arXiv:2107.00573v2 [quant-ph] 5 May 2022

Extraction of Product and Higher Moment Weak Values: Applications in Quantum State

Reconstruction and Entanglement Detection

Sahil,"'[| Sohail,>[l Subhrajit Modak,>[] Sibasish Ghosh,"H and Arun Kumar Pati>[1

Yoptics & Quantum Information Group, The Institute of Mathematical Sciences,
HBNI, CIT Campus, Taramani, Chennai 600113, India.

2Quantum Information & Computation Group, Harish-Chandra Research Institute, HBNI, Allahabad 211019, India.

3Department of Physical Sciences, Indian Institute of Science Education and Research Mohali,
Sector 81, S. A. S. Nagar, Manauli PO 140306, Punjab, India.

Weak measurements introduced by Aharonov, Albert and Vaidman (AAV) can provide informations about
the system with minimal back action. Weak values of product observables (commuting) or higher moments
of an observable are informationally important in the sense that they are useful to resolve some paradoxes,
realize strange quantum effects, reconstruct density matrices, etc. In this work, we show that it is possible to
access the higher moment weak values of an observable using weak values of that observable with pairwise
orthogonal post-selections. Although the higher moment weak values of an observable are inaccessible with
Gaussian pointer states, our method allows any pointer state. We have calculated product weak values in a
bipartite system for any given pure and mixed pre selected states. Such product weak values can be obtained
using only the measurements of local weak values (which are defined as single system weak values in a multi-
partite system). As an application, we use higher moment weak values and product weak values to reconstruct
unknown quantum states of single and bipartite systems, respectively. Further, we give a necessary separability
criteria for finite dimensional systems using product weak values and certain class of entangled states violate
this inequality by cleverly choosing the product observables and the post selections. By such choices, positive
partial transpose (PPT) criteria can be achieved for these classes of entangled states. Robustness of our method
which occurs due to inappropriate choices of quantum observables and noisy post-selections is also discussed

here. Our method can easily be generalized to the multi-partite systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

In quantum systems, measurement of product observables
of two or more can contain information about quantum cor-
relations and quantum dynamics. In the recent past, many
theoretical and experimental works have been performed re-
garding the measurements of product observables using weak
measurements. They have been used to resolve the Hardy’s
Paradox ] with experimental verification [Ij], EPR-Bohm ex-
periment [E], direct measurement of a density matrix [@], re-
construction of entangled quantum states [5]. It has also been
reported that a strange quantum effect namely the “Quantum
Cheshire Cats” where the properties of a quantum particle can
be disembodied (e.g., photon’s position and polarization de-
grees of freedoms can be separated from each other) can be
realized using product weak values [Ia]. See also the refer-
ences [ﬁ] and [I8] for the experimental test of the existence of
Quantum Cheshire Cats and the exchange of grins between
two such Quantum Cheshire Cats, respectively. Weak mea-
surements of product observables also play an important role
in understanding the quantum mechanics such as Bell tests

], nonlocality via post-selection [ﬁ].

Higher moment weak values are useful to obtain the weak-
valued probability distribution [113] of an observable in the pre
and post-selected systems (which will be shown in this work
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later). Some applications of weak-valued probability distri-
bution are: (a) Ozawa’s measurement- disturbance relation
has experimentally been verified using weak-valued probabil-
ity distribution [[14], (b) to obtain all of the values of the ob-
servables relevant to a Bell test experimentally, weak-valued
probabilities have been used [@], (c) the authors of [@] have
shown that there is a connection between weak-valued joint
probabilities and incompatibility. There are some other ap-
plications of weak-valued probabilities e.g., (d) experimen-
tal realization of the Quantum Box Problem ], (e) to re-
solve Hardy’s paradox 121, () justification of Scully et al.’s
claim [@] that the momentum disturbance associated with
which-way measurement in Young’s double-slit experiment
can be avoided has been shown by the negativity of the weak-
valued probabilities corresponding to the momentum distur-
bance, which consequently have zero variance [19, 2], (g) to
control the probe wave packet of the target system by pre and
post-selections, one can use the higher moment weak values
], (h) to obtain the modular value of an observable in pre
and post- selected systems, higher moment weak values can
be used as there is an exact connection between them [ﬂ, ].

Weak measurements in particular weak values are known to
provide useful informations with simple experimental setups.
The “weak value” was first introduced by Aharonov, Albert,
and Vaidman (AAV) [24]. It was inspired by the two-time for-
mulation of the quantum-mechanical system [23]. The mech-
anism of AAV method is that they took the von Neumann
measurement scheme [26] one step forward by considering
the coupling coefficient very small i.e., weak followed by a
strong measurement in succession. This formulation is char-
acterized by the pre- and postselected states of the system. By
preparing a system initially in the state |¢)) and post-selecting


http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.00573v2
mailto:sahilmd@imsc.res.in
mailto:sohail@hri.res.in
mailto:modoksuvrojit@gmail.com
mailto:sibasish@imsc.res.in
mailto:akpati@hri.res.in

in the state |¢), as a result we obtain the weak value of any
observable A which is defined as

s K.

This is a complex number and the spatial and momentum dis-
placements of the pointer state give the real and imaginary
parts of that weak value 27, 28], respectively. By this way,
we get the full knowledge of the complex weak value. One of
the exciting and interesting features of weak value is that it can
lie outside the max-min range of the eigenvalues of the oper-
ator of interest. Simultaneously, measurement disturbance is
quite small which gives one to perform further measurements
or simultaneous measurement of multiple observables.

Weak measurements have been proven useful in under-
standing quantum systems such as for the direct measurement
of the wave function of a quantum system [29], to calculate
slow- and fast-light effects in birefringent photonic crystals
[30], the confirmation of the Heisenberg-Ozawa uncertainty
relationship (31, for detecting tiny spatial shifts 132, 33).
Weak value can also be used to measure non-Hermitian opera-
tors [@, ], in hot thermometry [@], to detect entanglement
universally in a two-qubit system 137].

Product weak values: The observables used in the von Neu-
mann measurement scheme are of simple kinds. Direct mea-
surement of product observables is extremely difficult whether
it is strong or weak. This difficulty arises from the fact that the
measurement interaction in the von Neumann measurement
scheme couples two different observables to a single pointer
[27]. To overcome this, an approach using multi particle in-
teraction Hamiltonian was proposed by Resch and Steinberg
(RS) [38] applying AAV method. Namely, they have used
the Hamiltonian of the form H = ¢1A ® p, + g28 @ py
with gaussian pointer states. Here A and B are two observ-
ables of the system. p, and p, are the pointer’s momentum
degrees of freedom in two different directions x and vy, re-
spectively. g1 and g9 are coupling coefficients between the
system and the pointer for two different directions, respec-
tively. By performing a second order expansion in the two-
dimensional pointer displacement (XY"), they showed that it
is possible to extract the real part of the product weak value
for the case of commuting observables [A, B] = 0, namely
Re[((AB).)§) = 2(XY) /(g192t%) — Re[({Aw)?)* (Bu)yl,
where ‘t’ is the interaction time. For imaginary part of the
product weak value, one needs to look into (X P, ). Note that,
the weak value of a tensor product observable in a bipartite
system (we will call it product weak value in a bipartite sys-
tem) can also be calculated according to the RS method as the
local observables are commuting. It’s generalised version i.e.,

the product weak values ((AB)w>i and it’s higher orders i.e.,

((ABC - - - )w)i using N pointers’ correlations can be found
in Ref. [39].

