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We employ the compressed sensing (CS) algorithm and a heavily reduced data set to experimen-
tally perform true quantum process tomography (QPT) on an NMR quantum processor. We obtain
the estimate of the process matrix x corresponding to various two- and three-qubit quantum gates
with a high fidelity. The CS algorithm is implemented using two different operator bases, namely,
the standard Pauli basis and the Pauli-error basis. We experimentally demonstrate that the perfor-
mance of the CS algorithm is significantly better in the Pauli-error basis, where the constructed x
matrix is maximally sparse. We compare the standard least square (LS) optimization QPT method
with the CS-QPT method and observe that, provided an appropriate basis is chosen, the CS-QPT
method performs significantly better as compared to the LS-QPT method. In all the cases con-
sidered, we obtained experimental fidelities greater than 0.9 from a reduced data set, which was
approximately five to six times smaller in size than a full data set. We also experimentally charac-
terized the reduced dynamics of a two-qubit subsystem embedded in a three-qubit system, and used
the CS-QPT method to characterize processes corresponding to the evolution of two-qubit states
under various J-coupling interactions.

PACS numbers: 03.65.Wj, 03.67.Lx, 03.67.Pp, 03.67.-a

I. INTRODUCTION

An essential task in experimental quantum informa-
tion processing is the characterization of quantum states
and their dynamics, which is typically achieved via quan-
tum state tomography (QST) [I] and quantum process
tomography (QPT)[2]. The experimental resources re-
quired to implement QST and QPT grow exponentially
with the size of system, which makes these methods in-
feasible beyond a few qubits[3]. Hence developing tech-
niques to reduce the experimental resources required
for quantum process tomography is of paramount im-
portance in scaling up quantum technologies. Several
strategies have been designed to address these issues,
such as methods based on the least-square (LS) lin-
ear inversion technique[d], linear regression estimation[5],
maximum likelihood estimation (MLE)[6], self-guided
tomography[7] and numerical strategies[8]. Several QST
protocols have been extended to perform QPT, which in-
clude MLE-based QPT[9], LS-based QPT[I0], simplified
QPT[11], convex optimization-based QPT[12], selective
and efficient QPT [13], adaptive QPT[14], and ancilla-
assisted QPT[I5]. These protocols have been success-
fully demonstrated on various physical systems such as
NMR [16H20], NV-centers[21], linear optics[22], super-
conducting qubits[23H25] and ion trap-based quantum
processors|[20].

Methods such as Monte-Carlo process certification[27]
and randomized benchmarking[28] have been developed
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to address scalability issues in standard QST and QPT
methods. However, they are limited in scope as they
do not provide the full process matrix and hence can-
not be used to identify gate errors or improve gate fi-
delity. Other methods such as ancilla-assisted QPT are
able to significantly reduce the experimental complex-
ity, however the issues of scalability remain. The CS
algorithm borrows ideas from classical signal processing
which posits that even heavily undersampled sparse sig-
nals can be efficiently reconstructed. The CS algorithm
relies on reformulating QST and QPT tasks as a con-
strained convex optimization problem, and is able to per-
form complete and true characterization of a given quan-
tum process from a heavily reduced data set without per-
forming actual projective measurements, and does not
need any extra resources such as ancilla qubits. CS-QST
and CS-QPT have been successfully used to reconstruct
unknown quantum states from NMR data [29], to char-
acterize quantum gates based on superconducting Xmon
and phase qubits [30], and to perform efficient estimation
of process matrices of photonic two-qubit gates [31].

