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PRODUCT VECTORS IN THE RANGES OF MULTI-PARTITE
STATES WITH POSITIVE PARTIAL TRANSPOSES AND
PERMANENTS OF MATRICES

YOUNG-HOON KIEM, SEUNG-HYEOK KYE, AND JOOHAN NA

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we consider a system of homogeneous algebraic equations
in complex variables and their conjugates which arise naturally from the range crite-
rion for separability of PPT states. We examine systematically these equations to get
sufficient conditions for the existence of nontrivial solutions. This gives us possible
upper bounds of ranks of PPT entangled edge states and their partial transposes.
We will focus on the multi-partite cases which are much more delicate than the bi-
partite cases. We use the notion of permanents of matrices as well as techniques from
algebraic geometry through the discussion.

1. INTRODUCTION

Quantum entanglement is now considered as the main resource for quantum infor-
mation and quantum computation, and distinguishing entanglement from separability
is one of the most important problems in the theory. The most convenient and powerful
criterion is the so called PPT criterion by Choi [2] and Peres [23], which tells us that
the partial transposes of a separable state are positive, that is, positive semi-definite.
But, it is very difficult to determine if a given PPT state is separable or not, and it is
actually known to be an N P-hard problem [4] [6]. In order to determine if a given PPT
state is separable, it is natural to look at the ranges of the state and its partial trans-
poses, as it had been suggested by the range criterion [12]. Apart from the separability
criterion, the notion of PPT is interesting in itself as well. For example, it is closely
related with the question of distillability, which is one of the main open problems in
quantum information theory. See [L1].

Special kinds of PPT entangled states, PPT edge states, play an important role
to understand the whole structures of PPT states, because every PPT entangled state
is the sum of a separable state and a PPT edge state. See [20]. Because PPT edge
states have typically low ranks, it is very important to get upper bounds for possible
ranks of PPT entangled edge states and their partial transposes. To do this, we need
to consider a system of algebraic equations arising from the range criterion, as it was
initiated in [16] for the bi-partite 2 ® n cases. The main purpose of this note is to
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provide a rigorous mathematical background to deal with these equations in general
multi-partite cases, using techniques from algebraic geometry.

A (mixed) state on the Hilbert space H = @]_, C% is a positive semi-definite
Hermitian operator of trace one. Throughout this note, we assume that a state always
means a mixed state. A state on the Hilbert space H = ®?:1 C% is said to be separable
if it is a convex combination of pure product states of the form

V1) (V1] @ o) (2| @+ @ |0) (Y] € May @ Mg, ® - - @ My,,

where M, denotes the algebra of all d x d matrices over the field of complex numbers.
A state is called entangled if it is not separable. For a given subset S of [n] :=

T(S)
{1,2,---,n}, we define the partial transpose <®;L:1 Aj> of @), A; by

t .
Aj7 j 657

(A QA - 0A4,)' =B ®B,®- --®B,, with B; = :
! Aj> ]%Sa

and extend the map to the whole ®;L:1 Mg, by linearity, where A* denotes the transpose
of the matrix A. We say that a state p is of PPT if its partial transpose o’ ) is positive
for every subset S of [n]. It is easily checked that every separable state is of PPT, as
it was observed by Choi [2] and Peres [23] for the bi-partite case n = 2. We note that
o) 7(5¢)

Therefore, it is enough to check the positivity of 2"~! matrices among 2" matrices, to

is positive if and only if o is positive, where S¢ is the complement of S in [n].

confirm the PPT property of a given n-partite state.
For a subset S of [n] and a product vector |¢) = [1;) @ - -+ ® [1,), we define the
product vector [1/)") up to constant by

|'¢;j>> ] € S,
W), ¢S
Note that the range of a density matrix ), |z)(z;| is given by the span of {|z;)}.

1) (W)@ @)™ =)@ @|¢s), with |¢;) = {

Therefore, if a given PPT state p is separable then there exists a collection ¥ of
product vectors with the property [12] : The range of o) is the span of the product
vectors {[y)T) : 1) € W} for each subset S of [n]. Therefore, the first step to confirm
separability of a PPT state o is to check the existence of a nonzero product vector |v)
such that |1)"%) belongs to the range of o) for each subset S of [n]. A PPT state o
is said to be an edge state if there exist no such nonzero product vectors.

Suppose that we are given finite sequences {5, S, ---S,.} of subsets of [n] and
{D1,Ds---,D,} of subspaces of H. The purpose of this note is to investigate the

system of equations
(2) TS e Dy i =1,2,000

with unknowns [¢)) = [¢1) @ -+ ® [h,) in the product CP"~1 x ... x CP™~! of
complex projective spaces, and find conditions for which the system of equations (2))

has a nonzero solution, i.e. we are looking for nonzero solutions up to nonzero scalar
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multiplication. These equations have been considered in earlier papers [13], [14] and
[16], for examples. See also [15] for the bi-partite case n = 2.
To do this, it is convenient to define the r x n matrix ¥ = [o;;] with entries

_17 jE Sia
Oij = .
! +1a J ¢ Sia

which will be called the associated matrix of the sequence {Si,Ss,---S,}. We note

that the number Ny of unknowns of the system of equations (2) is given by

n

Ny =) (d; = 1),

j=1
which is the complex dimension of the manifold CP#~! x ... x CP%~!. On the other
hand, the number Np of algebraic equations in (2)) is just Ny = >, dim Dj. Now,
we are ready to state the main result of this note:

Theorem 1.1. Let {Sy,---,S,} be a sequence of subsets of [n] with the associated
matriz ¥ = [0;;]. Then we have the following:

(i) If Ng =Y ._, ki > Ny, then the system of equations [2)) has no nonzero solution
or generic subspaces D; of H with k; = dim D} fori=1,2,---,r.
f g p 3 f (2 7 Y ) )
ii) Suppose that Ny = Ny, and the coefficient o B s nonzero when we
3
expand the polynomial

(3) H(Uz’,lal T+ 00 + -0 Uz‘,nOKn)dimDil
i=1
Then the system of equations ([2) has a nonzero solution.
(iii) If Ng < Ny and the associate matriz X2 has rank r, then the system of equations
@) has infinitely many solutions.

