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Unitary gates with high entangling power are relevant for several quantum-enhanced technologies
due to their entangling capabilities. For symmetric multiparticle systems, such as spin states or
bosonic systems, the particle exchange symmetry restricts these gates and also the set of not-
entangled states. In this work, we analyze the entangling power of spin systems by reformulating
it as an inner product between vectors with components given by SU(2) invariants. This approach
allows us to study this quantity for small-spin systems including the detection of the unitary gate
that maximizes it for small spins. We observe that extremal unitary gates exhibit entanglement
distributions with high rotational symmetry, same that are linked to a convex combination of Husimi
functions of certain states. Furthermore, we explore the connection between entangling power and
the Schmidt numbers admissible in some spin state subspaces. Thus, the geometrical approach
presented here suggests new paths for studying entangling power linked to other concepts in quantum
information theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement is a foundational concept in quantum
theory and a vital resource for quantum technologies
such as quantum computing, cryptography, metrology
and simulation [1–3]. In multipartite quantum systems,
it is generated through nonlocal unitary transformations,
as local operations cannot alter the entanglement of a
state [1]. It is therefore natural to investigate the en-
tangling capacity of nonlocal unitary gates, and how to
create highly entangled states via the evolution of non-
local Hamiltonians or pulse sequences in physical sys-
tems [4–11]. On the theoretical side, several concepts
have been proposed to assess the capability of unitary
gates in generating quantum resources such as gate typi-
cality, disentangling power, or perfect entanglers [12–15].
One of the most intuitively appealing quantities is the
entangling power of a unitary gate [12] which is defined
as the average entanglement generated by a unitary gate
over the set of separable (non-entangled) states. Exten-
sive studies of the entangling power have been carried
out in bipartite systems [16–23] with generalizations to
two-qubit global noise channels [24] and multipartite sys-
tems [25, 26]. The entangling power of a unitary operator
is also connected to its entanglement in its own Schmidt
decomposition [16, 27] or to invariant quantities under lo-
cal transformations [8, 28, 29]. Furthermore, connections
have been identified between highly entangling unitary
gates and Quantum Error-Correcting Codes [25], abso-
lutely maximally entangled (AME) states [26], unitary
operators invariant under local actions of diagonal uni-
tary and orthogonal groups [30], and quantum versions
of chaotic systems [31–33].
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When a multiqubit system is restricted to its symmet-
ric subspace, the set of product states is significantly re-
duced to the set of Spin-Coherent (SC) states, which
form a 2-sphere within the Hilbert space of quantum
states [3, 34]. Additionally, the local unitary transfor-
mations are limited to the global rotations, specifically
global SU(2) transformations generated by the angular
momentum operators. Symmetric multiqubit states arise
in bosonic systems, such as two-mode multiphotonic sys-
tems or spin-j states. Moreover, the symmetric subspace
of N qubit states is equivalent to the Hilbert space of
spin-j (j = N/2) states, which makes the study of the
entangling power of single spin states relevant in distinct
physical platforms.

For the symmetric two-qubit case, which can be
thought of as a spin-1 system, the entangling power of
3×3 unitary matrices has been studied in Ref. [35]. One
key mathematical feature that arises in the study of those
unitaries is the Cartan decomposition, which factorizes
any quantum gate as a non-local operation multiplied on
each side by local SU(2) transformations [36]. The entan-
gling power of the unitary is encoded into the non-local
factor, which is obtained by exponentiating the maxi-
mally commuting (Cartan) subalgebra of su(3). This al-
lows to represent the unitaries with equivalent entangling
properties in an euclidean two-dimensional space [35].
However, for higher spin systems the Cartan decomposi-
tion would not be very advantaging, since the number of
relevant parameters grows quadratically with the dimen-
sion of the system.

In this work, we study the entangling power for spin-j
states. We reformulate its original expression in terms of
SU(2) invariant quantities of the unitary operators. This
geometrical approach connects the entangling power to
other well-known quantities in quantum information the-
ory. The structure of the paper is as follows: Sec. II
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reviews the formal definitions of the entropy of en-
tanglement and the entangling power for spin-j states.
We derived its above mentioned geometric expression in
Sec. III. We then calculate the entangling power and the
entanglement distribution on the sphere for small spins in
Sec. IV and V, respectively, including the search of uni-
tary gates with the best entangling capabilities. Sec. VI
contains the calculation of the average entangling power
over all the unitary gates. The connection of the entan-
gling power and the possible Schmidt numbers in states
subspaces is explored in VII. Finally, we conclude with
some last remarks in Sec. VIII.

II. BASIC CONCEPTS

We consider a single spin-j system with Hilbert space
H(j) and the Hilbert-Schmidt (HS) space of bounded op-
erators HS(H(j)) acting on H(j). Any spin-j state is
equivalent to a symmetric state of 2j spin-1/2 (qubits)
constituents (see Ref. [37] for a detailed discussion of this
equivalence). In this framework, we consider a biparti-
tion of these 2j qubits H(j) ⊂ HA ⊗ HB and assume,
without loss of generality, that dim(HA) ⩽ dim(HB).
Moreover, we can take as subsystems HA

∼= H(q/2) and
HB

∼= H(j−q/2), i.e., the bipartition involves states of
spins q/2 and j − q/2.

The entanglement of a bipartite state |Ψ⟩ ∈ HA ⊗HB

can be quantified by the (normalized) linear entangle-
ment entropy [12]

E(|Ψ⟩) ≡ d

d− 1

[
1− Tr

(
ρ2A
)]
, (1)

where E(|Ψ⟩) ∈ [0, 1], ρA = TrB(|Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ|) is the re-
duced mixed state after tracing out the subsystem B,
and d = dim (HA). For a general bipartite pure state
with Schmidt decomposition

|Ψ⟩ =
d∑
k=1

√
Γk |ψA,k⟩ ⊗ |ψB,k⟩ , (2)

we have

E(|Ψ⟩) = d

d− 1

[
1−

d∑
k=1

Γ2
k

]
. (3)

In particular, E(|Ψ⟩) = 0 for bipartite product states
|Ψ⟩ = |ψA⟩ ⊗ |ψB⟩. On the other hand, the maximally
entangled states, for which E = 1, have Schmidt decom-
position

|Ψ⟩ = 1√
d

d∑
k=1

|ψA,k⟩ ⊗ |ψB,k⟩ , (4)

where {|ψA,k⟩}k ⊂ HA and {|ψB,k⟩}k ⊂ HB are or-
thogonal sets of states. In our case, each value of q de-
fines a different measure of entanglement Eq. Given that

Tr(ρ2A) = Tr(ρ2B), we only need to consider q = 1, . . . , ⌊j⌋,
as the entanglements Eq for values of q higher than ⌊j⌋
are linear combinations of those of lower q values.

