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It is well known that when two or more quantum measurements suffer from imperfections they may
lose their incompatibility. For a quantum system of finite dimension d we study the incompatibility of
all projective measurements subjected to white noise and loss. We derive a necessary and sufficient
conditions for this set of measurements to becomes compatible in terms of their visibility p and
efficiency η.

I. INTRODUCTION

In classical physics measurements, even the most so-
phisticated ones, are ontologically superfluous. Measur-
ing a system merely reveals information on its state to
an interested observer without affecting the former. All
physical properties (results of possible measurements) are
well defined all the time, and a super-observer could
be keeping track of them while remaining unnoticed.
The situation is drastically different in quantum physics.
Here, several physical properties can not be simultane-
ously assigned to a quantum system in general. Measure-
ments revealing such properties are usually referred to as
incompatible. Then again, the ”correspondence princi-
ple” suggests that in some circumstances, e.g. due to
noise, coarse-graining, decoherence or whatnot, all mea-
surements that can be performed on a quantum system
are compatible and therefore appear ”classical”. But
what are these circumstances exactly? This is the ques-
tion that we address in this paper.

But first, let us recall the notion of joint measurability
which provides an intuitive operational criteria formaliz-
ing the dichotomy between (in)compatible sets of mea-
surement, see e.g. [1, 2] for reviews. We discuss it in the
context of quantum theory, where a set of measurements
is described by a set of positive operator valued measures
{Ma|x} (POVMs). Here, x labels the measurement input
– it chooses the measurement from the set, and a labels
its output. To a state of a quantum system, modeled by a
density operator ρ, the measurement Ma|x associates the
outcome probability distribution P(a|x) = tr ρMa|x. A
set of measurements is called jointly measurable if there
exists a parent POVM {Eλ}, such that all measurements
in the set admit a decomposition

Ma|x =
∑
λ

p(a|x, λ)Eλ, (1)

for some post-processing p(a|x, λ). Note that, without
loss of generality one can consider the post-processing to
be deterministic. In words all the measurements form-
ing a jointly measurable set are mere post-processing of
a single parent measurement. The associated physical
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properties can be superseded by the value of λ and as-
signed to the system before choosing x (upon performing
the parent measurement). If the construction of Eq. (1)
does not exist the measurement set is called not jointly
measurable, or simply incompatible. In the following we
will be interested in continuous-valued parent measure-
ment, in which case one speaks of POVM density and
replaces the sum with an integral in Eq. (1).

II. MAIN RESULT

Now that we have formalized the notion of measure-
ment compatibility, we can put our original question
in a more concrete, albeit less general, form. We will
consider finite-dimensional quantum systems, and study
the incompatibility of all projective measurements in the
circumstances where they suffer from a combination of
white noise and loss – arguably the two most common
instances of measurement imperfections. Precisely, the
set of all projector valued measures (PVMs) in dimen-
sion d is parameterized by {Ma|U = U† |a〉〈a|U}, where
|a〉 runs through the d states of the computational basis
with a = 0, . . . d − 1, and U runs through all unitaries1.
To each PVM {Ma|U} we associate its noisified version

{M̄ (η,p)
a|U }, which suffers from white noise and loss. It is a

POVM with d+ 1 outcomes given by

M̄
(η,p)
a|U =

{
ηpMa|U + η(1− p)1dd a = 0, . . . , d− 1

(1− η)1d a = ø
.

(2)
The noisified measurement can be understood as statis-
tical mixture of three measurements. With probability
ηp it acts like the ideal PVM, with probability η(1 − p)
it produces a random outcome a = 0, . . . , d−1, and with
the remaining probability 1− η it does not ”click” (these
events are labeled with an additional outcome ø ). The
two parameters are called visibility (p) and efficiency (η)
of the measurements.

We are interested in knowing for which values of (η, p)
all PVMs in a given dimension d become compatible.

1 When U runs through all unitary transformations, Ma|U =

U† |a〉〈a|U is obviously an over-parametrization of the set of all
PVMs, which is totally fine for our discussion.
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Note that, this questions has been addressed for two
specific cases: (i) for unit efficiency η = 1 in [3–5], and
(ii) for unit visibility p = 1 in [6]. In the later case all
lossy PVMs are incompatible for any value η > 0. The
following result gives a necessary and sufficient condition
for the compatibility of the set of all PVMs subject to
noise and loss.

