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Masking of data is a method to protect information by shielding it from a third party, however
keeping it usable for further usages like application development, building program extensions to
name a few. Whereas it is possible for classical information encoded in composite quantum states
to be completely masked from reduced sub-systems, it has to be checked if quantum information
can also be masked when the future possibilities of a quantum computer are increasing day by day.
Newly proposed no-masking theorem [Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 230501 (2018)], one of the no-go
theorems, demands that except for some restricted sets of non-orthogonal states, it’s impossible to
mask arbitrary quantum states. Here, we explore the possibility of masking in the IBM quantum
experience platform by designing the quantum circuits, and running them on the 5-qubit quantum
computer. We choose two particular states considering both the orthogonal bipartite and a tripartite
system and illustrate their masking through both the theoretical calculation as well as verification
in the quantum computer. By quantum state tomography, it is concluded that the experimental

results are collected with high fidelity and hence the possibility of masking is realized.

I. INTRODUCTION

Before talking about quantum information and it’s se-
curity, let us first know briefly what classical information
and it’s security methods are, as classical world is more
intuitive to us.

Classical information was first carefully defined by
Shannon in his paper in 1948'. ‘Bit’ is the basic unit
of classical data. Though there is a fine and important
difference between information and data (information is
a special type of data that is not known already). In
today’s digital era, we use voltage to create states ‘0’
and ‘1’ as bits. Now there’s a lot of data security tech-
niques to make the data communication secured. Data
encryption that transfers the actual data into an ineffable
one that is useless to a hacker. By data encapsulation,
one can only perform a restricted set of operations. Data
anonymization makes an user anonymous while using the
internet. Classical data masking replaces the actual data
with a fictional one that somehow represents the produc-
tion data but the third party never identifies it.

Let us now see how classical information can also be
encoded in a composite quantum system. Suppose, we
encode a single bit classical information in two orthogonal
entangled states. The mapping is as follows:

0) = %(|oo>+ 1))

1

—(j00) — 11 ) 1

=5 (100} — 11y m
Here, we can see that the subsystems do not have any

information about the actual input classical bit. Hence,

the information is masked. However, in quantum realm,

=

the classical bits are analogous to ‘qubits’. Instead of
just two definite states ‘0’ and ‘1’ in classical informa-
tion scheme, a quantum computer uses the superposi-
tion of the both, making it more efficient in problem
solving. On the other hand, the linearity and the uni-
tarity make the quantum communication more secured.
These result the set of no-go theorems?. A pure quan-
tum state can not be perfectly copied, known as the
no-cloning theorem?®. Suppose, we have sub-systems A
and B in Hilbert spaces H4 and Hg. Now, we want to
copy the initial state |®), in the quantum sub-system
B. To do that, we need a blank state |k) which is in-
dependent of |®) ,. The theorem says, we do not have
any operator U on the Hilbert space H4 ® Hp such that:
U |®k) 45 — |®®P) ,5. No-Broadcasting theorem® © tells
that it is impossible to have a map e that broadcasts the
state p from H to Ha ® Hp if Tra(e(p)) = Trp(e(p))
- consequence of no-cloning theorem. No-hiding” and
no-deleting theorems® support the quantum information
conservation in our universe. The no-hiding theorem has
been experimentally realized by using nuclear magnetic
resonance’ and then later got tested on the IBM quan-
tum computer'®. Unlike classical information, quantum
information cannot be completely hidden in correlations
between a pair of subsystems.

However, in those theorems, there are always some
restricted conditions for which the theorems no longer
hold. If we consider no-cloning theorem, in some cases
imperfect clones can be produced if a larger auxiliary
system is coupled with the original state and a perfect
unitary operation is done on the combined system, then
some components of the system evolve to approximate
copies of the original state. No-broadcasting theorem
can not be generalized to more than a single input copy.



Even Superbroadcasting'' tells that it’s even possible
for four or more inputs to extract the input states while
broadcasting.

Recently, Modi et al. proposed the scheme of masking
of quantum information'?, where they defined the mask-
ing conditions. They concluded that it is not possible to
mask arbitrary quantum state, however, some restricted
states of non-orthogonal quantum states can be masked.
In the present work, we experimentally show that even
though some arbitrary quantum information can not be
masked, but like the above, no-masking theorem also
does not hold always for some particular quantum states.
Here, we choose particular two-qubit states with orthog-
onal basis sub-states and work out the no-masking theo-
rem conditions. It is found that the above state satisfies
the conditions of masking, and can be masked. The two-
qubit quantum states are prepared on the IBM quantum
experience platform, and the quantum circuits are de-
signed, and run on the real quantum chip “ibmqx4”. For
more experiments performed on this platform, the fol-
lowing works can be referred'®2°. The experimental re-
sults are collected, and compared with the theoretically
predicted ones. From the quantum state tomography,
it is observed that with more than 98% fidelity, the ex-
pected results are obtained for the case of orthogonal
basis states. To avoid confusion it should be clear to the
readers that here we have used two types of fidelities -
one, that tells how perfectly the states are prepared in
IBM quantum computer by comparing the practical val-
ues to theoretical values and the second type tells the
measurement of masking between the practical results of
a given state.

The organization of the paper is as follows. In Sec-
tion II, we define the operation of quantum masking,
then verify that masking of quantum information pos-
sible into some orthogonal state in Section III with a re-
stricted condition. For extra support, in Section IV, we
create a quantum state with arbitrary coeflicients with
higher than 99% fidelity of gate operations and it is seen
that masking is not quite satisfactory compared to those
restricted states and in V we verify an interesting fact
which fails for bipartite system but not in the case of
tripartite state. In SectionVI we study the statistical er-
rors in our experimental method. Finally, we conclude in
Section VII discussing the experimental results.

II. DEFINITION

According to the Ref.!2, conditions for masking are de-
fined as follows. Let us assume quantum information is in
the states |ax) 4 belonging to H4. If there is an operator
M that maps the states into |V 45) belonging to Ho® Hp
such that it satisfies the following two conditions,

pa=Trp(|%)ap(¥k|),
pB =Tra(|V) 45 (Vi) (2)

are identical and one can say nothing about the value
of k by observing this. As this is a physical process, it
can also be written as M : |ag) , ®|b) 5 — |¥k) 45, Where
M is called the masker and U acts on both the system A
and B.

III. MASKING OF QUANTUM INFORMATION
INTO ORTHOGONAL STATES

Here, we consider a quantum state, and show that it
can be decomposed in such way that this state can be
masked. Hence, we illustrate that information can also be
masked into orthogonal states, if they can be decomposed
in a proper way.

We pick up only one of the very few states, which fol-
lows the masking condition theoretically (we show below
how they are following the conditions of masking) among
all the combinations of orthogonal states. Hence, we opt
out other states which don’t follow those conditions.

A. Circuit Explanation
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FIG. 1. Quantum circuit for generating |¥) = ay |[¥o) +
a2 |¥1), where, |¥o) = (7‘0()):/%‘1”), and |¥4) = |01>j§|10>).

In this case, to construct the state which is linear com-
bination of two mutual orthogonal sub-states |¥p) and
|¥,), we use two Hadamard gates, one S-gate or phase
gate, one X-gate, and one CNOT gate. The Pauli-X
gate acts on a single qubit, it is the quantum equivalent
of the NOT gate for classical computers (with respect
to the standard basis |0) , |1), which distinguishes the Z-
direction. It equates to a rotation around the X-axis of
the Bloch sphere by 7 radians. It maps |0) to |1) and |1)
to |0). Due to this nature, it is sometimes called bit-flip
gate. It is represented by the Pauli-X matrix. The phase
gate (or S gate) is a single-qubit operation, the S gate
is also known as the phase gate, because it represents a
90 degree rotation around the Z-axis. In the previous
section, we have already discussed about the Hadamard
and CNOT gate.