The product (separable) states in H(j) are the spin-
coherent (SC) states |j,n⟩ ≡ D(j)(n) |j, j⟩ which consti-
tute a 2-sphere in H(j) [34]. A possible parametrization
is given by the rotations D(j)(n) = D(j)(0, θ, ϕ) which
align the z axis to the direction n with spherical angles
(θ, ϕ). D(j)(α, β, γ) denotes the irreducible representa-
tion j (j-irrep) of a rotation matrix in the Euler angle
parametrization [38]. The entangling power of a quan-
tum unitary gate U ∈ HS(H(j)), with respect to Eq, is
defined as the average entanglement produced by U act-
ing on SC states,

ep(Eq, U) ≡ Eq(U |j,n⟩) = 1

4π

∫
S2

Eq(U |j,n⟩) dn. (5)

It is easily seen that

ep
(
Eq, R1UR2

)
= ep(Eq, U), (6)

for all q, where R1,2 are matrices representing arbitrary
SU(2) elements. If U itself represents an SU(2) element,
then ep(Eq, U) = 0 for all q.

In what follows, we denote the coupled basis of two
spins by

|j1, j2, L,M⟩ ≡
j2∑

m2=−j2

j1∑
m1=−j1

CLMj1m1j2m2
|j1,m1⟩ |j2,m2⟩ ,

(7)
with |j1,m1⟩ |j2,m2⟩ = |j1,m1⟩⊗|j2,m2⟩, and CLMj1m1j2m2

denoting the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients.

A. Case j = 1

The entangling power ep(Eq, U) for j = 1 is only de-
fined for q = 1, and it can be written as [35]

ep(E1, U) =
3

5

(
1− 1

9
|Tr (m)|2

)
, (8)

where

Tr(m) = Tr(UTBUB), (9)

and UB is the unitary matrix U , transformed in the sym-
metric Bell states basis, UB = Q†UQ [39]

Q =
1√
2

 1 0 i

0 i
√
2 0

1 0 −i

 . (10)

After some algebra, we can also write Eq. (9) as

Tr(m) = Tr
(
ΦUTΦU

)
, with Φ =

 0 0 −1
0 1 0
−1 0 0

 .

(11)
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FIG. 1. Plot of the function ep(E1, U), given in (14). One
can clearly access a maximum on the c2 = 0 curve (blue in
the figure). Two particular maxima are shown (green points);
the one on the right, corresponding to c1 = 2π/3, gives the
U0 in (15).

The unitary transformations of spin-1 states can be
parametrized using the Cartan decomposition [35, 36],
with the SU(2)-subgroup generated by the j = 1 angu-
lar momentum operators. A possible parametrization is
U = R1AR2 with R1, R2 ∈ SU(2) and

A =

 λ1+λ3

2 0 λ1−λ3

2
0 λ2 0

λ1−λ3

2 0 λ1+λ3

2

 , (12)

with

λ1 =e
i
2 (c1−c2+c3),

λ2 =e
i
2 (c1+c2−c3),

λ3 =e
i
2 (−c1+c2+c3),

(13)

and where the real parameters ck fulfill c1 + c2 + c3 =
0 [35]. Given that the entangling power is invariant un-
der left and right rotations (see Eq. (6)), ep(E1, U) only
depends on the ci’s,

ep(E1, U) =
4

15

(
sin2 c12 + sin2 c13 + sin2 c23

)
, (14)

with cij = ci − cj . We plot ep(E1, U) as a function of c1
and c2 in Fig. 1. For c2 = 0 (blue curve), we observe two
unitary matrices attaining the maximum at c1 = π/3 and
2π/3, respectively. The latter solution has corresponding
unitary matrix (with R1,2 = I)

U0 =

 1
2 (1 + ω2) 0 1

2 (1− ω2)
0 −ω 0

1
2 (1− ω2) 0 1

2 (1 + ω2)

 , (15)

where ω = eiπ/3 is the primitive cubic root of −1 and
ep(E1, U0) = 3/5.

III. ENTANGLING POWER FOR A GENERAL
SPIN-j STATE

Our first result is the reformulation of Eq(U |j,n⟩) in
the form

Eq(U |j,n⟩) =1− ⟨2j,n| U†MqU |2j,n⟩ , (16)

where U ≡ U ⊗ U and

Mq ≡
q + 1

q

2j∑
L=0

(−1)2j+Lχ(q, j, L)PL, (17)

with

χ(q, j, L) ≡
q∑

σ=1

(2σ + 1)

{
q/2 q/2 q
q/2 q/2 σ

}{
j j L
j j σ

}
{
j j 2j
j j σ

}
(18)

and

PL ≡
L∑

M=−L
|j, j, L,M⟩ ⟨j, j, L,M | . (19)

Here, the curly bracket represents the Wigner 6-j sym-
bol [38]. PL is the projector operator in the subspace of
H(j)⊗2 defined with the states of coupled basis (7) with
total angular momentum L. The derivation of Eq. (16) is
given in Appendix A. We now use the resolution of unity
of the SC states [40]

1

4π

∫
|2j,n⟩ ⟨2j,n|dn =

P2j

4j + 1
≡ N , (20)

to calculate ep, yielding

ep(Eq, U) =1− Tr
(
UNU†Mq

)
. (21)

The fact that both operators N and Mq are linear combi-
nations of PL’s, which are orthogonal among themselves,
Tr(PLPK) = (2L+ 1)δLK , suggests a further reformula-
tion of the ep. Indeed, to an operator V ∈ HS(H(j)⊗2) we
associate the (2j+1)-dimensional vector

−→
V , with SU(2)-

invariant components,

−→
V =

(
Tr
(
V P̃0

)
, . . . ,Tr

(
V P̃L

)
, . . . ,Tr

(
V P̃2j

))
,

(22)
where P̃L = PL/

√
2L+ 1. By direct calculation, we find〈

Û
−→
N ,

−→
Mq

〉
= Tr

(
UNU†Mq

)
, (23)

where ⟨·, ·⟩ is the euclidean inner product,

〈−→
V ,

−→
W
〉
≡

2j∑
k=0

VkWk, (24)
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and Û is a (2j + 1)× (2j + 1) real matrix with entries(
Û
)
mn

= Tr
(
UP̃mU†P̃n

)
. (25)

Therefore, the entangling power reads

ep(Eq, U) = 1−
〈
Û
−→
N ,

−→
Mq

〉
. (26)

From Eqs. (24) and (25), we deduce that
〈
Û
−→
N ,

−→
Mq

〉
=〈−→

N , ÛT
−→
Mq

〉
. To summarize, we have expressed

ep(Eq, U) in terms of the euclidean inner product of two
vectors, with components given by SU(2)-invariant quan-
tities of the operators N and Mq, one of them rotated
by the unitary transformation U . A similar formula for
ep, in terms of operators associated to the multipole op-
erators [38], is given in Appendix B.

