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Abstract. We investigate the possibility of performing full quantum to-
mography based on the homogeneous time evolution of a single expectation
value. For example, we find that every non-trivial binary measurement
evolved by any quantum channel, except for a null set, in principle enables
full quantum state tomography. While this remains true when restricted to
Lindblad semigroups, we show that beyond the qubit case unitary evolu-
tion is never sufficient—so the presence of noise is essential. We prove an
analog of Takens’ embedding theorem for quantum channels, which extends
our findings to cases where prior information is available, and we provide
estimation bounds for finite statistics.

Contents

1. Introduction 1
2. Preliminaries 3
3. Series extensions 5
4. No-go results 9
5. Quantum tomography 11
6. Stability and finite statistics 17
7. The curious case of qubits 19
8. Open questions 20
References 21

1. Introduction

Every first course in quantum theory teaches us how to compute the evo-
lution of an expectation value when we are given a dynamical equation (like
Schrödinger’s or Heisenberg’s) together with a mathematical description of (i)
the state and (ii) the observable.

In this paper, we turn the perspective around and ask whether (i) or (ii)
can be inferred from the evolution of an expectation value that is for instance
given as a finite time series. In other words, we ask how much information
is contained in the time evolution of an expectation value or the evolution of
the probability of a single measurement outcome. We investigate this question
for finite-dimensional quantum systems: if a known observable/state under-
goes a known homogeneous time evolution, what can be learned about the
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2 RALL AND WOLF

state/observable of the system from the time series? To this end, we first
explore in Sec.3, when and how an infinite time series can be recovered from
a finite part of it without invoking any knowledge about the underlying state
or observable. This exposes limitations of the information content of the time
series and allows us to prove some no-go theorems for full quantum tomog-
raphy in Sec.4. We will find, in particular, that beyond the tomography of
single-qubit states, any unitary-based (and in this sense noise-free) evolution
of an expectation value or probability is always insufficient for full quantum
tomography.

In contrast, we will show in Sec.5 that almost every noisy evolution turns out
to enable full quantum tomography of either state or observable if a sufficiently
large part of the time series is known. The number of required points is
then related in the Takens’-inspired Thm.5 to the Minkowski-dimension of the
unknown set of states or observables.

While up to this point, we assume that the expectation values are known
precisely, we will analyze aspects of finite statistics in Sec.6.

Finally, in Sec.7 we shed more light on the case of two-dimensional Hilbert
spaces. This turns out to be a special case in the sense that the no-go result
for unitary-based full quantum tomography holds for observables but not for
states.

Related work: Our work has three roots: Takens’ delay embedding theorem
from dynamical systems theory [Tak81, SYC91], the concept of observability in
control theory [Kal60, Ske88] and, of course, quantum tomography—especially
under prior information [HMW13, CHK+16].

Takens’ delay embedding theorem is an adaption of Whitney’s embedding
theorem from differential topology. In essence, Taken’s theorem is a non-linear
version of Thm.4 and Thm.5 below. However, the non-linear version does
not immediately imply our linear results: while the set of considered maps is
restricted, the allowed perturbations are also constrained. Therefore, terms
such as ‘generic’ or ‘almost all’ are not easily comparable between the linear
and non-linear frameworks. In fact, we see in the example of unitary evolutions
that a näıve adoption of Takens’ result fails to hold in the linear case. Moreover,
different from our results, Takens’ theorem is formulated for a fixed evolution
and almost all (non-linear) measurements. Nevertheless, we make extensive
use of the ideas developed in the vicinity or aftermath [SYC91, Rob10] of
Takens’ theorem.

In the language of control theory, Takens’ non-linear result and our linear
counterparts may be summarized as ‘observability is generic’. This is, in fact,
a long-known result (see [Aey81, Sus78]) but, as far as we know, it has not
been worked out with the details presented here in the framework of quantum
evolutions.

In quantum information theory, ‘delayed embeddings’ were used in [WPG09]
to assess the dimension of a quantum system and in [LGDM23] for unitary
process tomography.
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Quantum tomography, in general, is a broad topic with a wealth of results,
most of which focus on statistical efficiency [FGLE12, OW16, EFH+23]. It
should be clear that the scheme discussed in the present paper does not aim to
offer a competitive alternative, but rather explores the limit at which quantum
tomography is possible at all.

2. Preliminaries

We denote by Hd the set of hermitian matrices in Cd×d and by H(0)
d ⊂ Hd

and H(1)
d ⊂ Hd the subspace and subset of matrices that have trace zero and

trace one, respectively. Hd is a d2-dimensional real vector space and it will
occasionally be useful to make this fact explicit by invoking a vector space
isomorphism ν : Hd → R

d2 . Via ν the Lebesgue measure on Rd2 defines a
measure on Hd. Assuming that ν maps a Hilbert-Schmidt orthogonal basis
with first element 1 onto the standard-basis in Rd2 , every hermiticity pre-
serving, unital linear map T : Hd → Hd is represented by a transformation
matrix T̂ := ν ◦T ◦ν−1, whose first column is given by (1, 0, . . . , 0). We denote
the set of all such maps T by Td. The dual1 map T ∗ of any T ∈ Td is then

trace-preserving and Hermiticity-preserving. Moreover, with Q : Hd → H(0)
d ,

Q(X) := X −1tr [X] /d the orthogonal projector onto the trace-less subspace,
every T ∈ Td satisfies QT = QTQ. Applying this identity to the spectral

equation, we see that QT , understood as endomorphism on H(0)
d , satisfies

spec(QT ) ∪ {1} = spec(T ).

As an affine space Td is isomorphic to Rd2×(d2−1). We will call a subset
of Td a null set if the corresponding subset in Rd2×(d2−1) has zero Lebesgue
measure. In this respect, the subset Cd ⊂ Td of completely positive maps,
i.e., the set of quantum channels represented in the Heisenberg picture, has
non-zero measure. This is most easily seen by noting that the completely
depolarizing channel H 7→ 1tr [H] /d, which has eigenvalues (1, 0, . . . , 0), lies
in the interior of Cd, because its Choi matrix does. There are other ways of
defining a measure on Cd, but all natural choices of measures are known to be
equivalent (cf. [KNP+21]).

An important subset of quantum channels consists of those that are elements
of quantum dynamical semigroups. We denote this set by

Ld :=
{
T ∈ Td

∣∣ ∃L ∈ Gd : T = eL}, where (1a)

Gd :=
{
L : Hd → Hd

∣∣ ∀t ∈ [0,∞) : etL ∈ Cd
}
, (1b)

is the set of Lindblad generators. Note that, since L(1) = 0 for every L ∈ Gd,

the corresponding transformation matrix L̂ := ν ◦ L ◦ ν−1 ∈ Rd2×d2 has first
column (0, . . . , 0). Consequently, Gd is a subset of a d2(d2 − 1) dimensional
real vector space. The following shows that within this space, Gd has non-zero
measure.