The case (ii) considers the critical case, in which the numbers of unknowns and
equations coincide. We have exhibited in [I5] examples in the two qubit and the two
qutrit cases for which the system of equations () has no nonzero solution even though
it has the same numbers of unknowns and equations. We have the same kind of an
example for the four qubit case. See Example In the n qubit cases, the condition
in (ii) can be checked by computing the permanent of the associated matrix ¥ = [o; ;]
which may be assumed to be a square matrix. It was shown in [30] that the permanent
of an n X n square matrix whose entries are 41 is never zero if and only if n = 2% — 1
with £ = 2,3,---. From this, we may conclude that the coefficient condition in (ii)
is redundant for the n qubit cases, whenever n = 2¥ — 1 with k¥ = 2,3,---. This is
especially true for the three qubit case. The notion of permanent is also useful in the
theory of entanglement in other contexts. See [31].

The cases (i) and (iii) deal with the over-determined and under-determined cases,

respectively. We need an unexpected rank condition to get the existence of infinitely
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many solutions for the under-determined case. We do not know if one may remove
this condition, even though we provided an example which strongly suggests the role
of rank condition. See Example 2.4l We will see that the rank condition is redundant
for the bi-partite case, the three and four qubit cases.

In the three qubit case, it is enough to consider four subsets S; = {1},5; =
{2},53 = {3},54 = 0 of [3] = {1,2,3}, to check the PPT condition. The above
discussions with the statements (ii) and (iii) prove the inequality

4
(4) Zrank o8 « 4 %22 —3=29

i=1
for any three qubit PPT entangled edge states, as it was stated in [I]. It should be
noted [19] that the corresponding inequality is false for the 3 ® 3 case. It is an open
question if the corresponding inequality holds for the 2 ® 4 case. It is also unknown
for the n qubit cases when n > 4.

Theorem [L.I] will be proved in the next section. We consider the multi-qubit cases
in Section 3 to relate the notion of permanents and the existence of a nonzero solution
of the system of equations (2)). We also classify 4 x4 (41, —1)-matrices with vanishing
permanents, up to an equivalence relation. In the final section, we consider the problem
of classifying PPT entangled edge states by their ranks of partial transposes, and discuss

related questions.

2. PROOF OF MAIN THEOREM

2.1. Over-determined case. We let Gr (d, k) denote the set of all subspaces D of
C? with dim D+ = k, which is a manifold of complex dimension k(d — k). See [5]
Chapter 1, Section 5]. We say that a property holds for generic subspaces D in C4
with dim D+ = k if there is a subset W of Gr (d, k) whose complement is of measure
zero such that the property holds for all D € W.

Theorem [[.1] (i) is a consequence of dimension estimates and the Morse-Sard theo-
rem. We will write P4~ for the complex projective space CP4~! to simply the notations.
Consider the following diagram:

(5) [, P!

¢r(s>l

n d;—1 C L d—1
[, P P

where d = [[;d;. For S C [n], the map ¢ is the diffeomorphism which sends ([|¢;)])
to ([|¢;)]), where |¢;) is given by (), and []2))] € P4~ denotes the line spanned by
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[4). The injective map ¢ is the Segre embedding which sends ([|¢;)]) to [®}_,[¢;)]. We
want to show that the set

s

©) )7 ED) - {(WD e [IP"™ | (95ln)™™ € DZ}

i=1
is empty for generic choices of D;.

By Bertini’s theorem [7, Chapter II, Theorem 8.18] in algebraic geometry, we may
choose a generic D; such that (=1(PD;) is a smooth manifold of real dimension 2(Ny —
ki). Let Ey := (QSF(Sl))_l (t=Y(PD;)). To choose Dy, let us consider the universal
bundle Uy over Gr (d, k2) so that we have a diagram:

PUy— P41 x Gr (d, ks)
Gr (d, ]{72)

Each fiber of the vertical arrow over a point £ € Gr (d, k) gives the linear subspace
PD; C P4t represented by &. Via the Segre embedding, we can regard ¢'*2)(E;) x
Gr (d, ky) as a subset of P4~ x Gr (d, ky). Take the intersection (¢'*2)(E,) x Gr (d, k2))N
PU,. There are obvious projections

(¢"52)(E)) x Gr (d, ky)) N PU,
/ \
Pt (Ey) Gr (d, k2)
Let us estimate the dimension of this intersection. For each point 7 in ¢"%2)(E}),
p~H(n) is
{DQ e Gr (d, ]{52) ‘ ne PDQ} = Gr (d — 1, ]{52)

since a subspace of C? of codimension ks containing a line [, represented by 7 is
uniquely determined by a subspace of C%/l,, = C*™! of codimension ky. Therefore, the
intersection (¢"%2)(E}) x Gr (d, k)) NPUs, is a smooth real manifold of real dimension

ANy — k) + dimg Gr (d — 1, ks) = 2Ny — k1) + 2ka(d — 1 — k).
If ¢ is not surjective, the fiber ¢~ '(Dy) = ¢'*2)(E)) N v~ (PD,) is empty for a
generic choice of Dy € Gr(d, ky). Let Ey := (ngF(SQ))_1 (.Y(PDy)). Then
BN By =E; N (¢"69) 7" (0 Y(PDy))
(7) — (¢"62) T (¢S (Ey) M (PDy))
) (g (D) -0

for such a generic Dy, so we have the statement (i). Thus we may assume that ¢ is

surjective.
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Applying the Morse-Sard theorem [9, Chapter 3, Theorem 1.3] to the smooth map
q: (¢"52)(E)) x Gr(d, ko)) N PU, — Gr(d, ky), we find that over a generic choice of
D, € Gr (d, ky), the fiber ¢~!(Dy) of ¢ is a smooth manifold of real dimension

2Ny — ki) + 2ka(d — 1 — k) — 2ka(d — ko) = 2(Nyy — ky — k»).

