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The Bell state measurement (BSM) is the projection of two qubits onto four orthogonal maximally entangled
states. Here, we first propose how to appropriately define more general BSMs, that have more than four possible
outcomes, and then study whether they exist in quantum theory. We observe that non-projective BSMs can
be defined in a systematic way in terms of equiangular tight frames of maximally entangled states, i.e. a set
of maximally entangled states, where every pair is equally, and in a sense maximally, distinguishable. We

show that there exists a five-outcome BSM through an explicit construction, and find that it admits a simple
geometric representation. Then, we prove that there exists no larger BSM on two qubits by showing that no
six-outcome BSM is possible. We also determine the most distinguishable set of six equiangular maximally
entangled states and show that it falls only somewhat short of forming a valid quantum measurement. Finally,
we study the non-projective BSM in the contexts of both local state discrimination and entanglement-assisted

quantum communication. Our results put forward natural forms of non-projective joint measurements and
provide insight on the geometry of entangled quantum states.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Bell state measurement (BSM) is a projection of a pair
of qubits onto an orthonormal basis of maximally entangled
two-qubit states. It plays a key role in quantum information
science and it is at the heart of several paradigmatic proto-
cols, such as teleportation, dense coding and entanglement
swapping. However, many interesting quantum measurements
are not projective. For instance, while projective measure-
ments have at most as many outcomes as the Hilbert space
dimension, d, non-projective measurements can have up to d2

outcomes [1]. Such measurements have many known appli-
cations, in e.g. state discrimination [2], tomography [3], en-
tanglement detection [4–6] and device-independence [7, 8].
Realising them has been the focus of many experiments, on
qubits [9–11] and beyond [12–14].

Here, we ask an elementary conceptual question about joint
measurements in quantum theory: does there exist a non-
projective counterpart of the standard BSM? This is not only
interesting for understanding quantum theory and nature of
relevant non-projective joint measurements, but also to under-
stand the types of geometries admitted by quantum states, see
e.g. the book [15]. The latter has catalysed much research on
both exotic quantum states and measurements [16–24].

We propose a natural definition of non-projective BSMs by
identifying them with a mathematical object called an equian-
gular tight frame (ETF), better known to physicists through
the famous special instance called a symmetric information-
ally complete POVM [16, 17]. An ETF is an overcomplete
basis with the additional property that all constitutent pairs of
vectors are separated by the same angle. To interpret this as
a Bell state measurement, we will also require that all vectors
are maximally entangled. In this picture, the standard BSM is
the trivial special case. With the definition in hand, the natural
question is whether non-projective BSMs are at all possible in
quantum theory. We answer this in the positive by explicitly
constructing a five-outcome BSM. In contrast to the standard
BSM, this non-projective BSM appears to admit no group
structure. Nevertheless, it can be represented in an elegant

way on the Bloch sphere. Next, we set out to determine the
“largest” possible non-projective BSM. We prove that no more
than five outcomes are possible. This is achieved through an
impossibility proof for a six-outcome BSM. To understand
this no-go result in terms of Hilbert space geometry, we also
determine the largest possible separation angle between six
equiangular maximally entangled states and find that it is only
somewhat smaller than the critical angle necessary to form a
non-projective BSM. Subsequently, we comparatively study
the standard BSM and our non-projective BSM via the task of
local state discrimination. We find that the latter measurement
is more nonlocal, in the sense that the relative performance of
local and global measurements to distinguish the associated
Bell states is lower, especially when two copies of the state
are available. Finally, we consider the entanglement-assisted
prepare-and-measure scenario [25, 26] and show that there ex-
ists a simple task in which state geometry associated with the
non-projective BSM leads to the optimal quantum protocol.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Consider a set of N ≥ m pure states, S = {|ψi〉}Ni=1, on
Em, where we choose either the real or the complex space
E ∈ {R,C}. The set S is called a tight frame if for every state

|φ〉 ∈ Em it holds that
∑N

i=1 |〈φ|ψi〉|
2
= a, for some constant

a. This can be equivalently stated as tr(S |φ〉〈φ|) = a ∀φ,

where S =
∑N

i=1 |ψi〉〈ψi| is called the frame operator. A tight
frame is hence equivalent to having S = a11. This permits us
to interpret a tight frame as a quantum measurement; the set
{ 1
a
|ψi〉〈ψi|}Ni=1 forms an N -outcome POVM.

