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Abstract: We consider the problem of implementing mutually unbiased
bases (MUB) for a polarization qubit with only one wave pjatee mini-
mum number of wave plates. We show that one wave plate is iguiffito
realize two MUB as long as its phase shift (modulo 36@&nges between
45° and 315. It can realize three MUB (a complete set of MUB for a
qubit) if the phase shift of the wave plate is withih115°,1417°] or its
symmetric range with respect to 180’ he systematic error of the realized
MUB using a third-wave plate (TWP) with 12(@hase is calculated to be
a half of that using the combination of a quarter-wave pl&@&/P) and

a half-wave plate (HWP). As experimental applications, BA#Pe used
in single-qubit and two-qubit quantum state tomographyeeixpents and
the results show a systematic error reduction by 50%. Tleisnigue not
only saves one wave plate but also reduces the systematic which can
be applied to quantum state tomography and other applicatio/olving
MUB. The proposed TWP may become a useful instrument in alptic
experiments, replacing multiple elements like QWP and HWP.
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1.

Introduction

Measurement bases with a special geometry structure irtiipace, such as 2-designs |1, 2],
weighted 2-design$ 3], tight framés [4] and Platonic soli6], have attracted wide attention
in the community of quantum information science in recerdrgeA typical example of 2-
designs is mutually unbiased bases (MUB)[6, 7]. The spegametry for MUB is the equal



Hilbert-Schmidt overlap between any two projective operaicorresponding to two MUB.
Hence, measurement results of one operator provide noniafiton about the measurement
results of its MUB at all. Due to this geometry, MUB have fouaqgplications from quantum
key distribution[[8[ 9, 10], entropy uncertainty relatidi,[12)13] to quantum state estimation
[7,[14,[15[16. 17].

A complete set of MUB in a multi-qubit system involves nordbmeasurements that are
difficult to be realized in the laboratory. In many scenassogh as quantum state tomogra-
phy [18,[19/20[ 21], the tensor product of a complete setrafleiqubit MUB is a preferred
choice as the measurement bases for multi-qubit systerfds/[5Therefore, it is important to
implement MUB for a single qubit in experiments [22] 23| 24].

In the context of polarization optics, a specific type of pialtion transformation poses
constraints on the minimum number of optical elements thattrhe used. Three wave plates
are the minimum number to realize any SU(2) polarizationdfarmations[[25] and the visual
tool kit can be found in[[26]. As for transformations betweegiven pair of nonorthogonal
polarization states, two QWPs are enough (see a sketchefip{@7] and a recent constructive
demonstration by Zela in [28]). When the initial state i®hnly polarized, a quarter-wave plate
(QWP) and a half-wave plate (HWP) can realize any poladzattate[[2[7]. The combination of
QWP and HWP is used in most of current optical experiménisj@@re the linear polarization
is generated by a polarizing beam splitter (PBS). In thégptiomposed of a QWP, a HWP and
a PBS, the PBS acts as and by adjusting the optic axis angles of the QWP and HWP (a two
parameter setting), the Bloch vector@fcan be unitarily rotated to any point on the unit Bloch
sphere[[2F7]. However, when the problem is restricted toizedlUB rather than arbitrary
bases, is one wave plate sufficient to transform the ingialo a set of MUB, especially a
complete set of three MUB? If the answer is positive, not @mg wave plate is saved but also
the systematic error [20, B0] can be expected to decrease gmtameter uncertainties of the
devices (i.e., wave plates in our case) are the sources t&nsgtic error. Intuitively, the less
measurement devices, the smaller the systematic erroarSpeople know how to construct
two MUB with one HWP or one QWP. For example, one HWP itself baused to realize,
and g, by setting its rotation angles as @nd 225°; one QWP can be used to realize and
0, by setting its rotation angles a8 8nd 45. One wave plate is also used to perform Fourier
transform tomography [31] and the optimal phase of the waate fis numerically calculated
in [32]. As to a complete set of three MUB, this problem is bansidered. In this paper,
we show that it is indeed feasible to employ only one waveeptatrealize a complete set of
single-qubit MUB with reduced systematic error.

