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How much symmetry do symmetric measurements need

for efficient operational applications?
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We introduce a generalization of symmetric measurements to collections of unequinumerous pos-
itive, operator-valued measures (POVMs). For informationally complete sets, we propose construc-
tion methods from orthonormal Hermitian operator bases. The correspondence between operator
bases and measurements can be as high as four-to-four, with a one-to-one correspondence following
only under additional assumptions. Importantly, it turns out that some of the symmetry properties,
lost in the process of generalization, can be recovered without fixing the same number of elements
for all POVMs. In particular, for a wide class of unequinumerous symmetric measurements that are
conical 2-designs, we derive the index of coincidence, entropic uncertainty relations, and separability
criteria for bipartite quantum states.

1. INTRODUCTION

Quantum measurements are important tools widely used in many quantum information processing tasks. Their
applications include quantum communication protocols [1, 2], quantum filtering [3], entanglement detection [4], quan-
tum teleportation [5], and quantum tomography [6]. In quantum information theory, measurements are represented
via positive operator-valued measures (POVMs), which are sets of positive operators that sum up to the identity
operator. Examples of popular POVMs are symmetric, informationally complete (SIC) POVMs [7] and mutually
unbiased bases (MUBs) [8, 9]. Both SIC POVMs and MUBs are projective measurements because their elements are
rank-1 projectors. Their non-projective counterparts – general SIC POVMs and mutually unbiased measurements
(MUMs) [10, 11] – find uses in quantum state discrimination and other postprocessing tasks [12, 13].

Recently, there has been an increased interest in generalizations of SIC POVMs. Semi-SIC POVMs relax the
condition for measurement operators to be of equal trace [14]. This simple change leads to discrete values of the
Hilbert-Schmidt product between different measurement operators in any d ≥ 3. An analogical property is observed
in equioverlapping measurements, which additionally drop the condition of informational completeness [15–17]. Im-
portantly, both semi-SIC POVMs and equioverlapping measurements are composed of rank-1 projectors.

On a different note, there is a generalization of both SIC POVMs and MUBs that allows for non-projective mea-
surements. Symmetric measurements, or (N,M)-POVMs, are collections of N mutually unbiased POVMs, each with
M elements [18]. Despite being a relatively recent construction, symmetric measurements have already found applica-
tions in characterizations of entropic uncertainty relations [19, 20], average coherences [21], quantum steerability [22],
and the Brukner-Zeilinger invariants [23]. Other implementations of (N,M)-POVMs include optimal state estimation
[24] and entanglement detection via improved separability criteria [25–29] or entanglement witnesses [30].

In this paper, we provide a further generalization of (N,M)-POVMs by relaxing the requirement for equal number
of POVM elements. In other words, we introduce collections of N POVMs Eα, where each consists in Mα measurement
operators. This simple change greatly increases the number of characteristic parameters and complexity, especially
for high values of N . Now, we pose two important questions: (i) How much symmetry can be recovered without
assuming that Mα = Mβ? (ii) Which properties and applications carry over to his generalization?

We start from a definition of generalized symmetric measurements in any finite dimension. We show that they form
an informationally complete set if and only if the total number of measurement operators is d2 + N − 1. Next, we
propose four methods of construction from Hermitian orthonormal bases and analyze when these methods give rise
to distinct collections of measurement operators. A separate section is dedicated to symmetrizations of generalized
symmetric measurements that do not restrict the numbers of POVM elements. Of particular interest if a wide
class of unequinumerous symmetric measurements that is a conical 2-design. As it turns out, it possesses enough
symmetry properties to allow for analytical calculations of the index of coincidence, entropic uncertainty relations,
and separability criteria for bipartite quantum states.

2. GENERALIZED SYMMETRIC MEASUREMENTS

Recently, we have introduced the notion of a symmetric measurement {Eα,k; k = 1, . . . ,M ; α = 1, . . . , N} called
an (N,M)-POVM. From definition, it is a collection of N POVMs with M elements each [18]. Its distinguishing
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property is that the measurement operators Eα,k satisfy strong symmetry conditions

Tr(Eα,k) = w,

Tr(E2
α,k) = x,

Tr(Eα,kEα,ℓ) = y, ℓ 6= k,

Tr(Eα,kEβ,ℓ) = z, β 6= α,

(1)

where

w =
d

M
, y =

d−Mx

M(M − 1)
, z =

d

M2
, (2)

and x is a free parameter from the range

d

M2
< x ≤ min

{
d2

M2
,
d

M

}
. (3)

Projective measurements follow for x = d2/M2, which lies in the admissible range only for M ≥ d. It has been
shown that there exist at least four informationally complete families of (N,M)-POVMs in d ≥ 3. In d = 2, this
number drops to two: general SIC POVMs and mutually unbiased measurements. Therefore, (N,M)-POVMs can
be viewed as collections of mutually unbiased symmetric POVMs. Partial conditions for the existence of symmetric
measurements for the maximal value of x have recently been proposed [31].

In what follows, we consider a natural generalization of (N,M)-POVMs by taking a collection E = {Eα,k; k =
1, . . . ,Mα; α = 1, . . . , N} of N POVMs that no longer have to be equinumerous (in general, Mα 6= Mβ for α 6= β).
Now, the symmetry conditions depend on the chosen POVM α but not on its element k.