The set S is called equiangular if for all i 6= j,

|〈ψi|ψj〉|2 = α. (1)

Thus, when S is both equiangular and a tight frame, we call
it an ETF. In an ETF, the overlap constant α must attain the
value α∗ = N−m

m(N−1) . This follows from the Welch bound
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[27], which states that for any set of states,

max
i6=j

|〈ψi|ψj〉|2 ≥ α∗, (2)

with equality if and only if S is an ETF. For completeness, we
reproduce a proof of this statement in Appendix A. Therefore,
for a given (N,m), an ETF (if it exists) can be interpreted
as a set of states in which all pairs have the same angle and
where that angle saturates the bound stipulated by the Welch
bound. Note also that the ETF condition determines the frame
constant, a, because tr

(

S2
)

= N + N(N − 1)α∗ = a2m,

which implies a = N
m

.
What is the largest possible number of states, Nmax, in an

ETF of dimension m? For both real-valued and complex-
valued quantum states, the answer is unknown but the Gerzon

bound limits both cases [28]; Nmax ≤ m(m+1)
2 for real spaces

and Nmax ≤ m2 for complex spaces. The former inequality
is rarely saturated [20] but the latter inequality is believed to
always be possible to saturate [17]. Proving the latter claim
is equivalent to the open problem of finding a SIC-POVM in
every dimension [29].

III. NON-PROJECTIVE BELL STATE MEASUREMENTS

We are now ready to define non-projective BSMs in terms
of maximally entangled ETFs.

Definition 1. An N -outcome Bell state measurement on a

Hilbert space Cd ⊗ Cd is a POVM { d2
N

|ψi〉〈ψi|}Ni=1 where

N ≥ d2, all states |ψi〉 are maximally entangled and the set

{|ψi〉} is an ETF.

Notice that the tight frame property guarantees that the in-
terpretation as a quantum measurement is valid. The equian-
gular property guarantees that all outcome-operators are sym-
metric w.r.t each other, i.e. the labeling of the maximally en-
tangled states is irrelevant. The maximal entanglement guar-
antees that all states |ψi〉 are unitarily equivalent to the stan-

dard maximally entangled state |φ+〉 = 1√
d

∑d−1
i=0 |ii〉. The

latter follows from the Choi isomorphism between maximally
entangled states and unitary channels, i.e. every maximally
entangled state can be written as

|ψi〉 = Ui ⊗ 11
∣

∣φ+
〉

, (3)

for some d-dimensional unitary Ui. The saturation of the
Welch bound (2) can then be expressed only in terms of lo-
cal unitary operators, i.e. ∀i 6= j

|〈ψi|ψj〉|2 =
1

d2

∣

∣

∣tr
(

U †
i Uj

)∣

∣

∣

2

= α∗. (4)

It is instructive to note that the standard BSM, corresponding
to N = d2 orthogonal maximally entangled states, is a trivial
special case of this framework, because it gives α∗ = 0 which
corresponds to perfectly distinguishable states.

In what follows we will focus on non-projective BSMs for
two qubits (d = 2). The analysis can be much simplified by
making use of an isomorphism between the set of two-qubit
maximally entangled states and pure quantum states in R4.

IV. MAPPING THE PROBLEM TO REAL SPACES

It is well-known that the group of rotations in four-
dimensional Euclidean space, SO(4), is isomorphic to two
copies of the qubit special unitary group, SU(2). In a simi-
lar way, the set of maximally entangled two-qubit states is in
one-to-one correspondence with the set of real-valued four-
dimensional states [26].

Concretely, |ψ〉 = (x1, x2, x3, x4)
T ≡ x̄ ∈ R4 can

be mapped to the qubit unitary, x̄ → ix111 + x2σX +
x3σY + x4σZ = U where {σX , σY , σZ} are the Pauli
matrices. The opposite direction is achieved by selecting
any U ∈ SU(2) and associating the state vector U →
−i
2 (tr(iU), tr(UσX), tr(UσY ), tr(UσZ)) = x̄. If two states

|ψ〉 , |ϕ〉 ∈ R4 have coordinates x̄ and ȳ respectively, we have
〈ψ|ϕ〉 = x̄ · ȳ. Letting Uψ and Uϕ be the associated unitaries,

we obtain Tr
(

U †
ψUϕ

)

= 2(x̄ · ȳ). Inserted into (4), we see

that the Welch bound is saturated for the qubit unitaries if and
only if it is saturated for the real states in R4.

This is a useful connection because, in contrast to the space
of maximally entangled states, ETFs in Euclidean space have
been studied in the mathematics literature. Importantly, it has
been shown that there exists no set of seven equiangular states
on R4 (with α < 1) [30]. This implies that no set of maxi-
mally entangled states with N ≥ 7 elements is possible, and
hence also that no non-projective BSM with N ≥ 7 outcomes
exists. In Appendix B, we apply the isomorphism to the six
equiangular states in R

4 proposed in [28], based on the regular
icosahedron in R3, to identify a corresponding equiangular set
of maximally entangled two-qubit states. However, this con-
struction is far from saturating the Welch bound (2) and it is
therefore no non-projective BSM.