The projectors PL change by a (−1)2j+L sign under
particle exchange in H(j)⊗2. Since the unitary opera-
tors U = U ⊗ U preserve this symmetry, Tr(UP2jU†PL)
vanishes unless L ≡ 2j (mod 2). Thus, the vector
−→
N = (0, 0, . . . , 1/

√
4j + 1) after a U transformation has

components(
0,Tr

(
NP̃1

)
, 0,Tr

(
NP̃3

)
, 0, . . . ,Tr

(
NP̃2j

))
,(

Tr
(
NP̃0

)
, 0,Tr

(
NP̃2

)
, 0, . . . ,Tr

(
NP̃2j

))
,

(27)
for 2j odd or even, respectively. On the other hand,

−→
Mq

has components for L both odd and even. As an example,
the components of

−→
M1 are(−→

M1

)
L
=
L(L+ 1)− 2j(j + 1)

2j2
. (28)

Nevertheless, the relevant components of Mq for ep are
the ones in common with Û

−→
N (27), i.e., with 2j ≡

L (mod 2). These components of
−→
N and

−→
Mq lie in a

hyperplane after any unitary transformation U = U ⊗ U
(see Identity 3 of Appendix C)

2j∑
L=0

2j≡L (mod 2)

√
2L+ 1

(
Û
−→
N
)
L
=

2j∑
L=0

2j≡L (mod 2)

Tr
(
UPLU†N

)
= 1,

2j∑
L=0

2j≡L (mod 2)

√
2L+ 1

(
Û
−→
Mq

)
L
=

(j + 1)(2j + 1)

2j + 1− q
.

(29)
The components of

−→
Mq for several spin values are shown

in Table I — they satisfy the inequalities

0 ⩽ Tr
(
UPLU†PK

)
⩽ min (2L+ 1, 2K + 1) , (30)

for L ≡ K (mod 2), which become evident once the fact
that PL, PK project onto subspaces of dimensions 2L+1

j q
−→
Mq

1 1
(
−2,−

√
3,
√
5
)

3/2 1
(
− 5

3
,− 11

3
√
3
,−

√
5

3
,
√
7
)

2 1
(
− 3

2
,− 5

√
3

4
,− 3

√
5

4
, 0, 3

)
2

(
− 1

4
,−

√
3

2
,− 3

√
5

4
,−

√
7

2
, 3
)

5/2 1
(
− 7

5
,− 31

√
3

25
,− 23

5
√
5
,− 11

√
7

25
, 3
5
,
√
11

)
2

(
− 7

20
,− 47

√
3

100
,− 31

10
√
5
,− 31

√
7

50
,− 3

5
,
√
11

)
TABLE I. Vectors of SU(2) invariants of Mq (17) for the spin
values j = 1, 3/2, 2, 5/2 and q = 1, . . . , ⌊j⌋.

and 2K+1, respectively, is taken into account. The uni-
tary operator rotates this subspace while preserving its
dimension. The trace in (30) then is just the projection
of one of the subspaces, rotated by U , onto the other.
These inequalities can be used to find bounds for the
components of the rotated vector

0 ⩽ pL ⩽

√
2L+ 1

4j + 1
, with pL ≡

(
Û
−→
N
)
L
. (31)

A unitary operator U that achieves a critical value of
ep(Eq, U) must fulfill

Tr
(
UNU† [Mq,Ga]

)
= 0, Ga = 1⊗Ga+Ga⊗1, (32)

for any generator of the Lie algebra Ga ∈ su(2j + 1). If
it satisfies additionally that the Hessian of ep evaluated
at U ,

Hab ≡ −Tr
(
UNU† [[Mq,Ga] ,Gb]

)
, (33)

has only negative eigenvalues, then U is a local maximum.
Due to the invariance of ep(Eq, U) under left and right
SU(2) operations (6), at least 6 eigenvalues ofH are equal
to zero.

IV. ep FOR SMALL SPINS

A. Spin 1

We calculate again ep(E1, U) for j = 1 using the for-
mulation given in the previous section. In this case,
Û
−→
N = (p0, 0, p2). The restriction to the hyperplane (29),

p0 +
√
5p2 = 1, lets us write ep in terms of only p0,

ep(E1, U) = 1−
〈
Û
−→
N ,

−→
M1

〉
= 3p0 (34)

We recover (8) by calculating p0,

5p0 =Tr
(
UP2U†P0

)
=Tr

(
U(1− P0 − P1)U†P0

)
=1− Tr

(
UP0U†P0

)
.

(35)
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Since P0 is a rank one operator, the last expression can
be rewritten as

5p0 = 1− |Tr (P0U)|2 = 1− 1

9

∣∣Tr
(
ΦUTΦU

)∣∣2 , (36)

where Φ is defined in Eq. (11) and the last equality is
derived as follows

Tr(P0U) =
∑
m1m2
n1 n2

C00
1m11m2

C00
1n11n2

Um1n1
Um2n2

=
1

3

∑
m1 n1

(−1)m1+n1Um1n1
U−m1−n1

=
1

3
Tr
(
ΦUTΦU

)
.

(37)

We can obtain the upper bound ep(E1, U) ⩽ 3/5 from
Eq. (31) — the inequality is in fact saturated by U0 (15).
In Fig. 2 (upper frame) we plot the vectors Û

−→
N for ran-

dom unitary operators, produced with the Haar measure,
as well as the vector Û0

−→
N with U0 given by (15). We also

plot the orthogonal complement
−→
M⊥

q of
−→
Mq with respect

to the inner product (24). As expected, U0 meets the
criteria for a local maximum (32)-(33), with the Hessian
there having two eigenvalues equal to −4 and six equal
to 0.

B. Spin 3/2

The vector Û
−→
N = (0, p1, 0, p3) is restricted in the hy-

perplane (29)
√
3p1+

√
7p3 = 1. Hence, ep(E1, U) is also

a function of one SU(2)-invariant for j = 3/2,

ep(E1, U) =
20
√
3

9
p1 ⩽

20

21
. (38)

The bound is saturated by the unitary operator

U0 =


0 1 0 0

0 0 0 i

i 0 0 0

0 0 1 0

 , (39)

which we identified as outlined in Section VII. Note that
in order to simplify the notation, we denote the optimal
entangles by U0 for all values of spin — which unitary
operator is involved should be clear from the context.
We plot the vectors Û

−→
N for random unitary operators,

as well as Û0
−→
N and

−→
M⊥

q in Fig. 2 (lower frame). Again,
it is verified that U0 is a critical value of ep with Hes-
sian having eigenvalues equal to −8, −8/5 and 0, with
degeneracies 4, 5 and 6, respectively.

C. Spin-2

Here, we have three different non-zero components in
Û
−→
N = (p0, 0, p2, 0, p4) restricted to the plane p0+

√
5p2+

FIG. 2. Vectors of SU(2) invariants in the plane where Û
−→
N

has non-zero components (27) for j = 1 (upper frame) and
j = 3/2 (lower frame). The black dots are the vectors cor-
responding to random, according to the Haar measure, uni-
tary operators. The solid red segment is the part of the hy-
perplane (29) that also satisfies (31). The contour lines of
ep(E1, U) are parallel to the dashed blue line representing
−→
M⊥

1 . The entangling power of U increases as the euclidean
distance from Û

−→
N to

−→
M⊥

1 decreases. The upper bounds are
saturated for the unitary transformations (15) (also (68)) for
j = 1 and (39), for j = 3/2. To simplify the axes labels, we
use the scaled variables p′σ =

√
2σ + 1pσ.

3p4 = 1, and two different non-equivalent bipartite en-
tanglements

ep(E1, U) =
10p0 + 7

√
5p2

4
,

ep(E2, U) =
5p0 + 7

√
5p2

4
.

