general, we can consider the state input as:

1j ⊗ 2j ⊗ 3j = (a1 |0⟩+ b1 |1⟩)⊗ (a2 |0⟩+ b2 |1⟩)⊗ (a3 |0⟩+ b3 |1⟩). (A37)

Firstly, we suppose the top ancilla clicks at |1⟩. Then, the operator applied on the input state is I+ ω̄D(1)
j + ω̄2D

(2)
j

and the input becomes (unnormalized):

a1a2a3

(
b1
a1

+ ω̄
b2
a2

+ ω̄2 b3
a3

)
(|100⟩+ ω |010⟩+ ω2 |001⟩) + b1b2b3

(
a1
b1

+ ω̄
a2
b2

+ ω̄2 a3
b3

)
(|011⟩+ ω |101⟩+ ω2 |110⟩)

=M(|100⟩+ ω |010⟩+ ω2 |001⟩) +N(|011⟩+ ω |101⟩+ ω2 |110⟩).
(A38)

As K = 3, then ω = e2πi/3 and ω̄ = e−2πi/3. Now we apply the local unitaries on each party. The general
single-qubit gate U is denoted as:

U(θ, ϕ, λ) =

[
cos θ2 −eiλ sin θ

2

eiϕ sin θ
2 ei(ϕ+λ) cos θ2

]
. (A39)

Suppose we fix λ and θ for all three different unitaries, but only change the angle ϕ, i.e. U1 = U(θ, ϕ1, λ),
U2 = U(θ, ϕ2, λ) and U3 = U(θ, ϕ3, λ). Then the state becomes:

(
Mω2ei(ϕ3+λ) cos

θ

2
+Nω2ei(ϕ3+2λ) sin

θ

2

)
|001⟩+(

Mωei(ϕ2+λ) cos
θ

2
+Nωei(ϕ2+2λ) sin

θ

2

)
|010⟩+(

Mei(ϕ1+λ) cos
θ

2
+Nei(ϕ1+2λ) sin

θ

2

)
|100⟩+(

−Mω2ei(ϕ1+ϕ2+λ) sin
θ

2
+Nω2ei(ϕ1+ϕ2+2λ) cos

θ

2

)
|110⟩+(

−Mωei(ϕ1+ϕ3+λ) sin
θ

2
+Nωei(ϕ1+ϕ3+2λ) cos

θ

2

)
|101⟩+(

−Mei(ϕ2+ϕ3+λ) sin
θ

2
+Nei(ϕ2+ϕ3+2λ) cos

θ

2

)
|011⟩

=eiλ
(
M cos

θ

2
+Neiλ sin

θ

2

)(
ω2eiϕ3 |001⟩+ ωeiϕ2 |010⟩+ eiϕ1 |100⟩

)
+

eiλ
(
Neiλ cos

θ

2
−M sin

θ

2

)(
ω2ei(ϕ1+ϕ2) |110⟩+ ωei(ϕ1+ϕ3) |101⟩+ ei(ϕ2+ϕ3) |011⟩

)
.

(A40)

In order to get W state 1√
3
(|001⟩+ |010⟩+ |100⟩) up to global phases, we can let eiϕ1 = 1, eiϕ2 = ω2, eiϕ3 = ω first.

Then, we let:

Neiλ cos
θ

2
−M sin

θ

2
= 0 → tan

θ

2
=

N

M
eiλ. (A41)

We can let the λ that makes N
Meiλ real, then find the corresponding θ. In this way, we illustrate that the output

state on ancilla |1⟩ can be transformed to W state via local unitaries. Also, for ancilla |2⟩, the proof is similar since
due to symmetries, we only need to swap the terms that include ω and ω2 and everything else goes completely the
same.
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4. Proof of Proposition 4

Proof. Consider the scenario where the input state copies are not exactly the same. Suppose they are
|ψ′

1⟩ , |ψ′
2⟩ , · · · , |ψ′

K⟩ with corresponding pure state density matrices ρ′1, ρ
′
2, · · · , ρ′K , respectively. Then, from Propo-

sition 1, one can find that:

∑
∑l

x=1 zαx≡0 (mod K)

p(z) =
1

K
Tr

(
K−1∑
m=0

D(m)
α1

D(m)
α2

· · ·D(m)
αl

|Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ|

)

=
1

K

K−1∑
m=0

Tr
(
D(m)
α1

D(m)
α2

· · ·D(m)
αl

ρ′1 ⊗ ρ′2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ρ′K

)
=

1

K

(
1 +

K−1∑
k=1

Tr
(
ρ′1,αρ

′
(1+k (mod K)),α · · · ρ

′
(1+(K−1)k (mod K)),α

))
.

