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We characterize the quantum entangle-
ment of the realistic two-qubit signals that
are sensitive to charge noises. Our work-
ing example is the time response generated
from a silicon double quantum dot (DQD)
platform, where a single-qubit rotation
and a two-qubit controlled-NOT operation
are conducted sequentially in time to gen-
erate arbitrary entangled states. In order
to characterize the entanglement of two-
qubit states, we employ the marginal op-
erational quasiprobability (OQ) approach
that allows negative values of the prob-
ability function if a given state is en-
tangled. While the charge noise, which
is omnipresent in semiconductor devices,
severely affects logic operations imple-
mented in the DQD platform, causing huge
degradation in fidelity of unitary opera-
tions as well as resulting two-qubit states,
the pattern in the OQ-driven entangle-
ment strength turns out to be quite invari-
ant, indicating that the resource of quan-
tum entanglement is not significantly bro-
ken though the physical system is exposed
to noise-driven fluctuations in exchange in-
teraction between quantum dots.

1 Introduction

Quantum correlations have been regarded as key
ingredients for advantages of several applica-
tions in quantum information technologies such
as quantum computing, quantum communica-
tions, quantum metrology, and so on. These re-
sources enable the quantum advantages in ways
that classical methods can do only with much
less efficiency or cannot. Quantum entanglement,
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the most celebrated example of the quantum re-
sources, plays a crucial role in quantum informa-
tion applications [1, 2]. For example, in quantum
communication, a shared entanglement between
two parties can serve as a channel for teleporta-
tion of quantum bits (qubits) [3]. Quantum algo-
rithms being represented by the most well-known
one proposed by Shor [4] that enables factoriza-
tion of large integers much faster than the best
classical algorithm known so far, are not feasible
without quantum entanglement. It has been also
shown that quantum entanglement can improve a
parameter estimation in sensing applications [5].
Recently, significant advances for physical realiza-
tion of universal quantum computers have been
demonstrated using various platforms such as su-
perconductors, trapped ions, silicon (Si) quantum
dots (QDs), and so on [6–11]. Especially, Si QDs
have great potential for designs of scalable quan-
tum circuits since they can be fabricated with
industrial-standard lithographical processes and
can provide extremely long spin-coherence time
[12–15]. The recent work done by Zajac et al.
has demonstrated the successful realization of a
fast Controlled-NOT (CNOT) gate with a single-
step control pulse in a Si double QD (DQD) plat-
form [16], where the CNOT logic is a two-qubit
entangling block that is essential for designs of
universal quantum computing.

Fidelity is the physical quantity that has been
widely employed to determine the preciseness of
quantum logic operations and corresponding out-
put states. But, the fidelity itself cannot deter-
mine whether the output state is entangled or
not; instead it quantifies the similarity of the ob-
tained outcome and the desired one. To quan-
tify the entanglement strength of an unknown
state, one may employ the entanglement mea-
sures [1, 17]. The entanglement measures, how-
ever, require all the elements of a state density
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matrix that can be obtained only with a full quan-
tum state tomography, and therefore are compu-
tationally expensive in general. For the simplest
case of a single qubit, the density matrix is ex-
pressed by a 2×2 complex matrix, and it can be
characterized by four parameters known as the
Stokes parameters. For an n-qubit state, the size
of parameters that must be determined is sharply
increased to 4n. There have been many stud-
ies for analytical derivation of the entanglement
measures, but so far only the case of two-qubit
systems has been well established. In addition,
some measures are not linked to directly mea-
surable quantities as they need to involve addi-
tional mathematical operations to verify the en-
tanglement, so they may not be appropriate for
physical implementation. For examples, the mea-
sures such as negativity and concurrence require
a diagonalization or a partial transpose operation
that are not easy to be implemented in laborato-
ries.

In the field of quantum optics, various nonclas-
sical effects have been analyzed by the quasiprob-
abilities such as Wigner, Glauber-Sudarshan, and
Q functions [18–22]. Due to the uncertainty prin-
ciple, these functions can have negative values
which are regarded as indicators of the nonclas-
sical phenomena. However, an operational in-
terpretation of such negative values is unclear,
wherein preparation, operation, and measure-
ment processes cooperate explicitly [23]. There
have been many studies to investigate opera-
tionally defined negative probabilities to char-
acterize the nonclassical features including the
quantum entanglement [24–28].

Recently, an alternative method of entan-
glement verification, called as the operational
quasiprobability (OQ), has been proposed. Em-
ploying a probability function that can gener-
ate negative values, the OQ method character-
izes various quantum natures of a given logic
state with negative probabilities that are funda-
mentally impossible to be obtained with classical
probability density functions [29, 30]. In prin-
ciple, the OQ method is advantageous over the
entanglement measures in a sense that the prob-
ability function can be determined only directly
measurable quantities that can be easily tested
in laboratory [31]. Moreover, in general, the OQ
method requires less number of measurements for
entanglement verification, so the computational

cost can be saved compared to the case of en-
tanglement measures that involve a full-state to-
mography processes [17]. Though it has been
theoretically understood that the OQ probability
function can be solely constructed with directly
measurable local observables, however, so far its
practicality for the characterization of entangle-
ment has not been elaborately examined against
real physical problems, raising natural interest
and motivation for related studies with a focus
on entangling logic operations under realistic con-
ditions. In this work, we explore the utility of
the OQ method for characterization of quantum
entanglement of two-qubit states that are gener-
ated in a Si DQD system which encodes qubits
to spins of confined electrons. The experimental
conditions of DQD systems are realistically mim-
icked with our in-house simulation code package,
which has been validated by modeling quantum
logic operations implemented in a physically real-
ized Si DQD platform [16, 32, 33]. With a focus
on a simple circuit that sequentially conducts a
one-qubit rotation and a CNOT operation, we
apply the marginal OQ method to the time re-
sponse of a DQD system to quantify the amount
of entanglement, and compare the result to the
one obtained with an ideal toy model. Entangle-
ment characterization of the DQD system under
noisy conditions is discussed in detail, delivering a
non-negligible message that the entanglement re-
source can be quite robust to charge noises even
though the noise-driven degradation in fidelity is
clearly observed for gating operations and output
states.

2 Methods

Since the cornerstone of our method is the OQ,
here we briefly review its mathematical details
for handling general multi-qubit systems. Con-
sider that K nondegenerate measurement opera-
tors Ak are selectively and consecutively applied
on a qubit, each of which has two possible out-
comes denoted by ak ∈ {0, 1}. Each Ak is mea-
sured at time tk with tk < tl for k < l, and we
consider a projective measurement described by
projectors Πak

k as Ak =
∑

ak
(−1)akΠak

k (for the
case of general measurements, see Ref. [29]). De-
pending on the selection of the operators, one
can perform 2K different measurement configu-
rations including void measurement which refers
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to no selection of any measurements and sequen-
tial measurements (see Figure 1(b) for K = 2).
We denote each measurement configuration by n-
tuple as n = (n1, . . . , nK) with nk ∈ {0, 1}, where
nk = 1 if the measurement operator Ak is selected
to be measured at time tk and nk = 0 otherwise.

For each setup, we construct the following form
of expectation value:

C(n) =
∑

a
(−1)n·aP (a|An), (1)

where a = (a1, . . . , aK) with ak ∈ {0, 1},∑
a =

∑
a1 · · ·

∑
aK

, and n · a =
∑K

k=1 nkak.
Here P (a|An) is a sequential probability of
the outcome a given An measurement setup,
where An involves the only measurements cor-
responding to a nonzero nk. For example,
when two measurement operators A1 and A2
are selected to be measured among K mea-
surements (only n1 and n2 are nonzero of n),
there are four measurement configurations whose
expectation values are given by (i) C(0, 0) =
1, (ii) C(1, 0) =

∑
a1(−1)a1P (a1|A1), (iii)

C(0, 1) =
∑

a2(−1)a2P (a2|A2), (iv) C(1, 1) =∑
a1,a2(−1)a1+a2P (a1, a2|A1, A2) as shown in Fig-

ure 1(b). In particular, for the projective mea-
surements the sequential probability can be put
as

P (ai, aj |Ai, Aj) = Tr[Πaj

j Πai
i % (Πaj

j Πai
i )†]. (2)

Indeed, the formula (1) describes the expectation
values for all measurement configurations for the
2K cases.

The OQ function is defined by applying a dis-
crete Fourier transform on C(n) as

W(a) ≡ 1
2K

∑
n

(−1)−a·nC(n), (3)

where
∑

n =
∑

n1 · · ·
∑

nK
. The expectation C(n)

can be reproduced by the inverse Fourier trans-
form ofW(a). That is, the OQ function has a full
information of the quantum expectation without
loss of the generality. It is a real-valued function
and normalized to one over all a;

∑
aW(a) = 1.

The sum ofW(a) over a part of a reproduces the
marginal quasiprobability of the rest and for a
single argument ak it is equivalent to the prob-
ability of measuring ak, W(ak) = P (ak|Ak). To
quantity the degree of the nonclassicality, the sum
of the negative components of W(a) is suggested
in the following form:

N ≡ 1
2
∑

a
(|W(a)| −W(a)) , (4)

Figure 1: Schematic diagram of measurement con-
figurations. (a) When K possible measurement oper-
ators Ak are selectively and sequentially considered at
time tk, 2K measurement configurations can be con-
structed. (b) For two operators A1 and A2 case, there
are four measurement configurations: (i) no measure-
ment, (ii) A1 measurement at time t1, (iii) A2 measure-
ment at t2, and (iv) a sequential measurement of A1
and A2 at t1 and t2.

where it has been shown theoretically and experi-
mentally that a polarization of a single qubit sys-
tem exhibits N > 0 [29, 31].

A generalization to N -partite OQ function is
straightforward, which is also defined by the dis-
crete Fourier transform of a composite expec-
tation for N -partite system C(n1, . . . ,nN ) ≡
C(n1)⊗ · · · ⊗ C(nN ) as

W(a1, . . . ,aN ) ≡ 1
2NK

∑
n1,...,nN

(−1)−a1·n1···−aN ·nN

× C(n1, . . . ,nN ), (5)

where a tuple ni = (ni
1, n

i
2, . . . , n

i
K) represents

possible measurement configurations for i-th sub-
system having K measurement operators and
ai · ni =

∑
k a

i
kn

i
k.

3 Results and Discussion
3.1 Entanglement verification for ideal case
Let us now characterize the entanglement of given
two-qubit states with the marginal OQ method.
We first apply our method to an ideal case of arbi-
trary two-qubit states obtained with a sequential
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conduction of an one-qubit rotation and a CNOT
operation that are assumed to be free from noises.
The results obtained in this section will be used
as a baseline for discussion of the ones obtained
in a Si DQD platform including how noises affect
the entanglement of two-qubit states.

As an initial state, we consider the separa-
ble two-qubit state of |00〉(= |0〉 ⊗ |0〉), where
|0〉 denotes one of eigenstates associated with
the Pauli spin operator σ̂z. In general, a time-
sequential conduction of an one-qubit rotation
and a two-qubit entangling operation can trans-
form the initial state to an arbitrary two-qubit
entangled state. For the rotation gate, here we
choose Rx(α) = cos(α/2)1− i sin(α/2)σ̂x (rotat-
ing the input state by an angle of α around the
x-axis), where 1 is an identity operator and σ̂x

is the Pauli spin operator, and for two-qubit en-
tangling gate we consider the CNOT operation.
Then, the output state can be expressed by

|ψ(α)〉 = cos α2 |00〉 − i sin α2 |11〉, (6)

where 0 ≤ α ≤ π and, when α is π/2, it becomes
one of the Bell-state that is maximally entangled.

