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Permutationally Invariant Quantum Tomography
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We present a scalable method for the tomography of largeéaubit quantum registers. It acquires informa-
tion about the permutationally invariant part of the denejperator, which is a good approximation to the true
state in many, relevant cases. Our method gives the besuree@ant strategy to minimize the experimental
effort as well as the uncertainties of the reconstructeditiematrix. We apply our method to the experimental
tomography of a photonic four-qubit symmetric Dicke state.

PACS numbers: 03.65.W},03.65.Ud, 42.50.Dv

Because of the the rapid development of quantum experiem, which makes Pl tomography a useful and efficient tool
ments, it is now possible to create highly entangled muttiqu for entanglement detection.
states using photons| [1-5], trapped ions [6], and cold atoms Below, we summarize the four main contributions of this
[7]. So far, the largest implementations that allow for an in Letter. We restrict our attention to the case Mdfqubits —
dividual readout of the particles involve on the orderl6f higher-dimensional systems can be treated similarly.
qubits. This number will soon be overcome, for example, by 1. In most experiments, the qubits can be individually ad-
using several degrees of freedom within each particle testo dressed whereas nonlocal quantities cannot be measured di-
guantum information [8]. Thus, a new regime will be reachedrectly. The experimental effort is then characterized by th
in which a complete state tomography is impossible even fronmumber of local measurement settings needed, where “set-
the point of view of the storage place needed on a classicding” refers to the choice of one observable per qubit, ard re
computer. At this point the question arises: Can we still expeated von Neumann measurements in the observables’ eigen-
tract useful information about the quantum state created? bases|[13]. Here, we compute the minimal number of mea-
In this Letter we propose permutationally invariant (PH to surement settings required to recover.
mography in multiqubit quantum experiments [9]. Concretel 2. The requirement that the number of settings be minimal
instead of the density matrix, we propose to determine the does not uniquely specify the tomographic protocol. On the

PI part of the density matrix defined as one hand, there are infinitely many possible choices for the
1 local settings that are both minimal and give sufficient info
opT = — Z II;, oIy, (1) mation to findop;. On the other hand, for each given setting,
N! ’ o :
% there are many ways of estimating the unknown density oper-

. _ ator from the collected data. We present a systematic method
wherelly, are all the permutations of the qubits. Reconstructyy fing the optimal scheme through statistical error analysi

ing op1 has been considered theoretically for spin systems 5 Next, we turn to the important problem of gauging the

(see, e.g., RefL[10]). Recently it has been pointed out thahomation loss incurred due to restricting attentiontte Pl
photons in a single mode optical fiber will always be in a Pl of the density matrix. We describe an easy test measure-
state and that there is only a small set of measurementseheede .t that can be used to judge the applicability of PI tomog-
for their characterization [11, 12]. raphybeforeit is implemented.

Here, we develop a provably optimal scheme, whichis fea- Finally, we demonstrate that these techniques are viable

sible for large m.ulthublt systems: F(_)r our method, _the mea;, practice by applying them to a photonic experiment observ
surement effort increases ondyadraticallywith the size of ing a four-qubit symmetric Dicke state.

the system. Our approach is further motivated by the fad¢t tha Minimizing the number of settings. We will now present
almost all multipartite experiments are done with Pl quamtu our first main result

states|[144, |6]. Thus, the density matrix obtained from Plobservation 1. For a system ofV qubits, permutationally
tomography is expected to be close to the one of the eXperihvariant tomography can be performed with
mentally achieved state. The expectation values of synitnetr

operators, such as some entanglement witnesses, anddilelit N+2 1,
with respect to symmetric states are the same for both gensit N = ( N ) = §(N +3N +2) )
matrices and are thus obtained exactly from PI tomography

