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Estimation of Pure States Using Three Measurement Bases
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We introduce a method to estimate unknown pure d-dimensional quantum states using the probability
distributions associated with only three measurement bases. The measurement results of 2d projectors are
used to generate a set of 2d−1 states, the value of the likelihood function of which is evaluated using the
measurement results of the remaining d projectors. The state with the highest value of the likelihood func-
tion is the estimate of the unknown state. The method estimates all pure states except for a null-measure
set, which can be overcome by adapting two bases. The viability of the protocol is experimentally demon-
strated using two different and complementary high-dimensional quantum information platforms. First, by
exploring the photonic path-encoding strategy, we validate the method on a single eight-dimensional quan-
tum system. Then, we resort to the five-superconducting-qubit IBM quantum processor to demonstrate the
high performance of the method in the multipartite scenario.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Initially, quantum tomography was motivated by the
concept of the quantum state. If a set of probabilities,
which is obtained from several different experiments,
uniquely characterizes a quantum state, then these prob-
abilities are also a description of the properties of the
system. In this case, the quantum state is a convenient
mathematical object that summarizes our knowledge about
a system in a very concise way but it is not necessar-
ily fundamental. This has led to the design of several
tomographic methods. These require the acquisition of
information by means of measurements [1,2] and its sub-
sequent postprocessing [3–6]. For a single d-dimensional
quantum system, the minimal total number of measure-
ment outcomes required to estimate an unknown state
is d2. Various estimation methods employ a number of
measurement outcomes that is equal to or very simi-
lar to d2. Symmetric informationally complete positive
operator-valued measures (SIC-POVMs) [7–14] are gen-
eralized measurements that allow for the estimation of
quantum states with exactly d2 measurement outcomes.
Mutually unbiased bases (MUBs) [15–21] estimate quan-
tum states with d2 + d measurement outcomes. The exis-
tence of SIC-POVMs and MUBs has been proven in
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restricted sets of dimensions. For this reason, alterna-
tive schemes have been proposed [22–27], which require
in the order of d2 measurement outcomes. In the case
of a multipartite system formed by n d-dimensional
systems, the total number of measurement outcomes
becomes d2n.

In recent decades, however, interest in quantum tomog-
raphy has shifted from the fundamental to the applied.
This is mainly due to the advent of complex quantum
devices that exploit the properties of quantum systems
to implement information-processing tasks that would
be impossible in a reality governed only by classical
physics; for example, computing capabilities exponentially
faster than any classical machine [28], secure commu-
nications via quantum key distribution [29], and metrol-
ogy beyond the classical limit [30]. The estimation of
high-dimensional multipartite quantum states via quan-
tum tomography has become the standard procedure to
characterize the performance of complex quantum devices
and processes. In this context, the total number of mea-
surement results grows exponentially with the number
of parties, which increases the experimental complex-
ity of the data-acquisition process, as well as the com-
putational cost of the optimization problem associated
with subsequent data processing. Thereby, the estimation
of unknown quantum states of high dimension and the
assessment of quantum processes and devices has proven
to be a remarkably difficult task from the experimental
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[31–34] and theoretical [35–37] points of view. Thus, the
design of better tomographic methods is a contemporary
problem.

In order to make the problem of estimating unknown
high-dimensional states tractable, the use of a priori
information has been considered. Thereby, the estimation
focuses on a restricted set of states, which allows reduc-
tion of the number of measurements [38–41]. Recently, it
has been shown [42] that a set of four fixed observables
is sufficient to estimate pure quantum states up to a sta-
tistically unlikely null-measure set. This set is formed by
pure states that, in the canonical basis, have two or more
nonconsecutive vanishing coefficients. The addition of a
fifth observable, which is diagonal in the canonical basis,
helps to determine whether or not a given state belongs to
this null-measure set. If this is the case, then the remaining
four observables can be adapted to a lower-dimensional
subspace. This result is independent of the underlying
dimension of the Hilbert space for d > 4. In this way,
any pure quantum state can be estimated with a total of
5d projective measurements (PMs), at most. This esti-
mation procedure involves a simple postprocessing stage
and allows the purity assumption to be certified directly
from the measurement results. Recently, it has been shown
[43] that adaptivity it is not necessary. Five fixed observ-
ables estimate all pure quantum states in any dimension,
at the expense of a more convoluted construction of the
observables and a much more complex postprocessing
stage.

Here, we study the estimation of pure quantum states
by means of three fixed observables only, that is, with a
total of 3d PMs. In particular, we show that 2d PMs gen-
erate a finite set Ad of 2d−1 pure states. Half of the rank-1
projectors come from an observable, while the remaining
rank-1 projectors correspond to half of the projectors of
each of the remaining two observables. The estimate for
the unknown state is given by the state in Ad with the
highest value of the likelihood function, which is eval-
uated using the measurement results of the remaining d
rank-1 PMs. Thus, the costly procedure of optimizing the
likelihood function in the complete d-dimensional Hilbert
space is reduced to evaluation of the likelihood function in
the finite set Ad. The method presented here estimates all
pure quantum states except for a null-measure set, which
is formed by pure states with consecutive vanishing ampli-
tudes and, according to numerical experiments, pure states
with equal amplitudes. This class of states can be detected
through the measurements on one base, which allows us
to adapt the two resting bases and obtain an estimate. Our
numerical experiments do not allow us to rule out the exis-
tence of other states that cannot be estimated. Thereby,
our method estimates via measurements in three bases,
evaluation of the likelihood function, and adaptivity, all
pure states with the possible exception of a null-measure
set.