In this work we utilize the CS algorithm to perform
QPT of various two- and three-qubit quantum gates on
an NMR quantum processor. We also demonstrate the
efficacy of the CS-QPT protocol in characterizing two-
qubit dynamics in a three-qubit system. We experimen-
tally estimate the full process matrix corresponding to a
given quantum process with a high fidelity, from a drasti-
cally reduced set of initial states and outcomes. The CS-
QPT algorithm is able to efficiently characterize a given
quantum process provided the corresponding process ma-
trix is sufficiently sparse (i.e. most of its matrix elements
are zero). We use two different operator basis sets to esti-
mate the process matrix using the CS algorithm, namely,
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the standard Pauli basis and the Pauli-error basis (where
the process matrix is maximally sparse [30], i.e. it con-
tains only one non-zero element). We also compare the
performance of the CS-QPT and the LS-QPT methods
using significantly reduced data sets in both the stan-
dard Pauli basis and the Pauli-error basis. We obtained
experimental fidelities of greater than 0.9 from a reduced
data set of a size approximately 5 to 6 times smaller than
the size of a full data set, and our results indicate that
the CS-QPT method is significantly more efficient than
standard QPT methods.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section [[I] we
detail the implementation of the CS algorithm in the
context of QPT. The standard QPT protocol is briefly
described in Section [[TA] while the CS-QPT method is
given in Section[[TB] Section[[ITdescribes the experimen-
tal implementation of the CS-QPT methods using two
and three NMR qubits. In Sections [[ITA] and [[ITB] we
present the quantum circuit and the corresponding NMR
implementation of the CS-QPT method for two- and
three-qubit quantum gates, respectively. Section [[IIC|
contains a description of the CS-QPT implementation
to capture two-qubit quantum dynamics embedded in a
three-qubit system. Section [[ITD] contains a comparison
of the CS-QPT and LS-QPT protocols. Section [[V] con-
tains a few concluding remarks.

II. QPT FOR A REDUCED DATA SET
A. Standard QPT and y matrix representation

In a fixed basis set {F;}, a quantum map (a completely
positive map) A can be written as [32]:

A(p) = ZanEmPEJL (1)

m,n

where the Kraus operators are expanded as A; =
>k @i Ey and the quantities xmn = Y, aima;, are the
elements of the process matrix x characterizing the quan-
tum map A. In a d-dimensional Hilbert space, x is a
d? x d? dimensional positive semi-definite matrix and
d* real independent parameters are required to uniquely
represent it. The number of required parameters reduces
from d* to (d* — d?) for trace preserving processes [9].

The standard QPT protocol estimates the complete
x matrix by preparing the system in different quantum
states, letting it evolve under the given quantum process,
and then measuring a set of observables [33]. The full
data set for QPT can be acquired using tomographically
complete sets of input states {p1, p2, ...., px }, letting them
undergo the desired quantum process x, and measuring
an observable M from the set of measurement operators
{Mi, Ms, ..., M}, leading to:

Bj = Te(M;A(pi)) = Y Xun Tr(M; EmpiB}) - (2)

m,n

For all input states {p;} and measurement operators
{M;} in Eq. , the relationship between the vector of
outcomes and the true process matrix can be rewritten
in a compact form [33]:

B(x) =X (3)

where E(X) and ¥ are vectorized forms of Bji- and Xmn
respectively, and ® is the coeflicient matrix with the en-
tries (I)ji,mn = T‘I‘(MJEmpZEJJ

We note here that using the standard QPT method
may not always lead to a positive semi-definite experi-
mentally constructed x matrix, due to experimental un-
certainties. This problem can be resolved by reformulat-
ing the linear inversion problem as a constrained convex
optimization problem as follows[19]:

min | B = Bl (42)

subject to x >0, (4b)
> XomELE, = Ia. (4c)

where the vector ge‘”’ is constructed using experimental
measurement outcomes. This method is referred to as
the least square (LS) optimization method. In this work,
we study the performance of the LS-QPT method for a
reduced data set.

B. Compressed sensing QPT

Compressed sensing methods work well if the process
matrix is sparse in some known basis and rely on com-
pressing the information contained in a process of large
size into one of much smaller size and use efficient convex
optimization algorithms to “unpack” this compressed in-
formation. The CS-QPT method hence provides a way
to reconstruct the complete and true x matrix of a given
quantum process from a drastically reduced data set, pro-
vided that the x matrix is sufficiently sparse in some
known basis i.e. , the number of non-zero entries in the
x matrix is small. It is to be noted that the sparsity is
a property of the map representation and not the map
itself. Specifically, for quantum gates which are trace-
preserving unitary quantum processes, one can always
find the proper basis in which the corresponding x ma-
trix is maximally sparse [34] [35].