Definition 1. A generalized symmetric measurement is a set of N POVMs Eα = {Eα,k; k = 1, . . . ,Mα} such that

Tr(Eα,k) = wα,

Tr(E2
α,k) = xα,

Tr(Eα,kEα,ℓ) = yα, ℓ 6= k,

Tr(Eα,kEβ,ℓ) = zαβ , β 6= α.

(4)

In Appendix Asection*.12, we show that the defining parameters are constrained by

wα =
d

Mα
, yα =

d−Mαxα

Mα(Mα − 1)
, zαβ =

d

MαMβ
, (5)

where the free parameters xα belong to the range

d

M2
α

< xα ≤ min

{
d2

M2
α

,
d

Mα

}
. (6)

Additionally, the total number of measurement operators

N∑

α=1

Mα ≤ d2 +N − 1 (7)

is constrained by the dimension d and the number of POVMs N . The equality is reached if and only if the generalized
symmetric measurement is informationally complete, which is proven in Appendix Bsection*.13.

Note that the generalized symmetric measurement can be understood as a collection of N (1,Mα)-POVMs, each
characterized by its own parameter xα. The (N,M)-POVMs are recovered if all Mα = M and xα = x. Therefore,
there exists a subclass of equinumerous generalized symmetric measurements that are not (N,M)-POVMs due to xα

being dependent on the choice of a POVM Eα.

Example 1. Contrary to (N,M)-POVMs, the generalized symmetric measurements introduce one new information-
ally complete class for d = 2. It corresponds to the choice M1 = 2 and M2 = 3. An example of projective measurements
consists in E1,1 = diag(1, 0), E1,2 = diag(0, 1), as well as

E2,1 =
1

3

(
1 −i
i 1

)
, E2,2 =

1

6

(
2 i+

√
3

−i+
√
3 2

)
, E2,3 =

1

6

(
2 i−

√
3

−i−
√
3 2

)
. (8)
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3. CONSTRUCTION METHODS

To construct informationally complete generalized symmetric measurements, let us take a Hermitian orthonormal
operator basis {G0 = Id/

√
d,Gα,k; α = 1, . . . , N, k = 1, . . . ,Mα − 1} with traceless Gα,k. We use it to define another

set of traceless operators,

Hα,k =

{
Gα −

√
Mα(1 +

√
Mα)Gα,k, k = 1, . . . ,Mα − 1,

(1 +
√
Mα)Gα, k = Mα,

(9)

where Gα =
∑Mα−1

k=1 Gα,k, so that
∑N

α=1

∑Mα

k=1 Hα,k = 0. The measurement operators follow from

Eα,k =
1

Mα
Id + tαHα,k, (10)

where tα is related to xα via

t2α =
M2

αxα − d

M2
α(Mα − 1)(1 +

√
Mα)2

. (11)

Moreover, the positivity condition Eα,k ≥ 0 imposes the following constraint on tα,

− 1

Mα

1

λα,max
≤ tα ≤ 1

Mα

1

|λα,min|
, (12)

where λα,max and λα,min are the minimal and maximal eigenvalues from among all eigenvalues of Hα,k, for a fixed
α. It is straightforward to recover the inverse relation. That is, if the measurement operators are known, then the
associated orthonormal Hermitian basis operators read

Gα,k =
1

tαMα(1 +
√
Mα)2

[
Id +

√
MαEα,Mα

−
√
M(1 +

√
M)Eα,k

]
. (13)

Remark 1. Actually, there is a non-empty range of tα, where ±tα correspond to the same value of xα. Following eq.
(12equation.3.12), let us denote the boundary tα by

tα∗
=

1

Mα

1

max {λmax, |λmin|}
. (14)

In this case,

E
(±)
α,k =

1

Mα
Id ± tαHα,k (15)

are both valid generalized symmetric measurements for a positive tα ≤ tα,∗. Observe that

TrE
(+)
α,kE

(−)
α,k = 2zαα − xα,

TrE
(+)
α,kE

(−)
α,ℓ = yα − 2

Mα − 1
zαα, k 6= ℓ.

(16)

In particular, E
(+)
α,k and E

(−)
α,k are orthogonal in the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product for xα = 2d/M2

α.

Example 2. As a simple example of mutually orthogonal E
(+)
α,k and E

(−)
α,k , consider the POVM with Mα = 2 measure-

ment operators, characterized by xα = d/Mα. Then, yα = 0 and

TrE
(+)
α,kE

(−)
α,k = 0,

TrE
(+)
α,kE

(−)
α,ℓ =

d

2
.

(17)

In the special case of d = 2 (MUBs), {E(+)
α,k } = {E(−)

α,k }.
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Example 3. In d = 3, let us take two diagonal elements of a Hermitian orthonormal basis [31],

G1 =
1√

3(
√
3 + 1)



−2−

√
3 0 0

0 1 0

0 0 1 +
√
3


 , G2 =

1√
3(
√
3 + 1)



1 0 0

0 −2−
√
3 0

0 0 1 +
√
3


 , (18)

and construct two (1, 3)-POVMs E± = {Ek,±; k = 1, 2, 3} using eq. (10equation.3.10) (the index α is dropped). For

t > 0, take t = tmax =
√
3−1
2
√
3

, so that the corresponding measurement operators

E1,+ = diag(1, 0, 0), E2,+ = diag(0, 1, 0), E3,+ = diag(0, 0, 1) (19)

are projectors onto the operational basis (x+ = 1). For t < 0, take instead t = tmin = 1−
√
3

4
√
3

, for which

E1,− =
1

2
diag(0, 1, 1), E2,− =

1

2
diag(1, 0, 1), E3,− =

1

2
diag(1, 1, 0) (20)

are rank-2 projectors (x− = 1/2) and also orthonormal completions of respective Ek,+ to the identity operator. Note
that tmax ≥ |tmin|, and hence, even though we use the same formulas for Hα,k, tmax allows for x+ > x−. However,
we can construct

Ẽk,± =
1

3
I3 ± t∗Hα,k, t∗ = min{tmax, |tmin|} = |tmin|. (21)

Obviously, Ẽk,− = Ek,− remain unchanged. However, we have found another set of rank-2 projectors

Ẽ1,+ =
1

6
diag(4, 1, 1), Ẽ2,+ =

1

6
diag(1, 4, 1), Ẽ1,+ =

1

6
diag(1, 1, 4) (22)

characterized by x∗ = x− = 1/2.

The above method is in full analogy with the construction of (N,M)-POVMs [18], which is based on the construction
methods for general SIC POVMs [11] and mutually unbiased measurements [10]. In these works, the correspondence
between the measurement operators Eα,k and the basis operators Gα,k is stated to be one-to-one. However, as already
seen in Example 2Example.2, this statement is incorrect. Moreover, there exists yet another correspondence based on
an alternative way to introduce the operators Hα,k for the same set of Gα,k. Namely, one defines

H ′
α,k =

{
Gα +

√
Mα(1−

√
Mα)Gα,k, k = 1, . . . ,Mα − 1,

(1−
√
Mα)Gα, k = Mα.

(23)

We denote the associated measurement operators by

E′
α,k =

1

Mα
Id + t′αH

′
α,k, (24)

where the relation between the parameter t′α and xα reads

t′2α =
M2

αxα − d

M2
α(Mα − 1)(1−

√
Mα)2

. (25)

Observe that t′α 6= tα but instead t′2α (1−
√
Mα)

2 = t2α(1+
√
Mα)

2. For the sake of completion, we present the formulas
for Gα,k in terms of E′

α,k;

Gα,k =
1

t′αMα(1−
√
Mα)2

[
Id −

√
MαE

′
α,Mα

+
√
M(1−

√
M)E′

α,k

]
. (26)

Now, let us compare the measurement Eα and E ′
α = {E′

α,k; k = 1, . . . ,Mα} that have been constructed using eqs.

(10equation.3.10) and (24equation.3.24), respectively.

Proposition 1. Traceless orthonormal Hermitian operators {Gα,k; k = 1, . . . ,Mα} produce two POVMs Eα, E ′
α with

the same elements if and only if Mα ≤ 3 and sgn(tα) = −sgn(t′α).
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The proof is given in Appendix Csection*.14. Example 3Example.3 provides a simple subset of orthonormal
Hermitian operator basis that construct Eα = E ′

α but with Eα,k 6= E′
α,k.

An analogical reasoning to that of Remark 1 also follows for E′
α,k. This means that, for Mα ≥ 4 and sufficiently small

xα, there exist a total of four ways of constructing (1,Mα)-POVMs from the same {Gα,k; k = 1, . . . ,Mα}. Moreover,
each (1,Mα)-POVM inside the same generalized symmetric measurement can be constructed using a different method
due to Hα,k and H ′

β,ℓ being mutually orthogonal for β 6= α.

Remark 2. The presented construction methods provide up to 4N distinct (generalized) symmetric measurements
that arise from the same partition {Gα,k; k = 1, . . . ,Mα; α = 1, . . . , N} of traceless orthonormal Hermitian operators.

An example for N = 1 is presented in Appendix Dsection*.15. Whether there exist unequivalent constructions that
use a parametrization of Hα,k different from

Hα,k =

{
Gα +AGα,k, k = 1, . . . ,Mα − 1,

BGα, k = Mα,
(27)

where A and B are constants, is an open question.

4. RECOVERING SYMMETRIES OF MEASUREMENTS

Due to their high symmetry, the (N,M)-POVMs are characterized via only four parameters: (w, x, y, z). In
the process of generalization to the generalized symmetric measurements, which are collections of POVMs that are
in general unequinumerous, some of this symmetry is lost. In particular, one now needs N sets of parameters
(wα, xα, yα, zαβ) to characterize them. Luckily, there are certain cases in which it is possible to recover some of the
symmetry conditions of the (N,M)-POVMs. In Section 2, we have already discussed equinumerous measurements
(Mα = M), which correspond to wα = w and zα,β = z. On the contrary, if zαβ = z, then equinumerous measurements
follow only for N ≥ 3, which will allow for further symmetrization of other special classes that are listed below.

• If max{d/M2
α} < x ≤ min{d/Mα, d

2/M2
α} is a non-empty set, then there exist generalized symmetric measure-

ments for which xα = x. However, yα = yβ only for Mα = Mβ.

• If max{0, d(Mα−d)
M2

α(Mα−1)} < y ≤ min{d/M2
α} is a non-empty set, then there exist generalized symmetric measure-

ments such that yα = y. In this case, xα = wα − y(Mα − 1) 6= xβ for Mα 6= Mβ.

