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Given a quantum system on many qubits split into a few different parties, how many total cor-
relations are there between these parties? Such a quantity, aimed to measure the deviation of the
global quantum state from an uncorrelated state with the same local statistics, plays an important
role in understanding multipartite correlations within complex networks of quantum states. Yet, the
experimental access of this quantity remains challenging as it tends to be non-linear, and hence often
requires tomography which becomes quickly intractable as dimensions of relevant quantum systems
scale. Here, we introduce a much more experimentally accessible quantifier of total correlations,
which can be estimated using only single-qubit measurements. It requires far fewer measurements
than state tomography, and obviates the need to coherently interfere multiple copies of a given
state. Thus we provide a tool for proving multipartite correlations that can be applied to near-term

quantum devices.

I. INTRODUCTION

The preparation of highly correlated quantum states
across many qubits is essential for advanced quan-
tum information processing [1-3]. Yet, in the noisy
intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) era, techniques for
doing so are not necessarily reliable. Consequently, there
is surging interest in quantum benchmarking [4, 5] —
identifying efficient means of verifying what a quantum
computer is doing compared to what it is meant to do. Of
these, an analysis of how many correlations exist across
many qubits faces significant challenges owing to the ex-
ponentially growing size of Hilbert space. This is espe-
cially true when there is no prior information regarding
how the state is prepared.

One key amount of common interest is the total cor-
relation within a multipartite quantum system [3, 6].
Consider a joint quantum system consisting of k sub-
systems {g1, g2, - - -, gk }, where each subsystem g; has lo-
cal statistics specified by respective density operator p;.
The joint system would be said to have no correlation if
the joint state obeys p = ®f:1 pi, such that the global
statistics is simply the product of its marginals. A state
then possesses correlations if there exists deviation from
this tensor product. A common measure of such devi-
ation is the relative entropy, resulting in the quantifier
S(pll @y pi) = 32; S(pi) — S(p), where S(-) represents
the von Neumann entropy. The quantity has found appli-
cations in quantum thermodynamics [7] and many-body
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FIG. 1. Illustration of the main idea. We present a protocol
to measure the total correlation of an unknown multipartite
quantum state in any partition. We perform qubitwise lo-
cal randomized measurements on sequentially prepared states
and thus obtain the classical measurement data. Using tai-
lored data postprocessing strategies, the correlation informa-
tion with respect to any chosen partition can be extracted.

physics [8, 9], and the characterization of genuine mul-
tipartite correlation [10-12]. Nevertheless, the quantity
remains difficult to access in practical experiments due to
its inherent nonlinearity. Most approaches would require
either interacting multiple copies of p or state tomogra-
phy, tasks that can be prohibitive if p already presents
the most challenging state one can synthesize on NISQ
devices.

Here, we propose a quantifier of the total correlation
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— correlation overlap — whose technological accessibil-
ity is much closer to the synthesis of p itself. In particu-
lar, our protocol only requires repeated synthesis of the
same p, together with local (qubitwise) random unitary
evolution and computational measurements (see Fig. 1).
Specifically, we show that the correlation overlap can be
obtained by postprocessing the measurement data and
the amount of data required is much less than the tra-
ditional quantum tomography. Meanwhile, the quantity
itself maintains its operational meaning as a quantifier of
total correlations, and can also be immediately adapted
to measure how close candidate systems are to the max-
imally entangled.

II. DEFINITION

Recall that if a k-partite quantum state p is uncor-
related, it can be written as ®f:1 pi with p; = tr;(p)
being the reduced density matrix of the i-th subsystem.
Normally the relative entropy is adopted to quantify the
distance between them [3, 6]. The von Neumann en-
tropy involved can be in principle acquired by the quan-
tum state tomography, which is already challenging for
systems with more than ten qubits. Thus, in order to
make the measurement protocol scalable, one needs to
avoid state tomography [13]. Alternative entropy func-
tions such as Rényi entropy can be obtained by measur-
ing the purity of the state [14-16]. However, Rényi en-
tropy can violate the subadditivity [2, 17], which makes
it nonideal for quantifying total correlation. Alternative
approaches include uses of witnesses [18, 19] to detect
the presence of certain correlations [20-23]. These wit-
nesses are typically tailored for specific classes of states
(e.g. [23, 24]) and are generally ineffective when applied
to states without the preparation information [25-27].

Here we quantify the total correlation based on the
fidelity between a given state p and its marginals as fol-
lows:

k
C(p) = —log F <Pa®ﬁi> : (1)

with the fidelity [28] being

k tr (p Qi pi)
7 p,®m> - ‘
( N R

Notice that k is not necessarily the number of qubits,
but the number of subsystems under some partition. In
Appendix B, we show that such total correlation mea-
sure satisfies certain key properties, such as faithfulness,
no change under local unitary transformation, and ad-
ditivity under tensor product. By taking the minimiza-
tion on all possible bipartitions, one can also generalize it
to quantify genuine multipartite correlation. We remark

that other fidelity measures [28] could also be adapted
to define the total correlation where the measurability is
the main concern.

The denominator of Eq. (2) is composed of a few pu-
rity terms, and there already exist effective methods to
measure them [16, 29]. The main contribution of this
work is that we develop a protocol to effectively measure
the numerator

k
Ty, = tr <p®m> (3)

based on randomized measurements [16, 30, 31]. We de-
note T}, as the correlation overlap (CRO), which is di-
rectly relative to the Hilbert-Schmidt distance

k

k
Duys <p, ® pi> =tr(p?) + H tr(p?) — 2T%. (4

i=1

When p is a low-rank state [32], such quantity can offer
a tight bound of the trace distance between p and its
marginals, which can be further applied in the quantum
independence testing [33]. In addition, we also discuss
the application of bipartite CRO in bipartite entangle-
ment detection, and leave it in Appendix C.

III. EFFICIENT ESTIMATION PROTOCOLS

We now show that the total correlation defined in the
previous section can be effectively estimated, irrelevant
of the party number k. For simplicity of discussion, take
the tripartite state papc as an example. Following the
definition in Sec. II, the essential quantity one needs to
evaluate is the tripartite CRO

T3 = tr[papc(pa ® pp ® pc)] - (5)

The difficulty to measure T3 lies in that it is a nonlin-
ear function of papc and thus cannot be obtained by
measuring the observable on a single-copy state. In fact,
given four identical states p§4BC, one can make a joint
measurement among these copies [29],

T3 =tr{S4® S ® Sc [papc ® (pa ® pp ® pc)|}

6
— o[58 0 537 0 589 (b)) “

Here 5541’2) is the SWAP operator acting on the Hilbert
space of the first two copies of subsystem A, HY ® H3,
and acts trivially on the last two copies, 51(41’2) [)Yylo)s =
|#Y4]1)4. And similarly for the other SWAP operators
Sg’g) and 5(01’4) (see Fig. 2(c) for an illustration).

This kind of measurement in general demands the
preparation of identical copies of the state p, and the
joint measurements across the distinct copies, which is
possible for the one-dimensional system and the few par-
ties case, for example, kK = 2 [14, 15]. However, it is



very challenging for the higher-dimensional system and
for the number of parties k£ being not small. In the fol-
lowing, we develop a measurement protocol based on ran-
domized measurements [16, 30, 31, 34], which only needs
the preparation of singlecopies of the state p. Random-
ized measurements find applications not only in quantum
information, like entanglement negativity extraction [35—

|, entanglement detection [38—42], Fisher information
quantification [13, 44], and quantum certification [415—47],
but also in quantum many-body physics [18-51].

Global Measurement Protocol — We first propose
a means to measure CRO using random unitary gates
that act globally on each system. This protocol can
then be subsequently modified to use only local unitary
gates on each qubit with a modest sacrifice in error scal-
ing. Our global measurement protocol works as follows:
Sample and operate random unitary U = ®f:1 Ug, on
each subsystem g; for the total k-partite system, inde-
pendently, and then conduct computational basis mea-
surement |s) = |Sg,,Sgy,- - -, Sg,) IR & sequential manner.
After sufficient repeating of the preparation and mea-
surement, one can get the estimation of the conditional
probability

k
Pr (sgl,sg2,...,sgk ®Ugi> = (s|UpUT |5) (7)
i=1

and also its marginals Pr(s,,|Uy,,) for the i-th subsys-
tem. The target quantity CRO T, can be written as the
postprocessing of these conditional probabilities shown
in Proposition 1, and we summarize the protocol in Al-
gorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Global Measurement Protocol for T},
Input: Ny x N sequentially prepared p

QOutput: Probability distribution of the measurement
outcomes conditioned on the evolution unitary
k .
Pr (sgl,sgz, o8 | iy Ugi) in Eq. (7).