Result. The set of all noisified PVMs M(η,p)
d contain-

ing all d-dimensional measuremnts {M̄ (η,p)
a|U } defined in

Eq. (2) for Ma|U = U† |a〉〈a|U , is jointly measurable if
and only if (η, p) ∈ JMd. Where the set JMd is closed
and its boundary ∂JMd is given by the curve

(η, p)t =

(
Td(t),

dAd(t)− Td(t)
(d− 1)Td(t)

)
. (3)

with t ∈ [0, 1] and

Ad(t) =d

min{b 1
t−1c,d−1}∑
m=0

(
d− 1

m

)
(−1)d−1−m×

((d− 1)t(m+ 1) + 1)(t(m+ 1)− 1)d−1

(m+ 1)2d
(4)

Td(t) =d

min{b 1
t−1c,d−1}∑
m=0

(
d− 1

m

)
(−1)d−1−m

(t(m+ 1)− 1)d−1

(m+ 1)
. (5)

Proof: The full proof can be found in appendix A, here
we present a sketch.

First, we observe that since the measurement assem-

blage {M̄ (η,p)
a|U }U is invariant under basis change the op-

timal parent POVM is the covariant one. That is, the
continuous-valued measurement with POVM density

Ez = d |z〉〈z| (6)

where |z〉 =
∑d−1
k=0 zk |k〉,

∫
dz |z〉〈z| = 1

d1d and dz is
the invariant (under unitary transformations) measure
on complex vectors z ∈ Cd of length |z|2 = 1.

With a fixed parent POVM, to decide if the measure-
ment assemblage is jointly measurable it remains to check
all the response functions p(a|z, U) in Eq. (1). An in-
tuitive strategy to simulate a noisified PVM in some
basis {U |0〉 , . . . , U |d− 1〉}, is to associate each POVM
element Ez to the closest state of the basis (output
k = argmaxk| 〈z|U |k〉 |), or to output the no-click out-
come if all the states are far away (maxk | 〈z|U |k〉 | < t).
It is easy to see that this strategy simulates the POVM
Na|U = U†NaU with

Na = d

∫
dzΘt

a(z) |z〉〈z| , (7)

and

Θt
k(z) =

{
1 |zk|2 ≥ max{|z0|2, . . . , |zd−1|2, t}
0 otherwise

(8)

Θt
ø (z) =

{
1 |z0|2, . . . , |zd−1|2 < t

0 otherwise
. (9)

Next, note that the expression in Eq. (7) only depends
on the modulus of the components |zk|, and is invariant
under the permutation of values |zk| as |z′k| for k, k′ 6=
a. This symmetry implies that the simulated POVM
elements are of the form

Nk = Ad(t) |k〉〈k|+Bd(t)
1d − |k〉〈k|
d− 1

N ø = (1− d(Ad(t) +Bd(t)))1d.

(10)

for some scalar functions Ad(t) and Bd(t) given by

Ad(t) +Bd(t) = trNa = d

∫
dzΘt

0(z)

Ad(t) = trNk |k〉〈k| = d

∫
dzΘt

0(z)|z0|2.
(11)

In the appendix A 1 we compute the integrals on the right
hand side and show that Ad(t) and Td(t) ≡ Ad(t)+Bd(t)
are indeed given by Eqs. (4,5). To do so we follow the
approach from [7].

It remains to put the values Ad(t) and Td(t) in cor-
respondence with the noise parameters η and p. Noting
that for an imperfect projective measurement we have

tr M̄
(η,p)
a|U = η and tr M̄

(η,p)
a|U |a〉〈a| = η(p + 1−p

d ), we con-

clude that our construction simulates the noisy PVMs

M
(η,p)
a|U for

η = Ad(t) +Bd(t) and p =
dAd(t)− Td(t)
(d− 1)Td(t)

.

To simulate measurements that are even more noisy, i.e.
η′ ≤ η, p′ ≤ p or both, one simply adds some noise and
loss to the above construction.