[2-4]. Finally, if op1 is entangled, so is the stagef the sys-  local settings. It is not possible to perform such a tomolyap
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with fewer settings. Equation[[b) can be minimized by changing the matrices
Proof. First, we need to understand the information Obtain'and thec(,k’l’m) coefficients. We consider the coefficients first.
able from a single measurement setting. We assume th ! E,lm
for every given setting, the same basis is measured at eve
site [14]. Measuring a local bas{g¢:), |#2)} is equivalent

to estimating the expectation value of the traceless operat
A = |p1){(p1] — |p2)(p2|. Merely by measuringd®? | it is
possible to obtain all th&’ expectation values

?or any Bloch vector element, findirngj )'s that mini-
Mize the variance Ed.(6) subject to the constraint thatlégua
holds in Eq.[(#) is a least squares problem. It has an analytic
solution obtained as follows: Write the operator on the-left
hand side of Eq[{6) as a vectd(with respect to some basis).
Likewise, write the operators on the right-hand side’aand
<(A®(N7n) ® 19™)py), (n=0,....N-1) (3) define a matriX/ = [v,¥a,...,Up,]. Then Eq.[(#) can be
cast into the formy = V¢, wherecis a vector of the:§.k’l"m)
and, conversely, that is all the information obtainablewtbo values for given(k,i,m). If E is the diagonal matrix with
ep1 from a single setting. _ entriesE? ; = £2[(AY™ ™" © 1%")py], then the optimal so-
Next, we will use the fact that any PI density operator can tion isé _ E—QVT(VE—QVT)—lﬁ where the inverse is
be written as a linear combination of the pairwise orthodon ’
operator§ X ®*F @ Y®! @ Z®™ @ 1°™)p;, whereX,Y andZ
are the Pauli matrices. We consider the space spanned layth(?%
operators for one specific value of Simple counting shows
that its dimension iy _,). The same space is spanned by

H Q(N—n) N ) A 3 .
\?\/(Nd_n) gtenerlc 0||3erf’:\tor§ I(:)f tt;e tyrel i © ]Lt )Pl't aj..Z. Thus, the task is to identiffpy measurement direc-
€ draw two conciusions. Frst, any Setting gives at mos On(ﬁfns on the Bloch sphere minimizing the variance. In gen-

Sxpectation Va'tus for every tShUChtf]palce- Hfr(‘j‘?e the .”“Txﬁ.r Qlal, finding the globally optimal solution of high-dimeasal
Setlings cannot be smaller than the fargest dimension, ICproblems is difficult. In our case, howevéy,.; seems to pe-

Its Dy. Sectﬂnd, a g:er:_enc ghower?m; tiettmgs IS sufflcu(eénrt] nalize an inhomogeneous distribution of #evectors; thus,
0 recIO\:eIr E corrte ations |r_1”(1e_ac 0 | gse tshpaces,fa[r;S enL(ising evenly distributed vectors as an initial guess, usta
completely characterizegr. This concludes the proof [15]. imization procedures can be used to decréasg and obtain

L)

3taken over the range [16].

Equipped with a method for obtaining the optimgfl S

r every fixed set of observablels, it remains to find the best
settings to measure. Every qubit observable can be defined by
the measurement directiofig usingA; = a; ., X + a;,Y +

7l-,m)1

Tmhp:oof implies that there are real coefficien satisfactory result§ [16].
suchitha The varianceEQ[(A?(an) ® 1%™)p;] of the observed
(X®* @ Y® @ Z8™ @ 18™)pr) = guantities depends on the physical implementation. In the

Dn photonic setup below, we assume Poissonian distributed
k,l,m N—n n . N
Z C§ )<(A§§( ) 219 ). (4) counts. It follows that (see also Refs.[17) 18])
j=1 ®(N—n) ®ny_ 12
®(N—n n [A(4; ® 1%")p1]
We will refer to the numbers on the left-hand side of 3. (4) as €~ [(4] N @1%m)p] = ’ V] <, ()
the elements of thgeneralized Bloch vectoir he expectation !
values on the right-hand side can be obtained by measurir\ghere(AA)z = (A?), — (A)2, g is the state of the sys-
. . . 4 o’
the settings withd;; for j = 1,2, ..., Dy . tem and); is the parameter of the Poissonian distribution,
Minimizing uncertainties. We now have to determine the \yhich equals the expected value of the total number of counts
optimal scheme for Pl tomography. To this end, we define Uy the settingj. The variance depends on the unknown state.
measure of statistical uncertainty as the sum of the vag®nc | \ye nave preliminary knowledge of the likely form af,
of all the Bloch vector elements we should use that information in the optimization. Other-
wise, gp can be set to the completely mixed state. For the