Here is the organization for the rest of the paper. In se@idhe conditions to realize two
MUB and three MUB using only one wave plate are consideresheetively. Sectiohl3 cal-
culates the systematic error in the realization of MUB witllyoone wave plate. In section
[4, third-wave plates are used to perform MUB measuremeni®ih single qubit and two-
qubit tomography experiments and the results demonstnegerar reduction by 50%. Section
concludes the paper.

2. Theory

2.1.  Transforming polarization states with QWP-HWP setting

In optical experiments, arbitrary projective measurerment polarization qubits are often im-
plemented by a QWP-HWP setting; see Fig. 1(a). Deffiie= (1,0)7,|V) = (0,1)” and their
corresponding eigenvalues atel, where” denotes transpose. Then the PBS actg.asr



(0,0,1) in the Bloch representation. This setup transfofHisto

B m [ cosgcogq — 2h) +isingsin(qg — 2h)
W) =Ulg E)U(h’ m|H) = ( sinqcos(qq— 2h) — icosgsin(g— 2h) ) ’ @

whereg, h are, respectively, the optic axis angles of QWP and HWP tlviilom the horizon-
tal direction, andJ is a unitary transformation operator on polarization by agghplate with
phased and rotation anglé,

_ [ cofO+e0sitO  3(1—e)sin20
u(e,0)= ( 1(1-€%)sin20  sirf0+e®cogB ) @
Or equivalently this setup transforms the original oparatoto the Pauli operator(q, /) - &
with

r(gq,h) = (sin2gcog4h — 2q),sin(4h — 2¢),cos 2;cog4h — 2q))" (3)

ando = (oy, 0y, 0;), wherea,, 0, ando; are three Pauli operators.

Two variables of rotation anglesandh correspond to a plane and can rotate the initial Bloch
vector(0,0,1)” to any direction or position on the unit Bloch sphere. Thhis, QWP-HWP set-
ting is used to realize any one qubit projective measureivesis. For example, the most popu-
lar set of MUB is composed of Bloch vectaik 0,0)7, (0,1,0)” and(0,0,1)” (corresponding
to three Pauli operators) which are realized by choogiagd5°,0°,0° andh = 22.5°,22.5°,0°
correspondingly.

In order to realize MUB for a qubit, only two or three specifitoéh vectors need to be
implemented and it is not necessary to cover the Bloch sphigngwo rotation angles of two
wave plates. We will show below that one wave plate with appate phases is sufficient to
realize single-qubit MUB.

2.2.  Realizing two mutually unbiased bases with one wave plate
Two sets of orthogonal bas¢gy) }, and{|y?)}4_, in ad-dimensional Hilbert space are

mutually unbiased if(tp,1|tpj.2>|2 = % for anyi andj. There are at most+ 1 bases with ev-
ery two of them mutually unbiased, which are called a conepdet of MUB. So far, how to
construct a complete set of MUB is known only in systems withehsions which are powers
of primes [6/ 7]. For general cases, the existence of suchia séll an open problem even in
the simple case of = 6 [6,[33]. For a qubit with dimensiod = 2, the base§|y/)}2 , are
the eigenvectors of a unit Pauli operatdr o with ||r/|| = 1. In the Bloch representation, the
jth basis is directly related to its Bloch vectdras |/ ) (¢! | = % and+ corresponds to
i =1,2. Thus, the requirement for two bases to be mutually untiesnat their Bloch vectors
are normal to each other

rt.r’=0. 4)

In Fig.d(b), a wave plate (WP) with a phase differerdc®etween ordinary (0) and ex-
traordinary (e) components is placed in front of a PBS. ltisamn transformation operator on
polarization is expressed in Ef] (2) whetds the deviation angle of the optic axis from the
horizontal direction. This wave plate with rotation angléransforms the initial Bloch vector
ro=(0,0,1)7 into

r(0)= (si?§sindd, —sindsin29, 1-2sirf§sin?26)7. (5)