1Here, duality is understood w.r.t. the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product. That is, T ∗ is
such that tr [XT (Y )] = tr [T ∗(X)Y ] for all X,Y .
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Lemma 1. The set Gd has non-zero d2(d2−1)-dimensional Lebesgue measure.
Similarly, the set Ld has non-zero measure in Td while its boundary ∂Ld is a
null set.

Proof. We will show that subsets of Gd and Ld are smooth manifolds of di-
mension d2(d2 − 1) = dim(Td). To this end, we use that every L ∈ Gd is
conditionally completely positive [Eva77]. More precisely, there is a completely
positive map Φ and K ∈ Cd×d such that L(X) = Φ(X) − KX − XK∗ and
Φ(1) = K +K∗. That is, the hermitian part of K is fully determined by Φ,

while the anti-hermitian part ofK is unconstrained. With |Ω⟩ :=
∑d

i=1 |i, i⟩ we
denote by C ∈ Cd2×d2 , C := (L⊗ id)(|Ω⟩⟨Ω|) the Choi matrix of L. Let (Bi)

d2

i=1

be any Hilbert-Schmidt orthonormal operator basis of Hd with Bd2 = 1/
√
d.

Then |bi⟩ := (Bi⊗1)|Ω⟩ is an orthonormal basis of Cd⊗Cd. Expressed in this
basis, the Choi matrix corresponds to an admissible generator L iff it is of the
form

C =

(
P v
v∗ −tr [P ]

)
, (2)

where P ∈ Hd2−1 is positive-semidefinite and v ∈ Cd2−1 is such that its real
part is determined by P (as it corresponds to K +K∗) and its imaginary part
is unconstrained.2 In this way, Eq.(2) together with the Choi isomorphism

gives rise to an injective linear parametrization Rd2(d2−1) ∋ Ĉ 7→ C 7→ L.
Furthermore, if P is positive definite, a sufficiently small open neighborhood
of an admissible Ĉ will be mapped entirely into Gg. This neighborhood is then
a smooth manifold of dimension (d2−1)2+(d2−1) = d2(d2−1), which proves
the first claim of the Lemma.

This manifold is then mapped further into Td by the matrix exponential. As
this is again smooth and locally injective, also Ld contains a smooth manifold
whose dimension coincides with the one of the ambient space. Hence, Ld has
non-zero measure in Td. Moreover, as the map from C in Eq.(2) to eL is a local
diffeomorphism and therefore maps null sets to null sets and only boundaries
to boundaries, ∂Ld is a null set since the boundary of positive semidefinite
matrices is. □

Bearing in mind that both Ld and Cd have non-zero measure in Td, the
following shows that almost all quantum dynamical semigroups and quantum
channels have a non-degenerate spectrum3. This seems to be ‘well-known’, but
since we could not find an explicit proof, we provide one for completeness:

Lemma 2. The subset of maps in Td that have degenerate spectrum is a null
set.

2In fact, if we assume that Φ has block diagonal Choi matrix P⊕0, then vi = −
√
d tr [BiK]

for all i < d2.
3By this we mean that all eigenvalues have algebraic multiplicity equal to one.
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Proof. Representing T ∈ Td by a real transformation matrix T̂ , whose first
column is (1, 0, · · · , 0), we see that the proof can be boiled down to show-

ing that in R(d2−1)×(d2−1) the subset of degenerate matrices is a null set. A
square matrix M is degenerate iff the discriminant of its characteristic poly-
nomial vanishes. Expressing the discriminant in terms of the resultant of the
characteristic polynomial and its derivative, we can regard the discriminant q
itself as a polynomial function whose variables are the (d2 − 1)2 entries of M .
Hence, the set of degenerate matrices forms a real algebraic variety specified
by q(M) = 0. However, such zero sets are null sets [Mit20] unless q is constant
zero, which is clearly not the case since the set of non-degenerate matrices is
not empty. □

In order to be able to work with constrained sets that do not necessarily
have any further structure (i.e., no manifolds), we use the following notion of
dimension, which is always well-defined:

Definition 1 (Covering number & Minkowski dimension). For any bounded
subset S of a finite-dimensional normed space, one defines:

◦ The covering number N(ϵ, S) := min
{
m ∈ N | S ⊆

⋃m
i=1Bϵ(xi), xi ∈

S
}
, where Bϵ(xi) denotes the open ball of radius ϵ > 0 around xi.

◦ The Minkowski dimension (a.k.a. upper box counting dimension)

D(S) := lim supϵ→0
lnN(ϵ,S)
ln(1/ϵ)

.

To understand the definition of the Minkowski dimension, it is helpful to
observe that if S is a d-dimensional manifold, then N(ϵ, S) scales as (1/ϵ)d.
The Minkowski dimension utilizes this to define the dimension for arbitrary sets
while preserving the familiar notion of dimension where it is already defined
otherwise. In fact, if S is a d-dimensional manifold, then D(S) = d. For
instance, the Minkowski dimension of the manifold of density matrices of rank
r in Hd is 2dr−r2−1 [GKM05]. Other properties of the Minkowski dimension
are that it is (i) non-increasing under Lipschitz continuous maps, (ii) non-
increasing under taking subsets and (iii) such that for S−S := {x−y|x, y ∈ S}
we have D(S − S) ≤ 2D(S) (cf.[Rob10], chap.3).

3. Series extensions

In this section, we will show that a small number of at most d2 data points
of an observed time series is sufficient to reconstruct the entire series with the
help of the spectrum of the time evolution map. The simpler this spectrum, the
smaller the number of required data points. On the flip side of this observation
are no-go results for tomography: if all the information of the entire time series
is already contained in a few data points, the series may not contain enough
information for a tomographic reconstruction of the underlying quantum state
(or observable). We begin with the discrete-time case.

For any vector space endomorphism, and in particular, for any quantum
channel T ∈ Cd, we define δ(T ) to be the degree of its minimal polynomial,
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Figure 1. Time-series extension. Suppose a sufficient number
of consecutive data points of a homogeneous discrete-time evolu-
tion of a d-dimensional quantum system w.r.t. a known quantum
channel is given. Then the series can be extended to its infinite
counterpart by a linear map that does neither depend on the
state, nor on the observable (Thm.1). Similar applies to con-
tinuous time evolution: generically, d2 arbitrarily spaced data
points suffice to complete the graph without knowing state or
observable (Thm.3).

i.e., the minimal degree of any non-zero polynomial p for which p(T ) = 0.
The Cayley-Hamilton theorem implies that δ(T ) ≤ d2. Moreover, we define
j0(T ) to be the size of the largest Jordan block of T that corresponds to a zero
eigenvalue, and j0(T ) := 0 if T has a trivial kernel (ker (T ) = {0}).