& ota. .= . . —n
(Erotan) latter, straightforward calculation shows tI&ﬂ(A;@(N ) ®
Y (XY ez @1%")p] x on Ny -1 . .
TN 1")p1] = () /(A; — 1). For another implementation,
N such as trapped ions, our scheme for Pl tomography can be
<7> , (5)  used after replacing Ed.I(7) by a formula giving the variance
klltmln! for that implementation.

where the term with the factorials is the number of different EStimating the information loss due to symmetrization. It
permutations off ©* @ Y ®! @ Z®™ ¢ 1", Based on Eq[{4), 'S important to know how close the Pl quantum state is to the

the variance of a single Bloch vector element is state of the system as Pl tomography should serve as an alter-
native of full state tomography for experiments aiming &t th
E(X®F @ Y® @ 2™ @ 19™)p] preparation of Pl states.

Dy Observation 2. The fidelity between the original state and
- Z |c§.k=lvm)|252[(A§3(N*"> ®1%")p]. (6) the permutationally invariant state(o, op1), can be esti-

= mated from below asF (o, 0p1) > (P:)2, where P, =
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Figure 1: (Color online) (a) Comparison of ti3d symmetrized

correlations coming from (crosses with error bar§)permutation-

ally invariant measurement settings with optimizég matrices for

N = 4 qubits and (diamonds) from full tomography requirig

local settings. The average uncertainty of all symmetrizedela-

tions obtained from full tomography 0.022, and is not shown in

the figure. The labels refer to symmetrized correlationefform

given in the left-hand side of Ed.](4). The results corresiougto the

15 full four-qubit correlations are left from the vertical deesl line.

(b) Measurement directions. A point @i, ay, a-) corresponds to

measuring operatat. X + a,Y + a.Z. (c) Results for randomly

chosenA; matrices and (d) corresponding measurement directions.
Figure 2: (Color online) (a) The real and (b) imaginary paiftshe
density matrix coming from full tomography. (c),(d) The safor

Z,J:[:o |D§\7)><D§\7)| is the projector to théV-qubit symmet- permutationally invariant tomography with optimized agy (f) ran-

ric subspace, and the symmetric Dicke state is defined adom measurement directions, respectively.

1

DY) = ()7 X Pul0)*N =) @ [1)@7), where the
summation is over all the different permutations of the tgibi  sum of the squared error of all the Bloch vector elements and
Observation 2 can be proved based on Ref. [19] and elemeRpnsidered also density matrices different from white @ois
tary matrix manipulations. Note that Observation 2 makes isych as a pure Dicke state mixed with noise. We find that the
possible to estimaté’(o, opr) based on knowing onlyp;. gain in terms of decreasing the uncertainties is negligible

Lower bounds on the fidelity to symmetric Dicke states, i.e..our case and that it is sufficient to optimize fgr= 1,/16 and
Tr(|D§(})><D§(})|g) can efficiently be obtained by measuring for the full correlation terms. To demonstrate the benefits o
X, Y andZ on all qubits, i.e., measuring only three local set-the optimization of the measurement directions, we also-com
tings independent aV [20] . With the same measurements, pare the results with those obtained with randomly distetu
one can also obtain a lower bound on the overlap between thgasis matrices.
state and the symmetric subspace. For four qubits, thisean b The Dicke state was observed in a photonic system. Es-
done based o, > [(J3 + J, + J2) — (J2 4+ J2 + J2)]/18,  sentially, four photons emitted by the second-order cedin
whereJ, = (1/2) >, Xx, Jy, = (1/2) >, Y&, etc. Opera- type-Il spontaneous parametric down-conversion process
tors for estimating ) for N = 6,8 are given in Ref..[16]. were symmetrically distributed into four spatial modesobp
This allows one to judge how suitable the quantum state is fogetection of one photon from each of the outputs, the state
PI tomographypeforesuch a tomography is carried out. ID'?) is observed. Polarization analysis in each mode is