(A42)

In this proof we denote aK (mod K) ≡ K for ∀a ∈ Z. Then, the result C(K)

|ψ′
1⟩,|ψ′

2⟩,··· ,|ψ′
K⟩

(s) becomes:

C(K)

|ψ′
1⟩,|ψ′

2⟩,··· ,|ψ′
K⟩

(s)

=
1

K − 1

1− 1

2|s|

∑
α∈P (s)

(
1

K − 1

K−1∑
k=1

Tr
(
ρ′1,αρ

′
(1+k (mod K)),α · · · ρ

′
(1+(K−1)k (mod K)),α

)) .
(A43)

Since C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s) =

1
K−1

(
1− 1

2|s|

∑
α∈P(s) Tr

(
ρKα
))

, then the error:

E =

∣∣∣∣C(K)

|ψ′
1⟩,|ψ′

2⟩,··· ,|ψ′
K⟩

(s)− C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s)

∣∣∣∣
=

1

(K − 1)2|s|

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

α∈P(s)\∅

(
Tr
(
ρKα
)
− 1

K − 1

K−1∑
k=1

Tr
(
ρ′1,αρ

′
(1+k (mod K)),α · · · ρ

′
(1+(K−1)k (mod K)),α

))∣∣∣∣∣∣
⩽

1

(K − 1)2|s|

∑
α∈P(s)\∅

∣∣∣∣∣Tr(ρKα )− 1

K − 1

K−1∑
k=1

Tr
(
ρ′1,αρ

′
(1+k (mod K)),α · · · ρ

′
(1+(K−1)k (mod K)),α

)∣∣∣∣∣ .
(A44)

Then the key step is to find the upper-bound of the following quantity:

∣∣∣∣∣Tr(ρKα )− 1

K − 1

K−1∑
k=1

Tr
(
ρ′1,αρ

′
(1+k (mod K)),α · · · ρ

′
(1+(K−1)k (mod K)),α

)∣∣∣∣∣ . (A45)

As D(|ψ⟩ , |ψ′
k⟩) = D(ρ, ρ′k) = ϵk, we then have:

D(ρα, ρ
′
k,α) =

1

2
∥ρα − ρ′k,α∥1 = ϵk,α ⩽ ϵk. (A46)

Suppose we set ρ′k,α = ρα + 2ϵk,αWk,α, then the perturbation Wk,α has the following properties:

1. Wk,α is a Hermitian, i.e., Wk,α =W †
k,α.

2. Tr(Wk,α) = 0.

3. ∥Wk,α∥1 = 1.
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4. ∥Wk,α∥∞ ⩽ 1
2 . This is because due to the previous two properties, we have the following equality for the

eigenvalues of the perturbation Wk,α:

∑
i+

λ+i+ +
∑
i−

λ−i− = 0, (A47)

∑
i+

∣∣λ+i+ ∣∣+∑
i−

∣∣λ−i− ∣∣ = 1, (A48)

where λ+i+ and λ−i− are the positive and negative eigenvalues of Wk,α, respectively. Therefore:∑
i+

∣∣λ+i+ ∣∣ =∑
i+

λ+i+ = −
∑
i−

λ−i− =
∑
i−

∣∣λ−i−∣∣ , (A49)

and also:

∥Wk,α∥∞ = max
i+

λi+ ⩽
∑
i+

λ+i+ =
1

2
. (A50)

For the upper-bound calculations, we also use several other important inequalities as follows:

1. ∥ρk∥1 ⩽ 1 and ∥ρk∥∞ ⩽ 1 for any density matrix ρ.

2. |Tr
(
A†B

)
| ⩽ ∥A∥p∥B∥q where p, q > 0 and p−1 + q−1 = 1 for any n× n matrices A and B (Hölder’s inequality

for Schatten norms).

3. ∥AB∥∞ ⩽ ∥A∥∞∥B∥∞ for any n× n matrices A and B.

Now we start finding the upper-bound. We first illustrate the simplest case when K = 2 as this is the smallest and
the only even prime number. Then,

∣∣Tr(ρ2α)− Tr
(
ρ′1,αρ

′
2,α

)∣∣
= |2ϵ1,αTr(W1,αρα) + 2ϵ2,αTr(W2,αρα) + 4ϵ1,αϵ2,αTr(W1,αW2,α)|
⩽2ϵ1,α∥W1,α∥∞∥ρα∥1 + 2ϵ2,α∥W2,α∥∞∥ρα∥1 + 4ϵ1,αϵ2,α∥W1,α∥1∥W2,α∥∞
⩽ϵ1,α + ϵ2,α + 2ϵ1,αϵ2,α ⩽ ϵ1 + ϵ2 + 2ϵ1ϵ2,