V. FIVE-OUTCOME BELL STATE MEASUREMENT

We now construct a five-outcome BSM for two qubits. To
derive it, we have considered five generic states in R

4, im-
posed the equiangular condition (1) with α = α∗ and then
solved the resulting system of equations. Then, we use the
above isomorphism to transform the solution to qubit uni-
taries {Ui}, which corresponds to a set of maximally entan-
gled states via Eq. (3). The solution takes the form

|ψ1〉 =
i√
2
(Φ+ −Ψ−)

|ψ2〉 =
1√
2
(aiΦ+ + dΦ− + bΨ+ − ciΨ−),

|ψ3〉 =
1√
2
(aiΦ+ − dΦ− − bΨ+ − icΨ−),

|ψ4〉 =
1√
2
(ciΦ+ + bΦ− − dΨ+ − aiΨ−),

|ψ5〉 =
1√
2
(ciΦ+ − bΦ− + dΨ+ − aiΨ−), (5)

where Φ± = 1√
2
(|00〉 ± |11〉) and Ψ± = 1√

2
(|01〉 ± |10〉)

are the standard Bell states. The constants are given by a =



3

−1+
√
5

4 , b =

√

5+
√
5

8 , c = − 1+
√
5

4 and d =

√

5−
√
5

8 . One

can straightforwardly verify that |〈ψi|ψj〉|2 = 1
16 , which sat-

urates the Welch bound for N = 5 and m = d2 = 4. Hence,
{ 4
5 |ψi〉〈ψi|}5i=1 is a five-outcome non-projective BSM. The

unitaries (3) corresponding to this construction are listed in
Appendix C.

The non-projective BSM is unique up to local unitaries.
To see this, let V be the d × N matrix whose columns are
x̄i. Let Gi,j = x̄i · x̄j be the N × N Gram matrix for

the states in x̄i ∈ Rd. Let also S =
∑N
i=1 x̄i ⊗ x̄Tj be the

frame operator. Equivalently, they are expressed in terms of
V as G = V †V and S = V V †. Then, G and S share the
same eigenvalues. To see this, if λ is an eigenvalue of G then
Gz̄ = V †V z̄ = λz̄. Thus, V (V †V )z̄ = V (λz̄) which is
equivalent to S(V z̄) = λ(V z̄). Now if two Gram matricesG1

andG2 represent two ETFs ofN vectors in Rd, then they must
have the same characteristic polynomial, λN−d(λ − N/d)d.
This follows from the fact that the associated frame opera-
tors are S1 = S2 = N

d
11. From [31], any two Gram matri-

ces with the same characteristic polynomials can be obtained
from one another through a sequence of unitary operations.
Thus, we conclude that G1 = UG2U

†, from which we can
relate the vectors of the equiangular lines explicitly, as given
by V1 = V2U

†.

To better understand the non-projective BSM, we can pic-
ture the unitaries on the Bloch sphere. Every qubit unitary
can, up to a global phase, be written as

U = cos γ 11 + i sin γ ~n · ~σ, (6)

where γ is the rotation angle, ~n is a normalised Bloch vector
representing the axis of rotation and ~σ = (σX , σY , σZ). To
simplify the description, we first rotate all the states (5) with

the local unitary, U †
1 , that maps |ψ1〉 to |φ+〉. The set of states

now corresponds to the unitaries {11, {Vi}5i=2} where Vi =

U †
1Ui. Representing the four unitaries {Vi} as in Eq. (6), we

find that they all correspond to the same rotation angle, γ =
arccos(1/4), and that their respective rotation axes form the
vertices of a regular tetrahedron inside the Bloch sphere.

Furthermore, we have studied whether five-outcome two-
qubit measurements are possible also when all the states are
equally but not maximally entangled. This amounts to states
of the form Vi ⊗Wi |ψθ〉, where Vi and Wi are local unitaries
and |ψθ〉 = cos θ |00〉 + sin θ |11〉 for some θ ∈ [0, π4 ). The
four-outcome (basis) case was studied in [32]. We selected
several values of θ and could always numerically find an ETF.
The search can be performed efficiently by first parameter-
ising all the single-qubit unitaries on the Bloch sphere, then

definining the function f =
∑N

j=1

∑N

k=j+1

(

1
4 tr

(

U †
jUk

)2 −
z
)2

and finally minimising z under the constraint f ≤ ǫ,
where we choose ǫ positive and very close to zero. If this,
within tolerance, returns z = α∗, then it corresponds to the
desired measurement. In particular, for θ = 0, corresponding
to a product state, we find that the five-outcome POVM ad-
mits a simple expression; we give the corresponding unitaries
{Vi ⊗Wi}5i=1 explicitly in Appendix D.