Experimental results. We demonstrate the method and the yseqd to characterize the experimentally observed state. We
benefits of our algorithm for PI tomography fodaubitsym-  ¢ojlected data for each setting fominutes, with an average
metric Dicke state with two excitatio®”)). First, we opti-  countrate ofi10 per minute. The experimental setup has been
mize thed;’s and thecg.k’l’m)’s for g9 = 1/16 and only forthe  described in detail in Refs.|[2, 3].
uncertainty of full four-qubit correlation terms, which ares First, to check the applicability of the Pl tomography, we
that when computing.t.;, We carry out the summation in apply our tools described above requiring only the measure-
Eq. (B) only for the terms with = 0. With simple numerical ment of the three setting& ®4, Y ®4 andZ®4. We determine
optimization, we were looking for the set df; basis matri- the expectation value of the projector to the symmetric sub-
ces that minimize the uncertainty of the full correlatiomts.  space, yieldind ;) > 0.905 + 0.015. Based on Observation
Then, we also looked for the basis matrices that minimize th@, we obtainF'(o, opr) > 0.819 + 0.028. These results show

PI tomography
random settings
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that the state is close to be Pl and has a large overlap with th@®ns, there is a way to obtain scalable state tomography for
symmetric subspace. Thus, it makes sense to apply Pl tomogaultiqubit entangled states.
raphy.
For Pl tomography of a four-qubit system, the measurement
of 15 settings is needed. We used Hd. (4) to obtain the Bloch
vector elements from the experimentally measured questiti
This way, we could obtain all th&4 symmetric correlations

®k ®1 ®m ®n H R
of the form(X®* @ Y™ & 2% @ 17" )pr. In Fig.l1, we give We thank D. Hayes and N. Kiesel for discussions.

the values of the correlations for optimized and for randomi . . .

chosen measurement directions, compared to the results o%\r{(e).i?rlk éﬁ_?_,,thsros.g;nﬁg Msgz(o((:)gnigl;(;zr(l;%%eg;) Zt?éO

tained from full tomography, which need&d measurement proj Q ' ) . ),
Basque Government (Project No. 1T4720-10), the ERC

settings. As can be seen in Fg. 1, the uncertainty for the 0pg " b ENTOOPRT, the DFG-Cluster of Excellence MAP,
timized settings is considerably smaller than the one fer th

randomly chosen settings. Moreover, the results from the opt[r;; AEDL/JMerIOSJ(\EA(/:t; r%AP’ ert-EVf/S\(/evngi dagdscig;'l\fﬁé 32% éhe
timized settings fit very well the results of the full tomophgy. UppOort. VY. V. -

In Fig.[d, we compare the density matrices obtained from fuIIOf the Elite Network of Bavaria for support.
tomography [Fig[R(a)], from Pl tomography for optimized

[Fig.[2(b)] and for random measurement directions [Eig)j2(c

Because of noise, the fidelity of the result of the full tomegr

phy with respect toD >} is 0.87340.005, which is similar to * Present address: Faculty of Physics, University of Vienna,
the fidelity of the results of the Pl tomography with optindze Boltzmanngasse 5, A-1090 Wien, Austria

settings0.852 - 0.009 [21]. In contrast, for the method using  [1] J.-W. Paret al, Nature (London}03, 515 (2000); M. Bouren-
random measurement directions, the fidelitg.i&14 + 0.059, naneet al, Phys. Rev. Lett92, 087902 (2004); N. Kiesedt al,

. . . . ibid. 95, 210502 (2005).
for which the uncertainty is the largest compared to all prev [2] N. Kieselet al, Phys. Rev. Lett98, 063604 (2007).