(40)

Unlike the previous spin values, the inequalities (31) pro-
vide a trivial bound for ep(Eq, U). Through numerical
search, we identified unitary matrices U (q)

0 that we con-
jecture are optimal entanglers for Eq, q = 1, 2. They
read

U
(1)
0 =


β cosα 0 0 0 iβ sinα

0 ei
π
4 0 0 0

0 0 β2 0 0

0 0 0 e−i
π
4 0

−iβ sinα 0 0 0 −β cosα

 , (41)
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with α = arctan
(√

83/53
)

and β = e
−i arctan

(√
53/83

)
,

and

U
(2)
0 =


0 0 0 i 0

i 0 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 i

0 i 0 0 0

 . (42)

Both unitary matrices fulfill the criteria for local maxi-
mum (32) and (33) for their respective Eq, with entan-
gling power

ep

(
E1, U

(1)
0

)
=
6889

7140
≈ 0.9648,

ep

(
E2, U

(2)
0

)
=
25

28
≈ 0.8929.

(43)

As for the previous cases, we plot the vectors Û
−→
N , Û (q)

0

−→
N

and
−→
M⊥

q in Fig. 3.

D. ep of a unitary operator and its inverse

In this short section we comment on the relation be-
tween the entangling power of a unitary matrix U and its
inverse. We find that, for j = 1, ep(E1, U) = ep(E1, U

†)
for all U ∈ SU(3). This result is derived from the ex-
pression for ep = 3[1 − Tr(UP0U†P0)]/5 obtained from
Eqs. (34)-(35). The same result holds for j = 3/2,
with a similar proof starting from Eq. (38). On the
other hand, numerical calculations show that, in general,
ep(Eq, U) ̸= ep(Eq, U

†) for j ⩾ 2.

V. ENTANGLEMENT DISTRIBUTION AND
HUSIMI FUNCTIONS

Now, we would like to study the entanglement
Eq(U |j,n⟩ as a function on the sphere where n lives.
We start with the expression

Eq(U |j,n⟩) = 1− ⟨2j,n| Dq(U) |2j,n⟩ , (44)

with

Dq(U) ≡ P2jU†MqUP2j , (45)

which follows from (16) since the state |2j,n⟩ lies in the
subspace associated to P2j . The matrix Dq = Dq(U)
is Hermitian for any U and can be thought of as a
(4j+1)× (4j+1) matrix when restricted to the image of
P2j . Additionally, it rotates under SU(2) transformations
as D(2j)(R)DqD(2j)†(R) with D(2j)(R) the (2j)-irrep of
the rotation R. By Eq. (44), Eq(U |j,n⟩) inherits the
rotational symmetries of Dq. These symemtries can be
scrutinized by the Majorana representation for Hermitian

FIG. 3. Vectors of SU(2) invariants in the plane where Û
−→
N

has non-zero components (27) for j = 2. The black dots are
the vectors given by random unitary operators. The red plane
is the restriction (29). The dashed blue and green lines de-
notes the intersection between the red plane with

−→
M⊥

1 and−→
M⊥

2 , respectively. The yellow cubes represent the position of
the vector

−→
N and its corresponding rotated vector by the uni-

tary operators U (q)
0 given by Eqs. (41) and (42), respectively.

operators [41]. In particular, we use it to verify the ro-
tational symmetries of Eq(U |j,n⟩) for the unitary gates
mentioned below.

The eigendecomposition Dq =
∑4j+1
k=1 σk |ψk⟩ ⟨ψk| also

helps to recast the entanglement distribution on the
sphere as

Eq(U |j,n⟩) = 1−
4j+1∑
k=1

σkH|ψk⟩(n), (46)

with H|ψk⟩(n) = |⟨2j,n|ψk⟩|2 being the Husimi function
of |ψk⟩ [40]. By averaging over the sphere, we find

ep(Eq, U) =1−
4j+1∑
k=1

σkH|ψk⟩(n)

=1− 1

4j + 1

4j+1∑
k=1

σk

=1− Tr [Dq(U)]

4j + 1
,

(47)

which reduces to Eq. (26). Let us now study the entan-
glement distribution of the examples in Sec. IV.

A. j=1

We plot in Fig. 4a the entanglement distribution

E1(U
′
0 |n⟩) = 4

√
2 sin5

(
θ

2

)
cos3

(
θ

2

)
cos(3ϕ)

+
sin2

(
θ
2

)
32

[
90 + 105 cos(θ) + 54 cos(2θ) + 7 cos(3θ)

]
,

(48)
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a) b) c)

FIG. 4. Entanglement distribution E1(U |j,n⟩) (Top) and its stereographic projection (Bottom) obtained by the SC states
after the action of the unitary operator a) (68) b) (39) and c) (41) for the spin values j = 1, 3/2, 2, respectively. Eq(U |n⟩)
has tetrahedral, icosahedral and octahedral symmetry, respectively. These unitary operators maximize ep for j = 1, 3/2, and
apparently for j = 2, respectively. The numerical values of the contour lines are marked in each color bar.

with U ′
0 defined in (68). Its corresponding matrix D1 is

equal to

D1 =


1 0 0 0 0

0 −1 0 0
√
2

0 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1 0

0
√
2 0 0 0

 , (49)

which exhibits tetrahedral symmetry. The same point
group can be observe in the entanglement distribution
of U ′

0 plotted in Fig. 4a. U ′
0 does not create any en-

tanglement when applied to four SC states pointing in
the vertices of a regular tetrahedron, one of which is |z⟩.
On the other hand, it transforms the SC states pointing
along the vertices of the antipodal tetrahedron into max-
imally entangled states. For instance, U ′

0 |−z⟩ = |1, 0⟩.
An alternative way to show the tetrahedral symmetry of
the entanglement distribution is by direct calculation of
the eigendecomposition of D1

D1 = 15 − 3 |ψT⟩ ⟨ψT| (50)

with

|ψT ⟩ = −
√

2

3
|2, 1⟩+ 1√

3
|2,−2⟩ (51)

a spin-2 state with tetrahedral symmetry [42]. By direct
algebra, we obtain that

E1(U
′
0, |1,n⟩) = 3H|ψT ⟩(n), (52)

i.e., the entanglement distribution of U ′
0 is proportional

to the Husimi function of the tetrahedron state |ψT ⟩.
Similar expressions for D1 and E1 are obtained for a

general U ∈ SU(3) using the parametrization (12). By
taking only the non-local term of the unitary gate U = A,
we get that

D1 = 15 −
4ΓA
3

|ψA⟩ ⟨ψA| , (53)

with

ΓA = sin2 c12 + sin2 c13 + sin2 c23 (54)
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and

|ψA⟩ =
√

3

ΓA

sin c12
2

(
|2, 2⟩+ |2,−2⟩

)
+ i

(
cos c12 − e−i(c13+c23)√

2ΓA

)
|2, 0⟩ .

(55)

Thus,

E1(U, |1,n⟩) =
4ΓA
3
H|ψA⟩(n), (56)

with ΓA proportional to ep(E1, U) (14) [43].