Finally, to prove the ”only if” direction we consider
any other set of response functions Θ̃k(z) which lead

to the same detector efficiency d
∫

Θ̃k(z)dz = η for
k = 0, . . . , d−1. Then we prove that these functions sat-

isfy
∫ ∑d−1

k=0 Θ̃k(z)|zk|2dz ≤
∫ ∑d−1

k=0 Θk(z)|zk|2dz and
thus can not beat the visibility p achieved with the above
construction. �

III. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

To illustrate the result, in Fig, 1 we plot the set JMd

of several value of d. One notes that for d ≥ 3 the set is
not convex in the (η, p) plane. This is not in contradic-

tion with the fact that if the measurement sets M(η1,p1)
d

and M(η2,p2)
d are compatible, then the set containing
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their statistical mixtures {qM̄ (η1,p1)
a|U + (1 − q)M

(η2,p2)
a|U }

is also compatible. Simply the dependence of the noisi-
fied POVM on the parameters η and p is non-linear. In

particular, qM
(η1,p1)
a|U + (1− q)M (η2,p2)

a|U = M
(η,p)
a|U with

η = qη1 + (1− q)η2

p =
qη1p1 + (1− q)η2p2

qη1 + (1− q)η2
,

(12)

and it follows from our result that (η, p) ∈ JMd if (η1, p1)
and (η2, p2) are.

Notably, the parent measurement used in the proof

to simulate the measurements sets M(η,p)
d is always the

same – the covariant POVM in dimension d. It follows,
that a simple corollary of our result is that the measure-
ment assemblage ⋃

(η,p)∈JMd

M(η,p)
d (13)

containing the noisified PVMs for different noise param-
eters is also jointly measurable.

Next, observe that the rather complicated functions in
Eqs. (4,5) become particularly simple

Ad(t) =
(
1 + (d− 1)t

)
(1− t)d−1 (14)

Td(t) = d(1− t)d−1 (15)

for large parameter values t > 1
2 where

⌊
1
t − 1

⌋
=

0. These parameters values correspond to p =
dAd(t)−Td(t)

(d−1)Td(t) = t > 1
2 and η = Td(t) = d(1 − p)d−1. We

can thus conclude that for high visibility p > 1
2 the set

of all PVMs is compatible if and only if

η ≤ d(1− p)d−1. (16)

Let us now emphasize that in a recent contribution [8],
discussing unlimited one-way steering, it was shown that
the set of all noisified POVMs in dimension d becomes
compatible if

η ≤ (1− p)d. (17)

This inequality is not necessary, and not tight with the
necessary and sufficient condition for PVMs that we just
derived. Indeed, one notices a factor d discrepancy be-
tween the bounds of Eqs. (16) and (17). We conjecture
that this is due to sub-optimality of the POVM simula-
tions strategy discussed in [8], and the main result pre-
sented here should hold for all measurements. Neverthe-
less, demonstrating a necessary and sufficient condition
for joint measurability of all POVMs is not a en easy
task, unresolved even in the simplest case of unit effi-
ciency (η = 1) and qubits (d = 2) [3].

Finally, let us briefly discuss the implication of the
result. In particular, what does measurement compati-
bility implies for the interpretation of the measurement

FIG. 1. The set JMd (shaded area) for dimensions d =
2, 3, 5, 10, 30 (from top to bottom). The set of all noisified

projective measurements (PVMs) M(η,p)
d in dimension d with

visibility p and efficiency η is incompatible if and only if the
point (η, p) is above the corresponding line (outside of the
shaded area).

data collected in an experiment. This depends on the
context and the level of assumptions about the setup.

On the one hand, consider the situation where the mea-
surement model is well calibrated, i.e. one is ready to as-
sume that the measurement is performed on a quantum
system of dimension d and is described by the POVM
of Eq. (2). In this case the level of noise and loss does
not matter in the limit of assymptotic sampling. Indeed,
as long as η, p 6= 0 their effect on the outcome proba-
bility distribution can be inverted, by ”only” paying a
statistical price.

On the other hand, in a situation where the measure-
ment apparatus is viewed as a black box, joint measura-
bility has very strong implications. In this case, the ob-
served measurement data can be perfectly explained in
terms of the local variables λ. In particular, this makes
it impossible to observe quantum phenomena such as
Einstein–Podolsky–Rosen steering and Bell nonlocality
with compatible measurements and without additional
assumptions on the measured states2, see e.g. [5] for a
more detailed discussion.

