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Inferring a quantum system from incomplete information is a common problem in many aspects of
quantum information science and applications, where the principle of maximum entropy (MaxEnt)
plays an important role. The quantum state compatibility problem asks whether there exists a density
matrix p compatible with some given measurement results. Such a compatibility problem can be
naturally formulated as a semidefinite programming (SDP), which searches directly for the existence
of a p. However, for large system dimensions, it is hard to represent p directly, since it needs too many
parameters. In this work, we apply MaxEnt to solve various quantum state compatibility problems,
including the quantum marginal problem. An immediate advantage of the MaxEnt method is that it
only needs to represent p via a relatively small number of parameters, which is exactly the number
of the operators measured. Furthermore, in case of incompatible measurement results, our method
will further return a witness that is a supporting hyperplane of the compatible set. Our method has a
clear geometric meaning and can be computed effectively with hybrid quantum-classical algorithms.

I. INTRODUCTION

The connection of statistical mechanics and informa-
tion theory encodes a fundamental logic of science.
In standard statistical mechanics[1], it has been gener-
ally accepted that canonical distribution of equilibrium
corresponds to the state with maximum entropy, after
early work of Boltzman[2]. With the foundation and
boom of information theory in 1940s[3], Jaynes devel-
oped the connotation of entropy in statistical mechan-
ics and endow new information-theoretical meaning of
this concept[4, 5]. Lying at the heart is the principle of
maximum entropy (MaxEnt), saying that the probabil-
ity distribution that best represents the current state of
knowledge is the one with maximum entropy. In infor-
mation theory, MaxEnt is excellent in dealing with the
inference problem of incomplete information, which is
ubiquitous in science. With linear constraints, the gen-
eral solution for MaxEnt adopts an exponential form,
which is widely studied in terms of the information ge-
ometry methods [6]. MaxEnt finds a wide range of ap-
plications in areas such as data classification [7], density
estimation [8], natural language processing [9], and pa-
rameter estimation in artificial intelligence [10].

With the emergence of quantum information theory
in 1970s[11], MaxEnt developed its own new meaning
and applications in this new field, by extending the in-
formation entropy to von Neumann entropy of quan-
tum states. A natural problem in quantum information
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theory is the quantum state inference from local infor-
mation. Inference with complete information is the so-
called quantum tomography [12], while the incomplete
information version is quantum maximum entropy in-
ference (qMaxEnt). qMaxEnt is applied to a broad range
of problem in quantum information, such as entangle-
ment detection[13]. Later studies on quantum informa-
tion geometry further connected the qMaxEnt to corre-
lations in many-body quantum systems[14, 15].

In this paper we focus on the use of qMaxEnt to solve
the quantum state compatibility problem. For a quan-
tum system of n qubits, consider a set of Hermitian oper-
ators {A1, Ay, - -, An}, and corresponding a set of real
numbers {ay,ay,-- - ,a,}. The quantum state compati-
bility problem asks whether there exists a quantum state
p of the system, such that a; = Tr(pA;). This problem
can be naturally formulated as a semidefinite program-
ming (SDP), to find the solutions to the following linear
matrix inequalities (LMIs)

VA; Tr(pAi) = a;, @
p = 0. )

If the solution to the LMIs exist, that is all 4;s are com-
patible, we will obtain a density matrix p satisfying
Tr(pA;) = a;. Otherwise the quantum state compatibil-
ity problem has no solution. When # is large, however,
it is hard to represent p > 0 which has exponential num-
ber of parameters in n.

In practice, normally m is only polynomial in n (e.g.
Ajs are local operators), we can instead to use the qMax-
Ent method. That is, we can consider an operator H of
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the form
H= ZCiAi/ (3)
and state of the form
-H
;e
= T Ay’ @

then by MaxEnt, a compatible state p exists if and only
if o’ exists, which satisfies a; = Tr(p’A;). An immediate
advantage of this qMaxEnt compared to the SDP algo-
rithm is that o’ only needs m parameters to represent.

However, if the algorithm cannot return any o/, then
it could due to the effectiveness and the convergence of
numerical algorithms used. In other words, if we can
find p’ satisfying a; = Tr(p'A;) to certain precision, we
can then say that the answer to the compatibility prob-
lem is “yes” and p’ is a compatible state. However, if
we fail to find p’ satisfying a; = Tr(p’A;) to certain pre-
cision, we will need to further justify that the answer to
the compatibility problem is indeed “no”. To do so, we
will further find a witness. The witness distinguishes the
given incompatible a;s and all the compatible a;s. The
idea of our method is illustrated in Fig. 1. Notice that
when the SDP failed, it only returns “no”, without any
further information.

The most difficult part of our method is to calculate
tr(Aih) for some H, where one can use some ma-
chine learning algorithms. In recent years, machine
learning was introduced in to help with quantum in-
formation processing[16, 17]. Quantum machine learn-
ing concepts, which is directly related to qMaxEnt, has
been developed, such as quantum Boltzmann machine
(QBM)[18], especially for the case when there is no hid-
den layer. Furthermore, with the incoming of the so-
called noisy-intermedia-scale quantum (NISQ) era [19],
many hybrid quantum-classical algorithms (such as the
variational QBMs[20, 21], the variational quantum code
searcher[22]), which may be more efficient on near-term
quantum devices and be able to replace the subrou-
tines of traditional algorithm, has been developed. Of
particular relevance are the hybrid quantum-classical
algorithms that prepare the thermal state of the form
% [20, 23-27]. All these algorithms can then help to
scale our method with the existence of near-term quan-
tum computers.

We organize our paper as follows: in Sec. I, we in-
troduce the details of our new algorithms that solve the
quantum state compatibility problems based on gMax-
Ent; in Sec. III, we apply our algorithms to solve some
quantum state compatibility problems for random mea-
surement operators; in Sec. IV, we further apply our
method to solve a special kind of the quantum state
compatibility problem, i.e. the quantum marginal prob-
lem; in Sec. V, we discuss the hybrid quantum-classical
algorithms, which can help to scale our method; finally
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FIG. 1: Geometric interpretation of the maximum entropy
method. A denotes the set of all 4;s. B denotes the set of all a;s
corresponding to some compatible state p, which is a convex
set. The boundary of B represents the ground states of some
Hamiltonian H = ) c;A;. Flat part of the boundary of B (e.g.,
T;-Ty) corresponding to degenerate ground states of some H.
For a;s in B (e.g., point S), the gMaxEnt method finds compat-
ible states of the form p’ = #il). If the corresponding quan-
tum state compatibility problem has no solution, then a;s must
be outside of B (e.g., points §’, §”). In this case, the qMax-
Ent algorithm returns some density matrices corresponding to
the boundary points of B (e.g., points P/, P"). P’ corresponds
to the unique ground state of some Hamiltonian H’, which is
the witness detecting the incompatibility of S’ (the supporting
hyperplane is tangent to B at point P’). P” corresponds to a
mixture state in the degenerate ground state space of some H”
since it falls to the flat region on the boundary of B. In this
case, a further analysis of the spectrum of the corresponding
density matrix of P’ will lead to the witness H”, which is the
supporting hyperplane of B that intersects P”'.

we conclude in Sec. VI.

II. THE MAXIMUM ENTROPY METHOD

For a quantum system of n qubits, consider a set
of Hermitian operators {Aj,Ap,---,An}, and a cor-
responding set of real numbers {ay,ay,--- ,a,}. The
quantum state compatibility problem asks whether
there exists a quantum state p of the system, such that
a; = