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Randomized measurements constitute a simple measurement primitive that exploits the informa-
tion encoded in the outcome statistics of samples of local quantum measurements defined through
randomly selected bases. In this work we exploit the potential of randomized measurements in order
to probe the amount of entanglement contained in multiparticle quantum systems as quantified by
the multiparticle concurrence. We further present a detailed statistical analysis of the underlying
measurement resources required for a confident estimation of the introduced quantifiers using ana-
lytical tools from the theory of random matrices. The introduced framework is demonstrated by a
series of numerical experiments analyzing the concurrence of typical multiparticle entangled states as
well as of ensembles of output states produced by random quantum circuits. Finally, we examine the
multiparticle entanglement of mixed states produced by noisy quantum circuits consisting of single-
and two-qubit gates with non-vanishing depolarization errors, thus showing that our framework is
directly applicable in the noisy intermediate-scale regime.

I. INTRODUCTION

The multiparticle entanglement content of composite
quantum states of many, possibly interacting particles
plays a central role for the development of novel quan-
tum technologies, ranging from quantum communication
protocols to quantum computing architectures [1–4]. For
instance, multiparticle entanglement has been shown to
enhance the performance of anonymous conference key
agreement [5], act as a resource in quantum metrology [6],
and it is believed to be a crucial ingredient for quantum
computation algrorithms outperforming analogous clas-
sical counterparts [7]. However, determining a state’s
content of multiparticle entanglement becomes increas-
ingly difficult with growing particle number due to the
large dimension and immense complexity of the underly-
ing multiparticle Hilbert space [8, 9].

Methods for the characterization of multiparticle prop-
erties vary strongly in terms of the required measurement
resources as well as their assumptions upon the states
under considerations [10]. While tomographic tools as-
sume very little about the considered quantum states
they become impractical already for rather small sys-
tem sizes [11]. In contrast, witness operators allow for
an efficient certification of multiparticle properties, such
as structures of entanglement or the states’ fidelities,
but their successful implementation relies heavily on the
knowledge of the investigated quantum states [9, 12, 13].
Other compromises between these two extreme strate-
gies allow to lower the required measurement resources
by either invoking specific prior information about the
sparsity of the involved density operators [14, 15] or by
accepting limited precision requirements of the targeted
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<latexit sha1_base64="ocgiAjpDjkxJr5kPWC1BB+yVGnk=">AAAB7XicbVBNS8NAEJ34WetX1aOXYBE8lUQEPRa9eKxgP6ANZbPZtGs3u2F3Uiih/8GLB0W8+n+8+W/ctjlo64OBx3szzMwLU8ENet63s7a+sbm1Xdop7+7tHxxWjo5bRmWasiZVQulOSAwTXLImchSsk2pGklCwdji6m/ntMdOGK/mIk5QFCRlIHnNK0Eqt3jhSaPqVqlfz5nBXiV+QKhRo9CtfvUjRLGESqSDGdH0vxSAnGjkVbFruZYalhI7IgHUtlSRhJsjn107dc6tEbqy0LYnuXP09kZPEmEkS2s6E4NAsezPxP6+bYXwT5FymGTJJF4viTLio3NnrbsQ1oygmlhCqub3VpUOiCUUbUNmG4C+/vEpalzXfq/kPV9X6bRFHCU7hDC7Ah2uowz00oAkUnuAZXuHNUc6L8+58LFrXnGLmBP7A+fwBy2+PQg==</latexit>

<latexit sha1_base64="HDzXchlsPlmuEyZZ/9zFJ+iVC6I=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW7Ae0oWy2k3btZhN2N0IN/QVePCji1Z/kzX/jts1BWx8MPN6bYWZekAiujet+O4W19Y3NreJ2aWd3b/+gfHjU0nGqGDZZLGLVCahGwSU2DTcCO4lCGgUC28H4dua3H1FpHst7M0nQj+hQ8pAzaqzUeOqXK27VnYOsEi8nFchR75e/eoOYpRFKwwTVuuu5ifEzqgxnAqelXqoxoWxMh9i1VNIItZ/ND52SM6sMSBgrW9KQufp7IqOR1pMosJ0RNSO97M3E/7xuasJrP+MySQ1KtlgUpoKYmMy+JgOukBkxsYQyxe2thI2ooszYbEo2BG/55VXSuqh6btVrXFZqN3kcRTiBUzgHD66gBndQhyYwQHiGV3hzHpwX5935WLQWnHzmGP7A+fwB6UGM/g==</latexit>

<latexit sha1_base64="Rq7WuV8F+H5qhvSRqdcnF7BaLVI=">AAAB7XicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbRU0lE0GPRiyepYNpCG8pmu2nXbnbD7kYoIf/BiwdFvPp/vPlv3LY5aOuDgcd7M8zMCxPOtHHdb6e0srq2vlHerGxt7+zuVfcPWlqmilCfSC5VJ8Saciaob5jhtJMoiuOQ03Y4vpn67SeqNJPiwUwSGsR4KFjECDZWavn97O4071drbt2dAS0TryA1KNDsV796A0nSmApDONa667mJCTKsDCOc5pVeqmmCyRgPaddSgWOqg2x2bY5OrDJAkVS2hEEz9fdEhmOtJ3FoO2NsRnrRm4r/ed3URFdBxkSSGirIfFGUcmQkmr6OBkxRYvjEEkwUs7ciMsIKE2MDqtgQvMWXl0nrvO65de/+ota4LuIowxEcwxl4cAkNuIUm+EDgEZ7hFd4c6bw4787HvLXkFDOH8AfO5w8oeo7X</latexit>

T
<latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit>

<latexit sha1_base64="HDzXchlsPlmuEyZZ/9zFJ+iVC6I=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW7Ae0oWy2k3btZhN2N0IN/QVePCji1Z/kzX/jts1BWx8MPN6bYWZekAiujet+O4W19Y3NreJ2aWd3b/+gfHjU0nGqGDZZLGLVCahGwSU2DTcCO4lCGgUC28H4dua3H1FpHst7M0nQj+hQ8pAzaqzUeOqXK27VnYOsEi8nFchR75e/eoOYpRFKwwTVuuu5ifEzqgxnAqelXqoxoWxMh9i1VNIItZ/ND52SM6sMSBgrW9KQufp7IqOR1pMosJ0RNSO97M3E/7xuasJrP+MySQ1KtlgUpoKYmMy+JgOukBkxsYQyxe2thI2ooszYbEo2BG/55VXSuqh6btVrXFZqN3kcRTiBUzgHD66gBndQhyYwQHiGV3hzHpwX5935WLQWnHzmGP7A+fwB6UGM/g==</latexit>T
<latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit>

<latexit sha1_base64="gSqB8VU9Ub7t4WA3/j7CxTnu/IY=">AAAB6nicbVBNS8NAEJ34WetX1aOXxSJ4KkkR9Fj04rGiaQttKJvtpl262YTdiVBCf4IXD4p49Rd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXplIYdN1vZ219Y3Nru7RT3t3bPzisHB23TJJpxn2WyER3Qmq4FIr7KFDyTqo5jUPJ2+H4dua3n7g2IlGPOEl5ENOhEpFgFK304Pfr/UrVrblzkFXiFaQKBZr9yldvkLAs5gqZpMZ0PTfFIKcaBZN8Wu5lhqeUjemQdy1VNOYmyOenTsm5VQYkSrQthWSu/p7IaWzMJA5tZ0xxZJa9mfif180wug5yodIMuWKLRVEmCSZk9jcZCM0ZyokllGlhbyVsRDVlaNMp2xC85ZdXSate89yad39ZbdwUcZTgFM7gAjy4ggbcQRN8YDCEZ3iFN0c6L86787FoXXOKmRP4A+fzB9fTjX4=</latexit>

T
<latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="+PBvf+lnnsnFY014vABWwPiSxYo=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0GPRi8cW+gVtKJvtpF272YTdjVBCf4EXD4p49Sd589+4bXPQ1gcDj/dmmJkXJIJr47rfTmFjc2t7p7hb2ts/ODwqH5+0dZwqhi0Wi1h1A6pRcIktw43AbqKQRoHATjC5n/udJ1Sax7Jppgn6ER1JHnJGjZUazUG54lbdBcg68XJSgRz1QfmrP4xZGqE0TFCte56bGD+jynAmcFbqpxoTyiZ0hD1LJY1Q+9ni0Bm5sMqQhLGyJQ1ZqL8nMhppPY0C2xlRM9ar3lz8z+ulJrz1My6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxrMuQKmRFTSyhT3N5K2JgqyozNpmRD8FZfXiftq6rnVr3GdaV2l8dRhDM4h0vw4AZq8AB1aAEDhGd4hTfn0Xlx3p2PZWvByWdO4Q+czx+vqYzY</latexit>

Random 
Measurement

Random Circuit

FIG. 1. Random quantum circuit consisting of N qubits.
The qubits are initialized in the ground state |0〉⊗N and sub-
sequently manipulated with gates drawn form the universal
gate set Iuni = {H,T,CX} which are applied to randomly
selected qubits. The resulting output state of the computa-
tion is analysed using a randomized measurement protocol
consisting of randomly drawn local unitary transformations
Ui complemented with a measurement in the computational
basis of N qubits.

observables [16].
A promising approach in this regard is based on so-

called randomized measurements where the underlying
quantum state is readout in randomly selected local mea-
surement bases and system properties are inferred via
appropriate statistical averages [17–39] (see Fig. 1). In
this way it has been shown to be possible to extract a
number of relevant properties of the underlying many-
body states such as structures of multiparticle entangle-
ment [25, 26, 37, 38], subsystem purities [30, 31], fidelities
with respect given target states or other quantum de-
vices [18, 34], or interference signatures of indistinguish-
able particles [23, 24]. Furthermore, the underlying mea-
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surement resources for a statistically significant verifica-
tion of the aforementioned properties have been inves-
tigated, promising advantages particularly in the noisy
intermediate-scale regime [35, 38, 41].

In this work we use locally randomized measurements
in order to directly extract information about the amount
of entanglement in terms of the multiparticle concur-
rence [45, 46, 49–51], a quantifier for multiparticle en-
tanglement. In particular, we derive an exact formula
for the multiparticle concurrence of pure states, as well
as for an appropriate lower bound in the case of mixed
states, from second moments of the outcomes of random
measurements. Furthermore, we analyze in detail the
measurement resources required for a statistically confi-
dent estimation of the involved quantities by analysing
the respective variances. We apply the developed tool-
box to evaluate the multiparticle entanglement of typical
multiparticle states as well as of ensembles of states pro-
duced by different classes of random quantum circuits
(see Fig. 1). Finally, we investigate the multiparticle en-
tanglement of mixed states produced by noisy quantum
circuits consisting of gates prone with non-vanishing de-
polarization errors.

The paper is structured as follows: In Sec. II we in-
troduce the paradigm of randomized measurements and
show how it enables a measurement of the concurrence of
pure multiparticle quantum states as well as of a suitable
lower bound in the case of mixed states. Further on, in
Sec. III we discuss the statistical estimation of the in-
volved quantities based on finite samples of randomized
measurements and, in particular, analyse the involved
statistical error through evaluation of the variances of the
respective estimators. In Sec. IV and V, respectively, we
demonstrate the introduced protocols through numerical
simulations of typical examples of multiparticle entan-
gled states as well as of ensembles of states produced by
random quantum circuits. Finally, we conclude our work
in Sec. VI and give a brief outlook.

II. PROBING MULTIPARTICLE
ENTANGLEMENT WITH RANDOMIZED

MEASUREMENTS

A. Randomized measurements and moments of
random correlations

To start with we introduce briefly the framework of
randomized measurements as a diagnostic tool for the
characterization of multiparticle quantum systems. For
reasons of generality we consider in this section a collec-
tion of N d-dimensional quantum systems (qudits) each
described by a local Hilbert space H = Cd. The quantum
state of the total multiparticle particle system is then de-
scribed by a density operator % acting on the N -particle
Hilbert space H⊗N .

A random measurement of the N -particle state
% is then described through a set of randomly

drawn local bases {Bn}n=1,...,N , each defined as
Bn = {Un|sn〉}s=0,...,(d−1) with a random transfor-
mation Un picked uniformly from the unitary group
U(d), i.e., according to the Haar measure, and where
{|sn〉}s=0,...,(d−1) denotes the computational basis of the
n’th qudit. The outcome of a single measurement run
in such a random basis is then labelled by a string
s = (s1, . . . , sN ) of length N containing values sk =
0, . . . , d−1 and the associated outcome probability reads
PU (s) = tr[%U |s〉〈s|U†], with U = U1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ UN .

The idea behind randomized measurement protocols
is now to regard appropriate combinations of the pop-
ulation probabilities PU (s) = tr[%U |s〉〈s|U†] in such a
way that, upon averaging them uniformly over the local
unitary group U(d)⊗N , they provide insights about the
properties of the quantum state %. For instance, it has
been shown in Refs. [30, 31] that the state’s purity can
be obtained as follows:

tr [%2] = dN
∑
s,s′

(−d)−D(s,s′)PU (s)PU (s′), (1)

where D(s, s′) = #{i ∈ {1, . . . , N}|si 6= sj} denotes
the Hamming distance between two computational basis
states |s〉 = |s1, . . . , sN 〉 and |s′〉 = |s′1, . . . , s′N 〉.

Analogously, we can associate a random measurement
of a single qudit with an observable OU = UOU†,
where U ∈ U(d) and O denotes a traceless observ-
able diagonal in the computational basis with outcomes
{oi}i=0,...,(d−1). For instance, for qubits (d = 2) a stan-
dard choice of the observable O is given by the Pauli
matrix σz, leading to the random Pauli matrix σui , with

[ui]j = tr [σjUiσzU
†
i ]. One round of such a random mea-

surement of N qudits thus allows one obtain the correla-
tion functions

〈O(i1)
Ui1
· . . . · O(ik)

Uik
〉 =

∑
s

osi1 . . . osikPU (s), (2)

with a subset A = {i1, . . . , ik} ⊂ {1, . . . , N} of the N
qudits of cardinality k. Note that Eq. (2) amounts to
a classical post-processing of the outcome probabilities
PU (s) which simplifies significantly in the case of binary
observables (os = ±1) where one has to consider over-
all only two cases, namely those where the parity of the
outcomes is either even or odd [38]. Repeating the above
measurement strategy many times for randomly selected
choices of the Ui’s then results in a distribution of values
which encodes the correlations properties of the state %
and is characterized by the moments

R(t)
A =

∫
U(d)

dη(U1) . . .

∫
U(d)

dη(Uk)〈O(i1)
U1
· . . . · O(ik)

Uk
〉t,

(3)

where t is a positive integer and η the Haar measure on
the unitary group U(d).

The moments (3) have been previously shown to be
good candidates for the characterization of multiparti-
cle correlations [21, 25, 26, 37, 38]. In particular, it was
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shown that the combination of moments of different order
leads to an improved sensitivity in the sense that a larger
class of states can be detected [25, 26, 37]. Furthermore,
it is often useful to combine moments evaluated on differ-
ent subsets A of qudits in order to obtain more informa-
tion about the underlying state (see Refs. [31, 33, 37, 43]).
For instance, the purity formula (1) can be expressed as
a sum over second order reduced moments of all subsets
of qudits, yielding

tr(%2) =
1

dN

∑
A⊂{1,...,N}

(d2 − 1)|A|R(2)
A (%). (4)

where R(2)
∅ ≡ 1, with ∅ denoting the empty set.

In this spirit we will proceed in the following and show
that the multiparticle entanglement content, as quanti-
fied by multiparticle concurrence, can be assessed via
such a randomized measurement protocol.

B. Multiparticle concurrence from randomized
measurements

The multiparticle concurrence of an N qudit pure state
|ψ〉 ∈ H⊗N has been introduced in Refs. [45, 46] and can
be expressed as follows

CN (|ψ〉) = 2

√√√√1− 1

2N

∑
A⊆{1,...,N}

tr (%2
A), (5)

where %A = trAc [|ψ〉〈ψ|], with Ac = {1, . . . , N} \ A, de-
notes the reduced density matrix of the pure state |ψ〉
with respect to the subsystem associated to the subset A
of the N qudits. In App. A 1 we show that CN (|ψ〉) can
be inferred through the following quantity

CN (|ψ〉) = 2

√
1− dN (d+ 1)N

2N
EU
[
P 2
U (s)

]
, (6)

where EU [. . .] denotes the average over the ensemble of
local unitary transformations U = U1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ UN , with
Ui ∈ U(d), with respect to the local Haar measures on
U(d). Hence, we have found an expression of the mul-
tiparticle concurrence (5) that involves only quantities
accessible via randomized measurements and thus avoids
the evaluation of the purities of all possible partitions of
the N involved subsystems. We note that expression (6)
has been noted previously in Refs. [47, 48]. Alterna-
tively, we can express the concurrence in terms of the
moments (3) (see App. A 1 for more details), yielding

CN (|ψ〉) = 2

√√√√1−
∑

A⊂{1,...,N}

∑
A′⊂A

(d2 − 1)|A′|

2Nd|A|
R(2)
A′ .

(7)

Further on, generalizations of Eq. (6) to the case of
mixed states usually involve a convex roof construction

of the form C(%) = inf{pk,|φk〉}
∑
k pkC(|φk〉), where the

infimum has to be taken over all possible decompositions
% =

∑
k pk|φk〉〈φk|, which is hard to evaluate in practise.

This problem can be partially circumvented by consider-
ing an appropriate lower bound of the mixed state con-
currence CN (%) as has been derived in Refs. [44, 46, 49–
51] leading to the expression

CN (%) ≥
√

tr (%⊗ %VN ), (8)

with

VN = 4
[
P+ − P+ ⊗ · · · ⊗ P+ − (1− 21−N )P−

]
, (9)

where P+ (P−) denotes the projector onto the (anti-
)symmetric subspace of the two-fold tensor copy space
(Cd)⊗N⊗(Cd)⊗N , and similarly P+(P−) of the individual
qudit subspaces. In App. A 1 we thus show that the lower
bound (8) can be expressed as follows

CN (%)2 ≥ 4

2N
− 22−NdN (d+ 1)NEU

[
P 2
U (s)

]
+
(
4− 4

2N
)
dN
∑
s,s′

(−d)−D(s,s′)EU [PU (s)PU (s′)] ,

(10)

with the Hamming distance D(s, s′). Note that the last
term in Eq. (10) can be identified as the purity of %
(see Eq. (1)) according to the randomized measurement
framework introduced in Refs. [28–30]. Again, we can ex-
press Eq. (10) equivalently in terms of the moments (3)
by combining Eqs. (1) and (7), leading to

CN (%)2 ≥ 2(1− 21−N )× (11)

×
∑

A⊂{1,...,N}

{ ∑
A′⊂A

3|A
′|

2|A|
R(2)
A′ +

2× 3|A|

2N
R(2)
A

}
.

Note that an evaluation of the concurrence or its lower
bound through finite samples of randomized measure-
ments using Eqs. (6) or (10), or equivalently using
Eqs. (7) or (11), requires the definition of appropriate
unbiased estimators which come with a non-vanishing
statistical error (see Sec. III).

C. Exact evaluation with quantum designs

The above introduced formulas for the evaluation of
the multiparticle concurrence based on randomized mea-
surement also provide the starting point for the deriva-
tion of exact expressions allowing to determine the con-
currence based on a finite number of measurement set-
tings. To do so, we exploit the concept of unitary de-
signs which provide finite sets of unitary matrices that
are inequivalent to Haar random ones as long as one is
concerned with statistical moments of some finite order.

Formally, a unitary t-design is a set of unitary matrices
{Uk|k = 1, . . . ,K(t)} ⊂ U(d), with cardinality K(t) [52],
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such that

1

K(t)

K(t)∑
k=1

Pt′,t′(Uk) =

∫
U(d)

Pt′,t′(U)dη(U), (12)

for all homogeneous polynomials Pt′,t′ ∈ Hom(t′, t′), with
t′ ≤ t, and where η(U) denotes the normalized Haar mea-
sure on U(d). We note that Pr,s(U) is an element of the
set of all homogeneous polynomials Hom(r, s), with sup-
port on the space of unitary matrices U(d), that is of
degree at most r and, respectively, s in each of the ma-
trix elements of U and their complex conjugates. While
the existence of unitary designs has been proven [53],
no universal strategy for their construction in case of an
arbitrarily given t is known. However, a number of ap-
proximate unitary designs, for which the property (12) is
accordingly relaxed, have been introduced in the litera-
ture [54–56]. In the remainder of this manuscript we will
restrict ourselves to the particular case of the Clifford
group C(d) ⊂ U(d) which has been shown to constitute a
unitary 3-design [57, 82]. The Clifford group consists in
general of all unitary matrices that map the multi-qudit
Pauli group onto itself. In the case of a single qubit
this amounts to |C(2)| = 24 elements which can be gen-
erated from the Hadamard gate H and the phase gate
S = ei

π
4 σz .

Now, noting that the second power of the correlation
function (2) is a polynomial of degree two in the entries of
the local random unitary matrices Un ∈ U(d), and their
complex conjugates, allows us to replace the average over
the local unitary groups U(d) in Eq. (3) with an average
over all elements of the respective Clifford groups C(d),
yielding

R(2)
A =

1

|C(d)||A|

|C(d)|∑
α1,...,αk=1

〈O(i1)
Uα1
· . . . · O(ik)

Uαk
〉2. (13)

Equation (13) is a general formula that allows one to
calculate the second moment for general local dimension
d and arbitrary subsystems A. If one is interested in the
specific case of systems of qubits, i.e., d = 2, we can
further use that the Clifford group has the property to
map the multi-qubit Pauli group onto itself and thus each

of the observables O(i)
Uα

becomes equal to ±σ(i)
α , where

σ
(i)
α denotes the α’th Pauli matrix acting on qubit i of the

total N -qubit system. All in all, Eq. (13) thus simplifies
to a sum over the squared elements of the correlations

tensors T
(A)
α1,...,αk = 〈σ(i1)

α1 . . . σ
(ik)
αk 〉, leading to

R(2)
A =

1

3|A|

3∑
α1,...,αk=1

(
T (A)
α1,...,αk

)2
. (14)

Hence, in order to determine the moments R(2)
A exactly

it suffices to measure all elements of the correlation ten-
sors T (A) which can be directly extracted from the full
correlation tensor Tα1,...,αN = 〈σα1

⊗ . . . ⊗ σαN 〉, with
αj = x, y, z, which consists of 3N elements.

In conclusion, as the pure state concurrence (7) and the
corresponding lower bound (11) are simple functions of

the second momentsR(2)
A , we can use Eq. (14) to measure

them directly using 3N measurement settings. Such a di-
rect measurement, however, becomes impractical as soon
as one reaches system sizes of several tens of qubits where,
due to the exponential scaling 3N , the required number
measurements becomes too large. In the latter regime it
can be favourable to estimate the concurrence approxi-
mately using randomized measurements at the expense
of a non-zero statistical error. In the next section we will
analyse this statistical error and discuss the scaling of the
required number of measurement settings, as well as the
required number of projective measurements per individ-
ual measurement setting, in order to reach an estimate
with a predefined accuracy.

III. STATISTICAL ESTIMATION OF THE
MULTIPARTICLE CONCURRENCE

A. Unbiased estimators of Eqs. (6) and (10)

In experiments randomized measurement protocols
can only be realized with finite samples of measurements.
Consequently, an estimation of the randomized popu-
lation probabilities contained in Eqs. (6) and (10), i.e.,
EU
[
P 2
U (s)

]
and EU [PU (s)PU (s′)], will involve a finite

statistical error. Furthermore, in practice one also needs
to estimate the population probabilities PU (s) based on
finitely many rounds of projective measurements.

In the following we will assume that one round of ran-
domized measurements consists of a sample of M ran-
dom measurement bases, each of which undergoes a fi-
nite number K of projective measurements. The latter
allow us to estimate the PU (s), its second powers P 2

U (s),
as well as cross-terms of the form PU (s)PU (s′) for each
individual choice of random measurement bases defined
by the local unitary transformation U = U1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ UN .
In order to do so we first introduce an unbiased esti-
mator of the population propability PU (s) which reads

P̃U (s) = Y (s)/K, where Y (s) denotes a random variable
distributed according to the multinomial distribution de-
fined by the distribution {PU (s)}s with K independent

trials. Given P̃U (s) it is straightforward to derive ap-
propriate estimators for its monomials (see App. B 1 for
details), yielding

P̃
(2)
U (s) =

P̃ (s)(KP̃ (s)− 1)

K − 1
, (15)

P̃
(1,1)
Ui

(s, s′) =
K

K − 1
P̃ (s)P̃ (s′). (16)

Given this set of unbiased estimators of the involved pop-
ulation propabilities we can go one step further and intro-
duce statistically sound estimators of the relevant quan-
tities contained in Eqs. (6) and (10), namely EU

[
P 2
U (s)

]
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FIG. 2. Left: Plot of the variance of the estimator of the squared population probabilities for 5 qubits as a function of the
number M of sampled local measurement bases, with K = 10 (upper blue circles) and K = 102 (lower red circles). The left
subplot corresponds to a random product state, the middle one to the GHZ state and the right subplot to a Haar random
state. For the latter, the errorbar marks the standard deviation of 100 averaged Haar random states. Solid lines correspond
to the analytical result obtained via an exact average with respect to the Haar measure. Middle: Plot of the same variacne as
a function of the number of projective measurements K, with M = 10 and M = 102. Right: Plot of the same variance as a
function of the number N of qubits, with M = 102 and M = 103.

and EU [PU (s)PU (s′)], leading to

P 2
U (s) =

1

M

M∑
i=1

P̃
(2)
Ui

(s), (17)

PU (s)PU (s′) =
1

M

M∑
i=1

P̃
(1,1)
Ui

(s, s′). (18)

The estimators (17) and (18) thus reflect the fluctu-
ations resulting from both finite M and K leading to a
non-zero statistical error. In order to determine the latter
different strategies can be pursued, one of which consists
in a straightforward statistical approach exploiting the
measurement data produced form either real or numeri-
cal experiments (see Fig. 2). In this way it is possible to
investigate the statistical error of the involved estimators
for systems of limited size and for specific targeted quan-
tum states [28–31], however, it is in general not possible
to extrapolate the statistical effects to systems consisting
of larger particle number. Alternatively, one can evalu-
ate the statistical error analytically based on the given
properties of the estimators’ distributions; an approach
that we will pursue further in Sec. III B.

Before moving on to the analysis of the statistical er-
rors of Eq. (17) and (18) we note that the squared aver-
aged population probability EU

[
P 2
U (s)

]
does not longer

depend on the bit-string s. Hence, when estimating
EU
[
P 2
U (s)

]
it can be advantageous to consider an un-

biased estimator that includes also an average over the
subsets I ⊂ {0, 1}N of observed bit-strings s. For in-
stance, instead of Eq. (17) we can use

X̃ =
1

|I| ×M
∑
s∈I

M∑
i=1

P̃
(2)
Ui

(s), (19)

which is also an unbiased estimator for the squared av-
eraged population probability EU

[
P 2
U (s)

]
= Emulti,U [X̃].

This procedure is particularly relevant for an increasing
number of qubits N in which case the probability of ob-
serving one particular bit-string can become vanishingly
small.

B. Analysis of the statistical errors

In order to analyse the statistical error of the estima-
tors (17), (18) and (19) we first have to evaluate their
respective variances. For instance, in the case of Eq. (17)
this yields

Var
[
P 2
U (s)

]
=

1

M2

M∑
i=1

Var
[
P̃

(2)
Ui

(s)
]
, (20)

with

Var
[
P̃

(2)
Ui

(s)
]

=
1

(K − 1)2

{
(5− 3K)EU [P 4

U (s)] (21)

+ 4(K − 2)EU [P 3
U (s)] + 2EU [P 2

U (s)]
}
,

which shows that the underlying error depends on
the higher-order randomized population probabilities
EU [P 2

U (s)], EU [P 3
U (s)] and EU [P 4

U (s)], which in turn are
independent of the choice of the bit-string s. In Fig. 2
we present a comparison between the numerically and
analytically estimated values of the variance (20) for a
number of exemplary quantum states (see App. B 1 for
details on the calculations). We find that the variance
decays for all states inversely with M , as expected form
the central limit theorem, while its dependence on K
reaches a plateau after an initial decay. All in all we find
that the numerical results agree very well with the ana-
lytical predictions also for varying number of qubits (see
Fig. 2 (right)).
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FIG. 3. Left: Plot of the variance of the estimator (18) for 5 qubits averaged over all combinations of s and s′, and as a
function of the number M of sampled local measurement bases, with K = 10 (upper blue circles) and K = 102 (lower red
circles). The left subplot corresponds to a random product state, the middle one to the GHZ state and the right subplot to
a Haar random state. Solid lines correspond to the analytical result obtained via an exact average with respect to the Haar
measure. Right: Plot of the same variance as a function of the number of projective measurements K, with M = 10 and
M = 102.

In Fig. 3 we present similar results for the estima-

FIG. 4. Plot of the total number of measurements M × K
(top) and the corresponding optimal ratio M/K (bottom)
required for an estimation of the concurrence with a relative
error of at most 10% as a function of the number of qubits
for a GHZ state (solid blue line) and a Haar random state
(dashed yellow line). The dashed-dotted red line shows the
respective results for the estimation the concurrence of a Haar
random state using the estimator (19).

tor 18. Note that in this case the symbolic expression
of the respective variance (see Eq. (B12) in App. B 1)
is more complicated as it depends on the cross-terms
EU
[
P tU (s)P kU (s′)

]
, with t, k = 1, 2, which themselves de-

pend on the Hamming distance D(s, s′). For this rea-
son, we calculated variance for all values of s and s′, and
present the average over the respective values in Fig. 3.
As for the variance of Eq. (17) we find a good agree-
ment with the analytical predictions for the states under
consideration.

Given the analytical expression of the variance (20),
it is straightforward to derive a confidence interval for
the estimators (17) and (18) for the target state under
consideration and a given number of measurements M
and K. To do so, we use the two-sided Cantelli inequality
(see Ref. [61]), yielding

Pr[|P 2
U (s)− E[P 2

U (s)]| ≥ δ] ≤
2Var

(
P̃

(2)
Ui

(s)
)

Var
(
P̃

(2)
Ui

(s)
)

+ δ2
, (22)

which, by requiring that the confidence 1−Prob[|R̃(t) −
R(t)| ≥ δ] of this estimation is at least γ, leads to the
following minimal two-sided error bar:

δerr =

√
1 + γ

1− γ
Var
(
P̃

(2)
Ui

(s)
)
. (23)

In order to do the final step of deriving a suitable er-
ror bar on the estimate of the concurrence we have to
propagate the respective error (23) through the square
root contained in the expression (6). This can be done
up to first order in δerr using the standard rule for the
propagation of uncertainties leading to

δC =
∂C

∂EU [P 2
U (s)]

δerr +O
(
δ2
err

)
. (24)

Now we are in the position to determine the required
number of measurements M × K as well as their ratio
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M/K in order to estimate the concurrence up to an er-
ror of δC . To do so, we fix a desired relative error of 10%
for the concurrence and determine the optimal values of
M and K such that δC fulfils this error requirement. In
practise, this is done by analytically evaluating δC for a
number of values of M and K chosen from the list of
values 101, . . . , 1016. In Fig. 4 we present the results of
this procedure as a function of the number N of involved
qubits. Note that this can be done efficiently thanks to
the analytical estimates of the variance (20) and, in prin-
ciple, be carried out for an arbitrary number N of qubits.
Previous studies of this type focusing on estimations of
the purity where bounded to values of N ≤ 10 as they
relied on numerical estimates of the underlying statistical
errors [28–31].

We also note that the exact analytical assessment of
the statistical error of the estimator (19) is more involved
because the sum over s leads to many cross-terms in the
respective variance. However, in the particular case of
Haar random states we can circumvent this problem be-
cause correlations between different bit-strings of Haar
random states are with increasing N exponentially sup-
pressed [59, 60]. Making use of this fact allows us to eval-
uate the underlying variance and obtain an estimate of
the respective statistical error (see App. B 1 for details).
As example we included the results of the latter calcula-
tion in Fig. 3 showing that it can lead to an improvement
as long as the dimension of the overall Hilbert space is
small compared to the number K of individual projective
measurements per random measurement setting.

IV. APPLICATIONS TO TYPICAL
MULTIPARTICLE ENTANGLED STATES

Having analyzed in detail the measurement resources
required for the evaluation of Eqs. (6) and (10) in the last
section we move on and investigate how the introduced
randomized measurement protocol performs in practice.
In this respect, we use the methods introduced in Sec. II
in order to characterize the multiparticle entanglement
properties of examples of typical multiparticle entangled
states and investigate the observed performance in the
presence of noise in form of gate errors.

A. Analytical results for pure states

To begin with, we will summarize some important an-
alytical expressions of the concurrence for several exam-
ples of multiparticle states and discuss their respective
asymptotic behavior in the limit of large particle num-
bers. We note that the analytical expressions for the
concurrence of pure GHZ-states of N qubits can be eas-
ily derived from the fact that all its reduced states are
maximally mixed states of rank 2 and thus have a purity

FIG. 5. Top: Histograms of the values of the multiparticle
concurrence (5) evaluated for samples of 103 Haar random
states for N = 2 (violet, left) to N = 8 (red, right) qubits.
Bottom: Plot of the mean values associated to the distribu-
tions presented above as a function of the number of qubits
N (blue triangles). As comparison the analytical law (27) for
the mean value of the concurrence for Haar random states is
shown (solid blue line), as well as the overall upper bound of
the maximum of the concurrence presented in Eq. (28) (black
dashed line).

of 1/2 [45, 46], leading to:

CN
(
|GHZN 〉

)
= 21−N2

√
2N−1 − 1, (25)

which yields
√

2 in the limit N →∞.
Furthermore, we derive in the following also an analyt-

ical expression for the concurrence of Haar random pure
states of N qubits. In order to do so we first note that a
pure Haar random state reads
|ψ〉 = U |0〉⊗N , with U ∈ U(2N ) picked uniformly ac-

cording to the Haar measure. Hence, the resulting con-
currence of the output state is a polynomial functions
of the unitary transformation U whose average over the
unitary group can be evaluated using the well-known ex-
pression∫

U(d)

Ui1,j1 . . . Uit,jtU
∗
ĩ1,j̃1

. . . U∗
ĩt,j̃t

dU (26)

=
∑

π,σ∈St

δi1 ,̃iπ(1)
. . . δit ,̃iπ(t)

δj1,j̃σ(1) . . . δjt,j̃σ(t) Wgd(π
−1σ),

where the sum runs over the elements of the symmet-
ric group St and Wgd denote the so-called Weingarten
functions which depend on the structure of the permuta-
tion π−1σ and the dimension d [76, 77]. Doing so with
the square of the concurrence (6) leads to the following
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expression

Eψ
[
CN (ψ)2

]
= 4− 8(1 + d)N

2N (1 + dN )
, (27)

where we used the notation Eψ [. . .] to denote the an-
alytical average over U and thus over the Haar ran-
dom state |ψ〉. We emphasize that the square root of
Eq. (27) provides also a good approximation of the av-
erage Eψ [CN (ψ)] already for moderate numbers of N
due to the concentration of the of concurrence around
its mean value (see Fig. 5). The latter is a direct con-
sequence of the concentration of measure phenomenon
occurring for samples of Haar random quantum states in
Hilbert space of growing dimension [78, 79].