2 A notable example of such assumptions is given by network sce-
narios, see [9] for a reviewer. Here the assumption on the in-
dependence of several sources preparing the measured systems
allows one to observe nonlocal correlations with all parties per-
forming a fixed measurement (obviously compatible with itself).
In this case the explanation of the observed correlations in terms
of the variables λ conflicts with the assumed network structure
and is therefore untenable.
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It is worth noting that from the perspective of quan-
tum information processing tasks with black-box mea-
surements the necessary condition on PVM compatibility
of Eq. (16) appears rather promising. It tells us that for
an arbitrary low transmission η and a visibility p above
50% there is always some measurement incompatibility
to exploit, provided that the dimension d of the informa-

tion carrier is high enough.
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Appendix A: Extended proof

Result. The set of all noisy PVMs {M̄ (η,p)
a|U }U on Cd with Ma|U = U† |a〉〈a|U is jointly measurable if and only if

(η, p) ∈ JMd. Where the set JMd is closed and convex, and its boundary ∂JMd is given by the curve

(η, p)t =

(
Td(t),

dAd(t)− Td(t)
(d− 1)Td(t)

)
(A1)

with t ∈ [0, 1] and

Ad(t) =d

min{b 1
t−1c,d−1}∑
m=0

(
d− 1

m

)
(−1)d−1−m ((d− 1)t(m+ 1) + 1)(t(m+ 1)− 1)d−1

(m+ 1)2d
(A2)

Td(t) =d

min{b 1
t−1c,d−1}∑
m=0

(
d− 1

m

)
(−1)d−1−m (t(m+ 1)− 1)d−1

(m+ 1)
. (A3)

Proof: First, we note that for any invariant measurement assemblage, i.e. a set {Ma|x,U}x,U containing Ma|x,U =

U†Ma|xU for all U ∈ SU(d), the optimal parent POVM is the covariant one.
That, is the continuous POVM with density

Ez = d |z〉〈z| (A4)

with |z〉 =
∑d−1
k=0 zk |k〉 and

∫
dz |z〉〈z| = 1

d1d, where dz is the uniform measure on complex vectors z ∈ Cd of length

|z|2 = 1. Remark, that the covariant POVM is usually defined with the density Eψ = d |ψ〉〈ψ| where ψ runs through
all pure quantum states. Albeit the output z in Ez contains an irrelevant global phase that does not affect the POVM
element |z〉〈z| = |ψ〉〈ψ|, these definition are equivalent for the purposes of this paper.

https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/49/12/123001
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/49/12/123001
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.95.011003
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https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.98.140402
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.98.140402
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.113.160403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.190401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.190401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.044103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.044103


5

By optimality of the covariant POVM we mean here that if the assemblage {Ma|x} is jointly measurable by some
parent POVM, it is also jointly measurable by {Ez}. A formal proof of this statement can be found in Result 2 of [6]
in a more general case of optimal compression instruments. The intuition behind is however quite simple – if some
parent POVM Eλ does the job, its rotated version U†EλU does it too. Furthermore, so does the ”randomly rotated”
parent POVM – which becomes equivalent to the covariant POVM when the random unitary U is sampled from the
Haar measure on U(d).

Since the optimal parent POVM is known, to decide if an invariant measurement assemblage {M̄ (η,p)
a|U } is jointly

measurable it remains to check all the response functions p(a|z, U) in Eq. (1). We now define a particular response
function and then show that it is the optimal one.

To simulate the PVM in the basis {U |0〉 , . . . , U |d− 1〉} we use the deterministic response function

a(z, U) =

{
argmaxk| 〈z|U |k〉 |2 maxk | 〈z|U |k〉 |2 ≥ t
ø otherwise.

(A5)

The measurements resulting from the covariant parent POVM in Eq. (A4) followed by this response function a(z, U)
are

Na′|U = d

∫
dz δa′,a(z,U) |z〉〈z| . (A6)

By symmetry we have Na′|U = U†Na′|1dU and will only consider the case Na′ ≡ Na′|1d in the following. Defining the
functions

Θt
k(z) =

{
1 |zk|2 ≥ max{|z0|2, . . . , |zd−1|2, t}
0 otherwise

(A7)

for k = 0, . . . , d− 1 and

Θt
ø (z) =

{
1 t > max{|z0|2, . . . , |zd−1|2}
0 otherwise

, (A8)

one easily sees that

Na = d

∫
dz Θt

a(z) |z〉〈z| . (A9)