From Eq. [4), this setting with one wave plate can realize BhdB if there existf, and 6,
such that their Bloch vectors are normal to each other,7(6,,) - r(62) = 0. The existence
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Fig. 1. MUB measurement with two different settings: (a) Mbi@asurement with QWP-
HWP setting consisting of a QWP, a HWP and a PBS. (b) MUB measent with a wave
plate (WP) and a PBS.

of 6; and 6, obviously depends on. One trivial example i = 0° where the wave plate
does not affect the initial polarization amtB, ) - r(6>) = 1 for any6;, 6,. Another example is
& = 18C°. The choice 0, = 0° and 8, = 22.5° makesr(6;) = (0,0,1)7, r(6,) = (1,0,0)7,
and thus(6y)-r(6,) = 0. The maximum of(6y) - r(6-) is 1, which can be achieved 8t = 6..
Becauser(6,) - r(6,) is a continuous function and its maximum is positive, thedisted; and
6, to maker(6y) - r(6,) = 0 if the minimum ofr(6,) - r(6,) is negative or zero. This problem is
then converted into finding the minimum ef6,) - r(62). From Eq. [(5), the first two elements
of r are odd functions 0B and the third term is an even function 6f That is,r(—8) =
—r1(0),r2(—0) = —rp(0) andr3(—6) = r3(6). From Eq. [5), the minimum and maximum
of r3(0) is cosd and 1. If co® is non-positive, then there exists = %arcsir{@csc‘—;) that
makesr3(61) = 0 and we choosé, = —6; to maker(6;) = —r(6,). We obtain the minimum

r(61)-r(62) = —1. Thus, in this case, two MUB can be realized sucBjas %arcsir(@csc%)
and6, = 0°. If cosd is positive, the minimum of(6;) - r(6.) is cos D obtained ab; = —6, =
45°. Thus, the requirements that the minimunr@#,) - r(8>) is non-positive in these two cases
together give 45< § < 315. As long as the phas®(modula 360) of the wave plate is within
[45°,315°], it can be used to realize at least two MUB. As there are twarpaters and one

equation, the solutions of Eq.](4) form a line. One solut®fi= %arcsir{—vzz"fzcscg) and

6, = —6;, which makerz = 4 The Bloch vectors of the two MUB are axially symmetric
about the initial stat¢0,0,1)”, and the angles between MUB a(@0,1)” are 45.

2.3.  Realizing a complete set of MUB with one wave plate

Three rotation angle§;,i = 1,2,3, are chosen to realize three MUB, which consist of a com-
plete set of MUB for a qubit,
r(6:)-r(6;) =0, (6)

wherei, j = 1,2,3 andi # j. For a complete set of MUB, it is much more complicated and
difficult to obtain theoretical solutions. Hence, the pehlis investigated numerically in this
paper. Borrowed from frame theofyl [2,134], the frame potdmii a wave plate is defined as

P(0) = min, [r(6x) -r(E)]" + [r(B2) - r(B3)]" +[r(8r) - r(85))" ™
The solution of Eq.[{6) exists only if the phadeof the wave plate makes the frame poten-
tial Eq. (@) vanishing. The frame potential is numericalynguted by a MATLAB solver
Isqnonlin, which is intended to solve nonlinear least-squares probl®©ne hundred different
initial points of 61,6, and 65 are taken for us to avoid local minimum and find all the pos-
sible solutions. The numerical result of the frame potéritiadifferent phases is shown in
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Fig. 2. (color online) Frame potentidl(J) with respect t@. The frame potential is sym-
metric about 180. The inset is the amplified interval @ where the frame potential van-
ishes to zero. Only ib is in the rangd1115°,1417°] or its symmetric range about 180
can a complete set of MUB be realized by one wave plate.

Fig.[2. From Eq.[(b)$(J) has a period of 360 Thus, we only consider’0< < 360°. Since
r(6;,0)-r(6;,6) =r(6,360° —95) - r(6;,360° — J), we haved(d) = P(360° — ), meaning
that the frame potentiab(9d) is symmetric aboud = 180°.

