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The existence of incompatible observables is a cornerstone of quantummechanics and a valuable resource in
quantum technologies. Here we introduce a measure of incompatibility, called the mutual eigenspace distur-
bance (MED), which quanti�es the amount of disturbance induced by the measurement of a sharp observable
on the eigenspaces of another. The MED provides a metric on the space of von Neumann measurements, and
can be e�ciently estimated by letting the measurement processes act in an inde�nite order, using a setup
known as the quantum switch, which also allows one to quantify the noncommutativity of arbitrary quantum
processes. Thanks to these features, theMED can be used in quantummachine learning tasks. We demonstrate
this application by providing an unsupervised algorithm that clusters unknown von Neumann measurements.
Our algorithm is robust to noise can be used to identify groups of observers that share approximately the same
measurement context.

Introduction.— One of the most striking features of quan-
tum mechanics is the existence of incompatible observables.
Incompatible observables are at the heart of Bohr’s notion of
complementarity [1] and of Heisenberg’s uncertainty prin-
ciple [2], and have non-trivial relations with Bell nonlocal-
ity [3, 4] and other forms of nonclassicality [5–9]. In addi-
tion to their foundational relevance, they play center stage
in quantum information technologies [4, 10, 11], where quan-
tum incompatibility serves as a resource [12–14], in a similar
way as quantum entanglement and coherence.

Several measures of incompatibility have been proposed
in the past years, including robustness to noise (de�ned
as the minimum amount of noise that has to be added to
a set of incompatible observables in order to make them
compatible) [15, 16], sensitivity to eavesdropping (de�ned
as the minimum amount of disturbance that an arbitrary
entanglement-breaking channel would induce on a quantum
system prepared in an unknown eigenstate of the given ob-
servables) [17], and disturbance on the measurement statis-
tics (de�ned as the maximum distance between the probabil-
ity distribution of observable 𝐴 on a given input state and
the probability distribution of 𝐴 after a measurement of ob-
servable 𝐵 has been performed on the same input state, with
the maximum evaluated over all possible input states) [18].
Since all these measures are de�ned in terms of optimization
problems, they are often hard to compute analytically, and
numerical evaluation becomes unfeasible for systems of high
dimension. In addition, there is generally no direct way to es-
timate these measures from experimental data: in most cases,
the best known way to infer the incompatibility of two un-
known observables is to perform a full tomography, which is
unfeasible for quantum systems consisting of many particles.

In this paper we introduce a measure of incompatibility
for sharp observables [19], called the Mutual Eigenspace Dis-
turbance (MED). The MED quanti�es the noncommutativ-
ity of the spectral resolutions associated to the two observ-
ables, and can be naturally extended to a larger class of non-

commutativitymeasures for unsharpmeasurements and gen-
eral quantum processes. It has a simple closed-form analyti-
cal expression and, unlike other incompatibility measures, it
constitutes a metric on the space of von Neumann measure-
ments, a property that makes it suitable for machine learning
applications. TheMED and its generalizations to measures of
noncommutativity can be directly estimated using the quan-
tum switch [20, 21], an operation that combines quantum
processes in a coherently-controlled order. Estimation of the
MED via the quantum switch can be realized with existing
technology [22–29] and its sample complexity is independent
of the dimension of the system, meaning that the number of
experiments needed to estimate the MED remains small even
for multiparticle systems.
The experimental accessibility of the MED and its metric

properties make it suitable for applications in quantum ma-
chine learning. To illustrate the idea, we provide a quantum
algorithm that clusters noisy von Neumann measurements
based on their mutual compatibility. This algorithm can be
used to identify clusters of observers who share approxi-
mately the same measurement context [30–33], and thereby
could share the same notion of an emergent classical real-
ity [34–38]. Notably, the observers could be localized in dis-
tant laboratories, and the algorithm does not require access
to their measurement outcomes, but only to the average evo-
lution associated to their measurement devices.
MED.—For sharp observables, compatibility is equivalent

to commutativity [39]. Let 𝐴 and 𝐵 be two sharp observ-
ables on a 𝑑-dimensional quantum system, and let P = (𝑃𝑖 )𝑘𝐴𝑖=1
and Q = (𝑄 𝑗 )𝑘𝐵𝑗=1 be the projectors on the eigenspaces
of 𝐴 and 𝐵, respectively. We now introduce a measure
of noncommutativity between P and Q. Imagine that the
system is initially in an eigenstate of 𝐴, say |𝛼𝑖〉, picked
uniformly at random from the 𝑖-th eigenspace, with 𝑖 dis-
tributed according to the probability distribution 𝑝𝑖 := 𝑑𝐴,𝑖/𝑑 ,
where 𝑑𝐴,𝑖 is the eigenspace’s dimension. Then, the sys-
tem undergoes the canonical (Lüders) measurement process
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associated to the observable 𝐵: with probability 𝑝𝐵 ( 𝑗) =

〈𝛼𝑖 |𝑄 𝑗 |𝛼𝑖〉 the measurement yields outcome 𝑗 , leaving the
system in the post-measurement state 𝑄 𝑗 |𝛼𝑖〉/‖𝑄 𝑗 |𝛼𝑖〉‖. On
average over all outcomes, the density matrix of the system
is

∑
𝑗 𝑝𝐵 ( 𝑗) 𝑄 𝑗 |𝛼𝑖〉〈𝛼𝑖 |𝑄 𝑗/‖𝑄 𝑗 |𝛼𝑖〉‖2 = ℬ( |𝛼𝑖〉〈𝛼𝑖 |), where ℬ

is the dephasing channel de�ned by the relation ℬ(𝜌) :=∑
𝑗 𝑄 𝑗𝜌𝑄 𝑗 for arbitrary density matrices 𝜌 . Finally, a mea-

surement of the observable 𝐴 is performed. The probability
to �nd the outcome 𝑖 , associated to the original subspace, is
Tr[𝑃𝑖 ℬ( |𝛼𝑖〉〈𝛼𝑖 |)]. On average, the probability that the sys-
tem is still found in the original eigenspace is

Prob(𝐴,ℬ) :=
∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖

∫
𝜋𝑖 (d𝛼𝑖 ) Tr[𝑃𝑖 ℬ( |𝛼𝑖〉〈𝛼𝑖 |)] , (1)

where 𝜋𝑖 (d𝛼𝑖 ) is the uniform probability distribution over
the pure states in the 𝑖-th subspace. Explicit calculation yields
the expression

Prob(𝐴,ℬ) := 1
𝑑

∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] , (2)

which is related to an extension of the Kirkwood-Dirac
quasiprobability distribution [40, 41].

Note that the role of the projectors P and Q is completely
symmetric. Operationally, this symmetry implies to the rela-
tion

Prob(𝐴,ℬ) = Prob(𝐵,𝒜) , (3)

where Prob(𝐵,𝒜) is the average probability that a randomly
chosen state |𝛽 𝑗 〉 from the 𝑗-th eigenspace of 𝐵, drawn with
probability 𝑞 𝑗 := 𝑑𝐵,𝑗/𝑑 (where 𝑑𝐵,𝑗 is the eigenspace’s di-
mension), is still found in the same eigenspace after the ac-
tion of the dephasing channel 𝒜(𝜌) := ∑

𝑖 𝑃𝑖𝜌𝑃𝑖 .
Note also that the probabilities in Eq. (3) depend only on

the dephasing channels 𝒜 and ℬ. Accordingly, we will de-
note by 𝐷 (𝒜,ℬ) := 1 − Prob(𝐴,ℬ) ≡ 1 − Prob(𝐵,𝒜) the
average probability of eigenstate disturbance. We then de-
�ne the MED of the two observables 𝐴 and 𝐵 as

MED(𝒜,ℬ) :=
√︁
𝐷 (𝒜,ℬ) =

√︄
1 − 1

𝑑

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] .

(4)

The MED exhibits several appealing properties for a mea-
sure of incompatibility:

1. it is symmetric and nonnegative, namelyMED(𝒜,ℬ) =
MED(ℬ,𝒜) ≥ 0 for every pair of dephasing channels
𝒜 andℬ,

2. it is faithful, namely MED(𝒜,ℬ) > 0 if and only if 𝐴
and 𝐵 are incompatible,

3. it is decreasing under coarse-graining,

4. it is a a metric on von Neumann measurements, cor-
responding to observables with non-degenerate spec-
trum.

5. it is robust to noise: it remains faithful even if one of the
channels𝒜 andℬ is replaced by the evolution result-
ing from a noisy measurement of the corresponding
observable,

6. it is maximal for maximally complementary
observables [42], that is, observables such
that their eigenstates form mutually unbiased
bases [43, 44]. In general, one has the bound
MED(𝒜,ℬ) ≤

√︁
1 − 1/min{𝑘𝐴, 𝑘𝐵}, and the maxi-

mum value MED(𝒜,ℬ) =
√︁
1 − 1/𝑑 and is attained if

and only if 𝐴 and 𝐵 are maximally complementary.