Let us briefly study the symmetries of this operator focusing on N0. First, we note that it is invariant under phase

transformations, that is for Uϕ =
∑d−1
k=0 e

iϕk |k〉〈k| we have

UϕN0U
†
ϕ = d

∫
dz Θt

a(z)Uϕ |z〉〈z|U†ϕ

= d

∫
dz Θt

a(z) |z′〉〈z′|

= d

∫
dz′Θt

a(z′) |z′〉〈z′|

= N0

(A10)

where we used the fact that both Θt
a(z) and the integration measure are by definition invariant under transformations

that only change the phases of the complex vector components z′k = zke
iϕk . This symmetry implies that N0 is diagonal

in the computational basis

N0 = UϕN0U
†
ϕ =

∫
dϕUϕN0U

†
ϕ =

∑
nk |k〉〈k| . (A11)

Next we note that N0 = UπN0U
†
π is invariant under unitary transformations Uπ that permute the states of the

computational basis Uπ |k〉 = |π(k)〉 but leave the state |0〉 untouched (π(0) = 0). This is again a consequence of the
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fact that the function Θt
a(z) and the integration measure are unaffected by such variable change, which can be used

analogously to Eq. (A10). This symmetry implies that

N0 = UπN0U
†
π =

1∑
π|π(0)=0

∑
π|π(0)=0

UπN0U
†
π = n |0〉〈0|+ n′

d−1∑
k=1

|k〉〈k| . (A12)

The same logic applies for all Nk, which can thus be expressed as

Nk = Ad(t) |k〉〈k|+Bd(t)
1d − |k〉〈k|
d− 1

, (A13)

where Ad(t) and Bd(t) are some scalar function. Finally, to get the remaining POVM element N ø note that the
functions Θt

a(z) for a = 0, . . . , d− 1, ø do not overlap (except on a set of measure zero) and cover the whole complex
sphere, hence

N ø = 1d −
d−1∑
k=0

Nk =
(
1− dAd(t)− dBd(t)

)
1d. (A14)

It remains to compute the values of the functions

Td(t) ≡ Ad(t) +Bd(t) = trNa = d

∫
dz Θt

0(z)

Ad(t) = trNk |k〉〈k| = d

∫
dz Θt

0(z)|z0|2.
(A15)

Performing these integrals is a little technical, and their computation is presented in a separate sectionA 1. There we
show that Ad(t) and Td(t) defined above are indeed given by Eqs. (A2, A3). Here we will continue with the proof of
the Result.

Noting that for the noisified PVM in the computational basis we have

tr M̄ (η,p)
a = η and tr M̄ (η,p)

a |a〉〈a| = η(p+
1− p
d

), (A16)

we can identify the parameters η and p with the values Td(t) = η and Ad(t) = η(p+ 1−p
d ). We can thus conclude that

our construction simulates the imperfect PVMs with

η(t) = Ad(t) +Bd(t)

p(t) =
dAd(t)− Td(t)
(d− 1)Td(t)

.
(A17)

To simulate any PVMs M̄
(η′,p′)
a that is even more noisy, i.e. η′ ≤ η, p′ ≤ p or both, one simply adds some noise and

loss to the above construction. In the (η, p)-plane the curve (η(t), p(t)) of Eq. (A17) is the boundary of the (closed)
region where all imperfect PVMs are jointly measurable with the strategy presented above.

Let us now show that outside this parameter region all imperfect PVMs are incompatible. We can show this by
proving that the response function we used is the optimal one (we already know that the choice of parent POVM is

optimal). To do so consider any other (not necessarily deterministic) response functions Θ̃k(z) which simulates the
imperfect PVM in the computational basis for detector efficiency η and visibility p̃. Such functions define a post-

processing of the parent POVM, i.e. they associate an outcome probability distribution
(

Θ̃0(z), . . . , Θ̃d−1(z), Θ̃ ø (z)
)

to each point z on the complex sphere. As such they must be positive Θ̃a(z) ≥ 0 and satisfy

d−1∑
k=0

Θ̃k(z) + Θ̃ ø (z) = 1 (A18)

for all z except a set of measure zero. By construction these response functions simulate the POVM with elements

Ña =

∫
Θ̃a(z)Ezdz = d

∫
Θ̃a(z) |z〉〈z|dz. (A19)



7

Since by assumption {Na} simulates the imperfect PVM with efficiency η we find

d

∫
Θ̃k(z)dz = tr Ñk = η for k = 0, . . . , d− 1.

d

∫
Θ̃k(z)dz = tr Ñ ø = d(1− η).

(A20)

Let us now consider the quantity
∑d−1
k=0

∫
Θ̃k(z)|zk|2dz. On the one hand it is directly related to the visibility p̃ of

the simulated mesurements

d−1∑
k=0

∫
Θ̃k(z)|zk|2dz =

d−1∑
k=0

tr Ñk |k〉〈k| = d η

(
p̃+

1− p̃
d

)
. (A21)

On the other, it satisfies

d−1∑
k=0

∫
Θ̃k(z)|zk|2dz ≤

d−1∑
k=0

∫
Θ̃k(z) max

j
|zj |2dz

=

∫ d−1∑
k=0

Θ̃k(z) max
j
|zj |2dz

=

∫ (
1− Θ̃ ø (z)

)
max
j
|zj |2dz.

(A22)

But ∫
Θ̃ ø (z) max

j
|zj |2dz ≥

∫
Θ ø (z) max

j
|zj |2, (A23)

because by construction, among all functions with area
∫

Θ̃ ø (z)dz = 1− η the function Θ ø (z) collects the vectors z
with the minimal maxj |zj |2. Therefore, we get

d η

(
p̃+

1− p̃
d

)
=

d−1∑
k=0

∫
Θ̃k(z)|zk|2dz ≤

∫
(1−Θ ø (z)) max

j
|zj |2dz = d η

(
p+

1− p
d

)
(A24)

implying that p ≥ p̃. Hence for a given efficiency η it is impossible to simulate imperfect PVMs with a visibility
p higher than achieved by deterministic response functions Θt

a(z) in Eqs. (A7,A8) (for the value of t corresponding
to η), proving the ”only if” direction. Note that here we didn’t restrict the consideration to deterministic response
functions, so this also includes any statistical mixture of simulation strategies (response functions). To see that the
set JMd is closed simply note that it contains its boundary. �

1. Solving the integrals on the complex sphere

The purpose of this appendix is to complete the proof by solving the integrals defining the functions Ad(t) and
Td(t). Recall that these integrals are

Td(t) = d

∫
dz Θt

0(z) Ad(t) = d

∫
dz Θt

0(z)|z0|2 (A25)

where

Θt
0(z) =

{
1 |z0|2 ≥ max{|z0|2, . . . , |zd−1|2, t}
0 otherwise

. (A26)

Here dz is the invariant measure on the complex d-sphere, i.e. the set of vectors z = (z0, . . . , zd−1) ∈ Cd with
unit length |z| = 1. More precisely that the measure is invariant under unitary transformations of the vectors
(corresponding to basis changes in the Hilbert space). The simplest way to express this uniform measure on the

complex sphere is by taking the flat measure Πd−1
i=0 dz′idz

′′
i on Cd , where z′i (z′′i ) is the real (imaginary) part, and
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multiplying it by a delta function δ(|z|2 − 1). Note that the flat measure is manifestly invariant under unitary
coordinate transformations, since the Jacobian is precisely given by the unitary matrix and thus has determinant of
unit modulus. Therefore, our integral over the complex sphere can be expressed as∫

dz =
(d− 1)!

(π)d

∫
Πd−1
i=0 dz′idz

′′
i δ(|z|2 − 1). (A27)

As an exercise one can verify that the normalization (d−1)!
(π)d

∫
Πd−1
i=0 dz′idz

′′
i δ(|z|2 − 1) = 1 is correct, though it will also

follow from the following calculations.
We are interested in the following quantities

Id(t|f) =

∫
dz Θt

0(z)f(|z0|2) (A28)

Using Eq. (A27) and changing the variables to zi =
√
sie

iθi , with θi ∈ [0, 2π], si ∈ [0,∞) and dz′idz
′′
i = 1

2dθidsi, we
obtain

Id(t|f) =
(d− 1)!

(π)d

∫
Πd−1
i=0 dz′idz

′′
i Θt

0(z)f(|z0|2)δ(|z|2 − 1)

=
(d− 1)!

(2π)d

∫ 2π

0

dθ0 . . . dθd−1

∫ ∞
0

ds0 . . . dsd−1Θt
0(s)f(s0)δ(

∑
i

si − 1)

= (d− 1)!

∫ ∞
0

ds0 . . . dsd−1Θt
0(s)f(s0)δ(

∑
i

si − 1)

(A29)

Here we slightly abused the notation using Θt
0(s) =

{
1 s0 ≥ max{s0, . . . , sd−1, t}
0 otherwise

. Note that Θt
0(s) is an indicator

function which verifies that s0 ≥ t and all the other coordinates are smaller si ≤ s0. Hence, it can be absorbed into
the integration boundaries to give

Id(t|f) = (d− 1)!