VI. NO SIX-OUTCOME BELL STATE MEASUREMENT

We now show that there exists no six-outcome BSM. Our
argument is based on directly leveraging the SU(2) parame-
terisation of maxmially entangled two-qubit states and then
use the Bloch representation (6) of the unitaries, namely Ui =
cos γi 11 + i sin γi ~ni · ~σ, with i = 0, 1, . . . , 5. It then follows
that

tr
(

U †
i Uj

)

= 2 (cos γi cos γj + sin γi sin γj ~ni · ~nj) , (7)

which is notably a real number. W.l.g we can take the first
unitary to be U0 = 11, i.e. γ0 = 0. The equiangular condition
in Eq. (4) then implies that cos γi = ±

√
α∗ for i = 1, . . . , 5,

i.e. the rotation angle is fixed (up to a sign) for all the unitaries.
Introduce the notation cos γi = (−1)ci | cos γi| and sin γi =
(−1)si | sin γi|, where ci, si ∈ {0, 1}. Inserting this into (7),
saturating the Welch bound means ∀i 6= j,

α∗(α∗ − 1) + (~ni · ~nj)2(1− α∗)2

− 2(−1)ti+tjα∗(1− α∗)~ni · ~nj = 0, (8)

where ti = ci + si and tj = cj + sj . Here, α∗ = 1
10 is the

Welch bound (2) for N = 6 and m = d2 = 4. Solving this
equation in ~ni · ~nj gives

~ni · ~nj =
(−1)ti+tjα∗ ±

√
α∗

1− α∗ . (9)

To see if these conditions can be satisfied, we use spherical
symmetry to w.l.g choose the Bloch vectors of the second and
third unitaries as ~n1 = (0, 0, 1) and ~n2 = (sin θ2, 0, cos θ2).
The remaining three unitaries must be given arbitrary Bloch
vectors ~ni = (sin θi cosφi, sin θi sinφi, cos θi), for i =
3, 4, 5. Hence, ~n1 · ~ni = cos θi for i = 2, . . . , 5, and
~n2 · ~ni = sin θ2 sin θi cosφi + cos θ2 cos θi for i = 3, 4, 5.
The first equation determines (up to a sign) θi and then in-
serted into the second equation, it determines (up to a sign) φi.
We have considered every sign combination, for every choice
of {ti, tj}i,j , and verified that the equations (9) are never sat-
isfied. Hence, no six-outcome BSM exists.

VII. OPTIMAL SEPARATION FOR SIX EQUIANGULAR

MAXIMALLY ENTANGLED STATES

While no six-outcome BSM is possible, we have previously
seen that six equiangular maximally entangled states can be
constructed via the vertices of the regular icosahedron. This
leads to a natural question: what is the largest separation angle
possible between six equiangular maximally entangled states?
In other words, how “close” can we come to the critical sep-
aration angle necessary for a non-projective BSM? While the
Welch bound stands at α∗ = 1

10 , we show that the smallest

possible overlap value is α = 1
9 .

First, we give an explicit construction of the states
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{|ψi〉}6i=1 which achieve α = 1
9 . The states are

|ψ1〉 = Φ+

|ψ2〉 = −1

3
Φ+ + i

2
√
2

3
Φ−

|ψ3〉 =
1

3
Φ+ − i

√
2

6
Φ− − i

√

5

6
Ψ+

|ψ4〉 =
1

3
Φ+ + i

√
2

3
Φ− + i

√

2

15
Ψ+ + 2

√

2

15
Ψ−

|ψ5〉 =
1

3
Φ+ + i

√
2

3
Φ− − i

√

2

15
Ψ+ − 2

√

2

15
Ψ−

|ψ6〉 =
1

3
Φ+ − i

√
2

6
Φ− + i

3√
30

Ψ+ − 4√
30

Ψ−

(10)

The associated qubit unitaries are given in Appendix E.
Second, we must show that no smaller value of α is possi-

ble. To this end, we use the isomorphism between maximally
entangled states and pure states in R4. Recall that the Gram
matrix G and frame operator S have the same eigenvalues.
Since S is a d × d matrix, we have that rank(G) ≤ d. Thus,
the characteristic polynomial of G must have at least N − d
zero-eigenvalues. Recall also that G � 0 by definition. Fur-
thermore, for equiangular states, all off-diagonals of G are
±√

α. Since G is symmetric and we have d = 4, it has 15
non-trivial off-diagonals, corresponding to 215 possible sign
combinations. A simpler approach than checking them all as
a function of α, is to notice that the determinant det(G− λ11)
is invariant under multiplications of the k’th row and column
by −1. Up to this degree of freedom, it has been shown that
the set of Gram matrices for equiangular states can be classi-
fied into just 16 classes [31]. In Appendix F, we compute the
16 characteristic polynomials. By inspecting them, it can be
shown that the smallest α compatible with the positivity- and
rank-constraints of G is α = 1

9 .

VIII. LOCAL STATE DISCRIMINATION

We now comparatively study the nonlocality of the four-
and five-outcome BSMs via the quantum information task of
local state discrimination. A source randomly emits a state
selected from a set S = {ρi} and the task is to guess the clas-
sical label by making a measurement. The optimal average
success probability is

Pt(S) = max
M∈t

1

|S|

|S|
∑

i=1

tr(ρiMi), (11)

where {Mi} is a measurement restricted to a certain
class, labeled t. Commonly considered classes are t ∈
{LO,LOCC, PPT,G}, corresponding local operations (LO),
LO with classical communication (LOCC), measurements
with a positive partial transpose and global measurements. For
the Bell states, S = {Φ+,Φ−,Ψ+,Ψ−}, it holds that PLO =
PLOCC = PPPT = 1

2 [33, 34], which is saturated by measuring
σZ ⊗ σZ and guessing on Φ+ (Ψ+) when the outcome is zero

(one). In contrast, if two copies of the Bell states are provided,
i.e. S = {(Φ+)⊗2, (Φ−)⊗2, (Ψ+)⊗2, (Ψ−)⊗2}, all four states
can be discriminated perfectly with LO (PLO = 1). For this,
one measures σZ ⊗ σZ (σX ⊗ σX ) on the first (second) copy.