(A51)

and therefore:

EK=2 =

∣∣∣∣C(K)

|ψ′
1⟩,|ψ′

2⟩
(s)− C(K)

|ψ⟩ (s)

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ 2|s| − 1

2|s|
(ϵ1 + ϵ2 + 2ϵ1ϵ2) . (A52)

Then, for the other odd prime K in general, we have:

∣∣∣∣∣Tr(ρKα )− 1

K − 1

K−1∑
k=1

Tr
(
ρ′1,αρ

′
(1+k (mod K)),αρ

′
(1+2k (mod K)),α · · · ρ

′
(1+(K−1)k (mod K)),α

)∣∣∣∣∣
=

1

K − 1

∣∣∣∣∣
K−1∑
k=1

(
Tr
(
ρKα
)
− Tr

(
ρ′1,αρ

′
(1+k (mod K)),αρ

′
(1+2k (mod K)),α · · · ρ

′
(1+(K−1)k (mod K)),α

))∣∣∣∣∣
=

2

K − 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
K−1

2∑
k=1

Re
(
Tr
(
ρKα
)
− Tr

(
ρ′1,αρ

′
(1+k (mod K)),αρ

′
(1+2k (mod K)),α · · · ρ

′
(1+(K−1)k (mod K)),α

))∣∣∣∣∣∣
⩽

2

K − 1

K−1
2∑

k=1

∣∣∣Tr(ρKα )− Tr
(
ρ′1,αρ

′
(1+k (mod K)),αρ

′
(1+2k (mod K)),α · · · ρ

′
(1+(K−1)k (mod K)),α

)∣∣∣ .

(A53)
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Once we implement ρ′k,α = ρα + 2ϵk,αWk,α, we have:

∣∣∣Tr(ρKα )− Tr
(
ρ′1,αρ

′
(1+k (mod K)),αρ

′
(1+2k (mod K)),α · · · ρ

′
(1+(K−1)k (mod K)),α

)∣∣∣
⩽2

K∑
k=1

ϵk,α∥Wk,α∥∞ + 22
∑
k<k′

ϵk,αϵk′,α∥Wk,α∥∞∥Wk′,α∥∞ + · · ·+ 2K

(
K∏
k=1

ϵk,α

)
∥W1,α∥1∥W2,α∥∞ · · · ∥WK,α∥∞

⩽
K∑
k=1

ϵk +
∑
k<k′

ϵkϵk′ +
∑

k<k′<k′′

ϵkϵk′ϵk′′ + · · ·+ 2

K∏
k=1

ϵk.

(A54)

Therefore:

∣∣∣∣∣Tr(ρKα )− 1

K − 1

K−1∑
k=1

Tr
(
ρ′1,αρ

′
(1+k (mod K)),αρ

′
(1+2k (mod K)),α · · · ρ

′
(1+(K−1)k (mod K)),α

)∣∣∣∣∣
⩽

K∑
k=1

ϵk +
∑
k<k′

ϵkϵk′ +
∑

k<k′<k′′

ϵkϵk′ϵk′′ + · · ·+ 2

K∏
k=1

ϵk,

(A55)

and:

E =

∣∣∣∣C(K)

|ψ′
1⟩,|ψ′

2⟩,··· ,|ψ′
K⟩

(s)− C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s)

∣∣∣∣
⩽

2|s| − 1

(K − 1)2|s|

(
K∑
k=1

ϵk +
∑
k<k′

ϵkϵk′ +
∑

k<k′<k′′

ϵkϵk′ϵk′′ + · · ·+ 2

K∏
k=1

ϵk

)
.,

(A56)

which also fits for EK=2.

Note that this error-bound, derived mostly from Schatten norm inequalities, is not sharp enough as it is very likely
that all the equality cases in the inequalities cannot achieve simultaneously. From the numerical plots in Fig. 2, one
can notice that the error scaling behaviour seems to be the case, but should be with smaller pre-factors.

5. GCE Circuit encoded in qubits

In this section, we introduce a method for encoding the GCE circuit, which requires K-level qudits, using only
qubits. All circuit-level numerical experiments presented in this work are conducted using this encoding method.

The qubit-based circuit for efficiently computing GCE with prime K is illustrated in Fig. 5. In this encoding,
each K-level ancilla qudit is represented by l = ⌈log2K⌉ qubits. The operator Fb acts on the Hilbert space of
these l ancilla qubits. It performs Fourier transform only on the subspace spanned by the first K basis states

{|0 · · · 00⟩ , |0 · · · 01⟩ , · · · |c1c2 · · · cl⟩}, whereK =
∑l
i=1 2

l−ici and ci ∈ {0, 1}, but keep the rest of the space unchanged.
The matrix representation of Fb in the computational basis is as follows:

Fb =


1√
K


1 1 1 · · · 1
1 ω ω2 · · · ωK−1

1 ω2 ω4 · · · ω2(K−1)

...
...