∫ ∞
t

ds0

∫ s0

0

ds1 . . . dsd−1f(s0)δ(
∑
i

si − 1). (A30)

Next, following [7], where similar integrals are computed, we use the integral representation of the delta function
δ(x) = 1

2π

∫∞
−∞ dξeiξx. In addition, for convenience we displace the integration contour from the real line and write

δ(x) = lim
ε→0+

1

2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dξei(ξ+iε)x. (A31)

We will now first compute the expression

I
(ε)
d (t|f) =

(d− 1)!

2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ

∫ ∞
0

ds0 . . . dsd−1Θt
0(s)f(s0)ei(ξ+iε)(

∑
i si−1), (A32)

and then take the limit Id(t|f) = limε→0+ I
(ε)
d (t|f). We have

I
(ε)
d (t|f) =

(d− 1)!

2π

∫ ∞
t

ds0 f(s0)

∫ s0

0

ds1 . . . dsd−1

∫ ∞
−∞

dξei(ξ+iε)(
∑
i si−1)

=
(d− 1)!

2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dξe−i(ξ+iε)

∫ ∞
t

ds0 f(s0)eis0(ξ+iε)

(∫ s0

0

ds1e
is1(ξ+iε)

)d−1

=
(d− 1)!

2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dξe−i(ξ+iε)

∫ ∞
t

ds0 f(s0)eis0(ξ+iε)

(
eis0(ξ+iε) − 1

i(ξ + iε)

)d−1

=
(d− 1)!

2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ
e−i(ξ+iε)

(i(ξ + iε))d−1

∫ ∞
t

ds0 f(s0)eis0(ξ+iε)
(
eis0(ξ+iε) − 1

)d−1

=
(d− 1)!

2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ
e−i(ξ+iε)

(i(ξ + iε))d−1

d−1∑
m=0

(
d− 1

m

)
(−1)d−1−m

∫ ∞
t

ds f(s)eis(m+1)(ξ+iε).

(A33)

Below we compute this expression for the two cases of interest, f0(s) = 1 and f1(s) = s, using Cauchy’s residue theorem.
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a. Zero’s moment Let us start with the zero’s moment f0(s) = 1. We have

∫ ∞
t

ds f0(s)eis(m+1)(ξ+iε) =

[
eis(m+1)(ξ+iε)

i(ξ + iε)(m+ 1)

]∞
t

= − eit(m+1)(ξ+iε)

i(ξ + iε)(m+ 1)
. (A34)

It remains to perform the integration with respect to dξ, omitting the combinatorial factors one finds

1

2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ
e−i(ξ+iε)

(i(ξ + iε))d−1

eit(m+1)(ξ+iε)

i(ξ + iε)(m+ 1)
=

1

2π(m+ 1)

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ
ei(t(m+1)−1)(ξ+iε)

(i(ξ + iε))d
. (A35)

To take the integral we close the contour by adding a half-circle at infinity and use Cauchy’s residue theorem.
Depending on the sign of t(m+ 1)− 1 the contour is closed differently.

For g = t(m+ 1)− 1 > 0 the contour is closed with a positive imaginary part, that is ξ = Reiθ with θ ∈ [0, π] and

sin(θ) ≥ 0. Then R
∣∣∣ eigξξd ∣∣∣ = R e−gR sin(θ)

Rd
→ 0 for R → ∞. The function ei(x(m+1)−1)(ξ+iε)

(i(ξ+iε))d
has no singularities in the

complex half-plane with positive imaginary part. The integral is thus zero.

In contrast, for g = t(m + 1) − 1 < 0 the contour is closed with a negative imaginary part, that is ξ = Reiθ with

θ ∈ [−π, 0] and sin(θ) ≤ 0. Such that R
∣∣∣ eigξξd ∣∣∣ = R egR sin(θ)

Rd
→ 0 for R → ∞. The function ei(x(m+1)−1)(ξ+iε)

(i(ξ+iε))d
has a

singularity in the complex half-plane with negative imaginary part at ξ = −iε. The integral is then computed with
the residue theorem (the contour is negatively oriented) to give

−1

2π(m+ 1)

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ
ei(t(m+1)−1)(ξ+iε)

(i(ξ + iε))d
=

1

2π(m+ 1)

2πi

(d− 1)!
lim
ξ→−iε

dd−1

dξd−1

ei(t(m+1)−1)(ξ+iε)

id

=
1

2π(m+ 1)

2πi

(d− 1)!