The proof of the above properties is provided in Appendix A.
There, we also extend the MED to a broader class of incom-
patibility measures, given by the expression

MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) :=
√︄
1 − Re

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] , (5)

where 𝜌 is a densitymatrix. The originalMED, de�ned above,
corresponds to the case where 𝜌 is the maximally mixed state
𝐼/𝑑 . Notably, the generalized MED (5) is also a metric on von
Neumann measurements whenever the density matrix 𝜌 is
non-singular, including e.g. the case where 𝜌 is a thermal
state.
Experimental setup.—We now provide an experimental

setup that can be used to estimate the MED of two observ-
ables and, more generally, the amount of noncommutativity
between two arbitrary quantum processes.
The setup is based on the quantum switch [20, 21], an

operation that combines two unknown processes in a co-
herent superposition of two alternative orders. Previously,
the quantum switch was shown to be able to distinguish be-
tween pairs of quantum channels with commuting or anti-
commuting Kraus operators [45, 46], a task that can be practi-
cally achieved with photonic systems [22, 47]. We now show
that the quantum switch can be used to quantify the amount
of noncommutativity of quantum meausurements and, more
generally, of arbitrary quantum processes.
Suppose that an experimenter is given access to two black

boxes, acting on a 𝑑-dimensional quantum system. The two
black boxes implement two quantum processes 𝒞 and 𝒟

with Kraus representations 𝒞(𝜌) =
∑

𝑖 𝐶𝑖𝜌𝐶
†
𝑖
and 𝒟(𝜌) =∑

𝑗 𝐷 𝑗𝜌𝐷
†
𝑗
, respectively. The goal of the experimenter is to

estimate the noncommutativity of the Kraus operators (𝐶𝑖 )𝑖
and (𝐷 𝑗 ) 𝑗 . To this purpose, one can combine the two boxes
in the quantum switch [20, 21], generating a new quantum
process 𝒮𝒞,𝒟 with Kraus operators

𝑆𝑖 𝑗 = 𝐶𝑖𝐷 𝑗 ⊗ |0〉〈0| + 𝐷 𝑗𝐶𝑖 ⊗ |1〉〈1| (6)

where {|0〉, |1〉} are basis states of a control qubit. The action
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of the channel 𝒮𝒞,𝒟 on a generic product state 𝜌 ⊗ 𝜔 is

𝒮𝒞,𝒟 (𝜌 ⊗ 𝜔) =14
∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

(
{𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 }𝜌{𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 }† ⊗ 𝜔

+ {𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 }𝜌 [𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 ]† ⊗ 𝜔𝑍

+ [𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 ]𝜌{𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 }† ⊗ 𝑍𝜔

+ [𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 ]𝜌 [𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 ]† ⊗ 𝑍𝜔𝑍

)
, (7)

where [𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 ] := 𝐶𝑖𝐷 𝑗 − 𝐷 𝑗𝐶𝑖 denotes the commutator,
{𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 } := 𝐶𝑖𝐷 𝑗 + 𝐷 𝑗𝐶𝑖 denotes the anti-commutator, and
𝑍 := |0〉〈0| − |1〉〈1|.

To estimate the noncommutativity of 𝒞 and 𝒟, the ex-
perimenter can initialize the control qubit in the maximally
coherent state 𝜔 = |+〉〈+|, apply the quantum channel
𝒮(𝒞,𝒟), and measure the control system in the Fourier ba-
sis {|+〉, |−〉}, with |±〉 := ( |0〉 ± |1〉)/

√
2. Using Eq. (7), one

can see that the probability of the outcome “−” is

𝑝− =
1
4
∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

Tr
(
𝜌

���[𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 ]
���2) , (8)

where |𝑂 |2 := 𝑂†𝑂 denotes the modulus square of an arbi-
trary operator 𝑂 .

We de�ne the non-commutativity of two generic quantum
processes 𝒞 and𝒟 relative to the state 𝜌 as

NCOM𝜌 (𝒞,𝒟) :=
√︁
2𝑝− =

√√√√∑
𝑖 𝑗 Tr

(
𝜌

���[𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 ]
���2)

2 (9)

(in the special case 𝒞 = 𝒟 and 𝜌 = 𝐼/𝑑 , a related de�nition
was used in [48] to quantify the degree of non-commutativity
of the Kraus operators of a given channel). It is evident from
the de�nition that NCOM𝜌 (𝒞,𝒟) is symmetric and non-
negative. When thematrix 𝜌 is invertible, NCOM𝜌 (𝒞,𝒟) is a
faithful measure of non-commutativity, i.e. NCOM𝜌 (𝒞,𝒟) =
0 if and only if every Kraus operator𝒞 commutes with every
Kraus operator of𝒟. For composite systems, it is possible to
show that the noncommutativity between a maximally en-
tangled measurement and product measurement is at least√︁
1 − 1/𝑑min, 𝑑min being the dimension of the smallest sub-

system (see Appendix B).
In the special casewhere𝒞 and𝒟 are two dephasing chan-

nels𝒜 and ℬ, explicit calculation yields the relation

NCOM𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) = MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) . (10)

Hence, the MED of two unknown observables can be di-
rectly estimated from experimental data. Crucially, the sam-
ple complexity of the estimation procedure is independent of
the dimension of the system: for a �xed error threshold 𝜖 and
for every state 𝜌 , the estimate of MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) can be guar-
anteed to have error at most 𝜖 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿

by repeating the experiment for 𝑛 = log 2
𝛿
/(2𝜖2) times (see

Appendix C).
The experimental estimation of the MED is feasible with

photonic systems, in particular in the case where the state

FIG. 1. Clustering of 100 qubit observables, using a 𝑘-medoids algo-
rithm based on the values of the MED with 𝑘-means++ style initial
seeding. The algorithm correctly identi�es two clusters, one cen-
tered around the Pauli 𝑋 observable (Bloch vectors in yellow), and
one centered around the Pauli 𝑍 observable (Bloch vectors in blue).

𝜌 is maximally mixed, and its preparation can be achieved
by generation two-photon Bell states. The preparation of the
maximally mixed state is also standard in the DQC1 model
of quantum computing [49] and can be well approximated
in other models of quantum computing with highly mixed
states [50]. In Appendix D we also discuss the advantages
of the quantum switch set up with respect to other ways to
estimating the MED.
Besides providing direct way to the experimental estima-

tion of theMED, the relation with the noncommutativity also
provides an alternative route to its analytical/numerical eval-
uation. In Appendix E we show that the noncommutativity
can be equivalently rewritten as

NCOM𝜌 (𝒞,𝒟) =
√︃
1 − ReTr[𝐷𝐶 (𝐼 ⊗ 𝜌𝑇 )] , (11)

where 𝐶 and 𝐷 are two operators associated to the maps 𝒞
and 𝒟, respectively. When the operators 𝐶 , 𝐷 and 𝜌 have a
suitable tensor network structure, Eq. (11) provides a way to
e�ciently evaluate the noncommutativity, avoiding the sums
in Eqs. (5) and (9) which may contain an exponentially large
number of terms when the system has exponentially large
dimension. In Appendix F we also show another equivalent
expression that reduces the noncommutativity to the overlap
between two pure states, a task that can be carried out e�-
ciently in a variety of physically relevant cases, including e.g.
matrix product [51–53] and MERA states [54].
Clustering algorithm for quantum observables.—We now

provide a machine learning algorithm for identifying clus-
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FIG. 2. Clustering of 100 noisy qubit measurements, using a 𝑘-medoids algorithm based on the values of the noncommutativity with 𝑘-
means++ style initial seeding. The algorithm correctly identi�es two clusters, centered around the Pauli 𝑋 and 𝑍 observables, respectively.
The three plots refer to numerical experiments with maximum noise level 0.25, 0.5, and 0.75, respectively.

ters of observables that are approximately compatible with
one another. The algorithm is unsupervised: the learner does
not need to be trained with labelled examples of observables
belonging to di�erent clusters.

The input of the algorithm is the access to 𝑚 black
boxes, implementing 𝑚 unknown dephasing channels
𝒜1, . . . ,𝒜𝑚 associated to non-degenerate quantum observ-
ables 𝐴1, . . . , 𝐴𝑚 . The quantum part of the algorithm is the
estimation of the MED for every pair of observables. Then,
the estimated values of the MED are fed into a classical clus-
tering algorithm. Here we choose 𝑘-medoids clustering with
𝑘-means++ style initial seeding [55, 56]. Compared to the
popular 𝑘-means method, 𝑘-medoids works better (in terms
of convergence) with arbitrary dissimilarity measures.