With & between 115° and 1417°, the frame potential is zero and the solutions of Eb. (6)
are shown in Fid.13. From Ed1(5)(0) = r(6 + 180), we only consider rotation angles within
[0°,180°). Eq. [B) also shows(6;)-r(6;) =r(90°+6;)-r(90° £ 6;) = r(180° — 6;) - r(180° —
0;). That is to say, if6;, 6,65 (red in Fig.[3) is the solution, the modules of°30 6; and
180 — 6; (i = 1,2,3) by 180 (represented as blue, green and black in[Big. 3 correspgiyjlin
are also the solutions. Thus, all the four sets of MUB areiciemed as one class of solutions.

As shown in Fig[B, solutions from different sets of MUB in ts@me class intersect around
0 =120,126.3° and 1417°. Using the symmetries represented by the colors, the faiahlas
(i.e. 9,61, 6, and6s) reduce to two and we can theoretically calculate the smigtat these in-
tersections. The phases at these intersections are adswoigsly found to bé = 120°,126.32°
and 14176° (see AppendikAll arld Al2). Here we compare our results \uitisé in [32]. The
optimal phase was numerically calculated[inl[32] to &' T0 (i.e. 126). The figure of merit
times the total number of counts [n32] at this optimal pheaals 10.03, which is very close to
10, the bound achieved by MUB. This phase falls within oucelted rang¢l115°,1417°].
The reason why they only found one phase rather than an blaifgerval of phases and the
optimal performance at this phase was slightly worse tharbtiund is their restriction of six
equally spaced rotation angles.

In the special case @ = 120, called third-wave plate (TWP), the Bloch vector is

3 V3 3 1\’
r(t) = <Zsm4,—7sm2, ZCOS4+ Z) , (8)
wherer is the rotation angle of the optic axis of TWP deviated fronmizuntal direction.
From Appendi{ /AL, solutions of Eq[](6) ar¢0°) = r(90°) = r(180°) = (0,0,1)7, r(to) =

—r(180° — 1) = %(1,—1,O)T,r(to +90°) = —r(90° — 1) = %(1,1,0)? where 1y =

arcco§—3) ~ 27.37.
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Fig. 3. (color online) The numerical solutions of rotatiomgkes in Eq.[(B) with respect

to the phase. There are two classes of solutions wihbetween 115° and 1263°,

represented by solid and dotted lines, respectively, arg @me class of solutions in

(1263°,1417°]. Each class of solutions contains four complete sets of Mtdhoted
by four different colors.

3. Systematic error in the realization of MUB in one wave plate setting

Imperfect measurement devices are the main sources ofgtensatic error in the realization of
MUB. Here we consider the systematic error due to the pamrecertainties of wave plates.
The realized bases are denoted by their Bloch vectoré®®), whered is the real phase of
the wave plate in the one wave plate setting in Eig. 1(b). Jiseesnatic error in the realization
of ris

=3 llrel|2(28)?, 9)
4

whererg = g—g, & =10,6. From Eq.[(5),

[ ||2_sm226_( r2)°
" SIS’ (10)

[ro||? = 16S|r12——43|r?63|n229 165|r?——4(r2)_

For a complete set of MUBr(, j = 1,2, 3), the systematic error sums up to

w

3
= 3 (@rlf= 3 3 I8 = a8

Jj=1

(11)

w

(ee2=S IIrl>

Jj=1



As r/ is orthogonal to each other, from EQ.110),

3
2 _ _
(8)° = Zl iP5 sieds’

(g9)? = 216s|r?——4 ):485ir?g—4.

Thus, the systematic error in the one wave plate setting is

£2 1
" siPo

As €2 in Eq. [I2) is an increasing function éfin the interval[1115°,1417°], the minimum
and maximum systematic error in the realization of three MM one wave plate setting is
1.16(A5)?+28.80(A8)? and 260(A5)? +38.83(A8)?, achieved ab = 1115° andd = 1417°.
For a third-wave plate witld, = 120,

(D5)? + (48sirf g —4)(06)2. (12)

€2 =1.33(A5)% + 32(Ar). (13)

Under the assumption théAd,)? = (Ag,)? = (A§)? = (Ad)? and (Ah)? = (Ag)? = (At)? =
(AB)?, the systematic error in the realization of MUB is33(Ad)? + 32(A8)? in the TWP
setting and averaged é2.5A5)? 4 68(A8)? in the QWP-HWP setting in E.(B.3). Thus, the
TWP setting outperforms the QWP-HWP setting by about a faaftowo.