Estimating a sparse process matrix with an unknown
sparsity pattern from an underdetermined set of linear
equations can be done using numerical optimization tech-
niques. For trace-preserving maps, the complete convex
optimization problem for CS-QPT is formulated as fol-



lows:
min [ X1, (5a)
X
subject to || B — & ||, < e, (5b)
x > 0, (5¢)
> XmnEL En = 1. (5d)

where Eq. is the main objective function which is to
be minimized and Eq. is the standard constraint in-
volved in the CS algorithm; Eq. and Eq. denote
the positivity and trace preserving constraints of the pro-
cess matrix, respectively. The parameter € quantifies the
level of uncertainty in the measurement, i.e. the quantity
Bew — ®Y o + 7 is observed, with || Z||;, < €, where
go is the vectorized form of the true process matrix and

is an unknown noise vector. The general [,- norm of

a given vector @ is defined as: [z[, = >, \xi\p)l/p. If

the process matrix is sufficiently sparse and the coeffi-
cient matrix ® satisfies the restricted isometry property
(RIP) condition, then by solving the optimization prob-
lem delineated in Eq. , one can accurately estimate
the process matrix [3I]. The RIP condition is satisfied
if the coefficient matrix ® satisfies the following condi-
tions [30} B31]:

(i)
X1 — 2V}

X1 = Xall,

for all s-sparse vectors 1 and Y2. An N x 1
dimensional vector @ is s-sparse, if only s < N
elements are non-zero.

1-6,< <144, (6)

(ii) The value of the isometry constant d, < v/2 — 1.
The restricted isometry constant (RIC) of a ma-
trix A measures how close to an isometry is the
action of A on vectors with a few nonzero entries,
measured in the lo-norm [36]. Specifically, the up-
per and lower RIC of a matrix A of size n x N
is the maximum and the minimum deviation from
unity (one) of the largest and smallest, respectively,

square of singular values of all <JZ> matrices

formed by taking k columns from A.

(iii) The size of the data set is sufficiently large
i.e. Meont > Coslog(d*/s) where Cj is a constant,
Meont 1S the size of the data set, s is the sparsity
of the process matrix and d is the dimension of the
Hilbert space.

Once the basis operators {E,} and the configuration
space {p;, M;} are chosen, the coefficient matrix ®gyy
corresponding to the entire data set is fully defined and
does not depend on the measurement outcomes. It has
been shown that if @, is built by randomly selecting m
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FIG. 1. (Color online) (a) Quantum circuit to implement CS-
QPT of a CNOT gate. Single-qubit unitary operations Rz are
achieved via rotations by an angle 6 and phase ¢. The first
block represents the preparation of the desired input state,
while the second and third blocks represent the quantum pro-
cess corresponding to the CNOT gate and the measurement,
respectively. (b) NMR implementation of the quantum cir-
cuit given in panel (a). The rectangles filled with red, orange,
yellow and green color denote 7, m, 7 and % pulses, respec-
tively, with the rf phase written above each pulse. The un-
filled rectangles with the phases ¢1, ¢2, ¢3, and ¢4 represent
pulses with flip angles 61, 02, 03, and 604, respectively. The
gradient line denotes z-gradient pulses. The evolution time
period T = ﬁ where Jop is the scalar coupling constant.
(c) ¥ C-labeled chloroform molecule with *H and **C labeling
the first and second qubits, respectively. (d) and (e) depict
the NMR spectra of *C and 'H, respectively, corresponding
to the configuration {| + +)(+ + |, IX}.

rows (i.e. m number of random configurations) from P,
then it is most likely to satisfy the RIP conditions [30].
Hence the sub-matrix ®,,, € %ull together with the corre-

sponding observation vector B¢ € Bl can be used to

estimate the process matrix by solving the optimization
problem (Eq. (5a)).

In this study, we use two different operator basis sets,
namely the standard Pauli basis (PB) and the Pauli-error
basis (PEB). For both bases, the orthogonality condi-
tion is given by (E,|Eg) = dd.s. For an n-qubit sys-
tem, the basis operators P; in the PB set are P, =
{I,04,04,0,}®", while the basis operators E; in the PEB
set are: F; = UP;, where U is the desired unitary ma-
trix for which the process matrix needs to be estimated.
Furthermore, the process matrix in PEB corresponding
to the desired U, is always maximally sparse, ¢.e. it con-
tains only one non-zero element [30]. The convex op-
timization problems involved in LS-QPT and CS-QPT
(Eq. and Eq. (5a)), respectively) can be solved effi-
ciently using the YALMIP[37] MATLAB package, which
employs SeDuMi[38] as a solver.



III. EXPERIMENTAL IMPLEMENTATION OF
CS-QPT

A. CS-QPT of two-qubit gates

We implemented the CS-QPT protocol for two, two-
qubit nonlocal quantum gates, namely, the CNOT gate
and the controlled-rotation gate. The controlled-rotation
gate is a nonlocal gate which rotates the state of the
second qubit via R, (6), if the first qubit is in the state

).