Our result is related to a finite-dimensional generaliza-
tion of the Pauli problem [44]: what is the minimum set
of observables that uniquely characterizes a pure state of a
quantum system? In the particular case of a spin-s system,
it has been shown that measurements of the components
of a spin state along two infinitesimally close directions
in space (by means of a Stern-Gerlach experiment, for
instance) are compatible with 2d−1 spin states [45], where
the dimension is d = 2s + 1. These states can be exhib-
ited explicitly. However, it is necessary that the unknown
state does not have zero amplitudes along the measurement
directions. It turns out that the expectation value of one
additional well-defined operator is enough to single out
the actual pure state of the system. This procedure guar-
antees that the uniqueness of the state is compatible with
the measurement. However, it is not constructive [46], that
is, it does not provide an explicit determination. In this
context, our result corresponds to a constructive procedure
that uniquely determines pure states of a d-dimensional
quantum system.

We also consider the role of finite statistics effects
and show that for moderate ensemble sizes, the present
estimation method provides results with an accuracy com-
parable to that achieved by the five-bases-based pure-state
quantum tomographic method.

We demonstrate the experimental feasibility of our
estimation method by employing two different and com-
plementary high-dimensional quantum information plat-
forms. First, we estimate the state of an eight-dimensional
quantum system that is encoded in the linear trans-
verse momentum of single photons transmitted through
difractive apertures generated by spatial light modulators
[47–50]. This platform can attain high fidelities for the
preparation and measurement of high-dimensional quan-
tum states [51] and therefore its use allows us to prop-
erly address the performance of methods for quantum
state reconstruction in higher dimensions. In this case, we
achieve a high fidelity of 98.5% between the reconstructed
state and the prepared one. Then, we study the method in a
multipartite scenario and apply it to estimate a two-qubit
state generated on the IBM Quantum Experience five-
qubit superconducting quantum processor IBMQ-OURENSE.
In this case, we are also able to achieve a high fidelity
of 96.5%. These results highlight the versatility and high
performance of the protocol, indicating that it can be a
valuable tool, supporting the development of future quan-
tum technologies dealing with more complex quantum
systems [52].

II. REVIEW OF THE FIVE-BASES-BASED
PURE-STATE ESTIMATION METHOD

The five-bases-based pure-state quantum tomographic
method (5BB-QT) [42] employs PMs onto the canonical
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basis B0 = {|i〉} (with i = 0, . . . , d − 1) and the bases

B1 =
{
|ϕν±〉1 = 1√

2
(|2ν〉 ± |2ν + 1〉)

}
,

B2 =
{
|ϕ̃ν±〉2 = 1√

2
(|2ν〉 ± i|2ν + 1〉)

}
,

B3 =
{
|ϕν±〉3 = 1√

2
(|2ν + 1〉 ± |2ν + 2〉)

}
,

B4 =
{
|ϕ̃ν±〉4 = 1√

2
(|2ν + 1〉 ± i|2ν + 2〉)

}
,

(1)

where ν ∈ [0, (d − 2)/2]. Operations with labels are car-
ried out modulo d. In the case of odd dimensions, the
integer part of (d − 2)/2 is considered and every basis
is completed with the state |d〉. The 5BB-QT method
estimates almost any pure state |ψ〉 = ∑d−1

k=0 ck|k〉 in any
dimension d using the set of probability distributions gen-
erated by projections on the bases Bi (with i = 1, . . . , 4).
The states that cannot be estimated have at least two non-
consecutive vanishing coefficients. In this case, the system
of equations to be solved has infinite solutions. In order to
avoid this problem, a fifth basis, the canonical one, is intro-
duced. This is the first basis to be measured and its only
purpose is to detect the states that cannot be estimated.
If this is the case, the method is adapted by reducing the
effective dimension of the estimated state and the bases.

We define p (k)± with k even (odd) as p (k)± = |〈ϕk
±|ψ〉|2

with |ϕk
±〉 in basis B1 (B3) and p̃ (k)± with k even (odd)

as p̃ (k)± = |〈ϕ̃k
±|ψ〉|2 with |ϕ̃k

±〉 in basis B2 (B4). These
quantities correspond to transition probabilities from the
unknown state toward the states in the bases Bi and
can be experimentally measured. In order to estimate the
unknown pure state, the 5BB-QT method employs the set
of d equations

2ckc∗
k+1 = �k, (2)

with

�k = (p (k)+ − p (k)− )+ i(p̃ (k)+ − p̃ (k)− ), (3)

for k = 0, . . . , d − 1. This set of equations can be itera-
tively solved for the complex probability amplitudes ck
that characterize the unknown state.

III. THE THREE-BASES-BASED
PURE-STATE-ESTIMATION METHOD

We can modify the bases (1) in the following way:

B1 = {|ϕν±〉1 = a|2ν〉 ± b|2ν + 1〉} ,

B2 = {|ϕ̃ν±〉2 = a|2ν〉 ± ib|2ν + 1〉} ,

B3 = {|ϕν±〉3 = a|2ν + 1〉 ± b|2ν + 2〉} , (4)

B4 = {|ϕ̃ν±〉4 = a|2ν + 1〉 ± ib|2ν + 2〉} ,

with |a|2 + |b|2 = 1. In this case, Eq. (2) is still valid.
Equation (3) becomes

�k = (p (k)+ − p (k)− )+ i(p̃ (k)+ − p̃ (k)− )

ab
. (5)

Using this set of equations, we can estimate pure states.
The quantities �k entering into Eq. (5) can be cast in the
form

�k =
(

p (k)+ − |ack|2 − |bck+1|2
ab

)

+ i
(

p̃ (k)+ − |ack|2 − |bck+1|2
ab

)
, (6)

which is now a function of the probabilities |ck|2 and
|ck+1|2. These are obtained from the measurement on the
canonical basis B0. Equation (6) shows that we only need
half the projectors of each basis, plus the values obtained
from the canonical basis, to unambiguously estimate the
unknown quantum state. The other half of the projectors
are redundant because they deliver the same information.