Measurements based on single-qubit MUB are preferableeban quantum state tomogra-
phy. In qubit state estimation, a complete set of singletddbB is used to extract information
of the qubit optimally. In multi-qubit quantum state tomaghy, the product measurements of
single-qubit MUB on each photon are used to reduce estimatimr due to statistical fluctua-
tion. When the copies of statgsare infinite, the estimated stabebased on the measurement
data should be the same as the real statdowever, since single-qubit MUB are imperfectly
realized, the estimated stgheno longer converges to the real statand t(p — p)? is defined
as the systematic error in state estimation. Generalfytrp)? depends om. Averaged over
unitarily equivalent states{lr([) — p)2> in both single-qubit and multi-qubit state estimation is
proportionate to the systematic error of the realized bfg&is As the systematic error in the
realization of multi-qubit product bases is the sum oversiystematic error of single MUB for
each qubit, the systematic error in the realized multi-gptmduct bases with one wave plate
for each qubit is still a half of that with the QWP-HWP combioa. This systematic error re-
duction effect in quantum state tomography is experimgnterified in both single-qubit and
two-qubit tomography experiments in the next section.

4. Quantum state tomography experiments with third-wave plates

4.1.  Qubit tomography experiments

The experimental setup, shown in Fid. 4, includes two patate preparation and MUB
measurement. A 40 mW, V-polarized beam at 404 nm from a semiggor laser pumps a
type | phase-matchg@barium borate (BBO) crystal. After the spontaneous patao@own-
conversion (SPDC) process, a pair of 808 nm H-polarized@imare created. One photon
passes through a 3 nm interference filter and is detected bygke $hoton detector to her-
ald the presence of its twin photon. The quantum state of ¢naltled photon is prepared by
HWPO, HWP1, QWP1 and a 740quartz crystal which is much larger than the coherence
length of about 278 with A = 808 nm. HWPO with rotation angle and the quartz crystal
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Fig. 4. (color online) Experimental setup for qubit tomqgm The apparatus consists of
two parts: state preparation (green) and MUB measuremak) (The MUB measurement
part consists of a polarizing beam splitter and a wave-ptatabination which has two
choices: (a) TWP and (b) QWP-HWP combination.
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Fig. 5. (color online) Systematic error in TWP and QWP-HWRisg for qubit tomogra-
phy. The dependence of the systematic error in the TWP geffilg.[4(a)) and the QWP-
HWP setting (Fig. (b)) is experimentally measured witipees to the angle errors of TWP
(red), QWP (black) and HWP (blue) for three states in (a)ai) (c) atp = 0.92. The to-
tal systematic error (green) in the QWP-HWP setting is thma sfithat due to QWP and
HWP. The experimental results denoted as dots coincidetihvhiheoretical calculations
(solid lines). Figure (d) plots the total systematic ermrdll these three states in the two
settings and shows that the TWP setting beats the QWP-HWRgbY a factor of two.
Error bars are the standard deviation of 100 trials in MoraddCsimulation with binomial
distribution of counting statistics.



with optic axis aligned horizontally together prepare thmmtum statep wih Bloch vector
s = c0s4p(0,0,1)”; HWP1 and QWP1 can transforstto arbitrary direction. This part is ca-
pable of preparing arbitrary qubit state. In the MUB measwaet part, a complete set of MUB
is performed with two methods: a TWP with rotation anglesaet?, 27.37° and 11737°
in Fig.[4(a); the conventional QWP-HWP setting with rotatiangles set ag45°,22.5°%),
(0°,22.5°) and(0°,0°) in Fig.[4(b).