In comparion, the five states (5) obey PG = 4
5 since they

are four-dimensional. We are interested in comparing the ra-
tio R = Pt

PG
with the corresponding value of R = 1

2 for the
four Bell states. Numerical optimisation over LO strategies
with arbitrary post-processing of the outcomes gives PLO ≈
0.3946, i.e. the lower ratio R ≈ 0.493 < 1/2. No increase
was found with one-way LOCC but PPT measurements reach
PPPT = 2/5. If two copies of the states (5) are available, the
difference with the Bell basis is more significant. A semidef-
inite program gives a non-unit global discrimination proba-
biltiy PG ≈ 0.9964, which contrasts the unit success probabil-
ity of discriminating the two-copy Bell basis already with LO.
Under PPT measurements [35], we compute that PPPT = 4

5
while for LO we numerically find at best PLO ≈ 0.7297. Both
these cases correspond to values of R well below the case of
the Bell basis.

IX. RANDOMISED MATCHING

We now consider the equiangular and maximally dis-
tinguishable states (5) in the context of a simple task in
entanglement-assisted quantum communication, named ran-
domised matching in Ref. [13]. Consider that Alice and
Bob are given independent inputs x, y ∈ {1, . . . , 5} respec-
tively. Bob is tasked with deciding whether the inputs match,
i.e. whether x = y, by outputting b ∈ {0, 1}. The average
success probability of randomised matching is

pwin =
1

25

∑

x,y

p(b = δx,y|x, y). (12)

To perform the task, Alice and Bob are permitted the same
resources as in dense coding; a shared two-qubit state and
one qubit of communication. We show that the geometry
of the states in (5) is crucial for optimally performing the
task. Firstly, we have obtained an upper bound by relaxing
the scenario to the strictly stronger setting in which Alice can
send four-dimensional states without shared entanglement,
and then bounding the figure of merit using the semidefinite
programing methods of [36, 37]. This gives pwin ≤ 19/20.
We will now construct a protocol in which this is saturated.
To this end, let the shared state be |φ+〉 and let Alice perform
the five unitaries in Appendix C associated with the states (5).
Using that M0|y + M1|y = 11, the success probability can

be re-written as pwin = 4/5 + 1/25
∑

y tr
(

M1|yVy
)

where

Vy = φy −
∑

x 6=y φx, where φx = |φx〉〈φx| is the global state

after Alice’s encoding, |φx〉 = Ux⊗11 |φ+〉, namely the states
in Eq. (5). We then have Vy = 2φy−

∑

x φx = 2φy− 5
411. Op-

timally choose Bob’s measurement projectors as M1|y = φy;
his five measurements thus correspond to partial Bell analy-
sers of the states (5). This gives pwin = 4/5 + 1/25

∑

y(2 −
5/4) = 19/20. This optimal quantum strategy is made possi-
ble by the existence of a non-projective BSM. Notably, it even
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outperforms classical strategies based on doubling the channel
capacity [38], i.e. sending two bits, since then pwin ≤ 23/25
[13].

X. DISCUSSION

We have seen that non-projective Bell state measurements
can be defined in a natural way through equiangular tight
frames of maximally entangled states, and that such measure-
ments are indeed possible in quantum theory. Our work fo-
cused on the case of two-qubit measurements, where we de-
termined both the largest possible BSM and the limitations
relevant for a larger number of equally spaced maximally en-
tangled states. However, it is not straightforward how many
outcomes non-projective BSMs can have for bipartite sys-
tems of local dimension larger than two. Even determining
in general whether it is possible to have one extra outcome,
i.e.N = d2+1, appears non-trivial. In particular, when d > 2,

we can no longer rely on an isomorphism with Euclidean
spaces but can still view the task as a geometry problem over
SU(d). Another natural open problem is to determine bounds,
analogous to the Gerzon bounds, on the largest number of out-
comes possible in a d-dimensional non-projective BSM. This
is expected to be more challenging, since the set of maximally
entangled states is not a vector space. A related basic problem
is to bound the largest number of maximally entangled states
that admit the equiangular property (α < 1).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Ingemar Bengtsson for interesting discussions
and Martin Renner for feedback. This work is by the Wenner-
Gren Foundation, by the Knut and Alice Wallenberg Founda-
tion through the Wallenberg Center for Quantum Technology
(WACQT) and the Swedish Research Council under Contract
No. 2023-03498.