Using Eq. (27) we find that the average concurrence
for Haar random multiqubit states converges to 2 if the
number of qubits N goes to infinity. Hence, while GHZ
states yield a larger concurrence for small qubit num-
bers, i.e., N = 2, 3, 4, the concurrence of Haar ran-
dom states generally increases faster for large qubit num-
bers and finally also reaches a larger asymptotic value
C∞(|Haar∞〉) > C∞(|GHZ∞〉). Lastly, it remains the
question whether 2 is also the global maximum of the con-
currence in the limit N → ∞? To answer this question
we make the hypothetical assumption that all subsys-
tems of a pure N qudits state are maximally mixed and
thus all the corresponding purities contained in Eq. (5)
become minimal. Hence, we find that all the purities are
equal to 1/dA, where dA denotes the dimension of the
respective subsystem under consideration. In the case of
a system of qubits we thus have dA = 2|A| and summing
over all possible subsystems leads to the formula

2

√√√√1− 1

2N
−
N−1∑
k=0

(
N
k

)
2N+k

= 21−N
√

1 + 4N − 2N − 3N ,

(28)

which provides an upper bound of the global maximum
of the concurrence (5). Note that the assymptotic value
of Eq. (28) in the limit N → ∞ is also 2, while for each
finite N it is strictly larger than Eq. (27).

B. Influence of noise on multiparticle entanglement

Given the statistical analysis of the required measure-
ment resources for an estimation of the multiparticle con-
currence (6), we are now in the position to apply these
insights in practice. We first do so in the case of pure
GHZ as well as Haar random states and compare the
results to the analytical expressions presented in the pre-
vious Sec. IV A. The two plots in the upper panel of Fig. 6
present numerical estimates of the concurrence with the
measurement resources M and K chosen in such a way
that the resulting statistical errors remains below 10%
and, respectively, 5% of the absolute value of the concur-
rence. While the fluctuations of the resulting estimates

are apparent one clearly observes that they remain below
the anticipated relative error bounds of 10% and 5%.

In a further analysis we estimate the lower bound of the
multiparticle concurrence of noisy versions of the respec-
tive pure states with randomized measurements using
Eq (10). In order to stay close to experimental implemen-
tations using NISQ devices, we produce the respective
GHZ and Haar random states with simulated quantum
circuits consisting of series’ of single- and two-qubit gates
for which we assume local depolarizing errors with error-
propabilities ε1 and ε2, respectively. However, if the lat-
ter are chosen too large the resulting output states will
be considerably mixed and the associated lower bound of
the concurrence very small or even zero. Hence, in or-
der to produce states with a reasonable fidelity, i.e., such
that the lower bound of the concurrence is above zero,
the magnitude of ε1 and ε2 should not be to large. We
can roughly estimate the resulting fidelities of the final
output states by summing up the effects of all single- and
two-qubit gate errors as ε = 1−(1−ε1)#1-qu(1−ε2)#2-qu ,
where #1-qu and #2-qu denote the total numbers of ap-
plied single- and two-qubit gates, respectively. The es-

(a) (b)

(d)(c)

FIG. 6. Numerical estimation of the multiparticle concur-
rence (6) (a,b) and its lower bound (10) (c,d) of GHZ-states
(blue circles) and Haar random states (red triangles) as a
function of the number of qubits N . The values of M and
K are chosen in order to reach a relative error of 10% (a)
and 5% (b) according to the analysis presented in Sec. III.
While solid and dashed lines present the corresponding an-
alytical predictions for pure states, black circles and trian-
gles indicate the respective true values of the concurrence’s
lower bound obtained via Eq. (8). Note that red triangles
and the corresponding error bars have been obtained sam-
ples of 30 Haar random states. Plots (c) and (d) present the
noise-prone cases where the states are produced by a quan-
tum circuits consisting of single- and two-qubit gates inflicted
with local depolarizing errors of 0.01% and 0.1%, respectively.
In order to approximate mixed Haar random states we used
random quantum circuits containing 500 randomly sampled
gates from a universal gate set (see Fig. 1 and Sec. V).
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timated overall accumulated error when producing GHZ
states of N qubits is thus given by 1−(1−ε1)(1−ε2)N−1

as it requires the application of exactlyN−1 CNOT gates
and only a single Hadamard gate. Hence, the number of
required two-qubit gates grows linearly with the number
of involved qubits and the overall accumulated error re-
mains below 10% even for two-qubit gate errors of about
1%.

The Haar random states, however, can only be ap-
proximated by a series of gates that are chosen ran-
domly from a universal set of gates (in Sec. V A we
discuss one possible way of doing so) and thus one has
to find a tradeoff between the required randomness one
wants to achieve and the total error inflicted by the ex-
ecuted gate operations. If we assume that the latter cir-
cuits consist of overall ngates, with twice as many single
than two qubit gates, we accumulate an overall error of
1− (1− ε1)ngates2/3(1− ε2)ngates/3. Furthermore, we need
to apply at least ngates > 500 gates in order to reach a
sufficient amount of randomness in the case of N = 9
qubits. Taking these competing factors into account we
estimate that for the errors ε1 = 0.01% and ε2 = 0.1%
the overall accumulated error does not exceed 20% and
thus a reasonable fidelity of the respective Haar random
state is reached.

We thus simulated the respective circuits with the
above error rates and and estimated the concurrence us-
ing Eq. (10). The results are presented in Fig. 6(c) and
(d). Note that for the simulation of Eq. (10) in Fig. 6(c)
and (d) we used the same measurement numbers M and
K that have been used for the respective pure states in
order to reach a relative error of 10% and 5%, respec-
tively. Even though this is only a rough estimate the
obtained results agree well with the exact values of the
concurrence’s lower bound (8) which are also depicted in
Fig. 6. Motivated by this result we move on and apply
the respective protocol for estimating the concurrence
other multiparticle entangled states produced by differ-
ent classes of random quantum circuits.

V. APPLICATIONS TO THE
CHARACTERIZATION OF RANDOM

QUANTUM CIRCUITS

A. Random quantum circuits

In the following we consider quantum circuits which
are defined through sequences of unitary gates that are
drawn randomly from a predetermined gate set I and
applied to randomly selected subsets of qubits (see Fig. 1
and 7). In particular, we prepare the initial state of the
N qubits in the ground state |0〉⊗N and apply exactly
T randomly drawn gates, i.e., T can be considered as
a discrete time parameter which also denotes the total
count of quantum gates that have been applied. Note
that selection of gates form the set I as well as the choice
of qubits to which they are applied is entirely random.

Gate Set Universality Classical Simulatability

IUni Yes Never [1]

IMG No One, Strong [69, 70]

IIQP2 No Many, Weak [75]

FIG. 7. Representation of matchgate (left) and IQP (right)
circuits together with the matrix representation of the native
gate operations M and D2, respectively. The table summa-
rizes the properties of the considered types of random quan-
tum circuits. The second column indicates whether the re-
spective gate set gives rise to universal quantum computa-
tions. The third column summarizes the complexity of the
circuits showing whether or not the circuit is classically sim-
ulatable and under which conditions. Strong and Weak indi-
cate whether it is possible to classically simulate the circuits
output probabilities or to classically sample from it, respec-
tively. One and Many say whether the task involves a single
qubit or many qubits.

The N qubit output state of such a random quantum
circuits consequently depends on the number of applied
gate operations T , and the properties of the gate set I
under consideration. We will regard three distinct types
of gate sets which have fundamentally different properties
concerning their universality and classical simulability,
and study the entanglement that is produced by them.