ous fidelity values. Finally, we also computed the fidelity of [3] W. Wieczoreket al, Phys. Rev. Lett103 020504 (2009): R.
the results with respect to the PI density matrix obtainethfr Krischeket al, Nature Photord, 170 (2010).

full tomography|[22]. The results of the PI tomography with [4] R. Prevedekt al, Phys. Rev. Lett103 020503 (2009).
optimized settings shows a good agreement with full tomog- [5] W. Wieczoreket al,, Phys. Rev. Lett101, 010503 (2008).
raphy, the fidelity i€).947, which is quite close to the fidelity ~[6] C. A. Sackettet al, Nature (London)404 256 (2000);
between the results of full tomography and its Pl padg4. H. Haffneret al, Nature (Londonj!38 643 (2005).

. . [7] O. Mandelet al,, Nature (London¥25 937 (2003).
Onthe other hand, for the Pl tomography with random Settings(g) " cinglii et al, Phys. Rev. Let95, 240405 (2005): G. Vallone

the corresponding fidelity is much lower,880. Overall, the et al, ibid. 98, 180502 (2007): W.-B. Gaet al, Nature Phys.
Pl tomography shows a good agreement with the full tomog- 6 331 (2010).
raphy for this particular experiment. However, a reasomabl [9] For other approaches see D. Grassal, Phys. Rev. Lett105
choice of measurement directions is needed to obtain uncer- 150401 (2010); M. Cramer and M.B. Plenio. arXiv:1002.3780;
tainties in the reconstructed Bloch vector elements simbila Z-T-a f)'(?mlrgigzezfé'é?ar)(iV:10023839; O. Landon-Cardinet
the ones from full tomography. »AANLLINAS0S .

Finally, let us comment on how our method can be extende 0] G. M. D'Arianoet al, J. Opt. BS, 77 (2003).

. . . 1] R.B.A. Adamsoret al, Phys. Rev. Lett98, 043601 (2007).
to lager systems. Permutationally invariant operatorshbean {12] L. K. Shalmet al, Nature457, 67 (2009).

represented efficiently on a digital computer in the basis 0[13] 0. Giihne and G. Téth, Phys. Rej¥4, 1 (2009).

(X®k @ YOl @ Z9™ @ 19")p; operators. We determined [14] Otherwise more tha® settings are necessary [16].

the optimalA; operators for PI tomography for systems with [15] This is connected to a general idea: It is expected tratle-

N = 6,8, ..., 14 qubits. To have the same maximum uncer- termination of an operator within a subspace whose dimansio
tainty of the Bloch vector elements as for tNe= 4 case, one depends polynomially ofvV needs a number of settings increas-

. . ing also polynomially withV.
has to increase the counts per setting by less §hiéh [1€]. [16] See supplementary material|at http:/link.aps|otgpéemen-

~ In summary, we presented a scalable method for permuta-  (51/10.1103/PhysRevLett.000.000000 for additionalions
tionally invariant tomography, which can be used in place of and experimental results.

full state tomography in experimentsthat aim at prepargrgp [17] C. Schmid, Ph.D. Thesis, Ludwig-Maximillian-Unive,
mutationally invariant many-qubit states. For our apphpac Munich, Germany, 2008; D.F.V. James al, Phys. Rev. A
the same operator has to be measured on all qubits, which js 64 052312 (2001).

a clear advantage in some experiments. We showed how {¢8] B- Jungnitscfet. al Phys. Rev. Lett104, 210401 (2010).

. . 9] J.A. Miszczaket al,, J. Quant. Inf. Comp®, 0103 (2009).
choose the measurements such that the uncertainty in the 0] G. Tothet al, New J. Phys11, 083002 (2009).

constructed density matrix is the smallest possible. Ta¥®p  [21] Expectation values are obtained directly from the roees
the way of characterizing permutationally invariant staté data, rather than fromp.