Theorem 1. Consider sequences a = (ai)
∞
i=0 ∈ R∞ of the form ai := tr [ρT i(H0)]

with T 0 := id.

(1) For every t0 ∈ N0, every T ∈ Td and any t ≥ δ(T ) − κ with κ :=
min{t0, j0(T )}, there is a linear map E : Rt → R

∞ such that for all
H0, ρ ∈ Hd:

E : (ai)
t+t0−1
i=t0

7→ (ai)
∞
i=κ. (3)

(2) For every T ∈ Td there is a subspace V ⊂ R∞ of dimension dim(V ) ≤
δ(T ) ≤ d2 such that for all H0, ρ ∈ Hd: a ∈ V .

Proof. (1): The minimal polynomial of T is of the form p(x) =
∏

λ(x − λ)jλ

where the product runs over all distinct eigenvalues λ of T and jλ is the size
of the largest Jordan block of T corresponding to the eigenvalue λ (cf. [HJ13],
Thm. 3.3.6). Since the degree of monomials in p thus ranges from j0 to
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δ := δ(T ), the equation p(T ) = 0 implies that we can express both T j0 and T δ

as a linear combination of monomials of higher and lower degree, respectively.
More generally, we have

T t0−k =

δ−j0−1∑
i=0

bi T
t0+i−k+1, for all k ∈ {1, . . . , t0 − j0}, (4)

T δ+k =

δ−j0−1∑
i=0

ci T
j0+i+k, for all k ∈ N0, (5)

with suitable constants bi, ci, which can be determined from the minimal poly-
nomial of T . By applying the maps in Eqs.(4,5) to H0 and taking the trace
with ρ, we obtain the same equations with T i replaced by ai. Hence, if t0 > j0,
Eq.(4) allows us to extend the time series, which is initially of length t start-
ing at t0, step-by-step to smaller times until we reach j0. Due to the linear
combinations, every single step in this extension corresponds to a linear map
(Rt → R

t+1, Rt+1 → R
t+2, etc.) so that their composition is again linear. In

a similar vein, Eq.(5) allows an inductive extension of the time series to larger
times by means of consecutive linear maps. Note that both cases require a
‘seed’ of length t ≥ δ − j0 and monomials of sufficiently large degree, which
amounts to t+ t0 ≥ δ. Combining these inequalities leads to t ≥ δ − κ.

(2) follows from (1) by realizing that a can be obtained from (a0, . . . , aδ−1) ∈
R

δ by a linear map E : Rδ → R
∞ that does not depend on ρ or H0. Hence,

the range E(Rδ) =: V fulfills the claim. □

That map that extends a finite to an infinite time series in Thm.1 depends
only on (the spectrum of) T . If we allow for an additional dependence on H0,
then we can further reduce the number of required data points by one:

Theorem 2. For T ∈ Td define TQ : H(0)
d → H(0)

d , TQ := Q ◦ T . Consider
sequences a = (ai)

∞
i=0 ∈ R∞ of the form ai := tr [ρT i(H0)] with T

0 := id.

(1) For every (T,H0) ∈ Td×Hd, every t0 ∈ N0 and any t ≥ δ(TQ)−κ with
κ := min{t0, j0(TQ)}, there is an affine map A : Rt → R

∞ such that

for all ρ ∈ H(1)
d :

A : (ai)
t+t0−1
i=t0

7→ (ai)
∞
i=κ. (6)

(2) For every (T,H0) ∈ Td × Hd there is an affine subspace V ⊂ R
∞ of

dimension dim(V ) ≤ δ(TQ) ≤ d2 − 1 such that for all ρ ∈ H(1)
d : a ∈ V .

Proof. The main difference from the previous theorem is that now we restrict

ρ to the affine space H(1)
d instead of working with the linear space Hd. In order

to transfer the argument, we will first translate H(1)
d to H(0)

d by subtracting any

ρ0 ∈ H(1)
d , then work with the linear spaceH(0)

d and finally undo the translation
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and add the offset again. This is displayed by the identity

ai = tr
[
ρT i(H0)

]
= tr

[
ρ0T

i(H0)
]
+ tr

[
(ρ− ρ0)T

i(H0)
]

= tr
[
ρ0T

i(H0)
]
+ tr

[
(ρ− ρ0)T

i
Q(HQ)

]
, (7)

where HQ := Q(H0) and we have used that (ρ − ρ0) = Q(ρ − ρ0) ∈ H(0)
d and

Q ◦T = Q ◦T ◦Q. For T i
Q := (TQ)

i that appears in the last term of Eq.(7), we
can now argue exactly as in Eqs.(4,5) and express monomials with exponent
i outside I := [t0, t + t0 − 1] ⊂ N0 as a linear combination of monomials
that lie inside this range (unless i < κ). Then we can exploit Eq.(7) again in
order to express everything in terms of the original sequence (ai) plus an offset
γ = γ(T,H0) that does not depend on ρ. That is, with suitable coefficients
Bik that depend solely on the spectrum of TQ (which in turn is determined by
the spectrum of T ) we obtain:

ai = tr
[
ρ0T

i(H0)
]
+
∑
k∈I

Bik tr
[
(ρ− ρ0)T

k
Q(HQ)

]
= tr

[
ρ0T

i(H0)
]
+
∑
k∈I

Bik

(
ak − tr

[
ρ0T

k(H0)
] )

=: γi +
∑
k∈I

Bik ak. (8)

From here, the two statements of the theorem follow in the same way as for

the previous theorem. The bound δ(TQ) ≤ d2 − 1 is due to the fact that H(0)
d ,

on which TQ acts, is (d2 − 1)-dimensional. □

Next, we consider the continuous-time case and show that, generically, d2

data points, arbitrarily located in time, are again sufficient to construct a
unique extension to the entire real line.

Theorem 3. Let t1, . . . , td2 ∈ [0,∞) be distinct and consider a function of
the form a(t) := tr

[
ρetL(H0)

]
. For every L ∈ Gd except for a null set, the

following is true:
There are analytic functions β1, . . . , βd2 depending only on (tk)

d2

k=1 and on
the spectrum of L s.t. for any ρ,H0 ∈ Hd :

a(t) =
d2∑
k=1

βk(t)a(tk) for all t ∈ R. (9)

This holds in particular for every L with non-degenerate, real spectrum.