1: for i =1 to Ny do
: Randomly pick a unitary matrix U = ®f:1 Uy,, with
each Uy, € Hgy, sampled uniformly from the unitary 2-
design ensemble.
3: Operate U on p to get UpUT.

4: for j =1 to Ny do

5: Measure UpU' in the computational basis {|s) =
915 8g2s -+ Sgx )}

6: Record the measurement results.

7 end for

8: Estimate the probability and its marginals in Eq. (7).

9: end for

10: Do the data postprocessing given in Proposition 1 for T}.

Proposition 1. For a k-partite state p, the CRO Ty
defined in Eq. (3), can be evaluated by postprocessing the
measurement data, i.e., averaging the multiplication of
the total and the marginal probabilities under the random

unitary evolution as follows:

k
Ty = ZIE Pr(s|U) [ Xo. (o, 55,) Pr(sg, [Us) |+ (8)

i=1
with the function

65q..s’
X-qz‘ (Sqq,Slgl) = _<_dgi) o giv (9)

where dg, is the dimension of the i-th subsystem g;, and
Ey denotes averaging over unitary 2-design ensembles on
each subsystem g; independently.

The detailed proof is left in Appendix D 2. The intu-
ition is that by multiplying the probabilities in the post-
processing, one can virtually get a few copies of p. Then
by averaging on the random unitary, one can further gen-
erate permutation operators among virtual copies.

Here we sketch the proof outline using Fig. 2 for the
T3 of the tripartite state papc. In Fig. 2(a), the condi-
tional probabilities are multiplied, and the box labels the
classical function X, (sg4, sq) with g € {A, B,C} for the
subsystem. In Fig. 2(b), by using the cyclic property of
the trace, we can effectively put the random unitary on
the operator Xy = 37, ., Xy(sg, ) |5g:55) (sg,55]. In
Fig. 2(c), we average on the unitary ensemble to generate
a SWAP operator by the identity [31, 52],

<I>2(Xg) = K [Ug?QXgU;m] = 5. (10)

U,e€

We denote this average on the two-copy Hilbert space as
the “twrling” channel ®2(-). Note that the unitary en-
semble &£ need not be the Haar measure, and any unitary
2-design ensemble (such as the Clifford group [53, 54])
is sufficient, which is more practical compared with the
previous work by some of us [36]. If one naively general-
izes the protocol there to measure the k-partite CRO, a
(k + 1)-design ensemble is needed. Unitary ¢-design with
t > 4 is still poorly understood [55], and the generation of
these ensembles would need deep quantum circuit, which
is quite impractical compared to the current protocol.

In real experiments, the sampling time Ny and the
measurement time N, as shown in Algorithm 1 are both
finite; the postprocessing will be more delicate compared
to Eq. (8) which corresponds to the case where Ny and
Njs are infinite. We show how to construct an unbi-
ased estimator for the scenario with finite Ny and Ny,
in Sec. IV. We remark that our protocol measures the fi-
delity of the state to its marginal, not with an unrelated
state as in Ref. [45]. By adequately utilizing the marginal
distributions, our postprocessing shown in Sec. IV needs
less state samples and thus is more efficient than directly
applying the former one, say Ref. [45]. Our protocol can
be further generalized to local gate version, as discussed
in the next section.

Local Measurement Protocol — We can further
simplify the procedure above so that it makes use of only
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FIG. 2. Diagrammatic illustration of the proof of Proposition 1.

Here, for simplicity, we take the tripartite state as an

example. (a) is the diagram representation of Eq. (8). The small half circles with s, s” inside represent the computational basis
measurement. The dashed lines indicate that papc is not connected to pa ® pp ® pc. In (b), we use the cyclic property of
the trace formula to put the random unitary evolution on X, for g € {A, B,C}, defined in Eq. (9). The vertical gray dashed
lines denote the periodic boundary condition, i.e., the trace. The colored dashed boxes are twofold twirling channels acting on

Xg4, which equal to the SWAP operators as shown in Eq. (10).

As a result, we recover T3 in (c) with these SWAP operators

represented by the “X”-shape cross in each dashed box, with the formula given in Eq. (6).

single-qubit random gates. Specifically, the global mea-
surement protocol involves the need to sample random
unitary on each subsystem, which may contain several
qubits. This is challenging even for the moderate sub-
system size. In contrast, the following local measure-
ment protocol only involves random single-qubit Pauli
measurement.

Recall that the essence of the global measurement pro-
tocol is to construct “virtual” SWAP operators across dif-
ferent copies in Eq. (6) by data postprocessing shown
in Proposition 1. In fact, SWAP operator is factoriz-
able. The big SWAP operator S acting on n-qubit pairs
HE" @ HS", can be decomposed as S = @, S, with
S; the small SWAP operator for the i-th qubit pair (see
Fig. 3 for an illustration). This fact enlightens us to sub-
stitute the random unitary, say U4 (also Up and Ug) in
Fig. 2, to the tensor product form Us = @), U;, where
each single-qubit unitary Uj is from the 2-design ensem-
ble independently, similar for other subsystems B and C.
Correspondingly, the postprocessing function Xg(sg, s5)
in Eq. (9) is modified to the multiplication of local func-
tions as shown in Eq. (13).

For the general k-partite state p, suppose it contains
n = Zle ng, qubits with ¢-th party having ng, qubits.
We denote the computational basis as the n-bit binary
vector |§) = [s1,82,...,8n),5 = 0/1, and the state re-
stricted on the i-th party as |35,). By modifying the
global protocol in Algorithm 1, the local measurement
protocol of CRO T}, is shown in Algorithm 2, and now
we aim to obtain the following conditional probability

n
Pr{ s1,82,...,5,
=1

®Ul> (11)

and its marginals Pr(8y,|U,,) with Uy, = @, Ui. The
data postprocessing is summarized in Proposition 2.

Proposition 2. Given a k-partite state p, the CRO Ty,
defined in Eq. (3), can be evaluated by postprocessing the

measurement data, i.e., averaging the multiplication of
the total and the marginal probabilities under the single-
qubit random unitary evolution as follows.

T, = ZE Pr(31U) HXgl (89,59, Pr(54,1Uq,) | (12)

8,8 %

with the function

ng 59, sg

| RACE) (13)

l€g;

where X; is defined in Eq. (9) with d; = 2, and Ey de-
notes averaging U = ®?:1 U; over unitary 2-design en-
sembles on each qubit independently.

Proposition 2 can be proved following the proof of
Proposition 1, and the proof is left to Appendix D 3.

Algorithm 2 Local Measurement Protocol for T}

Input: Ny X N sequentially prepared p
Output: Probability distribution of the measurement
outcomes conditioned on the evolution unitary

Pr (sl,SQ,...,sn R, Ul> in Eq. (11).

1: for 2 =1 to Ny do

2: Randomly pick a unitary matrix U = @', U, with
each U; € H; on the [-th qubit sampled uniformly from
the unitary 2-design ensemble.

3: Operate U on p to get UpU™.

4: for j =1 to Ny do
5: Measure UpUT in the computational basis {|s) =
[s1,82,...,8n).
6: Record the measurement results.
7 end for
8: Estimate the probability and its marginals in Eq. (11).
9: end for
10: Do the data postprocessing given in Proposition 2 for T}.




Besides the practicality of the local measurement pro-
tocol, another advantage is that the measurement pro-
cedure and the postprocessing procedure are decoupled.
In particular, one can choose to study the correlation for
any partition of the system or the correlation informa-
tion restricted on some subsystems in parallel, by only
changing the postprocessing function.
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FIG. 3. Here we provide a graphical example explaining how
the global and local methods work. papc is an nine-qubit
three-partite quantum state with each party containing three
qubits. The curved lines with arrows in both ends denote
SWAP operators. In global method (a), three-qubit SWAP
operators are constructed using three-qubit random unitary
matrix Ua, Ug, and Uc. While in local method (b), the three-
qubit SWAP operators are decomposed into a tensor product
of single-qubit SWAP operators, which can be constructed
using single-qubit random unitary gates. Each colored dashed
box represents a unitary 2-design.

IV. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

In practical situations, the sampling times of the ran-
dom unitary matrices Ny, and the number of the pro-
jective measurement Nj; under a given unitary are both

finite. The multiplication of them, NyN);, quantifies
J
. N\t
wo-(") ¥
1<i<j<k<I<Np
Na\ ! 12) /o .
_ ( : ) S XU G,
1<i<j<k<I<Npy
with

Qs = (XY 0 18 )e(x5Y 0 15 ) o (x0Y 0 18Y)

(18)

how many copies of p in total one needs to prepare in se-
quence. In this section, for clarity, we focus on the tripar-
tite CRO in Eq. (5) and construct an unbiased estimator
for it. We then analyze the variance of the estimator in
this finite sampling scenario. The scaling of the variance
respective to Ny, Njs and D characterizes the sample
complexity of our protocol. Similar analysis works for the
cases of general k-partite CRO. We use |s) = |s4, sB, s¢)
to denote the computational basis of H = HAQHBRHc,
where the total dimension is D = dadpdc. In the fol-
lowing, we first illustrate the estimation protocol with
global unitary evolution, and then proceed to show how
this can be converted to the one with the single-qubit
measurements.

To construct an unbiased estimator, we first note that
the postprocessing expression in Eq. (8) can be equiva-
lently written as 4-time multiplication of the probability
distribution,

Z X12)

SA,8B,8C

1,3 1,4
s)X 5 (s, s5) X0 (st s8)

4
X E Pr(siy, sh, s|Ua, Up, Uc) |,
Ul:[ (8%, 55:501Ua, U, Uc)

(14)
where we denote s4 = (s, s%4,5%, s%) as a 4-dit string
with s € {0,1,...,d4 — 1}, similar for sp and sc.
X1(4172)(5114,5124) is the function in Eq. (9) restricted on
the first two indices, similar for Xg’g)(s}g, s%) and
Xé )(307 S¢)-

In Algorithm 1, one samples Ny times of U = Uy ®
Up ® Ue to perform experiments. For the ¢-th round of
unitary sampling, one repeats the preparation and mea-
surement for Njp; times. For the i-th time of measure-
ment, we define a matrix-valued random variable

fu(i) = [8u(@) (Su (@], (15)

where 5y (7) is a classical random variable with the con-
ditional probability

Pr(s|U) =

to record the measurement result s. For each random
unitary choice, one finally gets N, independent samples
{#r(i)}¥™ . We then construct an estimator for T as
follows

(s|UpapcU"s), (16)

tr{Qs [fu (i) @ 7u (j) ® 7u (k) © Fu (D]}

(17)

5u(i) X5 (5u(i), 30 (k) X5 (3u(i), 30 (1)),

(

being an observable on H®4. M (t) is an unbiased esti-



mator in the sense that Ey g {M(t)} = T3, with the ex-

pectation value taken for all random U and measurement
outputs. Since the estimators { M (t)} Y, are independent
and identically distributed, the final estimator is defined
as M = N SO NI(t), which is naturally unbiased.

In the local measurement protocol, the unitaries on
subsystems A, B and C' are substituted to products of
the random unitaries on qubits. To construct the un-
biased estimator for the local protocol, accordingly the
postprocessing matrix @ in Eq. (18) should be adjusted
to

random qubit ones. The numerical results are shown
in Fig. 4. In Fig. 4(a)-4(c), we choose the tripartite
Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state, with an equal
qubit number in each party, as the target state. The
exact value T3 = 0.125 is independent of the qubit num-
ber, so that the variance itself is suitable to quantify the
quality of the estimation result. We first show how the
variance changes with Ny when measuring a three-qubit
GHZ state for different N in Fig. 4(a). These three lines
with slopes about —1 are coincident with the conclusion

in Proposition3 that Var (M L) x Ny, L. The variance de-
3: eases with the increase of Ny, the measurement times

Q3,10c = (X,E;I’2) ® IS’A))@ (Xj(gl’?’) ® 11(32’4)> ® (X((;A) ® [(02’3p r unitary evolution. Then, by adjusting the qubit num-

(19)

a5 (12) _ ona 3(1,2) o
with X" = &, X7 the product of the qubitwise
X operator. Similar as in Eq. (17), one can construct the

final unbiased estimator M = NLU iV: Y M (t).
To construct the unbiased estimator for T}, one just
needs to extend the definition of @3 and Q3o to the

k-partite scenario

f+1 , _
Qui= @ (X0 @ 117).
=2
k+1 B , _
Qk.loc = ® (Xéj’l) 0 I(SLLZ)) )

=2

(20)

where (1,7) is the complementary set of (1,i) of
{1,2,...,k + 1}. We further give the following result
on the variance of these constructed estimators for Tj.

Proposition 3. In the regime D > Ny > k, the vari-
ance of the unbiased estimators M and My, for the k-
partite CRO show the following scaling:

N D
Var (M) = @(W),

R Dlog23 (21)
Var (ML) = O(]VUT]]"WJ"I 3

where M and M 1 are constructed with the measurement
data from the protocols in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2,
respectively.

For the global random unitary case, we rigorously
prove that the variance scales linearly with D, N, 1 and

NA}(kH); while for the local random unitary case, we pro-
vide an upper bound on the scaling. No matter in the
global or the local case, such error scaling is much bet-
ter than full tomography [56]. Inaddition, the variance
decreases when increasing the party number k, which is
equivalent to the number of virtual copies of state. In
Appendices E and F, we provide a detailed analysis of
the statistical variance.

To support our theoretical analysis, we conduct nu-
merical experiments for the local protocol, i.e., the ran-
dom unitary matrix applied is the tensor product of the

ber of the GHZ state and with a fixed N; = 10, we also
find that the variance increases for larger system dimen-
sion in Fig. 4(b).

To study how the variance scales with dimension D
when D > Nj;, we change the qubit number of the
target GHZ state from 6 to 21 and set Ny = 100 and
Ny =10 in Fig. 4(c). The slope v = 1.2587 from the lin-

ear regression of log, {Var <M L)} and the qubit number
n. It indicates Var (ML> x D% with a = 1.26 < log, 3,

which is consistent with our theoretical result in Proposi-
tion3. In Fig. 4(d), we take a six-qubit noisy W state as
an example, show the measurement results for different
Ny with Ny = 100, and find that our protocol can pro-
vide such high-quality measurement results as Nj; > 20.
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FIG. 4. Numerical results for the estimation of the tripar-
tite CRO T3 in Eq. (5) with the local measurement proto-
col. (a) The variance scaling with Ny for different Njs when
measuring the three-qubit GHZ state. (b) The variance scal-
ing with Ny when measuring the GHZ state with different
number of qubits, and Ny = 10. (c¢) The variance depen-
dence on the number of qubits of the measured GHZ state
with Ny = 100 and Np; = 10. We linearly regress the data
and obtain the slope a = 1.2587. (d) The estimation for
the noisy state. We measure T3 of a six-qubit noisy W state
papc = (1 = p)[W)(W| + &I with Ny = 100 and different
N.



V. APPLICATION TO MEASURING FIDELITY
TO MAXIMALLY ENTANGLED STATES

Our protocol can also be modified to measure the fi-
delity between the candidate bipartite state, and that of
a maximally entangled state,

d
) = 2= > i), (22)

on Ha4 ® Hp. This fidelity is important in entanglement
detection [18] and many quantum communication tasks
[2]. Prior methods need an ideally prepared state [45]
or fixed basis measurements. Utilizing random measure-
ments, the maximally entangled state can be virtually
produced by postprocessing, and randomness may make
it more robust against the noise in the measurement ba-
sis.

Without loss of generality, we consider d = 2" with
n being the qubit number of each party. Recall that
the outer product form of the SWAP operator is S =
Zijzl [i)(j] @ |7)(i], and the maximally entangled state
is proportional to the partial transpose of S as follows.

d
=5 S )Gl )G

i,j=1
d T (23)
1 N e s 1
= | X el ] ==sm™,
i,j=1

and the corresponding diagrams are shown in Figs. 5(a)
and 5(b).

Suppose the state we actually produceis p € HAQHp.
According to Eq. (23), the fidelity between p and [¥T)
can be represented using S as

tr ([ )W) = 5 tr (pS7) (24)

Recall that Eq. (10) shows that the SWAP operator can
be effectively generated by randomized measurements.
Hence the fidelity can be further rewritten as

tr (p| W) (W) == tr (p[®(X)]2)

Ul -l

tr {plg (U V) X(Ue U)]TB}
[(

tr {15 UeU*)pUt e U] X}

(25)

In the final equality, we use the fact that X is a diagonal

matrix such that X758 = X, and also the cyclic property

of trace to put the unitary evolution on the state (see
Fig. 5 for an illustration).

Similar as for the local unitary protocol shown in

Sec. III, one can apply the local random unitary U =

®._, U; here. As a result, the postprocessing ma-
trix is substituted by X(54,58) = [[, Xi(s{,sP) =

7 7%
2" (—2)~PI¥4:58] a5 in Eq. (13). Note that here the post-
processing function is on the measurement result of the
two parties A and B, not on the different copies as be-
fore. We summarize the postprocessing under local ran-

dom unitary as follows.
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FIG. 5. Diagrammatic illustration of the derivation in
Eq. (25). Eyee denotes averaging over (qubit) unitary

2-design and the dotted lines represent the transposi-
tion on the second subsystem. (a) d|UT)(Ut| — (b)
STs & (o) [@*(X)|TB = @[(U@@U)X(U@U)T}TB -

(d) E (UeU")X"s(UTeUT)] - (e)
E (UeUHXUTeUM).