As the systematic error in quantum state tomography exgerisndepends on the state to
be measured, we prepared three sta@tes p|) (¢| + (1 — p)I/2 with aboutp = 0.92 (by
setting HWPO's rotation angley = 5.8°) and |¢) = |H),|D) and |R), respectively. The the-
oretical systematic error (j — p)? in the estimation of these three states is derived in Ap-
pendix[Q as[8(A h)? + 4(A q) + 0.25(A8,)?|p?%, [2(A gq) + 0.25(A8,)% + 0.5(Ad,)?]p? and
[16(A h)2+4(A g)]p? in the QWP-HWP setting an@(Ar)2+ 1 (A&)?|p?, [3 (A1) + £ (A8) 2] p?
and [3(Ar)2 + £(A8,)]p? in the TWP setting. Under the assumption tha#,)? = (Ag,)? =
(A&)? = (AS)? and (Ah)? = (Ag)? = (Ar)? = (AB)?, the total systematic error of these three
states i§(A8)2 + 34(A0)?] p? in the QWP-HWP setting and (Ad)2+ 16(A6)?|p? in one wave
plate setting. That is, the systematic error in realizirgg¢brresponding MUB using the TWP
setting is around a half of that using the QWP-HWP setting.

As phase errors are determined by the manufacture and wayie|evithout a variable wave-
length we can only experimentally verify the relationshgivkeen the systematic error of the
estimated state and the angle errors of QWP, HWP and TWPIftrese three states. In the
experiment, MUB measurements are performed arl8° photons with two different settings
in Fig.[4(a) and (b). We first measure the state with the watibcated setting and assume the
estimated stat@ as the real state. Then we intentionally mis-calibrate thicaaxes of the
wave plates with an angular error, and obtain an estimdtiarhus, the systematic error due to
this angular error is calculated agdr— p)?. The estimated states by the well-calibrated TWP
setting have a fidelity of over 99% with those by the well-calibrated QWP-HWP setting for all
the three states above, validating each other. In termssbésyatic error, experimental results
(dots) and the theoretical results (solid lines) are shawhig.[3, and they match very well.
The performance of these two settings depeng @md neither always outperforms the other.
For example, for states in Figl 5(a) add 5(c), TWP beats theP@IWP combination while
reversely for the state in Figl 5(b). However, there are rstates where TWP performs better.
The total systematic error in the estimation of these thtates in the TWP setting adds up to
be about two times smaller than that in the QWP-HWP settirghaw/n in Fig[h(d).

4.2.  Two-qubit tomography experiments

In Fig.[8, a 100 mW, H-polarized beam at 404 nm from a contisudaser pumps a pair of
type | phase-matchefi-barium borate (BBO) crystals whose optic axes are normaktth
other. After the spontaneous parametric down-conversS&DC) process, a pair of 808 nm
photons are created. When the optic axis of half-wave plWRO0) at 404 nm is deviated
22.5° from horizontal direction, the twin SPDC photons are madiynentangled. HWP1 and
HWP?2 rotate H and V to the fast and slow axes of the single mbeedi At the output ports of
the fibers, HWP3 and HWP4 rotate the polarization directiackito horizontal and vertical.
QWP1 is tilted to compensate the phase of the entangledstatesinglet state. In the MUB
measurement part, a complete set of MUB on either photonrfenmeed with two methods:
TWP setting in Figi 4(a) and QWP-HWP setting in FiYy. 4(b).

In the two-qubit case, the singlet stage= |W~) (W~ | is chosen for three reasons: firstly,
systematic error in the estimation of product states isectlsum of that of single-qubit states;
secondly, entangled states reveal the peculiar featurgsiaitum systems and are valuable
guantum resources; the last reason is that the systematiérethe estimation of Werner states
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Fig. 6. (color online) Experimental setup for two-qubit tognaphy. A singlet state is pre-
pared via SPDC process with a fidelity of 98%. In quantum gstategraphy, single-qubit
MUB measurements are implemented on both photons with TWieocombination of