Example 4. In d = 2, the only unequinumerous generalized symmetric measurements that are also informationally
complete follow from M1 = 2 and M2 = 3. Note that z12 = z21 = 1/3 is constant, even though w1 6= w2. As
unequinumerous measurements allow for at most two α-independent parameters, we now consider two distinct classes.

(i) There is no measurement with x1 = x2 = x due to 1/2 < x ≤ 4/9 being an empty set. However, already for
d = 3, the range 3/4 < x ≤ 1 of x is non-empty.

(ii) There exist measurements with y1 = y2 = y, where 1/9 < y ≤ 2/9. In this case, x1 = 1− y and x2 = 2/3− 2y.

In the upcoming section, it will become evident that other forms of symmetry are even more important for the
applicational purposes.

Proposition 2. If the generalized symmetric measurement is characterized by

xα =
d+ rMα(Mα − 1)

M2
α

, yα =
d− rMα

M2
α

(28)

with the constant parameter r from the range

0 < r ≤ min

{
d

Mα
,

d(d − 1)

Mα(Mα − 1)

}
, (29)

then xα − yα = r.

Proposition 3. If the generalized symmetric measurement is characterized by

xα =
d

M2
α

[1 + s(Mα − 1)], yα =
d

M2
α

(1− s), (30)
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where the parameter s satisfies

0 < s ≤ min

{
1,

d− 1

Mα − 1

}
, (31)

then xα − yα = swα.

In particular, for the class of generalized symmetric measurements from Example 4Example.4, the maximal value
of xα − yα = r is rmax = 1/3. On the other hand, if xα − yα = swα, then smax = 1/2.

5. APPLICATIONS

5.1. Conical 2-designs

Complex projective 2-designs are families or rank-1 projectors Pk, where
∑

k Pk ⊗ Pk commutes with U ⊗ U for
any unitary operator U . Important examples include SIC POVMs and mutually unbiased bases. Their applications
include quantum state tomography [32, 33], quantum key distribution [34, 35], and quantum entanglement detection
[36, 37]. Appleby and Graydon introduced a generalization to conical 2-designs by replacing rank-1 projectors Pk

with positive operators Ek [38, 39]. From definition, it follows that Ek are conical 2-designs if and only if

∑

k

Ek ⊗ Ek = κ+Id ⊗ Id + κ−Fd, (32)

where κ+ ≥ κ− > 0 and Fd =
∑d

m,n=1 |m〉〈n| ⊗ |n〉〈m| is the flip operator [38]. Known conical 2-designs include

general SIC POVMs and mutually unbiased measurements [40]. Recently, it has been shown that informationally
complete (N,M)-POVMs are also conical 2-designs [24, 41].

Let us show that eq. (32equation.5.32) is satisfied for even more general measurements. We start by introducing
N linear maps

Φα[X ] =

Mα∑

k=1

Eα,kTr(XEα,k), (33)

the maximally depolarizing channel Φ0[X ] = IdTr(X)/d, and the identity operator 1l. In Appendix Esection*.16, we
prove that if

N∑

α=1

Φα = κ−1l + κ+dΦ0, (34)

then the corresponding Eα,k are a conical 2-design

N∑

α=1

Mα∑

k=1

Eα,k ⊗ Eα,k = κ+Id ⊗ Id + κ−Fd (35)

characterized by the same values of κ±. However, for arbitrary generalized symmetric measurements, the condition
in eq. (34equation.5.34) turns out to be too strong. It becomes necessary to impose the additional constraints on the
measurement operators.

Proposition 4. If Eα,k belong to the class of measurements from Proposition 2Proposition.2, for which xα − yα = r,
then they are a conical 2-design with

κ+ = µ− r

d
, κ− = r. (36)

For the proof, see Appendix Fsection*.17. Analogical calculations can be repeated for the measurements from
Proposition 3Proposition.3, for which instead xα− yα = swα. In this case, one first constructs entanglement breaking

channels Φ̃α such that

Φ̃α[X ] =

Mα∑

k=1

1

wα
Eα,kTr(Eα,kX),

N∑

α=1

Φ̃α = s1l + (N − s)Φ0. (37)
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However, as it turns out, these measurements are not conical 2-designs. Rather than eq. (32equation.5.32), they
satisfy

N∑

α=1

Mα∑

k=1

1

wα
Eα,k ⊗ Eα,k = κ+Id ⊗ Id + κ−Fd, (38)

which reduces to conical 2-designs only in a very special case of mutually unbiased bases (wα = 1). For more details,
see Appendix Gsection*.18.

5.2. Index of coincidence

From definition, the index of coincidence is a sum of squared probabilities [42]. For the generalized symmetric
measurements, one has

C =
N∑

α=1

Mα∑

k=1

p2α,k, (39)

where the probability distributions {pα,k; k = 1, . . . ,Mα} follow from the expansion of a mixed state

ρ =

N∑

α=1

Mα∑

k=1

pα,kFα,k, (40)

in the dual frame (see Appendix Hsection*.19)

Fα,k =
1

xα − yα

[
Eα,k −

1

d
Id

(
wα − xα − yα

N

)]
. (41)

Calculating the index of coincidence is crucial in order to derive entropic uncertainty relations and separability criteria,
as will be seen in the upcoming subsections. Once again, it turns out that obtaining an analytical formula for C is
possible only for a special class of measurements.