B. j=3/2

We now plot E1(U0 |3/2,n⟩), with U0 the unitary
transformation in (39), in Fig. 4b. The entanglement
distribution

E1(U0 |3/2,n⟩) =
1

1152

[
1090 + 192 sin5(θ) cos(θ) sin(5ϕ)

−15 cos(2θ)− 18 cos(4θ)− 33 cos(6θ)]
(57)

has an icosahedral symmetry, and takes values in the in-
terval [8/9, 80/81]. The rotational symmetries are also
reflected in the configuration of the minima and max-
ima, which are arranged in an icosahedron and a dodec-
ahedron, respectively. The corresponding D1 matrix has
eigendecomposition given by

D1 = 17 −
20

9

3∑
k=1

|ψk⟩ ⟨ψk| , (58)

with states [44]

|ψ1⟩ =− i

√
3

5
|3, 2⟩+

√
2

5
|3,−3⟩ ,

|ψ2⟩ =i
√

2

5
|3, 3⟩+

√
3

5
|3,−2⟩ ,

|ψ3⟩ = |3, 0⟩ .

(59)

The entanglement distribution is then given by

ep(E1, U0) =
20

9

3∑
k=1

H|ψk⟩(n). (60)

C. j=2

We plot E1(U
(1)
0 , |2,n⟩), with U

(1)
0 defined by (41), in

Fig. 4c. We observe octahedral symmetry, confirmed by
using the Majorana representation of mixed states [41].
In fact, the minima (maxima) of E1(U

(1)
0 , |2,n⟩) lie on

the vertices of a truncated octahedron (cuboctahedron)
— the explicit expression of this function is rather long

and is not particularly enlightening. On the other hand,
E2(U

(2)
0 , |2,n⟩), with U

(2)
0 as in Eq. (42), is given by

an affine transformation of the entanglement distribution
plotted in Fig. 4b,

4E2(U
(2)
0 , |2,n⟩) = 9E1(U

Eq.(39)
0 , |3/2,n⟩)− 5. (61)

Thus, E2(U
(2)
0 , |2,n⟩) has icosahedral symmetry.

VI. AVERAGE OF ep OVER THE UNITARY
ORBIT

We calculate the average of ep(Eq, U) over the unitary
operators SU(d), with d = 2j + 1, and with respect to
the normalized Haar measure (

∫
dµ(U) = 1)

ep(Eq, U)
SU(d)

≡
∫
ep(Eq, U) dµ(U) = 1− 1

2j + 1− q
,

(62)
the details can be found in Appendix D. The last equa-
tion can be written in terms of the dimensions of the
initial and the reduced Hilbert spaces, H(q/2) ⊗H(j−q/2)

and H(q/2) respectively,

ep(Eq, U)
SU(d)

= 1− dim(H(q/2))

dim(H(q/2) ⊗H(j−q/2))
. (63)

We observe that, similar to the non-symmetric case [25],
the average of ep increases as the dimension of the initial
(resp. reduced) Hilbert space increases (resp. decreases).
However, this dependence differs from that of the non-
symmetric case. To corroborate this, let us briefly review
ep in the non-symmetric case.

We start with a system of n qudits H⊗n
D . Then, we

calculate its average linear entanglement entropy after we
trace out n − q constituents, Qq (see [25] for the formal
definition), where the average here means over all the
possible bipartitions q|n − q over the n constituents. In
particular, if the state is symmetric, Qq = Eq. Now,
the entangling power with respect to a unitary matrix
U ∈ SU(Dn), ep(Qq,U), is equal to

ep(Qq,U) =

∫
Qq

(
U (|ψ1⟩ ⊗ |ψ2⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ψn⟩)

)
⊗ dµ(ψ1) . . . dµ(ψn),

(64)

where
∫
dµ(ψk) = 1. It turns out that its average over

the unitary orbit SU(Dn) is equal to [25]

ep(Qq,U)
SU(Dn)

= 1−
dim(H⊗q

D ) + 1

dim(H⊗n
D ) + 1

. (65)

where dim(H⊗α
D ) = Dα. We can observe a difference be-

tween the previous equation and Eq. (62). However, a dif-
ferent nature between the average of ep’s in the symmet-
ric and non-symmetric case is expected because we inte-
grated over different sets of product states (see Eqs. (5)
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j q ep(Eq, U)
SU(2j+1)

maxU ep(Eq, U)

1 1 1/2 3/5

3/2 1 2/3 20/21

2 1 3/4 6889/7140

2 2 2/3 25/28

TABLE II. Average of ep(Eq, U) over the set of unitary gates
SU(2j + 1) for several values of j and q. Additionally, we
include the maximum possible value of ep for j = 1 and 3/2,
as well as the conjectured maximum values for j = 2 obtained
from numerical searches.

and (64)) and over different sets of unitary gates (see
Eqs. (62) and (65)). We tabulate ep(Eq, U) for several
values of j and q in Table II.

VII. ep AND SCHMIDT NUMBERS

The reformulation of ep in Eq. (26) shows that the en-
tangling power increases as the subspace associated with
the image of N = P2j/(4j + 1), im(N ), is rotated to
the orthogonal complement of M⊥

q . The Schmidt num-
bers of the states |ψ⟩ ∈ H(j)⊗2 are invariant under the
action of U . For instance, the states associated to cou-
pled basis |j, j, L,M⟩, or just |L,M⟩ for short, have a
Schmidt decomposition in terms of the decoupled basis
|j,m1⟩ |j,m2⟩. We write the explicit expressions for the
states of j = 1 and 3/2 in Appendix E. In general, for
a state |ψ⟩ ∈ im(P2j) to be connected by a U transfor-
mation to a state |ϕ⟩ ∈ im(P⊥

2j), their Schmidt numbers
have to be equal. We apply this idea to the search for the
optimal unitary operators, for j = 1 and 3/2. In partic-
ular, this approach led us to the identification of U0 for
j = 3/2, i.e., Eq. (39).

A. Spin-1

Eq. (34) implies that the unitary transformations U =
U ⊗ U that maximize ep are those that rotate one state
from im(P2) to im(P0). Here, P0 contains only one state
given by (see Appendix E)

|0, 0⟩ = 1√
3

(
|1⟩ |−1⟩ − |0⟩ |0⟩+ |−1⟩ |1⟩

)
, (66)

with Schmidt numbers (1, 1, 1)/
√
3. By direct inspection,

we find that the state |Ψ⟩ ∈ im(P2) given by

|Ψ⟩ = 1√
3

(√
2 |2, 1⟩ − |2,−2⟩

)
=

1√
3

(
|1⟩ |0⟩ − |−1⟩ |−1⟩+ |0⟩ |1⟩

) (67)

can be transformed to U ′
0 ⊗ U ′

0 |Ψ⟩ = |0, 0⟩ ∈ im(P0) by

U ′
0 =

 1 0 0

0 0 1

0 1 0

 . (68)

U ′
0 maximizes ep and differs from U0 in Eq. (15) by both

left and right SU(2) transformations.

B. Spin 3/2

Similarly, Eq. (38) suggests that U must rotate three
vectors from im(P3) to im(P1) in order to optimize
ep. The |1,M⟩ states have Schmidt numbers (see Ap-
pendix E)

1√
10

(√
3,
√
3, 2, 0

)
for M = ±1,

1

2
√
5
(3, 3, 1, 1) for M = 0.