Here we employ two Pauli spin operators σ̂x

and σ̂y as local measurements, and then, the OQ
function for two-qubit systems can be constructed
in the form of Equation (5) with N = 2. Note
that the OQ consists of the selective and sequen-
tial measurements in time for local systems as
the measurement configuration shown in Figure
1. In consequence, when the OQ method is ap-
plied to a composite system involving more than
two spatially separated subsystems, the OQ func-
tion reveals two different types of nonclassicality;
temporal and spatial correlations. The quantum
entanglement is the most well-known indicator of
the spatial correlation while the temporal correla-
tion is revealed by the quantum superposition of
a single subsystem. Since our aim is to character-
ize the entanglement, we will investigate only the
spatial correlation. The OQ formula in Equation
(5) contains both correlations, so we shall deploy
a marginal OQ function in the following form:

Wm(c) =
∑

a1,a2

 2∏
(j 6=k)=1

δ2(cj − a1
j + a2

k)


×W(a1,a2), (7)

Figure 2: Comparison of the entanglement detec-
tion for the ideal case. Entanglement strength is plot-
ted as a function of the one-qubit rotation angle α. The
blue (normalized) and green (raw) lines show the results
obtained with the marginal OQ method, and the red
line indicates the result calculated with the negativity
method. The Pauli spin operators σ̂x and σ̂y are used
for the marginal OQ function. Both methods place the
maximal strength at α = π/2, where the output state
becomes a Bell state and therefore is maximally entan-
gled.

where aj , cj ∈ {0, 1}, and δ2(x) becomes 1 if x
is a multiple of 2 and 0 otherwise. Here the δ2
function can be evaluated only with components
related to the spatial correlation, i.e., quantum
entanglement. Then, the marginal OQ function
consists of the three terms that correspond to
the following measurement configurations (except
the case that both subsystems conduct an iden-
tity measurement): (i) the subsystem 1 selects
the local measurement operator σ̂x and the sub-
system 2 selects σ̂y, (ii) the opposite of the case
(i), and (iii) both subsystems conduct sequential
measurements in the order of σ̂x and σ̂y. Finally,
we compute the following equation to quantify
the nonclassicality of a given two-qubit state:

Nm = 1
2
∑

c
(|Wm(c)| −Wm(c)) , (8)

where the case of Nm > 0 can be used as the
indicator of quantum entanglement [29].

Figure 2 shows the entanglement strength
(Nm) that is calculated as a function of α for
the two-qubit state in Equation (6). Here, the
green (raw) and the red line indicate the results
calculated with the marginal OQ method and the
negativity method that is one of the well-known
entanglement measures, respectively. It turns out
that the OQ-driven maximum of entanglement
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strength turns out to be 0.25 at α = π/2 where
the output state shown in Equation (6) becomes
a Bell state that is maximally entangled. In order
to compare with the results obtained by the neg-
ativity method, we normalize Nm with respect to
its maximal value (NMAX), and, as shown with
the blue line in Figure 2, the normalized result
clearly indicates the our method can characterize
the entanglement of the output state quite well
when π/6 ≤ α ≤ 5π/6. For α that is smaller
than π/6 or greater than 5π/6, however, the
marginal OQ method is not as good as the nega-
tivity method for entanglement detection, and it
is because the measurement configurations con-
sisting of the two Pauli spin operators (σ̂x and
σ̂y) are not sufficient enough to extract the neg-
ative values of the marginal OQ function for the
output state. Although this problem can be com-
pletely resolved by employing one more spin op-
erator, σ̂z for example, it can be still fair to keep
using only two spin operators in this case, since
the result is valid in the range of α where the en-
tanglement becomes significant. In this case, the
cost-efficiency that our method has against the
negativity method is obvious since the marginal
OQ method involves four measurement configu-
rations while the negativity method requires six-
teen. Also, our method is advantageous since the
marginal OQ function can be constructed only
with directly measurable quantities that can be
easily implemented in reality. Now we move our
focus to the realistic DQD system in the section
3.2.