Summary of the present work: In this work, we show that
by introducing an unique orthogonal state to the given post
selection, it is possible to extract the higher moment weak
values ((A")@Z in a single system as well as the product
weak values for the given pure and mixed pre selected states

in a bipartite system separately. We show application of our
results to reconstruct quantum states of single and bipartite
systems. We have used higher moment weak values to recon-
struct a pure state of a single system and product weak values
of a bipartite system to reconstruct unknown pure and mixed
states of that bipartite system. Recently, Pan et al. (5] have
used product weak values of projection operators to recon-
struct an unknown bipartite pure state. They have considered
entangled pointer states as well as the modular values of local
projection operators and the modular values of sum of the lo-
cal projection operators 23] to evaluate product weak values.
We, for the first time show that such product weak values can
be realized locally for the case of both pure and mixed states.
Also, to reconstruct the states of single and bipartite systems,
we have generalized the measurement of projection operators
to arbitrary observables. Our method can be generalized to
the multipartite systems. Further, we give a necessary separa-
bility inequality for finite dimensional systems using product
weak values. This inequality is violated by certain class of
entangled states by cleverly choosing the product observables
and the post selections. By such choices, The PPT criteria
can be achieved for these class of entangled states. In partic-
ular, we give several examples namely (7) two-qubit Werner
state (noisy singlet), (¢¢) mixture of two-Bell states, (7i7) mix-
ture of arbitrary pure entangled and maximally mixed states,
(7v) mixture of two arbitrary entangled states, (v) mixture of
four-Bell states, (vi) two qudit Werner states, (viz) higher di-
mensional isotropic states. The criteria can potentially detect
more classes of entangled states with suitably choosing prod-
uct observables and post-selections. Finally we show that our
methods of “extraction of product and higher moment weak
values” are robust against the errors which occur due to the
inappropriate choices of system observables and unsharp post-
selections.

This paper is organized as follows. In sec. [we provide the
formulation of our method. In sec. [[lllwe apply our method to
reconstruct quantum states of single as well as bipartite sys-
tems separately. Entanglement detection criteria is shown in
sec. [Vl We show the robustness of our method in sec. [V]and
finally conclude in sec. [VIl

II. FORMULATION

The following identity which is sometimes referred as Vaid-
man’s formula [40] will be used to derive the main results of
this paper

Alg) = (A), o) + (AA), 167) , @)

where A is an Hermitian operator and |¢) is any quantum state
vector in the Hilbert space H. The state vector |¢7 ) is orthog-

onal to [9), (A), = (¢|Al¢) and (AA), = (¢%A]¢). For
the derivation see Appendix [Al



A. Higher moment weak values

If |¢)), A and |¢) are the pre-selected state, the observable
and the post-selected state, respectively, then the weak value
of the observable A is given by
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where we have used Eq. @). A similar expression was con-
sidered in Ref. [41] to explain the origin of the complex and
anomalous nature of a weak value. The Eq. (@) for the expres-
sion of the weak value will be useful for deriving the following
result.

Result 1:- The weak value of the operator A% which we call
the “second moment weak value” has the following expres-
sion

(4205 = (A), (4] — (Au) ) + (A (Au) 2,
)

3)

L
where (Aw>i and (Aw)% are the weak values of the operator
A for the given pre selection |¢)) with two post-selections |¢)
and |¢7), respectively.

Proof.
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From Eq. (@), using (AA4) %;‘Il‘;? = (Aw>fz — (A), in Eq.

@), we will obtain Eq. ). O

In the similar way we obtain all the higher moment weak
values which take the general form as

(AT = (4] (B~ (A ) AT A A,
(6)

forn=1,2,---.
Now consider the second moment weak value i.e., Eq. @),

L
where <Aw>i and <AW>ZA are extractable from the one and

the same experimental set-up for the post-selection of |¢) and
|¢%), respectively as these two states are orthogonal to each
other. Note that, although the post-selection can be realized
here in one and the same measurement set-up, nevertheless, in
order to actually find out the weak values (Aw>i and <Aw)f‘7,
measurements of phase-space displacements for the two post-
selected states |¢) and |¢) need to be performed. (A) o is the

average value of A for the post selected state |¢). Extraction
of higher moment weak values becomes extremely simple in
two dimensional Hilbert space discussed in the following.
Two dimensional case: In two dimensional Hilbert space,
there are only two pairwise orthogonal post-selections which
occur at the same time and hence both the weak values with
orthogonal post-selections can be extracted simultaneously.
Particularly in this dimension, we find that only by knowing

the weak values <Aw>i and <Aw>ij , we are able to obtain all
the higher moment weak values without any further complica-
tions in comparison to Ref. [@]. So the number of measure-
ments is being reduced considerably than the earlier proposal
(42,

Higher dimensional case: In higher dimensional Hilbert
space, to extract second moment weak value of the ob-
servable A, one can perform the projective measurements
{16) (6], |05 (651, T — 16) (@] — [6%) (%]} for post-
selections.

It can be shown that the n-th moment weak value
ie., <A$>i, consists m number of different weak

values,  namely <Aw>¢’ <Aw>¢fi . ’<Aw>(¢ﬁ§)”*1'

P2 P o P
Here |(05)"1) = [((¢5)%)- (n—1)times) =

L Lyn—
W (A - <A>(¢’X)”’2) [(o%) 2. Now,
if n is even, then there exist pairwise or-
thogonal  post-selected  states  i.e., (|¢> , |¢j>)’

(I@2)2) [(0)0)x) - (1@2)" ) 6" ).
So, it is possible to obtain weak values <Aw>i and <Aw>z*‘
simultaneously for the first pair of post-selected states, so on
and so forth. So, effectively the total number of measurements
to be performed according to the AAV method to extract the
n-th moment weak value is n/2. For odd n, the number of
measurements is (n + 1)/2. Note that, all the measurements
here are to be done by only changing the post-selections
while keeping the observable A fixed in the AAV method.
Once we extract the n-th moment weak value, then all the
lower moment weak values can be calculated from the data of
n-th moment weak value.

The higher moment weak values of an observable are in-
accessible with Gaussian pointer states. The reason is that,
in the RS method [@], the higher moment weak value terms
will vanish due to the properties of the Gaussian pointer state.
The whole expression can be found in Ref. ] (equation
4). More specifically, it can be seen in the above mentioned
expression that when the orbital angular momentum (OAM)
of the pointer state is zero (which corresponds to the two di-
mensional Gaussian pointer state, i.e., OAM state with zero
orbital angular momentum), the higher moment weak value
terms vanish. To retrieve higher moment weak values, we
need to use OAM states with non-zero orbital angular momen-
tums. The key factor for such cases is that the two dimensional
OAM states are not factorizable in two different directions for
non-zero orbital angular momentums. In doing that one needs
to engineer OAM states with higher winding numbers, or su-
perpositions of OAM states to obtain the higher moment weak
values. This procedure can become difficult as the moments
increase. One needs to prepare pointer states with different



combination of orbital angular momentum [@]. Moreover,
there are several disadvantages of the RS method from exper-
imental perspective which we will discuss later in this section.
See [43] for a comment regarding the extraction of higher mo-
ment weak values.

As an application, we will use the higher moment weak
values to reconstruct an unknown pure state of a single system.
See Appendix [B] for the derivation of the second or higher
moment weak values for the mixed pre selected state case.

B. Product weak values

Product weak values for pure pre-selected state: The prod-
uct weak value of the observable A ® B in a bipartite system
is given by

((A® B)y)?2%7 — (padB|(AR B)|tas)

Yas (padB|vaB) @

4

where the pre selection is the bipartite pure state [1)45) and
the post-selection is a product state |[pa¢p) = |¢pa) @ |PB).