(69)

We find that certain states in im(P3) have the same
Schmidt numbers. Moreover, the U defined by Eq. (39)
effects the desired transformation

U

(√
3

5
|3,∓2⟩ −

√
2

5
|3,±3⟩

)
= |1,±1⟩ ,

U |3, 0⟩ = |1, 0⟩ .
(70)

VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND PERSPECTIVES

In this work, we have studied the entangling power
of unitary operators acting on pure spin-j states, which
can be viewed as symmetric states of N = 2j qubits.
The main differences with respect to the general non-
symmetric case is that the set of product states are re-
duced to the SC states (see Eq. (5)), and the set of uni-
tary gates is reduced from SU(2N ) to SU(2j + 1) (See
Sec. VI for more details). ep is reformulated as the inner
product of two (2j+1)-vectors (26). One vector, Mq, de-
pends on the linear entanglement entropy Eq, while the
other vector, N , is transformed by the unitary matrix
U . The components of both vectors are SU(2)-invariant
quantities, meaning that unitary transformations U , U ′,
differing only by left or right rotations, U ′ = R1UR2,
preserve them. Following this approach, several results
and derivations are obtained, also raising new questions,
which we summarize below.

We study in detail ep for small spin values. Specifically,
we identified the unitary gates that maximize ep(E1, U)
for j = 1 and j = 3/2. Through numerical calculations,
we also discovered two unitary gates that are conjectured
to maximize ep(Eq, U) for q = 1, 2. These extremal uni-
taries possess highly symmetric entanglement distribu-
tions on the sphere (see Fig. 4) — note that a similar
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characteristic is observed for the extremal spin states that
maximize entanglement measures [45–48]. Additionally,
the hermitian matrices Dq(U), associated with the entan-
glement distributions of these extremal unitaries, display
peculiar characteristics such as high point group sym-
metries and multiple degeneracies in their eigenspectra.
Also notably, these extremal unitaries can be represented
as linear combinations of at most two permutations ma-
trices with complex entries. The ep reduces to an expres-
sion that contains the sum of the eigenvalues of Dq. We
also point out that ep(Eq, U) = ep(Eq, U

†) holds true for
j = 1 and 3/2, but fails, in general, for higher spins. This
symmetry of ep may be recast as time-reversal invariance,
when U is generated by a hamiltonian, U = e−itH .

We compute the average of ep(Eq, U) over unitary
gates SU(2j + 1) with respect to the Haar measure,
Eq. (62), where we observe a difference with respect to
the non-symmetric case Eq. (65). By sampling Haar-
uniform random unitaries, we find that most of their as-
sociated invariant vectors cluster near the mean value
(see Table II). These observations indicate that random
unitary gates exhibit a statistical distribution with a nar-
row spread around the mean value. Further work could
be done to derive the explicit statistical distribution of
ep(Eq, U), as well as other variables such as the SU(2)-
invariant components pL (31).

The vectors introduced in our geometrical approach to
the calculation of ep have components associated to the
subspace projectors PL. Thus, finding the maximum of
ep involves searching for the unitary gate that rotates
a subspace into another. Additionally, unitary transfor-
mations do not alter the Schmidt decomposition of the
states in PL, suggesting that an alternative approach to
maximizing ep is to examine the possible Schmidt decom-
position for the states spanning im(PL). This approach
proved useful in identifying the unitary gate that maxi-
mizes ep(E1, U) for j = 3/2.

Lastly, we remark that, for spin-j pure states, the lin-
ear entanglement entropy Eq (1) coincides with the mea-
sure of anticoherent of order-q based on the purity (see
Eq. (24) of Ref. [42]). Hence, the unitary gates with
higher (symmetric) entangling power correspond to those
with high capacities to generate anticoherence in the SC
states. Anticoherence for pure states is known to be
a measure of non-classicality [49–52]. It is also known
that anticoherent states are useful in quantum-enhanced
metrology of rotations [47, 53–55].

In summary, we have examined in detail the concept
of entangling power for unitary matrices acting on spin
states, introducing reformulations in terms of inner prod-
ucts between vectors associated to SU(2) invariants and
transformation of subspaces of bipartite states among
themselves. Additionally, the entanglement distribution
of a unitary gate is associated with a linear combinations
of Husimi functions. These new perspectives could estab-
lish bridges between other quantities relevant for quan-
tum information theory that initially appear unrelated,
including those belonging to the non-symmetric case.
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Appendix A: Main equation

Here, we derive Eq. (16). But first, we introduce
the basis of HS(H(j)) defined by the multipole operators{
T

(j)
σµ

}
, with σ = 0, . . . , 2j and µ = −σ, . . . , σ [38, 56]

and where we omit the superindex when there is no pos-
sible confusion. The Tσµ operators can be written in
terms of the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients Cjmj1m1j2m2

[38]
and they are orthonormal with respect to the HS scalar
product

Tr
(
T †
σ1µ1

Tσ2µ2

)
= δσ1σ2

δµ1µ2
. (A1)

A density matrix ρ ∈ HS(H(j)), representing a quantum
state, can always be expanded in the {Tσµ} basis

ρ =

2j∑
σ=0

σ∑
µ=−σ

ρσµTσµ =

2j∑
σ=0

ρσ ·Tσ, (A2)

where ρσ = (ρσσ, . . . , ρσ−σ) with ρσµ = Tr(ρT †
σµ), and

Tσ = (Tσσ, . . . , Tσ−σ) is a vector of matrices. In partic-
ular, T00 = (2j + 1)−1/21, and then ρ00 = (2j + 1)−1/2

for any mixed state. In the picture of the spin-j states
seeing as 2j spin-1/2 constituents, one can calculate the
reduced density matrix ρq = Tr2j−qρ, after tracing out
2j − q spins-1/2. Notably, the multipole expansion (A2)
of ρq has a simple expression in terms of the original state
ρ [37, 41]

(ρq)σµ =
q!

(2j)!

√
(2j − σ)!(2j + σ + 1)!

(q − σ)!(q + σ + 1)!
ρσµ, (A3)

with σ = 0, . . . , q and µ = −σ, . . . , σ.
Now, we calculate the entangling power (1) for a gen-

eral spin-j system. First, we write the general expression
of the SC states, transformed by U ,

U |j,n⟩ ⟨j,n|U† =
1√

2j + 1
T

(j)
00 +

2j∑
σ=1

ρσ ·T(j)
σ , (A4)

with

ρσµ = ⟨j,n|U†T (j)†
σµ U |j,n⟩ . (A5)
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By tracing out the subsystem B, i.e., 2j − q spin-1/2
constituents, we obtain

ρA =Tr2j−q
(
U |j,n⟩ ⟨j,n|U†)

=
1√
q + 1

T
(q/2)
00

+

q∑
σ=1

q!

(2j)!

√
(2j − σ)!(2j + σ + 1)!

(q − σ)!(q + σ + 1)!
ρσ ·T(q/2)

σ ,

(A6)
where we use Eq. (A3). We then get that

Eq(U |j,n⟩) =1− (q + 1)(q!)2

q(2j)!2
×

q∑
σ=1

(2j − σ)!(2j + σ + 1)!