For two qubits the tomographically complete set of in-
put states is given by: {|0),[1), |+),|—)}®? where |+) =
(10) + [1))/v/2 and |=) = (0) +[1))/V2. In NMR, to-
mographic measurements are carried out by applying a
set of unitary rotations followed by signal acquisition[39].
The time-domain NMR signal is recorded as a free induc-
tion decay and then Fourier transformed to obtain the
frequency spectrum, which effectively measures the net
magnetization in the transverse (x — y) plane. For two
NMR qubits, the tomographically complete set of unitary
rotations is given by [1]: {II,IX,IY, XX} where II de-
notes the no operation on both the qubits, 71X denotes
no operation on the first qubit and a 90° x-rotation on
the second qubit, IY denotes no operation on the first
qubit and a 90° y-rotation on the second qubit and XX
denotes a 90° z-rotation on both qubits.

As an illustration, the quantum circuit and corre-
sponding NMR implementation of the CS-QPT protocol
for a two-qubit CNOT gate is given in Fig. Figa)
depicts the general quantum circuit to acquire data for
CS-QPT and contains all possible settings correspond-
ing to a tomographically complete set of input quantum
states and measurements. The first block in Figa) pre-
pares the desired initial input state from |00). In the sec-
ond block the quantum process (CNOT gate in this case)
which is to be tomographed, is applied to the system
qubits and in the third block, a set of tomographic op-
erations are applied, followed by measurements on each
qubit. To implement CS-QPT for any other two-qubit
quantum gate, the CNOT gate should be replaced with
the desired gate, while the remaining circuit remains un-
altered. The first block in the Figb) represents the
NMR pulse sequence which prepares the spin ensemble
in the pseudo pure state (PPS) |00) and then generates
the desired input state from the |00) state. The pulse
sequence corresponding to the CNOT gate (the quantum
process which is to be tomographed) is given in the sec-
ond block and finally, in the last block, the desired set
of tomographic pulses are applied and the NMR signal is
acquired.

We used '*C-enriched chloroform molecule (Figc))
dissolved in acetone-D6 to physically realize a two-qubit
system, with the 'H and '3C spins denoting the first and
second qubits, respectively. The NMR Hamiltonian in

the rotating frame is given by:

2
H=— Z vili, + Jonuli.1a. (7)

i=1

where vy, 15 are the chemical shifts, I,, Is, are the z-
components of the spin angular momentum operators of
the 'H and '3C spins respectively, and Jcy is the scalar
coupling constant. We used the spatial averaging tech-
nique to initialize the system in the PPS corresponding
to |00), with the density matrix poo given by [40]:

1

poo = Z(l — )14 +n1[00){00] (8)
where 7 corresponds to the net spin magnetization at
thermal equilibrium, and I, is a 4 x 4 identity operator.
Figs.[I(d) and [[fe) depict the NMR spectra correspond-
ing to carbon and hydrogen respectively, obtained for the
configuration {| + +), X}, where {| + +) refers to the
initial state and IX denotes the tomographic pulse set
used. The system is prepared in the initial input state
| + +), a CNOT gate is applied, and finally the tomo-
graphic pulse IX is applied to obtain the NMR spec-
trum. For the first qubit, the area under the spectrum
is related to the density matrix elements ps4 and pis,
while for the second qubit, the area under the spectrum
is related to the density matrix elements p34 and pi2. In
general, the four readout elements of the density matrix
are complex numbers; in NMR the imaginary part of the
density matrix can be calculated by applying a 90° phase
shift to the spectrum (post-processing) and then measur-
ing the area [39]. Hence a given configuration comprises
four data points (two for each qubit). Since the size of
the full configuration space is 64 (16 states X 4 tomo-
graphic rotations), the size of the full data set for two

qubits is 64 x 4 = 256. The vector g;ﬁ’f (256x1 dimen-
sional) can be experimentally constructed by computing
the area under the spectrum for the full configuration
space. One can hence construct BS*P and the corre-
sponding sub-matrix ®,, by randomly selecting m rows
from B and ®gy respectively, solving the optimiza-
tion problem (Eq. (5a))) for a reduced data set of size m,
and estimating the process matrix; m here refers to one
particular configuration randomly chosen from the set of
all possible 256 configurations.