Proposition 5. If Eα,k belong to the class of measurements from Proposition 2Proposition.2, for which xα − yα = r,
then the index of coincidence C is bounded by

C ≤ Cmax =
d− 1

d
r + µ, (42)

where µ =
∑N

α=1 M
−1
α .

The proof is provided in Appendix Isection*.20. The upper bound Cmax is reached on pure states.

5.3. Entropic uncertainty relations

Uncertainty relations are one of the fundamental concepts in quantum theory. In quantum information, they are
ofter expressed in terms of entropies for probability distributions associated with measurement operators. Entropic
uncertainty relations have important applications e.g. in quantum cryptography [43, 44] and quantum entanglement
[45, 46]. An important problem is finding bounds for sums of entropies [47, 48].

We derive entropic uncertainty relations for the generalized symmetric measurements in terms of the index of coin-

cidence. For the Shannon entropy H(Eα, ρ) = −∑Mα

k=1 pα,k log pα,k associated with the measurement Eα = {Eα,k; k =
1, . . . ,Mα}, one finds

1

N

N∑

α=1

H(Eα, ρ) ≥ log
N

C
. (43)

The proof is analogical to this in ref. [18]. It uses the concavity of logarithms and Jensen’s inequality H(Eα, ρ) ≥
R(Eα, ρ) [49, 50], where the Rényi 2-entropy R(Eα, ρ) = − log

∑Mα

k=1 p
2
α,k [51].

7



In particular, if d = 2, there is the following relation for the lower bounds from eq. (43equation.5.43),

N

Cmax

∣∣∣∣
SIC

= log 3 ≥ N

Cmax

∣∣∣∣
GSM

= log 2 ≥ N

Cmax

∣∣∣∣
MUB

= log
3

2
, (44)

where GSM are the generalized symmetric measurements from Example 4Example.4 with the maximal value of
r = 1/3. Interestingly, a pair of unequinumerous measurements corresponds to a higher entropic bound than a triple
of mutually unbiased bases.

5.4. Separability criteria

Quantum entanglement is a type of non-classical correlations and a crucial feature in quantum theory. It becomes
a useful resource for many quantum tasks, e.g. quantum computation [52], quantum communication [53], quantum
cryptography [54], or quantum teleportation [55]. For this reason, it is important to develop methods to detect
entangled states and quantify the amount of entanglement.

Consider a bipartite state ρ on the composite Hilbert space H = HA ⊗ HB, where dimHA/B = dA/B. For

each subsystem, let us introduce generalized symmetric measurements and denote them by {EA/B
α,k }. Now, linear

correlations between {EA
α,k} and {EB

α,k} are encoded in the correlation matrix

Pα,k;β,ℓ = Tr
[
ρ(EA

α,k ⊗ EB
β,ℓ)
]
. (45)

This matrix can be used to formulate two necessary conditions for separability of ρ.

Proposition 6. If a bipartite state ρ is separable, then

TrP ≤ CA
max + CB

max

2
for dA = dB , (46)

‖P‖Tr ≤
√
CA

maxC
B
max for any dA, dB, , (47)

where C
A/B
max is the upper bound for the index of coincidence corresponding to {EA/B

α,k }.
This is proven exactly as in ref. [18]: by computing TrP and ‖P‖Tr on product states and then extending the

results to all separable states (from the convexity of the trace norm and linearity of trace). For dA = dB, it remains
inconclusive which of the two conditions is stronger. In the special case where CA

max = CA
max, both upper bounds

coincide. Also, the smaller the values of r = xα − yα and µ =
∑N

α=1 M
−1
α , the tighter these bounds are. This means

that taking nonprojective, unequinumerous measurements proves to be more beneficial for entanglement detection.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we introduce generalized symmetric measurements, which are collections of Mα-elemental POVMs
Eα that satisfy additional symmetry constraints. In general these POVMs are unequinumerous, and hence mutual
unbiasedness is preserved only between pairs. For informationally complete measurements, we present construction
methods from Hermitian orthonormal operator bases. In particular, we find that a single Mα-elemental subset of
Hermitian orthonormal bases can produce up to four distinct POVMs Eα, which was believed to be a one-to-one
correspondence [10, 11, 18]. In the main part, we prove that some of the symmetry conditions of (N,M)-POVMs
can be recovered for their generalizations. Interestingly, the class with the greatest potential for applications is
characterized not by a single measurement-independent parameter but by a difference;

xα − yα = Tr
[
Eα,k(Eα,k − Eα,ℓ)

]
≡ r ∀k 6=ℓ. (48)

If the generalized symmetric measurements satisfy this condition, then they are conical 2-designs, and the correspond-
ing index of coincidence is analytically computable. Finally, we present possible applications of such measurements
in entropic uncertainty relations and separability criteria for bipartite quantum states.