...
. . .

...
1 ωK−1 ω2(K−1) · · · ω(K−1)(K−1)


K×K

0

0 I2l−K


, ω = e2πi/K . (A57)

In Eq. (A57), the upper-left block of the matrix represents the K-level Fourier transform, while the lower-right block
is an identity matrix of dimension 2l −K.
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The controlled cyclic permutation (CCP ) operates on the target state in the same manner as the multi-level

controlled D, as shown in Eq. (A58), in which z =
∑l
i=1 2

l−ici.

|z⟩
|ϕ⟩ D Dz |ϕ⟩ →

anc

|c1⟩

CCP

|c2⟩
...

|cl⟩
|ϕ⟩ Dz |ϕ⟩

(
z =

∑l
i=1 2

l−ici

) (A58)

The elements of the matrix representation of CCP operator in the computational basis is then:

CCPc′1c′2···c′lt′1t′2···t′K ,c1c2···clt1t2···tK = ⟨c′1c′2 · · · c′l| ⊗ ⟨t′1t′2 · · · t′K |CCP |c1c2 · · · cl⟩ ⊗ |t1t2 · · · tK⟩
= ⟨c′1c′2 · · · c′l|c1c2 · · · cl⟩ ⟨t′1t′2 · · · t′K | ⊗Dz |t1t2 · · · tK⟩

=

l∏
i=1

δc′ici

K∏
j=1

δt′jtj+z
,

(A59)

where ci denotes the i-th ancilla qubit and tj denotes the j-th qubit of the target state.

Appendix B: Mathematical Properties of GCE

1. Proof of Theorem 5

a. Proof of Theorem 5.1

Proof. Here we only give brief information about the proof as it is almost the same as the one in Ref. [21] (Supple-
mentary Information I) for K = 2. The only change is that we need to make sure that Tr

(
ρK
)
is a convex function

in general for ∀K > 1, i.e. Tr
(
(pρ1 + (1− p)ρ2)

K
)
⩽ pTr

(
ρK1
)
+ (1− p) Tr

(
ρK2
)
for p ∈ [0, 1]. This statement is true

because of Ref. [57] (Lemma 1), where the authors found that (Tr(ρr))
s
is a convex function of the density operator

ρ for r ⩾ 1 and rs ⩾ 1, which perfectly includes the case for Tr
(
ρK
)
when K ⩾ 1.

b. Proof of Theorem 5.2

Proof. This proof is also similar in Ref. [21], where we can easily know that if ρ is completely separable, then ρα is
pure always. Therefore, Tr

(
ρKα
)
= 1 for ∀K > 1, which outputs 0 for GCE in the end.

c. Proof of Theorem 5.3

Proof. To have the continuity, as:

∣∣∣C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s)− C(K)

|ψ′⟩(s)
∣∣∣ = 1

(K − 1)2|s|

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

α∈P(s)

(
Tr
(
ρKα
)
− Tr

(
ρ′α

K
))∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ 1

2|s|

∑
α∈P(s)

1

K − 1

∣∣∣Tr(ρKα )− Tr
(
ρ′α

K
)∣∣∣ . (B1)

Now, to find the upper-bound of
∣∣∣Tr(ρKα )− Tr

(
ρ′α

K
)∣∣∣, we remind the continuity of Tsallis entropy in Ref. [58]

(Lemma 2):

|TK(ρ)− TK(ρ′)| = 1

K − 1

∣∣∣Tr(ρK)− Tr
(
ρ′
K
)∣∣∣ ⩽ K

K − 1
∥ρ− ρ′∥1 ⩽

2K

K − 1
ϵ. (B2)
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FIG. 5. Qubit-only cicuit for computing GCE with prime K. Multiple copies of state ψ are prepared and n premutation
tests are performed on the state copies in parallel with the help of n group of ancilla qubits. Within each group, there are
l = ⌈log2K⌉ qubits.