Consider the “local weak value” of the operator A

(padB|(A® I)|Yag)
(padB|VaB)

= (A)y, +{BA),,

<Alocal > bads
w

YaB

(phdB|Yas)

—_ = 8
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where we have used Eq. @) in the subsystem A. Eq. () will
be used to derive the following result.

Result 2:- The product weak value in Eq. (7) can be realized via local weak values as
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Proof.
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where we have used Eq. (@) in the second line for the subsystem A and Eq. (8) in the fourth line. After the manipulation, we

have Eq. ().

Product weak values in terms of local weak values: We

have obtained a product weak value using only local weak

values. Note that the local weak values (Bifcalﬁz? and

L
<Bloc“l>¢A¢B can be measured in the same experimental
w YaB

setup as the post-selected states |¢4) and |¢) are orthogo-
nal to each other. We need another measurement setup for

<Aﬁ30“1)z“¢3. So, effectively the total number of measure-
AB

ments to be performed according to the AAV method to ex-

tract the product weak value (A ® B)mii ﬁB is only two. In

PadB
P

experiment, local weak values like (B!o¢o) ., canbe real-

O
I
ized as
local\9A®B o <¢B¢A|(IA ®B)|¢AB>
B pan = (pBoAlYAB) (10)
(¢5|BlUG")
= (11)
(@BlvE")

where |1/)§A> = (¢pa|tbap) is an unnormalized state for the
subsystem B. That is, we first measure the projection oper-
ator IT;, = |¢a) (¢4| on the subsystem A, then the state

of the subsystem B becomes (¢4 |tap) /1/( g“ |¢g“) which



we consider to be pre-selected state for the subsystem B. This
pre-selected state is unknown as |4 p) is unkown. So, for
each given projector related to the subsystem A, there exists
an unknown pre-selected state of the subsystem B. The ob-
servable is B and the post-selection is |¢ ). So from Eq. (T1),

we see that the local weak value (Bf;’calﬁzﬁ]g can be realized
according to the AAV method related to the subsystem B.
Product weak values for mixed pre-selected state: If the pre

selection of the bipartite system is a mixed state p 4 g then, the
product weak value of the observable A ® B is given by

bads  (0a0B| (A® B)pap|oads)
(A& Blu)ys” = (padBlpaBloadn) .

12)

Note that generalization for mixed state of Eq. (9 is not
straightforward.

Result 3:- The product weak value in Eq. (I2) can be realized via local weak values as

(A® B)u)gals = (4) e

PAB

o B

where {\i,]ia)} and {N,’,
|04) (@%] = |0%) (Dal, respectively. p(pap, padp) =

(AA),
P8 2p(pa, ¢a9B) =

m

) Z ()\z <Blocal>lp‘;i3 p(PABaiA¢B)

4 ocal\ta® .
+ Ny (B l>;;;p(pAB,z£4¢>B)), (13)

|li’y)} satisfy the spectral decomposition for the normal operators |¢4) (¢%| + |¢%) (da| and
(dadBlpas|dadp) is the probability of obtaining the post-selected

state |p ¢ ) for the given pre selected state p4p and ‘m’ is the dimension of the subsystem A.

Proof.

(padB| (A® B) paplpadn)

padB _
<(A®B)“’>PAB o <¢A¢B|pAB|¢A¢B>

=(4)
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calculated as

(p50B| (IA®B) pap|dads) +

where | 4) (¢%| + |¢%) (¢4 is a normal operator satisfying X X T

in spectral decomposition

|6.4) (&4] + |6%) (Pa] =

o4 (padBlpaB|Padr)
where we have used Eq. @). Now (¢p4é5|(Ia ® B) paploagp) = Tr
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+(AA),,
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(15)

= XTX (where X is any operator) and hence can be written

Z/\A lia) (ial, (16)

where {]i4)} is the set of eigenvectors with eigenvalues {\, }. Using Eq. (I6) in (I3), we have

(¢408| (14 ® B) paploads) +

where we have used the definition of the weak value (Bw);i ‘ZB

(pads| (I ® B) pap|dion)

= Z/\il (ia0B|(IB ® B)paBliadp)

i ocal\ 1A ® ;
—Zx\ (Bl lpiBB P(paB,ia0B), (17)

of the observable B for the given pre and post-selections pap

and |ia¢p), respectively. p(pap,iadp) = (iadp|panliadp) is the probability of obtaining the product state |i 4¢ ). Now

similarly,

(¢0%65| (Ia @ B) pap|pads) —

(padp| (Ia ® B) paploson)

=3 N (Bl p(pap, i), (18)

where we have used the fact that | 4) (¢ — |¢%) (¢4 is also a normal operator with the spectral decomposition

|6a) ($x] —

o) (pal =

m

SN i) (i), (19)
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Now adding two equations (I7) and (18}, we have

m

N =

(¢405| (Ia ® B) paploads) =

%

Using Eq. 20) in (I4), we obtain Eq. (13).

Product weak values in terms of local weak values:

The product weak value <(A®B)w>ﬁ2;b]3 consists the

local weak values (Bfl‘fcal)i:;m, {(B{fc“l);i?}ﬁl and

{(Blocaly'a%5ym  Here *m’ is the dimension of the sub-
pPAB T

system A. Note that, {(Bffcal>ZA¢B ™, can be measured in
. PAB_ 1=
the same experimental setup according to the AAV method as

the post-selections {]i 4 ) } form complete set of orthogonal ba-

sis. Similarly { <Bf§°al>i“¢3 ™ , can also be measured within
paB_J1t

the same experiment with the complete set of post-selections

{]#’4) } according to the AAV method. So, the total number of

measurements to be performed according to the AAV method

to extract ((A ® B)UJ}?:;fB is only three. Local weak values

can be realized in the same way as discussed above in Eq.

(.

Comparison with previous works: In the Ref. m, @], au-
thors have shown that it is also possible to extract the product
weak values by obtaining local weak values of the observ-
ables separately as well as by looking into different pointers’
position and momentum correlations i.e., statistical averages
of these different degrees of freedom. There are some cases
where polarization degrees of freedom (polarization correla-
tions) was considered instead of position and momentum vari-
ables [2]. For such cases statistical averages of those polariza-
tion degrees of freedom can be difficult to obtain or number
of measurements will be large. Instead, our approach shows
that one needs to obtain only local weak values. Our approach
is not necessarily restricted with Gaussian pointer states. But
in most of the previous works 127, 38, l44), different type of
pointer states have been used with certain constraints unlike
in our case.

Our methods are easy to perform in experiments due to their
local realizations. While in the previous works , @, , ]
i.e., extraction of higher moment weak values and product
weak values, there are N pointers’ correlations to be mea-
sured. So the scalability of their methods face significant chal-
lenges. Moreover, from an experimental perspective, their
schemes are hard to implement as the resources required to
observe the correlations are of second order in terms of the
interaction coefficient.

In the next section, we discuss about the applications of our
results to reconstruct unknown quantum states in a single and
bipartite systems.

A ocal\iA®
Z (/\A (B l>pZBB

ppas,iads) + Na' (B 27 p(pas, ime))-

o

(20)
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III. QUANTUM STATE TOMOGRAPHY

In the following, we discuss some methods of quantum
state tomography of a single and bipartite system using higher
moments weak values and product weak values.

A. State reconstruction of a single system

1. Pure state

As an application of higher moment weak values we recon-
struct a pure state. The method of quantum state reconstruc-
tion using weak values was introduced by Lundeen et al. [?
] as follows. Any state can be written in computational basis

{l0)} as

21

) = 3 i),
1=0

where a; = (i|t)). Now the weak value of a projection opera-
tor IT; = |4) (4| is given by

(M)w)), = %

with (b|7) # 0. where |b) is a post-selection. So using Eq.
(22), we finally construct the pure state Eq. 1))

(22)

) b
=3 23)

(bl4)

The complex number (b|1)) is not taken into account as it cor-
responds to the global phase factor after normalization. So
to measure a pure state, we need to obtain weak values of
the projection operators II; with pre selection |¢)) and post-
selection |b), respectively.