The real, Re(�k), and imaginary, Im(�k), parts of �k
are not independent. According to Eq. (2), they are related
through the constraint

Im(�k)
2 = 4|ckck+1|2 − Re(�k)

2, (7)

where the right-hand side is determined by transition prob-
abilities toward the states in B0 and B1 (k even) or B3
(k odd). Therefore, Eq. (7) allows us to determine the
value of �k up to a sign without employing the transi-
tion probabilities toward the states in the bases B2 and B4,
that is,

�k,± = Re(�k)± i|Im(�k)|. (8)

All possible sign combinations in the d coefficients �k
lead to 2d−1 different sets Aj = {�̃0, �̃1, . . . , �̃d−2}, with
�̃k = �k,+ or �̃k = �k,−. Note that�d−1 is not used, since
we have assumed that c0 is a real positive number. If we
solve Eq. (2) for each Aj , we obtain a set Ad = {|ψ̃(k)〉} of
2d−1 states (k = 1, . . . , 2d−1). All states in this set are char-
acterized by the same set {|1〈ϕν+|ψ〉|2, |3〈ϕν+|ψ〉|2, |〈i|ψ〉|2}
of transition probabilities. Thereby, each state in Ad can be
chosen as an estimate of the unknown state |ψ〉.

In order to resolve the ambiguities in the estimation pro-
cess, the transition probabilities toward states in bases B2
and B4 can be measured. Instead, we propose to replace the
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bases B1 and B3 by the following modified versions:

B′
1 = {|ϕν+〉1 = a|2ν〉 + b|2ν + 1〉, |ϕj 〉1

}
,

B′
3 = {|ϕν+〉3 = a|2ν + 1〉 + b|2ν + 2〉), |ϕj 〉3

}
.

(9)

In these new bases, we keep half of the bases that allow us
to calculate the real part Re(�k) and add d/2 states |ϕj 〉 to
complete the bases. A possible choice for the bases is

B′
1 =

{
|ϕν+〉1 = 1√

2
(|2ν〉 + |2ν + 1〉), |ϕj 〉1

}
,

B′
3 =

{
|ϕν+〉3 = 1√

2
(|2ν + 1〉 + |2ν + 2〉), |ϕj 〉3

}
,

(10)

with the states |ϕj 〉1 and |ϕj 〉3 being

|ϕj 〉1 = 1√
2

1∑
m=0

(d−2)/2∑
n=0

(−1)mFjn|2n + m〉, (11)

|ϕj 〉3 = 1√
2

1∑
m=0

(d−2)/2∑
n=0

(−1)mFjn|2n + m + 1〉, (12)

where Fjk is the transformation

Fjk = 1√
d/2

ei[2π jk/(d/2)+φk]. (13)

The phases φk are chosen in such a way that the vec-
tors |ϕj 〉 provide information about the imaginary parts
Im(�k).

In order to select one of the states in Ad as the estimate
|ψ̃〉 of |ψ〉, we resort to maximum-likelihood estima-
tion (MLE), which is a well-known statistical-inference
method. MLE is aimed at estimating unknown parameters
of a population from observed data [53,54]. The underlying
idea is to choose as estimator the maximizer of the prob-
ability of obtaining the observed data. Originally, MLE
was introduced in the estimation of quantum states [3] due
to the fact that the inferred probabilities are affected by
errors such as, for instance, finite statistics and experimen-
tal errors, which lead to unphysical states. MLE allows us
to obtain physically acceptable quantum states.

A quantum system that undergoes a measurement pro-
cess described by a positive operator-valued measure
(POVM), which is described by the set {Ei} (i = 1, . . . , n)
of positive semidefinite operators, has a likelihood func-
tion L(ρ) given by

L(ρ) =
( N !
	n

j =1nj

) n∏
i=1

Tr(ρEi)
ni , (14)

where ni is number of times that an outcome associated
with operator Ei is experimentally registered and N =

∑n
i=1 ni. If the quantum state prior to the measurement is

ρ, then L(ρ) is the total joint probability of registering data
{ni}. MLE is formulated as the optimization problem

Arg
[

max
ρ

L(ρ)
]
, such that Tr(ρ) = 1 and ρ > 0. (15)

In our case, the POVM describing our estimation method
is given by a set {Ei,j } of 3d projectors onto the bases i =
0, 1, 3 with j = 0, . . . , d − 1. Since measurements on the
bases are independent, the likelihood function L(ρ) factor-
izes as L0(ρ)L1(ρ)L3(ρ) (up to a proportionality constant),
where

L0(ρ) =
d−1∏
i=0

Tr(ρ|i〉〈i|)n0,i (16)

and

Li(ρ) = Li+(ρ)
∏

j

Tr(ρ|ϕj 〉i〈ϕj |)ni,j , (17)

with

Li+(ρ) =
∏
ν

Tr(ρ|ϕν+〉i〈ϕν+|)ni,ν , (18)

for i = 1, 3, and the optimization problem is now solved in
the set of pure states.

Much of the problem posed by the optimization of the
likelihood function is already solved. The full set of states
that are compatible with the measurement results of the
projections onto states {|i〉, |ϕν+〉1, |ϕν+〉3} is Ad. Further-
more, the functions L0(ρ), L1+(ρ) and L3+(ρ) are con-
stants in Ad. Thereby, MLE reduces to the problem of
optimizing

|ψ̃〉 = Arg
(

max
|ψ〉∈Ad

Lred(|ψ〉〈ψ |)
)

(19)

on the discrete set Ad, where we have a reduced likelihood
function Lred(|ψ〉〈ψ |) given by

Lred(|ψ〉〈ψ |) =
∏
i=1,3

∏
j

|〈ψ |ϕj 〉i|2ni,j . (20)

Thus, we need to find the maximum value of Lred(|ψ〉〈ψ |)
in the discrete set Ad, which can be done by evaluating
Lred(|ψ〉〈ψ |) on each state in Ad.