many qubits in various physical systems. Moreover, thiswor [22] Values without error are deduced from fitted matricetated
also shows that, given some knowledge or justifiable assump-  via maximum likelihood estimation [17].
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Supplementary Material Eq. (6) is the smallest. In the following, we use the defimitio
given in the main text fof, ¥, V and E. Thus,V is matrix
The supplement contains some derivations to help to undefapping a large spada’ to a small spac&®. Let E be a
stand the details of the proofs of the main text. It also dasta Non-singular diagonal matrix in the small space. We have to
some additional experimental results. solve
Proof of that we have to measure the same operator on all

qubits. From the proof of Observation 1, we know that at least
Dy measurements are needed to get the expectation values
of all the Dy independent symmetric fulV-particle correla-  Wherel|@l| is the Euclidean norm af. Using Lagrangian mul-
tions. What if we measur®y settings, but several of them tipliers, we yvnteﬂdovxin the condition for a minimum fulfilgn
are not {A;, A;, ..., A;}-type, but {4V, A% AN the constrainty’¢ = v
type, i.e., we do not measure the same operator on all qubits?
Each setting makes it possible to get a single operator con- Ve {ETEQ + Z )‘ (V)i — wz]} =0. (S6)
taining full N-qubit correlations. Let us denote this operator i=1
by M, for k = 1,2,..., Dy. Then, we know the expectation Hence, the condition for a local (and, due to convexity, glipb
value of any operator of the space defined by Mig oper-  minimum is
ators. However, not all/;’s are permutationally invariant. 1
Thus, the size of the Pl subspace of the space afthepera- C= _E—QVTX, (S7)
torsis less tha® . We do not haveD y linearly independent 2
symmetric operators in this space. Th@, measurement where)\ € R® is the vector of multipliers. In other words, we
settings are sufficient to measuwser only if we have settings have a minimum if and only i€ € range E—2V7T. Because

min || E¢]|? s.t. Vée=u, (S5)

of the type{A;, 4;,..., A;}. the range of 7 is ans-dimensional subspace R/, there is

Derivation of Eq. (7). The eigen-decomposition of the cor- a uniquec in that range such that¢ = 4. A solution in a
relation term is closed form can be obtained as

(A® (N=n) & g8ny, ZAJ k@5 (@] (S1) c=E2VT(WE VT 1y, (S8)

Simple calculation shows that thé&Z = ¥ condition holds
The individual countsV¢ (A4 ) follow a Poissonian distribu-

tion f(n., \; x), where); , are the parameters of the Poisso- Ve=VE?VI(VEVT) o =14 (S9)
nian distributions and_, A\;» = A;. The conditional vari- _ ] "
ance, knowing that the total count]iéc( i), is Proof of Observation 2. The eigenstates of* = J2 +

J2+J2 are usually labelled by, m, ), whereJ?|j, m, a) =
21 (®(N—n) [A(A@UV*") ® 1%™)py)? (j + D)|j,m, ), J.|j,m,a) = m|],m o), anda is used to
E7[(4; ®@1%")p1|Ne(4))] = : No(AD) - label the different eigenstates having the sgna@mdm [S3].
CA (S2) Let P; , denote the projector to the subspace of a givand
After straightforward algebra, the variance is obtained as @ The number of subspaces is denoted/yy, and, for a
given N, it can be calculated from group theory. Moreover,
52[(A®(N—n) ® Jl®")1>1] Ps = Pyy2,1. Using this notationgpy = Zm P q0Pjo =

B 24BN g gen N (PsoPe) + 32 n/2.0(Pja0Pja). In the basis of/? eigen-
Z Flm, A)E ® 17" )p1|Ne(4;) = m] statesppr can be written as a block diagonal matrix

_ [A(AS SN=N) @ 187)p)2 (s3) op1 = @ ((Pj.o)obj.r) 5 (S10)
)\j —1 ' Jrex

Similar results can be obtained through assuming Poissovhereg; . are density matrices of siz@j + 1) x (2j + 1).

nian measurement statistics and ((Baus)sian error propagati$ another context,

[S1,82]. Ifoo = 1/2V, thenA(A?™ ™™ @ 19™)p; is in- B L

dependent from th/e choice Gf( By subsututmgll ept = ZQ<PJ’Q>QQJ’Q’ (511)

straightforward calculations gives ”
. whereg; o = Pjo0Pjo/Tr(P;q0Pj ). Based on that, we

™ obtain

52[(14;8(N—n) ® ]].®n)PI] = SRR (S4)
J

F(0,05,a) = (Pja)e (S12)

Then, due to the separate concavity of the fidelity, i.e.,
We Iookforc(k ™) for which the squared uncertainty givenin F(o,pi101 + p202) > p1F(0,01) + p2F (0, 02), we obtain

Obtaining the formula for cjk’l’m) for the smallest error.



