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Abstract

We study the concurrence for arbitrary N -partite W -class states based on the

(N−1)-partite partitions of subsystems by taking account to the structures of W -class

states. By using the method of permutation and combination we give analytical formula

of concurrence and some elegant relations between the multipartite concurrence and

the (N − 1)-partite concurrence for arbitrary multipartite W -class states. Applying

these relations we present better lower bounds of concurrence for multipartite mixed

states. An example is given to demonstrate that our lower bounds can detect more

entanglements.

Keywords Multipartite concurrence · W-class states · (N − 1)-partite partitions

· Lower bound of concurrence

1 Introduction

Quantum entanglement is a striking feature of quantum physics [1–4] and an essen-

tial resource in quantum information processing varying from quantum teleportation [5]

and quantum cryptography [6] to dense coding [7]. Due to its variety of usages, quantum

entanglement has attracted much attention in recent years [8–14].
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To quantify the entanglement of a state, the concept of entanglement measure has

been naturally introduced, such as the entanglement of formation [15] for bipartite quantum

systems and concurrence [16] for any multipartite quantum systems. For the two-qubit case,

the entanglement of formation is proven to be a monotonically increasing function of the

concurrence and an elegant formula for concurrence was derived analytically by Wootters [17].

However, except for bipartite qubit systems and some special symmetric states [18], there

have been no explicit analytic formulas of concurrence for arbitrary high-dimensional mixed

states, due to the extremizations involved in the computation.

Instead of analytic formulas, some progress has been made toward the analytical lower

bounds of concurrence. In [19, 20], the authors presented a lower bound of concurrence

by decomposing the joint Hilbert space into many 2 ⊗ 2 and s ⊗ t-dimensional subspaces,

which improve all the known lower bounds of concurrence. Similar nice algorithms and

progress have been made towards the lower bounds of concurrence for tripartite quantum

systems [21,22] and other multipartite quantum systems [23,24] based on bipartite partitions

of the whole quantum system. The authors in [25] improve the lower bound of concurrence

by using tripartite and M-partite concurrences of an N -partite (2 ≤M < N) systems.

As a particular kind of quantum states, the well-known W -class states [26] have been

widely studied. In this paper we first study the multipartite concurrence for W -class states

and derive an analytical formula for pure W -class states. Then we investigate the N -partite

concurrence of W -class states based on the (N −1)-partite quantum systems and present an

elegant relation between among them. Based on the results for the W -class states, we derive

better lower bounds of concurrence for a class of multipartite mixed states. An example is

given to illustrate that our lower bound may detect more entanglements.

2 Multipartite concurrence of W -class states

We first recall the definition of the multipartite concurrence. Let Hi, i = 1, · · · , N , be

di dimensional Hilbert spaces. The concurrence of an N -partite pure state |ψ〉 ∈ H1 ⊗H2 ⊗
· · · ⊗HN is defined by [27],

CN(|ψ〉) = 21−
N
2

√
(2N − 2)−

∑

α

Tr(ρ2α), (1)

where the index α labels all 2N−2 non-trivial subsystems of the N -partite quantum systems

and ρα are the corresponding reduced density matrices. For a mixed multipartite quantum

state ρ =
∑

i pi|ψi〉〈ψi| ∈ H1 ⊗H2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ HN , pi ≥ 0,
∑

i pi = 1, the concurrence is given

by the convex roof:

CN (ρ) = min
{pi,|ψi>}

∑

i

piCN (|ψi〉), (2)

where the minimum is taken over all possible pure state decompositions of ρ.

In [23] the authors obtained the lower bounds of multipartite concurrence in terms of

the concurrences of bipartite partitioned states of the whole quantum system. For an N -

partite quantum pure state |ψ〉 ∈ H1⊗H2⊗· · ·⊗HN , the concurrence of bipartite partition
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between the subsystems 12 · · ·M and M + 1 · · ·N is defined by

C2(|ψ〉〈ψ|) =
√

2(1− Tr(ρ212···M)), (3)

where ρ12···M = TrM+1···N{|ψ〉〈ψ|} is the reduced density matrix of ρ = |ψ〉〈ψ| by tracing

over the subsystemsM+1 · · ·N. For a mixed multipartite quantum state ρ =
∑

i pi|ψi〉〈ψi| ∈
H1 ⊗H2 ⊗ · · · ⊗HN , the corresponding concurrence C2(ρ) is given by the convex roof:

C2(ρ) = min
{pi,|ψi〉}

∑

i

piC2(|ψi〉〈ψi|). (4)

A relation between the concurrence (2) and the bipartite concurrence (4) has been presented

in [23]. For a multipartite quantum state ρ ∈ H1⊗H2⊗· · ·⊗HN with N ≥ 3, the following

inequality holds,

CN (ρ) ≥ max 2
3−N

2 C2(ρ), (5)

where the maximum is taken over all kinds of bipartite concurrences.

In terms of the lower bounds of bipartite concurrence, in [24] further relations between

the concurrence (2) and the bipartite concurrence (4) have been derived:

CN (ρ) ≥ max
M=1,2,··· ,N−1

{2 1−N
2

√
2N−M + 2M − 2C2(ρM)} (6)

for N ≥ 3, where the maximum is taken over all kinds of bipartite concurrences for given

M . In particularly, if N = 3, one has C3(ρ) ≥ max{C2(ρ1), C2(ρ2)}. If N = 4, one gets

C4(ρ) ≥ max{C2(ρ1),
√
3
2
C2(ρ2), C2(ρ3)}.

In order to improve the lower bounds of concurrence, instead of the bipartite concur-

rence C2(ρ), the authors in [22] consider tripartite concurrence C3(ρ). In [25] the authors

improve the lower bound of concurrence by using tripartite andM-partite concurrences of an

N -partite (M < N) system. For an N -partite quantum pure state |ψ〉 ∈ H1⊗H2⊗· · ·⊗HN

(N ≥ 3), denote {i1}, {i2}, · · · , {iM1}, {k11, k12}, {k21, k22}, · · · , {kM2

1 , kM2

2 }, · · · , {q11, · · · , q1j},
{q21, · · · , q2j}, · · · , {q

Mj

1 , · · · , qMj

j } as the M decompositions among the subsystems, where

{i1, i2, · · · , iM1, k11, k
1
2, k

2
1, k

2
2, · · · , kM2

1 , kM2

2 , · · · , q11, · · · , q1j , · · · , q
Mj

1 , · · · , qMj

j } = {1, 2, · · · , N}
and

∑j

k=1Mk = M,
∑j

k=1 kMk = N . The concurrence of the M-partite decompositions

among the above subsysytems is given by

CM (|ψ〉〈ψ|) = 21−
M
2

√
(2M − 2)−

∑

α

Tr(ρ2α), (7)

where ∅ 6= α ( {{i1}, {i2}, · · · , {iM1}, {k11, k12}, {k21, k22}, · · · , {kM2

1 , kM2

2 }, · · · , {q11, · · · , q1j}, · · · ,
{qMj

1 , · · · , qMj

j }} and ρα are the corresponding reduced density matrices. The rearrangement

of the subsystems are implied naturally. Taking N = 4 and M = 3, one has six differ-

ent partitions of the four-partite system: 1|2|34, 1|3|24, 1|4|23, 12|3|4, 13|2|4 and 14|2|3. In
terms of the lower bounds of tripartite concurrence, in [25] the authors derived a relation

between the concurrence (2) and the bipartite concurrence (7), C2
4(ρ) ≥ C̃3

2
(ρ), where

C̃3

2
(ρ) = 1

6
(C2

3(ρ1|2|34) + C2
3(ρ1|3|24) + C2

3 (ρ1|4|23) + C2
3 (ρ12|3|4) + C2

3(ρ13|2|4) + C2
3(ρ14|2|3)).
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In order to improve the above lower bounds, we first consider the N -qubit W -class

states [26],

|W 〉A1A2···AN
= a1|10 · · ·0〉A1A2···AN

+ a2|01 · · ·0〉A1A2···AN
+ · · ·+ aN |00 · · ·1〉A1A2···AN

, (8)

where
∑N

i=1 |ai|2 = 1. Let ρ , ρA1A2···AN
= |W 〉A1A2···AN

〈W | and

ρi1i2···ik , ρAi1
Ai2

···Aik
= tr

A1···Âi1
···Âi2

···Âik
···AN

(|W 〉A1A2···AN
〈W |)

for any 1 ≤ i1 < i2 < · · · < ik ≤ N . We have

ρi1i2···ik = (ai1 |10 · · ·0〉+ · · ·+ aik |00 · · ·1〉)Ai1
Ai2

···Aik
(a∗i1〈10 · · ·0|+ a∗ik〈00 · · ·1|)