B. CS-QPT of three-qubit gates

We have implemented the CS-QPT protocol to char-
acterize the three-qubit controlled-NOT-NOT (Ucnn)
gate with multiple targets, with the first qubit being
denoted the control qubit, while the other two qubits
are the target qubits. The controlled-NOT-NOT gate
can be decomposed using two CNOT gates as: Uonn =
CNOT;13.CNOT5, and is widely used in encoding ini-
tial input states in error correction codes, fault tolerant
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FIG. 2. (Color online) Quantum circuit to implement CS-
QPT of a Control-NOT-NOT (Ucnn) gate. The first block
prepares the desired input state while the second and third
blocks represent the quantum process corresponding to the
(Ucnn) gate and the measurement, respectively. (b) NMR
implementation of the quantum circuit given in panel (a).
Solid black rectangles are refocusing pulses with flip angle
180°, while the gray rectangles represent pulses with flip an-
gle 45°; the corresponding rf phases are written below each
pulse. The value of § is set to 60°, while the unfilled rect-
angles with rf phases ¢1, ¢2 and ¢3 correspond to flip angles
01, 02 and 63, respectively. The black rectangles represent
pulses with flip angle 90°. The unfilled rectangles in the last
block, of phases ¢1, ¢2 and ¢3 correspond to flip angles 61,
02 and 63, respectively which implement tomographic oper-
ations followed by measurement on each qubit; 7;; = ﬁ
(c) ¥C-labeled diethyl fluoromalonate with 'H, '°F and '3C
nuclei labeled as the first, second and third qubits, respec-
tively. NMR spectra depicted in (d), (e) and (f) correspond
to 'H, °F and '3C nuclei respectively, for the configuration
{11+)(11+ |, XY X}.

operations [41] [42] and in the preparation of three-qubit
maximally entangled states [43H45].

The NMR Hamiltonian for three qubits in the rotating
frame is given by:

3
Z Jijliz 1, 9)

3
H=- Z vili, +
i=1 i, j=1(i%5)

where the indices i, j label the qubit and v; denotes the
respective chemical shift. The quantity J;; denotes the
scalar coupling strengths between the th and jth qubits,
while I;, represents the z-component of the spin angular

momentum of the ith qubit. We have used '2C-labeled
diethyl fluoromalonate (Fig2(c)) dissolved in acetone-
D6 to physically realize a three-qubit system, with the
'H, F and '3C nuclei being labeled as the first, sec-
ond and third qubits, respectively. State initialization is
performed by preparing the system in the PPS |000) via
the spatial averaging technique with the corresponding
density matrix being given by:

1—c¢
Pooo = (T)Is + €/000) (000 (10)

where € ~ 107° represents the net thermal magnetization
and Iy is the 8x8 identity operator.

For a three-qubit system, the tomographically com-
plete set of input states is given by: {|0), 1), |+),]|—)}®3
where [+) = (|0)+[1))/v2 and |-) = (|0)+4[1))/v2 and
the tomographically complete set of unitary rotations is
given by: {III,IIY,IYY,YII, XY X, XXY XXX} [.
The quantum circuit and the corresponding NMR, pulse
sequence to perform CS-QPT for the three-qubit gate
Ucny is given in Fig. 2] The first block in FigPf(a) repre-
sents the input state preparation while the second block
represents the application of quantum gate Ucnn (i.e.
quantum process which is to be tomographed), and to-
mographic unitary rotations are applied in the last block,
followed by measurement on each qubit. Fig(b) repre-
sents the corresponding NMR implementation of quan-
tum circuit given in the Fig[2(a). The spatial averag-
ing techniques are used in the first block [46] to initial-
ize system in the desired PPS, followed by the appli-
cation of spin-selective rf pulses to prepare the desired
input state. In the second block the pulse sequence cor-
responding to Ucnn is applied on the input state and
in the last block after application of tomographic pulses,
the signal of the desired nucleus is recorded. The NMR
spectra corresponding to 'H, '°F and '3C are given in
Figs.[2(d), (e) and (f), respectively, for the configuration
{[11+){(11 + |, XY X}, i.e. the input state |11+)(11 + |
is prepared, evolved under the quantum process corre-
sponding to Ucnn, the tomographic set of pulses XY X
is applied, and finally the NMR signal is recorded. For
the first qubit (1H) the area under the four spectral lines
correspond to the density matrix elements pss, p2g, P37
and pys, for the second qubit (*°F) the area under the
four spectral lines correspond to the density matrix el-
ements ps7, P13, Pes and payg, while for the third qubit
(13C), the area under the four spectral lines correspond
to the density matrix elements psg, p12, prs and psq, re-
spectively. For a three-qubit system there are 12 experi-
mental data points (4 per qubit) for a given configuration
and the total number configurations are 448 (64 input
states x 7 tomographic unitary operations) which yields

the B?fﬁ’ of size = 5376 (448 configurations x 12 data

points per configuration). One can construct gﬁf” by
randomly selecting m number of rows from Bj ], and

using the corresponding coefficient matrix ®,, one can
solve the optimization problem (Eq. ), and construct
the process matrix for a reduced data set of size m.