Proof. Assume that L has distinct eigenvalues λ1, . . . , λd2 . According to Lem.
2 this assumption only excludes a null set. The Cayley-Hamilton theorem
allows us to express etL as a polynomial in L. More precisely,

etL =
d2−1∑
i=0

yi(t)L
i, with yi(t) =

d2∑
j=1

Ci,je
λjt, (10)
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where C is the inverse of a confluent Vandermonde matrix depending on the
λj’s (see [LR04, Hed17]). Our goal is to find functions βk(t) such that

etL =
d2∑
k=1

βk(t)e
tkL =

d2−1∑
i=0

(
d2∑
k=1

βk(t)yi(tk)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=yi(t)

Li, (11)

where the second equality uses Eq.(10) for every etkL. The sought functions
can then be obtained as solutions of the linear equation Y β(t) = z(t) with
Yj,k := eλjtk and zj(t) := eλjt. This solution exists if Y is invertible. If the
λj’s are real, Y is a well-studied case of a generalized Vandermonde matrix,
which is known to be always invertible (see [YWZ01] or Sec. 4.2. in[Pin09]).
If complex eigenvalues appear, this is no longer guaranteed. However, since
in the absence of degeneracy eigenvalues depend analytically on the matrix
entries, the map L 7→ det(Y ) is real analytic when we regard L as an element
of a d2(d2−1) dimensional real vector space, parameterized using Eq.(2). Since
this map is not constant zero, its zero set has measure zero [Mit20]. Therefore,
except for a null set in Gd, Y is invertible, which in turn shows that the desired
βk’s exist. □

4. No-go results

We now use the extension results of the previous section to prove no-go
results for time-series based quantum tomography by changing the viewpoint:
if a small part of a time series has a unique extension, then the corresponding
infinite time series can be significantly compressed, and thus can only contain
a limited amount of information.

Corollary 1. Let ρ0, H0 ∈ Hd, S ⊂ Hd, T ∈ Td and denote by δ the degree of
the minimal polynomial of T . Consider the maps

S ∋ ρ 7→
(
tr
[
ρT i(H0)

] )∞
i=0
, (12)

S ∋ H 7→
(
tr
[
ρ0T

i(H)
] )∞

i=0
. (13)

(1) If S is a topological manifold of dimension D(S) > δ, then neither of
the maps in Eqs.(12,13) is injective.

(2) If S is a set whose Minkowski dimension satisfies D(S) > δ, then
neither of the maps in Eqs.(12,13) can have a Lipschitz continuous
inverse.

Proof. We will lay out the proof for the map in Eq.(12)—the proof for the
second map is completely analogous. From Thm.1 we know that it suffices to
consider S ∋ ρ 7→ α(ρ) := (a0, . . . , aδ−1) ∈ Rδ since the map in Eq.(12) is a
composition E ◦ α.

(1): α is continuous. If it were also injective, the map β : S → R
δ ×

R
D(S)−δ, x 7→ (α(x), 0) would be a continuous injection. Since S is locally
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homeomorphic to RD(S), this would contradict the invariance of domain the-
orem (e.g.[Hat15], Thm.2B.3).
(2) Suppose there were a Lipschitz continuous inverse. Then, by the basic

properties of the Minkowski dimension (cf.[Rob10], chap.3), δ = D(Rδ) ≥
D(α(S)) ≥ D(α−1 ◦ α(S)) = D(S), which contradicts the assumption. □

In order to exemplify this result, we bound the degree of the minimal poly-
nomial of an important class of maps, which contains all unitary channels as
well as the simply depolarizing ones:

Lemma 3. For any unitary U ∈ U(d), density matrix σ ∈ Hd, and λ ∈
[0, 1], the quantum channel Tλ(H) := (1 − λ)U∗HU + λ1tr [Hσ] has minimal
polynomial of degree δ(Tλ) ≤ d2 − d+ 2− δλ,0.

4

Proof. We use the fact that a k-fold degeneracy of any eigenvalue of a diago-
nalizable endomorphism reduces the degree of its minimal polynomial by k−1
(implied by Thm. 3.3.6 of [HJ13]).

First, consider the case of a unitary channel for which λ = 0. The transfor-
mation matrix T̂0 is, up to a similarity transformation, equal to U ⊗ U . Since
the latter (and therefore T0) is diagonalizable and has an eigenvalue 1 with
multiplicity at least d, we get δ(T0) ≤ d2 − (d− 1) as claimed.
Let V ∈ U(d2) of the form V = 1⊕ v with v ∈ U(d2 − 1) be a diagonalizing

unitary of T̂0 for which (V T̂0V
∗)ii = 1 for all i ≤ d. As the only non-zero

elements of T̂1 are in its first row, with the first element equal to 1, the same
is true for V T̂1V

∗ due to the block structure of V . Consequently, V T̂λV
∗

can have non-zero elements only in its first row and on its diagonal, which is
of the form (1, 1 − λ, . . . , 1 − λ, . . .). If λ ̸= 0, then 1 − λ is a (d − 1)-fold
degenerate eigenvalue, while the matrix is still diagonalizable (as a complete
set of eigenvectors can readily be constructed). Hence, if λ ̸= 0, then δ(Tλ) ≤
d2 − (d− 2). □

Remark: It should be clear from the proof that the bound is tight as for a
generic unitary U ∈ U(d) the matrix U ⊗ Ū has no further degeneracies.

Combining Lem.3 and Cor.1 leads to the following no-go results:

Corollary 2. Consider d > 2, H0, ρ0 ∈ Hd and Tλ a quantum channel as
specified in Lem.3.

(i) For any natural number r ∈ (d−
√
d− 2, d] and any set S ⊆ Hd that con-

tains all density operators of rank r, the map S ∋ ρ 7→
(
tr [ρT i

0(H0)]
)∞
i=0

is not injective.
(ii) The map Hd ∋ H 7→

(
tr [ρ0T

i
λ(H)]

)∞
i=0

is not injective.

4Here, δλ,0 ∈ {0, 1} is the Kronecker delta.
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Proof. (i): From Lem.3 we get δ(T0) ≤ d2 − d + 1. Then δ(T0) < D(S) since
D(S) ≥ 2dr − r2 − 1. So we can apply Cor.1 (1) and obtain that the time-
series given by the evolution of the expectation value is insufficient to uniquely
identify the states in S, irrespective of U and H0.