With the goal of performing universal quantum compu-
tation in mind one usually considers universal gate sets,
i.e., sets which allow to approximate any N qubit unitary
transformation with arbitrary precision ε [1]. One of the
most famous universal gate sets consist of the two-qubit
controlled not gate CX , the Hadamard gate H and the
T = exp [−iσzπ/8] gate, and we refer to it in the follow-
ing as Iuni [1] (see Fig. 1). A random quantum circuit
consisting of gates form Iuni is expected to approximate
an overall Haar random unitary transformation over N
qubits once a threshold time T ∗ is reached. The univer-
sal gate set Iuni has also been used to approximate Haar
random states in Sec. IV. Also note that noisy variants
of such universal random circuits are at the heart of the
first demonstrations of quantum computational advan-



10

tages based on cross-entropy benchmarking [3].
In the following we will investigate the entanglement

properties of other, so-called restricted, classes of quan-
tum circuits, i.e., circuits produced by gate sets that are
in general not universal. A famous example of such a
restricted class of quantum circuits is that consisting of
so-called Clifford transformations which are generated by
the set IClif = {CX , H, P = exp [−iσzπ/4]}. The latter
are, by virtue of the Gottesman-Knill theorem, always
classically simulatable when initiated in the state |0〉⊗N
and readout in the computational basis [1]. Another class
of quantum circuits that is known to be efficiently sim-
ulatable are so-called nearest-neighbour matchgate cir-
cuits (see Fig. 7(a)). Matchgates are two-qubit gates that
consist of two single qubit gates with equal determinant
that act on the even and odd parity subspace of the two
qubits, respectively [69, 70]. Matchgate circuits on N
qubits have also been shown to be equivalent to a sys-
tem of non-interacting fermions in one dimension which
is governed by interactions of at most quadratic order in
the fermion creation and annihilation operators [71]. In
the random circuit model we generate in each time step
a random matchgate and apply it to a random pair of
nearest-neighbour qubits. Lifting the nearest-neighbour
restriction of matchgates circuits promotes them to the
realm of universal for quantum computation [69].

Lastly, we consider the class of commuting quantum
circuits which are made up of gates diagonal in the com-
putational basis (see Fig. 8(b)). The latter become non-
trivial if the qubits are initiated and readout in local
bases that are orthogonal to the computational bases,
e.g., {|xi〉⊗N}Ni=1, with xi = ±. Due to the commut-
ing property of the diagonal gates there is not a natu-
ral time ordering of gates for a given circuit and thus
the resulting class of circuits is referred to as instan-
taneous quantum polynomial-time (IQP) circuits. IQP
circuits do not allow for universal quantum computation
but they are known to be in general hard to simulate clas-
sically [72, 73]. Specific designs of IQP circuits deal with
diagonal gates of the form Wr = diag{eiφ1 , . . . , eiφ2r },
with independent and uniformly sampled φi ∈ [0, 2π),
which act on a subset of r qubits and are applied to all
combinations of r qubits in random order [74]. In par-
ticular, we will consider IQP circuits with r = 2 which
consist of precisely N(N − 1)/2 diagonal gates. For the
former type, i.e. r = 2, a restriction to gates acting only
on nearest-neighbor qubits once again makes the cicuits
classically simulatable [75].

B. Numerical results

As a last application we use three of the aforemen-
tioned random circuits to test our randomized mea-
surement protocols on further examples of mutliparti-
cle entangled states. So far, we have considered ran-
dom circuits consisting of the universal gate set IUni =
{H,T,CX} in order to approximate Haar random states

(a) (b)

(d)(c)

FIG. 8. Numerical estimation of the multiparticle concur-
rence (6) (a,b) and its lower bound (10) (c,d) of output states
of random IQP (green pentagons) and MG (orange diamonds)
circuits. Plot (a) and (b) show the noiseless cases with M
and K chosen in order to reach a relative error of 10% (a,c)
and 5% (b,d), respectively, according to the analysis for Haar
random states presented in Sec. III. IQP circuits consist of
N(N − 1)/2 diagonal gates and MG circuits of 150 randomly
sampled nearest-neighbor match-gates. Error bars are ob-
tained by resampling the respective states 30 times. The lower
plots (c) and (d) present the cases where we assumed that
each two-qubit gate used to produce the respective states has
a local depolarizing error of 0.1%. Black symbols indicate
the respective true values of the concurrence’s lower bound
obtained via Eq. (8).

(see Sec. IV B). Here we focus on two examples of random
circuits produced by restricted gates sets, i.e. nearest-
neighbor matchgates and IQP circuits (see Fig. 7). The
corresponding gate set IMG and IIQP are non-universal
and also classically simulatable, however, in some cases
can produce more entanglement than the aforementioned
universal set IUni for which reason they provide an ap-
propriate test case for our randomized measurement pro-
tocol.

We start by the noiseless cases presented in Fig. 8(a)
and (b) where we estimated the concurrence of samples
of output states of the above mentioned random circuits.
To do so, we used in all three cases the same measure-
ment resources M and K as determined for Haar random
states of the respectively same number of qubits. We
find that even though IMG and IIQP produce very differ-
ent ensembles of states the resulting concurrence agrees
well, i.e., within one standard deviation, with the respec-
tive analytically determined values using Eq. (5). How-
ever, we find that IMG and IIQP circuits lead in general
to larger fluctuations of the concurrence as compared to
IUni. Note that the former have been analysed by re-
sampling the concurrence of the corresponding random
circuit 100 times in order to numerically determine the
underlying standard deviation, as shown in Fig. 8.
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Finally, we consider the same random circuits but with
error-prone gates simulated by additional local depolar-
izing channels with the same single- and two-qubit error
probabilities as used also in Sec. IV B, i.e. ε1 = 0.01%
and ε1 = 0.1%. The results for estimating the concur-
rence’s lower bound of the respective output states are
presented in Fig. 8(c) and (d). Again we find that using
the same measurement resources as for the correspond-
ing noiseless cases one achieves a good agreement with
the corresponding exact values. However, in compari-
son to the noiseless cases the resulting estimates do not
fluctuate stronger which might be explained by the in-
creased mixing of local subsystems. The more the one
qubit reduced states are mixed the less they fluctuate
over the local unitary ensembles while performing ran-
domized measrurements on them. Hence, this indicates
that protocols based on randomized measurements might
be a relevant candidates for characterization of entangle-
ment in close to random, noisy quantum circuits in the
intermediate regime.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this article we investigated how to estimate the en-
tanglement content, as measured by the multiparticle
concurrence, of many-body quantum systems employ-
ing protocols based on randomized measruements. We
formulated schemes for measuring the multiparticle con-
currence of pure states as well as a corresponding lower
bound in the case of mixed states. Further on, we ana-
lyzed in detail the occurring statistical error when esti-
mating the involved quantities with appropriate unbiased
estimators and derrived exact scaling laws of the required
measurement resources for estimating the concurrence of
an important subclass of multiparticle entangled states.

We demonstrated the introduced protocols by numeri-
cally analysing the multiparticle concurrence of the afore-
mentioned class of quantum states, as well as for en-
sembles of output states of different classes of random
quantum circuits, such as matchgate and IQP circuits.
Finally, we investigated the influence of noise in terms
of single- and two-qubit gate errors on the multiparti-
cle entanglement of the states under consideration and
thereby showed that the obtained results on the re-
quired measurement resources prove useful in the noisy
intermediate-scale regime. However, we also show that
the required measurement resources strongly depend on
the underlying class of quantum states under considera-
tion showing that a detailed statistical analyses was jus-
tified.

All in all, the outlined randomized measurement proto-
cols are promising tools for the analysis of multiparticle
entanglement in NISQ devices. Nevertheless, the mea-
surement resources required for an estimation of the con-
currence with a reasonably small statistical error increase
quickly when reaching regimes of large particles num-
bers, i.e. beyond N ≈ 30, rendering the presented pro-

tocols impractical. Hence, while moving towards larger
and larger particle numbers of NISQ devices with im-
proved quality one has to develop alternative tools that
deal with the aforementioned problem. A possible solu-
tion in this direction is to exploit more information about
the actual quantum states under investigation, e.g., the
fact that they are likely contained in a subspace of limited
qubit excitations or entanglement content. Alternatively,
one might employ more involved, non-local measurement
schemes on an extended Hilbert space [46, 51], in order to
analyze its multiparticle entanglement in a more efficient
manner.
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Appendix A: Multiparticle concurrence from
randomized measurements

1. Derivation of Eq. (6) and (10)

The concurrence of a pure N qudit state |ψ〉 ∈ Cd is
defined as [45, 46]

CN (|ψ〉) = 2

√√√√1− 1

2N

∑
A⊆{1,...,N}

tr (%2
A), (A1)

where %A = trĀ[|ψ〉〈ψ|], with Ā = {1, . . . , N}\A, denotes
the reduced density matrix of the pure state |ψ〉 with
respect to the subsystem associated to the subset A ∈
{1, . . . , N}. Note that the sum in Eq. (A1) runs over all
subsets including the empty set for which we have %∅ =
1. In the following we will show that one can evaluate
Eq. (A1) using locally randomized measurements. To do
so, we regard the population probabilities

PU (s) = tr
{
U%U†|s〉〈s|

}
, (A2)

where |s〉 = |s1, . . . , sN 〉, with si = 1 . . . d, denotes an
arbitrary element of the computational basis of N qudits
and U = U1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ UN , with Ui ∈ U(d), a randomly
drawn local unitary transformation. Further on, upon
averaging the square of Eq. (A2) over the U ’s with respect
to the local Haar measure on each of the individual qudit
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subspaces we find

EU
[
PU (s)2

]
= EU

[
tr
{
%U |s〉〈s|U†

}2
]

= tr
{
%⊗2EU

[(
U |s〉〈s|U†

)⊗2
]}

= tr

{
%⊗2

N⊗
i=1

EUi
[
U⊗2
i |si〉〈si|

⊗2U†i
⊗2
]}

=

(
D

(2)
d

2

)N
tr
{
%⊗2(P+ ⊗ . . .⊗ P+)

}
.