To illustrate the algorithm, we generate𝑚 = 100 random
qubit observables, of the form 𝐴𝑙 = 𝑏

(𝑙)
𝑥 𝑋 + 𝑏

(𝑙)
𝑦 𝑌 + 𝑏

(𝑙)
𝑧 𝑍 ,

𝑙 ∈ {1, . . . ,𝑚}, where 𝑋,𝑌, 𝑍 are the three Pauli matrices
and b𝑙 = (𝑏𝑙𝑥 , 𝑏𝑙𝑦, 𝑏𝑙𝑧) ∈ R3 is a unit vector (the Bloch vec-
tor of the 𝑙-th observable). The vectors are generated in the
following way: for 50 observables, we start from the Bloch
vector (1, 0, 0) and apply a rotation by a random angle 𝜃 with
|𝜃 | ≤ 22.5° about a random rotation axis. For the remaining
50 observables, we start from the Bloch vector (0, 0, 1) and
apply the same procedure. In this way, the 100 observables
are naturally divided into two clusters, as in Figure 1.

We performed a numerical experiment on the classical part
of the algorithm, feeding the values of the MED into the 𝑘-
medoids algorithm. For improved reliability, we repeated the
experiment for 50 times, �nding that in each repetition all
the 100 observables are correctly clustered. Note that, while
we fed the algorithm with the exact values of the MED, the
robustness of the 𝑘-medoids [55, 56] algorithm implies that
the results are robust to errors in the estimation of the MED
from actual experimental data.

Clustering with noisy observables.—Our clustering algo-
rithm can also be extended to noisy measurements. Fol-
lowing [11], the noise is modelled by randomizing the mea-

surement of each ideal observable with a trivial measure-
ment, which produces the same outcome statistics for ev-
ery possible input state. Mathematically, this means that the
projective measurement P(𝑙) , associated to the 𝑙-th observ-
able, is replaced by a non-projective measurement N(𝑙) =

(1−𝜆𝑙 ) P(𝑙) +𝜆𝑙 T(𝑙) , where 𝜆𝑙 is the noise probability, and T(𝑙)

is a trivial measurement, with POVM operators 𝑇 (𝑙)
𝑖

= 𝑝
(𝑙)
𝑖

𝐼 ,
for a �xed probability distribution p(𝑙) = (𝑝 (𝑙)

𝑖
). For the

measurement process associated to the noisy measurement
N(𝑙) , we take quantum instruments with Kraus operators of
the form 𝑁

(𝑙)
𝑖 𝑗

=

√︃
𝑎
(𝑙)
𝑖 𝑗

𝑃
(𝑙)
𝑖

+ 𝑏 (𝑙)
𝑖 𝑗

𝐼 , where 𝑎
(𝑙)
𝑖 𝑗

and 𝑏
(𝑙)
𝑖 𝑗

are
arbitrary nonnegative coe�cients subject to the constraints∑

𝑗 𝑎
(𝑙)
𝑖 𝑗

= 1 − 𝜆𝑙 and
∑

𝑗 𝑏
(𝑙)
𝑖 𝑗

= 𝜆𝑙 𝑝
(𝑙)
𝑖

for every 𝑖 and 𝑙 . The
𝑘-medoid algorithm can then be applied, using the noncom-
mutativity (9) of the noisy channels 𝒩1, . . . ,𝒩𝑚 de�ned by
𝒩𝑙 (𝜌) :=

∑
𝑖 𝑗 𝑁

(𝑙)
𝑖 𝑗

𝜌𝑁
(𝑙)†
𝑖 𝑗

for 𝑙 ∈ {1, . . . ,𝑚}.
To test the algorithm, we performed a numerical exper-

iment on 100 randomly generated noisy qubit observables.
For simplicity, we chose isotropic noise [57] and set the
noise randomly following a uniform distribution, picking
each probability 𝑝

(𝑙)
𝑖

uniformly at random in the interval
(0, 1), subject to the constraint

∑
𝑖 𝑝

(𝑙)
𝑖

= 1, ∀𝑙 . For the orig-
inal observables, we generated the Bloch vectors as in the
noiseless case. For the noise, we �rst de�ned a maximum
noise level 𝜂 and then we picked a random noise probability
𝜆𝑙 = 𝜂 𝑅𝑙 where each𝑅𝑙 is chosen independently, uniformly at
random in the interval [0, 1]. The coe�cients 𝑎 (𝑙)

𝑖 𝑗
and𝑏 (𝑙)

𝑖 𝑗
are

then chosen uniformly at random, subject to the constraints.
The experiment has been performed for 𝜂 = 0.25, 0.5, and
0.75, and for each setting the 𝑘-medoids algorithm has been
run 50 times. The results of the experiment, plotted on Fig. 2,
show that perfect clustering is still achieved in the presence
of noise.

Conclusions and outlook.—In this paper we introduced the
MED, an experimentally accessible measure of incompati-
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bility for sharp observables. The MED quanti�es the non-
commutativity of the projectors associated to a pair of ob-
servables, and can be directly measured without access to
the measurement outcomes, by letting the two measurement
processes act in an inde�nite order. Thanks to its properties,
the MED can be used in quantum machine learning tasks,
such as clustering unknown observables based on their de-
gree of compatibility.

An interesting direction of future research is to extend the
results of this paper to in�nite dimensional systems, unsharp
observables, and general quantum channels. For sharp ob-
servables with discrete spectrum, our approach can be easily
extended by taking a limit of �nite dimensional subspaces.
For observables with continuous spectrum, however, the sit-
uation is more complex, due to the fact that no repeatable
measurement exists [58]. Regarding the extension to unsharp
observables and general channels, one approach is to focus
on the noncommutativity, which can be measured with the
quantum switch. On the other hand, commutativity is not
a necessary condition, and an open question is to determine
whether there exists a measure of incompatibility that can be
measured experimentally like the MED.

Another direction is the extension of the MED from pairs
to arbitrary numbers of observables. One option would be
to generalize our de�nition, examining the amount of distur-
bance on the eigenspace of one observable induced by mea-
surements of the other observables. An appealing feature is
that the resulting quantity could be estimated by placing the
measurements in a superposition of orders, in a similar way
as it was done in our paper for the case of two observables.
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Appendix A: Properties of the MED and its generalization

Here we establish the main properties of the MED, in-
cluding symmetry, nonnegativity, faithfullness, robustness to

noise, being a metric for von Neumann measurements, and
reaching its maximum value for mutually unbiased bases.
Some of the properties will be established for a generalized
version of the MED, which can also be experimentally ac-
cessed using the quantum switch.
In the following, we will often consider the generalized

MED

MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) :=
√︄
1 −

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

ReTr[𝜌𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] . (A1)

Note that, by de�nition, one has

MED 𝐼
𝑑
(𝒜,ℬ) =

√︄
1 − 1

𝑑

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] ≡ MED(𝒜,ℬ) ,

(A2)

for every pair of observables 𝐴 and 𝐵. In the following we
establish a number of properties of MED𝜌 and MED. As it
turns out, some of the properties of MED𝜌 require the density
matrix 𝜌 to have some properties, such as being invertible,
or commuting with the projectors onto the eigenspaces of 𝐴
and 𝐵. All these properties are automatically satis�ed by the
choice 𝜌 = 𝐼/𝑑 .

Symmetry. By de�nition, one has

MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) =
√︄
1 −

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

ReTr[𝜌𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ]

=

√︄
1 −

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

ReTr[𝜌𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ]

=

√︄
1 −

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

ReTr
[
(𝜌𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 )†

]
=

√︄
1 −

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

ReTr[𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝜌]

=

√︄
1 −

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

ReTr[𝜌𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖 ]

= MED𝜌 (ℬ,𝒜) . (A3)

Here the fourth equality follows from the property (𝑋𝑌 )† =

𝑌 †𝑋 †, valid for arbitrary operators 𝑋 and 𝑌 , along with the
fact that the operators 𝜌, 𝑃𝑖 , and𝑄 𝑗 are self-adjoint. The �fth
equality follows from the cyclic property of the trace.

Nonnegativity. The generalizedMED can be equivalently
expressed as

MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) =

√√∑
𝑖, 𝑗 Tr

{
[𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]𝜌 [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]†

}
2 (A4)

The right-hand side is non-negative, because each of the op-
erators [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]𝜌 [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]† is non-negative, and therefore has
a non-negative trace.
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Faithfulness. We now show that the generalized MED is
faithful for every invertible state 𝜌 : for two arbitrary dephas-
ing channels 𝒜 and ℬ, MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) > 0 if and only if the
observables 𝐴 and 𝐵 are incompatible.
The proof is based on Eq. (A4), which shows that

MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) is non-negative and equals to zero if and only
if Tr

{
[𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]𝜌 [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]†

}
= 0 for every 𝑖 and every 𝑗 . By

the cyclicity of the trace, this condition holds if and only
if Tr

{√
𝜌 [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]† [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]

√
𝜌
}

= 0 for every 𝑖 and every
𝑗 . Moreover, since each operator √

𝜌 [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]† [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]
√
𝜌

is positive, its trace is zero if and only if the opera-
tor itself is zero. Finally, since 𝜌 is invertible, the con-
dition √

𝜌 [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]† [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]
√
𝜌 = 0 holds if and only if

[𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ]† [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ] = 0, or equivalently, if and only if [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ] =
0. Summarizing, the condition MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) = 0 is equiva-
lent to the condition [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ] = 0 ,∀𝑖, 𝑗 , which is equivalent
to the compatibility of the observables 𝐴 and 𝐵.
Monotonicity under coarse-graining. Here we show

that MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) is non-increasing under coarse-graining,
provided that the density matrix 𝜌 commutes with the mea-
surement that is being coarse-grained:

Proposition 1 If the state 𝜌 commutes with the observable 𝐴,
then one has MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) ≥ MED𝜌 (𝒜′,ℬ) whenever 𝒜′ is
the dephasing channel associated to a coarse-grained measure-
ment of 𝐴.