For such a generic Dy, if we let Fy 1= (qu(SQ))_l (.71 (PDy)), then by (@), By N By =
(¢r(52))—1 (g71(Dy)) is a smooth manifold of expected real dimension 2( Ny — ky — ko).

Now it is obvious how to proceed. We consider the universal bundle Us over
Gr (d, k3), the intersection

(¢ (By M Ey) x Gr (d, ks)) N PUs

and the projections to ¢"'%3) (£, N E,) and Gr (d, ks). If the projection to Gr (d, ks) is
not surjective, then ¢'(>s)(E; N Ey) N1~ (PDs) is empty for a generic D3 € Gr (d, k3).
For such a generic D3, if we let Fj := (¢F(S3))_1 (.=YPD3)),

E1 N E2 N E3 == (¢F(SS))_1 (¢F(Sg) (El N Eg) N L_l(]P)Dg))

is also empty and we have the theorem.

If the projection to Gr(d, k3) is surjective, by the Morse-Sard theorem, we find
that for a generic D3 € Gr (d, k3), ¢"*3)(E; N Ey) NPDs is a smooth manifold of real
dimension 2(Ny — ki — kz — k3). Then letting E3 := (¢7()) (T YPDs)), ExNEyNE;y
is also a smooth manifold of real dimension 2( Ny — ki — ks — k3) for such a generic Ds.
Continuing this way, the intersection

NE= )" (7 @D))

i=1
eventually becomes empty for generic choices of D; since Ny < > . k; = Np. This
proves (i) of Theorem [l

2.2. Critical case. For the statements (ii) and (iii), we need the following theorem
which gives us an algebraic sufficient condition for the existence of nonzero solutions
of the system of equations ().

Theorem 2.1. Let {S1,---,S,.} be sequences of subsets of [n] and {Dy,---,D,} sub-
spaces of H = ®?:1 C4% with k; = dim Di-. If

T

(8) H(O'i,lal + 0000+ F ai,nan>ki £0
i=1
in the ring Zlog, ag, - - - ,Om]/(oz‘lil’ 0432, o ’Oggn)’ then the system of equations [2)) has

a nonzero solution.

Here, oy, - - - , oy, are indeterminates, and Z[ay, ag, - - -, )/ (oS, @82, - adn) de-
notes the quotient ring of the polynomial ring Z[ay, g, - - - , v, ] by the ideal generated
di .d
by af',a5?, - adn.

6



Proof. Consider the diagram ([B). We have to measure the size of the set

T

N (@) (D)) = {(WD e [TP% | (@3ile)™ Dz}

1=1

The cohomology ring of [[7_,; P%~" is well understood:

v (HP> = Zfor, - an)/(af - o)

j=1
A proof can be found in any textbook on algebraic topology. See [8, Section 3.2] for ex-
ample. By Bertini’s theorem [7, Chapter II, Theorem 8.18] again, we can choose pertur-
bations PD) of PD; such that :~1(IPD}) are smooth and Poincaré dual to (a+- - -+, )
for each ¢ = 1,2,--- ,r. Since the complex conjugation changes the orientation, the
perturbation (QSF(SZ'))_I («YPD?)) of (gbr(si))_l (.=Y(PDy)) is a smooth submanifold of
[1}_, P%~", whose Poincaré dual is

k.
(Gigon + 0000 + - - -+ 0 p00)"

By the transversality theorem [9, Chapter 3, Theorem 2.4] in differential topology, we
can find perturbations W; in []}_; P%~" of ((;SF(Si))_l (¢«71(PD})) that are still smooth
and intersect transversely. Then the Poincaré dual of (;_, W; is the class

T

k.
H(Umal + 0000 + -+ 05 p00)"
i=1

in the cohomology ring H* <H;L:1 Pda‘—l) = Zlay, - o] /(@®, - adn). If the set

N, (gbr(si))_l (¢71(PD;)) is empty, so is its small perturbation (;_, W; and hence the
cohomology class H::1(0i71a1 + 00000+ -+ Uman)ki should be zero. This proves the
theorem. [J

The statement (ii) of Theorem [Tl is an easy consequence of Theorem 21 In-
deed, [[;_,(0s101 4+ 01200 + - - - + 0 ,0,)™ in the quotient ring of the polynomial ring
Zlay,- -+ ,ay] by the relations o' = --- = a% = 0 should be a constant multiple of
[ oz;-lj_l, because Np = > k; = :(d; — 1) = Ny in the critical case.

It is worthwhile to consider the case when all the subsets S; C [n] are empty. In

this case, 0; ; = 1 for every 4, 7 and

s

H(ai,lal + 000 4+ O = (g F g+ )BT,

i=1

It is straightforward to check that the coefficient of [] i a;-lj ~"in the polynomial

(5t -1)!
Hj(dj B 1)!

Corollary 2.2. Let Dy,---, D, be subspaces of H with k; = dim D;- fori=1,--- r.

If Y7 ki = > ,(dj — 1), then we have the following:
7
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(i) There always exists a nonzero product vector 1) satisfying |) € D; for1 <i <r.
(ii) The number of distinct nonzero product vectors |1) up to constant satisfying |1) €

(5 -1)!
[T,(d,— 1)

(iii) The equality holds for generic choices of D;.

D; for 1 < i < is less than or equal to if it is finite.