In further research, it would be essential to further characterize the properties of generalized symmetric measure-
ments. In particular, there might exist non-trivial relations between the POVMs constructed from the same Hermitian
operator bases. It would be interesting to characterize the families of projective measurements and compare their
applicational prowess with MUBs and SIC POVMs. Also, there is an open question about possible applications for
the measurements that are not conical 2-designs.
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Appendix A: Characterizing parameters

To obtain the values of parameters wα, yα, and zαβ that characterize the generalized symmetric measurements, we

compute the trace conditions using decompositions of the identity Id =
∑Mα

k=1 Eα,k. For wα, one has

d = TrId =

Mα∑

k=1

TrEα,k = Mαwα. (A1)

Then, zαβ follows from

wα = TrEα,k =

Mβ∑

ℓ=1

TrEα,kEβ,ℓ = Mβzαβ. (A2)

Finally, we obtain the relation between xα and yα from

wα = TrEα,k =

Mα∑

ℓ=1

TrEα,kEα,ℓ = xα + (Mα − 1)yα. (A3)

The range of xα depends on the dimension d and the number of elements Mα of the given POVM. The lower bound
xα = d/M2

α corresponds to the trivial choice of Eα,k = Id/M . The upper bound xα = d2/M2
α is reached by projective

measurements, whereas xα = d/Mα for rank-wα projectors.

Appendix B: Informationally complete measurements

Any set of measurements is informationally complete if and only if it consists in d2 linearly independent operators.

Because of the constraint
∑Mα

k=1 Eα,k = Id, every POVM {Eα,k; k = 1, . . . ,Mα} contains at most Mα − 1 linearly
independent operators. Therefore, the generalized symmetric measurements are spanned by the identity operator Id

and d2 − 1 operators Eα,k. This imposes the following condition on Mα,

N∑

α=1

(Mα − 1) = d2 − 1, (B1)

which is exactly the equality in eq. (7equation.2.7). Now, to show that {Id, Eα,k; k = 1, . . . ,Mα − 1; α = 1, . . . , N}
is indeed a set of linearly independent operators, it is enough to prove that

E = r0Id +

N∑

α=1

Mα−1∑

k=1

rα,kEα,k = 0 (B2)

implies r0 = rα,k = 0. First, observe that

Tr(E) = dr0 +

N∑

α=1

Mα−1∑

k=1

rα,kwα = 0. (B3)

Using this result, one obtains

Tr(EEβ,M ) =

Mβ−1∑

k=1

rβ,k(yβ − zββ) = 0. (B4)

9



As yβ 6= zββ due to xβ > d/M2
β , the only solution is

Mβ−1∑

k=1

rβ,k = 0. (B5)

Now, eq. (B5equation.B.5) together with eq. (B3equation.B.3) return r0 = 0. Finally, for any ℓ = 1, . . . ,Mβ − 1,

Tr(EEβ,ℓ) = rβ,ℓ(xβ − yβ) = 0, (B6)

where xβ 6= yβ. Therefore, one indeed has rβ,ℓ = r0 = 0.

Appendix C: Conditions for E
′
α
= Eα

To prove that Eα,k and E′
α,k constructed according to eqs. (10equation.3.10) and (24equation.3.24), respectively,

can indeed produce distinct measurement operators, it is enough to calculate the trace cross-relations

TrEα,kE
′
α,ℓ =

d

M2
α

+ tαt
′
αTrHα,kH

′
α,ℓ = zαα + sgn(tα)sgn(t

′
α)

xα − yα
Mα(Mα − 1)

TrHα,kH
′
α,ℓ, k, ℓ = 1, . . . ,Mα, (C1)

where

TrHα,kH
′
α,k = M2

α − 2Mα − 1,

TrHα,Mα
H ′

α,Mα
= −(Mα − 1)2,

TrHα,kH
′
α,ℓ = −(Mα + 1),

TrHα,kH
′
α,Mα

= TrHα,Mα
H ′

α,k = Mα − 1

(C2)

for k, ℓ = 1, . . . ,Mα − 1 and k 6= ℓ. Because of the symmetry properties for the generalized symmetric measurements,
some of the above traces have to be equal to one another. This is possible only for Mα ≤ 3.

First, let us see what happens if Mα = 2. Observe that the trace relations on eq. (C2equation.C.2) reduce to

TrHα,1H
′
α,1 = TrHα,2H

′
α,2 = −1,

TrHα,1H
′
α,2 = TrHα,2H

′
α,1 = 1.

(C3)

Therefore, the relations between measurement operators

TrEα,1E
′
α,1 = TrEα,2E

′
α,2 =

d

4
− sgn(tα)sgn(t

′
α)

4xα − d

4
= xα,

TrEα,1E
′
α,2 = TrEα,2E

′
α,1 =

d

4
+ sgn(tα)sgn(t

′
α)

4xα − d

4
=

d− 2xα

2
= yα

(C4)

recover the symmetry conditions of the generalized symmetric measurements from eq. (4equation.2.4) when sgn(tα) =
−sgn(t′α). Actually, one has Eα,1 = E′

α,1 and Eα,2 = E′
α,2.

Next, we fix the number of elements to Mα = 3. In this case, eq. (C2equation.C.2) returns

TrHα,1H
′
α,1 = TrHα,2H

′
α,2 = 2,

TrHα,3H
′
α,3 = −4,

TrHα,1H
′
α,2 = TrHα,2H

′
α,1 = −4,

TrHα,1H
′
α,3 = TrHα,2H

′
α,3 = TrHα,3H

′
α,1 = TrHα,3H

′
α,2 = 2.