(ii): Again by Lem.3 we have δ(Tλ) ≤ d2 − d+ 2, which for d > 2 is strictly
smaller than D(Hd) = d2 so that the result follows as before from Cor.1. □

In particular, for unitary (and in this sense noise-free) evolution, this implies
that full tomography is impossible for observables if d ≥ 2 and for states if
d ≥ 3.

Note that the case d = 2 is special in two ways: first, the dimension d2 − 1
of the set of density operators equals the degree d2 − d + 1 of the minimal
polynomial of a generic unitary channel. Second, the dimension d2 of the set
of Hermitian operators equals the degree d2− d+2 of the minimal polynomial
of a mixture of a generic unitary and a simply depolarizing channel. Hence,
the above no-go results do not apply. A detailed discussion of the d = 2 case
will be given in Sec.7.

For more general evolutions, Cor.1 leaves open the possibility of complete
time-series-based tomography of states or observables if only one of them is
known (and this will be the content of the following sections). However, when
both the state and the observable are unknown, the time series together with
knowledge of the evolution map is not sufficient to identify both:

Corollary 3. Let T ∈ Td and assume S1, S2 ⊂ Hd are manifolds of dimension
d1 and d2, respectively. If δ(T ) < d1 + d2 , then the following map is not
injective:

S1 × S2 ∋ (ρ,H) 7→
(
tr
[
ρT i(H)

] )∞
i=0

=: a (14)

Proof. This is a variant of Cor.1 (1): S1×S2 is a manifold of dimension d1+d2
while we know from Thm.1 (2) that a lies in a vector space of dimension at most
δ(T ). So if the continuous map in Eq.(14) were injective, then δ(T ) < d1 + d2
would contradict the invariance of domain theorem. □

Here are two examples, which use that δ(T ) ≤ d2:

(1) If S1 ≃ CPd−1 is the set of all pure states and S2 = Hd the set of all
observables, then d1 = 2d−2 and d2 = d2. Since d1+d2 > d2 there is no
T ∈ Td s.t. the resulting time evolution would allow an identification
of state and observable.

(2) If S1 is the set of all density matrices and S2 a two-parameter family
of observables, then again d1 + d2 = (d2 − 1) + 2 > d2, which makes
joint time-series-based tomography impossible.

5. Quantum tomography

We now turn to the positive results that show that, and under which con-
ditions, time-series-based tomography of states (or observables) is possible.
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Figure 2. Simplified graphical depiction of why noise added
to unitary evolution can be beneficial for full quantum tomogra-
phy from time evolution. Left : Unitary/coherent evolution of an
expectation value leads to a periodic signal (1a) whose informa-
tion is carried in the frequency components (1b). Right : If noise
is added, here by a superimposed decay leading to the signal
(2a), additional information is carried by the decay components
(dashed line in 2b).

We begin with full tomography, which is covered by Thm.4 and Cor.4 in the
discrete and continuous setting, respectively.

Before we get into the mathematical details, let us provide an informal
but potentially more tangible explanation of why, on the one hand, unitary
evolution is insufficient for complete quantum tomography and, on the other
hand, why additional noise can help overcome this obstacle. Unitary evolution
gives rise to a periodic signal whose information is carried in the coefficients of
the frequency components (see Fig.2). However, as spectral analysis reveals,
there are at most d2−d+1 different frequencies—too few when compared to the
number of parameters of a general observable (or state). If sufficiently generic
noise is added, the signal displays extra rates of decay, which potentially carry
additional information. In fact, generically, this enables full tomography:

Theorem 4. Let t0 ∈ N0 and t1, d ∈ N.

(1) For t1 − t0 ≥ d2 − 2 consider the map α : H(1)
d → R

1+t1−t0 :

α(ρ) :=
(
tr
[
ρT i(H0)

] )t1
i=t0

, with T 0 := id. (15)

(1.a) For every H0 ∈ Hd that is not proportional to the identity, the set
of quantum channels T ∈ Cd for which α is not injective is a null
set. Moreover, the same is true when we replace Cd by Ld.

(1.b) For every quantum channel T ∈ Cd with d2 distinct eigenvalues,
the set of H0 for which α is not injective is a null set in Hd.
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(2) For t1 − t0 ≥ d2 − 1 consider the map β : Hd → R
1+t1−t0 :

β(H) :=
(
tr
[
ρ0T

i(H)
] )t1

i=t0
, with T 0 := id. (16)

(2.a) For every ρ0 ∈ Hd \ H(0)
d the set of quantum channels T ∈ Cd for

which β is not injective is a null set. Moreover, the same is true
when we replace Cd by Ld.

(2.b) For every quantum channel T ∈ Cd with d2 distinct eigenvalues,

the set of ρ0 ∈ H(1)
d for which β is not injective is a null set in

H(1)
d .

Remarks: 1. Note that injectivity of the maps α, β implies automatically
that their inverses are Lipschitz continuous as they are isomorphisms between
finite-dimensional vector spaces. 2. If we regard the space of Hermitian matri-
ces as equipped with the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, the minimal Lipschitz constant
of the inverse maps is given by the inverse of their smallest singular value. 3.
The map α becomes injective on all of Hd under the same conditions if we add
one more data point, i.e., demand that t1 − t0 ≥ d2 − 1.

Proof. Like every boundary of a bounded, convex set, ∂Cd is a null set, as
is ∂Ld by Lem.1. Hence, for proving (1), we can w.l.o.g. restrict ourselves
to maps T from the interior of Cd or Ld, where we can furthermore exclude
the set of channels with degenerate spectrum by Lem.2. In other words, by
subtracting a null set, we can begin with what is assumed in (1.b) and (2.b),
namely that T has d2 distinct eigenvalues. If we denote the eigenvalues by
(λj)

d2

j=1, the Jordan decomposition of T can be expressed as

tr [ρT (H)] =
d2∑
j=1

λjtr [ρYj] tr
[
X∗

jH
]
, (17)

with a biorthogonal system tr
[
X∗

j Yk
]
= δj,k for which we can assume that

Yd2 = 1 and λd2 = 1 as T is supposed to be unital.