+
∑

j 6=i1,··· ,ik

|aj|2|00 · · ·0〉A1···Âi1
···Âi2

···Âik
···AN

〈00 · · ·0|, (9)

and

1− Tr(ρ2i1i2···ik) = 2(|ai1|2 + · · ·+ |aik |2)
∑

j 6=i1,··· ,ik

|aj|2, (10)

where A1A2 · · · Âi · · ·AN = A1A2 · · ·Ai−1Ai+1 · · ·AN . For simplicity, we denote by ρi1i2···ik
the reduced density operator ρAi1

Ai2
···Aik

. We have the following lemmas for the N -qubit

W -class states.

Lemma 1 When N (N > 1) is even, we have

2C0
N + 2C1

N + · · ·+ 2C
N
2
−1

N + C
N
2

N = 2N . (11)

Proof. As C i
N = CN−i

N for all integer 0 ≤ i < N , we have

2C0
N + 2C1

N + · · ·+ 2C
N
2
−1

N + C
N
2

N

= C0
N + C1

N + · · ·+ C
N
2
−1

N + C
N
2

N + C
N
2
+1

N + · · ·+ CN
N

= (1 + 1)N = 2N .

Hence, 2C0
N + 2C1

N + · · ·+ 2C
N
2
−1

N + C
N
2

N−2 = 2N . �

Lemma 2 When N (N ≥ 1) is odd, we have

2C0
N + 2C1

N + · · ·+ 2C
N−1

2

N = 2N . (12)

Proof. As C i
N = CN−i

N for all integer 0 ≤ i < N , we have

2C0
N + 2C1

N + · · ·+ 2C
N−1

2

N

= C0
N + C1

N + · · ·+ C
N−1

2

N + C
N+1

2

N + CN
N−1 + CN

N

= (1 + 1)N = 2N .

Hence, 2C0
N + 2C1

N + · · ·+ 2C
N−1

2

N = 2N . �
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Theorem 1 The squared multipartite concurrence of the N-qubit W -class state |W 〉A1A2···AN

is given by

C2
N(|W 〉A1A2···AN

) = 4
∑

1≤i<j≤N
|ai|2|aj|2 (13)

for N ≥ 2.

Proof. For N = 2, we have |W 〉A1A2
= a1|10〉A1A2

+ a2|01〉A1A2
and C2(|W 〉A1A2

) =√
(22 − 2)− Tr(ρ21)− Tr(ρ22). Then C2

2(|W 〉A1A2
) = 2− Tr(ρ21)− Tr(ρ22) = 4|a1|2|a2|2.

i) N > 3 and N is even. Denote d = N
2
. For pure states one has 1 − Tr(ρ2i1 i2···ik) =

1− Tr(ρ2
1···î1···î2···îk···N

). By (1) we have

C2
N (|W 〉A1A2···AN

) =
1

2N−3
[
N∑

i=1

(1− trρ2i ) +
∑

1≤i1<i2≤N
(1− trρ2i1i2) + · · ·

+
∑

1≤i1<i2<···<id−1≤N
(1− trρ2i1i2···id−1

) +
∑

1<i1<i2<···<id−1≤N
(1− trρ21i1i2···id−1

)]. (14)

Concerning the numbers of the terms in the summations of (14), we only need to consider

the following non-trivial index α, see Table 1,

Type of α Details of α Number of α

with one subsystem 1, 2, · · · , N C1
N

with two subsystems 12, 13, · · · , (N − 1)N C2
N

· · · · · · · · ·
with d subsystems 12 · · ·d, 13 · · · (d+ 1), · · · , 1(d+ 2) · · ·N Cd−1

N−1 =
1
2
Cd
N

Table 1: Non-trivial index α in (14).

By equality (10), we have that each item of 1 − Tr(ρ2i1i2···id−1
) has the form 2|ai|2|aj|2.