As in the case of the 5BB-QT method, the three-bases-
based pure-state quantum tomographic (3BB-QT) method
also requires us to adapt the bases B′

1 and B′
3 in cer-

tain cases; in particular, when the unknown state has two
or more nonconsecutive vanishing coefficients. These are
detected by the measurements carried out on the canonical
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basis, in which case B′
1 and B′

3 are adapted to estimate an
unknown state belonging to a known lower-dimensional
subspace. A similar situation arises due to the use of the
likelihood function. There exist states |ψ〉 with estimates
|ψ̃(k)〉 that have the same value of the reduced likeli-
hood Lred. An extreme example for a = b = 1/

√
2 is the

state |ψ〉 = (1/
√

d)
∑d

i=1 |i〉. In this case, all states |ψ̃(k)〉
have the same reduced likelihood. Another example is
the state |ψ〉 = (1/2)(|1〉 + i|1〉 + |1〉 + i|1〉). This leads
to two sets of states |ψ̃(k)〉: each set contains states with
the same reduced likelihood. From the results of several
numerical experiments, we conjecture that the states with
at least two pairs of equal probability amplitudes lead to
states |ψ̃(k)〉 with the same value of the reduced likelihood.
This is a null-measure set. This problem can be mitigated
to a great extent by noting that the bases in Eq. (10) are
one of many possible choices. The coefficients a and b and
the states |ϕj 〉1 and |ϕj 〉2 can be chosen at random. Thus,
when the measurement on the canonical basis reveal two
or more pairs of equal transition probabilities, coefficients
a and b and states |ϕj 〉1 and |ϕj 〉3 are chosen at random and
orthogonalized via the Gramm-Schmidt orthogonalization
procedure, which generates new bases B′

1 and B′
3 such

that the states |ψ̃(k)〉 have different values of the reduced
likelihood.

Measurement on a fixed set of bases {B0,B′
1,B′

3}
together with MLE allows us to estimate most d-
dimensional pure states. There are, however, states that
cannot be estimated. This is an indication that the bases
B0,B′

1 and B′
3 do not univocally characterize all pure

states, that is, they are not informationally complete. It
has been shown that informational completeness at the
level of d-dimensional pure states can be achieved with
a single POVM composed of 2d elements of nonunitary
rank [55]. In the rank-1 case, the POVM is composed of
no less than 3d − 2 elements. In the case of orthonormal
measurement bases [56], three bases are required to dis-
tinguish all pure states in a 2-dimensional Hilbert space.
For d = 3 and d ≥ 5, four measurement bases are required.
For d = 4, the necessary number of bases is three or four.
Thus, for d = 3 and d ≥ 5, the use of three bases in our
approach leads to a lack of informational completeness,
which is consistent with our current results. A fixed set of
three bases B = {B0,B′

1,B′
3} together with MLE is infor-

mationally complete within a subset SB of states of the
d-dimensional Hilbert space. When measurements in the
canonical base B0 detect a state |ψ〉 that cannot be esti-
mated, that is, |ψ〉 does not belong to SB, then bases B′

1

and B′
3 are updated to a new set of bases B̃ such that the

new subset SB̃ contains the state |ψ〉.

IV. ACCURACY OF THE 3BB-QT METHOD

In order to test the estimation accuracy achieved
by the 3BB-QT method, we conduct several numerical

experiments. As a figure of merit for the accuracy of the
estimation process, we employ the infidelity I(|ψ〉, |ψ̃〉)
between the unknown state and its estimate. This is defined
by

I(|ψ〉, |ψ̃〉) = 1 − |〈ψ̃ |ψ〉|2. (21)

For infinitesimally close states, the infidelity agrees with
the Bures metric [57]. In addition, the inverse of the infi-
delity can be identified with the sample size required to
reach a prescribed accuracy [58]. These two important
properties of the infidelity motivate its use. However, it has
been shown that states with a small infidelity might lead to
very different physical properties [59–61]. Consequently,
other accuracy metrics have also been explored, such as,
for instance, weighted mean-square error.

We generate a set 
d = {|ψj 〉} of m = 105 unknown
pure states, which are identically, uniformly, and indepen-
dently distributed. The transition probabilities toward the
states of each basis are obtained by projecting each mem-
ber of an ensemble of N identically prepared copies of
the unknown state. The transition probabilities are then
estimated as

|〈ψj |ϕ〉|2 ≈ nϕ
N

, (22)

where |ϕ〉 is an element of one of the three bases, nϕ is the
number of outcomes in the direction of the state |ϕ〉, and
N is the sum of the outcomes of all projections onto the
elements of the basis. A total ensemble size of 3N is then
employed as a resource to obtain an estimate |ψ̃〉.

Due to the inherent randomness of the measurement pro-
cess, the estimation of each state |ψj 〉 is simulated n = 102

times. This leads to n different estimates |ψ̃(i)
j 〉 (with i =

1, . . . , 20). Thereafter, we average the infidelity over the n
estimates, that is,

I(|ψj 〉) = n−1
n∑

i=1

I(|ψj 〉, |ψ̃(i)
j 〉). (23)

Finally, we calculate the mean of I(|ψj 〉) in the set of
unknown states, that is,

Ī = m−1
m∑

j =1

I(|ψj 〉). (24)

In all numerical simulations, the bases B′
1 and B′

3 are fixed
for all states in 
d.