(i(t(m+ 1)− 1))d−1

id

=
(t(m+ 1)− 1)d−1

(m+ 1)(d− 1)!
.

(A36)

Now note that the condition t(m+1)−1 < 0 is always fulfilled for m = 0 (since we only care of t < 1). Furthermore,
it can be expressed as m < 1

t − 1. The sum over integer m thus runs until m =
⌊

1
t − 1

⌋
, and we find

Id(t|f0) =

min{b 1
t−1c,d−1}∑
m=0

(
d− 1

m

)
(−1)d−1−m (t(m+ 1)− 1)d−1

(m+ 1)
, (A37)

which proves Eq. (A3). A particularly simple situation is t = 0, where the sum runs through all terms and one finds

Id(0|f0) =

d−1∑
m=0

(
d− 1

m

)
(−1)d−1−m (−1)d−1

(m+ 1)
=

1

d

d−1∑
m=0

(
d

m+ 1

)
(−1)m =

1− (1− 1)d

d
=

1

d
. (A38)

Which is the probability that |z0|2 is bigger that all the other components. It also verifies that the normalization of
the measure was correct.

b. First moment We now compute Id(0|f1) for the first moment f1(s) = s. Define

Km(ξ + iε, t) =

∫ ∞
t

ds f1(s)eis(m+1)(ξ+iε)

=

[
eis(m+1)(ξ+iε)(is(m+ 1)(ξ + iε)− 1)

(i(ξ + iε)(m+ 1))2

]∞
t

= −e
it(m+1)(ξ+iε)(it(m+ 1)(ξ + iε)− 1)

(i(ξ + iε)(m+ 1))2

(A39)
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Using Cauchy’s residue theorem in the same fashion as above we find for t(m+ 1)− 1 < 0

1

2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ
e−i(ξ+iε)

(i(ξ + iε))d−1
Km(ξ + iε, t) =

i

(m+ 1)2d!
lim
ξ→−iε

dd

dξd
ei(t(m+1)−1)(ξ+iε)(it(m+ 1)(ξ + iε)− 1)

id+1

=
i

(m+ 1)2d!

dit(m+ 1)(i(t(m+ 1)− 1))d−1 − (i(t(m+ 1)− 1))d

id+1

=
((d− 1)t(m+ 1) + 1)(t(m+ 1)− 1)d−1

(m+ 1)2d!
.

(A40)

Plugging this expression in the sum of Eq. (A33) gives

Id(0|f1) =

min{b 1
t−1c,d−1}∑
m=0

(
d− 1

m

)
(−1)d−1−m ((d− 1)t(m+ 1) + 1)(t(m+ 1)− 1)d−1

(m+ 1)2d
, (A41)

proving Eq. (A2). As before the case of t = 0 is particularly simple and yields

Id(0|f1) =

d−1∑
m=0

(
d− 1

m

)
(−1)d−1−m (−1)d−1

(m+ 1)2d
=

1

d2

d−1∑
m=0

(
d

m+ 1

)
(−1)m

m+ 1

= − 1

d2

d∑
m=1

(
d

m

)
(−1)m

m
=
Hd

d2
,

(A42)

where Hd =
∑d
k=1

1
k is the harmonic number. To obtain the last equality consider the following integral equal to the

harmonic number ∫ 1

0

1− td

1− t
dt =

∫ 1

0

(1− t)
∑d−1
k=0 t

k

1− t
dt =

∫ 1

0

d−1∑
k=0

tkdt =

d−1∑
m=0

1

k + 1
= Hd. (A43)

By performing a variable change t = 1 − s we see that it is also equal to the expression appearing before the last
equality in Eq. (A42).∫ 1

0

1− td

1− t
dt =

∫ 1

0

1− (1− s)d

s
ds =

∫ 1

0

1

s

(
1−

d∑
m=0

(
d

m

)
(−s)m

)
ds = −

∫ 1

0

1

s

d∑
m=1

(
d

m

)
(−s)mds

= −
d∑

m=1

(−1)m
(
d

m

)∫ 1

0

sm−1ds = −
d∑

m=1

(
d

m

)
(−1)m

m
.

(A44)
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