To compute C2
N(|W 〉A1A2···AN

) we just need to determine the total coefficients of the term

|ai|2|aj|2 for every 1 − Tr(ρ2i1i2···id−1
) in (14). Taking the coefficient of the term |a1|2|a2|2 as

an example, see Table 2, the total coefficient of the term |a1|2|a2|2 is 1
2N−3 (2 · 2C0

N−2 + 2 ·
2C1

N−2+ · · ·+2 ·Cd−1
N−2), which is equal to 4 by Lemma 1. Similarly, we can prove that any

item |ai|2|aj|2 has the coefficient 4. Hence we have C2
N (|W 〉A1A2···AN

) = 4
∑

1≤i<j≤N
|ai|2|aj|2.

ii) N ≥ 3 and N is odd. Denote d = N−1
2

. Similarly we have

C2
N (|W 〉A1A2···AN

) =
1

2N−3
[

N∑

i=1

(1− trρ2i ) +
∑

1≤i1<i2≤N
(1− trρ2i1i2) + · · ·

+
∑

1≤i1<i2<···<id−1≤N
(1− trρ2i1i2···id−1

) +
∑

1≤i1<i2<···<id≤N
(1− trρ21i1i2···id−1

)]. (15)
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Type of 1− Tr(ρ2
i1i2···ik

)
1− Tr(ρ2

i1i2···ik
)

which has the item |a1|2|a2|2
The coefficient of |a1|2|a2|2

k = 1 1− tr(ρ21), 1− tr(ρ22) 2 · 2C0
N−2

k = 2
1− tr(ρ213), 1− tr(ρ214), · · · , 1− tr(ρ21N );

1− tr(ρ223), 1− tr(ρ224), · · · , 1− tr(ρ22N )
2 · 2C1

N−2

· · · · · · · · ·

k = d− 1
1− tr(ρ2134···d), · · · , 1− tr(ρ21(d+3)···N );

1− tr(ρ2234···d), · · · , 1− tr(ρ22(d+3)···N )
2 · 2Cd−2

N−2

k = d 1− tr(ρ2134···(d+1)), · · · , 1− tr(ρ21(d+2)···N ) 2 · 1Cd−1
N−2

Table 2: The coefficients of the term |a1|2|a2|2 for even N).

Type of α Details of α Number of α

with one subsystem 1, 2, · · · , N C1
N

with two subsystems 12, 13, · · · , (N − 1)N C2
N

· · · · · · · · ·
with d subsystems 12 · · · d, 13 · · · (d+ 1), · · · , 1(d+ 3) · · ·N, · · · , (d+ 2)(d+ 3) · · ·N Cd

N

Table 3: Non-trivial index α in (15).

The non-trivial index α we need to consider is shown in Table 3.

In order to compute C2
N (|W 〉A1A2···AN

) we need to determine the total coefficient of the

terms |ai|2|aj |2 for every 1 − Tr(ρ2i1i2···id−1
) in (15). Still taking the coefficient of |a1|2|a2|2

as an example, from Table 4 we have that the total coefficient of the term |a1|2|a2|2 is
1

2N−3 (2 · 2C0
N−2 + 2 · 2C1

N−2 + · · ·+ 2 · 2Cd−1
N−2) which is equal to 4 by Lemma 2. Similarly,

Type of 1− Tr(ρ2i1i2···ik)
1− Tr(ρ2

i1i2···ik
)

which has the item |a1|2|a2|2
The coefficient of |a1|2|a2|2

k = 1 1− tr(ρ21), 1− tr(ρ22) 2 · 2C0
N−2

k = 2
1− tr(ρ213), 1− tr(ρ214), · · · , 1− tr(ρ21N );

1− tr(ρ223), 1− tr(ρ224), · · · , 1− tr(ρ22N )
2 · 2C1

N−2

· · · · · · · · ·

k = d
1− tr(ρ2134···d), · · · , 1− tr(ρ21(d+3)···N );

1− tr(ρ2234···(d+1)), · · · , 1− tr(ρ22(d+3)···N )
2 · 2Cd−1

N−2

Table 4: The coefficient of the term |a1|2|a2|2 (N odd).