Table S1: Fidelities to the 4-qubit Dicke states.

measurement | 1o | oy | (p®y | oy | by | =

full tomography —0.001 £ 0.002{0.023 £ 0.004|0.873 4+ 0.005|0.026 4 0.004| 0.002 4+ 0.002 |0.922
full tomography (max-like) 0.001 0.021 0.869 0.023 0 0.914
PI tomography —0.001 £ 0.002{0.040 £ 0.007|0.852 4 0.009|0.036 4 0.007 | —0.002 £ 0.002|0.925
PI tomography (max-like) 0.003 0.038 0.850 0.037 0 0.928
PI tomography (ran) 0.000 + 0.002 |0.055 + 0.027]0.814 + 0.059{0.023 + 0.027| 0.001 + 0.002 |0.893
PI tomography (ran,max-like) 0.004 0.050 0.816 0.020 0.007 0.897

a) b)

where v, represent the measurement directions arglthe
scalar product angh is an integer. Such cost functions, called
N s frame potentials, appear in the theorytalesigns essentially
for the same purpose.

After we obtain the initial guess from such a procedure,
we start an optimization for decreasifig,,;. At each itera-
tion of the method, we change the measurement directions by

HHHV HHHV| i i
HHLH P rotating them with a small random angle around a randomly

VWV VWV

> 2 > 2 chosen axis. If the change decreasgs.;, then we keep the
= -z = -2 new measurement directions, while if it does not then we dis-
-0.050 0 Woo5 -0.05[ 0 Wo.05 card it. We repeat this procedure urdtjl,.,; does not change
significantly.
Figure S1: (a) The difference of the real part of the densiatrin Three-setting witness for estimating the fidelity The

ces from optimized settings and the one of full tomography.The  three-setting witness for detecting genuine multipagitean-

difference of the density matrices from random settingstartne glement in the vicinity of the Dicke state is [S4]
of full tomography. For the former, no clear structure isabed,

whereas for the latter the largest difference is observethéantidi- (P3) _ o, 172 2 74 74\, 3172 7 74
agonal elements. Whaz) =2 +5(Jo+Jy—Jy—Jy)+ 1572 J,. (S15)

For this witness we have [S4]
wES - _sw®) >0 (S16)
F(o,001) > (Ps)oF(0,05) + X nyo.alPra)oF (0, 0j,a)- D(4,2) D2 =Y
Substituting Eq. [[S12) into this inequality, we obtain

. where the projector witness is defined as
F(o,0p1) 2 (P) + X< n/2.0(Fja)- Using the fact that pro)

(Ps)o + 2 j<n/2,0(Pja)e = 1, we obtain Wik = 21— D) (DP]. (S17)
- . (2) ;
s (1= (P),)? Hence, the fidelity with respect to the staf,” ) is bounded
F(o,0p1) > (Ps), + " Ngg—1 (S13)  from below as [S4]
In many practical situations, the staids almost symmetric Fpaz) > 3 — %<W](3F(’Z,)2)>' (S18)

and N is large. In such cases the second term in Eq.1(S13)

: . . Fidelities with respect to the four-qubit Dicke states.In
1S neghgll_t)le. Thus, a somewhat weaker bound presented IIPable[:Sj. we summarize the results for full tomography (full)
Observation 2 can be used.