Proof. Let P′ := (𝑃 ′
𝑘
)𝑜′
𝑘=1 be a coarse-graining of the mea-

surement P = (𝑃𝑖 )𝑜𝑖=1, meaning that there is a surjective func-
tion 𝑓 : {1, . . . , 𝑜} → {1, . . . , 𝑜 ′} such that

𝑃 ′
𝑘
=

∑︁
𝑖:𝑓 (𝑖)=𝑘

𝑃𝑖 . (A5)

Note that, by de�nition, one has the operator inequality

𝑃𝑖 ≤ 𝑃 ′
𝑓 (𝑖) . (A6)

Now, suppose that the density matrix 𝜌 commutes with the
projectors (𝑃𝑖 )𝑜𝑖=1. In this case, one has the relation

Tr[𝜌𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖′𝑄 𝑗 ] = Tr[(√𝜌𝑃𝑖
√
𝜌) (𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖′𝑄 𝑗 )]

≥ 0 , (A7)

valid for every pair of indices 𝑖 and 𝑖 ′. Here, the last in-
equality follows from the fact that the operators√𝜌𝑃𝑖

√
𝜌 and

𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖′𝑄 𝑗 are positive semide�nite, and therefore the trace of
their product is non-negative.

In particular, Eq. (A7) implies that Tr[𝜌𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] is a real
number. Hence, the real part in the de�nition of the general-
ized MED can be dropped, and one has

MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) = 1 −
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] . (A8)

Since 𝜌 commmutes also with the projectors (𝑃 ′
𝑘
)𝑜′
𝑘=1, we also

have the relation

MED𝜌 (𝒜′,ℬ) = 1 −
∑︁
𝑘,𝑗

Tr[𝜌𝑃 ′
𝑘
𝑄 𝑗𝑃

′
𝑘
𝑄 𝑗 ] , (A9)

where 𝒜′ is the dephasing channel associated to the coarse-
grained measurement (𝑃 ′

𝑘
)𝑜′
𝑘=1

At this point, it is easy to see that MED𝜌 (𝒜′,ℬ) ≤
MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ). Indeed, one has the bound∑︁

𝑘,𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑃 ′
𝑘
𝑄 𝑗𝑃

′
𝑘
𝑄 𝑗 ] =

∑︁
𝑘,𝑗

∑︁
𝑖:𝑓 (𝑖)=𝑘
𝑖′:𝑓 (𝑖′)=𝑘

Tr[𝜌 𝑃𝑖 𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖′𝑄 𝑗 ]

=
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑃𝑖 𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ]

+
∑︁
𝑘,𝑗

∑︁
𝑖:𝑓 (𝑖)=𝑘
𝑖′:𝑓 (𝑖′)=𝑘

𝑖≠𝑖′

Tr[𝜌 𝑃𝑖 𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖′𝑄 𝑗 ]

≥
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑃𝑖 𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ], (A10)

where the last inequality follows from Eq. (A7). The
inequality MED𝜌 (𝒜′,ℬ) ≤ MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) then follows by
combining Eq. (A10) with Eqs. (A8) and (A9). �

Metric on von Neumann measurements. We now
show that the generalized MED based on an invertible state
is a metric on the set of rank-one projective measurements.

Lemma 1 For every pair of dephasing channels 𝒜 and ℬ as-
sociated to rank-one measurements, one has the expression

MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) = 1
√
2
‖(𝜏𝒜 − 𝜏ℬ) (√𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 )‖2 , (A11)

where ‖𝑋 ‖2 =
√︁
Tr[𝑋 †𝑋 ] is the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, and 𝜏𝒜

and 𝜏ℬ are the Choi operators of 𝒜 and ℬ, given by

𝜏𝒜 :=
∑︁
𝑚,𝑛

𝒜( |𝑚〉〈𝑛 |) ⊗ |𝑚〉〈𝑛 | =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑃𝑖 ⊗ 𝑃𝑖 , (A12)

𝜏ℬ :=
∑︁
𝑚,𝑛

ℬ( |𝑚〉〈𝑛 |) ⊗ |𝑚〉〈𝑛 | =
∑︁
𝑗

𝑄 𝑗 ⊗ 𝑄 𝑗 , (A13)

with 𝑋 denoting the complex conjugate of a matrix 𝑋 .

Proof. Let us de�ne the product

〈𝑋,𝑌 〉𝜌 := Tr[(𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 )𝑋 †𝑌 ] . (A14)

For every self-adjoint operator 𝜏 , we have the relation

‖𝜏 (√𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 ) ‖22 = Tr[(√𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 )𝜏2 (√𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 )]
= Tr[(𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 )𝜏2]
= 〈𝜏, 𝜏〉𝜌 . (A15)

Using the two equations above, we obtain

| | (𝜏𝒜 − 𝜏ℬ) (√𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 ) | |22 =〈(𝜏𝒜 − 𝜏ℬ), (𝜏𝒜 − 𝜏ℬ)〉𝜌
=〈𝜏𝒜, 𝜏𝒜〉𝜌 + 〈𝜏ℬ, 𝜏ℬ〉𝜌

− 〈𝜏𝒜, 𝜏ℬ〉𝜌 − 〈𝜏ℬ, 𝜏𝒜〉𝜌 .
(A16)
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Note that one has

〈𝜏𝒜, 𝜏𝒜〉𝜌 = Tr[(𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 ) 𝜏2
𝒜
]

= Tr[(𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 ) 𝜏𝒜]

=
∑︁
𝑖

Tr[𝜌 𝑃𝑖 ] × Tr[𝑃𝑖 ]

=
∑︁
𝑖

Tr[𝜌 𝑃𝑖 ]

= 1 , (A17)

where the second equality follows from the fact that 𝜏𝒜 is
a projector, the third equality follows from Eq. (A12), the
fourth equality follows from the fact that the measurement is
rank-one (and therefore Tr[𝑃𝑖 ] = 1 for every 𝑖), and the �fth
equality follows from the normalization condition

∑
𝑖 𝑃𝑖 = 𝐼 .

Similarly, we have

〈𝜏ℬ, 𝜏ℬ〉𝜌 = Tr[(𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 ) 𝜏2
ℬ
]

= Tr[(𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 ) 𝜏ℬ]

=
∑︁
𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑄 𝑗 ] × Tr[𝑄 𝑗 ]

=
∑︁
𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑄 𝑗 ]

= 1 . (A18)

For the remaining terms, we have

〈𝜏𝒜, 𝜏ℬ〉𝜌 = Tr[(𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 ) 𝜏†
𝒜
𝜏ℬ]

=
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] × Tr[𝑃𝑖 𝑄 𝑗 ]

=
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] × Tr[𝑃𝑖 𝑄 𝑗 ]

=
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] , (A19)

where the last equality follows from the fact that the opera-
tors 𝑃𝑖 and 𝑄 𝑗 are rank-one.
Similarly, we have

〈𝜏ℬ, 𝜏𝒜〉𝜌 = Tr[(𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 ) 𝜏†
ℬ
𝜏𝒜]

=
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖 ] × Tr[𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖 ]

=
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖 ] × Tr[𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖 ]

=
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖 ]

=
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌 𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] . (A20)

Hence,

‖𝜏𝒜 − 𝜏ℬ‖2 =2 − 2Re
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝜌𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ]

=2
[
MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ)

]2
. (A21)

Eq. (A21) shows that MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) coincides with the
Hilbert-Schmidt norm | | (𝜏𝒜 − 𝜏ℬ) (√𝜌 ⊗ 𝐼 ) | |2 up to a
constant factor. �

Lemma 2 For every invertible density matrix 𝜌 , MED𝜌 is a
metric on the space of von Neumann measurements.