we can prove that any item |ai|2|aj|2 has the coefficient 4. Therefore, C2
N (|W 〉A1A2···AN

) =

4
∑

1≤i<j≤N
|ai|2|aj |2. �
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3 N-partite concurrence of W -Class States based on

(N − 1)-partite quantum systems

If M = N − 1, under the rearrangement of the sub-systems there are C2
N different

partitions of an N -partite system: ij|1| · · · |̂i| · · · |̂j| · · · |N , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ N . Denote by

C̃2
N−1(|WA1A2···AN

〉) = ∑
P
C2
N−1(ρP), where the index P labels all C2

N different (N −1)-partite

partitions of the N−partite systems, and C2
N−1(ρP) is the (N − 1)-partite concurrence with

respect to the partition P.

Theorem 2 For the N-qubit W -class states ρ12···N = |W 〉A1A2···AN
〈W |, under the partition

12|3| · · · |N we have

C2
N−1(ρ12|3|···|N) = 4

∑

1≤i<j≤N
(i,j)6=(1,2)

|ai|2|aj|2 (16)

for N ≥ 3.

Proof. i) N > 3 and N is even. From equality (7) we have

C2
N−1(ρ12|3|···|N) = 22−(N−1)[(2N−1 − 2)−

∑

α

Tr(ρ2α)], (17)

where the index α labels all 2N−1− 2 non-trivial subsystems of the (N − 1)-partite quantum

systems 12|3| · · · |N , and ρα are the corresponding reduced density matrices. According to

the relation 1− Tr(ρ2i1 i2···ik) = 1− Tr(ρ2
1···î1···î2···îk···N

), we have

C2
N−1(ρ12|3|···|N) = 23−(N−1)[(1− trρ212) +

N∑

i=3

(1− trρ2i ) +
N∑

i=3

(1− trρ212i) +

∑

3≤i1<i2≤N
(1− trρ2i1i2) + · · ·+

∑

3≤i1<i2<···<iN
2

−2
≤N

(1− trρ212i1i2···iN
2

−2

)

+
∑

3≤i1<i2<···<iN
2

−1
≤N

(1− trρ2i1i2···iN
2

−1

)]. (18)

Concerning the number of the terms in the summations of (18), we only need to consider

the following non-trivial index α, see Table 5. From equality (10), we have that each item of

Details of α Number of α

12; 3, 4, · · · , N C1
N−1 = C0

N−2 + C1
N−2

123, 124, · · · , 12N ; 34, 35, · · · , (N − 1)N C2
N−1 = C1

N−2 + C2
N−2

· · · · · ·
123 · · · N2 , · · · , 12(N2 + 2) · · ·N

34 · · · (N2 + 1), · · · , (N2 + 2)(N2 + 3) · · ·N
C

N
2
−1

N−1 = C
N
2
−2

N−2 + C
N
2
−1

N−2

Table 5: Non-trivial index α in the equality (18).
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1−tr(ρ2i1i2···ik) has the form 2|ai|2|aj |2. To compute C2
N−1(ρ12|3|···|N) we just need to determine

the coefficients cij of the term |ai|2|aj|2 for each 1− tr(ρ2i1i2···ik) in equality (18).

As c12 = 0, we next calculate the coefficients cij for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ N and (i, j) 6= (1, 2).

Taking the coefficient c13 as an example, we can see from Table 6 that the total coefficient

c13 of the term |a1|2|a3|2 is 23−(N−1)(2 · 2C0
N−3 +2 · 2C1

N−3 + · · ·+2 ·C
N−2

2
−1

N−3 ), which is equal

to 4 by Lemma 2. Other coefficients cij , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ N , (i, j) 6= (1, 2), can be calculated in

1− Tr(ρ2α) containing the item |a1|2|a3|2 The coefficient c13
1− Tr(ρ212); 1− Tr(ρ23) 2 · 2C0

N−3

1− Tr(ρ2124), · · · , 1− Tr(ρ212N )

1− Tr(ρ234), · · · 1− Tr(ρ23N )
2 · 2C1

N−3

1− Tr(ρ21245), · · · , 1− Tr(ρ212(N−1)N)

1− Tr(ρ2345), · · · 1− Tr(ρ23(N−1)N )
2 · 2C2

N−3

· · · · · ·
1− Tr(ρ2

1245···(N

2
+1)