[1] G. M. D’Ariano, P. L. Presti, and P. Perinotti,
Classical randomness in quantum measurements,
Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General 38, 5979 (2005).

[2] I. D. Ivonovic, Geometrical descrip-
tion of quantal state determination,
Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General 14, 3241 (1981).

[3] C. M. Caves, C. A. Fuchs, and R. Schack, Unknown
quantum states: The quantum de Finetti representa-
tion, Journal of Mathematical Physics 43, 4537 (2002),

https://pubs.aip.org/aip/jmp/article-pdf/43/9/4537/19182892/4537_1_online.pdf.
[4] J. Shang, A. Asadian, H. Zhu, and O. Gühne, Enhanced entan-

glement criterion via symmetric informationally complete mea-
surements, Phys. Rev. A 98, 022309 (2018).

[5] S. Morelli, M. Huber, and A. Tavakoli, Resource-efficient high-
dimensional entanglement detection via symmetric projections,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 170201 (2023).
[6] A. Tavakoli and S. Morelli, Enhanced schmidt num-

ber criteria based on correlation trace norms (2024),
arXiv:2402.09972 [quant-ph].

[7] A. Acín, S. Pironio, T. Vértesi, and P. Wittek, Op-
timal randomness certification from one entangled bit,

Phys. Rev. A 93, 040102 (2016).
[8] A. Tavakoli, M. Farkas, D. Rosset, J.-D. Bancal, and

J. Kaniewski, Mutually unbiased bases and symmet-
ric informationally complete measurements in bell
experiments, Science Advances 7, eabc3847 (2021),

https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/sciadv.abc3847.
[9] Z. Bian, J. Li, H. Qin, X. Zhan, R. Zhang, B. C. Sanders,

and P. Xue, Realization of single-qubit positive-operator-valued
measurement via a one-dimensional photonic quantum walk,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 203602 (2015).

[10] E. S. Gómez, S. Gómez, P. González, G. Cañas, J. F.

Barra, A. Delgado, G. B. Xavier, A. Cabello, M. Klein-
mann, T. Vértesi, and G. Lima, Device-independent
certification of a nonprojective qubit measurement,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 260401 (2016).

[11] A. Tavakoli, M. Smania, T. Vértesi, N. Brun-
ner, and M. Bourennane, Self-testing nonprojec-

tive quantum measurements in prepare-and-measure
experiments, Science Advances 6, eaaw6664 (2020),
https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/sciadv.aaw6664.

[12] D. Martínez, E. S. Gómez, J. Cariñe, L. Pereira, A. Delgado,
S. P. Walborn, A. Tavakoli, and G. Lima, Certification of a
non-projective qudit measurement using multiport beamsplit-
ters, Nature Physics 19, 190 (2023).

[13] L.-T. Feng, X.-M. Hu, M. Zhang, Y.-J. Cheng, C. Zhang,
Y. Guo, Y.-Y. Ding, Z. Hou, F.-W. Sun, G.-C. Guo, D.-

X. Dai, A. Tavakoli, X.-F. Ren, and B.-H. Liu, Higher-
dimensional symmetric informationally complete measure-
ment via programmable photonic integrated optics (2023),
arXiv:2310.08838 [quant-ph].

[14] X. Wang, X. Zhan, Y. Li, L. Xiao, G. Zhu, D. Qu,
Q. Lin, Y. Yu, and P. Xue, Generalized quantum measure-

ments on a higher-dimensional system via quantum walks,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 150803 (2023).

[15] I. Bengtsson and K. Zyczkowski, References, in Geometry of

Quantum States: An Introduction to Quantum Entanglement

(Cambridge University Press, 2006) p. 437–461.
[16] J. M. Renes, R. Blume-Kohout, A. J. Scott, and C. M.

Caves, Symmetric informationally complete quantum mea-
surements, Journal of Mathematical Physics 45, 2171 (2004),
https://pubs.aip.org/aip/jmp/article-pdf/45/6/2171/19274161/2171_1_online.pdf

[17] G. Zauner, Quantum designs: founda-
tions of a noncommutative design theory,

International Journal of Quantum Information 09, 445 (2011),
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219749911006776.
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Appendix A: Proof of Welch bound

The Welch bound [27] states that for any set of states
{|ψi〉}Ni=1 with |ψi〉 ∈ Cm and N ≥ m, it holds that

max
i6=j

|〈ψi|ψj〉|2 ≥ α∗, (A1)

with equality if the associated frame operator satisfies S =
N
m

11. Here, α∗ = N−m
m(N−1) . To search for ETFs, we look for

sets of equiangular lines which meet this lower bound.
Consider the Gram matrix Gi,j = 〈ψi|ψj〉. By construc-

tion, we have G � 0 and tr(G) = N . Since the states are
m-dimensional, it holds that rank(G) ≤ m. Assign the non-

zero eigenvalues of G to the vector ~λ = (λ1, ..., λm), and
define the normalized constant vector û = 1√

m
1m. Apply the

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

( m
∑

i=1

uiλi

)2

≤
( m
∑

i=1

u2i

)( m
∑

i=1

λ2i

)