(C5)

For the measurement operators, it follows that

TrEα,1E
′
α,2 = TrEα,2E

′
α,1 = TrEα,3E

′
α,3 =

d

9
− sgn(tα)sgn(t

′
α)

9xα − d

9
= xα,

TrEα,1E
′
α,1 = TrEα,2E

′
α,2 = TrEα,1E

′
α,3 = TrEα,2E

′
α,3 = TrEα,3E

′
α,1 = TrEα,3E

′
α,2

=
d

9
+ sgn(tα)sgn(t

′
α)

9xα − d

18
=

d− 3x

6
= yα,

(C6)

and hence the symmetry conditions from eq. (4equation.2.4) once again hold for sgn(tα) = −sgn(t′α). However,
contrary to the case for Mα = 2, we have Eα,1 = E′

α,2, Eα,2 = E′
α,1, and Eα,3 = E′

α,3.
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Appendix D: Construction of four SIC POVMs in d = 2

For qubit systems, SIC POVMs are recovered if N = 1 and M = d2 = 4. From the Pauli matrices Gk = σk/
√
2,

eqs. (10equation.3.10) and (24equation.3.24) lead to four families of projective measurements:





E1,+ =

√
3

36

(
1 + 3

√
3 −5− i

−5 + i −1 + 3
√
3

)
, E2,+ =

√
3

36

(
1 + 3

√
3 1 + 5i

1− 5i −1 + 3
√
3

)
,

E3,+ =

√
3

36

(
−5 + 3

√
3 1− i

1 + i 5 + 3
√
3

)
, E4,+ =

√
3

12

(
1 +

√
3 1− i

1 + i −1 +
√
3

)
,

(D1)





E1,− =

√
3

36

(
−1 + 3

√
3 5 + i

5− i 1 + 3
√
3

)
, E2,− =

√
3

36

(
−1 + 3

√
3 5 + i

5− i 1 + 3
√
3

)
,

E3,− =

√
3

36

(
5 + 3

√
3 −1 + i

−1− i −5 + 3
√
3

)
, E4,− =

√
3

12

(
−1 +

√
3 −1 + i

−1− i 1 +
√
3

)
,

(D2)





E′
1,+ =

√
3

12

(
1 +

√
3 −1− i

−1 + i −1 +
√
3

)
, E′

2,+ =

√
3

12

(
1 +

√
3 1 + i

1− i −1 +
√
3

)
,

E′
3,+ =

√
3

12

(
−1 +

√
3 1− i

1 + i 1 +
√
3

)
, E′

4,+ =

√
3

12

(
−1 +

√
3 −1 + i

−1− i 1 +
√
3

)
,

(D3)





E′
1,− =

√
3

12

(
−1 +

√
3 1 + i

1− i 1 +
√
3

)
, E′

2,− =

√
3

12

(
−1 +

√
3 −1− i

−1 + i 1 +
√
3

)
,

E′
3,− =

√
3

12

(
1 +

√
3 −1 + i

−1− i −1 +
√
3

)
, E′

4,− =

√
3

12

(
1 +

√
3 1− i

1 + i −1 +
√
3

)
,

(D4)

where Ek,± = Ek(±t∗) with 1/t∗ = 6
√
6 and 1/t′∗ = 2

√
6. By reverse engineering the operator bases from these

measurement operators, we find that any of these SIC POVMs can be constructed from Gk = ±σk/
√
2 or Gk = ±gk

with

g1 =
1

3
√
2

(
2 −1− 2i

−1 + 2i −2

)
, g2 =

1

3
√
2

(
2 2 + i

2− i −2

)
, g3 =

1

3
√
2

(
−1 2− 2i

2 + 2i 1

)
. (D5)

Appendix E: Conical 2-designs

From the Choi-Jamiołkowski isomorphism, we construct the Choi map

C(ΦT ) =
N∑

α=1

(1ld ⊗ ΦαT )[dP+] (E1)

for Φ =
∑N

α=1 Φα, where P+ = (1/d)
∑d

m,n=1 |m〉〈n| ⊗ |m〉〈n| is the maximally entangled state. Direct calculations
show that

C(ΦT ) =
N∑

α=1

d∑

m,n=1

|m〉〈n| ⊗ Φα[|n〉〈m|] =
N∑

α=1

Mα∑

k=1

d∑

m,n=1

|m〉〈m|Eα,k|n〉〈n| ⊗ Eα,k =
N∑

α=1

Mα∑

k=1

Eα,k ⊗ Eα,k. (E2)

On the other hand, using the relation from eq. (34equation.5.34), one finds

C(ΦT ) =
(
1ld ⊗

[
κ+dΦ0 + κ−T

])
[dP+] =

d∑

m,n=1

|m〉〈n| ⊗
(
κ+Idδmn + κ−|n〉〈m|

)
= κ+Id ⊗ Id + κ−Fd. (E3)

By comparing the above results, we finally obtain

N∑

α=1

Mα∑

k=1

Eα,k ⊗ Eα,k = κ+Id ⊗ Id + κ−Fd, (E4)

and therefore Eα,k is a conical 2-design.
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Appendix F: Derivation of κ±

Multiplying Φ[X ] =
∑N

α=1 Φα[X ] by Eβ,ℓ and taking the trace results in

Tr(Φ[X ]Eβ,ℓ) =

N∑

α=1

Tr(Φα[X ]Eβ,ℓ) = (xβ − yβ)Tr(Eβ,ℓX) + (yβ − zββ + µwβ)TrX. (F1)