), · · · , 1− Tr(ρ2
12(N

2
+2)···N

)

1− Tr(ρ2
345···(N

2
+1)

), · · · 1− Tr(ρ2
3(N

2
+2)···N

)
2 · 2C

N−2

2
−1

N−3

Table 6: The coefficients of |a1|2|a3|2 for even N).

a similar way, which are all equal to 4. Hence we have C2
N−1(ρ12|3|···|N) = 4

∑
1≤i<j≤N
(i,j)6=(1,2)

|ai|2|aj|2.

ii) N ≥ 3 and N is odd. Similarly we have

C2
N−1(ρ12|3|···|N) = 23−(N−1)[(1− trρ212) +

N∑

i=3

(1− trρ2i ) +

N∑

i=3

(1− trρ212i) +

∑

3≤i1<i2≤N
(1− trρ2i1i2) + · · ·+

∑

3≤i1<i2<···<iN−3
2

≤N
(1− trρ212i1i2···iN−3

2

)

+
∑

3≤i1<i2<···<iN−1
2

≤N
(1− trρ2i1i2···iN−1

2

)]. (19)

The non-trivial index α we need to consider is shown in Table 7.

To compute C2
N−1(ρ12|3|···|N) we need to determine the coefficients cij of the term |ai|2|aj|2

for each 1− tr(ρ2i1i2···ik) in equality (19). Obviously, c12 = 0. We still take the coefficient c13
as an example. From Table 8 we have that the total coefficient c13 of the term |a1|2|a3|2
is 23−(N−1)(2 · 2C0

N−3 + 2 · 2C1
N−3 + · · ·+ 2 · 2C

N−1

2
−2

N−3 + 2 · C
N−1

2
−1

N−3 ), which is equal to 4 by

Lemma 1. Similarly, we can prove that other coefficients cij , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ N , (i, j) 6= (1, 2)

are all equal to 4. Therefore, C2
N−1(ρ12|3|···|N) = 4

∑
1≤i<j≤N
(i,j)6=(1,2)

|ai|2|aj |2. �

Corollary 1 For the N-qubit W -class states ρ12···N = |W 〉A1A2···AN
〈W |, we have

C2
N−1(ρij|1|···|̂i|···|ĵ|···|N) = 4

∑

1≤k<l≤N
(k,l)6=(i,j)

|ak|2|al|2 (20)
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Details of α Number of α

12; 3, 4, · · · , N C1
N−1 = C0

N−2 + C1
N−2

123, 124, · · · , 12N ; 34, 35, · · · , (N − 1)N C2
N−1 = C1

N−2 + C2
N−2

· · · · · ·
123 · · · N−1

2 , · · · , 12(N−1
2 + 4) · · ·N

34 · · · (N−1
2 + 1), · · · , (N−1

2 + 2)(N−1
2 + 3) · · ·N

C
N−1

2
−1

N−1 = C
N−1

2
−2

N−2 + C
N−1

2
−1

N−2

123 · · · (N−1
2

+ 1), · · · , 12(N−1
2

+ 3) · · ·N 1
2
C

N−1

2

N−1 = C
N−1

2
−1

N−2

Table 7: Non-trivial index α in the equality (19).

1− Tr(ρ2α) which contains the item |a1|2|a3|2 The coefficients c13
1− Tr(ρ212); 1− Tr(ρ23) 2 · 2C0

N−3

1− Tr(ρ2124), · · · , 1− Tr(ρ212N )

1− Tr(ρ234), · · · 1− Tr(ρ23N )
2 · 2C1

N−3

1− Tr(ρ21245), · · · , 1− Tr(ρ212(N−1)N )

1− Tr(ρ2345), · · · 1− Tr(ρ23(N−1)N )
2 · 2C2

N−3

· · · · · ·
1− Tr(ρ2

124···(N−1

2
+1)

), · · · , 1− Tr(ρ2
12(N−1

2
+4)···N

)

1− Tr(ρ2
34···(N−1

2
+1)

), · · · 1− Tr(ρ2
3(N−1

2
+4)···N

)
2 · 2C

N−1

2
−2

N−3

1− Tr(ρ2
124···(N−1

2
+2)

), · · · , 1− Tr(ρ2
12(N−1

2
+3)···N) 2 · 1C

N−1

2
−1

N−3

Table 8: The coefficients of |a1|2|a3|2 (N odd).

for N ≥ 3 and 1 ≤ i < j ≤ N ,

Based on the above conclusions, the relation between the N -partite concurrence and

the (N − 1)-partite concurrence for W -class states are given by the following theorem.