C. CS-QPT of two-qubit processes in a three-qubit
system

In order to experimentally implement a two-qubit
CNOT gate in a multi-qubit system, one needs to al-
low the two system qubits to interact with each other
t.e. , let them evolve under the internal coupling Hamil-
tonian for a finite time. In reality, this is non-trivial to
achieve experimentally, as during the evolution time the
other qubits are also continuously interacting with sys-
tem qubits, and one has to “decouple” the system qubits
from the other qubits. In the language of NMR, this is
referred to as refocusing of the scalar J-coupling.

To implement a two-qubit CNOT gate we need four
single-qubit rotation gates and one free evolution under
the internal coupling Hamiltonian (Fig. . The single-
qubit rotation gates are achieved by applying very short
duration rf pulses of length ~ 107° s, while the time
required for free evolution under the coupling Hamilto-
nian is ~# 1072 s. The quality of the experimentally im-
plemented quantum gate depends on the time required
for gate implementation, which for the two-qubit CNOT
gate, is primarily determined by the free evolution under
the coupling Hamiltonian. We use the CS-QPT proto-
col to efficiently characterize three coupling evolutions
corresponding to UZ-? of the form:

U{;(t) — e_iZﬂ'Jiinszzt (11)

where the indices ¢ and j label the qubits and J;; is the
strength of the scalar coupling between the ¢th and the
jth qubit; for the CNOT gate, t = |ﬁ| A three-qubit
system is continuously evolving under all the three .J;;
couplings, so in order to let a subsystem of two qubits
effectively evolve under one of these couplings, we have to
refocus all the other J-couplings. For example, consider
the two-qubit subsystem of the ith and jth qubit with
the effective evolution Ui‘g (t) given by:

Uz?(t) - Uint(%)Ri(ﬂ')Uint(g)Ri(—ﬂ') (12)

where RF(47) is an z-rotation on the kth qubit by an
angle +m and Uint(%) is the unitary operator correspond-
ing to free evolution for a duration % under the internal
Hamiltonian H;,; = Zij:l,bj Jijliz1;,. The procedure
for tomographic reconstruction of the reduced two-qubit
density matrix from the full three-qubit density matrix
is given in Table. [ We were able to successfully char-
acterize all three Ug(t) via the CS-QPT method and
constructed the corresponding process matrices, using a
heavily reduced data set of size ~ 20, with experimen-
tal fidelities > 0.94. Using the information given in Ta-
ble [l one can efficiently characterize a general quantum
state as well as the dynamics of a two-qubit subsystem
in a three-qubit system, wherein the experimental data
is acquired by measuring only the two qubits under con-
sideration; hence the complete set of input states and

tomographic rotations required are the same as for the
two-qubit protocol described in Section [[ITA]

TABLE I. Relation between the readout positions of the re-
duced density matrix of the subsystem (pj;) and the readout
positions pmn.

Subsystem |Readout positions of the reduced density matrix

p/24 0/13 9/34 P/12
'H+F pas + p37 P26 + P15 P57 + Pes P13 + P24
H+13C pas + p26 P37 + P15 Ps6 + P18 P12 + P34
PRy pes + p24  ps7 + p13 prs + P34 P56 + P12

D. Comparison of CS-QPT and LS-QPT protocols

The fidelity of the experimentally estimated xexp is
computed using the measure[21]:

| Tr[x XTd 1l
.F(Xexp?Xideal) = T = e?
\/Tr[XCXPXexp]Tr[xidealxideal]

(13)

where Yideal is the theoretically constructed process ma-
tI’iX, and as Xexp — Xideal, »F(chp7Xidea1) — 1