B. Theory

In this section, we take an orthogonal quantum state
and show theoretically that the reduced states are identi-
cal and the experiment supports the calculation as well.
We now assume that |b) can be masked, i.e.,

|b> = |0>—|-042|1> — |\I/>=a1\\l’0>+a2|\111> (3)

where |a1|? + |az2|?> = 1. Now, we take the partial traces
with respect to either A or B to get

Try W) (U] = a3 Try (|Wo) (Vo) + a3Tr (|¥1) (U1])
+ a1a3Try(|Wo) (1)) + ajaeTry ([¥1) (Vo)
(4)
Now the masking condition is p, = T, (|¥o) (Yo|) =

Tr,(|P1) (¥4]). To fulfill the masking condition, the off-
diagonal terms in the Eq. (4) must be vanished. So,

a5 Try ([Wo) (P1) + ajaeTry (|¥1) (Yol) =0 (5)

Now, from the calculations done in Eq. (12) and
Eq.  (13), it can be seen that Trx|¥;)(¥,| and
Trx |Po) <\I/1 , these are non-zero and equal terms, hence
Eq. (5) can be written as

TT‘m |\Ifo> <\I/1|(0410l; + OéTOéQ) = O

aras +afas =0 (6)

when

Trx V1) (Vo] = Trx [Uo) (T (7)

The above condition means that we have to choose
a1 and ap in such way so that one is imaginary part
of another. As a; and as are the information we
want to mask, so with this condition we impose a
restriction on the information we want to mask.
It is important to note that along with the states (which
we are masking the information into) which must follow
the masking condition, the quantum information, itself,
needs follow the above condition to get masked.

Here we take a state |¥) which is a linear combination
of two orthogonal states,

o = (I
) = (B ©

i The masked
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Here, we also use oy = 7 and oo 7

quantum state becomes

Theoretical reduced density matrices of these states
are

Tral @) (W] = Tres [9) (@] = 5(0) (0] + 1) (1)
TralWo) (Wo| = Trss [Wo) (Wol = 3(10) (0] + |1} (1)

Tral¥y) (U] =Trp [W1) (W1 = %(|0> (O] +[1) (1))
(10)

As we can see that the reduced states are the same
ie, pgp = Tra|Po) (To| = Tra|¥y) (¥, hence there
is no definite information about the initial state. The
quantum information is properly masked. Also we know
that, it satisfies the masking condition if

Oéloé;TTX |\IJ()> <\I’1‘ + O[{OQT’I“X |‘I/1> <‘~I/0’ =0 (11)

where, ‘X’ represents the sub-systems A or B, we take
a state whose calculation of partial traces of cross terms
gives us,

w03 Trx %) (W] = L(10) 0]+ 1) (1) (12)

afaaTrx [00) (W] =~ L(10) 0]+ [1) 1)) (13)

Using Eq. (12) and Eq. (13) we get,

i i
5TrX (W) (P1| — 5TrX |U1) (¥o| =0 (14)

which satisfies the masking condition in Eq. (11). A
point is to be noticed that the values of a; and ag can
not be arbitrary to fulfill the above condition of masking.
There are some restricted values, the above mentioned set
of values is one of them. In general case this restriction
follows the Eq. (6). Then we create the above mentioned
state on the real chip, “ibmqgx4” with 8192 shots by im-
plementing the quantum gates as shown in Fig. 1.