. L . and for permutationally invariant tomography (PI) for rand
Numerical optimization used to minimize &;y,. The P y graphy (P1)

. . . . ran) and optimized (opt) directions. To obtain a physical
measurement directions minimizidg,. can be obtained as (ran) P (opt) phy

L density matrix with non-negative eigenvalues we perform a
follows. Let us represent the measurementdirections legthr . o : .
. . - D . maximume-likelihood fit (max-like) of the measured data. In
dimensional vector¢a, } ;. . The operators can be obtained

ASA; — a; X + a3,V 4 a7, Fig.[S1, the differences between the density matrix obthine

Ei d initial Thi ‘ from full tomography and the ones obtained from permuta-
irst, we need an initial guess. This can come from a se ionally invariant tomography can be seen.

of ra_mdomly chosen vectors representing the measurement di ggcient representation of permutationally invariant

rections. One can also use the result of a minimization foB erators on a digital computer. Every Pl operatof) can

some measure that characterizes how equally the vectors qgg decomposed as

distributed. Such a measure is defined by
0= > 47 (X evezom a1,

‘7:({’07}) = (17 '17)27”’ (814) m+n=
kZJ k- U1 k-+l+m+n=N 519)
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Figure S2: The maximum uncertainty of the Bloch vector eletsie
defined in Eq.[(S21) for the optimal measurement settingsasca
tion of the number of qubitgy, for N = 4,6, 8,10, 12 and14.

Such a decomposition for operators of the fqAPN —") @
1%")py with A = a, X + a,Y + a.Z is given by

m (k+1+m)! m n
Y azayal ( Tl ) (X oY ez o 1%,
(S20)

where the summation is carried out such thatl +m +n =
N.

Results for larger systemsWe determined the optimal;
for PI tomography fotV = 4,6, ..., 14. In Fig.[S2, we plot the
maximal uncertainty of the Bloch vector elements

emax = max E[(XEF @ V® @ 79™ @ 197)p]

k,l,m,n

(S21)

for the total count realized in the experimeyt= A\ = 2050
as a function ofV, when the state of the systemas = 1/2".
It increases slowly withV. Thus, for largeN the number of

counts per measurement setting does not have to increase ver
much in order to keep the maximal uncertainty of the Bloch

vector elements the same as for flie= 4 case. In particular,

for N = 14, a total count oR797 per setting yields the same

maximal uncertainty as we had for thé = 4 case.

An upper bound on the uncertainty of Pl tomography for
0o different from the white noise can be obtained by using [s1] c. Schmid, Ph.D. Thesis,

[A(A;@(an)@l@")pl]go = 1for error calculations. Accord-
ing to numerics, for optimall; for N = 4,6, ..., 14, €max re-

where@,, = Jy + J;'. They were determined using semi-
definite programming, with a method similar to one used for
obtaining three-setting witnesses in Ref. [S4]. They have a
expectation value-1 for the Dicke state$Dé3)) and |D§4)>,
respectively. Moreover, their expectation value give tighh
est possible lower bound d®;) for states of the form

1
ouoiy () = pox; + (1= P)IDR/V)NDRT| (523

among the operators that are constructed as a linear combi-

nation of the operatord;*. The validity of the relations in

Eq. (S22) can easily be checked by direct calculation.
Bounding the differences between elements ofand gp;

based on the fidelity.For any pure statgl), it is possible to

bound the difference betweehl |op1|¥)| and|{¥|o|T)| as

[(W]o|¥) — (¥|op1|¥)| < /1 — F(o, 0p1).

Thus, if the fidelity is close td, then(U|o| V) =~ (U|op1|V),
even if|T') is non-symmetric. If¥) is an element of the prod-
uct basis, e.g.|0011 ), then Eq.[[S24) is a bound on the dif-
ference between the corresponding diagonal elemeptard
OPI-

Eq. (S24) can be proved as follows: There is a well-known
relation between the trace norm and the fidelity [S5]

(S24)

1
§||9_QPI||tr < v1—F(o,0p1). (S25)

Moreover, for a projectoP and density matriceg;, we have
[S6]

1
Tr(Po1) = Te(Po2)| < Sller — ezller- (526)

Combining Eq.[(S25) and Eq. (326), leads to Eq.[S24).
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