Instead of measuring weak values of the projection oper-
ators individually, we want to use the higher moment weak
values of the observable which satisfies spectral decomposi-
tion with those projection operators and using those higher
moment weak values we will obtain weak values of the pro-
jection operators. Let the observable be

A= Z CLl'Hi,

where a; are the eigenvalues of the observable A. Now the
weak value and higher moment weak values of the observable

(24)



are

(Awy =D ai (M), (25)
(A =D al (M)u)y, (26)

where ‘n’ is any positive integer. Eqs. (23) and (26) can be
solved to obtain the weak values of projection operators for
different ‘n’. For example in three dimensional Hilbert Space,
we require only up to second moment weak values because
one can use the completeness relation for the projection oper-
ators with pre selection |¢)) and post-selection |b)

1= "((L)w)y 27)
In Appendix [ we explicitly show how to solve the above
equations to obtain the weak values of the projection opera-
tors.

From (CI), the highest moment weak value is <Aﬁ,‘1)i and
as we have discussed in ([T/A) that, extracting the highest mo-
ment weak value is enough to calculate all the lower moments
weak values. Hence the total number of measurements needed
to reconstruct a pure state is d/2 if the dimension d is even
and (d — 1)/2 if the dimension d is odd (see [[TA] for detail
discussion).

To compare with Lundeen et al. [@] and Wu [@], the
number of measurement operators which is the complete set
of projection operators with a fixed post-selection is (d — 1).
Moreover, we measure only one system operator A, but post-
selections are to be changed, while, in their method, there are
(d—1) system operators (projection operators) to be measured
according to the AAV method.

Note that the weak values of projection operators in Eq.
@2) are exactly the weak-valued probabilities which were
mentioned in the introduction section.

Alternative:— The weak value of an observable C' with pre
and post-selections |¢) and |0), respectively is

o _ (0[C1¥) )
by = o1y 9
Inserting the identity operator I = ). |¢) (7| in numerator of
the right hand side of Eq. (28), we have

(C)S — Coo = 2} Coz-j—;, (29)
where Co; = (0|Cli). Like Eq. (29), we have to mea-
sure a set of observables to obtain the values of oy /ap,
/0, - ,0q—1)/ o (see Appendix[C). The value of o can
be obtained from the normalization condition. Here, the num-
ber of measurement operators is (d — 1). This method will
be used to reconstruct an unknown quantum pure state of a
bipartite system.

2. Mixed state

Measurement of a mixed state of a quantum system was
also introduced by Lundeen et al. 4] using product weak val-

ues of two non commuting projection operators. It was later
simplified by Shengjun Wu [47] where weak values of com-
plete set of projection operators with complete set of post-
selected states have been used. Here, we develop another
method by using the weak values of arbitrary observables
which can be thought as the generalization of the reference
]. This part is added here because we will use the same
procedure while dealing with bipartite mixed state reconstruc-
tion using product weak values.

Let the unknown mixed state be the pre-selected state then
the weak value of the observable C' with post-selection |j) is

7 (lels)
Inserting the identity operator I = ). |i) (i|, we have

p(p,7) <Ow>i = Z Cjipij, 31

where p(p,j) = (j|p|j) is the probability of obtaining the
basis state |j) as a post-selection and Cj; = (j|C|i), pi; =
(i|p|j). To obtain the j-th column of the density matrix p from
Eq. (BI), we need to measure a set of arbitrary observables
according to the AAV method to get a set of equations like
@@ (see Appendix[D).

To compare with the work by Lundeen et al. [4] where
each matrix element is directly obtainable via sequential mea-
surements of two non-commuting projection operators in the
AAV method. Different combinations of position and momen-
tum correlations are to be measured where the correlations are
of second order in terms of the interaction coefficient. Our
method is more efficient as we only need to measure (d — 1)
arbitrary single observables according to AAV method. We do
not discard any post-measurements data and thus reduces the
number of experimental runs (see Appendix D).

Weak measurement methods have several key advantages
for state reconstruction of a quantum system over the stan-
dard schemes [IEI]. For example, the state disturbance is min-
imum and thus it is possible for characterization of the state
of a system during a physical process in an experiment. Un-
like standard schemes, global reconstruction is not required
by our methods as states can be determined locally i.e., each
matrix element can directly be accessed. Standard scheme
typically requires O(d?) measurements, while our method re-
quire O(d — 1) measurements for mixed state reconstruction.

Recently Vallone et al. (48] have shown: “Strong Mea-
surements Give a Better Direct Measurement of the Quantum
Wave Function”. Namely, they have considered the von Neu-
mannn Hamiltonian with basis projection operator (of the sys-
tem) and Pauli operators (of the two dimensional pointer) and
coupling coefficient (without approximation). After the evo-
lution of the system and the pointer, the system is projected in
the uniform superposition of the basis states. After that, each
wavefunctions or basis coefficients of the concerned system
state are calculated using the experimental probabilities ob-
tained from the measurement of the two dimensional pointer’s
different observables. To compare,

(1) In our method, the state disturbance is minimum. While in



the work of Vallone et al. [@], the system will be disturbed
strongly.

(i1) In the method of Vallone et al. ], the post-selection of
the system has to be of particular forms to make the scheme
successful otherwise (a) the systematic error (trace distance)
will be independent of the interaction coefficient which is one
of their main concerns in the scheme (b) wavefunctions for
each computational basis will diverge and hence the scheme
will fail. Dimension of the pointer’s Hilbert space is consid-
ered to be two dimensional (finite dimensional). By such re-
strictions, the method can only be used for limited number of
quantum systems (e.g., optical systems). While in our meth-
ods, there are no such restrictions on pointer states. The most
suitable ways can be applied to obtain single weak values.
(iii) (a) In the method of Vallone et al. ], for pure state
reconstruction of a single system, there are effectively ‘d — 1’
number of projection operators and for each projection oper-
ator, three different measurement observables are needed. So,
the total number of measurement settings is ‘3(d — 1)’. While
in our method, the measurement settings are nearly ‘d/2’ us-
ing higher moment weak values. (b) For the mixed state re-
construction, they need two independent pointers, three dif-
ferent joint pointer operators and ‘d — 1’ number of projection
operators and one post-selection in the system [49]. Using
such combinations, one need to calculate mean values of dif-
ferent combination of tripartite observables. In our method,
‘d — 1’ number of weak values are required and there are no
such joint operations.

(iv) Vallone et al. ] have shown that strong measurements
outperform weak measurements in both the “precision and ac-
curacy” for arbitrary quantum states in most cases. In our
case, by performing the experiment many times on identically
prepared systems, it is possible to reduce the uncertainty in the
mean pointer displacement to any arbitrary precision [50] (in
order to obtain the real and imaginary part of the weak values)
(v) For the given finite ensemble size, our scheme can’t give
better performance than the methods of , ] in terms of
precision and accuracy 151, [521.

B. State reconstruction of a bipartite system
1. Pure state

In the above, we introduced reconstruction of an unknown
pure state of a given system using single observable (or pro-
jection) weak values. For the reconstruction of a bipartite
state, one needs to measure product weak values namely the
weak values of the tensor product observables. In standard
scheme i.e., von Neumann measurement scheme, measure-
ment of product observables can not be realized directly as
it requires the interaction Hamiltonian of the two distant sub-
systems to be of the form H « (A ® B) which implies an
instantaneous interaction between the two distant subsystems
(a relativistic constraint). In this section, we use our version
of product weak values (@) in a bipartite system to reconstruct
a pure state following the same method of Eq. (29) as we saw
for the pure state case in a single quantum system.