Figure 1 displays, on a logarithmic scale for both axes,
the mean and median of I(|ψj 〉) as a function of the
total ensemble size 3N used in the estimation process for
a single quantum system with dimension d = 4 and for
four randomly chosen unknown states in 
4 (from top
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to bottom) according to a Haar-uniform distribution. The
left-hand column compares the mean infidelity generated
by the 3BB-QT method (solid red dots) and the IC5BB-
QT method [62] (solid blue squares), a variation of the
5BB-QT method that achieves a higher accuracy. For the
state in the first row of Fig. 1, we see that the two methods
generate almost indistinguishable results. The largest dif-
ference in the estimation accuracy is depicted in the third
row of Fig. 1, where the IC5BB-QT method delivers an
estimation accuracy that is almost one order of magni-
tude better than the one generated by the 3BB-QT method.
The two resting states, shown in the second and fourth
rows in Fig. 1, exhibit a small difference in the estimation

FIG. 1. The left (right) column shows, on a logarithmic scale
for both axes, the mean (median) infidelity I(|ψj 〉) as a func-
tion of the total ensemble size 3N obtained via the IC5BB-QT
(solid blue squares) and 3BB-QT (solid red dots) methods for
four randomly chosen states in d = 4. Shaded areas represent the
corresponding interquartile range.

accuracies for the two methods. Similar behavior is exhib-
ited by the median of the infidelity, which is depicted in
the right-hand column in Fig. 1. Furthermore, the mean
and median of I(|ψj 〉) reach very close values in the case
of both methods. This is an indication that neither method
exhibits outliers in the infidelity distributions.

Figures 2(a) and 2(b) show the mean and median,
respectively, of I(|ψj 〉) on 
d generated by the 3BB-QT
method as a function of the total ensemble size 3N for
d = 4, d = 8, and d = 12, from bottom to top. A compar-
ison between the two figures reveals a median infidelity
located below the mean infidelity for all values of ensem-
ble size and dimension. In particular, the mean infidelity
appears to be located at the upper border of the interquar-
tile range. The gap between the median and mean infidelity
seems to decrease with an increase of the dimension and to
increase with an increase of the ensemble size. The exis-
tence of this noticeable gap between the median and the
mean infidelity highlights the existence of states that are
estimated with a low accuracy with respect to the value of
the median.

The 3BB-QT method generates a set 
f of estimates
that have a set Aj with signs of the imaginary parts of
�k that disagree with the unknown state. The states in 
f
are characterized by an estimation accuracy lower than the
mean of I(|ψj 〉) in 
d. Figure 3(a) shows the fraction of
estimates in 
f with respect to a sample of 105 unknown
states as a function of the total ensemble size in dimen-
sion d = 4, d = 8, and d = 12. As the figure indicates,
higher dimensions exhibit larger fractions. This can be as
large as 0.45 for d = 12, that is, almost 45% of all esti-
mates are in 
f . Also, the fraction is the largest for small
ensemble sizes and rapidly decreases as the ensemble size
increases. The average estimation accuracy of estimates in

f is illustrated in Fig. 3(b), where the mean of the infi-
delity I(|ψj 〉) calculated on the states in the fraction is
depicted as a function of the ensemble size in dimension
d = 4, d = 8, and d = 12. This set of estimates exhibits a
mean that is one order of magnitude higher than the mean
of the infidelity on 
d. Figure 3(b) also shows the mean
of the infidelity I(|ψj 〉) on the complement of 
f . This
is below the mean infidelity depicted in Fig. 2 for small
ensemble sizes. As the ensemble size increases, the mean
infidelity I(|ψj 〉) on the complement of 
f becomes very
close to the mean infidelity on 
.

V. EXPERIMENTAL DEMONSTRATION VIA
SINGLE-PHOTON PATH-ENCODED QUDITS

To experimentally test the method described in this
work, we generate, via the experimental setup illustrated
in Fig. 4, an eight-dimensional qudit state encoded into the
linear transverse momentum of single photons transmitted
by diffractive apertures [47–49]. In this case, the dimen-
sion of the qudit state is determined by the number of paths
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(a) (b)

FIG. 2. The (a) mean (solid dots) and (b) median (solid stars) of I(|ψj 〉) on
d obtained via the 3BB-QT method as a function of the
total ensemble size 3N (on a logarithmic scale for both axes) for dimensions d = 4 (purple), d = 8 (yellow), and d = 12 (blue), from
bottom to top, respectively. The shaded areas represent the corresponding interquartile ranges.

available for the photon transmission over the aperture,
which are typically addressed into spatial light modulators
(SLMs) [50,63–66]. Here, we define a multislit aperture in
the used SLMs with eight parallel slits. Then, the state of
the transmitted photons is given by [50]

|ψ〉 = 1√
N

l= 7
2∑

l=− 7
2

√
tleiφl |l〉, (25)

where |l〉 represents the state of the photon transmitted
by the lth slit, N is a normalization constant, and tl and
φl are the transmissivity and the relative phase of slit l,
respectively.

The setup employed to demonstrate the estimation of
an eight-dimensional state is depicted in Fig. 4. This con-
sists of two parts, the state-preparation (SP) stage and the
projective-measurement (PM) stage (see Fig. 4). At the SP
stage, the photon source is a continuous-wave (cw) laser,
operating at 690 nm. It is combined with an acousto-optical
modulator (AOM) to generate pulses of 40 ns duration.
Then, optical attenuators (not shown in Fig. 4) placed
at the output of AOM are used to create weak coherent
states. The attenuators are calibrated to set the average
number of photons per pulse to μ = 0.9. In this case, the
probability of having pulses containing at least one pho-
ton is P(μ = 0.9|n ≥ 1) ≈ 59.3%. Most of the non-null
pulses contain only one photon and represent 61.7% of
the experimental runs. This type of light source is typically

(a) (b)

FIG. 3. (a) A semilogarithmic graph for the fraction of unknown states in the set
f as a function of the ensemble size for dimensions
d = 4 (solid purple dots), d = 8 (solid yellow dots), and d = 12 (solid blue dots), from bottom to top. (b) The mean of I(|ψj 〉) on 
f
(stars, from top to bottom) and on the complement of 
f (triangles, from bottom to top) as a function of the total ensemble size 3N
(on a logarithmic scale for both axes) for dimensions d = 4 (purple), d = 8 (yellow), and d = 12 (blue).
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FIG. 4. The experimental setup has two parts, the state-
preparation (SP) stage and the projective-measurement (PM)
stage. The source consists of a cw laser, an AOM, and calibrated
attenuators. The generated single photons are sent through four
transmissive SLMs placed in series and with each LCD at the
image plane of the previous one. SLM1 and SLM2 are config-
ured to prepare the desired qudit state, which is then is projected
onto any qudit state by means of SLM3, SLM4, and an APD. The
setup is controlled and synchronized by FPGAs at each stage. See
Sec. V for details.

used in quantum information science, since it can be seen
as a good approximation to a nondeterministic source of
single photons [67–71]. We define a multislit aperture into
the used SLMs with eight parallel slits, the width of which
is 3 pixels, with a separation of 5 pixels, where each pixel
is a square of 32-μm side length.