QWP and HWP in Fig4 (a) and (b). Coincidence events are decoby a coincidence
circuit.
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Fig. 7. (color online) Systematic error in TWP and QWP-HWRisg for two-qubit to-
mography. In (a), systematic errors due to angle errors oP@l¥ack), HWP (blue), both
of them (green) and TWP (red) are numerically simulated ambted as solid lines. The
experimental results due to angle errors of wave plateslatee@ as dots for one photon
and circles for the other photon. The total systematic doothe two photons are plotted
in (b). From (b), The TWP setting beats the QWP-HWP settinglbyut a factor of two.
Error bars are the standard deviation of 100 Monte Carlo Isitions with multinomial
distribution of the counting statistics.



is proportionate to the sum of the systematic error in thézat#on of single-qubit MUB for
either photon([36], which is similar to the systematic emeeraged over unitarily equivalent
states. The systematic error for Werner stdtes [36] is

R 1
tr(p — p)* = Zp%(ef + £2), (14)

wherep = p W) (W [+ (1—p)I/4,|¥7) = %2(|HV> — |VH)) andée? is the systematic error
of the realized single-qubit MUB on photon = 1, 2.

Similar to the qubit tomography experiment, we only expenmtally measure the depen-
dence of the systematic error on the angle errors of waveslathe branches of both photons.
Then product measurements of MUB are performed erl®° pairs of prepared singlet states.
The estimated state by the well-calibrated TWP setting Hadedity of over 998% with that
by the well-calibrated QWP-HWP setting, agreeing well vétich other. From Eq$.{13], {14)
and [B.2), angle errors of wave plates for either photonrigally contribute 8Ar)? in the
TWP setting and 1@\k)? + 5(Ag)? in the QWP-HWP setting. However, numerical results in
Fig.[@ (a) show that angle errors only causeslOh)? + 4.6(Ag)? in the QWP-HWP setting and
6.9(Ar)? in the TWP setting. This gap is due to the positive semi-defindonditions of density
matrices, which arises when states are singular. Both therewental results and numerical
results in Fig[l7 (b) show that the systematic error in the T8&Ring is only about a half of
that in the QWP-HWP setting. The experimental results agaty smaller than the numerical
results because the prepared state is not exactly the expsiciglet state, which only has a
fidelity of 98%.

5. Conclusion

We have found that one wave plate is sufficient to realize twdBvas long as its phase is
within [45°,315]. It is capable of realizing a complete set of MUB if the phasevithin
[1115°,1417°] or the symmetric interval about 180rhe systematic error in the realization of
MUB in one wave plate setting is calculated to be twice smalian that in the conventional
QWP-HWP setting. TWPs are applied to single-qubit and twbioguantum state tomography
experiments and experimentally show an error reduction @% Sompared with the QWP-
HWP combination. Other applications of TWP and arbitrarggehplates in the realization of
any SU(2) and polarization state transformations need &xpkored in the future.

A. Theoretical solutions at intersections

A.1. Theoretical solutions at the intersection around 6 = 120

From the numerical solutions in F{g. 3, some solutions cabsdboutd = 120°. Here solutions

at this intersection are analytically calculated and thasghat this intersection is indeed 220
We denote the three red solid lines from bottom to toas= 1,2,3. The green, blue and
black solid lines correspond to 906;,90+ 6; and 180- 6,,i = 1,2, 3. Numerical solutions in

Fig.[3 show that crossing lines at the intersection showe tiae same coordinates, i.e.,

90° -6, =90°+6,, 6, =6;—90. (A1)
From Eq. [A1),6, = 0°. Substituting6; into Eq. [3), one obtaing(6;) = (0,0,1)”. With

these relations, the conditions thd®6,),i = 1, 2,3 should be orthogonal to each other give two
independent equations

coSdSin’ 26, + co$ 26, =0,  sin? dsin’ 26, = % (A.2)



The solutions of Eq[(AI2) aré = 120°, 6, = tarcco§—3) ~ 27.37° and6; = 117.37°. Other
solutions at this intersection represented by green, bidébéack can be calculated from their
symmetries about the red lines.