(1) Under the above assumptions on the spectrum, we can exploit Thm.2
to extend the time series and in this way restrict ourselves to the case t0 = 0,

t1 = d2 − 2. Injectivity of α is then equivalent to injectivity of α0 : H(0)
d →

R
d2−1, α0(σ) :=

(
tr
[
σT i

Q(HQ)
] )d2−2

i=0
, where TQ : H(0)

d → H(0)
d , TQ := Q ◦ T =

Q ◦ T ◦ Q and HQ := Q(H0). Using Eq.(17) together with tr [σYd2 ] = 0

we obtain α0(σ)i =
∑d2−1

j=1 λijtr [σYj] tr
[
X∗

jH0

]
. The transformation matrix

α̂0 ∈ C
(d2−1)×(d2−1) of the map α0 is therefore given by a matrix product

α̂0 = ΛM , with Λ,M ∈ C(d2−1)×(d2−1), where Mjk := δjktr
[
X∗

jHQ

]
represents

a diagonal matrix and Λij := λij a Vandermonde matrix. Since the determinant
of the latter is known ([HJ13], p.37) to be det(Λ) =

∏
1≤j<i≤d2−1(λi − λj) ̸= 0,

the matrix α̂0 is invertible iff tr
[
X∗

jHQ

]
̸= 0 for all j < d2. From here on, we

will distinguish the cases (1.a) and (1.b) of the theorem:
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(1.a) For H0 fixed, the equation det(α̂0) = 0 can be expressed as a poly-

nomial equation in the entries of T̂ . Therefore it is either fulfilled by a null
set in Td or for the entire space. In order to exclude the latter, let (Xj)

d2

j=1

be a basis of hermitian operators s.t. tr [XjHQ] ̸= 0 holds for all j < d2,

and for which (Yk)
d2

k=1 with Yd2 = 1 is the dual basis (w.r.t. the Hilbert-
Schmidt inner product). Then we can define a map T : Hd → Hd via
tr [ρT (H)] :=

∑
j λjtr [ρYi] tr [XjH] with d2 distinct real eigenvalues λj. If

λd2 = 1, then T ∈ Td and we have T ∈ Cd if all other eigenvalues are suffi-
ciently small as T then approaches the completely depolarizing channel, which
lies in the interior of Cd. By construction, T then gives rise to det(α̂0) ̸= 0.

(1.b) For j < d2, we have tr
[
X∗

jHQ

]
= tr

[
X∗

jH0

]
so that Oj := {H0 ∈

Hd|tr
[
X∗

jHQ

]
= 0} is a proper subspace of Hd and therefore a null set. Then,

∪d2−1
j=1 Oj is a null set as well.

(2) The proof is analogous to the proof of (1) with the only main dif-
ference that we work with the entire d2-dimensional space Hd instead of a
(d2 − 1)-dimensional subspace. Using the Jordan decomposition of T we ob-

tain β(H)i =
∑d2

i=1 λ
i
jtr [ρ0Yj] tr

[
X∗

jH
]
. The corresponding transformation

matrix is then β̂ = ΛM , where Λ is again an invertible Vandermonde matrix
and Mij := δijtr [ρ0Yj] so that β̂ is invertible iff tr [ρ0Yj] ̸= 0 for all j. (2.a)
then follows by copying the argument from the proof of (1.a). Similarly, (2.b)

follows by noting that {ρ0 ∈ H(1)
d |tr [ρ0Yj] = 0} is a proper affine subspace of

H(1)
d (or empty for j = d2) and therefore has (d2 − 1)-dimensional Lebesgue

measure zero. □

The following is a continuous-time version of the foregoing theorem:

Corollary 4. Let t1, . . . , td2 ∈ R be distinct, H0 ∈ Hd not proportional to the

identity, and ρ0 ∈ Hd \ H(0)
d . For every L ∈ Gd except a null set, the following

maps are injective:

H(1)
d ∋ ρ 7→

(
tr
[
ρetkL(H0)

] )d2
k=1

∈ Rd2 ,

Hd ∋ H 7→
(
tr
[
ρ0e

tkL(H)
] )d2

k=1
∈ Rd2 ,

Proof. We first use Thm.3, which enables an extension from the finite set of
discrete times t1, . . . , td2 to the entire real line. As this includes in particular
all times t ∈ {1, . . . , d2}, we can directly employ Thm.4 (1.a), (2.a). □

The next result is an analog of Takens’ delay embedding theorem in the
context of quantum state tomography. From a physical perspective, we assume
that prior information restricts the set of states to a set of reduced (Minkowski)
dimension. The theorem shows how this also reduces the number of data points
that are sufficient for time-series-based quantum state tomography.
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Theorem 5. Let S ⊂ Hd be a closed subset of density operators and H0 ∈ Hd

not proportional to the identity. If m > D(S − S), then for almost every
quantum channel T ∈ Cd the map

S ∋ ρ 7→
(
tr
[
ρT i(H0)

] )m
i=1

(18)

is injective on S with a Hölder continuous inverse. More precisely, for any
θ ∈ (0, 1−D(S−S)/m) the subset of Cd that gives rise to an injective map with
θ-Hölder continuous5 inverse has non-zero measure in Td and its complement
is a null set. Moreover, the same is true when we replace Cd by Ld.

Proof. We can restrict ourselves tom ≤ d2−1, since the casem ≥ d2 is already
covered by Thm. 4.

The basic idea of the proof is to reduce the considered scenario of m highly
dependent measurements, which appear in Eq.(18), to the case of m indepen-
dent measurements. To this end, we divide the proof into three steps: 1. We
define the map τ : Td → Hm

d , τ(T ) :=
(
T k(H0)

)m
k=1

and show that τ(Ld) has

non-zero measure. 2. We prove that τ has the Luzin N−1 property, i.e., that
preimages of null sets are null sets. 3. We exploit the previous steps in order
to apply a known theorem, which states that m independent measurements
are generically sufficient and give rise to a Hölder continuous inverse.

Step 1.: Consider any T in the interior of Ld and such that 1, H0, T (H0), . . . ,

T d2−2(H0) form a set of d2 linearly independent operators. By Lemma 4 this
is true for almost every T ∈ Ld. Define ϵ : Hm

d → [0,∞) as

ϵ(A) := sup
{
δ ∈ R | ∀ε ∈ [0, δ] ∃Tε ∈ Ld : τ(Tε) = τ(T ) + εA

}
. (19)

We want to show that ϵ(A) > 0 for every A. In order to construct the desired
Tε, we introduce four auxiliary maps Φi,Ψi : Hd → Hd for i ∈ {0, 1} as follows:
let E1, . . . , Ed2 be a basis of Hd with E1 = 1 and impose that Φi : E1 7→ 1,
Ψi : E1 7→ 0 and for k ∈ {0, d2 − 2}:

Φi : Ek+2 7→ T k+i(H0) (20)

Ψi : Ek+2 7→ Ak+i with Aj := 0 if j ̸∈ {1, . . . ,m}. (21)

Note that such maps always exist (since any set of vectors can be reached
by a linear map acting on any given basis). Moreover, the assumed linear
independence guarantees that Φ0 is invertible as it maps one basis onto another
one. Hence, for sufficiently small ε > 0 we can define Tε ∈ Td

Tε :=
(
Φ1 + εΨ1

)(
Φ0 + εΨ0

)−1
, which maps (22)

T k(H0) + εAk 7→ T k+1(H0) + εAk+1, (23)

for all k ∈ {0, d2−2}. Consequently, τ(Tϵ) = τ(T )+εA and since limε→0 Tε = T
and T was chosen from the interior of Ld, we have ϵ(A) > 0 indeed. This

5A function f is θ-Hölder continuous if there is constant c s.t. for all x, y: ∥f(x)−f(y)∥ ≤
c∥x− y∥θ.
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proves that for every non-empty open subset U ⊂ Ld the set τ(U) has non-
zero measure.