The generated photons are then sent through a first pair
of transmissive SLMs (SLM1 and SLM2). Each SLM
is composed of two polarizers, two quarter-wave plates
(QWP), and a liquid-crystal display (LCD). By properly
configuring the polarizing optics, we set SLM1 and SLM2
to work in amplitude-only and phase-only modulation,
respectively [72]. SLM2 is located on the image plane of
SLM1 via a 4f system with no magnification. An ampli-
tude (phase) mask with eight slits is generated by SLM1
(SLM2) with the gray levels of each pixel appropriately
set to generate the desired initial state. In order to mea-
sure over the 3d PMs required by the 3BB-QT method,
we employ a second pair of SLMs (SLM3 and SLM4)
and a pointlike avalanche photodetector (APD). SLM3 and
SLM4 are also configured for amplitude-only and phase-
only modulation, respectively. The eight slits addressed
onto these last SLMs have the gray level of the pix-
els adjusted to implement the projections required by the
method. The PM is completed with the APD positioned at
the center of the transverse Fourier plane of the last lens,
L9. In this configuration, the single-photon detection rate
is proportional to the overlap between the generated and
postselected states [65].

During the measurement process, the SP and PM stages
run automatically, synchronized and controlled by two
field-programmable gate array (FPGA) electronic units at

a rate of 10 Hz. FPGA1 is located at the SP stage and con-
trols the first pair of SLMs and the AOM. In our case, the
amplitude and phase masks deployed in the first pair of
SLMs remain fixed during all experimental runs to gen-
erate the same initial state |ψi〉. In the PM stage, FPGA2
controls the second pair of SLMs and records the num-
ber of counts detected by the APD. The synchronization
between the two FPGA units allows us to project, for each
coherent weak pulse, the prepared initial state into a differ-
ent state. In order to minimize statistical fluctuations, the
experimental setup automatically runs for 10 h.

To test our tomographic method, we consider the quan-
tum state given by the superposition

|ψi〉 = 1√
8
(|0〉 − |1〉 + |2〉 − |3〉 + |4〉 − |5〉 + |6〉 − |7〉),

(26)

and measure it using the 3BB-QT bases [i.e., the diagonal
basis and the bases of Eq. (10)].

We calculate the probability distributions from the
recorded experimental data. With these probability dis-
tributions and application of the 3BB-QT method, the
infidelity between the estimated state and the target state
|ψi〉 is only 0.0156. The state that is experimentally recon-
structed is shown in Fig. 5. The upper row shows the real
and imaginary parts of the reconstructed density matrix
and the lower row shows the real and imaginary parts
of the target state. As one can see, the experimental
results demonstrate the high performance of the method
for reconstructing high-dimensional quantum systems.

FIG. 5. A comparison between the real and imaginary parts
of the matrix coefficients of the experimentally estimated state
(upper row), via the experimental setup in Fig. 4, and the single-
photon path-encoded eight-dimensional target state of Eq. (26)
(lower row).

064004-8



ESTIMATION OF PURE STATES... PHYS. REV. APPLIED 14, 064004 (2020)

VI. EXPERIMENTAL ESTIMATION OF
TWO-QUBIT STATES IN THE IBM

SUPERCONDUCTING QUANTUM PROCESSOR

We also employ the 3BB-QT method to estimate states
on the IBM Quantum Experience five-qubit supercon-
ducting quantum processor IBMQ-OURENSE. This quantum
device has free access via its cloud service. In this quantum
processor, we can implement any unitary transformation
acting on its qubits. Using QISKIT [73], an open-source
development framework for working with quantum com-
puters in PYTHON, we can provide quantum circuits to the
quantum processor, which are compiled into an equiva-
lent circuit involving only the machine basis gates. The
device only allows measurements on the computational
base. Therefore, measuring on a noncomputational basis B
requires the application of B† to a qubit and then measure-
ment of the resulting state on the computational basis. This
procedure is repeated a fixed number of times to obtain
the required statistics. This, however, introduces noise in
the inference of the probabilities that affects the perfor-
mance of the 3BB-QT. This can be reduced by increasing
the number of repetitions. On the other hand, there are sys-
tematic errors in the preparations of the gates. Due to the
highly nontrivial preparation of the two-qubit controlled-
NOT (CNOT) gate, this has an error rate that is much higher
than that of the local gates. This is the main source of error
that affects the performance of the 3BB-QT method when
implemented in the quantum processor.

To reduce the number of CNOT gates in our experi-
ment, we prepare the following randomly chosen separable

FIG. 6. A comparison between the real and imaginary parts
of the matrix coefficients of the experimentally estimated state
(upper row), via the IBM superconducting quantum processor,
and a randomly chosen two-qubit separable target state (lower
row).

two-qubit pure state,

|ψ〉 = 0.5846|00〉 + (0.157 + 0.295i)|01〉
+ (0.608 + 0.200i)|10〉 + (0.062 + 0.362i)|11〉,