The pure state of a bipartite system can be written in com-
putational basis as

[WaB) =Y aijlia) ® js), (32)
ij

where «;; = (ij|1ap) and |ij) = |ia) @ |jg). The product
weak value of the observable Cy ® Cg in a bipartite system
is given by

00 _ (00/(Ca®Cg)an)
<(CA & CB)w)’lZJAB - <OO|¢AB> ) (33)

where |1 4p) is the bipartite pre selected state which is to be
reconstructed. [00) = [04) ® |0p) is the post-selected state.
Now inserting identity operator [ = 3. |ij) (ij| of the joint
Hilbert space in Eq. (33), we have

(6771
(Ca8CE))Y, = [CaloolCBloo= D [CalolCrloy oL
,57(0,0)
(34)

where [Caly; [CBly; = (00|C4 ® Cglij) and ago # 0.
Again we have to solve a matrix equation using Eq. (34) for
a set of product operators to obtain the values g—of) (see Ap-
pendix E) .

We have found using the matrix equation (EI)) that we do
not require to measure all the product weak values. For exam-
ple, consider a two-qubit system where

cPecy =1ed? cPecy =cteIl?
(35)
0 O = o oot

then the square matrix in (EI) becomes an identity matrix hav-
ing nonzero determinant and hence all the coefficients can be
determined. This way, the number of measurements of prod-

uct weak values can be reduced. In this particular case, we

need only one product weak value i.e., (2 ® af)@?&js

to be measured and according to Eq. (@), it can be cal-
00 10

culated using local weak values (0.7 )w)y,, > (02 )w)y,,

00
and ((crf)UJ}wAB. So the total number of local weak values
is only three to reconstruct two-qubit pure state. Note that,

the local weak value {(oZ )w)LZB can be calculated by using

To compare with the method of Pan et al. [B], our method

is experimentally simple because it does not depend on the
nature of the pointer’s state (entangled or product) and lo-
cally measurable (using local weak values only) while in their
method, the use of entangled pointer’s states are necessary
(which might not be an easy task to perform) and local mod-
ular values as well as modular values of the sum of the local
operators are required. For certain cases, some of the proba-
bility amplitudes with the entangled pointer’s states are con-
sidered to be sufficiently small. Complicated situations may
arise for higher dimensions and multi-partite systems because
of the entangled pointer states. Our method can be general-
ized both in higher dimensions and multi-partite systems with

(o8 )w>?/z(;3 with the completeness relation for |0) and |1).



local weak value measurements only. In the method of Pan et
al. 3], The number of product weak values is (m —1)(n — 1)
and each product weak value consists one modular value of
the sum of the two local projectors as well as two local pro-
jector modular values. Here ‘m’ and ‘n’ are the number of
dimensions of the subsystems A and B, respectively. In our
method, there are (d — 1) (where d = mn) numbers of prod-
uct weak values and each product weak value can be extracted
with only two numbers of AAV type weak measurements. But
as we have seen for the case of two-qubit system (33), we do
not need to calculate (d — 1) numbers of product weak values
all the time. For example, effectively we need only two lo-
cal weak values to reconstruct the pure state of the two-qubit
system. Note that, in Ref. (5] for two-qubit system, the total
number of measurements is three in which one is the modular
value of the sum of two local projectors and two local projec-
tor modular values. So, in most of the cases, it is possible to
reduce the number of product weak values considerably in our
method of state reconstruction.

2. Mixed state

To reconstruct a mixed state of a bipartite system, we will
use the method of Eq. (1). Now, let the pre-selection of the
system be p4p which is unknown and post-selection be any
computational basis state |kl). Then the product weak value
of the operator C'4 ® Cg is given by

(Ca®Cp)) = (kl| (Ca @ CB) pap|kl)

36
llpanlkD 0)

Now inserting the identity operator I =}, . |ij) (ij| in Eq.

(34), we have

Plpan KD{(Ca®Cp)W)E =" [Cali[Crly; lpaslim,

(37)

where [Caly, [CB];; = (kl|Ca ® Cglij), [paBlijm =
(ijlpap|kl) and p(pap, kl) = (kl|pag|kl) is the probabil-
ity of the successful post-selection |kl). So to obtain the k/-th
column of the density matrix p4p, we have to form a matrix
equation using Eq. (@7) for a set of product operators (see
Appendix[B).

Clearly, mixed state reconstruction is more resource inten-
sive than the pure state case in a bipartite system. The number
of product weak values to be calculated here is (d—1) and each
product weak value can be extracted with only three numbers
of AAV type weak measurements (see [[IB). Here d = mmn,
where ‘m’ and ‘n’ are dimensions of the subsystems A and
B, respectively. We will get advantage of using matrix equa-
tion (EL) where for some cases we do not require to calculate
all the product weak values as we have seen for the case of
bipartite pure state reconstruction.

It is important to note that, our method of calculating prod-
uct weak values for pure and mixed states in a bipartite system
can also be applied for projection operators and hence one can
reconstruct pure state using the state reconstruction method of
Ref. [B]. For mixed state reconstruction, one should look to
the Ref. [47] by considering bipartite system conditions.

Full knowledge of the state of a quantum system is always
crucial to understand a system better and for controlling quan-
tum technologies. In particular, the measurement of bipartite
(multi-partite) states are useful for information transfer, cryp-
tography protocols, etc. They are also used to study nonlo-
cality, quantum discord, entanglement entropy, etc. We have
shown the application of product and higher moment weak
values as quantum state reconstruction of a single and bipar-
tite systems only. The calculations of product weak values of
a bipartite system are even more fascinating because of their
local realizations. We can have applications of product weak
values to extract informations about multi-partite systems for
future technologies. Product weak values with local realiza-
tion can find it’s applications in quantum steering, to perform
some nonlocal tasks, etc.

IV. ENTANGLEMENT DETECTION

Due to an immense application of entangled systems 53,
54], it is, by default, an important task in the field of quantum
information to detect whether the shared states are entangled
or not. Here we show that product weak values (introduced
in sec. [[I) can be used to detect entanglement of a bipartite
system’s state. Product weak values are experimentally ac-
cessible quantities and we have discussed in sec. [ how one
can do that. We have found a necessary separability criteria
for finite-dimensional systems. By clever choices of product
observable and post-selections, it is possible to achieve the
PPT criteria for entanglement detection of several important
class of entangled bipartite states. Our method of entangle-
ment detection can definitely be used for more class of entan-
gled states.

There are some existing necessary separability criteria
[@, @] for detection of entanglement for finite-dimensional
systems based on local uncertainty relation (standard devia-
tion based) ], entropic uncertainty relations [@], separa-
bility inequalities on Bell correlations (57] (which are expo-
nentially stronger than the corresponding local reality inequal-
ities), etc. It is worth mentioning here that Uffink and Seevink
provided a single separability inequality 154, (although the
choice of the observables being state-dependent) quadratic in
nature is used to detect separability / entanglement of all two-
qubit states.

The separable states are considered to be of the following
form

p=>_piph ® pp, (38)
K2
where piy = [¢}) (Val, pp = [¥p) (Y| and D2 pi = L.
We will consider the following quantity which is directly con-
nected to the product weak value (12) for mixed states
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where we have applied the Cauchy-schwarz inequality, p'y o =

and X,Y={A,B}. The quantity (¢’ |p%"

|¢A> <¢B|P |¢B>
= (¢y|ploy) and |¢'y)

|o" X) can experlmentally be obtained in the following way. At the first stage, measure

(39)

= X |¢x) /V{ox|X?[¢x) with X #£Y

the projection operator I, = |¢y) (¢y| in the subsystem ‘Y’ on the shared bipartite state p. The collapsed state in the

subsystem ‘X’ is now p¢y
operator =
the operator X and |¢x ).