(A3)

In the last line of Eq. (A3) we used for t = 2 the following
relation

EU(d)

[
U⊗t|s〉〈s|⊗tU†⊗t

]
= D

(t)
d P+, (A4)

where P+ denotes the projector on the symmetric sub-

space of (Cd)⊗t andD
(t)
d = t!(d−1)!/(t+d−1)! the inverse

of its dimension. For t = 2, we can write P+ = (1+S)/2,
where S denotes the swap operator on (Cd)⊗2. Using the
latter and the fact that tr[S%⊗2] = tr[%2] in Eq. (A3)
allows us to arrive at the expression

P (s)2 =

(
D

(2)
d

2

)N
tr

{
N∏
i=1

(Si + I) %⊗2

}

=

(
D

(2)
d

2

)N∑
α

tr %2
α (A5)

and thus shows that the concurrence (A1) can be ex-
pressed as

CN (|ψ〉) = 2

√√√√1− dN (d+ 1)N

4N

∑
s∈{0,1}N

EU [P 2
U (s)].

(A6)
Further on, we note that the lower bound of the mul-

tiparticle concurrence for mixed states (given in Eq. (8)
of the main text) can be expressed as a combination of
purities evaluated on subsystems A ⊂ {1, . . . , N} of the
N -party space, as follows

C(%) ≥ 21−N2
√

1−
∑

A⊆{1,...,N}

tr[%2
A] + (4− 22−N )tr (%2).

(A7)

Hence, using Eq. (A6) together with the the well-known
formula for the purity in terms of randomized measure-
ments [30], i.e.,

tr [%2] = dN
∑
s,s′

(−d)−D(s,s′)PU (s)PU (s′), (A8)

where D(s, s′) denotes the Hamming distance (as ex-
plained after Eq. (10)), we directly arrive at the expres-
sion (10) for the lower bound (A7) in terms of randomized

population probabilities

CN (%)2 ≥

≥ 22−N − 22(1−N)
∑

A⊆{1,...,N}

tr[%2
A] + (4− 22−N )tr [%2]

= 22−N − 22(1−N)dN (d+ 1)N
∑

s∈{0,1}N
EU
[
PU (s)2

]
+

+ (4− 22−N )dN
∑
s,s′

(−d)D(s,s′)EU [PU (s)PU (s′)] . (A9)

2. Multiparticle concurrence as a function of the
moments (3)

We further note that Eqs. (A6) and (A9) can alter-
natively be expressed as a function of the moments (3),
introduced in Sec. II A. To do so, we remind the reader of
the representation of N -particle quantum states in terms
of its sector lengths, along the lines of Refs. [37, 43].
First, we note that a state % can always be expressed as
follows

% =
1

dN

d2−1∑
i1,...,iN=0

ci1,...,iNλi1 ⊗ . . .⊗ λiN (A10)

where λ0 is the identity, and λi are the Gell-Mann matri-

ces, normalized such that λi = λ†i , tr [λiλj ] = dδij , and
tr [λi] = 0 for i > 0. The real coefficients ci1···iN are given
by ci1···iN = tr [%λi1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ λiN ] = 〈λi1⊗· · ·⊗λiN 〉. The
state % can be represented by

% =
1

dN

(
1⊗n + Â1 + Â2 + · · ·+ ÂN

)
, (A11)

where the Hermitian operators Âk, with k = 1, . . . , N ,
denote the sum of all terms coming from the basis ele-
ments with weight k

Âk(%) =

d2−1∑
i1,··· ,iN=0,

wt(λi1⊗···⊗λiN )=k

ci1···iNλi1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ λiN , (A12)

where the weight wt(λi1⊗· · ·⊗λiN ) is equal to the number
of non-identity Gell-Mann matrices in the product λi1 ⊗
· · · ⊗ λiN . Now, we can define sector lengths as

Ak(%) =
1

dn
tr
[
Âk(%)2

]
=

d2−1∑
i1,··· ,iN=0,

wt(λi1⊗···⊗λiN )=k

c2i1···iN .

(A13)

Physically, the sector lengths Ak quantify the amount of
k-body quantum correlations. Note that A0 = α0···0 = 1
due to tr(%) = 1. The sector lengths Ak can be associated
with the purity of %:

tr(%2) =
1

dN

d2−1∑
i1,··· ,iN=0

c2i1···iN =
1

dN

N∑
k=0

Ak(%). (A14)
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Further on, as shown in Refs. [21, 37], the sector
lengths (A13) are directly related to the moments (3)
evaluated on the respective qudit sector:

1

(d2 − 1)k
Ak(%) =

∑
|A|=k

R(2)
A (%), (A15)

where A = {i1, . . . , ik} ⊂ {1, . . . , N} with cardinality
k. Hence, using Eq. (A14), the purity can be expressed
as a sum of the second order moments evaluated on all
possible subsets A, as follows

tr(%2) =
1

dN

N∑
k=0

(d2 − 1)k
∑
|A|=k

R(2)
A (%)

=
1

dN

∑
A⊂{1,...,N}

(d2 − 1)|A|R(2)
A (%). (A16)

Lastly, it is straightforward to express the pure-state con-
currence (5) as a function of second order moments by
invoking Eq. (A16):

CN (|ψ〉) = 2

√√√√1−
∑

A⊂{1,...,N}

∑
A′⊂A

(d2 − 1)|A′|

2Nd|A|
R(2)
A′

= 2

√√√√(1− 1

2N
)−

∑
A({1,...,N}

∑
A′⊂A

(d2 − 1)|A′|

2Nd|A|
R(2)
A′ .

(A17)

Note that in Eq. (A17) we used that for pure states the
purity of the total state is one which eliminates several
summands, in particular, also those which are of cardi-
nality |A| = N .

Evaluating Eq. (A17) for the special cases N = 2, 3

and d = 2 leads to

C2(|ψ〉) =

√
1− 3

2
(R(2)

1 +R(2)
2 )

C3(|ψ〉) =
1√
2

{
15

4
− 3(R(2)

1 +R(2)
2 +R(2)

3 )

−32

4
(R(2)

12 +R(2)
23 +R(2)

13 )

} 1
2

. (A18)

Furthermore, for mixed states, we can analogously use
Eq. (A16) to derive an expression of the lower bound (8)
in terms of second moments only, yielding

CN (%)2 = 2− 22−N×

×
∑

A⊂{1,...,N}

{ 1

2|A|

∑
A′⊂A

3|A
′|R(2)

A′ +
2

2N
3|A|R(2)

A

}
.

(A19)

Appendix B: Evaluation of statistical uncertainties

1. Unbiased estimators and their variance

In an experiment one can estimate the population
probabilities PU (s) (In the following we will sometimes
drop the subscript U unless it is required by the con-
text.) only from a finite number K of projective mea-
surements. Then, the corresponding statistical esima-

tor is given by P̃ (s) = Y (s)/K, where Y (s) is the
absolute frequency with which the bitstring s appears.
Hence, the random variable Y (s) is distributed ac-
cording to a multinomial distribution with probabilities
{P (s)}s∈{0,1}N and K trials. Exploiting this fact one

can find unbiased estimators P̃ (k)(s) for the k-th power
of the population probability P (s)k by making the ansatz

P̃ (k)(s) =
∑k
i=0 αi(Ỹ (s)/K)

i
with the condition that

Emulti[P̃
(k)(s)] = P (s)k. For the three lowest orders this

results in

P̃ (2)(s) =
P̃ (s)(KP̃ (s)− 1)

K − 1
= P̃ (s)× KP̃ (s)− 1

K − 1
, (B1)

P̃ (3)(s) =
P̃ (s)(KP̃ (s)− 1)(KP̃ (s)− 2)

(K − 1)(K − 2)
= P̃ (2)(s)× KP̃ (s)− 2

K − 2
, (B2)

P̃ (4)(s) =
P̃ (s)(KP̃ (s)− 1)(KP̃ (s)− 2)(KP̃ (s)− 3)

(K − 1)(K − 2)(K − 3)
= P̃ (3)(s)× KP̃ (s)− 3

K − 3
, (B3)

and similarly for products of population probabilities
P (s)P (s′), with s 6= s′, we obtain

P̃ (1,1)(s, s′) =
Y (s)Y (s′)

K(K − 1)
=

K

K − 1
P̃ (s)P̃ (s′). (B4)