(27)

and measure it using the diagonal base and the bases in
Eq. (10). Each one of them corresponds to a different cir-
cuit, which we measure using 8192 repetitions for each of
them. This leads to a set of probabilities from which we
estimate �k in Eq. (6). Afterward, we apply the estimation
method. This procedure leads to an infidelity between the
estimated state and the target state |ψ〉 of 0.035, with an
average error per gate of 0.005. A comparison between the
real and imaginary parts of the density-matrix coefficients
of estimate |ψ̃〉〈ψ̃ | and target state |ψ〉〈ψ | is depicted in
Fig. 6, where very good agreement can be observed.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we introduce a method to estimate the
pure quantum states of d-dimensional quantum systems.
The method is based on three measurement bases in any
dimension. Thereby, a total of 3d PMs are employed. In
comparison, the 5BB-QT [42] method requires five observ-
ables or, equivalently, 5d PMs. The method employs 2d
PMs to generate a finite set Ad with 22d−1 pure states. The
estimate for the unknown state is given by the state in Ad
with the highest value of the likelihood function. This is
evaluated using the measurement results of the remain-
ing d PMs. We emphasize the fact that the likelihood
function is evaluated in Ad, which contributes to reduc-
ing the computational cost of the method. A set of three
fixed measurement bases {B0,B′

1,B′
3} does not allow us to

estimate all pure d-dimensional states. States with consec-
utive vanishing coefficients or equal amplitudes cannot be
identified. However, the measurements in B0 allow us to
detect whether or not the unknown state is within this null-
measure set. If the unknown state is in the null-measure
set, the bases B′

1 and B′
3 can be adapted to allow its esti-

mation. Extensive numerical simulations do not indicated
the existence of other classes of state that cannot be esti-
mated. Nevertheless, this possibility cannot be ruled out.
Consequently, our method estimates all pure states with the
possible exception of a null-measure set.

We also study the estimation accuracy achieved by the
3BB-QT method with the help of the infidelity as an accu-
racy metric. We show, by means of numerical experiments,
that the 3BB-QT method reaches an accuracy similar in
median infidelity to that provided by the 5BB-QT method.
However, in the case of small ensemble sizes, the mean
infidelity provided by the 3BB-QT method is one order
of magnitude higher than that reached by the 5BB-QT
method. The main reason for this is the fact that the
unknown state and its estimate provided by the 3BB-QT
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method have different signatures of the coefficients �k,±.
This effect tends to vanish for higher ensemble sizes.

To experimentally prove the effectiveness of the 3BB-
QT method, we perform two experiments on different
and complementary high-dimensional quantum informa-
tion platforms. First, we use a photonic platform that relies
on the use of programmable spatial light modulators to pre-
pare and measure single eight-dimensional quantum states
encoded in the linear transverse momentum of single pho-
tons. Due to the high level of precision that can be obtained
with the SLMs, the performance of the method can be
studied properly and we demonstrate its efficiency by
achieving an infidelity of only 1.5% between the prepared
and reconstructed state. At the second implementation of
the protocol, we use the five-superconducting-qubit IBM
quantum processor IBMQ-OURENSE, which serves as a use-
ful tool to study the performance of the method in a
multipartite scenario. In this case, the observed infidelity
is also very small, at 3.5%. Taken together, these results
demonstrate the practicability of the method for the recon-
struction of high-dimensional quantum states. Since the
number of PMs required is only 3d, the 3BB-QT method
is a powerful and interesting tool for the validation of
quantum-based technologies.
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and L. L. Sánchez-Soto, Adaptive Compressive Tomogra-
phy with No a priori Information, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122,
100404 (2019).

[42] D. Goyeneche, G. Cañas, S. Etcheverry, E. S. Gómez, G. B.
Xavier, G. Lima, and A. Delgado, Five Measurement Bases
Determine Pure Quantum States on Any Dimension, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 115, 090401 (2015).

[43] C. Carmeli, T. Heinosaari, M. Kech, J. Schultz, and
A. Toigo, Stable pure state quantum tomography from five
orthonormal bases, EPL 115, 30001 (2016).

[44] W. Pauli, in Die allgemeinen Prinzipien der Wellen-
mechanik, edited by H. Geiger and K. Scheel, Handbuch
der Physik (Springer, Berlin, 1933), Vol. 24, Pt. 1, p. 98.

[45] S. Weigert, Pauli problem for a spin of arbitrary length:
A simple method to determine its wave function, Phys. Rev.
A 45, 7688 (1992).

[46] S. Weigert, How to determine a quantum state by mea-
surements: The Pauli problem for a particle with arbitrary
potential, Phys. Rev. A 53, 2078 (1996).

[47] L. Neves, G. Lima, J. G. Aguirre Gómez, C. H. Monken,
C. Saavedra, and S. Pádua, Generation of Entangled States
of Qudits Using Twin Photons, Phys. Rev. Lett. 94, 100501
(2005).

[48] L. Neves, G. Lima, E. J. S. Fonseca, L. Davidovich, and
S. Pádua, Characterizing entanglement in qubits created
with spatially correlated twin photons, Phys. Rev. A 76,
032314 (2007).

[49] G. Lima, F. A. Torres-Ruiz, L. Neves, A. Delgado,
C. Saavedra, and S. Pádua, Measurement of spatial qubits,
J. Phys. B: At. Mol. Opt. Phys. 41, 185501 (2008).

[50] G. Lima, A. Vargas, L. Neves, R. Guzmán, and C. Saave-
dra, Manipulating spatial qudit states with programmable
optical devices, Opt. Exp. 17, 10688 (2009).

[51] E. A. Aguilar, M. Farkas, D. Martínez, M. Alvarado, J. Car-
iñe, G. B. Xavier, J. F. Barra, G. Cañas, M. Pawłowski, and
G. Lima, Certifying an Irreducible 1024-Dimensional Pho-
tonic State Using Refined Dimension Witnesses, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 120, 230503 (2018).

[52] G. B. Xavier and G. Lima, Quantum information processing
with space-division multiplexing optical fibres, Commun.
Phys. 3, 9 (2020).

[53] D. R. Cox, Principles of Statistical Inference (Cambridge
University Press, New York, 2006).

[54] E. Lehmann and G. Casella, Theory of Point Estimation
(Springer, New York, 1998).