The violation of the above inequality will imply entangle-
ment of the given bipartite state. Now, the following examples
will show the potential of the above inequality to detect entan-
glement of certain class of entangled states.

(i) Two-qubit Werner state (noisy singlet):

Iy®Ip
4 b

p=rlbap) Yapl+ (1 -p)

where [, 5) = %(|01> — |10)). By choosing A = o7,
B =0%,|¢a) =|1) and |¢p) = |0), it can be shown that the
inequality is violated for p > 1/3 (PPT criterion).

(ii) Mixture of two Bell states:

p=ploap) (apl+ (1 —p)|o4p) (da5l,
where [¢l 5) = %GOO) +|11)) and |¢, 5) =
11)).
Consider A = ¢%, B = 0%, |pa) = |1) and |¢B) = |1).
The inequality is violated for p # 1/2 (PPT criterion).
(iii) The following density operator

1-(00) -

Ia®1Ip

p=7p|Yas) (Yap|+ (1 —p) 1

where [ 45) = a|00)+b |11) and |a|?+]b|* = 1, is entangled
if and only if p > 1/(1 + 4|ab|) (PPT criterion).

Using the above separability criterion with the choices A =
0%, B = 0%, |¢pa) = |1) and |¢pp) = |1). The inequality is
violated for p > 1/(1 + 4|ab|).

, which is also the prepared state in this subsystem. At the second stage, measure the projection
prep y g proj
|¢) (@' | in the subsystem ‘X’. Note that, (¢x|X?|¢x) can be obtained by just knowing the matrix form of

(iv) The density operator
p=pliip) Wikl + (1 —p) [Wih) (W)

where [:4}) = b1 [01) + 1 [10), [5}) = b>[01) + ¢5[10),
|b1]> + |e1]? = 1 and |bo|* 4 |c2|* = 1, is entangled if and
only if (PPT criterion) |pbjc1 + (1 — p)bSea| > 0.

Using the separability criterion with the choices A = o9,
B = 0%, |¢4) = |0) and |pp) = |1). The inequality is
violated for |pbicy + (1 — p)bsca| > 0.

(v) Mixture of 4-Bell states:

P =p1 |¢IB> <1/’;§B| +p2 [Vap) Wapl
+p3104p) (Ohpl +paldap) (Pasl;

where [47}5) = <(100) + [11)). [153,5) = =5(/00) — [11))
and p; + p2 + ps + p4 = 1. This density matrix is entangled
ifandonly if p; > 1/2,p; < 1/2,i # jandi,j = 1,2,3,4
(PPT criterion).

Consider (a) A = 0%, B = 0%, |pa) = |0) and |¢B) =
|0). The inequality is violated for p; > 1/2 or po > 1/2,
() A = 0%, B = 0% [pa) = 10) and [65) = [1). The
inequality is violated for ps > 1/2 or py > 1/2.

(vii) Two qudit Werner states [59]:

P(-‘r) +p P(—)7

2
=(1- 0<p<1

where the projectors P(*) = (I +V)/2, P( ) =(I-V)/2
with identity / and flip operation V' = ZZ =0 |9) (Gl ® ) (il



and {|#)} is the basis states. The state p is entangled if and
only if p > 1/2 (PPT criterion).

To see, which values of ‘p’ are achievable via the sep-
arability inequality Eq. (39), we first calculate the entan-
glement condition and then will see some physically imple-
mentable systems. Consider (i/4i5|Ca ® Cp = (j4i5l
where (i'y]j%4) = 0 or (i’z|j5) = 0 or both. Then from Eq.
(39), the LHS - RHS becomes

A (Ghlilg) Gl = [AC) + A (G2

X (A 4+ A GRli)R] (o)

where A(H) = ;2;& + 3 and A = ;;fd — . Now
by making the choices |(j5|¢'4)| = [(7/4|i5)] = 1, it is easy to
show that LHS-RHS #0) is alway positive for p > %
which is the entanglement condition for the Werner state in

d®d. Itknown that for 3 < p < 23((2’1;11)) and p > 23((2’2_711)) , the
Werner state is bound entangled (conjectured) and distillable
respectively. That is, our separability criterion (39) is able to
detect the distillability of the Werner state but not the bound
entanglement (if any). In Appendix[Gl we give the examples
of how to fulfil the choices we made here in the physical sys-
tems.

(vi) Higher dimensional isotropic states ll6d:

14 ®1Ip
p=plYip) (Wil + Q1 _p)T’

where |1} ) = ﬁ(zzil liaig) and ‘d’ is the dimension of
the subsytems.

By choosing the spin flip operators A = 0%, B = ¢% such
that (0% ® 0%)liais) = |jajp)s ja # ia. jB # ip. and
|pa) =lia), |¢B) = |ip), it can be shown that the inequality
is violated for p > 1/(d + 1) (PPT criterion).

In comparison with most of the existing works, the above
separability inequality is easier to implement in experiments
due to the simple realization of weak measurement and less
number of measurement settings. In particular, compared to
the case of universal (i.e., state-independent) detection of two-
qubit entanglement using two copies of the state at a time and
using the notion of weak values [37], the aforesaid inequality
@9 (involving product weak values) uses only a single copy
of the bipartite state p at a time. Moreover, the criterion is
resource-wise better than tomography, based on local realiza-
tion and dependent on one type of measurement set-up.

We do believe that the separability inequality (39) is of uni-
versal nature at least for the set of all two-qubit states. Need-
less to say that the choice of the local observables A, B as well
as the post-selected state |¢p4¢p) do depend upon the choice
of the input bi-partite state p.

V. ROBUSTNESS

In AAV method, the coupling between the system and the
pointer is extremely small and hence the state collapse is
avoided. During the process, any resolution is insufficient to
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distinguish the different eigenvalues of the observable. Never-

theless, by performing the experiment many times on identi-

cally prepared systems, it is possible to reduce the uncertainty

in@he mean pointer displacement to any arbitrary precision
1.

There are other type of errors which are inevitable due to

the inappropriate choices of system observables and unsharp
post-selections. Here, we show that our methods of “extrac-
tion of product and higher moment weak values” are robust
against them.
(1) Error in choice of observable: In experiment, let’s say, we
want to measure a spin-1/2 observable according to the AAV
method but due to some technical difficulties, we are unable
to measure the actual spin-1/2 observable (slightly changed 6
and ¢, where 6 and ¢ define a point on the bloch sphere). Now
let *A’ be the correct observable while ‘A°’ be the erroneous
one such that |A — A¢| < ¢, where | X| = Trv XTX is the
trace norm of a square matrix X. So the error occurring in the
weak value is given by

[(SI(A = A%)p|@)|
(0lpl9)

Alp, A, ¢) = |(Au)8 — (A5)0] =
_ [l(A = Alo)]

m

(41)

where ‘m’ is the minimum of the probabilities for all the pos-
sible choices of rank-one post-selections with a given pre-
selection. Now consider the spectral decomposition A — A€ =
> i |i) (¢] where {|4) } is the complete set of orthogonal ba-
sis. Then

A(p, A, ¢)

IN

IS A (9 ilole)
= STl Glele)] . @)

IN

Note that [A — A¢| = >, |\;] and since 0 < p < 1, it can
easily be shown that |[{¢|) (i|p|¢)| < 1. Hence