3.2 Entanglement verification for Si DQD sys-
tem

For entanglement characterization of a more re-
alistic case, we model two-qubit time responses
that are generated from a Si DQD structure. Fig-
ure 3(a) illustrates a 2D simulation domain that
mimics the reported DQD structure [16], which
encodes qubits to electron spins that are created
with quantum confinement driven by biases im-
posed on top electrodes. Bias-dependent electron
spins, their Zeeman-splitting and exchange en-
ergy, and corresponding two-qubit time responses
are simulated with our in-house simulation tool
that employs a multi-scale modeling approach
combining semi-classical Thomas-Fermi calcula-
tions and electronic structure simulations coupled
to a simple effective mass theory [34]. To initial-

ize the DQD system to a |↓↓〉 state by filling the
ground down-spin state of the left (|↓〉L) and right
QD (|↓〉R) with a single electron, here we set the
left (VL) and right gate bias (VR) to 555mV. The
middle gate bias (VM) is set in two ways; 400mV
and 407.5mV where |↓〉L and |↓〉R interact with
an exchange energy (J) of 76KHz (weak interac-
tion) 18.4MHz (strong interaction) respectively,
as shown in Figure 3(b). A spatial distribution
of the static magnetic field that is generated by a
horseshoe-shaped cobalt micro-magnet in the real
case [16], is taken from the numerical result re-
ported by Neumann et al. [35], and is utilized as
an input of simulations. The resulting Zeeman-
splitting energy of the left (EZL) and right spin
(EZR) turn out to be 18.31GHz and 18.45GHz
respectively, and have no remarkable dependency
on VM.

Once the system is initialized to a |↓↓〉 (=
|↓〉L⊗|↓〉R) state, a single-qubit Rx(α) gate and
a two-qubit CNOT gate can be implemented by
controlling VM (and so J). When the spin-
interaction is weak, two QDs act almost inde-
pendently and the Rx operation can be achieved
by setting the frequency of the AC microwave
pulse to either EZL or EZR (the phase α is pro-
portional to the duration of the AC pulse (τ))
[32]. In the regime of strong interaction, the
single-step CNOT operation can be achieved by
employing the right spin as a control qubit [36].
The two-qubit time responses simulated at VM

= 407.5mV and 400mV are presented in Figure
3(c)-(i) and Figure 3(c)-(ii) respectively, reveal-
ing that it takes 1.05×10−7 seconds (λ) until the
first CNOT operation happens in a noise-free con-
dition. In this case, the gate fidelity of the CNOT
operation becomes 98.35%. The state in Equa-
tion (6) then can be obtained in τ+λ seconds
upon the system initialization, since we rotate
the right spin (at VM = 400mV) during the first
τ seconds and then conduct a CNOT operation
(at VM = 407.5mV) as illustrated in Figure 3(c)-
(iii). As discussed in the section 3.1, the out-
put state becomes maximally entangled when α
= π/2 that is achieved at τ = 4.99×10−8 seconds
in our simulations. In reality, semiconducting de-
vices cannot be free from charge noise [37], and its
simplest model can be incorporated into simula-
tions by introducing unintended fluctuation of ex-
change interaction [36]. To figure out how charge
noise affects the quantum logic operation shown
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Figure 3: Simulations of the Si DQD structure. (a) A 2D simulation domain that is used for our simulations. The
real DQD structure [16] is quite long along the Z([001])-direction, so it is described in a 2D manner with a periodic
boundary condition along the Z-direction. A bias of 200mV is imposed on the barrier gate (VB), where the source
is grounded (VS) and δ is set to 0.1mV as the drain bias (VD) is normally extremely small. A temperature of 1.5K
is assumed. (b) J given as a function VM when VR = VL = 555mV. In our case, J ∼ 76KHz and 18.4MHz when
VM = 400mV and 407.5mV, respectively. (c) (i) Two-qubit time response in the regime of strong interaction (VM =
407.5mV) indicates that the fastest CNOT operation can be achieved in ∼1.05×10−7 (λ) seconds upon the system
intialization. In this case, the gate fidelity of the CNOT operation becomes 98.35%. (ii) When the interaction of
two QDs is weak (VM = 400mV), we can make only the right spin oscillate by setting the frequency of AC pulse
equal to the Zeeman-splitting energy of the right spin. Note that of the label PL