Proof. To prove that MED𝜌 is a metric, we need to show
that

1. MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) = MED𝜌 (ℬ,𝒜) for every 𝒜 and ℬ

(symmetry)

2. MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) ≥ 0 for every 𝒜 and ℬ, with the equal-
ity if and only if𝒜 = ℬ (nonnegativity and identity of
indiscernibles)

3. MED𝜌 (𝒜,𝒞) ≤ MED𝜌 (𝒜,ℬ) + MED𝜌 (ℬ,𝒞) (trian-
gle inequality).

Symmetry was established at the beginning of this Supple-
mental Material, in Eq. (A3).
Nonegativity of the generalized MED was also established

earlier in this Supplemental Material in the demonstration
of faithfulness of MED𝜌 . When 𝜌 is invertible, we also
showed that MED(𝒜,ℬ) = 0 implies [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ] = 0 for every
𝑖 and 𝑗 . For von Neumann measurements, (𝑃𝑖 )𝑖 and (𝑄 𝑗 ) 𝑗
are two maximal sets of rank-one projectors, and the com-
mutation condition means that there exists a permutation
𝜋 : {1, . . . , 𝑑} → {1, . . . , 𝑑} such that 𝑃𝑖 = 𝑄𝜋 (𝑖) . In this case,
one has 𝒜(𝑋 ) = ∑

𝑖 𝑃𝑖𝑋𝑃𝑖 =
∑

𝑖 𝑄𝜋 (𝑖)𝑋𝑄𝜋 (𝑖) =
∑

𝑗 𝑄 𝑗𝑋𝑄 𝑗 =

ℬ(𝑋 ) for every 𝑑 × 𝑑 matrix 𝑋 .
Finally, the triangle inequality can be deduced from

Eq. (A11) of Lemma 1 and from the triangle inequality of the
Hilbert-Schmidt norm. �

Robustness to noise. We have seen that the general-
ized MED based on an invertible state 𝜌 is a faithful mea-
sure of noncommutativity. We now show that this faith-
fulness property is preserved even when the ideal projec-
tive measurements of 𝐴 and 𝐵 are replaced by noisy mea-
surements. Precisely, we consider the noisy scenario where
the canonical channels 𝒜 and ℬ are replaced by quantum
channels 𝒜

′ and ℬ
′ of the form 𝒜

′ =
∑

𝑖,𝑘 𝐴𝑖,𝑘𝜌𝐴
†
𝑖,𝑘

and
ℬ

′(𝜌) = ∑
𝑗,𝑙 𝐵 𝑗,𝑙𝜌𝐵

†
𝑗,𝑙
, with∑︁

𝑘

𝐴
†
𝑖,𝑘
𝐴𝑖,𝑘 = (1 − 𝜆) 𝑃𝑖 + 𝜆𝑝𝑖 𝐼 (A22)

and ∑︁
𝑙

𝐵
†
𝑗,𝑙
𝐵 𝑗,𝑙 = (1 − 𝜇)𝑄 𝑗 + 𝜇 𝑞 𝑗 𝐼 , (A23)

with suitable probabilities 𝜆, 𝜇 ∈ [0, 1] and suitable proba-
bility distributions p and q. In the following, we show ro-
bustness under the assumption that at least one of the two
channels 𝒜′ and ℬ

′ is self-adjoint (recall that a linear map
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ℳ is self-adjoint if, for every pair of 𝑑 × 𝑑 matrices 𝑋 and 𝑌 ,
one has Tr[𝑋ℳ(𝑌 )] = Tr[ℳ(𝑋 )𝑌 ]).
In the noisy case, we consider the noncommutativity

NCOM𝜌 (𝒜′,ℬ′) =

√√√√∑
𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘,𝑙 Tr

(
𝜌

���[𝐴𝑖,𝑘 , 𝐵 𝑗,𝑙 ]
���2)

2 . (A24)

If this quantity is zero, then each of the commutators
[𝐴𝑖,𝑘 , 𝐵 𝑗,𝑙 ] must vanish, i.e. one must have the relations

[𝐴𝑖,𝑘 , 𝐵 𝑗,𝑙 ] = 0 ∀𝑖, 𝑗, 𝑘, 𝑙 (A25)

and

[𝐴†
𝑖,𝑘
, 𝐵

†
𝑗,𝑙
] = 0 ∀𝑖, 𝑗, 𝑘, 𝑙 , (A26)

where the second relation is obtained from the �rst by taking
the adjoint on both sides of the equality sign.

Note that the above relations must hold for every possible
Kraus decomposition of the channels 𝒜′ and ℬ

′. If channel
𝒜

′ is self-adjoint, the operators (𝐴𝑖,𝑘 )𝑖,𝑘 also form a Kraus
representation, and therefore one must have the relation

[𝐴†
𝑖,𝑘
, 𝐵 𝑗,𝑙 ] = 0 ∀𝑖, 𝑗, 𝑘, 𝑙 , (A27)

and, taking the adjoint on both sides of the equality

[𝐴𝑖,𝑘 , 𝐵
†
𝑗,𝑙
] = 0 ∀𝑖, 𝑗, 𝑘, 𝑙 . (A28)

Similarly, if channel ℬ′ is self-adjoint, the above relations
must hold. Using Eqs. (A22), (A23, (A25), (A26), (A27), and
(A28), we then obtain

(1 − 𝜆) (1 − 𝜇) [𝑃𝑖 , 𝑄 𝑗 ] =
∑︁
𝑘,𝑙

[𝐴†
𝑖,𝑘
𝐴𝑖,𝑘 , 𝐵

†
𝑗,𝑙
𝐵 𝑗,𝑙 ] = 0 ∀𝑖, 𝑗 .

(A29)

Hence, if the noncommutativity of the channels𝒜′ andℬ′

is zero, then the ideal measurements (𝑃𝑖 )𝑖 and (𝑄 𝑗 ) 𝑗 must be
compatible, for every value of the noise parameters 𝜆 and 𝜇

except in the trivial case 𝜆 = 1 or 𝜇 = 1, in which the original
measurements are replaced by white noise.

Maximality for maximally complementary observ-
ables. We now show the inequality MED(𝒜,ℬ) ≤√︁
1 − 1/min{𝑘𝐴, 𝑘𝐵}, where 𝑘𝐴 (𝑘𝐵) is the number of projec-

tors in the spectral decomposition of the observable 𝐴 (𝐵).
Themaximum value is given byMED(𝒜,ℬ) =

√︁
1 − 1/𝑑 and

attained if and only if𝐴 and 𝐵 are maximally complementary
[42] or in other words, their POVM operators are rank-one
projectors onto the basis vectors of two mutually unbiased
bases.

The proof uses a series of lemmas.

Lemma 3 Let 𝐴, 𝐵 be 𝑛 × 𝑛 Hermitian matrices: If 𝐴 and 𝐵

are positive semi-de�nite, then 𝐴𝐵 is diagonalizable and has
non-negative eigenvalues.

Proof. The proof can be found in Corollary 7.6.2(b) of Ref.
[59]. �

Lemma 4 For every pair of observables 𝐴 and 𝐵, one has the

boundMED(𝒜,ℬ) ≤
√︃
1 − 1

𝑘𝐵
where 𝑘𝐵 is the number of dis-

tinct eigenvalues of 𝐵. The equality holds only if Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] is
independent of 𝑗 .

Proof. Using the de�nitions (A1) and (A2), we focus on a
term

∑
𝑗 Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ], �xing thereby the index 𝑖 . If 𝑃𝑖 is a

projector of rank 𝑟𝑖 , then

rank(𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ) ≤ 𝑟𝑖 . (A30)

Both 𝑃𝑖 and𝑄 𝑗 are orthogonal projectors, they are Hermitian
and positive semi-de�nite operators. Using Lemma 3, we can
diagonalize the operator 𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 as

𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 = 𝑋𝑖 𝑗Δ𝑖 𝑗𝑋
−1
𝑖 𝑗 ,

where Δ𝑖 𝑗 is a diagonal matrix with non-negative entries. Let
𝑟𝑖 𝑗 be the rank of Δ𝑖 𝑗 and assume that the �rst 𝑟𝑖 𝑗 diagonal
entries of Δ𝑖 𝑗 , denoted by 𝜆𝑖 𝑗,1, · · · 𝜆𝑖 𝑗,𝑟𝑖 , are non-zero. Then,
we can write

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] =
𝑟𝑖 𝑗∑︁
𝑠=1

𝜆𝑖 𝑗,𝑠 . (A31)

Taking into account the relation
∑𝑘𝐵

𝑗=1 Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] = Tr[𝑃𝑖 ] =:
𝑟𝑖 , we �nd

𝑘𝐵∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑟𝑖 𝑗∑︁
𝑠=1

𝜆𝑖 𝑗,𝑠 = 𝑟𝑖 . (A32)

On the other hand,

𝑘𝐵∑︁
𝑗=1

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] =
𝑘𝐵∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑟𝑖 𝑗∑︁
𝑠=1

(𝜆𝑖 𝑗,𝑠 )2. (A33)

The minimum of (A33) under the constraint (A32) can be
computed with the method of Lagrange multipliers. The co-
e�cients that minimize (A33) are given by

𝜆min
𝑖 𝑗,𝑠 =

𝑟𝑖∑𝑘𝐵
𝑙=1 𝑟𝑖𝑙

∀𝑗 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑘𝐵}, ∀𝑠 ∈ {1 . . . , 𝑟𝑖 𝑗 } .