A.2.  Theoretical solutions at intersections around & = 126.3° and 1417°

Numerical solutions in Fid.]3 also show some solutions ggernead = 126.3° and 1417°.
Here we analytically calculate the solutions and phasdseaintersections. The three red lines
are denoted a&,i = 1, 2,3 from bottom to top. In Fid.J3 numerical solutions at the iaétion
aroundd = 1417° give

B+ 6,=90°, 6;—90° =180 — 6s. (A.3)

From Eq.[[A3),6; = 135 for the intersection aroundl = 1417°. For the intersection at about
0 =126.3° one has
61+ 6;=90°, 90°—6,=6,. (A.4)

Eq. (AQ) gives, = 45° for the intersection around = 126.3°. With Eqgs. [A3) and[(A}),
conditions of a complete set of MUB at the two intersectione ¢he same equations

cos 3 sir? 26, + cosd cos 26, — sir? dsin26; = 0,

(1— cosd)?sin? 26, cos 26, = sir? 3sin? 26, + (cosd sin? 26, + cos 26;)2. (A-5)
The two equations in Eq._(A.5) are equivalent to
x(x—1)y? +x = (1— 1)y,
(12 = (-1 -
with x = cosd andy = sin20;. The square of the first equation in Eg. (A.6) is
X(x— 12+ 2% (x — 1)y? + 2% = (x— 1)%(x + 1)%2. (A7)
Replacing(x — 1)%y* in Eq. (A7) with the second equation in EQ._(A.6), one okgain
V= Z(lxi_zxz) (A.8)
Substituting Eq.[(AB) into the second equation in Eg. A have
At +4x+2=0. (A.9)

This four-order equation has two real solutians —0.5923 andc = —0.7854, corresponding to

0=12632°and 14176°, 6; = 15.66° and 3190°. From Eq.[(A%) 05 = 74.34° for d = 126.32°

and Eq.[(A3B) gives, = 58.10° for 6 = 14176".

B. Systematic error in the realization of MUB in the QWP-HWP setting

In the QWP-HWP setting, the realized bases are denote@®asd,,q,h), whered,, §, are the

real phases of QWP and HWP in Hig. 1(a). From Ef. (3) 39, & T andg, =,
75,17 = Sin*(4h — 2q) = (r2)?,  |rg,||* = Sin* 2h,

(B.1)
Igll? = 4 4c0g(4h—2q) = 8~ 4(r2)% |ry||? = 16



From Eqgs.[(Il1) and{(Bl1), one obtains
3 .
(85)°=S ()7 =1, (g)°=7Y 8—4(rp)* =20,
0, jZl 2 q z 2

(gh)z = 487 85

h

(sah)z depends on the choices of MUB. In the realization of thrediRgerators withi! =
h? =225° andh® =0, (&5,)> = 1 and

€2 = 48(Ah)? + 20(Aq)? + (A8,)? 4 (A5,). (B.2)

For simplicity,#/ is assumed to be uniformly distributed witHif, 360°] in the consideration
of general MUB. Thenj£5h)2 is averaged a%, and

€2 = 48(Ah)? + 20(Aq)? 4 1.5(A8,)% + (A5,)*. (B.3)

C. Systematic error in qubit state estimation

From [35/36], the systematic error in qubit state estinmawith a complete set of MUB is
oRT
- Zzn s|/2(88)? 1)

arY 9@ 5,8

where 9t = ( ) ands is the Bloch vector op.

9% 0 9F » 0
In the TWP setting with rotations angles &t @7.37° and 11737°, from Eqs. [(b) and(8),
V6 V6
OR 3 -1 -1 OR 0 % 5
d_ = —\/é —1 1 5 E - O %3 —g . (C2)
! 0 -2v2 -22 0 _V3 _y3

Thus, the systematic error(fr — p)? in the estimation of the three statps= p|@) (¢| +
(1—p)I/2 with |@) = |H),|D),|R) is calculated from Eqs[{Q.1) and (C.2) to [BAr)? +
3(80)%p%, [ (&) + §(A8)?]p? and[3(1)* + §(A)] p?

In the QWP-HWP setting, from [35], the systematic err¢pte p)? in the estimation of the
three states can be calculated t 8@ /)2 +4(A q) +0.25(A8,)%] p?, [2(A g) +0.25(A8,)% +
(88,)%]p? and[16(A h)*+4(A q)]p?
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