1 |A — A¢| 0
Alp, A, 9) < — zilell =< ®
(ii) Noisy post-selection: Now we consider another type of
error which is common in experiments is due to the unsharp
post-selections. Let us assume that the unsharp post-selection
is a mixture of the true post-selection |¢) with probability (1—
¢) and noise state o with probability ¢

= (1-¢)[p) (¢| +eo, (44)

where ¢ is a sufficiently small positive quantity. Then the dif-
ference between the perturbed and true weak values is

o b n e Tr(cAp) — (A@?Tr(ap)
Valy = (= @lo1o)

So in both the cases (Eqs. (@3) and (@3)), the weak values
are robust. Now it is not hard to realize that product and
higher moment weak values are also robust. The only thing

. (45)



we need to do is to replace the observable A by A? for a
single system and C'4 ® Cp for a bipartite system in Eqgs.
(@3) and @3). Hence the weak values which we have used to
reconstruct the state of a single and bipartite systems are also
robust.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have derived the methods of extracting higher moment
weak values and product weak values using Vaidman’s for-
mula. Such higher moment weak values are calculated using
only the weak values of that observable with pairwise orthog-
onal post-selections. Two dimensional Hilbert space becomes
the simplest case for extracting the higher moment weak val-
ues. Our methods turn out to be simple from experimental
perspective as we don’t need to measure the N pointer’s cor-
relations as required in the previous works. Previously, it was
thought that with Gaussian pointers’ states, it is not possible
to obtain the higher moment weak values but we have shown
that instead of looking for different pointer states (e.g., OAM
states) to obtain the higher moment weak values, we can use
Vaidman’s formula. To extract the product weak values in
a bipartite system, we have again used Vaidman’s formula in
one of the subsystems. The product weak values can be calcu-
lated using only local weak values. The key factor for such lo-
cal realization is that the action of the local operator on the lo-
cal post-selected state is equivalent to the superposition of that
post-selected state and a unique orthogonal state to that given
post-selected state. Our method can be used to verify Hardy’s
Paradox, to confirm the existence of quantum Cheshire cats,
to perform EPR-Bohm experiment, to realize non-locality via
post-selections, etc.

As an application, we have shown how to reconstruct quan-

12

tum states of a single and bipartite systems separately. We
have used higher moment weak values to reconstruct an un-
known pure state of a single system. The number of mea-
surements are nearly half of the measurements required in
previous works. Mixed state reconstruction has been shown
using arbitrary observbles. We have used product weak val-
ues for reconstruction of pure and mixed states in a bipar-
tite system. Such reconstructions become simply feasible in
experiment using only the measurements of local weak val-
ues. In the previous works, projection measurement operators
were the central for direct quantum state tomography. But
we have generalized it to any arbitrary observables for both
single and bipartite systems. Comparisons between the pre-
vious works and our work have been considered from various
perspective (e.g., number of measurements according to the
AAV method and experimental feasibility). A necessary sep-
arability criteria (in terms of an inequality) for finite dimen-
sional bi-partite systems using product weak values has been
derived. This inequality is turned out to be strong as the PPT
criteria can be achieved for certain class of entangled states
by cleverly choosing the product observables and the post se-
lections. The criteria can, in principle detect more classes of
entangled states with suitably choosing product observables
and post-selections. Finally, we have shown that our meth-
ods are robust against the errors which are inevitable due to
the inappropriate choices of system observables and unsharp
post-selections. Our method can easily be extended to multi-
partite systems.
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VII. APPENDICES
Appendix A

Let A be a Hermitian operator and |¢) be a quantum state
vector in a Hilbert space . Then it is always possible to
decompose A |¢) as [40]

Alg) =al¢) + Blox), (A1)

where o and 3 can be any complex numbers. |¢7%) is an or-
thonormal state to |¢). The state |¢7%) is unique and can be
determined using Gram-Schmidt orthonormalization process
(GSOP) as given below.

Let A|¢) and |¢) are two non-orthogonal state vectors in
the same Hilbert space. Using GSOP we find the unnormal-
ized |¢75)

un

1y _ o)) a4
|04)un = Al0) 010) 9) = (A= (A),)[9). (A2)

Here |¢) is normalized. So the normalized orthogonal state
vector to |¢) is

Jun (65 105).

From Egs. (A2) and (A3) we find o = (g|A[¢) = (4),
and B = (¢%|Al¢) = (AA),. Where (4), and (AA), are
the average and standard deviation of the observable A in the
state |¢), respectively. So the Eq. (AT) becomes

Alg) = (A),|) + (AA), |64) - (Ad)

Eq. (A4) is sometimes referred as Vaidman’s formula.

l0%) = (A3)

Appendix B

For a given mixed pre selected state p and post-selected
state |¢), the second moment weak value of the observable
A'is given by

(42),)% = (M)

? (@lple)
A 214
o S

Now (¢%|Apl¢) = Tr(|¢) (¢%| Ap) can be calculated as

(64| Aplo) + (¢l Apléi) = Tr [(19) (04| + 64) (6]) Ap] ,
(B2)

where (|¢) (¢%| + |¢%) (¢] ) is a normal operator satisfying
XXT = XTX (where X is any operator) and hence can be
written in spectral decomposition

d
o) (0] + |¢4) (8] = ZAZ- i) (i, (B3)
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where |i) is the eigenvector with eigenvalue \; and ‘d’ is the
dimension of the Hilbert space. Using Eq. (B3) in (B2), we
have

14

where p(p,i) = (i|pli) is the probability of obtaining the
eigenvector |¢) and <Aw>; is the weak value of the observable

A for the given pre and post-selections p and |i), respectively.
Now similarly,

(641 Apl) + (6] Aplo%) Z A (il Apli) )
(6514pl0) — (@l Aplos) = Y N (Aw)! plp.i'),  (BS)
= ZA plp.i), (B4) i
|
where we have used the fact that |¢) (¢ — |¢5) (¢] is also a normal operator with the spectral decomposition
d
|6) (] — o) (@] = Y Nili') (i (B6)
Now adding two equations (B4) and (B3), we have
14
(8514010) = 5 3 (M (Awbp(p.) + X (4w 20, 1)) (B7)
So the final expression of Eq. (BI) is
d
(42),° = (), (A + a2 520 (M ud p0 D)+ X (w6, 1)) (B8)
where p(p, ¢) = (p|p|®). The n-th moment weak value is
d
(A7), )8 = (), (A1) + e 5520 (ALl ) 4 X (AL, (1)) (B9)

[

Note that, {(A ) d_, can be measured in the same ex-
perimental setup accordmg to the AAV method as the post-
selections {|7) } form a complete set of orthogonal basis. Sim-
ilarly, {(Aw)i}f,zl can also be measured within the same ex-
periment with the complete set of post-selections {|i)} ac-
cording to the AAV method. So, to extract the second mo-
ment weak value, one needs only three AAV type measure-

ments and these are <Aw)ﬁ, {(Aw);f7 d | and {(Aw)i}f,zl.
Number of measurements will increase for mixed state case

than when the system is prepared in the pure state.