Step 2.: We begin by showing that the set of critical points of τ , i.e., the
set of T ’s for which the differential dτ(T ) is not surjective, is a null set. Since
τ is a polynomial map, the use of minors shows that the set C ⊂ Td of critical
points can be expressed as the zero set of a polynomial. As such, this set is
either a null set or the entire space (if the polynomial itself is zero). Suppose it
were the entire space. Then its image under τ , the set of critical values, would
have non-zero measure according to Step 1. However, this contradicts Sard’s
theorem (cf. [Mil65], p.10), according to which the set of critical values, and
in our case therefore also the set of critical points, is a null set.

By the constant rank theorem (cf. [Tu10], Thm.11.1), every regular point
x ∈ Td \ C has an open neighborhood U in which τ |U is diffeomorphic to a
coordinate projection and therefore such that preimages of null sets are null
sets.

So if N ⊂ Hm
d is an arbitrary null set, then there is a countable open cover⋃

n Un ⊇ Td \ C such that

τ−1(N) ⊆ C ∪
⋃
n

(
τ |Un

)−1
(N) (24)

is contained in a countable union of null sets and thus a null set itself.

Step 3.: Now we are positioned to resort to a well-known theorem, which
states that for m > D(S − S) the subset in Hm

d that does not lead to a θ-
Hölder continuous inverse is a null set (see [Rob10], Thm.4.3 and [HMW13]
for its application in quantum tomography). If we denote this set by N ⊂ Hm

d ,
then we know from Step 2. that τ−1(N) is a null set in Td, which completes
the proof.

□

The following Lemma has been used in the proof:

Lemma 4. If m ≤ d2 − 1 and H0 ∈ Hd is not proportional to the identity,
then S0 := {T ∈ Td | 1, H0, T (H0), . . . , T

m−1(H0) lin. dependent} is a null set.

Proof. We build a matrix M ∈ R
d2×(m+1), whose columns are given by the

images of 1, H0, T (H0), . . . , T
m−1(H0) under ν. Then T ∈ S0 iff all (m+ 1)×

(m + 1) minors of M vanish. That is, there is a real polynomial function

p in the entries of the transformation matrix T̂ s.t. T ∈ S0 ⇔ p(T̂ ) = 0.
Hence, S0 is a null set unless p is constant zero. In order to exclude the latter,
it suffices to provide a single example T ∈ Td \ S0. To construct such an
example, we exploit the fact that there always exists a linear map that maps
a given basis to a given set of vectors. Specifically, if we let H0, . . . , Hd2−1

with Hd2−1 := 1 be any basis of Hd, there is a T ∈ Td s.t. T : 1 7→ 1,
T : Hd2−2 7→ H0 andHi−1 7→ Hi = T i(H0) for all i ∈ {1, d2−2}. Since T simply
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permutes basis elements, H0, T (H0), . . . , T
m−1(H0) are linearly independent by

construction. □

6. Stability and finite statistics

In this section, we will analyze statistical aspects, which become relevant if
probabilities or expectation values are not known exactly but only estimated
empirically on the basis of a finite number of measurement outcomes. Our
aim is to prove bounds on the quality of statistical estimators in terms of the
smallest singular values of the maps α and β that appear in Thm.4. Along the
lines of [GKKT20] and [dAKS23], we consider a least squares estimator.

Consider α(ρ) :=
(
tr [ρHi]

)d2−2

i=0
and assume that each Hi := T i(H0) is

measured n times, independently. That is, in total n(d2−1) independent mea-
surements are performed on n(d2 − 1) independent and identically prepared
systems, each described by the density operator ρ. Let fi be the empirical
estimate for tr [Hiρ], obtained by averaging the outcomes of the n individual
measurements. Abusing notation and denoting by fi also the correspond-
ing random variable, E[fi] = tr [Hiρ] is the corresponding expectation value.
Moreover, if Hi is the effect operator of a POVM, tr [Hiρ] is the probability of
obtaining the corresponding outcome, so that fi follows a binomial distribution
with variance Var[fi] =

1
n
tr [Hiρ] (1− tr [Hiρ]) ≤ 1

4n
.

If α is injective as a map from the set of density operators, then, due to
linearity, α(ρ1−ρ2) = 0 holds for two density operators ρ1, ρ2 only if ρ1−ρ2 = 0.
In other words, α is then invertible as a linear map from the space of trace-

less Hermitian matrices H(0)
d into Rd2−1. In the following, the inverse α−1 will

always be understood from this perspective, i.e., α−1 : Rd2−1 → H(0)
d .

Consider an estimator ρ̂ that is a minimizer of

min
X

{ d2−2∑
i=0

(tr [HiX]− fi)
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=∥α(X)−f∥22

∣∣ X = X∗ ∧ tr [X] = 1
}
. (25)

More explicitly, we choose ρ̂ := ρ0 + α−1
(
f − α(ρ0)

)
, where ρ0 is an arbitrary

reference density matrix, e.g. ρ0 := 1/d. This choice is hermitian, has unit
trace and satisfies ∥α(ρ̂)− f∥2 = 0 therefore minimizing Eq.(25).

Theorem 6. In the above scenario, the distance between the true density ma-
trix ρ and the estimator ρ̂, which is computed from the outcomes of n(d2 − 1)
independent measurements, satisfies:

E
[
∥ρ̂− ρ∥22

]
≤ ∥α−1∥2

d2−2∑
i=0

Var[fi] ≤ ∥α−1∥2∆2(d2 − 1)

4n
, (26)

where ∆ ∈ R+ is such that the spectrum of every Hi is contained in an interval
of length at most ∆. ∥α−1∥ denotes the operator norm of α−1 when regarded
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as a linear map from R
d2−1 into the space of traceless hermitian matrices,

equipped with the Euclidean and Hilbert-Schmidt norm, respectively.