(A34)

Plugging the optimal coe�cients into the right hand side of
Eq. (A33) we then obtain

𝑘𝐵∑︁
𝑗=1

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] ≥
𝑟 2𝑖∑𝑘𝐵
𝑙=1 𝑟𝑖𝑙

. (A35)

Now, recall that 𝑟𝑖𝑙 = rank(𝑃𝑖𝑄𝑙 ) ≤ rank(𝑃𝑖 ) = 𝑟𝑖 . Plugging
this relation into the previous inequality, we obtain

𝑘𝐵∑︁
𝑗=1

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] ≥
𝑟𝑖

𝑘𝐵
. (A36)
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Finally, summing over 𝑖 yields the lower bound

𝑘𝐴∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑘𝐵∑︁
𝑗=1

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] ≥
𝑑

𝑘𝐵
. (A37)

Hence, we obtained

MED(𝒜,ℬ) =

√︄
1 −

∑𝑘𝐵
𝑗=1 Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ]

𝑑

≤
√︂
1 − 1

𝑘𝐵
. (A38)

A necessary condition for achieving the equality is that
the eigenv0alues 𝜆𝑖 𝑗,𝑠 depend only on 𝑖 (and not on 𝑗 and 𝑠),
cf. Eq. (A34). This condition implies in particular that the
sum

∑
𝑠 𝜆𝑖 𝑗,𝑠 = Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] is independent of 𝑗 . �

Lemma 5 For every two observables 𝐴 and 𝐵, one has the

bound MED(𝒜,ℬ) ≤
√︃
1 − 1

min{𝑘𝐴,𝑘𝐵 } . The equality is
achieved only if

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] =
𝑑

𝑘𝐴𝑘𝐵
∀𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑘𝐴} ,∀𝑗 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑘𝐵} .

(A39)

Proof. Lemma 4 implies the upper bound MED(𝒜,ℬ) ≤√︃
1 − 1

𝑘𝐵
. Moreover, the symmetry of the MED yields the

condition MED(𝒜,ℬ) = MED(ℬ,𝒜) ≤
√︃
1 − 1

𝑘𝐴
(the in-

equality following again from Lemma 4). Hence, one has
the bound MED(𝒜,ℬ) ≤

√︃
1 − 1

min{𝑘𝐴,𝑘𝐵 } . By Lemma 4, the
equality holds only if Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] is independent of 𝑗 , and only
Tr[𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖 ] ≡ Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] is independent of 𝑖 . In summary, it is
necessary that Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] is constant, say Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] = 𝑐 for
some constant 𝑐 and for every 𝑖 and 𝑗 . The value of the con-
stant can be obtained from the condition

𝑑 = Tr[𝐼 ]

=

𝑘𝐴∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑘𝐵∑︁
𝑗=1

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ]

=

𝑘𝐴∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑘𝐵∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑐

= 𝑘𝐴 𝑘𝐵 𝑐 , (A40)

which implies 𝑐 = 𝑑/(𝑘𝐴𝑘𝐵). �

Lemma 6 For every two observables 𝐴 and 𝐵, one has the

bound MED(𝒜,ℬ) ≤
√︃
1 − 1

𝑑
and the equality holds if and

only if𝐴 and 𝐵 are non-degenerate and their eigenvectors form
two mutually unbiased bases.

Proof. The inequality MED(𝒜,ℬ) ≤
√︃
1 − 1

𝑑
is immedi-

ate from Lemma 5 and from the fact that min{𝑘𝐴, 𝑘𝐵} is at
most 𝑑 . Let us now determine when the equality sign is at-
tained. A �rst necessary condition is that min{𝑘𝐴, 𝑘𝐵} = 𝑑 ,
which implies 𝑘𝐴 = 𝑘𝐵 = 𝑑 , that is, both observables 𝐴 and 𝐵
are nondegenerate. The necessary condition in Lemma 5 then
becomes Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] = 1/𝑑 ,∀𝑖, 𝑗 . Hence, 𝑃𝑖 and𝑄 𝑗 must be pro-
jectors on two vectors from two mutually unbiased bases.
Conversely, suppose that ( |𝛼𝑖〉)𝑑𝑖=1 and ( |𝛽 𝑗 〉)𝑑𝑗=1 are two

mutually unbiased bases, and that (𝑃𝑖 )𝑑𝑖=1 and (𝑄 𝑗 )𝑑𝑗=1 are the
corresponding rank-1 projectors. Then, we have

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ] =
��〈𝛼𝑖 |𝛽 𝑗 〉��4 = 1

𝑑2
∀𝑖, 𝑗 . (A41)

Hence, the MED of the corresponding observables is

MED(𝒜,ℬ) =
√︄
1 − 1

𝑑

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗𝑃𝑖𝑄 𝑗 ]

=

√︂
1 − 1

𝑑
. (A42)

In summary, the MED reaches the maximum value
MED(𝒜,ℬ) =

√︃
1 − 1

𝑑
if and only if 𝐴 and 𝐵 are nondegen-

erate observables associated to mutually unbiased bases. �

Appendix B: Noncommutativity between entangled and
product measurements

The mathematical description of a measurement pro-
cess, including both the measurement statistics and the
post-measurement states, is provided by a quantum instru-
ment, that is, a collection of completely positive, trace non-
increasing maps (𝒞𝑖 )𝑘𝑖=1 such that the sum

∑𝑘
𝑖=1 𝒞𝑖 is trace-

preserving. Here the index 𝑖 labels the possible measure-
ment outcomes, which occur on an input state 𝜌 with prob-
ability 𝑝 (𝑖 |𝜌) = Tr[𝒞𝑖 (𝜌)], leaving the system in the post-
measurement state 𝜌𝑖 = 𝒞𝑖 (𝜌)/Tr[𝒞𝑖 (𝜌)]. The average evo-
lution due to the measurement is then given by the quantum
channel 𝒞 :=

∑𝑘
𝑖=1 𝒞𝑖 .

We de�ne the noncommutativity between two instru-
ments as the noncommutativity of the corresponding aver-
age evolutions:

NCOM𝜌

(
(𝒞𝑖 )𝑘𝐴𝑖=1 , (𝒟𝑗 )𝑘𝐵𝑗=1

)
:= NCOM𝜌 (𝒞,𝒟) , (B1)

with 𝒞 :=
∑𝑘𝐴

𝑖=1 𝒞𝑖 and𝒟 :=
∑𝑘𝐵

𝑗=1 𝒟𝑗 .
We now provide a lower bound on the noncommutativity

between a maximally entangled measurement and a prod-
uct measurement. Consider the case of a bipartite system,
consisting of two subsystems 𝑆1 and 𝑆2, of dimensions 2 ≤
𝑑1 ≤ 𝑑2. By “maximally entangled measurement" we mean a
quantum instrument (𝒞𝑖 )𝑘𝐴𝑖=1 of the form𝒞𝑖 (𝜌) = 𝐶𝑖𝜌𝐶

†
𝑖
with

𝐶𝑖 = 𝜆𝑖 |Ψ𝑖〉〈Φ𝑖 | where |Φ𝑖〉 and |Ψ𝑖〉 are maximally entangled
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states, and 0 ≤ 𝜆𝑖 ≤ 1 is a suitable coe�cient. By a “product
measurement”, we mean an instrument (𝒟𝑗 )𝑘𝐵𝑗=1 of the form
𝒟𝑗 (𝜌) = 𝐷 𝑗𝜌𝐷

†
𝑗
with 𝐷 𝑗 = 𝜇 𝑗 |𝛾 𝑗 〉〈𝛼 𝑗 | ⊗ |𝛿 𝑗 〉〈𝛽 𝑗 |, where |𝛼 𝑗 〉

and |𝛾 𝑗 〉 (|𝛽〉 and |𝛿 𝑗 〉) are pure states of system 𝑆1 (𝑆2), and
0 ≤ 𝜇 𝑗 ≤ 1 is a suitable coe�cient. (Note that we are not as-
suming that the instrument (𝒟𝑗 )𝑘𝐵𝑗=1 can be realized by local
operations and classical communication. In other words, our
notion of product measurement corresponds to �ne-grained
separable instruments [60], which are not necessarily realiz-
able through local operations and classical communication).

The noncommutativity of the instruments (𝒞𝑖 )𝑘𝐴𝑖=1 and
(𝒟𝑗 )𝑘𝐵𝑗=1 is given by

NCOM𝜌

(
(𝒞𝑖 )𝑘𝐴𝑖=1, (𝒟𝑗 )𝑘𝐵𝑗=1

)
=

√√∑
𝑖, 𝑗 Tr

(
𝜌
��[𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 ]

��2)
2

=

√√√
1 − Re

[∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝐶†
𝑖
𝐷

†
𝑗
𝐶𝑖𝐷 𝑗𝜌]

]
.