Proposition 4. For a bipartite state pap with subsys-
tems A and B both containing n qubits, the fidelity of a
state pap with the maximally entangled state |9 can be
expressed by the following local randomized measurement
result:

tr (pap U)W UT]) = Y (=2) PEABIE Pr(5y, 55|U),
ENER v

Pr(34,5p|U) = tr [(U @ U*)p(Ut @ UT)|54,55) (54, 55]]

(26)

where P(34,8p|U) is the probability when measuring

(UU*)p(UT@UT) in the computational basis {|54,58)};

the random unitary U = ®?=1 U; is a tensor product of

unitaries on each qubit, where each U; is sampled from a
unitary 2-design.

Based on Proposition 4, we summarize the fidelity
measurement protocol in Algorithm 3.



Algorithm 3 Fidelity with Local Measurement

Input: Ny X N sequentially prepared pap with subsystems
A and B both containing n qubits.
QOutput: Probabilities measured in computational measure-
ment basis under random unitary evolution Pr(5a, s§5|U).
1: for i =1 to Ny do
: Randomly pick a unitary matrix U = @"_, Us;, where
U, on each qubit forms a unitary 2-design. Operate UQU ™
on p to get (U ® U*)p(UT @ UT).
3: for j =1 to Ny do
4: Measure (U@U*)p(UT@UT) in the computational
basis {|54,5B)}-
5 Record the measurement results.
6: end for
7 Estimate the probabilities Pr(54, §5|U).
8
9

: end for
: Do the data postprocessing according to Proposition 4.

In Appendix G, we also extend the randomized mea-
surement method to estimate the concurrence [57, 58] of
an n-qubit quantum state. This shows the broad appli-
cation scenarios of the randomized measurements.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this work, we introduce an operationally meaningful
quantifier of the total correlation within a multipartite
quantum system motivated by experimental accessibil-
ity. Based on this definition, we design a protocol to
estimate the total correlation of a candidate state using
only classical postprocessing of data collected from ran-
domized single-qubit measurements, and show that the
number of measurements required is significantly lower
than that of the state tomography. Taken together, the
results provide an accessible tool for characterizing mul-
tipartite correlations in NISQ devices.

There are a number of interesting future directions.
One direction involves observing that shadow estimation
offers an alternative way to postprocess the measurement
data under random unitary evolution [34]. Recently,
there are enhancements of the error scaling of the shadow
protocol by using prior knowledge of the observable [59-

], or the intrinsic tensor-product structure of the un-
derlying state for the nonlinear function estimation [51].
It would be interesting to ascertain if these methodolo-
gies could provide further enhancement to estimating the
total correlation measurement here, in situations where
one has additional knowledge of the NISQ device [62].

The total correlation has many proposed applications.
A recent framework for characterizing fine-grained struc-
ture or genuine multipartite correlation, for example, in-
volves measuring how correlation changes depending on
how one partitions the whole system [10, 12]. Meanwhile,
such correlation measure could be used as the cost func-
tion in the near-term variational algorithms to decouple
the quantum system [63-06]. Both scenarios would re-
quire many costly repeated calls to estimate the correla-
tion. Thus, a natural direction then is to investigate if
our techniques provide the reduction to this cost. Mean-
while, many occasions invoke interest in specific types of
correlations, such as those that are classical, or purely
quantum mechanical, which is also interesting to further
investigate with randomized measurements.
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Appendix A: Preliminaries
1. Integral of random unitary matrix

A random unitary matrix is a random variable in the space of a unitary matrix [67]; Haar measure means that
the probability distribution is uniform. Based on the definition of Haar-measured random unitary matrix, here we
introduce a t-fold twirling channel,

'(0) = / dUU®toUT®!, (A1)
Haar
where U € Hy and O is a linear operator acting on H?t. According to Schur-Weyl duality [5, 68], such twirling
channel is equivalent to the operation that projects O into the symmetric subspace. So we have
()= [ UUtout = 3 O (WO, (42)
Haar T,0€S:
Where S, is the ¢-th order permutation group, Cy , is the element of the Weingarten matrix [69], and W is the

permutation operator corresponding to w. By adjusting O, one can generate any permutation operators; this is the
core idea of the estimation protocol proposed in Sec. III.

Generally speaking, it is impractical to randomly pick an element in unitary space. Fortunately, it has been proved
that a t-fold twirling channel can be realized by averaging over a unitary ensemble £ within which the elements are
all fixed unitary matrices, which we call £ unitary ¢-design [70].

L(0) = = Y Uttout®t = g (US'OUT®) = 8'(0), (A3)
I€] it Uee

where |€| denotes the size of £. This fact further reduces the difficulty of implementing twirling channel in real
experiments. It is worth mentioning that the Clifford group is a unitary 3-design and a unitary ¢-design is also an
unitary m-design with m < t.

2. Tensor network basics

Tensor network is one of the graphical methods helping us to deal with tensor calculation [71, 72]. In tensor
networks, a tensor is represented as a box with open legs, which are indices of this tensor. For example, papc =
D ikt gt ke Pighyitre [13K) (7' 5'K'| is represented as a box with six legs, three of which are left, representing row indices
1,7, k, and the other three are right, representing column indices ', 7', k’. Open legs represent the noncontracting
indices, so the connection of legs is the contraction of indices. For example, tensor AB is graphically represented by
connecting the right legs of box A and the left legs of box B. tr(A) =, A;; is the contraction of the row and column
index of A, which can be represented by connecting the left and right legs of box A. In addition, tensor product is
the operation that does not contract indices. So, to represent A ® B, we just put boxes A and B together.

(@)

FIC. 6. (2) panc = Yoy iy Piskoiryi 1R (E 5K | (b) AB. (c) tr(A). (d) A® B

The unnormalized maximally entangled state (UMES) and SWAP operator are two commonly used operators. UMES
Vd|ut) = > i1 |it) is represented as a semicircle with both ends to the left, where d is the dimension of Hilbert
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space. Many operations can be represented using UMES. Take A =3_, . A; ;]4)(j| as an example:
d(TFA[T) = Zk‘k‘|ZA,g| J\Zl” ZAlJZ F GIDIRY = Aisliy il = A (A4)
Kl iJ

and

d(UTA®I|vT) Zkk\ZA”| ]\®IZ|ZZ ZA”Z NG| (KDY = ZAuftr (A5)

k,l

tr(A) has been shown in Fig. 6(c). SWAP S, exchanging two indices, can be graphically represented with two crossed
curved lines. Using this representation, one can easily prove that tr[S(A ® B)] = tr(AB), as shown in Fig. 7.

X ;Ch L

FIG. 7. (a) Vd|TT) =3, , [i4). (b) AT. (c) S. (d) tr[S(A ® B)] = tr(AB).

Appendix B: The property of total correlation measure defined in Eq. (1)

Recall that we take C'(p) = —logy F (p, ®?:1 ,Oi)7 and the fidelity measure could be

tr (po)
erax ) = B1
(0:0) = (e, aoD)] B
and
tr (po)
Fom (p,0) = —F———e, B2
P9 = e 2
which is the one used in the main text. Note that the difference is that the denominator is either maximiza-
tion or geometric mean of the purity, and one can also choose other fidelity measures [28]. We take C(p) =

—logy FoMm (p, ®f=1 pi) as an example to discuss its property. The discussion of C(p) = —logy Finax (p, ®f=1 pi> is
quite similar.

(1) C(p) is a faithful total correlation measure, C(p) = 0 iff p = ®f:1 pi, and non-negative for any p. This property
directly follows from the property of fidelity: Fam(p,0) < 1, Vp,o and Fam(p,0) =1 iff p=o0.

(2) Adding a new party pr11 to a k-partite state p will not cause the increase of the total correlation in the resulting
(k + 1)-partite tensor state p ® pr41, i.e. C(p® pr+1) = C(p).

Proof.

k
k tr [(p ® prot1)(Qizy pi @ Pk+1)}
Fem(p @ prr1s ® Pi ® Pr1) =

i \/ (0 ® prin)?] tr (@ 05 @ prin)?]

k
tr (P Qi1 Pi) tr pﬁJrl (B3)

/ k tr p?
trp? [T, tr p? P+

k

= Fam(p, Q) pi)-

=1
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Hence

k k
Clp® prr1) = —logy Fart(p @ pri1, Q) pi @ prir) = —logy Fam(p, @) pi) = Clp)- (B4)

i=1 i=1

(3) C(p) is not changed under local unitary transformation, i.e. C(@le uip ®f:1 ul) = C(p).