We performed QPT of several two- and three-qubit
quantum gates using both CS-QPT and LS-QPT proto-
cols on a reduced data set. The CS-QPT method was
implemented for the PEB and PB basis sets. For a two-
qubit system mfd‘;l%a = 256, while for a three-qubit system,
mfl‘;léa = 5376, where mfd“aléa denotes the size of the full
data set obtained using the complete set of input states
and tomographic rotation operators for two and three
qubits as given in Sections [[ITA] and [[IIB] respectively.
In the PEB basis, Yidea 18 maximally sparse for all uni-
tary quantum gates, while in the PB basis, Yideal corre-
sponding to the two-qubit CNOT, controlled-R} and U}
gates have 16, 16 and 4 non-zero elements, respectively
(out of a total of 256 elements). For the three-qubit gate
UCNN, Xideal has 16 non-zero elements (out of a total of
4096 elements).

The performance of the CS-QPT method was com-
pared with the LS-QPT method for six different quantum
processes corresponding to: (i) a three-qubit Ucnn gate,
(ii) a two-qubit CNOT gate, (iii) a controlled-R” rota-
tion (iv) Uy, (v) Uiy and (vi) Uy, of which the results of
the quantum process corresponding to (a) a three-qubit
Ucnn gate, (b) a two-qubit CNOT gate and (c) Uy, are
displayed in Fig. The top panel in Fig. [3| represents
the average gate fidelity F plotted against mgata, while
the bottom panel represents the standard deviation o in
average gate fidelity plotted against mgasa. The average
gate fidelity is obtained using the average process matrix
estimated via the LS and CS algorithm in the PEB and
PB bases. The plots in red and blue color represent the
results of the CS-QPT method implemented in PEB and
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FIG. 3. (Color online) The top panel represents the average gate

fidelity F corresponding to (a) a three-qubit Ucnn gate, (b)

a CNOT gate and (c) Us, against the number of data points mdata on the z-axis. The bottom panel represents the standard
deviation in average fidelity o, corresponding to (d) a three-qubit Ucnn gate, (e) a CNOT gate, and (f) Uss, plotted against

the number of data points Mmdata on the x-axis. The data points
LS-PEB and LS-PB methods, respectively. The CS-PEB method

in red, blue, green and pink correspond to CS-PEB, CS-PB,
shows the best performance for all three quantum gates.

TABLE II. The minimum value of mgata at which the experimental average gate fidelity F turns to be > 0.9 is computed

(alongwith the standard deviation o) for different quantum proce

sses, via the CS-PEB, CS-PB, LS-PEB and LS-PB methods.

CS-PEB CS-PB LS-PEB LS-PB

Gate| Madata F o Mdata F o Mdata F o Mdata F o
Ucnn 30 0.9920  0.0081 - - - 320 0.9109  0.0123 290 0.9006 0.0147
CNOT 44 0.9798  0.0701 62 0.9203  0.0905 52 0.9514  0.0263 48 0.9308  0.0475
C-R} 48 0.9728  0.0797 58 0.9068  0.0746 48 0.9332 0.0805 52 0.9503  0.0504
Uiy 14 0.9549  0.0963 24 0.9464  0.0468 32 0.9075 0.0459 34 0.9071  0.0561
Ung 14 0.9641 0.0734 28 0.9145 0.0710 66 0.9019 0.0217 68 0.9048 0.0198

Uiy 18 0.9417  0.0980 38 0.9067  0.0695 - - - - - -

PB basis respectively, while the plots in green and pink
color represent the results of the LS-QPT method im-
plemented in the PEB and PB basis, respectively. The
average fidelity and the value of ¢ is computed by im-
plementing the CS-QPT and LS-QPT protocols 50 times
for randomly selected mgata number of data points, and
o is calculated from:

S (F - F)?
N -1

o =

where N = 50 and F is the average fidelity.

The plots in the first column of Fig.|3|correspond to the
three-qubit gate Ucnn, where Fig. a) depicts the accu-
racy, while Fig. d) gives the precision in characterizing
Ucnn, for a given value of mgat,. Similarly, the second
and third columns in Fig. [3| represent the experimental
results corresponding to the CNOT gate and the Us,
quantum process, respectively. The plots correspond-
ing to the two-qubit controlled-rotation gate (C-RT) is
similar to the CNOT gate, while the plots correspond-
ing to Uiy and Ui, are similar to Ug; (plots not shown).