(B2)

Here we consider the case where the state 𝜌 is maximally
mixed, namely 𝜌 = 𝐼1/𝑑1 ⊗ 𝐼2/𝑑2. In this case, one has the
bound

Re

[∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝐶†
𝑖
𝐷

†
𝑗
𝐶𝑖𝐷 𝑗 ]

]
≤

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

���Tr[𝐶†
𝑖
𝐷

†
𝑗
𝐶𝑖𝐷 𝑗 ]

���
=

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

𝜆2𝑖
��〈Φ𝑖 |𝐷 𝑗 |Φ𝑖〉 〈Ψ𝑖 |𝐷†

𝑗
|Ψ𝑖〉

��
≤ 1

𝑑1

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

𝜆2𝑖 𝜇 𝑗
��〈Φ𝑖 |𝐷 𝑗 |Φ𝑖〉

�� , (B3)

the last bound following form the expression 𝐷 𝑗 =

𝜇 𝑗 |𝛾 𝑗 〉〈𝛼 𝑗 | ⊗ |𝛿 𝑗 〉〈𝛽 𝑗 | and from the fact that the state |Ψ𝑖〉 is
maximally entangled.

Using the polar decomposition 𝐷 𝑗 = 𝑈 |𝐷 𝑗 |, we then have
the bound∑︁

𝑖

𝜆2𝑖
��〈Φ𝑖 |𝐷 𝑗 |Φ𝑖〉

�� = ∑︁
𝑖

𝜆2𝑖
��〈Φ𝑖 | 𝑈 |𝐷 𝑗 | |Φ𝑖〉

��
≤

√︄∑︁
𝑖

𝜆2
𝑖
〈Φ𝑖 | |𝐷 𝑗 | |Φ𝑖〉

×
√︄∑︁

𝑖

𝜆2
𝑖
〈Φ𝑖 |𝑈 |𝐷 𝑗 |𝑈 † |Φ𝑖〉

= Tr[|𝐷 𝑗 |]
= 𝜇 𝑗 , (B4)

the second to last equality following from the completeness
relation

∑𝑘𝐴
𝑖=1 𝜆

2
𝑖 |Φ𝑖〉〈Φ𝑖 | = 𝐼1 ⊗ 𝐼2, implied by the normaliza-

tion of the instrument (𝒞𝑖 )𝑘𝐴𝑖=1.

Summarizing, we obtained the bound

Re

[∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr[𝐶†
𝑖
𝐷

†
𝑗
𝐶𝑖𝐷 𝑗 ]

]
≤ 1

𝑑1

∑︁
𝑗

𝜇2𝑗

=
1
𝑑1

(𝑑1𝑑2) , (B5)

where the last equality follows by taking the trace on
both sides of the completeness relation

∑𝑘𝐵
𝑗=1 𝜇

2
𝑗 |𝛼 𝑗 〉〈𝛼 𝑗 | ⊗

|𝛽 𝑗 〉〈𝛽 𝑗 | = 𝐼1 ⊗ 𝐼2, implied by the normalization of the in-
strument (𝒟𝑗 )𝑘𝐵𝑗=1.
Hence, the noncommutativity is lower bounded as

NCOM 𝐼1⊗𝐼2
𝑑1𝑑2

(
(𝒞𝑖 )𝑘𝐴𝑖=1, (𝒟𝑗 )𝑘𝐵𝑗=1

)
=

√√√
1 − Re

[∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

1
𝑑1𝑑2

Tr[𝐶†
𝑖
𝐷

†
𝑗
𝐶𝑖𝐷 𝑗 ]

]
≥

√︂
1 − 1

𝑑1
. (B6)

The above bound can be immediately extended to the multi-
partite case, by considering a bipartition of the system into
the lowest dimensional sybsystem and all the remaining ones.

Appendix C: Sample complexity of (generalized) MED
estimation

Our protocol provides a direct estimate of the MED in
terms of the probability that a Fourier basis measurement on
the control system yields outcome “−”. The probability can be
estimated from the frequency of the outcome “−” in a num-
ber of repetitions of the experiment. We now show that the
number of repetitions is independent of the system’s dimen-
sion and scales inverse polynomially with the desired level of
accuracy.
The proof is standard, and is provided here just for com-

pleteness. The result of the Fourier basis measurement de-
�nes a Bernoulli variable with outcomes 𝑘 ∈ {0, 1}. Here,
outcome 1 corresponds to the outcome corresponding to the
basis vector |−〉, while outcome 0 corresponds to the basis
vector |0〉. The probability mass function of this Bernoulli
variable is 𝑓 (𝑘 ;𝑝−) de�ned by

𝑓 (−; 𝑝−) = 𝑝− and 𝑓 (+;𝑝−) = 1 − 𝑝− . (C1)

If the experiment is repeated for 𝑛 times, the outcomes are
a sequence of independent Bernoulli variables 𝑋1, 𝑋2, ..., 𝑋𝑛 ,
with each variable distributed according to the probability
mass function 𝑓 (𝑘 ; 𝑝−). The sum of these variables, denoted
by 𝑆 =

∑
𝑖 𝑋𝑖 , is distributed according to the binomial distri-

bution 𝐵(𝑠;𝑛, 𝑝−) := 𝑝𝑠− (1 − 𝑝−)𝑛−𝑠
(
𝑛

𝑠

)
. Then, Hoe�ding’s

inequality [61] implies that the empirical frequency 𝑆/𝑛 is
close to 𝑝− with high probability, namely

∀𝜖 > 0, 𝑃
(����𝑆𝑛 − 𝑝

���� < 𝜖

)
≥ 1 − 2𝑒−2𝜖2𝑛,
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Hence, theminimumnumber of repetitions of the experiment
needed to guarantee that the empirical frequency has prob-
ability at most 𝛿 to deviate from the frequency by at most 𝜖
is

𝑛(𝜖, 𝛿) =
⌈
− 1
2𝜖2 log

𝛿

2

⌉
. (C2)

This expression shows that the sample complexity is inde-
pendent of the dimension of the system under consideration.
In particular, the sample complexity does not increase when
the MED is measured on multiparticle systems, in contrast
with the sample complexity of process tomography which
increases exponentially with the number of particles.

Appendix D: Comparison with other experimental schemes

A naïve way to estimate the MED is to characterize the
channels 𝒜 and ℬ via process tomography [62–67], or the
projective measurements P and Q via measurement tomog-
raphy [68], and then use Eq. (4). However, process and
measurement tomography requires a number of experimen-
tal settings that grows polynomially with the dimension, and
therefore exponentially in the number of particles for multi-
particle quantum systems.

To avoid the exponential complexity of tomography, one
needs a direct measurement protocol whose sample complex-
ity is independent of the system’s dimension, and, therefore,
also on the number of particles. A possible approach is to
use the operational scheme that motivated the de�nition of
the MED. This scheme, described in the main text, involves
the initialization of the system in a random eigenstate of ob-
servable𝐴. Practically, this can be achieved by preparing the
maximally mixed state, and then applying a measurement of
the observable 𝐴. The estimation of the MED would then
proceed by performing a measurement of the observable 𝐵,
and �nally, another measurement of the observable 𝐴. The
total probability that the two measurements of 𝐴 give equal
outcomes is equal to Prob(𝐴,ℬ) = 1 −MED(𝒜,ℬ)2. In this
case, the complexity of estimating the MED does not grow
exponentially with the system’s size.

The main di�erence between the above scheme and the
scheme using the quantum switch is that the above scheme
requires access to the outcomes of two measurements of the
observable 𝐴. The ability to estimate the incompatibility
without access to the outcomes o�ers an advantage in sit-
uations where the experimenter wants to discover the in-
compatibility of two observables measured by two parties
in their local laboratories. In this case, the quantum switch
scheme allows the experimenter to estimate the incompati-
bility/noncommutativity in a black box fashion, by sending
input states to the two laboratories and observing their out-
puts states, without any access to the outcomes generated
inside the laboratories.

Appendix E: Proof of Eq. (11) in the main text

From Eq. (9) in the main text, we have

NCOM𝜌 (𝒞,𝒟) =

√√∑
𝑖, 𝑗 Tr

(
𝜌
��[𝐶𝑖 , 𝐷 𝑗 ]

��2)
2

=

√√√
1 − Re

[∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

Tr
(
𝐶𝑖𝐷 𝑗𝜌𝐶

†
𝑖
𝐷

†
𝑗

)]

=

√√√
1 − Re

[∑︁
𝑗

Tr
(
𝒞(𝐷 𝑗𝜌) 𝐷†

𝑗

)]

=

√√√
1 − Re

[∑︁
𝑗

〈〈𝐷 𝑗 |𝒞(𝐷 𝑗𝜌) 〉〉
]
, (E1)

where we used the double-ket notation |𝑋 〉〉 :=∑
𝑚,𝑛 〈𝑚 |𝑋 |𝑛〉 |𝑚〉 ⊗ |𝑛〉 for an arbitrary operator 𝑋 , and the

property 〈〈𝑋 |𝑌 〉〉 = Tr[𝑋 †𝑌 ] = Tr[𝑌𝑋 †], valid for arbitrary
𝑋 and 𝑌 (in our case, 𝑋 = 𝐷 𝑗 and 𝑌 = 𝒞(𝐷 𝑗𝜌)).