(4) Local quantum channel, i.e., ®f:1 A;, cannot create total correlation in uncorrelated k-partite state p = ®f:1 Di-

Proof. Acting the local channel on the uncorrelated state, the resulting state is still uncorrelated:

k k k
®Ai <® Pi) = ®Ai (pi) - (B5)

Therefore, the faithfulness of Fan(+) directly leads to the invariance of total correlation:

k k k k
®Ai <® Pi) =C <® A (ﬂz)) =C <® Pi) =0. (B6)

O

C

(5) C(p) is additive under the tensor product. The (k + [)-partite total correlation C'(p ® o) equals the sum over of
the k-partite total correlation C(p) and l-partite total correlation C(c).

Proof.
Eo tr | (p® o) (@ pi ® @y o)
}'GM(p®a,®p¢®®Ui): [ 1 1 }
SE T felreern (@ e @l ar]
b (p Rk, Pi) tr (U Qi Ui) (B7)
\/tr P2 Hi-c:l tr p? \/tr a? Hé:l tro}
k l
= Fam(p, Q) pi) Fam(o, (X) o:).
i1 i=1
Hence,

k l

Clpoo)= *10g2]:GM(P®U,®Pi ® ®0i)
i=1 i=1
k l (B8)
= —logy Faum | p, ® pi | —log Fom | o, ® o
i=1 i=1

=C(p) +C(o).

It is easy to prove that the other definition of total correlation, C'(p) = — logy Fax (p7 ®f=1 pi) satisfies properties

(1), (2), (3) and (4), while it fails to meet the additivity condition (5).

Now we discuss how to generalize such total correlation measure to genuine multipartite correlation measure. In
[10], the authors proposed three postulates that every multipartite genuine correlation measure and indicator should
satisfy. They also gave a definition of multipartite genuine correlation based on those postulates: k-partite state p has



14

genuine k-partite correlation if it is nonproduct for any bipartition. Following this definition, we define the k-partite
genuine correlation measure

c = i -1 ) A )
Cg.c.(p) jrél[%]{ og F(p,pa®pa)} (B9)

where F(p,0) can also be Fax(p, o) or Fam(p, o). Because of the faithfulness of these two fidelities, Cy.c. (p) = 0 iff

p is the product in some bipartition {4, A} of the k-partite system. Hence, Cg.c(p) satisfies those three postulates
proposed in [10].

Appendix C: Bipartite entanglement criterion using 7>

In [73], the authors proposed an entanglement criterion which is strictly stronger than the well-known computable
cross norm criterion [74] and dV criterion (the one based on correlation tensor of states) [75],

IR(pas — pa® pu)ll > /(1 — trp2)(1 — tr p3y), (c1)

where ||| denotes the trace norm, and R(-) represents the realignment operation, R(O);;jx = Oix,j. However,

IR(paB — pa ® pp)|| is hard to estimate by direct measurements. Hence, based on this criterion, we further construct
a new measurable entanglement criterion as follows.

Proposition 5. For any separable state pap, it should satisfy
tr plap +trpl + trph — 2trfpap(pa ® pp)] — 1 <0, (C2)
and the violation indicates the presence of entanglement.

The proof is left to Appendix C1. We name this criterion as Ty separability criterion. Although weaker than
Eq. (C1), the Ty criterion is equivalent to the well-known Rényi entropy criterion (i.e., tr p% 5 < trp%, tr p% for the
separable pap) on pure states and Bell-diagonal states, and shows stronger detection power for some asymmetric
states.

pap = (1=p)[TTN T +pl0+)(0+] (C3)

is the mixture of the Bell state |[¥T) and the product state |0+). For such state, T criterion indicates entanglement
for p < 1, which is same as positive partial transposition (PPT) criterion, the necessary and sufficient condition for

(2 x 2)-dimensional quantum states. However, the entropy and p3-PPT criterion [35] only detect entanglement as
p < 0.5 and p < 0.59, respectively. A detailed comparison and discussion are left to Appendix C2. It is worth
mentioning that this criterion can be generalized to non-full-separability criterion in the multipartite system [73], and

we leave it for future study.

1. Proof of Proposition 5

For simplicity, denote R(pap — pa ® pp) by R, and assume the dimension of H 4 is less than the dimension of Hp
da <dp. Then

d%
Rl = Z Ai (C4)
i=1
where A; > 0 are the singular values of R. Although ||R|| is hard to directly measure, we find that
%
tr(RRT) =Y A7 (C5)
i=1

can be directly measured, and the value of || R|| may be bounded by tr(RR).
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2
Lemma 1. Zf;‘l A? can be represented using the purities of pa, pp, and pap and Ty = tr[pap(pa @ pB)]:
tr(RRY) = tr(pap — pa @ pp)” = tr php + trp% tr pf — 2t2[pan(pa ® pp)). (C6)
Proof. For simplicity, denote pap — pa ® pg by Oap. Oap is Hermitian but generally not positive. Hence, we have
R'=[R(0ap)*]" = R (O4p), (C7)
so that the elements of Rt are the elements of O4p:
Ry, = [R(0aB) Nkvij = (Ohp)kitj = (OaB)iji- (C8)
Now we can represent tr (RRT) by the index contraction of pap — pa ® pp:
tr(RRT) = Z Rij,klR]tl7ij = Z (OaB)ik,j1(OaB)ji1,ik
i,J.k, 0.5,k (C9)
= tr(Oap)’ = tr(pap — pa ® pp)° = tr php + tr p tr p} — 2tr[pan(pa @ pi))-
O

2
Suppose we have measured the value of ps = Zfﬁl A2 =trpip +trp4trpy —2tr[pap(pa @ pp)]. Then it can be
easily proved that

&,
VP2 <Y A <daypa (C10)
i=1

The minimum is achieved when A; = \/pz and A; = 0 for 2 <7 < di and the maximum is achieved when X\; = |/p2 /da

2
for 1 <i < d%. Eq. (C1) tells us that separable pap satisfy Z?;‘l N < /(1 —trp%)(1 —trp%). According to the
above equation, separable p4p satisfy

Vb2 < \/(1 —trp3)(1 = trp}) = trphip + trpf + trp — 2trpan(pa © pp)] — 1 <0. (C11)

2. Discussion of the detection power of 75 criterion

Here we first prove the equivalence of the T5 criterion and the entropy criterion for pure state [ ap). As is known
to all, for a pure state, the entropy criterion is a necessary and sufficient condition for separability. So we only need
to prove Proposition 5 is also necessary and sufficient. Taking the Schmidt decomposition of |papg),

da
lpas) = Z VAlid), (C12)

where 0 < v/\; < 1 are the Schmidt co-efficients. The purities can be easily calculated as

da

trphp =1, trph =trpp = A, (C13)
=1

and

(paBlpa @ pBlYas)

da da
D VRMRRL D Naglig) (il ) i)

tr[pap(pa @ pB)]

k=1 =1
da (014)
= Z VARNAA; 031051041051
ij k=1

da
_ 3
=3 N
=1
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Then the T5 criterion reduces to

da da
STy (C15)
1=1 1=1

where y/\; are the Schmidt coefficients of |pap). The normalization and singular value decomposition requires

Z?ﬁl A; =1and 0 < A; < 1. So the only solution of the above inequality is A\; =1 and A\; = 1 for 2 < i < d4, which

means |[pap) = [pa)|eB).
For a Bell-diagonal state with the form

1
PAB = Z (I4 + 10, Qog + TyOy Y Oy +7:0:® UZ) ’ (016)

where I, denotes a 4 x 4 identity matrix, the reduced density matrix can be easily calculated as
1
pa=p5=3h (c17)
Thus we have
2 1 2, .2, .2 2 2 1 1
trpap = p(L4rg+ry +72), trpg=trpp =g, trlpas(pa®pp)] = . (C18)
Then both the entropy criterion and the T5 criterion indicate entanglement for
ra ol > L (C19)
Then we take
pap = (1= p)[TH)(TH] +plo+)(0+ |, (C20)

a mixture of the two-qubit maximally entangled state and the tensor product of |0)(0| and |+)(+]|, as an example
to demonstrate the detection power of the T, separability criterion. For comparison, we pick three commonly used
separability criteria:

1. PPT criterion, W(p) = —min{)\(l)%g)}

2. entropy criterion, W(p) = tr /%243 —tr p124

3
3. p3-PPT criterion, W (p) = (trp%45)? — tr (pi%)

and Ty criterion, W (p) = trp%4 5 + tr p% + tr p% — 2tr[pas(pa ® pp)] — 1, show them in one diagram. For these four
criteria, W(p) > 0 indicates entanglement and the absolute value of W (p) makes no sense. As shown in Fig. 8, for
states in Eq. (C20), the T3 criterion shows the same detection power as the PPT criterion, the necessary and sufficient
separability condition for 2 x 2 states, and better than the p3-PPT criterion and entropy criterion.
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—— entropy criterion

0.61 —-- T, criterion
S p3-PPT criterion
o === PPT criterion

FIG. 8. Comparison of the detection power of four separability criteria for states in Eq. (C20).