(A2)

to obtain

( m
∑

i=1

λi

)2

≤ m

m
∑

i=1

λ2i , (A3)

where the left hand side is tr(G)
2
= N2. From the Frobenius

norm of the Gram matrix G denoted ‖G‖F , we have that

‖G‖2F =

N
∑

i=1

λ2i =

N
∑

i,j=1

|〈ψi|ψj〉|2 (A4)

Substituting (A4) into (A3) and subtracting from both sides
the N terms where i = j,

N
∑

i6=j
|〈ψi|ψj〉|2 ≥ N(N −m)

m
(A5)

Since the average of a set of non-negative numbers cannot be
greater than the largest in the set c2max, divide both sides by
N(N − 1), the number of terms in the sum, to obtain

c2max ≥ 1

N(N − 1)

∑

i6=j
|〈ψi|ψj〉|2 ≥ N −m

m(N − 1)
. (A6)

Finally, we obtain the lower bound for the maximum overlap
squared for any given set of states

α∗ = c2max ≥ N −m

m(N − 1)
(A7)

The lower bound is reached when equality is achieved in both

(A3) and (A6). The former equality occurs when ~λ is propor-
tional to û. In other words, all non-zero eigenvalues of G are
equal to some constant, say t. Then, (A3) gives N2 = m2t2

and t = N
m

. Recall that S and G have the same eigenvalues

so S = N
m

11 when the Welch bound is saturated. The latter in-
equality occurs when |〈ψi|ψj〉| is constant for all i 6= j. Taken
together, this implies an ETF.

Appendix B: Six equiangular maximally entangled states from

the icosahedron

In [28], the six non-antipodal vertices of the regular icosa-
hedron are used to construct a set of six equiangular states on

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043122
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.090503
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-07-09-293
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.100401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.040357
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ac724a
https://doi.org/10.1109/TIT.1974.1055219
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-8693(73)90123-3
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.010101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.108.022220
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.277902
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.052313
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.87.012321
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.020501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.070501
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-33922-5
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R3. This can be trivially lifted also to R4. These vectors are

|ψ1,2〉 ∼







0
1
±q
0






, |ψ3,4〉 ∼







−1
±q
0
0






, |ψ5,6〉 ∼







±q
0
1
0






,

(B1)

where q = 1+
√
5

2 is the golden ratio. Above, we have ne-
glected the normalisation. After normalisation, the overlap

constant α is α = q
√
5

4 ≈ 0.905.

Using the mapping from R4 to maximally entangled two-
qubit states, given in the main text, we obtain the following
set of equiangular maximally entangled states

|ψ1,2〉 =
1√
2

(

Ψ+ ∓ iqΨ−) ,

|ψ3,4〉 =
1√
2

(

−iΦ+ ± qΨ+
)

,

|ψ5,6〉 =
1√
2

(

±qΨ+ −Ψ−) , (B2)

where Φ± = 1√
2
(|00〉 ± |11〉) and Ψ± = 1√

2
(|01〉 ± |10〉).

However, the overlap constant is far from saturating the Welch
bound, which corresponds to α = α∗ = 1

10 .

Appendix C: Unitary representation of five-outcome BSM

The five single-qubit unitaries corresponding to the five-
outcome BSM are

U1 =
i√
2

(

1 −1
1 1

)

,

U2 =
1√
2

(

d+ ia b− ic
b+ ic −d+ ia

)

,

U3 =
1√
2

(

−d+ ia −b− ic
−b+ ic d+ ia

)

,

U4 =
1√
2

(

b+ ic −d− ia
−d+ ia −b+ ic

)

,

U5 =
1√
2

(

−b+ ic d− ia
d+ ia b+ ic

)

, (C1)

The constants are

a =
−1 +

√
5

4
b =

√

5 +
√
5

8

c = −1 +
√
5

4
d =

√

5−
√
5

8
. (C2)

Appendix D: Five-outcome equiangular product measurement

The local unitaries corresponding to an equiangular five-
outcome product measurement are

11 ⊗ 11
(

cos
2π

5
11 + i sin

2π

5
σX

)

⊗
(

cos
4π

5
11 + i sin

4π

5
σX

)

(

cos
3π

5
11 + i sin

3π

5
σX

)

⊗
(

cos
π

5
11 + i sin

π

5
σX

)

(

cos
π

5
11 − i sin

π

5
σX

)

⊗
(

cos
2π

5
11 − i sin

2π

5
σX

)

(

cos
π

5
11 + i sin

π

5
σX

)

⊗
(

cos
2π

5
11 + i sin

2π

5
σX

)

.