↑ (PR
↑ ) indicate the probability that

the up-spin state in the left(right) QD is occupied. (iii) A conceptual illustration for time-dependent control of VM

and resulting two-qubit unitary that represents the problem described in the section 3.1. (d, e) The fidelity of the
two-qubit unitary and the corresponding output state at τ = 4.99×10−8 seconds (the time spot when the output
state is maximally entangled) are shown as a function of δJ , which represents the unintentional variation of J with
respect to its noise-free value.

in Figure 3(c)-(iii), we change J (the noise-free
values: 76KHz at VM = 400mV and 18.4MHz at
VM = 407.5mV) to J×(1+δJ) (0 ≤ δJ ≤ 1),
and calculate the fidelity of the entire two-qubit
circuit and the corresponding output state at τ
= 4.99×10−8 seconds. Figure 3(d) and (e) show
the results as a function of δJ , and indicate that
both of the gate and state fidelity start to drop
rapidly when the variation becomes larger than
5% of their noise-free values (δJ > 0.05). We
note the initial input state here is assumed to be
free from noise-driven distortion since the initial-
ization is done when the interaction between QDs
is not strong (VM = 400mV) where the instability
of electron spin states driven by charge noise is
not quite remarkable [33].

Let us now discuss the entanglement charac-
teristic of quantum states that are generated
from the Si DQD system. Similarly to the ideal
case discussed in the section 3.1, we employ the
marginal OQ method with the two Pauli opera-
tors σ̂x and σ̂y to examine the entanglement of
time-dependent output states generated by se-
quential application of a Rx(α) and a CNOT op-
eration. The noise-driven characteristic of quan-
tum entanglement is investigated by changing the
noise-free exchange interaction J to J×(1+δJ) as
we treated to simulate the fidelity shown in Fig-
ure 3(c) and Figure 3(d).

In Figure 4(a), we show the results of the noise-
free case (δJ = 0) as a function of the time τ
that is the duration of the AC microwave pulse
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Figure 4: Entanglement characterization of quantum states generated from the Si DQD structure. (a)
Noise-free entanglement strength (δJ = 0) that is calculated with our method (green and blue lines) and the
negativity method (red line). In both cases, the maximally entangled state is observed at τ = 4.99×10−8 seconds
that corresponds a rotation angle (α) of π/2. (b) The correlation between τ and α. (c) Entanglement strength at
δJ = 10% that is obtained with the our method with an optimized set of measurement operators (blue point). For
the purpose of comparison, the result obtained with σ̂x and σ̂y operators are also plotted with an green line. (d) A
3D surface plot showing the optimized set of θ1 and θ2 for entanglement characterization when δJ = 10%. (e) The
optimized values of θ1 and θ2 are presented as a function of δJ , indicating the precise description of entanglement
can be achieved when θ1 = θ2.

applied to conduct a Rx(α) rotation and is pro-
portional to the rotation angle α as described in
Figure 4(b). The blue (normalized) and green
(raw) lines indicate the entanglement strength
calculated with the marginal OQ method, and
the red line is the one obtained with the neg-
ativity method. Here, the pattern in entangle-
ment strength is generally quite similar to that
of the ideal case (Figure 2), and, in particular,
the maximal strength in this case becomes 0.2348
(green line) at τ = 4.99×10−8 seconds similarly
to the ideal case (0.25 at α=π/2). There also ex-
ist the intervals of τ where the entanglement is
not precisely characterized with our method. As
discussed in the section 3.1, this is because we
employed only two operators (σ̂x and σ̂y) to con-
struct the marginal OQ function for cost-efficient
calculations.