Therefore, we have:

∣∣∣C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s)− C(K)

ψ′ (s)
∣∣∣ ⩽ 2K

K − 1
ϵ. (B3)

Note that there may exist a sharper continuity bound from the continuity of Tsallis entropy derived in Ref. [59]
(Theorem 3.1), which illustrates that:
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|TK(ρ)− TK(ρ′)| = 1

K − 1

∣∣∣Tr(ρK)− Tr
(
ρ′
K
)∣∣∣ ⩽


1

K − 1

(
1− (1− ϵ)K − (d− 1)1−KϵK

)
, (ϵ < 1− 1

d
)

1

K − 1

(
1− d1−K

)
, (ϵ ⩾ 1− 1

d
)

. (B4)

where d is the Hilbert space dimensions of ρ (or ρ′) and it will vary for different subsystem α.

d. Proof of Theorem 5.4

Proof. We denote α ∈ P(S) and α′ ∈ P(S\{n0}). This theorem can be simplified to prove
∑
α Tr

(
ρKα
)

=

2
∑
α′ Tr

(
ρKα′

)
. Note that Tr

(
ρKα
)
= Tr

(
ρKᾱ
)
for any pure density matrix ρ and ᾱ ∈ S\α, which can be easily

seen from Schmidt decomposition. Therefore:

∑
α∈P(s)

Tr
(
ρKα
)
=

∑
α′∈P(s)\{n0}

(
Tr
(
ρKα′

)
+Tr

(
ρKα′∪{n0}

))
= 2

∑
α′∈P(s)\{n0}

Tr
(
ρKα′

)
. (B5)

2. Discussions on Conjectures 6

In this section, we would like to provide more comments and discussions on Conjectures 6, which may be helpful
for the further analytical proof, or find a counter-example for it.

a. Similar methods in Ref. [21]

The difficulty of the proof is from the pre-factor 1/2|s|, which can vary for different s. In Ref. [21] (Supplementary
Information I), the authors provide a very concise proof for Conjectures 6 when K = 2. They estimate their GCE in
an elegant way, where they found:

C(2)
|ψ⟩(s) = 1−

∑
z∈Z0(s)

p(z), (B6)

where:

p(z) =
1

2n
⟨Ψ|

∏
j

(Ij + (−1)zjSj) |Ψ⟩ , (B7)

and z ∈ Z0(s) denotes that z is a bitstring s.t. all bits in the label set s should be 0. They use the parallelized
SWAP test to directly estimate the p(z) from the probability distribution of the ancillas, which is always equal to or
larger than 0. Then, the proof is simple and straightforward as the pre-factor is dropped. However, finding a circuit
that directly replaces S into D in Eq. (B7) is hard as D is not Hermitian for K ⩾ 3. That is why we use another way
to estimate GCE but limited for prime K as shown in Proposition 1.
However, for mathematical perspective, we can still define a quantity:

q(z) =
1

2n
⟨Ψ|

∏
j

(Ij + (−1)zjDj) |Ψ⟩ = 1

2n

∑
α∈P(s)

(−1)
∑

x∈α zx Tr
(
ρKα
)
, (B8)

where |Ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩⊗K . Then if q(z) ⩾ 0, both conjectures for integer K ⩾ 2 hold by following the similar proof in
Ref. [21]. Importantly, for simplicity, here we suppose D = D(1) as in this way the SWAP trick holds for not only
prime K but also composite K. Also, instead of higher-level ancillas, here we consider z ∈ {0, 1}n.
We start from proving a lemma for q(z):
Lemma 2: If there are odd number of ’1’s in zo = zo1z

o
2 · · · zon, then q(zo) = 0.

Proof of Lemma 2:
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Proof. Since:

q(zo) =
1

2n
⟨Ψ|

∏
j

(Ij + (−1)z
o
jDj) |Ψ⟩

=
1

2n
(1 + (−1)z

o
1 Tr

(
ρK1
)
+ (−1)z

o
2 Tr

(
ρK2
)
+ · · ·+ (−1)z

o
1+z

o
2+···+zon Tr

(
ρK
)
).

(B9)

If there are odd number of ’1’s in zo, consider:

(−1)
∑

α z
o
α Tr

(
ρKα
)
= (−1)

∑
α z

o
α Tr

(
ρKᾱ
)
= −(−1)

∑
ᾱ z

o
ᾱ Tr

(
ρKᾱ
)
. (B10)

Therefore, by paring the terms and their corresponding complimentary, we have q(zo) = 0.

Also, since q(0) ⩾ 0, we can only consider the case where z has non-zero even number of ’1’s. In the following part,
we show several proofs of small n, and then illustrate why it is hard to generalize.

• When n = 1, the proof is trivial.

• When n = 2, the only non-trivial case is:

q(11) =
1

4
(2− Tr

(
ρK1
)
− Tr

(
ρK2
)
), (B11)

which is obviously ⩾ 0.