(D1)

Appendix E: Optimal six equiangular maximally entangled

states

The rotation angles can be chosen as

γ0 = 0, γ1 = π − arccos (1/3) ,

γ2 = arccos (1/3) , γ3 = − arccos (1/3) ,

γ4 = arccos (1/3) , γ5 = − arccos (1/3) . (E1)

The Bloch vectors can be chosen as the six respective columns
of the following matrix













0 0 −
√
15
4 − 1

2

√

3
5 − 1

2

√

3
5 − 3

4

√

3
5

0 0 0 −
√

3
5 −

√

3
5

√

3
5

0 1 − 1
4 − 1

2
1
2

1
4













. (E2)

It is straightforward to verify that the equiangular condition
holds with α = 1

9 .

Appendix F: Characteristic polynomials of Gram matrix

We consider the set of 6 × 6 Gram matrices with ±1/
√
α

on the off-diagonal entries to be equivalent up to spectrum-
preserving row and column operations described in the text.
It was determined in [31] that there are 16 distinct classes
of Gram matrices, and accordingly, 16 distinct characteris-
tic polynomials. They are computed in Mathematica and are
listed in order corresponding to the graphs in [31] from left to
right:



8

p1(µ, λ) = (λ − 5µ− 1)(λ+ µ− 1)5

p2(µ, λ) = (λ − µ− 1)(λ+ µ− 1)3(λ2 − 2(1 + µ)λ− 11µ2 + 2µ+ 1)

p3(µ, λ) = (λ + µ− 1)3(λ3 − 3(1 + µ)λ2 + 3(1 + 2µ− 3µ2)λ + 19µ3 + 9µ2 − 3µ− 1)

p4(µ, λ) = (λ + µ− 1)(λ2 − 2λ− 5µ2 + 1)(λ3 − (3 + µ)λ2 + (3 + 2µ− 9µ2)λ+ µ3 + 9µ2 − µ− 1)

p5(µ, λ) = (λ − µ− 1)2(λ+ µ− 1)(λ+ 3µ− 1)(λ2 − 2(1 + µ)λ− 7µ2 + 2µ+ 1)

p6(µ, λ) = (λ − 3µ− 1)2(λ+ µ− 1)3(λ + 3µ− 1)

p7(µ, λ) = (λ − µ− 1)(λ2 − 2λ− 5µ2 + 1)(λ3 − (3− µ)λ2 − (9µ2 + 2µ− 3)λ− µ3 + 9µ2 + µ− 1)

p8(µ, λ) = ((λ − 1)2 − µ2)2((λ − 1)2 − 13µ2)

p9(µ, λ) = (λ − µ− 1)(λ− 3µ− 1)(λ+ µ− 1)(λ+ 3µ− 1)(λ2 − 2λ− 5µ2 + 1)

p10(µ, λ) = (λ − µ− 1)(λ+ µ− 1)(λ4 − 4λ3 + (6 − 14µ2)λ2 + (28µ2 − 4)λ+ 29µ4 − 14µ2 + 1)

p11(µ, λ) = (λ − µ− 1)3(λ− 3µ− 1)(λ+ 3µ− 1)2

p12(µ, λ) = (λ − µ− 1)(λ− 3µ− 1)(λ+ µ− 1)2(λ2 + 2(µ− 1)λ− 7µ2 − 2µ+ 1)

p13(µ, λ) = (λ − µ− 1)(λ2 − 2λ− 5µ2 + 1)(λ3 + (µ− 3)λ2 − (2µ+ 9− 3)λ− µ3 + 9µ2 + µ− 1)

p14(µ, λ) = (λ − µ− 1)3(λ3 + 3(µ− 1)λ2 − 3(3µ2 + 2µ− 1)λ− 19µ3 + 9µ2 + 3µ− 1)

p15(µ, λ) = (λ − µ− 1)3(λ+ µ− 1)(λ2 + 2(µ− 1)λ− 11µ2 − 2µ+ 1)

p16(µ, λ) = (λ − µ− 1)5(λ+ 5v − 1)

(F1)

The Gram matrix has rank r ≤ 4 if it has eigenvalue λ = 0
with multiplicity 6 − r, so µ must be chosen so that λ6−r is
a factor of the characteristic polynomial. Impose |µ| < 1, so
that the set of equiangular lines is not trivial. For example,
the characteristic polynomial p1 does not correspond to the
Gram matrix of a set of equiangular lines since µ = 1/5 and
µ = 1 produce zero eigenvalues, but one corresponds to a
Gram matrix with rank r = 5 and the other produces trivial
equiangular lines. For this reason also, p2 is infeasible since

only µ = ±1 produce λ = 0 as eigenvalues. Proceeding
in this way for each of the 16 characteristic polynomials, we
find that p13 admits a solution for µ = 1/

√
5, and p6 and p11

permit solutions for µ = −1/3 and µ = 1/3 respectively. p13
is precisely the characteristic polynomial of the Gram matrix
of the six equiangular lines in (B2). We see that µ = ±1/3,
which implies α = 1/9, is the smallest value which satisfies
the rank and positivity requirements of the Gram matrix so
that a decomposition G = V †V can be made corresponding
to six equiangular lines.