Theorem 3 For the N-qubit W -class states |W 〉A1A2···AN
, we have

C2
N (|WA1A2···AN

〉) = 1

C2
N − 1

C̃2
N−1(|WA1A2···AN

〉) (21)

for N ≥ 3.

Proof. From Corollary 1, we have

C̃2
N−1(|WA1A2···AN

〉) =
∑

P
C2
N−1(ρP)

= 4 · (C2
N − 1)

∑

1≤i<j≤N
|ai|2|aj |2,

where the index P labels all C2
N different (N − 1)-partite partitions of N -partite systems.

By Theorem 1, we have C2
N (|WA1A2···AN

〉) = 1
C2

N
−1

C̃2
N−1(|WA1A2···AN

〉). �

9



4 Generalized results to get lower bound of multipar-

tite concurrence

Theorem 3 gives an explicit expression of the concurrence for pure multipartite W -

class states. Based on Theorem 3 we can also derive tighter lower bounds of concurrence

for mixed multipartite states.

Let us consider the case of N = 4. We first take a look at the 4-qubit W -class states

|W 〉A1A2A3A4
with density matrix ρ1234 = |W 〉A1A2A3A4

〈W |. From equality (14) we have

C2
4(|W 〉A1A2A3A4

) =
1

2
[

4∑

i=1

(1− trρ2i ) +

4∑

i=2

(1− trρ21i)]. (22)

From equality (18) we get C2
3(ρ12|3|4) = (1− Trρ212) + (1− Trρ23) + (1− Trρ24). Therefore,

C̃2
3(|WA1A2A3A4

〉) = 3

4∑

i=1

(1− trρ2i ) + 2

4∑

i=2

(1− trρ21i). (23)

Moreover, from Theorem 3, we obtain C2
4(|W 〉A1A2A3A4

) = 1
5
C̃2
3(|WA1A2A3A4

〉). Hence, for

the 4-qubit W -class states |W 〉A1A2A3A4
we have

4∑
i=1

(1 − trρ2i ) =
4∑
i=2

(1 − trρ21i). Under such

particular properties, we have the following lower bounds for some multipartite mixed states.

Theorem 4 For any 4-partite quantum state ρ ∈ H1 ⊗H2 ⊗H3 ⊗H4, if ρ =
∑
i

pi|ψi〉〈ψi|

attains the minimal partition of the multipartite concurrence and
4∑
i=1

(1−trρ2i ) =
4∑
i=2

(1−trρ21i)
for any |ψi〉 in above partition, then

C2
4 (ρ) ≥

1

5
C̃3

2
(ρ), (24)

where C̃3

2
(ρ) = C2

3(ρ1|2|34) + C2
3(ρ1|3|24) + C2

3 (ρ1|4|23) + C2
3(ρ12|3|4) + C2

3(ρ13|2|4) + C2
3(ρ14|2|3).

Proof. First consider the pure state |ψ〉 ∈ H1 ⊗ H2 ⊗ H3 ⊗ H4 with ρ = |ψ〉〈ψ|. From

equality (1) we have

C2
4 (ρ) =

1

2
(

4∑

i=1

(1− trρ2i ) +

4∑

i=2

(1− trρ21i)) (25)

and

C2
3(ρi|j|kl) = (1− trρ2i ) + (1− trρ2j) + (1− trρ2kl), (26)

where ρi = Trjkl(ρ), ρj = Trikl(ρ) and ρkl = Trij(ρ). Since
4∑
i=1

(1− trρ2i ) =
4∑
i=2

(1− trρ21i) we

have C2
4 (ρ) =

4∑
i=1

(1 − trρ2i ) and C̃3

2
(ρ) = 5(

4∑
i=1

(1 − trρ2i )), hence we get C2
4(ρ) = 1

5
C̃3

2
(ρ),

where C̃3

2
(ρ) = C2

3 (ρ1|2|34) + C2
3(ρ1|3|24) + C2

3(ρ1|4|23) + C2
3(ρ12|3|4) + C2

3 (ρ13|2|4) + C2
3(ρ14|2|3).
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As a mixed state ρ =
∑

