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Only a few states in high-dimensional systems can be identified as (un)steerable using existing theoretical or experimental meth-
ods. We utilize semidefinite programming (SDP) to construct a dataset for steerability detection in qutrit-qutrit systems. For the
full-information feature F1, artificial neural networks achieve high classification accuracy and generalization, and preform better
than the support vector machine. As feature engineering playing a pivotal role, we introduce a steering ellipsoid-like feature F2,
which significantly enhances the performance of each of our models. Given the SDP method provides only a sufficient condition
for steerability detection, we establish the first rigorously constructed, accurately labeled dataset based on theoretical foundations.
This dataset enables models to exhibit outstanding accuracy and generalization capabilities, independent of the choice of features.
As applications, we investigate the steerability boundaries of isotropic states and partially entangled states, and find new steerable
states. This work not only advances the application of machine learning for probing quantum steerability in high-dimensional
systems but also deepens the theoretical understanding of quantum steerability itself.
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1 Introduction

Quantum steering was introduced by Schrödinger in 1935
to answer the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) paradox [1].
It can be used for quantum key distribution [2-4], quantum
random number verification [5, 6], quantum channel resolu-
tion [7, 8], quantum secret sharing [9, 10], quantum telepor-
tation [11, 12], etc. To advance the field of quantum infor-
mation science, a deeper understanding of quantum steering
is urgently needed. In this process, Effective detection of
quantum state steerability plays a core and fundamental role.
Various quantum steering criteria and inequalities have been
derived, such as linear quantum steering inequality [13-15],
multiplication-based variance inequality [16,17], entropy un-
certainty relation [18, 19], and so on. With the rapid devel-
opment of computer power, it is now also possible to use
semidefinite programming (SDP) [20] to determine whether
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a given quantum state is steering or not through numerical
simulations [21].

Recently, machine learning has garnered significant in-
terest for its integration with quantum information, partic-
ularly following its successful applications in entanglement
discrimination [22,23], non-locality detection [24] and quan-
tum steering detection in two-qubit systems. In 2019, Ren
et al. [25] first applied the support vector machine (SVM)
algorithm for quantum steering of arbitrary two-qubit states.
In 2020, Zhang et al. [26] used a back-propagation neural
network to train quantum steering classifiers, and Zhang et
al. (2021) [27] applied semi-supervised learning methods
to this task. More recently, in 2024, Zhang et al. [28] ex-
plored steerability detection in qubit-qutrit systems using var-
ious machine learning techniques. However, machine learn-
ing for high-dimensional quantum steering detection remains
limited. High-dimensional quantum steering [29] has gained
attention for its enhanced noise resilience, but there are few
related works in both theoretically predicted and experimen-
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tally confirmed [30].
In this paper, we focus on quantum steering detection for

the qutrit-qutrit system by different machine learning meth-
ods. Notable contributions made in this paper are as follows.
• We build a dataset for steerability detection utilizing

SDP. For the full-information feature F1, we demonstrate that
artificial neural networks (ANNs) achieve high classification
accuracy and generalization, outperforming support vector
machines (SVMs).
• We propose steering ellipsoid-like feature F2, which

significantly enhances the performance of each of our mod-
els.
• We construct the first rigorously constructed, accu-

rately labeled dataset based on theoretical foundations. This
dataset enables machine learning models to exhibit outstand-
ing accuracy and generalization capabilities, independent of
the.choice of features.
• As applications, we utilize these models to investigate

the steerability boundaries of isotropic states and partially en-
tangled states, and find new steerable states.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the
next section, we introduce basic concepts and SDP detect-
ing method of quantum steering needed in later sections. In
Sec.3, we pioneer the construction of SDP-labeled and ac-
curately labeled datasets for qutrit-qutrit systems. Compared
with the full information feature F1, our steering ellipsoid-
like feature F2 can train SVM models with higher classifi-
cation accuracy and more robust generalisation. In the same
sense, accurately labeled dataset performs better than SDP-
labeled dataset. In Sec.4 and Sec.5, we train ANN and en-
semble learning classifiers. Though analysis, we find that
ANN models achieve better generalization performance than
SVM models for the feature F1, and ensemble learning mod-
els perform best for the feature F2. Sec.6 is devoted to the
steerability boundaries of isotropic states and partially en-
tangled states, and find new steerable states by using above
trained model. Finally, we summarize our results in Sec.7.

2 PRELIMINARIES

For a bipartite state ρAB shared by Alice and Bob, Alice per-
forms mA measurements {Mx = {Ma|x}}

mA
x=1, where each mea-

surement output oA corresponds to a = 1, 2, . . . , oA. For ar-
bitrary mA ∈ Z

+, if there always exists a Local-Hidden-State
(LHS) model: A probability density function p(λ) on the hid-
den variable λ, Alice’s local response functions {p(a | x, λ)},
and quantum states {σλ} associated with Bob’s system satisfy
that

σa|x =

∫
p(λ)p(a | x, λ)σλdλ, ∀a, x, (1)

where σa|x = trA[(Ma|x ⊗ IB)ρAB], then ρAB is called unsteer-
able from Alice to Bob. Otherwise ρAB is called steerable
from Alice to Bob.

The assemblage {σa|x} is called unsteerable from Alice to
Bob if there exists a LHS model such that (1) holds. Other-
wise we classify {σa|x} as steerable from Alice to Bob. It is
difficult that runs over comprehensive measurements to de-
termine whether a quantum state is unsteerable. However
the unsteerability of the assemblage {σa|x} can be detected
by SDP. Let’s quickly revisit the SDP method [20].

Suppose that Alice performs measurements {Mx =

{Ma|x}}
mA
x=1. Then the assemblage {σa|x} is unsteerable from

Alice to Bob if the following semi-definite program

given {σa|x}, {D(a | x, λ)}

f ind {σλ}, σλ ≥ 0 (2)

s.t.
∑
λ

D(a | x, λ)σλ = σa|x

is solvable, where {D(a | x, λ)} is the deterministic single-
party conditional probability distribution, which gives a fixed
outcome a for each measurement x, that is, D(a|x, λ) = 1 if
λ(x) = a and D(a|x, λ) = 0 if λ(x) , a. The dual problem of
(2) is:

given {σa|x}, {D(a | x, λ)}

minFa|x tr(
∑
a,x

Fa|xσa|x) (3)

s.t.
∑
a,x

D(a | x; λ)Fa|x ≥ 0

where Fa|x are Hermitian matrices. If the optimal objective
value is negative for some measurement x, then ρAB is steer-
able from Alice to Bob. On the other hand, a non-negative
value means that assemblage {σa|x} is unsteerable.

To assess the steerability of a given quantum state, the
SDP method demands extensive measurements, which is
time-consuming in practice. To improve detection efficiency
of two-qubit states, machine learning has been applied in
Ref.[25-27].To tackle challenges in detecting steerability of
two-qutrit states, we generated two types of datasets—SDP-
labeled and accurately labeled—and employed three machine
learning models: SVM, ANN, and ensemble learning algo-
rithms, along with two feature sets, F1 and F2 (F′1 and F′2).
To avoid any confusion, the following systems will be re-
ferred to as qutrit-qutrit system, unless otherwise specified,
and this paper focuses only on the states are (un)steerable Al-
ice to Bob.

3 Detecting the steerability by SVM

Theoretically, as the number of SDP measurements increases,
quantum steering detection precision improves. However, in
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high-dimensional quantum systems, the SDP approach is no-
tably time- and space-consuming to ensure some extent of
accuracy because of the trade-off between accuracy and com-
putational efficiency. To address these challenges, we inte-
grate SDP with supervised learning, as machine learning has
the power to accelerate the computation process.

SVM is a supervised machine learning method that aims
to find the best hyperplane that separates different samples as
much as possible [31], which requires solving the following
optimization problem:

minω,b,ξi

1
2
∥ω∥2 +C

l∑
i=1

ξi

s.t. yi(ωTϕ(xi) + b) ≥ 1 − ξi (4)

ξi ≥ 0 i = 1, 2, · · · , l.

where l is the number of samples, xi , yi denote the sample
vectors and labels respectively, and ϕ is the mapping deter-
mined by the kernel function.

In order to train the quantum steering classifiers, we need
to collect the data for quantum states and select the features
of the data.

3.1 Data production with feature F1

3.1.1 Data production

Any qutrit-qutrit state can be described by a density matrix of
9 × 9. Analogous to the generation method of random state
datasets in qubit-qubit system, we can generate random state
datasets in qutrit-qutrit system through the following steps:

• A density matrix ρAB := H/Tr(H) is generated by two
random 9 × 9 matrices M and N, where H := (M + iN)(M +
iN)† with † being the conjugate transpose.
• Extract full information feature F1: The initial eight

components on the primary diagonal and the real and imag-
inary parts of 36 elements below the diagonal of the density
matrix ρAB are extracted to constitute an 80-dimensional vec-
tor, which is one-to-one correspondence with the density ma-
trix. We denote this vector as feature F1.
• Alice randomly generates m measurements M̂k = n⃗k ·

Ŝ , with n⃗k = (sinθkcosϕk, sinθk sinϕk, cosθk) and Ŝ =

(S x, S y, S z). The spin-1 operators

S x =
1
√

2


0 1 0

1 0 1

0 1 0

 , S y =
1
√

2


0 −i 0

i 0 −i

0 i 0

 , S z =
1
√

2


1 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 −1


introduced in [32] can be used to express the ba-
sis of observables on qutrit system in the sense that
any Gell-Mann matrix is a linear combination of
S x, S y, S z, S 2

x, S 2
y , {S x, S y}, {S y, S z} and {S z, S x}, where

{S i, S j} = S iS j + S jS i(i, j = x, y, z) denotes the correspond-
ing anticommutator. To simplify computation, Alice chooses
measurements with the form M̂k = n⃗k · Ŝ . Since eigenval-
ues of M̂k are −1, 0, 1, we use P−1|x, P0|x, P1|x to denote the
corresponding eigenprojectors.

• For any k, one hundred pairs of (θk, ϕk) are randomly
sampled to produce 100 assemblages, each of which is indi-
vidually inspected utilizing SDP. If a negative value has been
obtained, then ρAB is steerable from Alice to Bob. In this
case, the corresponding feature is labeled as −1. Otherwise,
this feature the label +1, which means that we do not know
whether ρAB is steerable.

For each m = 3, · · · , 7, we generate the corresponding
dataset until at least 4000 examples with the label +1 and
4000 examples with the label −1 are obtained.

3.1.2 Training and testing

SVM models are trained using feature F1, which encodes
the full information of a quantum state. Firstly, we opt
for a soft-margin SVM with a Gaussian kernel function
K(ϕ(xi), ϕ(x j)) = e−γ∥xi−x j∥

2
. Then we train the SVM pa-

rameters C and γ in (4) with the methods of five-fold cross-
validation and grid search. In this process, the random state
dataset is divided into 6 parts: 5 parts as the training set and 1
part as the test set. To obtain the accuracy of SVM prediction,
we use the well-trained SVM to detect the steering of random
state in the test set.

The Figure 1 shows that the classification accuracy of
SVM models on random states can be kept over 85% (See
appendix Table A4 for detailed data) except m = 4. In the
case m = 4, the classification accuracy can be improved to
89.4% on train set and the test accuracy improved to 87.5%
by regenerating 20000 random states with 10000 positive and
10000 negative samples. Consistent with our intuition, in-
creasing the amount of data can improve the classification
accuracy of the model.
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Figure 1 Classification accuracy of SVM. Dark blue indicates cross-
validation accuracy and light blue indicates classification accuracy on the
test set.

To assess the generalization ability of these SVM classi-
fiers, we examine their performance in classifying a specific
class of quantum states with a precise steering bound. In
this paper, we chose this class of quantum states as isotropic
states,

S η
3 = η|ψ+⟩⟨ψ+| + (1 − η)

I9

9
, (5)

where |ψ+⟩ = 1
√

3

∑3
i=1 |i, i⟩. Let H3 =

∑3
i=1

1
i . Then S η

3 is steer-

able if and only if η > H3−1
2 .

We uniformly select the parameter η within intervals
[0, H3−1

2 ] and [ H3−1
2 , 1] to generate 2000 examples of unsteer-

ing isotropic states and 2000 examples of steering isotropic
states, respectively. Then we apply the above pre-trained
SVM models to classify the dataset of isotropic states. How-
ever, the classification accuracy remains at 50%, indicating
a lack of robust generalization performance. Compared with
the standard deviation heatmaps of the training set data, char-
acterized by F1 for the random state (m = 3), the correspond-
ing heatmaps for isotropic states has more locations contain-
ing zeros. See Figure. 2. The reason for the lack of gener-
alisation ability of our SVM models may be that the test set
generated by isotropic states is in the margin of random states
set.

Figure 2 The standard deviation heatmaps of dataset. The first picture is
the standard deviation heatmaps of the training set data characterized by F1

for the random state (m = 3). The second picture is the standard deviation
heatmaps of the test set data characterized by F1 for the isotropic states.

3.2 Data with feature F2 production

Features significantly impact how a model recognizes ob-
jects. In the reference [33], it is noted that for two-qubit
quantum systems, the most compact feature of Alice-to-Bob
steerability is provided by Alice’s regularly aligned quantum
steering ellipsoid. We generalize this feature to qutrit-qutrit
systems, deriving a steering ellipsoid-like feature F2.

3.2.1 Data production

Arbitrary 2-qutrit state can be written as

ρAB =
1
9

I9 +
1
6

(a⃗ · δ⃗ ⊗ I3 + I3 ⊗ b⃗ · δ⃗) +
1
4

8∑
i, j=1

Ti jδi ⊗ δ j,

in the Gell-Mann basis [34]. When we take Φi j = Tr(ρABδi ⊗

δ j)(∀i, j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 8}), Φ = (Φi j) has a block structure:

Φ =

 1 b⃗T

a⃗ T

 .
If (ρB)

1
2 is invertible, then we can obtain a new ρ̃AB, which

has the same steerability with ρAB, by an one-way stochastic
local operations and classical communication (1W-SLOCC):

ρAB 7→ ρ̃AB =
(I3 ⊗ (ρB)

−1
2 )ρAB(I3 ⊗ (ρB)

−1
2 )

tr
(
(I3 ⊗ (ρB)

−1
2 )ρAB(I3 ⊗ (ρB)

−1
2 )
) .

The matrix Φ̃ corresponding to ρ̃AB is

Φ̃ =

 1 0⃗T

⃗̃a T̃

 ,
where T̃ is an 8×8 real matrix and T̃i j = Tr(ρ̃ABδi⊗δ j)(∀i, j ∈
{1, 2, . . . , 8}). We can diagonalize T̃ by singular value decom-
position

T̃ = O1T ′OT
2 ,4



where T ′ = (diag(λ1), . . . , diag(λ8)) and λi(i = 1, . . . , 8) are
singular value of T̃ . Then we can find an appropriate local
unitary transformation by

UX n⃗ · δ⃗U†X = (Oin⃗) · δ⃗ (X = A, B, i = 1, 2)

such that

ρ̃AB 7→ ρ′AB = (UA ⊗ UB)ρ̃AB(UA ⊗ UB)†.

The corresponding matrix can be obtained Φ′:

Φ′ =

 1 0T

a⃗′ T ′

 .

Since the most compact feature of Alice-to-Bob steerabil-
ity is provided by Alice’s regularly aligned quantum steer-
ing ellipsoid [35-37], we extract diagonal elements of Q′A =
T ′T ′T and a⃗′ = O1⃗̃a as features F2 with length of 16.

We convert the existing datasets with feature F1 into
datasets with feature F2, which is composed as follows: for
each m = 3, 5, 6, 7, we generate the corresponding datasets
with 4000 examples with the label −1 and 4000 examples
with the label +1; for m = 4, we can get the dataset with
10000 examples with the label −1 and 10000 examples with
the label +1.

3.2.2 Training and testing

Similar to the research in Sec.3.1.2, we can train SVM mod-
els for feature F2, and obtain the accuracy of these well-
trained SVM models in the test set. It is encouraging that they
not only slightly improve the classification accuracy on ran-
dom states, but also have robust generalization performance,
i.e., they can classify the dataset of isotropic states with the
accuracy over 89.7% (The details of the data are in Table A5).

In Figure 3, we plot the accuracy of SVM models’ predic-
tion with feature F2. It indicates that feature F2 is significant
for training robust SVM classifiers.

Figure 3 Classification accuracy of SVM. Dark blue indicates cross-
validation accuracy and light blue indicates classification accuracy on the
random states test set. Yellow indicates classification accuracy on the
isotropic states dataset

For general random states, the unsteerability can be de-
tected only when the SDP method runs over all measure-
ments. It is non-implementable in principle. This highlights
the preciousness of datasets with accurate labels. In the fol-
lowing, we construct the dataset by SDP method and relevant
theoretical results.

3.3 Data production with accurate labels

3.3.1 Data production

To produce the datasets with accurate labels, we collect steer-
able quantum states, including entangled pure states, steer-
able isotropic states, steerable Werner states, and m ≤ 7 ran-
dom states identified as steerable by the SDP, as the data la-
beled −1; and we collect unsteerable quantum states, includ-
ing separable pure states, separable mixed states, unsteerable
Werner states and unsteerable isotropic states, as the data la-
beled +1.

For each class of quantum states, we randomly generated
2000 data with features F′1 and F′2, respectively (The features
F′1 and F′2 are extracted in the same manner as F1 and F2 de-
scribed earlier. For clarity and distinction, we refer to them
as F′1 and F′2).

Since the Werner states and isotropic states are in the train-
ing dataset, we chose partially entangled states to test the
generalisation ability of our trained machine learning mod-
els. The states can be written as

ρ(p, θ, ϕ) = p|ψ+θ,ϕ⟩⟨ψ
+
θ,ϕ| + (1 − p)ρA

θ,ϕ ⊗ I/3,

where |ψ+θ,ϕ⟩ = cos(θ) sin(ϕ)|00⟩ + sin(θ) sin(ϕ)|11⟩ +
cos(ϕ)|22⟩, p ∈ [0, 1], θ ∈ [0, π/4], and ϕ ∈ [0, π/2]. With
SDP method, reference [38] found partially entangled states
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with parameter p < 0.4818 were unsteering by perform-
ing four-setting (m = 4) mutually unbiased bases measure-
ments. We uniformly chose the parameter p within the inter-
vals [0, 1], the parameter θ within the interval [0, π/4], and
the parameter ϕ within the interval [0, π/2] to generate 2000
examples of unsteering partially entangled states and 2000
examples of steering partially entangled states.

3.3.2 Training and testing

Similar to the research based on feature F1 and F2, we can
train SVM models for feature F′1 and F′2, and obtain the ac-
curacy of these well-trained SVM models in the test set.

Based on the results in Table 1, it is evident that the well-
trained SVM models with accurately labeled datasets, in con-
trast to the original datasets, yields significantly better perfor-
mance. Specifically, the accurately labeled datasets outper-
form the originals in terms of cross-validation accuracy, test-
ing accuracy, and generalization capability. These findings
strongly indicate that the use of accurate labels contributes to
reduced quantum steering classification errors and enhances
the overall effectiveness of SVM model training.

Table 1 the accuracy of SVM prediction with accurate label

SVM F′1 F′2
crossrate 99.10% 96.60%

testrate 96.20% 97.20%

partially-entangle 94.90% 91.90%

4 Detecting the steerability by the artificial
neural network

The ANN is one of the most widely used deep learning mod-
els [39], which can be used to infer the steerability of two-
qubit states [33]. In this section, we leverage ANN models to
detect the steerability of two-qutrit states. As shown schemat-
ically in Figure 4, an ANN consists of an input layer, several
hidden layers, and an output layer. The number of neurons in
the input layer is the length k of the feature. In our construc-
tions, (1) k = 80 for the feature F1(F′1) and k = 16 for the
feature F2(F′2); (2) the number of hidden layers is two; (3)
the weights {w(i)

uv} connecting the neurons between layers are
optimized with the conventional backpropagation algorithm
aiming at minimizing the loss function; (4) the outputs of the
neurons in the hidden layers are determined by an activation
function ReLu.

Figure 4 The structure of an ANN.

4.1 Training and testing

For the datasets with feature F1, the two-layer neural network
is trained by the five-fold cross-validation method with the
number of training N = 1000 and the learning rate w = 0.1.

Figure 5 Classification accuracy of ANN. Dark blue indicates cross-
validation accuracy and light blue indicates classification accuracy on the
random state test set. Yellow indicates classification accuracy on the
Isotropic state datasets

The Figure 5 shows that the classification accuracy of
ANN models on random states can be around 80% (The de-
tails of the data are in Tab. A6). Despite the fact that the clas-
sification accuracy in the Figure 5 is slightly lower than that in
Figure 1, received by SVM models, however the ANN mod-
els have robust generalization ability on test set of isotropic
states.

Exchange the feature F1 for the feature F2, the classifica-
tion accuracy of ANN models is improved on random states.
The Figure 6 shows that the accuracy of ANN models predic-
tion with feature F2 is improved to around 87% on random
states (The details of the data are in Table A7).
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Figure 6 Classification accuracy of ANN. Dark blue indicates cross-
validation accuracy and light blue indicates classification accuracy on the
random state test set. Yellow indicates classification accuracy on the
Isotropic state datasets

The above results show that compared to the SDP-
generated datasets with feature F1, ANN models has higher
test accuracy on the SDP-generated datasets with feature F2.
The ANN models can effectively classify quantum steering
for all datasets with SDP labels, and the generalisation abil-
ity is superior to the SVM models.

Whereas the excellent performance of the SVM models
on accurately labeled datasets, we use the same high-quality
datasets to train and test ANN models. As shown in Ta-
ble 2, the ANN models perform very well on the accurately
labeled datasets, exhibiting not only high accuracy but also
robust generalization capabilities. Notably, when comparing
the datasets with the accurate labels for feature F′2, the ANN
models achieve higher cross-validation accuracy, testing ac-
curacy, and overall generalization ability on the datasets with
feature F′1.

Table 2 the accuracy of ANN prediction with accurate label

ANN F′1 F′2
crossrate 99.50% 97.40%

testrate 99.70% 98.20%

partially-entangle 99.50% 94.50%

5 Detecting the steerability by ensemble learn-
ing

Combine several weak learners into one strong learner, an en-
semble learning model has higher accuracy and stability than
individual ones [40]. In Ref. [28], XGBoost, a kind of ensem-
ble learning model, was used to infer the steerability of qubit-
qutrit states. In this section, we leverage ensemble learning
models consisting of decision trees to detect the steerability
of qutrit-qutrit states.

Ensemble learning methods can be broadly classified into
two main categories: boosting and bagging. Boosting is an
algorithm that enhances a weak model into a strong one, and
its operational mechanism is as follows: First, train a weak
model using the initial training set. Next, the distribution
of the training samples will be adjusted based on the perfor-
mance of this weak model. This means giving more attention
to the samples that the weak model misclassifies. Then, train
the next weak model using the adjusted samples. Repeat this
process until you reach a specified number of weak models
or until the performance metrics meet expectations. Finally,
these weak models are combined by weighting and summing
them to create a strong model. For the convenience of dis-
cussion, we presented the procedure of the boosting method
in Figure 7.

Figure 7 The procedure of a boosting method.

5.1 Training and testing

When we use the datasets with feature F1, no decision tree
can classify successfully. Exchange the feature F1 for the
feature F2, the classification accuracy of ensemble learning
models is the highest compared with SVM and ANN models.
The Figure 8 shows that ensemble learning models achieve
an accuracy of around 87.5% for random states steering clas-
sification and over 91% for isotropic states classification (The
details of the data are in Table A8).

Figure 8 Classification accuracy of ensemble learning. Dark blue indicates
cross-validation accuracy and light blue indicates classification accuracy on
the random states test set. Yellow indicates classification accuracy on the
isotropic states dataset.
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In light of the excellent performance of the ensemble learn-
ing models on datasets with feature F2 and the significance
of the datasets with accurate labels, we use the feature F′2 to
train and test ensemble learning models. They perform best
compared with SVM and ANN models.

For the accurately labeled dataset with features F′1, the en-
semble learning model not only can classify random states
with classification accuracy over 97.0%, but also have robust
generalization performance on partially entangled states.

Table 3 the accuracy of ensemble learning prediction with accurate label

Ensemble F′1 F′2
crossrate 97.60% 99.40%

testrate 97.20% 99.80%

partially-entangled 96.30% 93.80%

6 Detection of quantum steering bounds

In this section, we focus on predicting the quantum steering
bounds of isotropic states and partially entangled states. For
the SDP-labeled datasets, the feature F2 performs better than
feature F1, in the sense that SVM, ANN and ensemble learn-
ing models exhibit not only high classify accuracy but also
robust generalization capabilities. Therefore, we choose the
feature F2 to predict quantum steering bounds of isotropic
states.

Isotropic states S η
3 in Eq.(5) is unsteerable from Alice to

Bob if and only if η ∈ [0, H3−1
2 ]. In Figure 9, the yellow solid

line η = H3−1
2 is plotted as a reference; the steerability of S η

3
with η higher than corresponding dotted line can be detected
by the corresponding classifier, i.e., all dotted lines are the
steerable bounds predicted by our machine learning models
and SDP. Since dotted lines are higher than the solid line,
which suggests our machine learning models and SDP are re-
liable. The green dotted line predicted by ensemble learning
is lower that the magenta dotted line predicted by SDP. This
means that these classifiers find more isotropic states with
steerability than their “master” SDP.

Figure 9 The predictions of steerability for isotropic state by machine
learning classifiers. The yellow solid line is the steerability bound from Al-
ice to Bob which is defined by the theory. The dotted blue line is predicted
by SVM with m = 3, . . . , 7. The red dotted line is the result predicted by
ANN with m = 3, . . . , 7. The green dotted line is the result predicted by
ensemble learning models with m = 3, . . . , 7. The magenta dotted line is the
result predicted by SDP with m = 3, . . . , 7.

For accurate label datasets, the feature F′1 performs bet-
ter than feature F′2, in the sense that each machine learning
model exhibits higher classify accuracy and robuster gener-
alization capabilities. Therefore, we choose the feature F′1 to
predict quantum steering bounds of partially entangled states.

Vary θ and ϕ, the steerable bounds of partially entangled
states can be detected by SVM, ANN, ensemble learning and
steer weight defined by SDP. We plot them in Figure 10.
Compared with SVM and ensemble learning, ANN almost
always can detect more partially entangled states with steer-
ability. Compared with steering weight, there exist certain
regions on which steerable bound of ANN is lower. This
showcases ANN’s superior predictive capability.

Figure 10 The predictions of steerability for partially entangled state by
learned classifiers.
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7 Conclusion

Focus on qutrit-qutrit system, we have constructed the
datasets with random states based on the SDP approach, and
the datasets with accurate label based on the well-known the-
ory results. For the full information feature F1, ANN model
has both high classification accuracy and robust generalisa-
tion ability. For these datasets, the steering ellipsoid-like
feature F2 and correspond features F′1 and F′2 have been in-
troduced. For the above three features, arbitrary machine
learning model in our paper performs well. After analysing
the performance of features F1 and F2, we have chosen the
feature F2 to predict quantum steering bounds of isotropic
states, and have found that the ensemble learning classifiers
find more isotropic states with steerability than their “mas-
ter” SDP. Similarly, we have chosen the feature F′1 to predict
quantum steering bounds of partially entangled states, and
have found that there exist certain regions on which steerable
bound of ANN is lower than steering weight. This showcases
ANN’s superior predictive capability. Our works offer valu-
able insights on the detection of quantum steering in high-
dimensional systems.
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Appendix

We list here a few of the tables that appear in the paper.

Table A4 the accuracy of SVM prediction with feature F1

m 3 4 5 6 7

crossrate 87.90% 76.50% 85.40% 85.10% 88.30%

testrate 87.20% 75.90% 85.90% 85.70% 90.70%

Table A5 the accuracy of SVM prediction with feature F2

SVM m=3 m=4 m=5 m=6 m=7

crossrate 92.10% 87.00% 89.40% 89.90% 88.40%

testrate 92.10% 87.30% 90.90% 87.10% 88.50%

Istropicrate 89.70% 91.00% 91.10% 92.90% 92.70%

Table A6 the accuracy of ANN prediction with feature F1

m 3 4 5 6 7

crossrate 82.10% 80.10% 80.20% 78.10% 86.00%

testrate 83.70% 80.70% 80.00% 80.30% 87.50%

Isotropic 98.50% 94.70% 98.00% 93.10% 93.80%

Table A7 the accuracy of ANN prediction with feature F2

ANN m=3 m=4 m=5 m=6 m=7

crossrate 92.30% 87.40% 89.50% 89.80% 89.70%

testrate 91.40% 87.80% 91.50% 87.90% 88.60%

Istropicrate 82.20% 87.80% 89.50% 89.50% 88.30%

Table A8 the accuracy of ensemble learning prediction with feature F2

Ensemble m=3 m=4 m=5 m=6 m=7

crossrate 92.40% 87.30% 89.80% 89.50% 89.80%

testrate 91.60% 87.90% 92.50% 87.60% 90.40%

Istropicrate 91.90% 92.90% 93.80% 93.10% 94.90%
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