• When n = 3, w.l.o.g. we need to consider the case:

q(110) =
1

8
(2− Tr

(
ρK1
)
− Tr

(
ρK2
)
+Tr

(
ρK3
)
+Tr

(
ρK12
)
− Tr

(
ρK13
)
− Tr

(
ρK23
)
)

=
1

4
(1− Tr

(
ρK1
)
− Tr

(
ρK2
)
+Tr

(
ρK12
)
).

(B12)

Because Tsallis entropy has the property of subadditivity for K > 1 [43], i.e.,

TK(ρAB) ⩽ TK(ρA) + TK(ρB)

→Tr
(
ρKA
)
+Tr

(
ρKB
)
⩽ 1 + Tr

(
ρKAB

)
.

(B13)

Then q(110) ⩾ 0.

• When n = 4, w.l.o.g. we need to consider:

q(1100) =
1

8

((
1 + Tr

(
ρK12
)
− Tr

(
ρK1
)
− Tr

(
ρK2
))

+
(
Tr
(
ρK124

)
+Tr

(
ρK4
)
− Tr

(
ρK14
)
− Tr

(
ρK24
)))

, (B14)

and:

q(1111) =
1

8

((
1 + Tr

(
ρK12
)
− Tr

(
ρK1
)
− Tr

(
ρK2
))

−
(
Tr
(
ρK124

)
+Tr

(
ρK4
)
− Tr

(
ρK14
)
− Tr

(
ρK24
)))

. (B15)

This is where the difficulty emerges as the first inner bracket denotes the subadditivity (SA) of Tsallis entropy
and the second inner bracket:

Tr
(
ρKABC

)
+Tr

(
ρKC
)
− Tr

(
ρKAC

)
− Tr

(
ρKBC

)
→TK(ρAC) + TK(ρBC)− TK(ρABC)− TK(ρC)

(B16)

has the form of strong subadditivity (SSA), which does not in general hold positively or negatively for Tsallis
entropy [40].



21

10 20 30
K

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

(z
)

n = 4

10 20 30
K

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

(z
)

n = 5

10 20 30
K

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

0.06

(z
)

n = 6

FIG. 6. Numerical simulations for q(z) under non-trivial z and n = 4, 5, 6. Here, each Haar random statevector is initialized
at the beginning and then we plot its corresponding q(z) under increasing K and a certain non-trivial z. There is no counter-
example yet s.t. q(z) < 0.

From the above example, we see that if q(z) ⩾ 0 holds, there may exist a sharper inequality than the SA. In fact,
if we pick:

q(1B1C0A1
0A2

· · · 0An−2
) =

1

2n

∑
αA∈P({A1,··· ,An−2})

(
Tr
(
ρKαABC

)
+Tr

(
ρKαA

)
− Tr

(
ρKαAB

)
− Tr

(
ρKαAC

))
, (B17)

we have the not-so-strong subadditivity (NSSSA) that may hold, which is the sum over all possible SSA w.r.t. the
subsets of ’0’-labels.

We also provide some numerics for q(z), as shown in Fig. 6. For each plotted line, a Haar random statevector and
a certain non-trivial z are picked at the beginning and then its q(z) values with the evolution of K are plotted. We
found that there is no single counter-example that gives q(z) < 0. Also, q(z) will go asymptotically to 21−n and this
can be directly seen from the mathematical form of q(z).

Below we provide some other possible techniques for proving q(z) ⩾ 0.

1. Mathematical Induction. As the case of K = 2 holds, we can suppose the case of K also hold and try to prove
the case of K + 1. However, there are no clear mathematical connections between K and K + 1.

2. Eigenspace of
∏
j(Ij + (−1)zjDj): Suppose

∏
j(Ij + (−1)zjDj) = M , then q(z) ∼ Tr

(
Mρ⊗K

)
. Write ρ⊗K =∑

i λi |ψi⟩ ⟨ψi| and M =
∑
i σi |ϕi⟩ ⟨ϕi|, therefore q(z) ∼

∑
i,j σiλj |⟨ϕi|ψj⟩|

2
. Since λ ⩾ 0 and q(z) ∈ R, an

optimistic assumption to prove q(z) ⩾ 0 is that Re(σ) ⩾ 0. This is true for K = 2 but not for K ⩾ 3. However,
both M and ρ⊗K are not any general diagonalizable matrices and they have intrinsic symmetries. Writing ρ⊗K

into Dicke basis might be more helpful to find the proof [60].