Equivalently, this can be rewritten into the following relation,

Tr
{(

Φ−
[
(xβ − yβ)1l + (dµ− xβ + yβ)Φ0

])
[X ]Eβ,ℓ

}
= 0, (F2)

which must hold for any Hermitian X and Eβ,ℓ. It is easy to notice that the terms multiplying TrX and TrEβ,ℓX
have to be independent on β or ℓ. This is true only for xα− yα = r. After substituting this into eq. (F2equation.F.2),
it follows that

N∑

α=1

Φα = r1l + (dµ− r)Φ0 = κ−1l + κ+dΦ0, (F3)

where κ± are given by eq. (36equation.5.36).
From Proposition 2Proposition.2, we recall the range of the parameter r,

0 < r ≤ min

{
d

Mα
,

d(d − 1)

Mα(Mα − 1)

}
. (F4)

Obviously, κ− > 0 because r > 0. Moreover, the upper bound implies that

∀α r ≤ d

Mα
and ∀α(Mα − 1)r ≤ d

d− 1
Mα. (F5)

Taking the sum over α = 1, . . . , N results in the following conditions,

r ≤ min

{
dµ

N
,

dµ

d+ 1

}
, (F6)

which is equivalent to κ+ ≥ κ−.

Appendix G: Entanglement breaking channels

Let us prove the following proposition.

Proposition 7. If Eα,k belong to the class of measurements from Proposition 3Proposition.3, for which xα−yα = swα,
then it holds that

N∑

α=1

Mα∑

k=1

1

wα
Eα,k ⊗ Eα,k = κ+Id ⊗ Id + κ−Fd (G1)

with

κ+ =
N − s

d
, κ− = s. (G2)

Calculations are analogical to those in Appendix Fsection*.17. We denote the sum of entanglement breaking

channels by Φ̃ =
∑N

α=1 Φ̃α and compute

Tr(Φ̃[X ]Eβ,ℓ) =
xβ − yβ

wβ
Tr(Eβ,ℓX) +

1

d
(Nwβ − xβ + yβ)TrX. (G3)

This equation is then rewritten into

Tr

{(
Φ̃[X ]−

[xβ − yβ
wβ

X +
Nwβ − xβ + yβ

dwβ
IdTr(X)

])
Eβ,ℓ

}
= 0, (G4)

which holds for any Eβ,ℓ and Hermitian operator X . The terms that multiply TrX and TrEβ,ℓX are constant in β
and ℓ if xα − yα = swα. Then,

Φ̃ = s1l + (N − s)Φ0 = κ−1l + dκ+Φ0, (G5)

where κ± are given by eq. (G2equation.G.2). By the Choi-Jamiołkowski isomorphism, we arrive at the formula in eq.
(G1equation.G.1).
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Appendix H: Dual frame operators

Let us begin the proof by assuming that every frame operator

Fα,k = aαEα,k − bαId (H1)

dual to a given Eα,k is linearly proportional only to Eα,k and the identity operator. In this case,

pβ,ℓ = Tr(ρEβ,ℓ) =

N∑

α=1

Mα∑

k=1

pα,k

[
aαTr(Eα,kEβ,ℓ)− bαwβ

]
. (H2)

Using the properties of the measurement operators and the fact that {pα,k; k = 1, . . . ,Mα} is a probability distribution,
we arrive at

pβ,ℓ = pβ,ℓaβ(xβ − yβ) + aβ(yβ − zββ) +

N∑

α=1

aαzαβ −
N∑

α=1

bαwβ , (H3)

where zββ = d/M2
β . This equality must hold for all pβ,ℓ, which means that

aβ =
1

xβ − yβ
, aβ(yβ − zββ) =

N∑

α=1

(bαwβ − aαzαβ) . (H4)

Now, observe that

aβ(yβ − zββ) =
yβ − zββ
xβ − yβ

= −wβ

d
, aαzαβ =

wβ

d(xα − yα)
. (H5)

Therefore, the terms proportional to wβ in the second formula from eq. (H4equation.H.4) cancel out. The solution
for aα and bα reads

aα =
1

xα − yα
, bα =

wα

d(xα − yα)
− 1

dN
. (H6)

Appendix I: Index of Coincidence

Recall that ρ can be written in terms of the dual frame Fα,k as

ρ =
N∑

α=1

Mα∑

k=1

pα,kFα,k, (I1)

where {pα,k; k = 1, . . . ,Mα} are N probability distributions. To calculate Trρ2, we first show that

Tr(Fα,kFβ,ℓ) =
1

(xα − yα)(xβ − yβ)
[Tr(Eα,kEβ,ℓ)− zαβ] +

1

dN2
, (I2)

where

Tr(Eα,kEβ,ℓ) = δαβδkℓ(xα − yα) + δαβ(yα − zαβ) + zαβ. (I3)

Using the above equations, it is straightforward to calculate

Trρ2 =
1

d
+

N∑

α=1

1

xα − yα

(
Mα∑

k=1

p2α,k −
1

Mα

)
. (I4)

Observe that the index of coincidence C does not appear in the formula for Trρ2 unless xα − yα ≡ r. Therefore, in
order to find the relation between Trρ2 and C, one needs a constant xα − yα ≡ r. Only under this assumption, eq.
(I4equation.I.4) simplifies to

Trρ2 =
C − µ

r
+

1

d
, µ =

N∑

α=1

1

Mα
. (I5)
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Finally, due to Trρ2 ≤ 1, the index of coincidence is bounded by

Cmax =
d− 1

d
r + µ (I6)

with the upper bound reached by pure states.
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