Next, we look into what happens in the entan-
glement characteristic when the platform suffers
from noises, i.e., δJ 6= 0. As Figure 3(d) and
3(e) show, the noise-driven degradation in fidelity
is quite severe. However, the noise-driven pat-
tern of entanglement characterization does not
necessarily follow that of fidelity, and the out-
put state of the noisy two-qubit operation still

has meaningful strength of entanglement. Fig-
ure 4(c), which shows the entanglement strength
at δJ = 10%, clearly indicates that the result
here (blue points) is not quite different from the
noise-free one, and both cases have the maxi-
mal strength (0.2348 and 0.2331 at δJ = 0 and
10%, respectively) at τ = 4.99×10−8. As simi-
larly to the noise-free case, the marginal OQ func-
tion here also turns out to be fairly precise so
the result normalized to NMAX (blue line) be-
comes quite similar to the one obtained with the
negativity method (red line). However, it should
be noted that the Pauli spin operators employed
in the noise-free case do not guarantee the pre-
cise characterization in noisy conditions, so, if
the marginal OQ function is constructed with σ̂x

and σ̂y, the maximal entanglement strength at
δJ = 10% becomes 0.1669 as the green line in
Figure 4(c) indicates. Due to the degradation in
fidelity, the output state at τ = 4.99×10−8 in
noisy conditions is not “numerically” identical to
that of the noise-free case, so the marginal OQ
method coupled to the operators σ̂x and σ̂y does
not guarantee precise description of the entangle-
ment strength. In consequence, the general rule
in nosy conditions is to find out a set of new op-
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erators with which the two-qubit states can be
fairly characterized.

To get the operators that are appropriate for
description of noisy states, we consider two vari-
ables defined by σ̂1(θ1) = cos(θ1)σ̂x − sin(θ1)σ̂y

and σ̂2(θ2) = sin(θ2)σ̂x + cos(θ2)σ̂y (0 ≤ θ1,2 ≤
π/2), and numerically determine (θ1, θ2) that
maximizes the entanglement strength of the out-
put state at τ = 4.99×10−8 seconds. When δJ =
10%, in particular, both θ1 and θ2 are determined
as ∼5π/12 as shown in Figure 4(d). We note
that, for all the δJ values considered in this work,
the entanglement is well characterized with the
marginal OQ method when θ1 = θ2, as indicated
by Figure 4(e) where the numerically obtained
values of θ1 and θ2 are shown as a function of δJ
(corresponding measurement operators are pre-
sented in Appendix A). By incorporating these
new operators into the marginal OQ method, we
calculate the entanglement strength of two-qubit
states increasing δJ up to 30% with a 5% step,
and show the results in Figure 5(a)-(d). Here we
find a general pattern that the maximal entan-
glement strength at τ = 4.99×10−8 slightly re-
duces as the DQD platform experiences stronger
charge noise (being represented with larger δJ),
so its raw magnitude (green line) reads 0.2252 at
δJ = 15% but becomes 0.2109 and 0.1757 when
δJ is increased to 20% and 30%, respectively. Our
method still retain the accuracy when δJ ≤ 20%.
At δJ larger than 20%, however, the OQ starts
to underestimate the entanglement strength so,
when δJ = 30%, the normalized result (blue line)
becomes ∼20% smaller in magnitude than the
values calculated with the negativity method (red
line). Note that for the negativity method, the
maximal strength becomes 0.9805, 0.9704, and
0.9398 when δJ is increased to 15%, 20% and
30%, respectively. For the same δJ cases, the
OQ normalized values read 0.9591, 0.8982, and
0.7483.