Now, consider the operator 𝐶 de�ned through the rela-
tion [69]

𝐶 |𝑋 〉〉 := |𝒞(𝑋 )〉〉 , ∀𝑋 . (E2)

Using this de�nition, the noncommutativity can be expressed
as

NCOM𝜌 (𝒞,𝒟) =

√√√
1 − Re

[∑︁
𝑗

〈〈𝐷 𝑗 |𝐶 |𝐷 𝑗𝜌 〉〉
]

=

√√√
1 − Re

[∑︁
𝑗

〈〈𝐷 𝑗 |𝐶 (𝐼 ⊗ 𝜌𝑇 ) |𝐷 𝑗 〉〉
]

=

√√√
1 − ReTr

[(∑︁
𝑗

|𝐷 𝑗 〉〉〈〈𝐷 𝑗 |
)
𝐶 (𝐼 ⊗ 𝜌𝑇 )

]
=

√︃
1 − ReTr

[
𝐷𝐶 (𝐼 ⊗ 𝜌𝑇 )

]
, (E3)

where 𝐷 :=
∑

𝑗 |𝐷 𝑗 〉〉〈〈𝐷 𝑗 | = (𝒟 ⊗ ℐ) ( |𝐼 〉〉〈〈𝐼 |) is the Choi
operator of𝒟, withℐ being identity channel.
In particular, when the state 𝜌 is maximally mixed, the

noncommutativity takes the simple expression

NCOM 𝐼
𝑑
(𝒞,𝒟) =

√︄
1 −

ReTr
[
𝐷𝐶

]
𝑑

. (E4)

The operator 𝐶 is in one-to-one correspondence with the
map 𝒞. Explicitly, Eq. (E2) implies the explicit expression

𝐶 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝐶𝑖 ⊗ 𝐶𝑖 , (E5)

where 𝐶𝑖 is the complex conjugate of the matrix 𝐶𝑖 . The op-
erator 𝐶 can be equivalently expressed in terms of its Choi
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operator via the relation

𝐶 =

(
𝐼out,out ⊗ 〈〈𝐼in,in |

)
(𝐶out,in ⊗ 𝐼out,in)

(
|𝐼out,out〉〉 ⊗ SWAPin,in

)
,

(E6)

where “in” and “out” label the input and output systems
of channel 𝒞, respectively, in and out are auxiliary sys-
tems of the same dimensions of in and out, respectively,
and SWAPin,in is the swap operator, de�ned by the relation
SWAPin,in |𝜑〉|𝜓 〉 = |𝜓 〉|𝜑〉 for every pair of vectors |𝜑〉 and
|𝜓 〉. Eq. (E6) can be veri�ed explicitly using the expressions
𝐶 =

∑
𝑖 𝐶𝑖 ⊗ 𝐶𝑖 and 𝐶 =

∑
𝑖 |𝐶𝑖〉〉〈〈𝐶𝑖 |.

Appendix F: Expression of the noncommutativity of two
channels in terms of their unitary realizations

Here we provide an alternative expression of the noncom-
mutativity (and therefore of the MED) in terms of the unitary
realizations of the two channels𝒞 and𝒟. Consider two uni-
tary realizations, of the form

𝒞(𝜌) = Tr𝐸
[
𝑈𝑆𝐸 (𝜌𝑆 ⊗ |𝜂〉〈𝜂 |𝐸)𝑈 †

𝑆𝐸

]
𝒟(𝜌) = Tr𝐹

[
𝑉𝑆𝐹 (𝜌𝑆 ⊗ |𝜙〉〈𝜙 |𝐹 )𝑉 †

𝑆𝐹

]
, (F1)

where 𝐸 and 𝐹 are two suitable quantum systems, serving
as the environments, |𝜂〉 and |𝜙〉 are pure states of 𝐸 and 𝐹 ,
respectively, and𝑈𝑆𝐸 and 𝑉𝑆𝐹 are two unitary evolutions be-
tween the target system (denoted by 𝑆) and the environments
𝐸 and 𝐹 , respectively.

To compute the action of the channel 𝒮(𝒞,𝒟), we con-
sider the quantum switch of the unitary gates 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ⊗ 𝐼𝐹 and
𝑉𝑆𝐹 ⊗ 𝐼𝐸 , and then take the partial trace over the environ-
ments. The quantum switch of the unitary gates𝑈𝑆𝐸 ⊗ 𝐼𝐹 and
𝑉𝑆𝐹 ⊗ 𝐼𝐸 yields the controlled unitary gate

𝑊 = (𝑈𝑆𝐸 ⊗ 𝐼𝐹 ) (𝑉𝑆𝐹 ⊗ 𝐼𝐸) ⊗ |0〉〈0|𝐶
+ (𝑉𝑆𝐹 ⊗ 𝐼𝐸) (𝑈𝑆𝐸 ⊗ 𝐼𝐹 ) ⊗ |1〉〈1|𝐶 , (F2)

where the subscript 𝐶 denotes the control system, and it is
implicitly understood that the Hilbert spaces in the tensor
product are suitably arranged according to the subscripts of
the corresponding systems.

Hence, the action of the channel 𝒮𝒞,𝒟 on the state 𝜌 ⊗

|+〉〈+| is given by

𝒮𝒞,𝒟

(
𝜌𝑆 ⊗ |+〉〈+|𝐶

)
= Tr𝐸𝐹 [𝑊 (𝜌𝑆 ⊗ |𝜂〉〈𝜂 |𝐸
⊗ |𝜙〉〈𝜙 |𝐹 ⊗ |+〉〈+|𝐶 )𝑊 †] . (F3)

To reduce the above expression to the case where the input
state is pure, we take a puri�cation of 𝜌 , given by a pure state
|Ψ〉 ∈ H𝑆 ⊗ H𝑅 , where 𝑅 is a suitable purifying system. Let
us de�ne the state

|Γ〉𝑆𝑅𝐸𝐹𝐶 := (𝑊 ⊗ 𝐼𝑅) |Ψ〉𝑆𝑅 ⊗ |𝜂〉𝐸 ⊗ |𝜙〉𝐹 ⊗ |+〉𝐶

=
|Λ0〉𝑆𝑅𝐸𝐹 ⊗ |0〉𝐶 + |Λ1〉𝑆𝑅𝐸𝐹 ⊗ |1〉𝐶√

2
, (F4)

with

|Λ0〉𝑆𝑅𝐸𝐹 :=
[
(𝑈𝑆𝐸 ⊗ 𝐼𝐹 ) (𝑉𝑆𝐹 ⊗ 𝐼𝐸) ⊗ 𝐼𝑅

]
|Ψ〉𝑆𝑅 ⊗ |𝜂〉𝐸 ⊗ |𝜙〉𝐹 ,

(F5)

|Λ1〉𝑆𝑅𝐸𝐹 :=
[
(𝑉𝑆𝐹 ⊗ 𝐼𝐸) (𝑈𝑆𝐸 ⊗ 𝐼𝐹 ) ⊗ 𝐼𝑅

]
|Ψ〉𝑆𝑅 ⊗ |𝜂〉𝐸 ⊗ |𝜙〉𝐹 .

(F6)

The probability of the outcome - when the output state is
measured on the Fourier basis is then given by

𝑝− = 〈−| Tr𝑆 [𝒮𝒞,𝒟

(
𝜌𝑆 ⊗ |+〉〈+|𝐶

)
] |−〉

= 〈−| Tr𝑆𝑅𝐸𝐹 [|Γ〉〈Γ] |−〉
= ‖(𝐼𝑆𝑅𝐸𝐹 ⊗ 〈−|𝐶 ) |Γ〉𝑆𝑅𝐸𝐹𝐶 ‖2

=
1
4 ‖|Λ0〉 − |Λ1〉 ‖2

=
1 − Re〈Λ0 |Λ1〉

2 . (F7)

Using the relation, NCOM𝜌 (𝒞,𝒟) = √
2𝑝−, we �nally ob-

tain

NCOM𝜌 (𝒞,𝒟) =
√︁
1 − Re〈Λ0 |Λ1〉 . (F8)

The evaluation of the noncommutativity is reduced to the
evaluation of the overlap between the states |Λ0〉 and |Λ1〉.
When the system 𝑆 consists of a large number 𝑁 of parti-
cles, its Hilbert space has exponentially large dimension in
𝑁 , and therefore the evaluation of the overlap may be com-
putationally demanding. However, there exist many relevant
situations in which the overlap between two states of expo-
nentially large dimension can nevertheless be computed e�-
ciently, i.e. in a polynomial number of steps. This is the case,
for example, if the states |Λ0〉 and |Λ1〉 are matrix product
states [51–53] or MERA states. Physically, these cases cor-
respond to the situation in which the pure state |Ψ〉 and the
unitary evolutions 𝑈𝑆𝐸 and 𝑉𝑆𝐹 have an appropriate tensor
network structure, generated by sequences of local interac-
tions.
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