Appendix C

For the measurement of a pure state of a single system, we
have followed a method slightly different from Lundeen et
al. [29]. Namely we consider higher moment weak values
as discussed in the main text. Here we show how to complete
the process. A is an observable having spectral decomposition

, 1s measured accordlng to AAV method. Now consider
Eq. (Iﬁ]) and 26) with n=1,...d—1, Where d is the dimension
of the Hilbert space. So, for different ‘n , we obtain a matrix

equation
1 1 1 1 ((To)w)Y,
(Aw)?, ao ay ag—1 <(H1)w>qbp
= _ ‘ (1
(ad=1yy, ag™' af™t el \(Mas)w)y

The solution of the above equation exists if the determinant
of the square matrix is non-zero. The weak values of the pro-
jection operators are then extracted from (CI)) using the higher

moment weak values of A.
Alternative:— To obtain the values of «; /g, we have to solve

the matrix equation using the Eq. (29) for a set of arbitrary

observables C(™,n =1,...,(d—1). So
0 1 1 1 1 fe1
(C(l)> C( ) C(gl) C(()z) . C(()(L)i 1) 07(1)
2 2 2 2 @
(0(2)> -c5y o sy C(()(iz 1) o
- 0 d—1 d—1 d—1 d g
e, o) \oi o - o,,) \2a
(€2)

The solution exists if the determinant of the square matrix



above is non-zero. It may be noted here that there will always
exist at least one set of observables {C' (”)}‘fl;l for which the
determinant of the coefficient matrix on the right hand side of
(C2) is non-zero. Now we obtain the values of a;; /g and then

from Eq. 1)), we have

(C3)

) = a <|o>+_Zj—; >>

The value of o can be obtained from the normalization con-
dition. If the determinant of the square matrix (C2)) is zero
with the post-selection |0), then one should look for the other
post-selections such as |1) , |2) and so on and hence solve the
corresponding matrix equations.

Appendix D

The j-th column of the density matrix with post-selection
|7) can be obtained using Eq. (BI) for a set of arbitrary ob-

00
(€ @Gy, — €9 150[C5 10

00
(CP @)y, = €9 T00[C5 00

[C4T00 (€5 Tox

(€00 [C5 00

d—1 d—1 00 d—1 d—1
e e ) WP (of

B ]00

Solution exists if the determinant of the square matrix in (EI))
is nonzero and hence we calculate all the unknown coefficients
@;j/ao. Then Eq. (BI) becomes

Oéij

[Yap) = oo | 100) +

1,57(0,0)

o) |- (E2)

Again, the value of g can be found using normalization con-
dition. If the determinant of the square matrix becomes zero

€8 oolC5 or €8 gy [0
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servables (") n =1,... das
J (1) ) (1)
@, Cioo G Cany poj
j 2 2 2
@y, Cy('o) CJ('l) CJ(-(;,D PLj
p(p. §) _ =’ _ _ ®1)
)\ ) d) (d
(C«Eu)>p C](‘o C](‘l Cj(c)i—l) Pd—1)j

With C() = I, an identity operator. The j'-th column can
be calculated measuring the same set of observables with post-
selection |;’). Remember that post-selections are complete set
of projection operators and hence can be measured simultane-
ously for each observables C'"). So measuring an observable
cm according to AAV method, we obtain all the weak values
for a complete set of post selections {|j)}. We do not need to
perform any measurement for the last column as one can get it
using normalization and Hermiticity condition of the density
matrix.

Appendix E

In the main text, we discussed about how to develop an
equation (34) which contains all the probability amplitudes
of a pure state in a bipartite system of dimension d = mn,
where ‘m’ and ‘n’ are the dimensions of subsystems A and B,
respectively. Now, our task is to obtain all the unknown com-
plex coefficients (probability amplitudes) in a pure state. To
do so, we develop a matrix equation using Eq. (34)) for a set of

arbitrary product observables 01(4") ® C,(B"), n=1,...,(d-1)

[02)101[0531)]00 [Cill)]o(d—l)[cg)]o(d—l) 28[1)
(€101 (€500 (€2 0ta—1 (€5 Togany 500
d—1y =1 Fd—1@d—1)
]00 R (S }O(d—l) [Cs ]O(d—l)  apo

(E1)

with the post selection |00) then one should look for the other
post-selections such as |01), |10) and so on and hence solve
the corresponding matrix equations.

Appendix F

The kl-th column of the density matrix with post-selection
|kl) can be obtained using Eq. (37) for a set of arbitrary prod-

uct observables C'X(L‘n) ® Cg), n=1,...,d



kl
PAB

(2) (2)y Kl
(Ca” ®CE )y, g

p(pas, kl) ' =

(P @ cy)w) [CPkolCH 10

[0 1kolC5 o

kl

pan (€5 1k0[C 5 o

(e @ ciy,)

With 01(41) ® C’g) = I, ® Ip, an identity operator in the
joint Hilbert space. Solution exists for non zero determi-
nant of the above square matrix. The k’l’-th column can be
calculated measuring the same set of observables with post-
selection |£’l’) and by solving the corresponding matrix equa-
tions. Remember that post-selections are complete set of pro-
jection operators and hence can be measured simultaneously

for each product observables 01(4") ® C'J(gn). So measuring an

observable 01(4") ® C](gn) according to AAV method, we ob-
tain all the weak values for a complete set of post selections
{|k1)}. One does not need to perform a measurement for the
last column as it can be obtained from the normalization and
Hermiticity condition of the density matrix.

Appendix G

The choices for which the quantity LHS - RHS is positive

when p > % are

Bl =1, [Galip) = 1. (G1)
To realize these conditions physically, we consider spin sys-
tems of spin-1 (d=3) and spin-3/2 (d=4) only (one can extend
such realizations for higher dimensions also).

(i) Spin-1 system: the dimension is d=3 with the basis states
0) = (1,0,0)",[1) = (0,1,0)",]2) = (0,0,1)". The spin
operators in X, y and z directions are S, Sy, S, respectively
and the ladder operators are St = S,+i9,

0 -1 0

L {010 .
So=—{101),8,="2(1 0 -1],
v2\p 10 v2\op 1 o
10 0
s.=[o0 0],

00 —1
010 000
S.=v2|001],5-=v2[100
000 010

We consider

(4] Ca = (2] Sa = (1] = (4l ,
(5| Cp = (1151 = (2| = (]

and hence the condition (GI) is fulfilled. The opera-
tor Cy ® Cp = S, ® Sy = 5, ® 5; + 15, ® 5y

(G2)

C P kolCF T -+

CPNolC N -+

C5 T kolC5 N -
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[Cill)]k(d—l)[cg)h(d—l) [paBloo, ki

€PN ka—1[CS Nia—1) [parlo1, ki

(F1)

[C(Ad)]k(dfl)[c(Bd)]l(dfl) [paBl(a—1)(a—1) k1

in the LHS of Eq. (@9 can be realized via product
weak values as (@A0p|(Sy ® Sy + 1Sz ® Sy)ploads) =

(0adB|(Sz ® Sz)pldads) +i(padp|(Sz @ Sy)ploads).
Alternative: Consider

(4] Ca = (0] + (20)S= = (1] = (jal,
(ip] Cp = (1] 8: = ((0] + (2]) = {j| (G3)

and the condition (GI) is satisfied.

(ii) Spin-3/2 system: the dimension is d=4 with the ba-
sis states [0) = (1,0,0,0)T,]1) = (0,1,0,0)T,|2) =
(0,0,1,0)%,|3) = (0,0,0,1)T. The spin operators in x, y
and z directions are J,, J,,, J,, respectively and the ladder op-
erators are J4 and J_

0 V3 0 0
g _Lfv3 0o 2 0
7210 2 0 V3|’
0 0 V3 0
0 —vV3 0 0
g_ifv3 0 =2 0
Yol 0 2 0 —=V3)°
0 0 V3 0
300 0
101 0 o0
JZ—500—10’
00 0 -3
0v30 0
J.—|0o0 20
7 lo 0o 0v3|’
00 00
00 00
J_\/§000
~—10 2 00
0 0+v30

Consider the following

(i Ca = (3| Jo = (2| = (Jal
(ipl Cp = (2| T4 = (3] = (jp| (G4)

and the condition (GI) is fulfilled. Note that, normalizing fac-
tors in the calculations (G2), (G3) and (G4) are not important
as these factors will get canceled out in Eq. (39).