At this point, it should be noted that the noise-
driven variation in entanglement strength here
delivers an important message. As shown in Fig-
ure 3(d) and 3(e), the gate and state fidelity are
sensitive to charge noises, and are sharply re-
duced as δJ increases. But Figure 5 clearly shows
that the noise-driven (i.e., δJ-carried) variation
in entanglement strength of the two-qubit state
is generally much weaker than what the fidelity
shows, so, at δJ = 30%, the state fidelity drops

Figure 5: Variation in the entanglement strength of
the two-qubit output state with increasing δJ . As
the Si DQD system suffers from stronger charge noise,
the maximal entanglement strength of the output state
at α = π/2 keep reducing, so it becomes 0.2252, 0.2109
and 0.1757 when δJ is increased to 15%, 20% and 30%,
respectively (the nose-free case reads 0.2348). The re-
duction in entanglement strength, however, turns out to
be much weaker than the case of fidelity that is shown
in Figure 3(d) (gating) and 3(e) (state).

to ∼20% while a significant portion (> 70%) of
the entanglement resource is still retained. Ad-
ditionally, in spite of the underestimation that
is observed when the noise is too strong, the re-
sults we present can be still fairly solid enough to
claim the utility of the marginal OQ method as a
cost-efficient indicator of entanglement strength,
where the cost-efficiency of our method against
the negativity method will sharply increase as
the size (in qubits) of targeted quantum states
increases.

4 Remarks

We characterize the entanglement of two quan-
tum bits (qubits) states that are generated in
a silicon (Si) double quantum dot (DQD) plat-
form. For arbitrary states that are produced
through the sequential conduction of a single
qubit rotation and a controlled-NOT operation,
we employ the marginal operational quasiprob-
ability (OQ) method to directly quantify their
entanglement resource. Here we show that the
marginal OQ function, which can be constructed
solely with directly measurable operators, can
serve as a fairly solid indicator of quantum en-
tanglement even though a given state is contam-
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inated too much with noises, since it character-
izes the entanglement strength with reasonable
accuracy and lower computing cost compared to
the well-known negativity method that involves
the full state tomography process. We also rig-
orously investigate how two-qubit states in a Si
DQD system are affected by charge noises that
are omnipresent in semiconductor devices. While
we see that the noise drives huge degradation in
fidelity, its effect on the entanglement resource
turns out to be much weaker so more than 70% of
resource can be retained for maximally entangled
two-qubit states even in a strongly noisy condi-
tion where the state fidelity drops to around 20%.
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A Rotating measurement operators

We here present the optimized measurement op-
erators in detail. For δJ = 10%, the two opera-
tors read(

0 0.2669 + 0.9637i
0.2669− 0.9637i 0

)
,

(
0 0.9618− 0.2737i

0.9618 + 0.2737i 0

)
.

For δJ = 15%,(
0 0.4386 + 0.8987i

0.4386− 0.8987i 0

)
,

(
0 0.8930− 0.4501i

0.8930 + 0.4501i 0

)
.

For δJ = 20%,(
0 0.5983 + 0.8012i

0.5983− 0.8012i 0

)
,

(
0 0.7926− 0.6098i

0.7926 + 0.6098i 0

)
.

For δJ = 25%,(
0 0.7398 + 0.6729i

0.7398− 0.6729i 0

)
,

(
0 0.6667− 0.7453i

0.6667 + 0.7453i 0

)
.

For δJ = 30%,(
0 0.8563 + 0.5163i

0.8563− 0.5163i 0

)
,

(
0 0.5219− 0.8530i

0.5219 + 0.8530i 0

)
.
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