3. Sum of squares (SOS): We can symbolize the statevector |ψ⟩:

[a0 + ib0, a1 + ib1, · · · a2n−1 + ib2n−1], (B18)

where a and b denote the real and imaginary part of each statevector element, respectively. After calculations,
we should have q(z) in a cumbersome polynomial. We would like to see if this polynomial is an SOS. However,
as GCE is invariant up to local unitaries, we can change the basis of |ψ⟩ via local unitaries without modifying
the values of q(z). Therefore, with the help of the generalized Schmidt decomposition in Ref. [61] (Theorem
1), several elements in |ψ⟩ can be simplified to 0. Due to the exponentially large system with qubit number
n, we tried the real statevector |ψ⟩ for q(0011) (n = 4) and K = 3, and we used Mosek SDP solver [62] and
SumOfSquares [63, 64] package in Julia for the SOS polynomial optimizations. The optimization gives that
q(0011) + ε = SOS, where ε is a very small positive number that varies device by device, depending on the
device precision. The smallest ε we found is 0.009901732. Hence, whether q(z) is an SOS is still unknown, and
we are inclined to believe that this polynomial is not an SOS.
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b. More Comments on Conjecture 6.1 and Proof of Proposition 7

In this section we provide more discussions on Conjecture 6.1. Conjecture 6.1 can be transformed into a simpler
formulation:

C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s

′) ⩽ C(K)
|ψ⟩ (s), where s = s′ ∪ {n0} for single label n0 ∈ S\s′. (B19)

Starting from simple cases, we list the checklist in Table. I, where we present if Eq. (B19) has been proved or not
for any K > 1. Due to the transitivity of the inequality, we can let s′ = {1, 2, · · · , |s′|} and s = {1, 2, · · · , |s′|, |s|}.

• If |s| = 2, then Eq. (B19) goes to SA of Tsallis entropy, which holds for any K > 1.

• If |s| = n, i.e., s = S, the equality holds for Eq. (B19) due to Theorems 5.4.

TABLE I. This checklist shows the information that if Eq. (B19) has been proved or not in this work, for certain n and |s|
(and any real K > 1).

n = 1 n = 2 n = 3 n = 4 n = 5 · · ·

|s| = 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

|s| = 2 N/A

|s| = 3 N/A N/A ? ? ?

|s| = 4 N/A N/A N/A ? ?

|s| = 5 N/A N/A N/A N/A ?

... N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

The other cases are hard to prove and it also relates to the NSSSA form of Tsallis entropy, which goes to the proof
of Proposition 7:

Proof. Suppose s̄′ = S\s′ = {|s|, |s|+ 1, · · · , n} and s̄ = S\s = {|s|+ 1, |s|+ 2, · · · , n}, we have the sum over SSA:

∑
α′∈P(s′)

TK(ρα′∪{|s|}∪s̄) + TK(ρα′)− TK(ρα′∪{|s|})− TK(ρα′∪s̄)

=
∑

α′∈P(s′)

TK(ρα′∪s̄′) + TK(ρα′)− TK(ρα′∪{|s|})− TK(ρα′∪s̄)

=
∑

α′∈P(s′)

TK(ρα′) + TK(ρα′)− TK(ρα′∪{|s|})− TK(ρα′∪{|s|})

=2
∑

α′∈P(s′)

(
Tr
(
ρKα′∪{|s|}

)
− Tr

(
ρKα′

))
∝C(K)

|ψ⟩ (s
′)− C(K)

|ψ⟩ (s).

(B20)

Moreover, majorization may be another way to prove this. We can place all the eigenvalues of ρα′∪{|s|} and ρα′

non-increasingly into two lists λα′∪{|s|} and λα′ , respectively. Note that there are of course fewer eigenvalues in λα′

and we fill in zeros to align the lengths of λα′∪{|s|} and λα′ . As half of the elements in λα′ are 0 and its maximum
element is 1. It is very likely that λα′ ≻ λα′∪{|s|}. If this holds, then a Schur convex function f : Rn → R will give

f(λα′∪{|s|}) ⩽ f(λα′) [65]. As
∑
λK is convex for K > 1, then the conjecture becomes true. However, the rigorous

proof for the majorization relation between λα′ and λα′∪{|s|} is still unknown.
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3. Analytical Details for GCE Examples

In the main text, we illustrate two examples of GCE. Here we provide more analytical details.
Firstly, we consider the spin-squeezed states. The spin-squeezed states we considered in this work are the states that

are prepared by evolving a coherent spin state under the one-axis twisting Hamiltonian operator (HOAT = χŜ2
z ) [41]

with time-evolution t. Then the final state becomes [42]:

|Φ(µ)⟩ = 1

2
n
2

n∑
k=0

√(
n

k

)
e−i

(n/2−k)2µ
2 |D(n, k)⟩ , (B21)

where |D(n, k)⟩ is the n-qubit Dicke state with Hamming weight w is k [60]:

|D(n, k)⟩ = 1√(
n
k

) ∑
x∈{0,1}⊗n

w(x)=k

|x⟩ , (B22)

and µ = 2χt. Then we have the density matrix of the pure state |Φ(µ)⟩ as:

ρµ = |Φ(µ)⟩ ⟨Φ(µ)| = 1

2n

n∑
k,l=0

√(
n

k

)(
n

l

)
exp
{
i
µ

2
(k − l)(n− l − k)

}
|D(n, k)⟩ ⟨D(n, l)|

=

n∑
k,l=0

ck,l |D(n, k)⟩ ⟨D(n, l)| ,

(B23)

where:

ck,l =
1

2n

√(
n

k

)(
n

l

)
exp
{
i
µ

2
(k − l)(n− l − k)

}
. (B24)

To get the reduced density matrix of this symmetric state on the subsystem α, in [66] (Theorem 1), we have:

ρµα =

|α|∑
kα,lα=0

ckα,lα |D(|α|, kα)⟩ ⟨D(|α|, lα)| , (B25)

and:

ckα,lα =

n∑
k,l=0

ck,l

n−|α|∑
κ=0

(n− |α|)!
κ!(n− |α| − κ)!

√√√√ |α|!
kα!(|α|−kα)!

|α|!
lα!(|α|−lα)!

n!
k!(n−k)!

n!
l!(n−l)!

δ(κ+ kα − k)δ(κ+ lα − l)

=

n∑
k,l=0

ck,l

n−|α|∑
κ=0

(n− |α|)!
κ!(n− |α| − κ)!

|α|!
n!

√
k!l!(n− k)!(n− l)!

kα!lα!(|α| − kα)!(|α| − lα)!
δ(κ+ kα − k)δ(κ+ lα − l).

(B26)

In this way, we are able to represent ρµα in a (|α|+1)× (|α|+1) matrix (instead of 2|α| × 2|α| in the computational
basis). By diagonalizing each ρµα, one can acquire their eigenvalues to estimate the corresponding GCE finally.
Secondly, we consider the GCE comparison between |GHZ⟩ and |W ⟩ states. Starting from n-qubit |GHZ⟩ state:

|GHZ⟩ = 1√
2
(|00 · · · 0⟩+ |11 · · · 1⟩), (B27)

then the pure |GHZ⟩ density matrix is:
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ρ|GHZ⟩ =
1

2
(|00 · · · 0⟩ ⟨00 · · · 0|+ |00 · · · 0⟩ ⟨11 · · · 1|+ |11 · · · 1⟩ ⟨00 · · · 0|+ |11 · · · 1⟩ ⟨11 · · · 1|). (B28)

Then, by tracing out the system ᾱ, we have:

ρ|GHZ⟩,α = Trᾱ(ρGHZ) =
1

2
(|00 · · · 0⟩ ⟨00 · · · 0|+ |11 · · · 1⟩ ⟨11 · · · 1|) (|α| qubits). (B29)

Then, except for α = ∅ or α = S, any other reduced system will have two non-trivial eigenvalues of 1
2 and in this

case Tr
(
ρKα
)
= 1

2K−1 . Then:

C(K)
|GHZ⟩(s) = 1− 1

2|s|−δ(|s|,n)

(
1 +

2|s|−δ(|s|,n) − 1

2K−1

)
. (B30)

Next, consider the n-qubit |W ⟩ state:

|W ⟩ = 1√
n
(|100 · · · 0⟩+ |010 · · · 0⟩+ |001 · · · 0⟩+ · · ·+ |000 · · · 1⟩) , (B31)

and its pure state density matrix:

ρ|W ⟩ =
1

n
(|100 · · · 0⟩ ⟨100 · · · 0|+ |100 · · · 0⟩ ⟨010 · · · 0|+ · · ·+ |000 · · · 1⟩ ⟨000 · · · 1|). (B32)

Then, by tracing out the system ᾱ, we have:

ρ|W ⟩,α = Trᾱ(ρ|W ⟩) =
n− |α|
n

|000 · · · 0⟩ ⟨000 · · · 0|+ |α|
n

∣∣W|α|
〉 〈
W|α|

∣∣ . (B33)

Here,
∣∣W|α|

〉
denotes the |α|-qubit |W ⟩ state. Therefore, the two non-trivial eigenstates for ρ|W ⟩,α are n−|α|

n and

|α|
n , which gives Tr

(
ρK|W ⟩,α

)
=
(
n−|α|
n

)K
+
(

|α|
n

)K
and finally:

C(K)
|W ⟩(s) = 1− 1

2|s|nK

|s|∑
j=0

((
|s|
j

)
(n− j)K +

(
|s|
j

)
jK
)
. (B34)
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