Appendix D: A few Proofs
1. Proof of Eq. (10)

The result in Eq. (10) was derived in Refs. [31, 52]. Here we prove it for completeness. According to the Weingarten
integral introduced in Appendix A 1,

(X)) = Y Crptr(WoX)W,

T,0€Sy

Z ZC”’U — (=)0 tr(Wy|s,s') (s, s'|\ W,

7,068 8,8’

Z —(=d)%' {[Cootr(I|s,s)(s,8'|) + Crotr(S|s,s') (s, s’ N I + [Co1tr(I]s,s')(s,s|) + C11tr(S|s,s') (s, s'|)] S}

v O U 1 1

=2 _d=d) { [dQ SR LU R o s LU
1 d 1 ?—d—1

=2 { [_dz_l + (12_15873/] I+ Ll((p 0 @@ -1 5} 5}

ol B o
N -1 d2-1 d(d?—1)  d(d?-1)

=S

(D1)
Here in the third line, for simplicity, we use 0 and 1 to represent identity and exchange in the subscript of Weingarten
matrix element C ,. The fifth equal sign is because

_(_d)és's/ =-1+ (d + 1)5S7S'a (D2)

and the sixth equal sign is because

_ g2 _
doi=d | oo =d (D3)

e o e !
s,8 s,$
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2. Proof of Proposition 1

By Born’s rule,

k k f
Pr(s|U) = tr |[sg,, .- 8g.) (Sgus-- -5 54, <® Um) p (® Ugi> (D4)

i=1

Pr(sg, Ug.Pg, UgTi)

Ugi) =tr (‘891> <89i

The right-hand side of Eq. (8) can be written as

k k ®2
RHS = tr <®Xi>lg (@U)
1=1 =1

k T®2 & & ®2
(©) (®)(@)
k - - k g
:tr{[®@;?(Xgi) p®(®pgi)1}a
i=1 =1

where X, follows the same definition as the X in Eq. (10), and ®3(-) = E[UT - U]. For arbitrary linear operator A
U

o
e (@ro) (D5)

and B, we have:

tr [TF(A)B] = tr [AD¥(B)] = Y Crotr(WeB)tr(W,A) (D6)

T,0ESk

So, when taking trace, it is always true that

(I)Tk(A) _ Z Cmo tr(WUA)Wﬁ. (D7)
T,0ESE
Since Cr » = Cy r [0Y],
BHA = 3 Cop tr(Wo AW, = 95() (D8)
T, 0ES

so that

k k
RHS = tr { l@ q);f(Xgi) P& (® Pgi)] }
z:kl . =1
—tr{<®5i> p®(®pgi)H (D9)
i=1 i=1
k
=tr [P(@ pgi)
i=1

3. Proof of Proposition 2

The proof of local protocol is quite similar with global protocol. According to Eq. (13), define the data processing
operator:

Z X (500 5,) 500 5,) (50,55, = Q) X (D10)

s_q1 gl leg;
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Substituting this operator into Eq. (12) , the right hand side can be written as

ool (@) [(80) (8] @)
e[ (&0) (@) (@) ] e (&)
of (@) o (&)
~{(&s) m@%)n

=tr [p ®P91

Appendix E: The variance of M and M

1. The variance of M

In the following, we figure out the variance 62 = Var [M (t )} of the estimator M (t) for the ¢t-th unitary sampling.

The variance of the overall estimator M is just 2 /Ny. Hereafter, for the convenience of our analysis, we take tripartite
CRO, T3, as an example to analyze the error scaling and assume that the unitary ensembles are 4-design. The results
for T3 can be easily generalized to T} and the 4-design assumption would not lead to an order of magnitude gap of
the leading term.

With the total variance formula, we have

Var [M(t)} ~E {ISE [MQ(t)|UH . [1515 [M(t)UHZ, (E1)

where the second term is just 7. The first term can be expanded explicitly as

2
IE[]E {MQ(t)UH = (A;M) K;Kl E tr[Qry (i) @ iy (j) ® fu (k) @ fu ()] tr[Qiy (i) @ 7u (j') @ fu (k') @ fu(l')].
i< <k <l

S7

(E2)
To evaluate the above equation, we calculate the terms in the summation depending on the coincidence of the indices,
as they label random variables. In Appendix F, we will show that when D > Nj; > 1, which is the case of interest,
the dominant term of the variance is determined by the case when all the eight indices are coincidental to four indices.
This kind of phenomenon is also manifested by the previous theoretical and numerical analyses [35, 36, 51] for other
quantities based on randomized measurements.

I, ::(NM>_ | > | E ulQiv@) i) @7 v(k) @ fu ()] tr[Qiy (i) ® fu (§') @ fu (k') @ fu ()]

4 —
1=t <j=)
<k K <i=1'
N . .
=1 ]E tr[Q*Fy (i) @ Py (§) @ fu (k) @ fu(l)]

(E3)

B ®H(Q*) 55

N,
4M> tr[Q*®% © o5 @ O (pSpe)]
) (I)(l 2) ® @(1 3) (I)(l 4)(Q2) ABC}



20

Here, <I>(m)( )= (UX) ® Ux(4 )) . (UX) ® Ul(élj))T denotes the twofold twirling on subsystems A of the i-th and j-th

copies, similar for @g” )() and fI)g’j )() The last equation of Eq. (E3) holds because the observable @ only has
nontrivial definitions on the systems A;, As, By, B3, C7 and Cjy as follows

Q=(x{? eV e (xgPep?) e (x§ 0 13Y). (E4)
Using the Weingarten integral [69], we can get
O V[ P)) = daly? + (da - 1)857, (E5)

thus I'y shows

T, := <N4M) - tr [(dAIA +(da - 1)5537”) (dBIB +(dp — 1)55;73)) (chc + (de — 1)58@) pgggc} (E6)

It is clear that I'y depends on the input state papc. By expanding Eq. (E6), one gets a few functions of papc,
with the coefficients almost D. For example,

tr [(daladpIpdclc)pipe] = dadpde = D,

tr K(dA ~1)SU? @ (dp — 1)U @ (de — 1)55}’3)) p%C} = (d4 — 1)(dp — 1)(de — 1)T3 < D. (E7)
The term I'y scales up linearly with D. As a result, the variance 62 ~ O(D).

Here, we take T3 as an example to demonstrate our results. In fact, this conclusion can easily be generalized to T}
measurement for any value of k. Following the similar thought in Appendix. F, we believe that the leading term is
also the one which has (k+ 1) pairs of the same indices, like I'y in T3 measurement. So the dominant term of variance
when measuring T}, is

(T g (LitD)) @kl
rkﬂ_(“l) tr[@(d[—kd—l)s )

i=1

~O(D/Ny ™) (E8)

2. The unbiased estimator M and its variance

In the above derivation, we consider the variance calculation when the random unitaries U = U4 ® Ug ® U are
chosen such that Uy, Up, and Ugc are elements of unitary 2-design on the corresponding Hilbert spaces. Now we
consider the variance estimation in the local strategy mentioned in Sec. III, when the subsystems A, B, and C are
composed of qubits. In this case, the random unitary twirling is performed locally on each qubit. From Eq. (12), we
can express the tripartite correlation as follows:

4
Ty = Z X(l 2)(—»1 —»2)X(1 3)(b1 b3) (1 4) H Pr(a _'i’ Ei|UA, Ug,Uc), (E9)
fi,b,c 221

where @ = (@', a?,a, a*) denotes the measurement result, being a string whose elements are n 4-bit vectors, similar

for b and & X" 2)(ﬁl, @?) is a function on @' and a2,

X(l 2) —»1 —»2 HX(l 2) 17 ,L 2”A(_2)7D[61’62]. (ElO)

We also denote X{(;Q) as the observable on 7—[}4 ® HY,

=Y X\P@,a |ata) (at . (E11)

al -‘2

(1,3) (1,4)

similar for X and X

unitary bcheme

Similar to Eq. (17), we can define the unbiased estimator based on the local random

=" Y wfer@enienmeno]. (B12)

4
1<i<j<k<I<Ny
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where
Q= (Xgl’z) ® If‘"”) ® (X§’3) ® 1}_;’“) ® (X((}A) ® 18’3)) : (E13)

is an observable on H®4. )
Following the same deduction, to calculate the variance of M, (t), we evaluate the leading term with four coincidences

(") X Eulen@en)ei® e 0] o) o) e )

., sU
=1 <J=]
<k=k'<i=l'
_ (NM)_l Etr[QQf (i) ® fu(j) ® fu (k) @ 7 (l)]
1) s0 v vy v (E14)

N\t - ~ 4 =
= () alat ook 0 8b@0khc]