i pi|ψi〉〈ψi| attains the minimal partition of the multipartite

concurrence, and
4∑
i=1

(1− trρ2i ) =
4∑
i=2

(1− trρ21i) for any |ψi〉 in above partition, we have

C2
4(ρ) = (

∑

i

piC4(|ψi〉〈ψi|))2

= (
∑

i

pi

√
1

5
(C2

3((|ψi〉)1|2|34) + C2
3((|ψi〉)1|3|24) + · · ·+ C2

3((|ψi〉)14|2|3)) )2

≥ (
∑

i

pi
1√
6
C3((|ψi〉)1|2|34))2+(

∑

i

pi
1√
5
C3((|ψi〉)1|3|24))2+· · ·+(

∑

i

pi
1√
5
C3((|ψi〉)14|2|3))2

≥ 1

5
(C2

3(ρ1|2|34) + C2
3(ρ1|3|24) + C2

3 (ρ1|4|23) + C2
3 (ρ12|3|4) + C2

3(ρ13|2|4) + C2
3(ρ14|2|3)),

where the relation (
∑

j(
∑

i xij)
2)

1

2 ≤ ∑
i(
∑

j x
2
ij)

1

2 has been used in first inequality. There-

fore, we get (24). �

To illustrate our lower bound (24), let us consider the following example.

Example 1 Consider the 4-qubitW -class state |W 〉A1A2A3A4
= a1 |1000〉+a2 |0100〉+a3|0010〉+

a4|0001〉, where
4∑
i=1

|ai|2 = 1. Denote ρ = |W 〉A1A2A3A4
〈W |. We have C2

4(ρ) =
1
2
[(1−tr(ρ21))+

(1− tr(ρ22)) + (1− tr(ρ23)) + (1− tr(ρ24)) + (1 − tr(ρ212)) + (1− tr(ρ213)) + (1− tr(ρ214))] and

1− tr(ρ21) = 2|a1|2(|a2|2 + |a3|2 + |a4|2). Similarly we have

1− tr(ρ22) = 2|a2|2(|a1|2 + |a3|2 + |a4|2), 1− tr(ρ23) = 2|a3|2(|a1|2 + |a2|2 + |a4|2),

1− tr(ρ24) = 2|a4|2(|a1|2 + |a2|2 + |a3|2), 1− tr(ρ212) = 2(|a1|2 + |a2|2)(|a3|2 + |a4|2),
1− tr(ρ213) = 2(|a1|2 + |a3|2)(|a2|2 + |a4|2), 1− tr(ρ214) = 2(|a1|2 + |a4|2)(|a2|2 + |a3|2).

We easily verify that
4∑
i=1

(1 − trρ2i ) =
4∑
i=2

(1 − trρ21i). Hence by Theorem 4 we can get

C2
4(|WA1A2A3A4

〉) = 1
5
C̃2
3(|WA1A2A3A4

〉), which is better than the lower bound given in [25].

5 Conclusions

The multipartite concurrence plays important roles in quantifying the entanglement

of multipartite quantum systems. By taking into account the structures of W -class states

we have studied the multipartite concurrence for arbitrary multipartite W -class states in

terms of the (N − 1)-partitions of subsystems. We have used the method of permutation

and combination to present explicit expressions of multipartite concurrence for arbitrary

W -class states. We have shown the relations between the multipartite concurrence and the

(N−1)-partite concurrence forW -class states. At last, motivated by the explicit expressions

of concurrence for W -class states, we have presented a lower bound of concurrence for a

class of four-partite mixed states. Similarly, our approach may be also applied to study

11



the multipartite concurrence for arbitrary N -partite W -class states based on arbitrary M-

partite partition of subsystems, and to give relations between the multipartite concurrence

and arbitrary M-partite (2 ≤ M ≤ N − 2) concurrence for W -class states, as well as the

corresponding lower bounds of concurrence for more general multipartite mixed states.
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