C. Experimental Results

By coding, we then, construct the density matrices
and calculate the partial traces of the density matrices
of |¥yp), |¥1) and their linear combination state, the in-
put state |¥). The reduced density matrix is calculated
firstly by calculating the density matrix of the state by a
Matlab code. Let, the density matrix is
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FIG. 2. 1(a) and 1(b) represent the real and imaginary part of the theoretical reduced density matrix for |¥) state. 1(c) and
1(d) represent the real and imaginary part of the reconstructed experimental density matrix for |¥o). 1(e) and 1(f) are the real
and imaginary part of the experimental density matrix for the state |¥1).

a11 a1z aiz ai4
a21 G22 G23 G24 (15)
a31 azz G33 a34
(41 Q42 43 A44

p:

where a;; are the elements of the p matrix, i, j = 1, 2, 3,
4 and then the reduced density matrix of a 4 x 4 density
matrix of the sub-states A and B will be 2 x 2 matrices
and are respectively,

a11 + a2 a1z + 624]

pPA =
a31 + a42 asz3 + aqq

a11 +asz a2 +asq
= 16
PB [am +a43 a2 + a44] (16)

Now we implement the above masked quantum states W,
Uy and ¥y and calculate the reduced matrices with the

experimental outputs using Eq. (15) and Eq. (16). The
reduced matrices will be 2 x 2 matrices, whose diagonal
terms are real and off-diagonal terms are imaginary.

gy [ 0682 01300141
PELTO) =1 0130+ 01410 0.368
0652 0.128—0.135i
po(1) = [0.128 401350 0.348 } (17)

We check the ‘Distance’ between the theoretical and
experimental density matrices as well as between the ex-
perimental density matrices to show how much they differ
from each other. Let us assume ar is one element of the
theoretical density matrix pr and ag is one element of
the experimental density matrix pg, then



- 1
Dipr.pp) = 5 3 llar — ax| (18)

Then we check the fidelity between theoretical and ex-
perimental density matrices to check the density matri-
ces are reconstructed experimentally. Fidelity equals one
means the matrices are exactly the same.

1
2

Fprsp) = Tr[(pr)* plpr)’ (19)

Here also, we calculate the distances between the den-
sity matrices according to the formula in Eq. (18)

D(pp(¥0); pp(¥1)) = 0.0527
D(p5(Wo); pp(¥y) = 0.3239
D(pp(¥1); pp(¥;) = 0.3380

D(pp(¥); pp(¥:) = 0.3006 (20)

where U and ¥, are represented by Eq. (8), ¥ is repre-
sented by Eq. (9) and pp(¥o), pB(¥1) pp(¥:) are rep-
resented by Eq. (17), (10) respectively and the distances
with ¥; show how perfectly we are doing our work except
the first one which depicts how perfectly the masking is
happening.

Fidelity can be calculated according to the Eq. (19) to
show how much deviation happened in our experiment
from theoretical calculations

F(pp(¥¢); pp(¥o)) = 0.9910
F(pp(¥:); pp(¥1)) = 0.9881 (21)

Now we calculate the fidelity between the two practically
measured density matrices

F(pp(Yo); pp(V¥1)) = 0.9997 (22)
This state is also masked with very high fidelity.

IV. ARBITRARY QUANTUM STATES

Now, for additional support we create the same states
as in Section IIT but with arbitrary coefficients and see
whether it satisfies the masking condition. According
to our expectation, as the arbitrary co-efficients don’t
follow the condition in Eq. (6) this state should not be
masked. We take two states |¥), = «|00) + 3|11) and
|¥); = v|01) 4+ 6 |10) to make

|¥) = a(]00) + [11) ) +b(]01) + [10)) (23)

where, a, 3, a, b are chosen arbitrarily.
Instead of using Hadamard gate we use U gate, where
angles are taken arbitrarily.

(24)
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FIG. 3. Quantum circuit for generating |¥) = ay [¥o) +

a2 |W1), where, |Wo) = (%), and |U,) = |01>+|10>).

A. Preparation of arbitrary states and calculations

We prepare arbitrary |¥o) and |¥;) states in ‘ibmq
ourense’ as shown in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 and we take a uni-
tary gate Us with arbitrary angles 7/4,7/4,7/5 respec-
tively to create |¥o) and arbitrary angles n/3,7/4,7/5
respectively to create |Uq).