TABLE III. Experimental quantum process fidelities ob-
tained via CS and LS methods using the full data set mf{;ltla.
Gate CS-PEB  CS-PB LS-PEB LS-PB
Ucnn  0.9980 0.8877 0.9542 0.9542
CNOT 0.9984 0.9843 0.9817 0.9817
C-RZ  0.9980 0.9744 0.9831 0.9831
U, 0.9967 0.9894 0.9819 0.9819
Usy  0.9976 0.9793 0.9273 0.9273
U;  0.9895 0.9710 0.8942 0.8942

As seen from Fig. [3] the CS-QPT method implemented
in the PEB basis, performs significantly better than the
LS-QPT and the CS-QPT methods implemented in the
PB basis, for all the quantum processes considered. The
performance of the LS-QPT method is independent of
the choice of basis operators. On the other hand, the
CS-QPT method may yield a lower fidelity as compared
to the LS-QPT method, if the basis operators are not
properly chosen. Using a reduced data set, the overall
performance for the three-qubit gate Ucny is CS-PEB
> CS-PB > LS-PEB = LS-PB, while for the two-qubit
CNOT and C-R7] gates, CS-PEB > LS-PEB~ LS-PB >
CS-PB. For the two-qubit U{; processes, CS-PEB > CS-
PB > LS-PEB = LS-PB.

For the two-qubit CNOT and C-R] gates, the LS al-
gorithm performs better than the CS algorithm in the
PB basis for all values of mqata, while for the three-qubit
Ucnn gate, the LS algorithm performs better than the
CS algorithm in the PB basis for mgata > 160, which
clearly shows the importance of selecting an appropriate
operator basis set while implementing the CS algorithm.
The plots given in Fig. [3] provide information about the
experimental complexity of the CS and LS algorithms
i.e. the number of experiments required in each case to
characterize a given quantum process. We note here in
passing that the standard deviation in average fidelity (o)
is not monotonic. For small values of mgqata, the process
of randomly selecting mgat, data points to estimate the
process matrix is more likely to lead to a lower fidelity
and higher values of the standard deviation o, and hence
lower precision. For the two-qubit CNOT and controlled-
R7 gates, o has a maximum around Mmgata ~ 20, while
for the Uonn, Usy, Uiy and Uj, quantum processes, o
is maximum around mgata &~ 10. For all the cases, the
CS-PEB method yields better precision as compared to
the CS-PB, LS-PEB and LS-PB methods.

The experimentally obtained minimum value of Mmqaza
at which the experimentally computed average gate fi-
delity is > 0.9 is given in Table [T} for all the quantum
processes. For the three-qubit Ucnn gate, we experi-

mentally obtained Fcg_prp = 0.9920 + 0.0081 for a re-
duced data set of size mgata = 30. For the two-qubit
CNOT and control-R} gates, Feos_pes > 0.9790+0.0701
and Fcs_pes > 0.9729 £ 0.0797 for maata > 44 and
Mdata > 48, respectively. The reduced data set is ~ 5
times smaller than the full data set, which implies that
the experimental complexity is reduced by ~ 80% as com-
pared to the standard QPT method. Furthermore, for all
the two-qubit quantum processes corresponding to Ui‘ﬁ-,
Feos_pEB > 0.941740.0980 for myata > 18. This reduced
data set is ~ 12 times smaller than the full data set which
implies that the experimental complexity in these cases
is reduced by ~ 92% as compared to the standard QPT
method.

IV. CONCLUDING REMARKS

We designed a general quantum circuit to acquire ex-
perimental data compatible with the CS-QPT algorithm.
The proposed quantum circuit can also be used for other
experimental platforms and can be extended to higher-
dimensional systems. We successfully demonstrated the
efficacy of the CS-QPT protocol for various quantum
processes corresponding to the three-qubit Ucnn gate,
two-qubit CNOT and controlled-rotation gates and sev-
eral two-qubit Ug; unitary operations. Our experimental
comparison of the CS-QPT and LS-QPT schemes demon-
strate that the CS-QPT protocol is far more efficient,
provided that the process matrix is maximally sparse and
that an appropriate operator basis is chosen.

Standard QPT protocols do not have access to prior
information about the intended target unitary and hence
require a large number of parameters to completely char-
acterize the unknown quantum process. CS methods can
be used to dramatically reduce the resources required to
reliably estimate the full quantum process, in cases where
there is substantial prior information available about the
quantum process to be characterized. Since the CS-QPT
method is uses fewer resource and is experimentally vi-
able, it can be used to characterize higher-dimensional
quantum gates and to validate the performance of large-
scale quantum devices.
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