[55] S. T. Flammia, A. Silberfarb, and C. M. Caves, Minimal
informationally complete measurements for pure states,
Found. Phys. 35, 1985 (2005).

[56] C. Carmeli, T. Heinosaari, J. Schultz, and A. Toigo, How
many orthonormal bases are needed to distinguish all pure
quantum states? Eur. Phys. J. D 69, 179 (2015).

[57] M. Hübner, Explicit computation of the Bures distance for
density matrices, Phys. Lett. A 163, 239 (1992).

[58] D. H. Mahler, L. A. Rozema, A. Darabi, C. Ferrie,
R. Blume-Kohout, and A. M. Steinberg, Adaptive Quan-
tum State Tomography Improves Accuracy Quadratically,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 183601 (2013).

[59] C. Benedetti, A. P. Shurupov, M. G. A. Paris, G. Brida,
and M. Genovese, Experimental estimation of quantum dis-
cord for a polarization qubit and the use of fidelity to assess
quantum correlations, Phys. Rev. A 87, 052136 (2013).

[60] M. Bina, A. Mandarino, S. Olivares, and M. G. A.
Paris, Drawbacks of the use of fidelity to assess quantum
resources, Phys. Rev. A 89, 012305 (2014).

064004-11

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.82.032115
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.99.012336
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature18648
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.92.025002
https://doi.org/10.1080/23746149.2016.1230476
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature04279
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.130506
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.260502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.110501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.210404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.070502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.062336
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1147
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.150401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.250403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.100404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.090401
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/115/30001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.45.7688
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.53.2078
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.94.100501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.76.032314
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/41/18/185501
https://doi.org/10.1364/OE.17.010688
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.230503
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42005-019-0269-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10701-005-8658-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjd/e2015-60230-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9601(92)91004-B
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.183601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.87.052136
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.89.012305


L. ZAMBRANO et al. PHYS. REV. APPLIED 14, 064004 (2020)

[61] A. Mandarino, M. Bina, C. Porto, S. Cialdi, S. Olivares,
and M. G. A. Paris, Assessing the significance of fidelity as
a figure of merit in quantum state reconstruction of discrete
and continuous-variable systems, Phys. Rev. A 93, 062118
(2016).

[62] L. Zambrano, L. Pereira, and A. Delgado, Improved esti-
mation accuracy of the 5-bases-based tomographic method,
Phys. Rev. A 100, 022340 (2019).

[63] M. A. Solís-Prosser, M. F. Fernandes, O. Jiménez,
A. Delgado, and L. Neves, Experimental Minimum-Error
Quantum-State Discrimination in High Dimensions, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 118, 100501 (2017).

[64] W. M. Pimenta, B. Marques, M. A. D. Carvalho, M. R.
Barros, J. G. Fonseca, J. Ferraz, M. Terra Cunha, and
S. Pádua, Minimal state tomography of spatial qubits
using a spatial light modulator, Opt. Exp. 18, 24423
(2010).

[65] S. Etcheverry, G. Cañas, E. S. Gómez, W. A. T. Nogueira,
C. Saavedra, G. B. Xavier, and G. Lima, Quantum key
distribution session with 16-dimensional photonic states,
Sci. Rep. 3, 2316 (2013).

[66] Q. P. Stefano, L. Rebón, S. Ledesma, and C. Iemmi,
Determination of any pure spatial qudits from a minimum

number of measurements by phase-stepping interferometry,
Phys. Rev. A 96, 062328 (2017).

[67] N. Gisin, G. Ribordy, W. Tittel, and H. Zbinden, Quantum
cryptography, Rev. Mod. Phys. 74, 145 (2002).

[68] H. K. Lo, M. Curty, and K. Tamaki, Secure quantum key
distribution, Nat. Photon. 8, 595 (2014).

[69] E. Diamanti, H. K. Lo, B. Qi, and Z. Yuan, Practical chal-
lenges in quantum key distribution, npj Quantum Inf. 2,
16025 (2016).

[70] F. Xu, X. Ma, Q. Zhang, H. K. Lo, and J. W. Pan, Secure
quantum key distribution with realistic devices, Rev. Mod.
Phys. 92, 025002 (2020).

[71] S. Pirandola, U. L. Andersen, L. Banchi, M. Berta,
D. Bunandar, R. Colbeck, D. Englund, T. Gehring, C.
Lupo, C. Ottaviani, J. Pereira, M. Razavi, J. S. Shaari,
M. Tomamichel, V. C. Usenko, G. Vallone, P. Villoresi,
and P. Wallden, Advances in Quantum Cryptography,
arXiv:1906.01645.

[72] I. Moreno, P. Velásquez, C. R. Fernández-Pousa, M. M.
Sánchez-López, and F. Mateos, Jones matrix method for
predicting and optimizing the optical modulation properties
of a liquid-crystal display, J. Appl. Phys. 94, 3697 (2003).

[73] QISKIT can be accessed at https://qiskit.org.

064004-12

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.062118
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.100.022340
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.100501
https://doi.org/10.1364/OE.18.024423
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep02316
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.96.062328
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.74.145
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphoton.2014.149
https://doi.org/10.1038/npjqi.2016.25
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.92.025002
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1601688
https://qiskit.org

	I. INTRODUCTION
	II. REVIEW OF THE FIVE-BASES-BASED PURE-STATE ESTIMATION METHOD
	III. THE THREE-BASES-BASED PURE-STATE-ESTIMATION METHOD
	IV. ACCURACY OF THE 3BB-QT METHOD
	V. EXPERIMENTAL DEMONSTRATION VIA SINGLE-PHOTON PATH-ENCODED QUDITS
	VI. EXPERIMENTAL ESTIMATION OF TWO-QUBIT STATES IN THE IBM SUPERCONDUCTING QUANTUM PROCESSOR
	VII. CONCLUSIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	. References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