We remark that (iii) was obtained in [28, Corollary 3.9].

2.3. Under-determined case. For the proof of the statement (iii) of Theorem [I.1]

we introduce some vector notations. For k := (ky, ko, -+ , k), m := (mq,mg,- -+ ,my,)
and a = (a1, a9, -+, a,), we denote [k| := > ki, [m| := > m; and o™ = []]_, ;.
Let 0; := (041, ,0in) € {—1,+1}" so that we can write o; - a := 0,101 + 0,200 +

-+ + 0 n0. By expanding, we write
T

k ki Z k
P (Oé) = H(Ui,lal + 04,2009 + e 4 Ui,nan> = AmOém
i=1 =k
for AX € Z. For convenience, we define AX to be zero whenever there is a component of
k or m which is negative. For two vectors v = (vy, vy, -+ ,v,) and w = (wy, wa, -+ , wy,)

in Z", we say v > w when v; > w; for all i. We begin with the following:

Proposition 2.3. Let Dy, ---, D, be subspaces of H = ®;.L:1 C% with k; = dim D} for
i=1,---,r. If Np =Y i_ ki < Ny and P¥(a) = [[_,(0i100 + 0i002+ - - -+ 0y pvy )
is not zero in the ring Z[O{]/(a;lj)lgjgn; then the system of equations ([2)) has infinitely

many solutions.

Proof. Since P¥(«) is the Poincaré dual of a small perturbation of the intersection

T

N o " I(S:)
() (") (H(PDy)) = {(WM) e [IPY "I (®fulvy) 7 € Di}
i=1 j=1
as shown in the proof of Theorem B.I], the nonvanishing of the class P¥(«) implies that a
small perturbation of the intersection is a nonempty smooth manifold of real dimension
2(Ny — >, ki) > 0. Therefore, the intersection always has infinitely many points
and hence we find that there are uncountably many product vectors |¢)) satisfying
[W)I'S) e D;. O

The next question is when P¥(«) is nonzero in the ring Z[a]/ (a?j Ji<j<n. In [I5]
Lemma 2], it was shown that P¥(a) is always nonzero in the under-determined case if

n = 2. However it is not true even for n = 3.

Example 2.4. Let n = 3. Let Sy = {1}, Sy = {2}, S3 = {3} and Sy = 0. Let
d1:d2:2, d3:4, andk1:k2:k3:k4:1. ThenNE:4<5:NU In them'ng
Z[oz]/(a;lj), we have

Pk(Oz) = (—Oél + [6D) + Oég)(Ozl — (g + Oég)(Oél + g — 043)(041 + 9 + 043) =0
8



since o} = a3 = as = 0. Hence PX(a) may be zero even for the under-determined case
when n = 3. We note that the associated matriz 33 is given by

-+ +

+ - +

+ + |

+ + +

where + and — denote +1 and —1, respectively.

In this example, the matrix > has rank smaller than r. This suggests that we may
have to impose a condition on the rank of 3 in order to have the nonvanishing of P¥(«).
Here is a criterion, and this completes the proof of (iii) of Theorem [Tl

Proposition 2.5. Let ¥ = (0;;) be an r x n matriz whose entries are £1. Let
ki,---ky € Lo and dy, -+ ,d, € Zso. If Y0 ki < Z?Zl(dj — 1) and the rank

of X isr, then P¥(a) = [[/_,(0i- @) is nonzero in the ring Z[OK]/(O&jj>1San fork > 0.

Proof.  We fix dy,ds, -+ ,d,, > and allow k to vary. The proposition is equivalent
to saying that there is an n-tuple of nonnegative integers m := (my, mg,- - ,m,) such
that jm| = [k|, m; < d; —1 for everyj and A¥, # 0 whenever Y77 k; < >0 (d; —1).
This is obvious for k = 0 since AO 0 0 = 1. Suppose that there is a k > 0 for which
the proposition fails. Let k be such a vector with |k| minimal.

Consider the following statement for nonnegative integers s and m.

Tk, o All the coefficients AY, are zero whenever my, =m or my =m+ 1 and when
m; <dj—1 for1l <j<n.

We claim that for a fixed k and given s, if the statement ’Tk holds for some m,
then so does the statement Tk €l for every i, where e; denotes the i-th standard basis
vector.

This claim induces a contradiction to the minimality of |l~<\ and hence proves the
proposition. Indeed, by the assumption on 1~<, 7;km holds for every s and m < dg — 2.
Then the claim says that the statement 7;{‘,;92' holds for every s and m < d;, — 3. In
particular, Al;‘n_ei can be nonzero only when my = d,—1 for every s, which is impossible
since |m| = |k — e;| = |k| =1 < 3.(d; — 1) = Ny. Therefore, all the Ak=ei are zero for
every m satisfying |m| = |k| — 1 and m; < d; — 1. This contradicts the minimality of
k.

Now we prove the claim. Suppose that the statement 7%, holds for some s and m.
For each j, we take the partial derivative of P¥ := P¥(a) with respect to «; to obtain
the following:

k k—e; __ k—e; m’ . k m-—e;
—P g kio; ;P g kio; E AL = g mjAma™ .
[m'[=[k—e] |m|=[k]|
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We fix an integer ¢. If we take the coefficient of the monomial o™~ of the equation
above for each 7, we get the following system of equations:

k—e,
mlAerel —ey klal 1Am e( + ]{520'2 1Am el + .- 4 krgr 1Am o
k—e,
mQAm—i-eg—ee = k’10'1 2Am er + k‘gO’g 2Am e + -4 k‘rO'r 2Am er
—e
M- 1Am+ee 1—€p = klo-l A— 1Am ey + k20-25 lAm e2l +--+ k O'/rg 1Am ey
k—e k—e k—e
mZA = ko ZAm ée + koo gAm 92g +---+ ko ZAm ée
M A ooy = k101 AR, + ka2 ANZ 4t koA,