First, on the way of making |¥) we take the unitary
gate, and the gate is represented by matrix as follows

qlo] [0)
al1l [0} ‘
c2 b

FIG. 4. Quantum circuit for generating [io)

0.9 —0.32 — 0.24%

Us(m/4,m/4,7/5) = 1098 { 0.98i 0.18 + 0.9

(25)

This gate is applied on first qubit, followed by CNOT
gate. Ultimately the state will be
ltho) = 0.9]00) 4 0.4¢F |11) (26)

Now we trace out the first qubit to get the density matrix

081 0 ] (27)

poi(Wo) = [ 0 0.16

Next, on the way of making |¥;) we take the unitary
gate, and the gate is represented by matrix as following



09  —04-0.3i
Us(m/3,m/4,7/5) = [0.35 +0.35i 0.18 + 0.92} (28)
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FIG. 5. Quantum circuit for generating [i1)

This gate is applied on first qubit followed by a CNOT
gate between two X gates, ultimately the state will be
1) = 0.5]01) + 0.4eF |10) (29)

We trace out the first qubit to get the density matrix

025 0 } (30)

pui(¥1) = [ 0 081

B. Practical Results

We measure the states |¥g) and |¥4) , individually, in
IBM quantum computer and put all the values in coding
to get the density matrices practically

(W) = 0.836 ~0.060 — 0.017i
PBLE0)= 1 —0.060 + 0.017i 0.164

_ 0.284 —0.076 + 0.027i
pu(V1) = [—0.076 —0.027i 0.716 } (31)

C. Comparison

The fidelities between theoretical and practical den-
sity matrices to see how perfectly we are doing our work
practically

F(ppt(Yo); pp(¥o)) = 0.9849
Flppi(V1);p5(V1)) =1 (32)

Now we calculate the distance between practically
measured density matrices of two states and also see the
fidelity between them to see how likely they are.

According to formula of distance in Eq. (18) the re-
quired distance is

D(pp(¥o); pp(¥1)) = 0.600 (33)

And according to formula in Eq. (19) the required fidelity
is

F(pyy: pw,) = 0.8200 (34)

So, compared to previous case, these arbitrary states
have too low fidelity and higher distance to feature W
to be masked.

V. MASKING INTO TRIPARTITE STATES

So far, in this paper we have dealt with bipartite sys-
tems. We have shown the masking of quantum infor-
mation into orthogonal, and arbitrary quantum states
- all are bipartite systems with dimension 2. Li and
Wang?% have introduced the masking of quantum infor-
mation into multipartite scenario and claimed that any
pure state Sy can be masked into a tripartite system ex-
cept for d = 2, 6 , where ‘d’ is the dimension of the
system. Later, an interesting fact came out?” that any
pure state can be masked into tripartite system and we
will see in this section that quantum information can be
masked into tripartite system irrespective of the fact that
the state follows the restriction on the choice of coeffi-
cients i.e. Eq. (6) . Hence, we conclude that quantum
information can be masked into arbitrary tripar-
tite system unlike the case in bipartite system
discussed in section IV.

The only tripartite state that follows the masking
condition theoretically maintaining the Eq. (6) is the
‘Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger state’?®, which is the max-
imally entangled state among all tripartite states. Triv-
ially the information will be masked into this state . Now,
for practical experiment we unfollow the restriction and
take arbitrary coefficients by using Us quantum gate.

A. Preparation of arbitrary states and calculations

The state |®) = «]000) + 3 |111) , where « and 8 are
the coefficients which don’t follow the restriction. So we
apply Us gate on the first qubit followed by two CNOT
gates taking first qubit as control qubit, second qubit
as target qubit and second qubit as control qubit, third
qubit as target qubit respectively. We make this circuit
on the same ‘ibmq ourense’ chip.