Proof. Inserting ρ̂ and using the linearity of the expectation value we obtain

E
[
∥ρ̂− ρ∥22

]
= E

[
∥ρ0 + α−1

(
f − α(ρ0)

)
− ρ∥22

]
= E

[
∥α−1

(
f − α(ρ0)

)
− α−1α(ρ− ρ0)∥22

]
≤ ∥α−1∥2E

[
∥f − α(ρ)∥22

]
= ∥α−1∥2

d2−2∑
i=0

E
[(
fi − tr [Hiρ]

)2]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Var[fi]

.

Since the variance does not change under translation, we can w.l.o.g. assume
that the range of the outcomes of the i’th observable is [−∆

2
, ∆
2
]. The maximal

variance under this constraint is ∆2

4
, which is reduced by a factor 1

n
when

averaging n independent outcomes. □

In order to get a reference point for comparison and later use, let us for
a paragraph depart from the framework of evolution-based tomography and
consider the measurement of independent observables. Suppose these are de-
scribed by a set of Hilbert-Schmidt orthogonal Hermitian operators Hi that
satisfy tr [HiHj] = δijd (as it is, for instance, the case for Pauli matrices or ten-
sor products thereof). In this case, the corresponding map α satisfies αα∗ = d1
so that ∥α−1∥2 = 1/d.

For a map β : Hd → R
d2 , β(H) :=

(
tr [ρiH]

)d2−1

i=0
with ρi := T ∗i(ρ0) we

can now argue similarly. Suppose H is an effect operator of a binary POVM,
i.e., that tr [ρiH] is the probability of obtaining the corresponding measurement
outcome if the preparation is described by ρi. Denoting the relative frequencies
again by fi, so that E[fi] = tr [ρiH] and using the estimator Ĥ := β−1(f), the
exact same reasoning as in the proof of Thm.6 leads to

E
[
∥H − Ĥ∥22

]
≤ ∥β−1∥2d2

4n
. (27)

Let us again compute a reference point for ∥β−1∥2 in which we detach the
ρi’s from the requirement that they have to be related by a time-evolution.
Specifically, we consider a set of pure states ρ1, . . . , ρd2 that form a SIC-POVM.
Then ββ∗ is is represented by a d2 × d2 Gram-matrix with entries

tr [ρiρj] =
1 + δijd

1 + d
.

This matrix has spectrum {d, d/(d + 1)}. Consequently, ∥β−1∥2 = (d + 1)/d
in this case.
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7. The curious case of qubits

The case of qubits is special in several ways. In particular, there is a drastic
difference between time-series-based tomography of states and that of observ-
ables since the no-go results of Cor.2 apply to the latter but not to the former
when applied to unitary evolution:

Tomography of states: In this case, Cor.1 and Cor.2 do not imply a no-go

result since D(H(1)
d ) = d2 − 1 equals d2 − d + 1 for d = 2. In fact, full state

tomography based on the time series of a unitary qubit channel is not only
possible, it turns out to be possible in an optimal way—even when compared
to state tomography that is not bound to a single observable undergoing a
homogeneous time evolution. This is a consequence of another qubit-specialty,
namely that SU(2)/{±1} ≃ SO(3). This enables the existence of a unitary
channel T ∈ Cd, T (H) = U∗HU which implements a cyclic permutation of
basis elements. More precisely, if σ1, σ2, σ3 are the three Pauli matrices, we

have σ1
T7→ σ2

T7→ σ3
T7→ σ1 for

U = 1
2

(
i+ 1 1 + i
i− 1 1− i

)
= exp

[
i
2
θ

3∑
k=1

wkσk

]
, (28)

where θ := 2π/3 is the rotation angle and w := (1, 1, 1)/
√
3 the rotation axis.

Hence, with H0 = σ3 we get(
tr
[
ρT i(H0)

])3
i=1

=
(
tr [ρσi]

)3
i=1
, (29)

which is not only informationally complete but optimal in almost every con-
ceivable way.

Tomography of observables: For the case of observables, Cor.1 and Cor.2
imply that full tomography is not possible in a time-series-based manner for
any unitary evolution in any dimension d ≥ 2 since D(Hd) = d2 > d2−d+1 ≥
δ(T ). Furthermore, for d ≥ 3 Cor.2 shows that adding simply depolarizing
noise does not help. However, for d = 2 simply depolarizing noise is just
enough to enable full tomography. To illustrate this situation, consider the
qubit channel

T (H) := (1− p)e−i
θ
2
σzHei

θ
2
σz + p1tr [H] /2, (30)

depending on a parameter p ∈ [0, 1], which quantifies the amount of depolariz-
ing noise, and θ ∈ [0, π], quantifying the degree of rotation. Suppose the initial
state is pure and an equal weight superposition of the +1 eigenstates of the
three Pauli matrices, i.e., |ψ⟩ ∝ |+x⟩+ |+y⟩+ |+z⟩ ∝ (2 +

√
2)|0⟩+ (1 + i)|1⟩.

The map

H2 ∋ H 7→ β(H) :=
(
⟨ψ|T i(H)|ψ⟩

)3
i=0

(31)

is injective if its smallest singular value is non-zero. As discussed in Sec.6,
the magnitude of this singular value is related to the stability of the inversion
and to the amount of required statistics. The smallest singular value is readily
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Figure 3. The least singular value of the map β from Eq.(31)
for the qubit-channel of Eq.(30) quantifies how stably the map
can be inverted, and (according to Sec.6) how much statistics is
required. Here, p quantifies the amount of depolarizing noise,
and θ the degree of unitary rotation. While a unitary evolution
(p = 0) prohibits invertibility, additional noise (p > 0) enables
invertibility and thus full tomography of qubit observables.

computed numerically and displayed in Fig.(3). This shows that, starting from
a non-trivial unitary rotation, β becomes injective as soon as depolarizing noise
is added. As expected, if too much noise is added, the stability of the inversion
decreases and the map becomes non-invertible again for p = 1.

Finally, let us remark that there are qubit channels, with extremal cases lying
on the boundary of the set of channels, for which a significantly higher least
singular value of β (up to 0.475) can be achieved numerically. Unfortunately,
it appears difficult to derive an analytic expression for the optimum.

8. Open questions

The focus of this work is on answering the fundamental qualitative ques-
tion of when quantum tomography is feasible in principle within the specified
evolution-based framework. However, many of the more quantitative ques-
tions remain open for now. For instance: How should limited statistics be
distributed over the different measurements? How should time intervals be
chosen? What are the optimal channels in general and, for a given Hamil-
tonian evolution, what is the optimal noise that should be added for optimal
evolution-based tomography?
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