(q − σ)!(q + σ + 1)!
|ρσ|2 ,

=1− ⟨j,n| ⊗ ⟨j,n| U†MqU |j,n⟩ ⊗ |j,n⟩
(A7)

where U = U ⊗ U as defined in the main text,

Tσ =

σ∑
µ=−σ

Tσµ ⊗ T †
σµ (A8)

and

Mq =
(q + 1)(q!)2

q(2j)!2

q∑
σ=1

(2j − σ)!(2j + σ + 1)!

(q − σ)!(q + σ + 1)!
Tσ

=
q + 1

q

q∑
σ=1

{
q/2 q/2 q

q/2 q/2 σ

}
{
j j 2j

j j σ

} Tσ.
(A9)

The Tσ’s can be written as a linear combination of the
PL operators (see Identity 1 of Appendix C)

Tσ = (2σ + 1)

2j∑
L=0

(−1)2j+L

{
j j L

j j σ

}
PL. (A10)

This result gives the expression (17) of Mq. Lastly, we
use that |j,n⟩ ⊗ |j,n⟩ = |2j,n⟩ to obtain Eq. (16).

Appendix B: The T operator basis

Identity 1 of Appendix C lets us write ep (16) as
an inner product of vectors of SU(2) invariants associ-

ated to the Tσ operators. The operator Mq is written in
Eq. (A9), while N is expanded as

N =

2j∑
L=0

{
j j 2j

j j L

}
TL. (B1)

The Tσ operators are hermitian, orthogonal Tr(TσTσ′) =
(2σ + 1)δσσ′ , and invariant under diagonal SU(2) trans-
formations in the double-copy space H(j)⊗2. Thus, and
similarly as we did in Sec. III, we can associate to ev-
ery operator V ∈ HS(H(j)⊗2) a (2j + 1)-vector of SU(2)
invariants

−→
V T =

(
Tr
(
V T̃0

)
, . . . ,Tr

(
V T̃σ

)
, . . . ,Tr

(
V T̃2j

))
,

(B2)
with T̃σ = Tσ/

√
2σ + 1, and where the superscript de-

notes that the vector is written in the T basis. We can
follow the same procedure as in Sec. III to obtain the
same reformulation of the ep as an inner product of two
vectors given in Eqs. (23)-(26) but now expressed in the
T basis. We also have that each vector, now written in
the T basis, lies in a hyperplane, even after the action of
U ,

2j∑
σ=0

(
Û
−→
N
)T
σ
=

2j∑
σ=0

Tr
(
UNU†Tσ

)
= 1.

2j∑
σ=0

(
Û
−→
Mq

)T
σ
=

2(j + 1)(2j + 1)

(2j − q + 1)
.

(B3)

We prove these results in Identity 3 of Appendix C. Since

T0 is propotional to the identity,
(
Û
−→
V
)T
0

=
(−→
V
)T
0

. In

particular
(−→
N
)T
0

= 1/(2j + 1) and
(−→
Mq

)T
0

= 0. We
write N and Mq for j = 1, 3/2, 2 and 5/2 in the T basis
in Table III. The properties of the 6j-symbols show that
the components of

−→
N and

−→
Mq are always positive in the

T basis [38]. However, the disadvantage of the T basis is
that a U transformation combines all the T components,
not only half of them as in the P basis.

Appendix C: Useful identities

Here, we prove several identities used throughout the paper.
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j
−→
N in Tσ basis

−−→
Mq in Tσ basis

1
(

1
3
, 1

2
√
3
, 1

6
√
5

) (
0, 2

√
3, 0

)
3/2

(
1
4
, 3

√
3

20
, 1

4
√
5
, 1

20
√

7

) (
0, 20

3
√
3
, 0, 0

)
2

(
1
5
, 0, 2

5
√
3
, 2

7
√
5
, 1

10
√

7
, 1
210

) 
(
0, 5

√
3

2
, 0, 0, 0

)
(
0, 15

√
3

8
, 7

√
5

8
, 0, 0

)
5/2

(
1
6
, 0, 5

14
√
3
, 5

√
5

84
, 5

36
√
7
, 1
84
, 1

252
√
11

) 
(
0, 14

√
3

5
, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(
0, 21

√
3

10
, 21

5
√
5
, 0, 0, 0

)
TABLE III. Vectors of SU(2) invariants of the operators N and Mq (A9) in the Tσ basis for the spin values j = 1, 3/2, 2, 5/2

and q = 1, . . . , ⌊j⌋. The vector
−→
Mq has q nonzero entries.

Identity 1 There is a linear transformation between the operators Tσ and PL

Tσ = (2σ + 1)

2j∑
L=0

(−1)2j+L

{
j j L

j j σ

}
PL, PL = (−1)2j+L(2L+ 1)

2j∑
σ=0

{
j j σ

j j L

}
Tσ. (C1)

Proof.

Tσ =

σ∑
µ=−σ

Tσµ ⊗ T †
σµ

=

(
2σ + 1

2j + 1

)∑
µ

∑
m,m′

n,n′

Cjmjm′,σµC
jn
jn′,σµ |j,m⟩ ⟨j,m′| ⊗ |j, n′⟩ ⟨j, n|

=

(
2σ + 1

2j + 1

)∑
µ

∑
m,m′

n,n′

∑
L1,M1
L2,M2

Cjmjm′,σµC
jn
jn′,σµC

L1M1

jm,jn′C
L2M2

jm′,jn |j, j, L1,M1⟩ ⟨j, j, L2,M2|

=

(
2σ + 1

2j + 1

)
(−1)σ

∑
L1,M1
L2,M2

∑
M

∑
m,m′

n,n′

CL1M1

jm,jn′C
jm
jm′,σµC

L2M2

jm′,jnC
jn
σµ,jn′ |j, j, L1,M1⟩ ⟨j, j, L2,M2|

=(2σ + 1)
∑
L1,M1

(−1)2j+L1

{
j j L1

j j σ

}
|L1,M1⟩C ⟨L1,M1|C

=(2σ + 1)

2j∑
L=0

(−1)2j+L

{
j j L

j j σ

}
PL,

(C2)

where we use the decoupled and coupled bases of the angular momentum (7) and the definition of the 6j symbol (see
p. 291, Eq. (8) of Ref. [38]). Lastly, we invert the previous equation with the orthogonality of the 6j symbols (See
page 291 or Ref. [38] for the general formula)

(2σ + 1)

2j∑
L=0

(2L+ 1)

{
j j L

j j σ

}{
j j L

j j σ′

}
= δσσ′ , (C3)

to write PL in terms of the operators Tσ. □

Identity 2 For any unitary transformation U = U ⊗ U and operator V =
∑2j
K=0 vKPK , it holds that

2j∑
L=0

2j≡L+δ (mod 2)

Tr
(
UV U†PL

)
=

2j∑
L=0

2j≡L+δ (mod 2)

Tr (V PL) , (C4)
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for δ = 0 and 1, or when L runs over all the indices. In particular,

2j∑
L=0

K≡L (mod 2)

Tr
(
UPLU†PK

)
= 2K + 1,

2j∑
L=0

2j≡L (mod 2)