Ny s 1,2 =(1,3) _ #(1,4), 7~
= ( A ) tr[CI); ) ® <I>59 ) ® <I>(C’ )(Q2)p§4BC}.
The final line is because Q acts nontrivially on the systems A;, Ao, By, B, C7 and Cy. The only difference compared

to Eq. (E3) is that both the twirling channels <i>541’2) and Q Al 2 have the tensor-product structure on qubits,

(1,2) (1, 2) (1, 2) (1,2)\2 (1,2)
17 [Q4) = ® oV (xM) = R+ 557, (E15)

€A i€A

similar for operators on B and C, and thus T'y shows

N Nag\ ! ,
Fyi= ( 4 ) tr | @+ 50 @@L + 55 Q@+ 5 )5 he

i€A jEB keC

QA=A I BI= B 9ICI-IC" i [ (par @ piy @ pe)]

)1
A'CA,B'CB,C'CC

Na\
no—|A'lg=|B’|lg—|C’|
< ( | ) > ono=14’I9=IB'l9

A'CA,B'CB,C'CC

Nar\ 7! AN (1B (1C1 oot 18/10—1c" | (NN " onis L Linninpine  (Nar\ ' an
4) 2 (|A'| ) \e)?r T =) FOEY) =)

A7 1B ¢
(E16)
Here in the second line, we expand the terms and the summation of A’ runs for all subsets of A including the null
set. For example, if A =0, tr[papc(par @ ppr @ pcr)] = tr[pp o (pp @ pcr)]. The inequality is due to the overlap
is less than 1. As a result, the term Iy is upper bounded by (Ni”)_13" = (Ni”)_lDlogz?’ ~ (Nf)_lDl'585, and the
the variance §% ~ O(D'58%),
Similarly, the leading term of variance when measuring T} scales like

. Ny \ 7 3n
r < 3~ —. E17
= () 3 g (E17)

Appendix F: Detailed statistical analysis

Here, we provide a detailed statistical analysis of the estimation of the tripartite total correlation
tr[pasc(pa ® pp ® pc)]. For simplicity, we will consider the case when dy = dg = d¢ = d. Then D := dadpdc = d°.
Recall that we construct an estimator of T3 using these variables in Eq. (17),

o= ("1) Y wQiv et si® e ). (F1)

1<i<j<k<I<Nm
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Now, we need to calculate the variance 62 of it. In the main text, we show that the core issue is to calculate the
term,

—2
glozow)] = () X B el i) e ) © 0] ulQin() e i) @ i) @ )]
i<j<k<l
i <G <k <

S,

(F2)
Based on the coincident number of the sample indices 7,4’; 7, j'; k, k’;[,I', we may classify the terms as follows,

1. No coincidence, i.e., the eight sample indices are all different. The number of their terms is

N
Neg= (M 5\ (8.
8 0/\4
We denote the sum of these terms as I's.

2. One coincidence. In this case, we further classify the terms based on the coincident index:

(a) The coincident indices are ¢ and ¢’. The number of their terms is N7(2) = (N7M) (g) We denote the sum of
these terms as ng).

(b) One of the coincident indices is 7 or . The number of their terms is

= ([ )0 )0 - () [ 0]

We denote the sum of these terms as Fgl).

(¢) None of the coincident indices is 7 or . The number of their terms is

W= (G GO LG =) 0] #6)1 = (7)) )

We denote the sum of these terms as F(70).

3. Two coincidences. In this case, we also further classify the terms based on the coincident index:

(a) The coincident indices contain both ¢ and ¢'. The number of their terms is NéQ) = (N6M ) (?) (‘21) We denote
the sum of these terms as I‘((f).

(b) The coincident indices contain either i or 9. The number of their terms is

- (6B I

We denote the sum of these terms as Fél).

(¢) The coincident indices do not contain ¢ or ¢’. The number of their terms is

= COI0 6] O - O0)-CHO-0 016

We denote the sum of these terms as I‘éo).

4. Three coincidences. In this case, we also further classify the terms based on the coincident index:

(a) The coincident indices contain both ¢ and i’. The number of their terms is N5(2) = (N5M ) (;1) (f) We denote

the sum of these terms as 1"?).

(b) The coincident indices contain either ¢ or ¢’. The number of their terms is Nél) = (NM) (g) (f) We denote

5
the sum of these terms as I‘él).
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(c) The coincident indices do not contain ¢ or ¢’. The number of their terms is N5(O) = (NM) (2) (?) We denote

5 J\2
the sum of these terms as I‘éo).

5. Four coincidences, i.e., the eight sample indices collapse to four degenerated indices. The number of their terms
is Ny = (") (%) (8). We denote the sum of these terms as T'y.

We can then expand the variance term as follows,
E {E L& (t)|UH =T+ (TP + 10+ 10) + (1 + 10 + 1) + (0 410 +1) 4100 (F3)

In what follows, we focus on the case when D > Nj; > 1, which is the case of interest. We want to show that the
term I'y owns the highest dependence of the scaling of D.

Proposition 6. When D > Ny, > 1, in the tripartite total correlation estimation task, the different variance terms
have the following dependence on the dimension D:

I's =0(1),
I =oq), 1 =r=0(),
r§ = o(@) = o(p'%), T =1 = o), (F4)

1y = o(@) = o(*?), i) =1{" = 0(1),
Iy =0(d*) =0(D).

Proof. We will study the variance terms one by one.

(]\;M> 2 (J\;M> : (i) 71F8 = Igtr[Q(PU)®4]2 = Igtr [Q®2(pU)®8]

(F5)
= Y CroiCrn G tr [p™ (Wi @ WE o W)t | (X @ X0V Wi
o1res b
x tr KXS’B) ®X§3577)) W(,BQ} tr {(X(Cl"‘) ®X(C5’8)> ch}

Here, py := UpUT. In the third equality, we assume the random unitaries form a unitary 4-design. In the fourth
equality, we use the Weingarten integral formula [69].

The value of I'g is obviously state dependent. However, when we consider the asymptotic case when d > Ny, > 1,
to analyze the scaling of I's with d, we always consider a pure tensor state p = [¢) 4, (V| ® [¥) g (Y| ® [1) o (¥|. In this
case, the values

tr [p®% (Wi @ W o Wi (F6)

are always 1. We remark that, if p is not a pure tensor state, the absolute value of this term is always smaller than 1.
From this perspective, the pure-tensor-state case will always provide an upper bound of the variance term dependence.
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If we set the state p to be a pure tensor state, then we have
Na\2 N\ L 78\ !
I's
4 8 4
= Z C. O C-  tr KX(L?) ®X(5,6)) WA} tr [(X(1,3) ® X(5,7)) WB} tr [(X(m) @ X(5,8)) Wc}
- 1,01~/ M2,02 < 7T3,03 A A o1 B B o2 C c o3

T, 72,73,
01,02,03€854

= Y w[(xPex{)walu[(x§ e xEYwE]u[(x8Y @ x5V ) wE]

01,02,03€85,

X § CW11010W2,02C7F370’3

1,72, T3 €S

3
_ { o [(XS’Z) ®Xf45’6)) W;‘l] > Cm,gl}
01€Sy

T1ESy
(d-1) ’
X®2 WA}}
| A o
{ (d + 3) oESy
(d—1)! > ’
d(d+1)(d d—+2 .
{(d+3)! @+ 1)(d"+9d+2)
(F7)
In the last equation, we have used Proposition 7. Therefore, I's ~ O(1).
Following similar methods, if we assume the state to be a pure tensor state, we can prove that
3
1 (NM)QF(z) {(d 1)! {(X (12, 13)) WA}}
2 7 o
N7( )\ 4 (d+2)! = ()
(d-1!, ’
1 ~ 0O(1
{(d+2)'3d(d+ ) 0(1)
1 [Ny 2r(1 1 NM
N(l) 4 [
7
2
) d-1)! (12,13) A d ®2 A F9
{(M;mm i) 535  lesyway *9)
(d-1!, (d—1)! 2 ’
{(d+2)!3d (d+1) (d+3)!d(d+ )(d* +9d + 2) 0o(1)

(e w{(xwwﬂ}z{ 4 i) e

€Sy

: 3d*(d+1) } { (d = d(2d —1)(d + 1)} ~ O(d) = O(D'?)

Ny r(1) 1 [Ny QF(O)
Nél) 4 6 N(O) 4 6
3
!
(12,13) A Fi1
PI(CRULE }} (F1)

: 3d2(d+ 1)} ~ 0(1)
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d—1) d—1)! , ’
{553 5 el el )
2
(d— 1)' 3d2(d—|— 1)} {EZ; 3id(2d_ 1)(d + 1)} ~ O(d2) _ O(D2/3)
1 <NM o _ L (NM>2F(0)
Aél) 4 5 Aéo) 4 5
3
d—1)! 12,1
- {(d+2§! ; [ (x5212) Wﬂ} (F13)
)

(
3
= {Ej;;)! 3d*(d + 1)} ~0(1)

N———

The term T'y has already been calculated in Eq. (E6), which is

Ty = (J\;M) T (1 + (@=1)88?) (a1s + (@~ 1)55Y) (ale + (@ = 1DSE?) pihe| ~O(D).  (F14)

In the above proofs, we have used the following results.

