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Abstract

Neven et al. have explored an unexpected alliance between the mathematical insights of
Sir Isaac Newton and René Descartes which culminates in the reduction of the Positive Partial
Transpose (PPT) criterion to an equivalent hierarchy of entanglement tests based on the mo-
ments of the partial transpose. By repurposing these classical results in the context of modern
quantum theory, they illuminate new pathways for entanglement verification. Here, we expand
on this work by providing a closed form for the inequalities defining these entanglement tests
and producing an equivalent set of graph theoretic conditions on the weighted graph induced
by the partial transpose.

1 Introduction

In recent decades, entanglement has been understood as a resource for performing computations
that may not be feasible on a classical computer—although it has been shown that entanglement
alone is not sufficient to outperform our trusty classical devices (see the Gottesman–Knill theorem
[1]). Still, for this reason and many others, researchers have sought easily computable necessary
and sufficient conditions for a quantum state to be entangled [2, 3, 4]. Unfortunately, it was shown
that this problem is NP-hard1 [5], suggesting that such conditions do not exist; however, there
are a variety of necessary conditions which one may make use of, and the most widely known is
perhaps the Positive Partial Transpose (PPT) criterion [6, 7, 8] due to Peres [9] and the Horodecki
family [10]. This criterion states that when a quantum state is separable, the partial transpose of
its density matrix representation has only nonnegative eigenvalues.

Neven et al. have shown that the PPT criterion can essentially be split into several weaker
criteria which are collectively equivalent to PPT [11], and they do so by combining Newton’s
recursive identity for the elementary symmetric polynomials [12] with Descartes’ rule of sign [13]
to establish several inequalities between the moments of the partial transpose which are more
efficiently computed. A similar approach is taken in [14] using Hankel matrices. The connection to
Newton’s identities parallels that in [15], where a similar recursion formula was used for the related
homogeneous symmetric polynomials to justify the monotonicity of the entanglement tests therein.

In this work, we give a closed form for the family of entanglement tests given by Neven et al.
We do so by deriving a closed form for Newton’s recursive identities using generating functions

∗Corresponding Author: zbradshaw@tulane.edu
1A problem H is NP-hard if for any other problem in NP, there is a polynomial time reduction from L to H.

Thus, a polynomial time solution to H would imply P=NP.
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and Faà di Bruno’s formula. As a consequence, we also prove a formula appearing in a problem
posed by T. Amdeberhan [16] regarding the determinant of a matrix in terms of its moments. This
problem was recently addressed by Zhan and Huang [17] using combinatorial methods. Additionally,
we translate these entanglement tests into the graph zeta function picture introduced in [18],
deriving an equivalent set of graph theoretic conditions on the weighted graph induced by the
partial transpose of the matrix in question.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we derive Newton’s recursive
identity for the elementary symmetric polynomials as well as Descartes’ rule of sign. In Section 3, we
review the construction of the moment-based entanglement tests of Neven et al., and in Section 4,
we expand on their work by connecting these results to the complete exponential Bell polynomials
and the closely related cycle index polynomials of the symmetric group using a generating function
argument for the elementary symmetric polynomials. This connection provides a closed form for
the inequalities used by Neven et al. We then show in Section 5 that it does not suffice to check only
the final inequality by producing an example of an entangled function for which the inequalities
are satisfied after violating a previous step. In Section 6, we translate these tests to the theory of
graph zeta functions and produce the equivalent graph theoretic conditions for the PPT criterion.
Finally, in Section 7, we give concluding remarks.

2 Newton’s Identities and Descartes’ Rule of Sign

The k-th elementary symmetric polynomial in n variables [19] is defined by

ek(x1, . . . , xn) =
∑

1≤j1<···<jk≤n

xj1 · · ·xjk , (1)

with ek(x1, . . . , xn) = 0 when k > n. These polynomials generate the ring of symmetric polynomials
consisting of all polynomials p(x1, . . . , xn) with the property that p(xσ(1), . . . , xσ(n)) = p(x1, . . . , xn)
for every permutation σ in the symmetric group Sn on n letters. That is, the ring of polynomials
that are invariant under the natural action of Sn. These polynomials appear in a variety of contexts,
but of particular importance to us is their appearance in Vieta’s formula, which relates the roots
of a monic polynomial with its coefficients. Explicitly, we have

n∏
j=1

(t− xj) =

n∑
k=0

(−1)kek(x1, . . . , xn)tn−k, (2)

and from this identity, we can derive a recursive relationship between the elementary symmetric
polynomials and the power sum symmetric polynomials defined by pk(x1, . . . , xn) =

∑n
j=1 x

k
j . To

do so, we work in the field of fractions of the ring of formal power series with integer coefficients;
although, Mead finds this approach unsatisfactory and produces an alternative derivation facilitated
by a notational change in [12], which the reader may find useful.

Lemma 1 (Newton’s Identities). Let n ≥ k ≥ 1. Then

kek(x1, . . . , xn) =

k∑
j=1

(−1)j−1ek−j(x1, . . . , xn)pi(x1, . . . , xn). (3)

Moreover, for k > n ≥ 1, we have

k∑
j=k−n

(−1)j−1ek−j(x1, . . . , xn)pi(x1, . . . , xn) = 0 (4)
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Proof. Substituting t→ 1/t in Vieta’s formula (2) produces

n∏
j=1

(
1

t
− xj

)
=

n∑
k=0

(−1)kek(x1, . . . , xn)tk−n (5)

and now multiplying by tn gives

n∏
j=1

(1 − xjt) =
n∑

k=0

(−1)kek(x1, . . . , xn)tk. (6)

Differentiating with respect to t produces

n∑
k=1

kek(x1, . . . , xn)tk−1 = −
n∑

i=1

xi
∏
j ̸=i

(1 − xjt), (7)

so that upon multiplying by t, rewriting the right hand side, and making use of the geometric series
expansion, we are left with

n∑
k=1

kek(x1, . . . , xn)tk = −
n∑

i=1

xit

1 − xit

n∏
j=1

(1 − xjt) (8)

= −
n∑

i=1

∞∑
ℓ=1

xℓit
ℓ

n∏
j=1

(1 − xjt) (9)

=

∞∑
ℓ=1

pℓ(x1, . . . , xn)tℓ
n∑

j=0

(−1)j−1ej(x1, . . . , xn)tj , (10)

where in the last equality, we have made use of (6). Comparing the coefficients of tk on either side
completes the proof.

This relationship appears throughout mathematics in areas such as Galois theory and combina-
torics, and in a moment, we will further showcase its use in the detection of quantum entanglement.
We now shift our attention to our next essential element, Descartes’ rule of sign. This rule appears
in Descartes’ 1637 work La Géométrie, which is itself an appendix to his earlier work Discours de
la méthode [20], where he lays out his method for discerning truth in the sciences. By examining
the changes in the signs of the coefficients of a polynomial, Descartes is able to give a bound for the
number of positive roots which the polynomial may have. Explicitly, the rule of sign is as follows.

Lemma 2 (Descartes’ Rule of Sign). Let p(x) = anx
n + · · · + a1x + a0 be a polynomial with real

coefficients. The number of positive roots of p is bounded above by the number of sign changes
between consecutive coefficients.

Proof. Let r denote the number of positive roots and let s denote the number of sign changes. Note
that if a0 = 0, we can divide out a factor of x without changing the number of positive roots. We
may therefore assume that a0 ̸= 0. Consider the quantity given by the product of the first and last
coefficients. If ana0 > 0, then r must be even. Indeed, a0 determines the sign of p at x = 0 while
an determines the sign of p as x→ ∞. Since ana0 > 0 implies that an and a0 share the same sign,
it follows that p crosses the positive x-axis an even number of times (each of which contributes an
odd multiplicity). The polynomial p is also allowed to touch the positive x-axis without crossing
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it, but each such zero contributes an even multiplicity to the overall count. It follows that r must
be even. Similarly, if ana0 < 0, then r must be odd. Thus, r and s always have the same parity.

When n = 0 or n = 1, it is clear that the number of positive roots is bounded above by the
number of sign changes between consecutive coefficients (and that they differ by an even number).
Let us proceed by induction on n. Suppose the lemma is true for some n − 1 ≥ 2. Taking the
derivative of p produces p′(x) = anx

n−1 + · · ·+ a1, which is a polynomial of degree n− 1. Then by
the induction hypothesis, there is an integer m ≥ 0 such that s′ − r′ = 2m, where we have denoted
the number of positive roots of p′ by r′ and the number of sign changes by s′. By Rolle’s theorem,
the derivative p′ has a root between any two roots of the polynomial p. Moreover, any root of p of
multiplicity k is also a root of p′ of multiplicity k − 1, as can be seen by writing p as a product of
linear terms and differentiating using the product rule. It follows that r′ ≥ r − 1.

Now, since every exponent is positive, if a0a1 > 0, then s′ = s. Otherwise, s′ = s− 1. Thus, we
finally have r ≤ r + 1 = s′ − 2m+ 1 ≤ s− 2m+ 1 ≤ s+ 1. But r and s share the same parity, so
we actually have r ≤ s, and this completes the proof.

3 Entanglement Criteria

Before reviewing the entanglement criteria of Neven et al., let us recall the definition of the partial
transpose operation. Given a composite quantum system described by the density operator ρ, we
can construct the partial transpose of ρ in the following way. Since the system is composite, the
Hilbert space decomposes into a tensor product, say HA ⊗ HB, and the density operator, which
acts on this space, can therefore be written as

ρ =
∑
i,j,k,l

ρikjl |i⟩⟨j| ⊗ |k⟩⟨l| , (11)

where the vectors {|i⟩ ⊗ |k⟩} form a basis for the composite space and the cijkl are complex coeffi-
cients. The partial transpose of ρ with respect to the subsystem B is defined by

ρTB =
∑
i,j,k,l

ρikjl |i⟩⟨j| ⊗ |l⟩⟨k| =
∑
i,j,k,l

ρiljk |i⟩⟨j| ⊗ |k⟩⟨l| , (12)

and the partial transpose with respect to subsystem A is defined similarly.
A well established method to test for entanglement in a quantum state is the so-called PPT

criterion due to Peres [9] and the Horodecki family [10], which simply states that the partial
transpose of ρ with respect to any subsystem is positive-semidefinite whenever ρ is separable. Thus,
the existence of a negative eigenvalue of some partial transpose implies that ρ is entangled. This
condition is in general only necessary, though it is also sufficient for the special cases dim(HA) =
2 = dim(HB) and dim(HA) = 2,dim(HB) = 3.

Neven et al. have come up with a family of weaker criteria which are collectively equivalent to
PPT and are each more efficiently computed than the PPT criterion itself. The conditions follow
from Newton’s identities and the next lemma, which is proven with an application of Descartes’
rule of sign to the characteristic polynomial of a positive semi-definite matrix written in terms of
the elementary symmetric polynomials.

Lemma 3. Let A denote a self-adjoint matrix acting on a Hilbert space of dimension d. Then A
is positive semi-definite if and only if ei(λ1, . . . , λd) ≥ 0 for all i = 1, . . . , d, where λ1, . . . , λd are
the eigenvalues of A, and ei denotes the i-th elementary symmetric polynomial.
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Proof. On the one hand, if A is positive semi-definite, then all of its eigenvalues are nonnega-
tive and it follows that ei(λ1, . . . , λd) ≥ 0 immediately from its definition. Conversely, suppose
ei(λ1, . . . , λd) ≥ 0 for all i = 1, . . . , d. Let P (t) =

∏d
i=1(λi − t) be the characteristic polynomial of

A and observe that

P (−t) =

d∏
i=1

(λi + t) =

d∑
i=1

ei(λ1, . . . , λd)td−i. (13)

Now, A is positive semi-definite if and only if P (t) has only positive roots, which is true if and
only if P (−t) has only negative roots. Then by Descartes’ rule of sign, it follows that A is positive
semi-definite.

For brevity, let us write Newton’s identities as

kek =
k∑

i=1

(−1)i−1ek−ipi, (14)

where it is understood that the polynomials are evaluated at the same arguments. If λ1, . . . , λd
are the eigenvalues of a self-adjoint operator A, notice that pi(λ1, . . . , λd) = Tr(Ai) is the i-th
moment of A. Letting A = ρΓ be the partial transpose of some density operator ρ with respect to
some subsystem, we invoke Lemma 3, producing inequalities between the moments of the partial
transpose whenever it is positive semi-definite. In fact, the satisfaction of every such inequality is
equivalent to the partial transpose being positive semi-definite by the lemma. If any such inequality
fails, then the state ρ is entangled, as it will fail the PPT test.

Let us take a look at some of these inequalities. To clean up the notation, we will write
pj = Tr((ρΓ)j). From (14) and the assumption that ek ≥ 0, we have

p1 ≥ 0 (15)

p2 ≤ p21 (16)

p3 ≥ −1

2
p31 +

3

2
p1p2 (17)

p4 ≤
1

2
(p21 − p2)

2 − 1

3
p41 +

4

3
p1p3. (18)

As noted in [11], the first inequality is satisfied trivially since Tr(ρΓ) = 1 whenever ρ is a density
matrix. Likewise, the second inequality is trivially satisfied since Tr((ρΓ)2) = Tr(ρ2) ≤ 1, so that
the first non-trivial inequality is (17), which requires an estimate of only the second and third
moments of ρΓ to test.

4 Closed Form Derivation

Let us now expand on the work of Neven et al. The generalization of the inequalities (15)-(18)
defined by Newton’s identities can be given a closed form and are related to the Bell polynomials,
as well as the cycle index polynomials of the symmetric and alternating groups. We will need the
following lemma.

Lemma 4. The ordinary generating function for the elementary symmetric polynomials is given
by

∞∑
k=0

ekt
k = exp

( ∞∑
k=1

(−1)k+1

k
pkt

k

)
. (19)

5



Proof. From Vieta’s formula, we have

∞∑
k=0

ekt
k =

n∏
k=1

(1 + λkt), (20)

where it is again understood that ek = ek(λ1, . . . , λn). Then by expanding the power sum in (19),
we have

exp

( ∞∑
k=1

(−1)k+1

k
pkt

k

)
= exp

 ∞∑
k=1

(−1)k+1

k

n∑
j=1

λkj t
k

 (21)

=

n∏
j=1

exp

( ∞∑
k=1

(−1)k+1

k
λkj t

k

)
(22)

=
n∏

j=1

exp (log(1 + λjt)) (23)

=
n∏

j=1

(1 + λjt). (24)

This completes the proof.

The inequalities given by Newton’s identities are now given by taking derivatives of the gener-
ating function and evaluating at t = 0. This can be accomplished using Faà di Bruno’s formula
for an arbitrary derivative of a composition of functions [21]. Explicitly, we have the following
proposition.

Proposition 1. The elementary symmetric polynomials are given by

ek = (−1)k
∑

n1+2n2+···+knk=k

k∏
j=1

(−pj)nj

nj !jnj
, (25)

where the sum is over all choices of n1, . . . , nk such that n1 + 2n2 + · · · + knk = k.

Proof. From Lemma 4, we have (19). Taking the m-th derivative of the left hand side and evaluating
at t = 0 yields m!em. Doing the same on the right hand side is accomplished by Faà di Bruno’s
formula. We have

m!em =
dm

dtm

∣∣∣∣
t=0

(
exp

( ∞∑
k=1

(−1)k+1

k
pkt

k

))
(26)

=
∑

n1+2n2+···+mnm=m

m∏
j=1

m!

nj !(j!)nj

(
dj

dtj

∣∣∣∣
t=0

( ∞∑
k=1

(−1)k+1

k
pkt

k

))nj

(27)

=
∑

n1+2n2+···+mnm=m

m∏
j=1

m!

nj !(j!)nj

(
(−1)j+1j!

j
pj

)nj

(28)

= (−1)m
∑

n1+2n2+···+mnm=m

m∏
j=1

m!

nj !jnj
(−pj)nj , (29)

and this completes the proof.
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Remarkably, this quantity is linked to the Bell polynomials [22], a combinatorial object appear-
ing in the theory of set partitions. Indeed, the k-th complete exponential Bell polynomial is defined
by Bk(x1, . . . , xk)

Bk(x1, . . . , xk) = k!
∑

n1+2n2+···+knk=k

k∏
j=1

x
nj

j

nj !jnj
, (30)

and so it follows that (25) can be written

ek =
(−1)k

k!
Bk(−p1,−1!p2, . . . ,−(k − 1)!pk). (31)

Moreover, this quantity is further linked to the closely related cycle index polynomial of a finite
permutation group G [23, 24], a polynomial in several variables designed to encode information
about the structure of permutations in the group. Explicitly, it is defined as

Z(G)(x1, . . . , xn) =
1

|G|
∑
σ∈G

x
j1(σ)
1 · · ·xjn(σ)n , (32)

where jk(σ) is the number of cycles of length k in the standard cycle decomposition of σ and |G|
denotes the order of the group. This combinatorial object is an important piece of Pólya theory
[25, 26] and has previously appeared in a quantum information setting in [15], where it was shown
that for every finite group there is a test for entanglement with an acceptance probability given
by the cycle index polynomial of the group. It subsequently appeared in [18], where these tests
were given a graph-theoretic interpretation by defining a graph zeta function for quantum states.
It can be shown that the cycle index polynomial of the symmetric group is Z(Sn)(x1, . . . , xn) =
1
n!Bn(x1, 1!x2, . . . , (n− 1)!xn), and so we conclude also that

ek = (−1)kZ(Sk)(−p1, . . . ,−pk). (33)

Noting once more that pj(λ1, . . . , λn) = Tr((ρΓ)j), where the arguments λi are the eigenvalues of
ρΓ, the observations of this section culminate in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Let ρ be a density operator. If ρ is not entangled, then

(−1)kZ(Sk)(−Tr[ρΓ],−Tr[(ρΓ)2], . . . ,−Tr[(ρΓ)k]) ≥ 0 (34)

for some value of k. Written explicitly, if ρ is not entangled, then

(−1)k
∑

n1+2n2+···+knk=k

k∏
j=1

(−Tr[(ρΓ)j ])nj

nj !jnj
≥ 0 (35)

for some value of k.

Note that the cycle index polynomial of the alternating group Ak is

Z(Ak)(x1, . . . , xk) =
∑

n1+2n2+···+knk=k

(1 + (−1)n2+n4+···)

k∏
j=1

x
nj

j

nj !jnj
, (36)

and this allows us to write (34) equivalently as

Z(Ak)(Tr[ρΓ], . . . ,Tr[(ρΓ)k]) ≥ Z(Sk)(Tr[ρΓ], . . . ,Tr[(ρΓ)k]). (37)
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Expanding using the definition of the cycle index polynomial produces

2

k!

∑
σ∈Ak

k∏
j=1

(Tr[(ρΓ)j ])cj(σ) ≥ 1

k!

∑
σ∈Sk

k∏
j=1

(Tr[(ρΓ)j ])cj(σ), (38)

but the symmetric group contains the alternating group, and so we have

∑
σ∈Ak

k∏
j=1

(Tr[(ρΓ)j ])cj(σ) ≥
∑

σ∈Sk\Ak

k∏
j=1

(Tr[(ρΓ)j ])cj(σ). (39)

Thus, we see that if we compute the product
∏k

j=1(Tr[(ρΓ)j ])cj(σ) for all σ ∈ Sk and separately
sum the contributions from even and odd permutations, the inequality is violated precisely when
the sum over the odd permutations is larger than the sum over the even permutations.

5 Implementation on Quantum Computers

With Theorem 1 in hand, let us examine these inequalities more closely. Let f(k) =
(−1)kZ(Sk)(−Tr[ρΓ], . . . ,−Tr[(ρΓ)k]) so that the inequality is written f(k) ≥ 0. In what fol-
lows, we use the notation σ(|i1⟩⊗ · · ·⊗ |in⟩) = |iσ−1(1)⟩⊗ · · ·⊗ |iσ−1(n)⟩ to denote the natural action
of a permutation group on a tensor product space.

Lemma 5. Let σj = (j j − 1 j − 2 · · · 1) be a cyclic permutation of order j, and let ρ be a
density matrix. Then

Tr[(ρΓ)n] = Tr[(σn ⊗ σ−1
n )ρ⊗n]. (40)

Proof. Note that the inverse of σj is σ−1
j = (1 2 3 · · · j). If we label the coefficients of ρ by ρikjl so

that
ρ =

∑
i,j,k,l

ρikjl |i⟩⟨j| ⊗ |k⟩⟨l| , (41)

then ρΓ is defined by

ρΓ =
∑
i,j,k,l

ρikjl |i⟩⟨j| ⊗ |l⟩⟨k| , (42)

and the n-th power of ρΓ is∑
ρi1k1j1l1

ρi2k2j2l2
· · · ρinknjnln

|i1⟩⟨j1|i2⟩ · · · ⟨jn−1|in⟩⟨jn| ⊗ |l1⟩⟨k1|l2⟩ · · · ⟨kn−1|ln⟩⟨kn| (43)

=
∑

ρi1l2j1l1
ρj1l3j2l2

· · · ρjn−1kn
jnln

|i1⟩⟨jn| ⊗ |l1⟩⟨kn| . (44)

Thus, it follows that

Tr[(ρΓ)n] =
∑

ρjnl2j1l1
ρj1l3j2l2

· · · ρjn−1l1
jnln

. (45)

On the other hand, ρ⊗n is given by

ρ⊗n =
∑

ρi1k1j1l1
ρi2k2j2l2

· · · ρinknjnln
|i1⟩⟨j1| ⊗ |k1⟩⟨l1| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |in⟩⟨jn| ⊗ |kn⟩⟨ln| , (46)

and so (σn ⊗ σ−1
n )ρ⊗n is

(σn ⊗ σ−1
n )ρ⊗n =

∑
ρi1k1j1l1

ρi2k2j2l2
· · · ρinknjnln

|i2⟩⟨j1| ⊗ |kn⟩⟨l1| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |i1⟩⟨jn| ⊗ |kn−1⟩⟨ln| , (47)
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|0⟩ H H

ρ

σk ⊗ σ−1
k

...

ρ

Figure 1: Circuit for estimating Tr[(ρΓ)k].

and it follows that
Tr[(σn ⊗ σ−1

n )ρ⊗n] =
∑

ρjnl2j1l1
ρj1l3j2l2

· · · ρjn−1l1
jnln

. (48)

Thus, we have Tr[(ρΓ)n] = Tr[(σn ⊗ σ−1
n )ρ⊗n].

Since ρΓ may not be a density matrix itself, we cannot expect to use it as the input to some
quantum algorithm which computes its moments. Fortunately, Lemma 5 tells us that the moments
can be computed instead as the trace of a permutation operator applied to a tensor power of ρ.
This equivalence allows us to construct the circuit shown in Figure 1 for estimating the moments
of ρΓ as outlined in [27, 28]. Here, the ρ⊗k input state is more easily understood in the ensemble
of pure states picture. Indeed, the density matrix is a mathematical tool to express an ensemble
{(p1, |ψ1⟩ |ϕ1⟩), . . . , (pm, |ψm⟩ |ϕm⟩)} of pairs (pi, |ψi⟩ |ϕi⟩) with p1 + · · · + pm = 1, which indicates
that the state of our system is |ψi⟩ |ϕi⟩ with probability pi. This probabilistic picture reflects some
classical ignorance about which quantum state the system is in, as opposed to the non-determinism
induced by the Born rule, a quantum mechanical effect. Thus, the states being passed through the
circuit are probabilistically determined by the ensemble; the state is |ψi1⟩ |ϕi1⟩ · · · |ψik⟩ |ϕik⟩ with
probability pi1 · · · pik .

Given that the state of the system is |ψi1⟩ |ϕi1⟩ · · · |ψik⟩ |ϕik⟩, we can now perform an analysis
of the circuit as usual. The state just before measurement is

|0⟩
1 + σk ⊗ σ−1

k

2
|ψi1⟩ |ϕi1⟩ · · · |ψik⟩ |ϕik⟩ + |1⟩

1 − σk ⊗ σ−1
k

2
|ψi1⟩ |ϕi1⟩ · · · |ψik⟩ |ϕik⟩ , (49)

and the probability of measuring |0⟩ is therefore

P (|0⟩) = ⟨ϕik | ⟨ψik | · · · ⟨ϕi1 | ⟨ψi1 |

(
1 + σk ⊗ σ−1

k

2

)†(
1 + σk ⊗ σ−1

k

2

)
|ψi1⟩ |ϕi1⟩ · · · |ψik⟩ |ϕik⟩ (50)

= ⟨ϕik | ⟨ψik | · · · ⟨ϕi1 | ⟨ψi1 |

(
1 + σ−1

k ⊗ σk
2

)(
1 + σk ⊗ σ−1

k

2

)
|ψi1⟩ |ϕi1⟩ · · · |ψik⟩ |ϕik⟩ (51)

= ⟨ϕik | ⟨ψik | · · · ⟨ϕi1 | ⟨ψi1 |
2 + σ−1

k ⊗ σk + σk ⊗ σ−1
k

4
|ψi1⟩ |ϕi1⟩ · · · |ψik⟩ |ϕik⟩ . (52)

Similarly, the probability of measuring |1⟩ is

P (|1⟩) = ⟨ϕik | ⟨ψik | · · · ⟨ϕi1 | ⟨ψi1 |
2 − σ−1

k ⊗ σk − σk ⊗ σ−1
k

4
|ψi1⟩ |ϕi1⟩ · · · |ψik⟩ |ϕik⟩ , (53)
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Figure 2: A calculation of Eq. (34) for a three qubit GHZ state (a) and a two qubit Werner state
(b) with p = 0.75.

and so the expected value of the circuit for this choice of input is

⟨Z⟩i1,...,ik = P (|0⟩) − P (|1⟩) (54)

= ⟨ϕik | ⟨ψik | · · · ⟨ϕi1 | ⟨ψi1 |
σ−1
k ⊗ σk + σk ⊗ σ−1

k

2
|ψi1⟩ |ϕi1⟩ · · · |ψik⟩ |ϕik⟩ (55)

= Re
(
⟨ϕik | ⟨ψik | · · · ⟨ϕi1 | ⟨ψi1 |σk ⊗ σ−1

k |ψi1⟩ |ϕi1⟩ · · · |ψik⟩ |ϕik⟩
)

(56)

= Re
(
Tr[σk ⊗ σ−1

k |ψi1⟩⟨ψi1 | ⊗ |ϕi1⟩⟨ϕi1 | ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ψik⟩⟨ψik | ⊗ |ϕik⟩⟨ϕik |]
)
. (57)

Thus, if we prepare the same mixed state for each run of the circuit, we see that
|ψi1⟩ |ϕi1⟩ · · · |ψik⟩ |ϕik⟩ occurs with probability pi1 · · · pik and so the expected value for the circuit
with ρ⊗k as input is

⟨Z⟩ρ =
m∑

i1,...,ik=1

pi1 · · · pik⟨Z⟩i1,...,ik (58)

=

m∑
i1,...,ik=1

pi1 · · · pik Re
(
Tr[σk ⊗ σ−1

k |ψi1⟩⟨ψi1 | ⊗ |ϕi1⟩⟨ϕi1 | ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ψik⟩⟨ψik | ⊗ |ϕik⟩⟨ϕik |]
)

(59)

= Re

Tr

σk ⊗ σ−1
k

m∑
i1,...,ik=1

pi1 · · · pik |ψi1⟩⟨ψi1 | ⊗ |ϕi1⟩⟨ϕi1 | ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ψik⟩⟨ψik | ⊗ |ϕik⟩⟨ϕik |


(60)

= Re
(

Tr
[
σk ⊗ σ−1

k ρ⊗k
])
. (61)

Since Tr[σk ⊗ σ−1
k ρ⊗k] = Tr[(ρΓ)k] and ρΓ is self-adjoint, the moments must be real, and so the

expected value of the circuit is
⟨Z⟩ρ = Tr[σk ⊗ σ−1

k ρ⊗k]. (62)

The value of f(k) can be estimated by measuring each of the moments of ρΓ up to its rank
using the circuit in Figure 1. In Figure 2a, we show the calculation of f(k) for the GHZ state

10
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Figure 3: A calculation of Eq. (34) for a “butterfly metrology state” as given in [29] obtained from
evolution under the Rydberg XY Hamiltonian.

1√
2
(|000⟩ + |111⟩), which is known to be maximally entangled. In Figure 2b, we plot f(k) for the

Werner state ρw(p) = p |Ψ−⟩⟨Ψ−| + (1 − p)I with p = 0.75, a regime where this state is entangled.
In both cases, the value of f(k) is clearly less than zero for multiple values of k.

Note that f(k) being negative for some 1 < k ≤ d, where d is the rank of the density matrix,
does not imply that f(k + 1) is also negative. Thus, it does not suffice to simply check f(d) to
ascertain whether ρ satisfied the PPT criterion. In Figure 3, we give an example where f(k) < 0
for 2 < k < 5, but positive again for k = 5. The state used in this example is modeled on a four
qubit version of the butterfly metrology state from [29], which has the form

|ψ(t)⟩ = e
iHt
ℏ e

iV π
4 e

−iHt
ℏ |ψ(0)⟩ . (63)

For this particular example, we chose H to be the Hamiltonian governing XY interactions in
Rydberg atoms in a lattice

H = −J
∑
i<j

a3

r3ij
(XiXj + YiYj) , (64)

where J and a correspond to the dipole strength and lattice spacing respectively. The initial state
was |ψ(0)⟩ = |1011⟩, and the local operator is given by V = Y1Y2. This example demonstrates
the necessity of computing all d inequalities before concluding that ρ has PPT. This aligns with
previous work stating that the number of moments estimated should equal the rank of the density
matrix [30].

6 Graph Theoretic Equivalent Conditions

A density matrix ρ induces a weighted graph by letting the graph’s adjacency matrix be ρ itself, in
the sense that the elements ρij specify the weights of the edges between vertices i and j. In [18], it
was shown that the cycle index polynomial of the symmetric group evaluated at the moments of ρ
appears as the coefficients in the exponential expansion of the graph zeta function ζρ defined by

ζρ(u) =
∏
[P ]

(1 −NE(P )uν(P ))−1, (65)
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where the product is over all equivalence classes of prime paths in the induced graph, ν(P ) is the
length of the path P , and NE(P ) is the product of the weights of the edges in the path P . A
prime in the weighted graph is a path specified by a sequence e1 . . . ek of edges which is closed,
backtrackless, tailless, and not the power of another path i.e. the origin vertex of e1 is the terminal
vertex of ek, we have ek ̸= e−1

1 , ej+1 ̸= e−1
j for all j = 1, . . . , k − 1, and there is no m such that

e1 · · · ek = (e1 · · · em)k/m. The equivalence classes of primes are obtained by identifying cyclic shifts
of primes so that [e1 · · · ek] = [eke1 · · · ek−1], for example.

Explicitly, it was shown that

ζρ(u) = exp

( ∞∑
k=1

Tr[ρk]

k
uk

)
=

∞∑
k=0

Z(Sk)(Tr[ρ], . . . ,Tr[ρk])

k!
uk, (66)

and these findings held more generally for any weighted graph with adjacency matrix ρ, not just
those induced by density matrices. Thus, we may replace ρ by ρΓ and manipulate (66) to obtain

∞∑
k=0

(−1)k
Z(Sk)(−Tr[ρΓ], . . . ,−Tr[(ρΓ)k])

k!
uk = exp

(
−

∞∑
k=1

(−1)k
Tr[(ρΓ)k]

k
uk

)
= (ζρΓ(−u))−1,

(67)
so that

(ζρΓ(−u))−1 =

∞∑
k=0

f(k)

k!
uk. (68)

Just as ζρ(u) is the generating function for the acceptance probabilities of the entanglement tests
appearing in [15], (ζρΓ(−u))−1 is the generating function for the sequence f(k) defining the moment
inequalities which are collectively equivalent to the PPT criterion. Thus, we have proved the
following theorem, producing a graph theoretic perspective for the PPT criterion.

Theorem 2. Let ρΓ be a partial transpose for a d× d density matrix ρ. If ρ is separable, then

1

k!

dk

duk

∣∣∣∣
u=0

∏
[P ]

(
1 − (−1)ν(P )NE(P )uν(P )

) ≥ 0 (69)

for all k = 1, . . . , d. Moreover, (69) holds for all k = 1, . . . , d if and only if ρ satisfies the PPT
criterion.

Let us examine the first several such inequalities. For k = 1, we have∑
[P ]

ν(P )=1

NE(P ) ≥ 0. (70)

Of course, the partial transpose operation does not affect the diagonal of our density matrix, so
the weights of the primes of length 1 are unchanged by the transformation ρ 7→ ρΓ. Thus, the sum
in (70) is unchanged, and moreover, the sum of the weights of the primes of length 1 is the trace
of ρ, showing that (70) is always trivially satisfied. Turning now to k = 2, we have

∑
[P ]

ν(P )=2

NE(P ) ≤

 ∑
[P ]

ν(P )=1

NE(P )


2

. (71)
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Figure 4: Graph induced by the partial transpose of the Bell state 1√
2
(|00⟩ + |11⟩).

It was just shown in the k = 1 case that the right hand side is 1. Thus, the inequality reduces to∑
[P ]

ν(P )=2

NE(P ) ≤ 1, (72)

which is trivially satisfied by a diagonal adjacency matrix. Since ρΓ is self-adjoint, it can always
be diagonalized, and so (72) too holds trivially. The k = 3 inequality is more interesting. We have

∑
[P ]

ν(P )=3

NE(P ) ≥ 1

6

5
∑
[P ]

ν(P )=1

NE(P )
∑
[P ]

ν(P )=2

NE(P ) −

 ∑
[P ]

ν(P )=1

NE(P )


3 (73)

=
1

6

5
∑
[P ]

ν(P )=2

NE(P ) − 1

 =
1

24
. (74)

Take, for example, the Bell state 1√
2
(|00⟩ + |11⟩), which has density matrix

ρ =


1/2 0 0 1/2
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

1/2 0 0 1/2

 . (75)

The partial transpose with respect to the second subsystem is given by transposing the four 2 × 2
blocks. Thus, we have

ρ =


1/2 0 0 0
0 0 1/2 0
0 1/2 0 0
0 0 0 1/2

 . (76)

The induced graph is shown in Figure 4 and consists of four vertices labeled 1, 2, 3, 4, and four
edges, an edge e1 from vertex 1 to itself, an edge e23 from vertex 2 to vertex 3, an edge e32 from
vertex 3 to vertex 2, and an edge e4 from vertex 4 to itself. The weight of every such edge is
1/2. The only equivalence class of prime paths with length ν(P ) = 2 is given by the representative
P = e23e32 which has edge norm NE(P ) = 1

4 . Moreover, there are no equivalence classes of prime
paths with length 3. Thus,

∑
[P ]

ν(P )=3

NE(P ) = 0 <
1

24
=

1

6

5
∑
[P ]

ν(P )=2

NE(P ) − 1

 , (77)

and it follows that the Bell state is entangled.
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7 Conclusion

In this work, we have examined the relationships between the moments of the partial transpose of a
separable state that arise from Newton’s identities and Descartes’ rule of sign. We have augmented
the original approach of Neven et al. [11] with a closed form expression for the associated moment-
based entanglement tests. Explicitly, we have given a closed form for the relationship between a
state ρ having PPT and the elementary symmetric polynomials, showing that these polynomials
specify a series of inequalities that must be obeyed to satisfy the PPT criterion. Finally, as a point
of interest, we share an equivalent graph-theoretic interpretation of these inequalities.

While this derivation is mathematically interesting, the relationship between entanglement wit-
nesses such as the PPT criterion and symmetric polynomials is perhaps more so. Previously, cycle
index polynomials of various groups were shown to correspond to the acceptance probability of
purity tests, which can also act as entanglement witnesses. A potential avenue for future work is
determining if further linear entanglement witnesses give rise to similar moment-based entangle-
ment tests which can be written in terms of symmetric polynomials in their closed forms. However,
analytic forms of these expression are not always available and can additionally be an area of future
research.
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