And we go through the same process. But in this case
as the system is tripartite in Hilbert space HAQ Hg® H¢,
we get 8x8 density matrix. Tracing the matrix partially
we get the partial traces which are 4x4 matrices for sub-
system A in Hilbert space H4, B in Hilbert space in Hg
and C in Hilbert space H.. The matrices are following:
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FIG. 6. Circuit for preparing ‘Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger
state’®

pa(®) = 0.4693 |00) (00| 4 (0.0013 — 0.068) [00) (01| + (0.0215 — 0.0184) |00) (10| + (—0.0537 — 0.00214) |00) (11|
+ (0.0013 — 0.0068¢) [01) (00| 4 0.0392 |01) (01| + (0.0003 — 0.00054) |01) (10| + (0.003 + 0.0045¢) |01) (11|
+ (0.0215 4 0.0184) |10) (00| + (0.0003 + 0.00054) |10) (01| 4 0.0048 |10) (10| + (—0.0197 + 0.0053) |10) (11]
+ (0.0003 4 0.00214) |11) (00] -+ (0.003 — 0.00454) |11) (01| 4 (—0.0197 — 0.0053¢) |11) (10| + 0.4763 |11) (11]
(35)

pp(®) = 0.4465]00) (00| 4 (0.0048 — 0.0097) |00) (01| + (0.035 + 0.0444) |00) (10| + (—0.0077 + 0.01074) |00) (11
+ (0.0048 + 0.0097) [01) (00| + 0.034 |01) (01| + (0.0022 — 0.01774) |01) (10| + (—0.0135 + 0.01054) |01) (11]
+ (0.0351 — 0.0444) |10) (00| + (0.0022 + 0.01777) |10) (01| + 0.0018 |10) (10| + (—0.0232 + 0.00754) |10) (11]
+ (=0.0077 — 0.01074) |11) (00| + (—0.0035 — 0.0105¢) |11) (01| + (—0.0232 — 0.0075¢) |11) (10| + 0.4815 |11) (11|

(36)

po(®) = 0.4717]00) (00| + (0.0152 — 0.00984) |00) (01| + (0.0223 + 0.0392i) [00) (10| 4 (—0.0035 + 0.0398) [00) (11|
+ (0.0152 + 0.00984) [01) (00| 4 0.0088 |01) (01| + (—0.0015 — 0.0083i) [01) (10| + (—0.0007 + 0.0153i) [01) (11
+ (0.0223 — 0.0392¢) |10) (00| + (—0.0015 + 0.0083¢) |10) (01| 4 0.0368 |10) (10| + (0.0093 — 0.00374) |10) (11]
+ (—0.0035 — 0.0754) |11) (00| + (0.0093 — 0.01537) |11) (01] + (0.0093 + 0.00374) |11) (10| + 0.4627 [11) (11]

(37)
B. Practical Results
F(pa(®); pp(®)) = 0.9761
F(pp(®); po(®)) = 0.9564
F(pa(®); pc(®)) = 0.9718 (38)

Now we measure the fidelity between each partial trace

which show how close they are with each other. From

MATLAB we got the fidelities as follows -

So as expected, the tripartite state which is following
the masking condition but not the restriction has high
fidelities among the sub-states.



VI. STATISTICAL STUDY

As one can understand by reading the paper and our introduction as well, this paper mainly aims to verify the
‘No-Masking theorem’ experimentally and on doing that we claim a restricted condition in Eq. (6). So, our paper
focuses on the experimental regime. In this section, we show the statistical errors of our measurements. We take ten
trials of our probability measurements, take the average and plot it for different qubits for the systems we considered
above. And from the standard deviation for each we plot the error bars for our data.

Orthogonal state| Arbitrary state
Mean 0.2993 0.3092
SD 0.0038 0.0043
Max 0.3050 0.3160
Min 0.2930 0.3070

TABLE I. Statistical Parameters in a nutshell for state |00)

Average probability of each qubit in Orthogonal State
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X

= |10

0.2

I [01>

AVERAGE PROBABILITY

0.1

0.05

QUANTUM STATES

FIG. 7. Error bars with standard deviation while measuring the states in the circuits to mask information into orthogonal
system in Fig. 1

Orthogonal state | Arbitrary state
Mean 0.1948 0.1968
SD 0.0039 0.0064
Max 0.2010 0.2110
Min 0.1880 0.1900