Moreover, also the expectation value EU [. . .] taken
with respect to the local measurement settings can only
be estimated based on finite samples of measurement
bases which finally leads to the definition of the unbiased
estimators reported in Eqs. (17) and (18) of the main
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text.
Further on, we have to investigate the variance of the

estimators (17) and (18) in order to get a handle on their
associated statistical error. We will start with the calcu-
lation of the variance of Eq. (17) which reads

Var
[
P 2
U (s)

]
=

1

M2

M∑
i=1

Var
[
P̃

(2)
Ui

(s)
]

=
1

M
EU,multi

[(
P̃

(2)
Ui

(s)
)2]− EU

[
P (s)2

]2
,

(B5)

where we used that individual samples of local unitary
transformations Ui are independent and identically dis-
tributed (i.i.d.). In order to further evaluate the expres-
sion (B5) we have to exploit the following moments of
the multinomial distribution:

Emulti

[
P̃ (2)(s)

]
=

1

K2
Emulti

[
Y (s)2

]
=

1

K

[
(K − 1)P (s)2 − P (s)

]
, (B6)

Emulti

[
P̃ (3)(s)

]
=

1

K2

[
(K − 1)(K − 2)P (s)3 + 3(K − 1)P (s)2 + P (s)

]
, (B7)

Emulti

[
P̃ (4)(s)

]
=

1

K3

[
(K − 1)(K − 2)(K − 3)P (s)4 + 6(K − 1)(K − 2)P (s)3 + 7(K − 1)P (s)2 + P (s)

]
, (B8)

leading to

EU,multi

[(
P̃ (2)(s)

)2]
= EU,multi

[
K2P̃ (s)4 − 2KP̃ (s)3 + P̃ (s)2

(K − 1)2

]
(B9)

=
EU
[
K2 Emulti

[
P̃ (s)4

]
− 2K Emulti

[
P̃ (s)3

]
+ Emulti

[
P̃ (s)2

]]
(K − 1)2

=
EU
[
(K − 2)(K − 3)P (s)4 + 4(K − 2)P (s)3 + 2P (s)2

]
K(K − 1)

. (B10)

Now we can write the variance as follows

Var
[
P 2
U (s)

]
=

1

MK(K − 1)

[
(K − 2)(K − 3) EU

[
P 4
U (s)

]
+ 4(K − 2) EU

[
P 3
U (s)

]
+ 2 EU

[
P 2
U (s)

] ]
−

EU
[
P 2
U (s)

]2
M

. (B11)

An analogous calculation can be applied in case of the
estimator (18) leading to the following expression for its
variance

Var
[
PU (s)PU (s′)

]
=

1

MK(K − 1)
×

×
{

(K − 2)(K − 3)EU
[
P 2
U (s)P 2

U (s′)
]

+

(K − 2)
(
EU
[
P 2
U (s)PU (s′)

]
+ EU

[
PU (s)P 2

U (s′)
])

+ EU [PU (s)PU (s′)]

}
− 1

M
EU [PU (s)PU (s′)]

2
. (B12)

We note that the all the (cross-)moments contained in

Eqs. (B11) and (B12) can be evaluated using the follow-
ing expression

EU
[
P tU (s)P kU (s′)

]
= DN

d,ttr

[
%⊗t

N⊗
i=1

{
P

(i)
+ , si = s′i
A

(i)
t,k, si 6= s′i

}]
,

(B13)

where P
(i)
+ denotes the projector onto the symmetric sub-

space (see Eq. (A4)) acting on the i-th particle and A
(i)
t,k

is defined as

A
(i)
t,k = Eui

[
u
⊗(t+k)
i |0〉〈0|⊗t ⊗ |1〉〈1|⊗k

(
u†i

)⊗(t+k)
]
.

(B14)
Note that from Eq. B13 it becomes clear that the vari-
ance (B12) depends on the Hamming distance between
the bitstrings s and s′.

In conclusion, we see that the information about the
statistical error of the estimators (17) and (18) is en-
coded in the (cross-)moments (B13). In the following we
will evaluate these quantities exactly for a set of typical
multiparticle states, i.e., the N qubit ground state, the
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GHZ state and for Haar random states, and derive sym-
bolic expressions that hold for an arbitrary number of
particles N .

2. Variance of typical multiparticle states

a. Product State

For a random N -qubit product state we have %⊗t =⊗N
i=1|ϕi〉〈ϕi|⊗t leading directly to the expressions:

EU
[
P tU (s)

]
= DN

d,ttr

{
N⊗
i=1

|ϕi〉〈ϕi|⊗t
N⊗
i=1

P
(i)
+

}

= DN
d,t

N∏
i=1

tr
{
|ϕi〉〈ϕi|⊗tP (i)

+

}
= DN

d,ttr
{
|0〉〈0|⊗tP+

}N
, (B15)

which can be evaluated easily using Eq. (26).

b. GHZ State

For the N -qubit GHZ state we have

% =
1

2

∑
i,i′

(δi,0δi′,0 + δi,0δi′,1 + δi,1δi′,0 + δi,1δi′,1) |i〉〈i′|,

(B16)

which can be directly used to analytically evaluate the
expectation value of the higher order population proba-
bilities

EU
[
P tU (s)

]
=
DN
d,t

2t

[
([P+]0...0,0...0)

N
+ ([P+]0...1,0...0)

N

+ · · ·+ ([P+]1...1,1...1)
N
]
. (B17)

where [P+]i,i′ denotes the respective matrix element
(i, i′) of the projector P+. Analogously, we find for the
cross-terms

EU
[
P tU (s)P kU (s′)

]
=
DN
d,t

2t

[
([P+]0...0,0...0)

N−D(s,s′)
(

[At,k]0...0,0...0

)D(s,s′)

+ ([P+]0...1,0...0)
N−D(s,s′)

(
[At,k]0...1,0...0

)D(s,s′)

+ . . .

+ ([P+]1...1,1...1)
N−D(s,s′)

(
[At,k]1...1,1...1

)D(s,s′)
]
.

(B18)

c. Haar Random States

Finally, for Haar random states we evaluate the ex-
pected average variance as

Eψ
[
Var

[
P 2
U (s)

]]
=

1

MK(K − 1)
×

×
{

(K − 2)(K − 3) Eψ,U
[
P 4
U (s)

]
+ 4(K − 2)Eψ,U

[
P 3
U (s)

]
+ 2 Eψ,U

[
P 2
U (s)

]}
− 1

M
Eψ
[
EU
[
P 2
U (s)

]2]
. (B19)

which can be evaluated straightforwardly using Eq. (26).

As EU
[
P 2
U (s)

]
does not depend on the specific bit-

string under consideration, to improve the statistics in
a real experiment one can also average over all different
bit-strings that were observed, i.e., I = {s1, . . . , s|I|} ⊂
{0, 1}N by considering the estimator introduced in
Eq. (19) of the main text. Here, in general |I| ≤ K as
maximally K different bitstrings can be measured during
K projective measurements. As for N qubits the max-
imal number of different possible bitstrings is given by
2N we will estimate the number of different bitstrings
that occured by |I| = min

(
2N , K

)
which is a rough es-

timate justified for the specific choice of Haar random
states. Having this in mind we consider the variance of
the estimator (19), yielding

Var
[
P 2
U

]
=

1

M2

M∑
i=1

1

|I|2
∑
s,s′

Cov
[
P̃ 2
U (s), P̃ 2

U (s′)
]

=
1

M2

M∑
i=1

1

|I|2

(∑
s

Var
[(
P̃ 2
U (s)

)
i

]

+
∑
s 6=s′

Cov
[(
P̃ 2
U (s), P̃ 2

U (s′)
)
i

] . (B20)

In general, the term Cov
[
P̃ 2
U (s), P̃ 2

U (s′)
]

is difficult to

evaluate analytically. However, for Haar random states
the correlations between the probabilities of different out-
comes s and s′ are exponentially small in the number of
qubits [80, 81]. Therefore, in the case of Haar random
states and large system sizes it is well justified to approx-
imate the variance as follows

Var
[
P 2
U

]
≈ 1

M

1

|I|
Var

[
P 2
U (s)

]
. (B21)

Similarly for the product term we can also determine the
expected variance,
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Eψ
[
Var

[
PU (s)PU (s′)

]]
=

1

MK(K − 1)

{
(K − 2)(K − 3)Eψ,U

[
P 2
U (s)P 2

U (s′)
]

+ (K − 2)

(
Eψ,U

[
P 2
U (s)PU (s′)

]
+ Eψ,U

[
PU (s)P 2

U (s′)
])

+ Eψ,U [PU (s)PU (s′)]

}
− 1

M
Eψ
[
EU [PU (s)PU (s′)]

2
]
. (B22)

Here, Eψ,U [PnU (s)PmU (s′)] can be evaluated once
again using Eq. (26). However, note that

Eψ
[
Var

[
PU (s)PU (s′)

]]
depends explicitly on the

specific bitstrings s and s′.
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