Ak

m+e,—ey

]{310'1 nAk el -+ ]{520'2 nAk 2 +- ]{77«0'7« nAk er

m-—ey m-—ey m-—ey
Ifmg =mand ¢ # s, or mg = m+1 and £ = s, then LHS are all zero by assumption.
Therefore, we have

(AR

— ko — e
— ]{;20-27j — ' m-—ey —0

— /{:TO'T,]' - Ak .

m-—ey

Since the matrix (o; ;) has rank r, so does the matrix (k;o; ;)" whenever all the
k; # 0. Hence, all the Aﬁ;e"' are zero for any 7 when the s-th component m/ of m’
is m and k; # 0 for all 7. If some k; is zero, we can simply remove the i-th column
from the matrix (k;o; ;)t and Ak, € %, from the column vector because Ake , = 0 by our
convention. The modified matrix of (k;04,;)" has full rank as well, so the column vector
must be also zero. Therefore, all the AX,® are zero for every ¢ and m’ with m/ = m
and /m’| = |k| — 1.

Now, we claim that Ai‘n_,ei are zero for any ¢ when m, = m — 1. By expanding
P¥(a) directly, we obtain the following:

=y ()T

m]—z kl] i=1

ki (k ,J')

ki . : ki ki—1
let (kz) = 0 if some k; ; < 0. Since (kz) = Z (ki B ej)’

k—ej
m-—e,

. |
where k; := (k;1,ki2, -, kin) and (kl) = Hki when k;; > 0 and k; = |k;|. We
J

k k—e; k—e;
Am - 0-17]14 _l— 27]Am €2 + + U”?]A

m—o; for each j.

Note that if my, = m, then AX and Am__eéi are zero for i # s. We thus have

AI;__eés = 0 for every j and m with m, = m. Therefore, all the AX,®" are zero for any
i when the s-th component of m’ is m — 1 or m. We thus proved the statement 7;kmell
for every i. This completes the proof. [J
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In order to apply Theorem [T (iii), it helps to minimize the number 7 in the system
of equations (). To do this, we may assume that the associated matrix ¥ has pairwisely
non-parallel rows. Indeed, if S; = S; (respectively S; = Sj) for some 7 # j, then we
can combine two systems of equations [¢)') € D; and |[¢)'%) € D, into a single
|p)'S) € DN D; (respectively [)15) € D; N D;). If r < 3, then it is easy to see that
pairwisely non-parallel rows of > are always linearly independent. Therefore, the rank
condition in Proposition is automatically satisfied. This is not true for » = 4, as
we have seen in Example 2.4l

If n = 2, then we may always assume that » < 2 by the above argument, so
the rank condition is redundant. For the n qubit under-determined cases, we have
r < Ng < Ny = n, so the rank condition is also redundant for the three or four qubit
cases because r < 3. Therefore, we have the following. The case of n = 2 is nothing

but [15, Theorem 3, (ii)].

Proposition 2.6. Let n = 2 or d; = 2 with n = 3,4. Then the system of equations

@) has infinitely many solutions whenever Ng < Ny .

It is worthwhile to note that the converse of Proposition does not hold. To
see this, we consider the following two matrices in the five qubit case with k; = 1 for
j=1,2,3,4:

-+ + - - -+ + -+
ST S
+ + - + + + + -+ +
+ + + + o+ + o+ + + o+

)

These are of rank three. It is interesting to note that PX(a) = 0 for ¥;, but P¥(«)
is nonzero for ¥y in the ring Z[ay, -+, as]/(a?,- -+ ,a2). Therefore, the converse of
Proposition does not hold.

In the trivial case where S; C [n] are all empty or [n], PX(a) = +(ay + - -+ a,)VE
is always nonzero because Ny < Ny and (a; + -+ + )M # 0 in Z[a]/(a;-lj) by
Corollary By Proposition 23] the system of equations (2 has infinitely many

nonzero solutions for any D; with dim Di* = k;.

3. MULTI-QUBIT CASES AND PERMANENTS OF MATRICES

In this section, we investigate the multi-qubit cases where d; = 2 for all j so that
Ny = n. In the critical case where the numbers of equations Ng and unknowns N
coincide in the system of equations (2l), we may assume that k; = 1 for all ¢ because
if k; > 1 we can repeat S; k; times and replace D; by k; hyperplanes. In particular,
we may assume Ny = r = n = Ny. By Theorem [[1] (ii), the solvability of (2]) is

guaranteed by the nonvanishing of the coefficient of the monomial ajas - - -, in the
11



polynomial (3)), which is
(9) D oLAWTA@  Tanm),

A€Sym(n)
where Sym(n) denotes the set of all permutations of the set [n]. If we multiply the sign
of permutation in each summand, this is nothing but the determinant of the matrix
Y = [0;;]. The number (@) is called the permanent of the matrix X, which has been
studied since Cauchy’s era. See the monograph [22]. The permanent of 3 will be
denoted by per(X). By Theorem [l (ii), we have the following:

Theorem 3.1. Let {Sy,---,S,} be subsets of [n] with the associated n x n matriz 3,
and {Dy,- -+, D,} subspaces of Q;_, C* with dim D;* = 1 fori =1,--- ,n, respectively.
If per(X) # 0 then the system of equations [2l) has a nonzero solution.

Therefore, in order to check the existence of a nonzero solution of (2)) for the n
qubit cases with the same numbers of equations and unknowns, we have to calculate
the permanents of the associated matrices whose entries are £1. Several authors have
studied permanents of those matrices. It was shown in [29] that if n > 2 is even or
n = 1(mod 4), then there exists an n x n (41, —1)-matrix A with per(A) = 0. In the
same paper, it was also noticed that there is no 3 x 3 (+1, —1)-matrix with vanishing
permanent. It was proved in [I7, 24 [30] that there exists an n x n (41, —1)-matrix
with vanishing permanent if and only if n 4 1 is not a power of 2. Therefore, we have
the following:

Theorem 3.2. Letn =2F —1 fork =2,3,--- andd; =2 fori =1,2,---,n. Then
the system of equations [2)) has a nonzero solution whenever the number of equations
are less than or equal to n.

The above theorem does not hold even for the two qubit case with n = 2, as it
was discussed in [I5]. We recall the following typical example. Let {|0),|1)} be an
orthonormal basis for C?. Let |3;) = |00) + |11) and |B;) = |01) — |10). For two
nonzero vectors [1)1), [1)2) in C?, we have

(1, a|Br) = (1]0)(W2]0) + (Y1]1) (1) = (th1]eha).

Therefore, we see that the equation (11, 9| 3,) = 0 is equivalent to the orthogonality
of |¢1) and [i9). Similarly, the equation (¢, 19]52) = 0 is equivalent to saying that
[¢h1) and |1bo) are parallel. If we put D; = |3;)% and Dy = |35)* then the system of
equations

11, 92) € Dy
|11, 102) € Dy

has no nonzero solution. Note that the associated matrix is given by

(1 7)

12



with vanishing permanent. We modify this example to get the same kind of a system

of equations for the four qubit case with the same number of equations and unknowns.
Example 3.3. Let subspaces {D1, Do, D3, Dy} of ®?:1 C? be given by
Dy = (I8) @ |B1))", Da=(|61) @1B2))", Ds = (|62) @ [51)), Da= (|B2) ®|5))"

Then, we have

11, 02) @ [Y3,1h4) € Dy <= [¢1) L [ha) or [ihs) L [ths)
(10) b1, 2) @ W?M{O €Dy <= 1) L) or |s) || [vha)
[P1,%2) @ |¢3,04) € Dy <= |th1) || |[¥2) or i) L |3hy)

) = )

V1, 2) @ |1b3, hy) € Dy V1) || [ib2) o |Us) || [1ha)

It is clear that there ezists no monzero product vector |1y, g, 13,14) € ®§:1 C?
satisfying all of these equations. Note that the the associated matriz is
+ - 4+ -
+ - 4+ +
+ + 4+ -
+ 4+ + 4

)

which has the vanishing permanent. If we take the last three columns then it is equiva-
lent to the associated matriz in Evample[2.4]. Employing the above method to construct
the example for n = 4 from the example for n = 2, it is easy to construct the same
kind of examples when n = 2% for k=34, --.

We say that two r x n matrices ¥; and >, are equivalent if ¥4 is obtained from 3,
by a succession of the following operations:

(i) interchange two rows or columns,

(ii) negate a row or a column.

Interchanging two rows and columns is equivalent to changing the orders of equa-
tions and unknowns in (2l), and negating a row or a column is equivalent to conjugating
an equation or an unknown in (2). Therefore, two systems of equations like (2) have
the same solvability if their associated matrices are equivalent.

It is a natural problem to classify all n x n (+1, —1)-matrices with vanishing per-
manents, up to equivalence. The first step for classification is to reduce the number
(X)) of minus signs, that is, the number of —1’s in the entries of ¥. We also denote
by 7;(X) (respectively ¢;(X)) the number of minus signs in the i-th row (respectively
the j-th column) of X.

Proposition 3.4. Suppose that n > 3. For a given n x n matriz ¥ = [0;;] with entries
+1, we have the following:

(i) If n = 2m + 1 is an odd number and (X)) > mn — (m — 1), then there ezists

Y which is equivalent to ¥ such that (X)) < p(X).
13



(ii) If n = 2m is an even number and p(X) > mn —m, then there exists X' which
is equivalent to 3 such that p(X') < p(X).

Proof. If there is a column with m + 1 minus signs then we may decrease the number
w(X) strictly by negating this column, and the same for rows. Therefore, it remains to
consider the case when all the columns and rows have at most m minus signs. Put

I'={ien]:r(X)=m}, J={j:€n]:¢(X)=m}.
We note that if |I| < ¢ then
uX)<m- I+ (m—-1)n—-|I|)=mn—n+|I| <mn—n-+/¢,
and the same for .J, where |I| denotes the cardinality of I. Therefore, we have
wX)>mn—n+0 = |I| > ¢, |J| > L.

In case of (i), we have mn — (m — 1) = mn —n + (m + 2), and so it follows that
|J| > m + 2 by assumption. Therefore, for any i € I, there exist at least two j € J,
say {j1,J2}, with 0;; = +1. Take any i € I and negate the i-th row, to get ¥’ with
u(X) = uw(X) + 1. If we negate the ji-th and jo-th columns to get ", then we have
p(X") < p(X) —2=p() - 1.

In the even case n = 2m, we first consider the case u(3) > mn — (m — 1) =
mn —n+ (m+ 1). In this case, we have |J| > m+ 1, and so for any i € I there exists
at least one j € J with o;; = +1. We apply the same argument as in the odd n case,
to get 3’ and ¥”. In this case, we have pu(X") < pu(¥) — 1= p(X) — 1.

It remains to prove when n = 2m and p(X) = mn — m, which implies |I| > m and
|J| > m. In this case, we consider the set I x J. If there exists (i,j) € I x J with
0i; = +1 then negate the i-row and the j-th column, to get the conclusion. If 0;; = —1
for each (i,7) € I x J then we see that |I| = |J| = m. In this case we negate the
i-th row for each i € I to get ¥’. Then there exist j € [n] \ J such that ¢;(¥X') > m
since pu(X) > |I x J| by the assumption n > 3. Negate this column to get the required
conclusion. [

When n is a power of 2, the following proposition is also useful for classification of
(4+1, —1)-matrices with vanishing permanents. We recall the following addition formula

for permanents:

per(A+ B) = Z Z per(A[S|T])per(B(S|T)),

=0 S, T€n
[SI= \T\

where A[S|T] is the submatrix of A consisting of rows indexed by S and columns in-
dexed by T, and B(S|T') is the submatrix of B deleting rows indexed by S and columns
indexed by T'. If |S| = |T'| = 0 (respectively |S| = |T'| = n), we set per(A[S|T]) =

(respectively per(B(S|T")) = 1). See [22], Chapter 2, Theorem 1.4]. This formula holds

for arbitrary n x n matrices A and B.
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Proposition 3.5. Suppose that n = 2% for k = 2,3,---. If an n x n matriz ¥ with
entries 1 has the vanishing permanent, then pu(3) must be even.

Proof. We write the n x n matrix ¥ = [0, ;| as J — 2P where J is the matrix whose
entries are all +1 and P is a uniquely determined matrix whose entries are 0 or +1.
By the addition formula, we obtain the formula

n

per(£) =Y (=2)'(n — i)l per;(P),
=0

where per;(P) is the sum of all permanents of i x i submatrices of P. See [24]. The
largest natural number N; such that 2% divides the i-th summand (—2)%(n — 4)! is
given by

n—1, 1 =10,

N, =4q¢n—k, 1 =1,

i+h 5] i=2,3 .,
where |z | is the largest integer which is not greater than . We show that V; > n—k+1
fori=2,3,--- ,n. Let n —i = a,_12""" +a,_22""2 + .- - + q¢ be the 2-adic expansion
of n —i. Then we have Z;:é a; < k — 1, because some of a; must be zero by ¢ > 2. It

is easy to see

i{”;ZJ :n—i—gaj.

=0
Therefore, we have N; =n — Z;:é a; >n—k+1, and so
pery = (—2)(n — 1)! - per, (P) = 2" "¢ - per,(P) mod 2" **",

where ¢ is an odd number. Since perd = 0, we see that u(X) = per;(P) must be an
even number. [J

In order to classify 4 x 4 (+1, —1)-matrices with vanishing permanents up to equiv-
alence, we may consider only the cases y = 2 and p = 4, by Propositions B.4] and
In the case of u = 2, one can check that we have only two permanent vanishing

matrices up to equivalence:

+ o+ A+
++ A+
+ 4+ + +
+ 4+ + +

and its transpose 2.
In the case of u = 4, we have to investigate the following cases:

(i) there are two rows with two —1’s,
(ii) there are one row with two —1’s and two rows with one —1,

(iii) there are four rows with one —1.
15



In the case of (i), there is only one matrix with vanishing permanent up to equivalence:

dg =

o+t
-

++ 1+
+ 4+ + +

In the case of (ii), there are only three matrices with vanishing permanents up to

equivalence:

- -

_l_
_l_

E;: Y3 = Yy =

+

+ 4+ +
+ 4+ + +
o+t
+ 1+ +
+ 4+ + +
o+t
++ A+
++ 1+
+ 1+ +

+
+

We note that X} is equivalent to the associated matrix in ExampleB.3]and the transpose
of Y3 is equivalent to X3 itself. In the case of (iii), there is only one matrix X} with
vanishing permanent. If we negate the first row of ¥, and rearrange the rows and
columns appropriately, then we get the matrix 5. Therefore, ¥, is equivalent to 3.
This implies that Xj is also equivalent to ;. To summarize, we have at most five

inequivalent (41, —1)-matrices with vanishing permanents up to equivalence:

Zla Zi) ZQ? 25, Z3-

We claim that these five matrices are inequivalent. Since 3; and X! have rank i+ 1
for i = 1,2,3, we find that neither ; nor ¥ is equivalent to X or X} if i # j. It
remains to show that 3y (respectively ¥5) and X% (respectively X5) are not equivalent.

In other to get another invariant to distinguish them, we consider the difference
7-(2) of the two numbers [{i € [n] : 7;(X) is even}| and [{i € [n] : ;(X) is odd}| for an
n X n matrix ¥ with entries +1. If n is even then it is easily checked that the number
7-(X) is an invariant under the equivalence relation. The number 7.(3) may be defined
for columns in the same way. Since m,.(¥;) = 4 and 7,(X}) = 0, ¥; and XY are not
equivalent. Similarly, we also check m,.(X2) = 4 and 7,.(35) = 0, to confirm that X, is
not equivalent to Y.

Theorem 3.6. There exist exactly five 4 x 4 (+1, —1)-matrices 31, X}, 3o, X%, X3 with

vanishing permanents, up to the equivalence relation.

We have considered the rank and the invariant 7,(3) to classify permanent vanish-
ing (+1, —1)-matrices in the 4 x 4 cases. The absolute values of the determinant and
permanent are also obvious invariants under the equivalence relation. The following

example shows that these do not constitute a complete set of invariants.
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Example 3.7. Consider the following two matrices:
-+ +
- -+
B =
_l_
+

-
+

A= L

-

+ 1+
+ 4+ + +
L+ o+

We can check that

per(4) = per(B) = 8.

|det(A)| = | det(B)| = 16,

rank (A) = rank (B) = 4,

T, (A) = m(B) = me(A) = 7(B) = 4.
Note that BBt = 41,, where 1, is the 4 x 4 identity matriz. It is easy to see that if B
is equivalent to B, then B'B'" is also 4 times the identity matriz. Since AA* # 4I,, A
1s not equivalent to B.

We close this section by mentioning an interesting asymptotic result on permanents
by Tao and Vu [26]. For the n x n matrix M, whose entries are independent and
identically distributed random variables taking values 41 with probability 1/2 for
each, they showed that asymptotically almost surely, the absolute value of per(M,)
is nGreMn In particular, the probability that per(M,) = 0 tends to 0, as n — oo.

4. PPT ENTANGLED EDGE STATES AND RELATED QUESTIONS

An n-partite PPT entangled state is said to be an edge state if there exists no
nonzero product vector [) such that [¢))T9) € R(o?®)) for every subset S of [n], where
R (o) denotes the range of p. Edge states play an important role in understanding the
structure of the convex set of all PPT states, because every PPT state is the convex
combination of a separable state and an edge state. Furthermore, every extreme point
of the convex set of all PPT states must be a pure product state or an edge state.

The first step to classifying PPT entangled edge states is to consider ranks of them
and their partial transposes. In the d; ® dy ® - - - d,, system, we have to consider 21
subsets {5;} of [n], as it was discussed in Introduction. In this case, we have to solve
the system of equations

(11) [P)TED e R(pT5D), i=1,2,-- 2"

in order to check if a given PPT state p is an edge state or not. We first consider the
following statement:

(E1) If the number of equations N is less than or equal to the number of unknowns
Ny in the system of equations (2l), then there exists a nonzero solution.

The validity of the statement (E;) for the bi-partite case has been discussed in [15].
It is related with Diophantine equations arising from the Krawtchouk polynomials,

which play a role in the coding theory [21] 27]. It is not yet solved completely. See also
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[18, Section 7]. Theorem tells us that (E;) is true for the n qubit systems when
n =2 — 1 with k = 2,3,---. On the other hand, Example shows that (E;) does
not hold for n qubits with n = 2*.

We note that the number of equations and unknowns in ([Il) are given by

gn—1 n n
Z (H d; — rank QF(S”> and Z(dj - 1),
j=1

i=1 \j=1
respectively. Therefore, the statement (E;) implies the following:

(E2) If 0 is a PPT entangled edge state then we have

gn—1 n

(12) Z rank o7 %) < 211 ﬁdj — Z(dj —1).

i—1 j=1 j=1

In the bi-partite case M ® N, we have the inequality
rank o + rank o7 < 2MN — M — N + 2,

where o’ denotes the partial transpose of the bi-partite state p. In the 2®2 and 2® 3
systems, the statement (Ej) is vacuously true by the Woronowicz-Horodecki criterion
[10, B2] which says that every PPT state must be separable in these cases. The 2 ® 2
case goes back to the Stgrmer’s work [25] in the sixties to classify extremal positive
maps between M, together with the duality [3, 10, B2] between positive maps and
bi-partite entanglement. We note that the statement (E;) is false for the 2 ® 2 case,
as it was discussed in the last section. The validity of (Eg) is still open for the 2 ® 4
case. See [18, Section 7]. In the 3 ® 3 system, the statement (E) is false. Actually,
3 ® 3 PPT entangled edge states ¢ have been constructed in [19] with rank ¢ = 8 and
rank o’ = 6.
On the other hand, we see that the inequality (I2]) becomes

2n71

Z rank o7 %) < 221 _
i=1

for the n qubit cases, and get the inequality ({l) for the three qubit case. We do not
know if this is true for the 2¥ qubit cases, even though the statement (E;) is false in
these cases by Example B3l We summarize in Table 1.

The system of equations (2]) with complex unknowns and their conjugates is essen-
tially a system of real equations due to the conjugation of complex numbers, and it
makes the problem delicate. We could not give a definite answer even for the under-
determined case when the number of equations is strictly less than the number of
equations. So, we ask:

Question 1 Is it possible to remove the rank condition in Theorem [L.1] (iii) 7
18



bi-partite cases (k > 2) n-qubit cases (k > 2)
202202k |2® (2k—1)|3®3|n=2F—1|n=2"]|otherwise
(E1) | No No Yes No Yes No ?
(Es) | Yes ? Yes No Yes ? ?

TABLE 1. This table shows validities of the statements (F;) and (FEs) in
various cases. Especially, the statements for ‘otherwise’ cases, including
the five qubit case, are completely untouched.

Considering Example 2.4] this is a part of the more fundamental question, which
was conjectured affirmatively in [I5] for the bi-partite case of n = 2. The rank condition
is also redundant for the three and four qubit cases as shown in Section 2.

Question 2 Is the converse of Theorem 2.1] true? More precisely, can one find k;, d;
and o;; such that P¥(a) = 0 in Z[a]/ (oz?j) and that a nonzero solution of (2]) exists

for every subspace D; with dim Dt = k;?

We found unexpected relations between the existence of nonzero solutions and the
permanents of (41, —1)-matrices. It is obvious that the permanent is invariant under
taking the transpose. Therefore, it is tempting to add the operation of transpose, for
the definition of equivalence for (41, —1)-matrices. But, we could not determine if the

solvability of (2) is invariant under transpose.

Question 3 Is the existence of nonzero solutions for (2)) with an associated matrix ¥
equivalent to that with the associated matrix 37

The next obvious question is to classify (41, —1)-matrices up to the equivalence
relation. This must be very hard in general, because it involves the word problem.

Question 4 Find a complete set of invariants to distinguish n x n (+1, —1)-matrices
with vanishing permanents, up to the equivalence relation.

We could answer this question for n < 4. We found five inequivalent 4 x4 (+1, —1)-
matrices with vanishing permanents. But, we could not decide if there exists a system
of equations without nonzero solutions with these associated matrices, except for the
case of X%.

Question 5 For ¥ = 3, X%, ¥y, 33, is it possible to construct equation (2) with the
associated matrix X which has no nonzero solution?

One of our main motivations for this study was to understand the inequality (I2))
for PPT entangled edge states, as it was proposed in [I] for the three qubit case. It is

an interesting problem to fill up Table 1.
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