Proposition 7. For the observables defined on several copies of Ha,
X% = Z X?(a',a®) |a*,a?) (a',a?|,
acz?
x(12,13) _ Z X(a',a®) X (a', a®) !al,az,a3> <a1,a2,a3
a€cZ?
X®2 = Z X(a',a®) X (a®,a?) |a1,a2,a3,a4> <a1,a2,a3,a4| ,

4
a€Zy

’ (F15)

where X (a',a?) = —(—d)%*.«2. When the dimension of Ha is d, we have

> (W X?) =d(2d — 1)(d + 1),

og€Sy

> (W X021 = 3d2(d +1), (F16)
o€Ss

> (W, X®?) = d(d + 1)(d* + 9d + 2).

o€Sy

Proof. First we note that,

> (W, X?) = tr[(I + 8)X7]
g€S>
= Z d?(d?)%le )1 (a',a®| (I +5)|a",a®) (F17)

=24 +d* —d~ O(d%).
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Then we consider the term for X 1213) " Following the analysis in Ref. [36], we denote the cycle structures (conjugate
classes) of the elements o € S; using the partition numbers [&1,&a, ..., &;] where & > & > -+ > & > 0. Also, we can
classify t-dit strings a by the partition numbers Aa. For example, the partition number A(a) of a = (1,2,1) is [2 1].

After classifying the cycle structure of the elements in Sy, for a diagonal observable @ in the Hilbert space H%" A, we

have
> u(W=Q) =) Q@) Y (alWrla)= Y Qa)T(a), (F18)

TES ac’l TES a€Zl
where
k
T(a) =Y tr(Wxla)(al]) = [[(\i(a). (F19)
TES =1

The value of T'(a) only depends on the cycle structure of a, i.e., how many values in a are the same.

Furthermore, to calculate Zanfi Q(a)T(a), we first classify all the ¢-dit strings a € Z!, by their partitions Aa, and
then futher divide them by the weight of the subsystems. By counting the weight of the subsystems, we define the
“subtypes” {jx} of a given partition class A of @. The partition A and subtype j) determine the value of T'(a) = T)(q)
and Q(a) = Q(j»), respectively. We then count the number of elements a in all partition classes and subtypes, and
finally figure out the results.

To be more specific,

> Qa)T(a ZﬂZQ

a€Z} acl

= ZTA > #{0 QUK.

(Gr)€EX

(F20)

For the X (1213) case, we need to estimate Zaezg X(1213)(a)T(a). When t = 3, the partition class of Z3 determines
the subsystem weight in Z3. We classify the elements by A and list the values of Ty and X (121%) () in Table I.

Partition classes A| #{\} T\ |[Subtype jx : a'la®|a®| #{jr} (wt(a',a?),wt(a’,a®)) X213 (5y)
[111] 1x A3 1 alblc 1 x A3 (1,1) 1
[21] 3x A3 2 alalb 2 x A2 (2,1) —d
blaja 1x A3 (1,1) 1
3] 1x Ay 6 alala 1x A} (2,2) d?
TABLE 1. The classes and elements number of a for Ty and X% (j,).
Therefore,
Z tr(WﬁX(u’lB)) _ Z x(213)7(q)
mESs acZ?
) 1 (F21)
=1x1x A3+ (—d) x2x2424+1x2x A2 +d*> x 6 x A}
=3d*(d+1).

For the X®2 case, we need to estimate Zaezg X®2(a)T(a). When t = 4, the partition class of Z} determines the

subsystem weight in Z3. We classify the elements by A and list the values of T and X®2(j,) in Table II.
Therefore,

> (WX = > X®*(a)I(a
TESy acz?
=1x1IxAJ+(—d) x2x 243 + 1 x2x 4A3 +d® x 4 x A2+ 1 x4 x 2A3 + (—d) x 6 x 4A% + d* x 24 x A}

=d(d+1)(d*>+9d +2).
(F22)
O
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Partition classes A| #{\} T\ |/Subtype jx : a*a?|a®a*| #{jx} (wt(a',a?),wt(a® a*)) X®2(j))

[1111] 1x A5 1 ablcd 1x Aj (1,1) 1

[211] 6 x A% 2 aalbe 2 x A3 (2,1) —d

ablac 4 x A3 (1,1) 1

[22] 3x A3 4 aal|bb 1x A (2,2) d?

ab|ab 2 x A2 (1,1) 1

[31] 4x A3 6 aalab 4 x A2 (2,1) —d

[4] 1x A} 24 aalaa 1x A} (2,2) d?

TABLE II. The classes and elements number of a for T\ and X®2(j)). The sub-type jy is determined by the weight of
subsystems a'a? and a®a*. #{j»} denote the number of elements contained in the sub-type jx.

Appendix G: Concurrence estimation

Concurrence was first proposed as a byproduct of entanglement of formation (EF) [57], and it was proved that for
a bi-qubit system, quantum concurrence gives a lower bound for EF. After the proposal of concurrence of bi-qubit
systems, many works about how to generalize it to multipartite systems were proposed. In [58], the author defined

the quantum concurrence of n-qubit pure state ¥ € 7—[?" as

Cp (W) = 21~ "/2\/ Ztr pi, (G1)

which is a natural generalization of two-qubit concurrence, where ¢ labels (2" — 2) nontrivial subsystems and p; is
the corresponding density matrix of it. Then the quantum concurrence of multipartite mixed state can be defined as
Cn(p) = inf ), p;C,,(¥;), where the infimum is taken over all pure-state decomposition of p, just like the definition
of EF. In [76], the author proved that C,(¥) can be measured using just one factorizable observable acting on two
identical copies of W:

On(0) = /(¥ ® (VAV) @ [¥), A=4(1-P @ ---® Py). (G2)

where P” = (I; + S;)/2 is the projector that can project states in H; ® H;, to symmetric subsystem H; © H;.

1
Following this equation, if one wants to estimate Cn(¥), he just needs to prepare two identical copies of ¥ and

measure observable P;” @ --- ® Py on ¥®2. However, with the help of randomized measurements, Cy(¥) can be
measured with single copies of W.
Referring to the k-fold twirling channel acting on X € HY k.

= D Crotr(XWo)W,. (G3)

7,0ESk

Suppose X = [¢)(1)|®¥, [¢)) € Ha, one can easily prove that tr(|¢)(¥|®*W,) = 1,Vr € Sy, so that
®k —
(W) = 3 CroWWir = d+k_1,zw -,
T,0ESk
The second equal sign is because the sum of one row or one column of Weingarten matrix is constant:
> Wl (a,8) = (d—1)1/(d+k—1)! (G5)
a€ES),

where d is the dimension of random unitary and |¢) in Eq. (G4). According to Eq. (G4), one can generate the
projector PT = (I + S)/2 by two-fold twirling channel

1
2 [([) W) = Y CroWo= (S+I):§P+. (a6)
T,0ESs

Recall that virtual operations can be constructed via random evolution and data post processing. According to
Egs. (G2) and (G6), we can design an experimental protocol to measure the quantum concurrence:
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Algorithm 4 Concurrence Measurement Protocol

Input: Prepare |¥) sequentially for Ny x Nas times.
Output: Probability distribution of measurement outcomes conditioned on evolution unitary P(s5U).
1: for i =1 to Ny do

Randomly pick a unitary matrix in every unitary ensembles to construct the evolution matrix U = @7_, Us.

2
3 Operate U on ¥ to get U|W)(¥|UT.

4 for j =1 to Ny do

5: Measure U|¥)(¥|UT in the computational basis {|3)}.
6 Record the measurement results.

7 end for

8: Estimate the probabilities Pr(3,U).

9: end for

10: Do the data postprocessing given in Eq. (G7) for C, (V).

Then we have

Cp(T) = 2\/1 — 3”1[5}P(§, U)2

Proof. Substituting Born’s rule and Eq. (G6), one can prove
3HIEP(§’ U)2 = 3" tr [(‘5}<§1)®2@2®n(@®2)]

=3"tr {[@*(|s1)(51]%) @ - @ @%(|sn) (5|%)] ¥?}
=tr[(Pl®- ® P})U?
= (U(¥|PL ® - ® PL|T)[T),

so that

2, [I-3"EPEUY = 2/1 - (U[(¥[PL & - @ P2|T)| )

= V(P [(V[A[V)[¥)
= O, ().

(G7)

(G8)
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