TABLE II. Statistical Parameters for state |01)
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FIG. 8. Error bars with standard deviation while measuring the states in the circuits to mask information into arbitrary

bipartite system in Fig. 3
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Orthogonal state

Arbitrary state

Mean 0.2129

0.2060

SD 0.0020

0.0078

Max 0.2160

0.2160

Min 0.2100

0.1940

TABLE III. Statistical Parameters for state |10)

Average probability of each qubit in arbitrary tripartite stae
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1100> =

1 2 3 4 5

QUANTUM STATES

FIG. 9. Error bars with standard deviation while measuring the states in the circuits to mask information into an arbitrary
tripartite system in Fig. 6
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Non orthogonal states | Arbitrary states
Mean 0.2910 0.2866
SD 0.0057 0.0035
Max 0.2990 0.2920
Min 0.2820 0.2820

TABLE IV. Statistical Parameters for state |11)

[000) [ [001) | [010) | [O11) | [100) | [101) | [110) | [00O)
Mean |0.2381] 0.0125 |0.2196[0.1291[0.0125[0.2438[0.01470.2439
SD [0.0047] 0.0009 |0.0038[0.00100.0009[0.0051[0.0011[0.0036
Max |0.2470{0.01300(0.22300.0146|0.0142[ 0.252 [0.0172] 0.249
Min |0.2350[0.01060]0.2140[0.0107|0.0113| 0.236 |0.0136] 0.236

TABLE V. Statistical Parameters for all states in tripartite system

VII. DISCUSSION

Out of all no-go theorems, no-masking theorem is the
most current proposed theorem'2?. Here, we verify that
for some restricted conditions, masking of quantum in-
formation is possible. Though it was formerly told that
quantum states that contain non-orthogonal states can
be masked under certain restricted sets of coefficients,
we were surprised to find that under a certain restric-
tion, quantum information containing orthogonal states
can be masked too. It means that as long as any quan-
tum information follows that condition or restriction, the
information can be masked irrespective of that informa-
tion being mapped into non-orthogonal or orthogonal
state and theoretically Eq. (6) shows this restriction -
the main part of our paper. Now to show this practi-
cally we performed the experiments for two two-qubit
states taking orthogonal basis states into consideration.
The states are prepared on the real chip, “ibmqx4” and
found to be masked having high closeness (with fidelity
more than 99%) between the density matrices with more
than 98% fidelitiy (these fidelities show how perfectly the
states are prepared in IBM Quantum computer) for or-
thogonal state in our practical measurements with theo-
retical calculations respectively. Whereas, for arbitrary
quantum states (which do not follow the Eq. (6)) which
were prepared on the “ibmq ourense”, we worked out
the density matrices for the states practically with more
than 99% fidelities with theoretical calculations (this fi-
delity shows how perfectly the states are prepared in IBM
Quantum computer). However in this case the distance
between two density matrices of those same states with
arbitrary coefficients is much higher and the fidelity is
lower (82%) as compared to the previous result. Ac-
cording to our expectation these states with arbitrary

(

coefficients cannot be masked. In the last experiment
in V we finally show that any tripartite system doesn’t
follow any restriction and despite using any arbitrary co-
efficients, the sub- states are similar to each other with
high fidelities above 95% depicting quantum information
can be masked into arbitrary tripartite quantum state
unlike the case for bipartite system.

So our paper theoretically and experimentally shows
that a quantum information can be masked into states
(orthogonal) as long as it follows Eq. (6) but if it does
not, then those arbitrary quantum information cannot
be masked. However, it can be masked into tripartite
system without following any restriction. So restriction
on the information we are masking is thus shown. For
information masking not only the states we are masking
into but also the information we are masking must follow
the restriction. I hope that our work not only verifies
the newly proposed ‘No-go theorem’ experimentally but
also derives another restriction theoretically which will
be important for the works in Quantum Masking in the
future.
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