Tr
(
UPLU†Mq

)
=

(j + 1)(2j + 1)

2j + 1− q
. (C5)

Proof. By resolution of the unity of the PL operators, we have that

2j∑
L=0

Tr
(
UPLU†PK

)
= Tr (PK) = 2K + 1. (C6)

Now, the unitary transformations U = U ⊗ U preserve the orthogonality between the projectors of different parity

Tr(UPLU†PK) = 0, for L ≡ K + 1 (mod 2), (C7)

because they preserve the permutation exchange of the states |Ψ⟩ ∈ H(j)⊗2. Thus, any operator V =
∑2j
K=0 vKPK

can be split in the components with K odd and even, and these components do not mixed after a transformation U .
This proves (C4). In particular,

2j∑
L=0

Tr
(
UPLU†PK

)
=

2j∑
L=0

K≡L (mod 2)

Tr
(
UPLU†PK

)
= Tr (PK) = 2K + 1. (C8)

For Mq, we have that

2j∑
L=0

2j≡L+δ (mod 2)

Tr
(
UMqU†PL

)
=

1

2

2j∑
L=0

[
1 + (−1)2j+L+δ

]
Tr (MqPL) = (−1)δ

(j + 1)(2j + 1)

2j + 1− q
, (C9)

where we use identities of the 6j symbols [38]. □

Identity 3 Any hermitian operator V =
∑2j
σ=0 vσTσ satisfies

2j∑
σ=0

Tr
(
UV U†Tσ

)
=

2j∑
σ=0

Tr (V Tσ) , (C10)

where U = U ⊗ U and U a unitary operator. In particular,

2j∑
σ=0

Tr (MqTσ) =
2(j + 1)(2j + 1)

(2j − q + 1)
,

2j∑
σ=0

Tr (NTσ) =
2j

2j + 1
. (C11)

Proof. The following caclulation will prove convenient later on,

2j∑
σ=0

Tσ =

2j∑
σ=0

σ∑
µ=−σ

∑
m1,m2
n1,n2

(−1)2j−m2−n2Cσµjm1j−m2
Cσµjn1j−n2

|j,m1, j, n2⟩ ⟨j,m2, j, n1|

=
∑
m1,m2
n1,n2

(−1)2j−m2−n2δm1,n1
δm2n2

|j,m1, j, n2⟩ ⟨j,m2, j, n1|

=
∑
m1,m2

|j,m1, j,m2⟩ ⟨j,m2, j,m1|

(C12)

where we use that 2(j −m) is always an even integer number. Now, let us prove the result for the Tσ operators

2j∑
σ=0

Tr
(
U†TτUTσ

)
=

τ∑
ν=−τ

∑
m1,m2

⟨j,m2|U†TτνU |j,m1⟩ ⟨j,m1|U†T †
τνU |j,m2⟩ = 2τ + 1 =

2j∑
σ=0

Tr (TτTσ) , (C13)
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The first equality will be valid for any V by linearity. In particular, we get for V = N that

2j∑
σ=0

Tr (NTσ) =
2j∑
σ=0

2j∑
L=1

{
j j 2j

j j L

}
Tr (TLTσ) =

2j∑
L=1

(2L+ 1)

{
j j 2j

j j L

}
=

2j

2j + 1
, (C14)

where we use the following identities of the 6j symbol [38]

2j∑
L=0

(2L+ 1)

{
j j 2j

j j L

}
= 1,

{
j j 2j

j j 0

}
=

1

2j + 1
. (C15)

Similarly,

2j∑
σ=0

Tr (MqTσ) =
q + 1

q

q∑
τ=1

(2τ + 1)

{
q/2 q/2 q

q/2 q/2 τ

}
{
j j 2j

j j τ

} =
2(j + 1)(2j + 1)

2j + 1− q
. □ (C16)

Appendix D: Proof of Eq. (62)

We start with the following identity regarding the integration over the SU(d) unitary matrices and where A is a
d2 × d2 matrix (see Proposition 3.9 in [57])∫

UAU† dµ(U) =

[
Tr(A)
d2 − 1

− Tr(AF )
d(d2 − 1)

]
1d2 −

[
Tr(A)

d(d2 − 1)
− Tr(AF )

d2 − 1

]
F (D1)

where F |ψ1⟩ |ψ2⟩ = |ψ2⟩ |ψ1⟩ is the swap operator. In particular FPL = PLF = (−1)2j−LPL. Thus,∫
ep(Eq, U) dµ(U) =1− Tr

([∫
UNU† dµ(U)

]
Mq

)
= 1− 1

d(d+ 1)
[Tr (Mq) + Tr (FMq)] . (D2)

We add the resolution of the unity 1d2 =
∑2j
L=0 PL to use Eq. (C9) in the last equation

∫
ep(Eq, U) dµ(U) = 1− 2(j + 1)(2j + 1)

d(d+ 1)(2j + 1− q)
=

2j − q

2j + 1− q
. (D3)

Appendix E: Spin states in the coupled and decoupled bases

Here, we write the coupled basis |L,M⟩ ≡ |j1, j2, L,M⟩ in terms of the decoupled basis |m1⟩ |m2⟩ ≡ |j1,m1⟩ |j2m2⟩.
For j = 1, we have

|2,±2⟩ = |±1⟩ |±1⟩ ,

|2,±1⟩ = 1√
2

(
|±1⟩ |0⟩+ |0⟩ |±1⟩

)
,

|2, 0⟩ = 1√
6

(
|1⟩ |−1⟩+ 2 |0⟩ |0⟩+ |−1⟩ |1⟩

)
,

|0, 0⟩ = 1√
3

(
|1⟩ |−1⟩ − |0⟩ |0⟩+ |−1⟩ |1⟩

)
,

(E1)
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And for j = 3/2, it reads

|3,±3⟩ =
∣∣∣∣±3

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣±3

2

〉
,

|3,±2⟩ = 1√
2

(∣∣∣∣±3

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣±1

2

〉
+

∣∣∣∣±1

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣±3

2

〉)
,

|3,±1⟩ = 1√
5

(∣∣∣∣±3

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣∓1

2

〉
+

∣∣∣∣∓1

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣±3

2

〉
+

√
3

∣∣∣∣±1

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣±1

2

〉)
,

|3, 0⟩ = 1

2
√
5

(∣∣∣∣32
〉 ∣∣∣∣−3

2

〉
+

∣∣∣∣−3

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣32
〉
+ 3

∣∣∣∣12
〉 ∣∣∣∣−1

2

〉
+ 3

∣∣∣∣−1

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣12
〉)

,

(E2)

|1,±1⟩ = 1√
10

(√
3

∣∣∣∣±3

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣∓1

2

〉
+
√
3

∣∣∣∣∓1

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣±3

2

〉
− 2

∣∣∣∣±1

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣±1

2

〉)
,

|1, 0⟩ = 1

2
√
5

(
3

∣∣∣∣32
〉 ∣∣∣∣−3

2

〉
+ 3

∣∣∣∣−3

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣32
〉
−
∣∣∣∣12
〉 ∣∣∣∣−1

2

〉
−
∣∣∣∣−1

2

〉 ∣∣∣∣12
〉)

,

(E3)
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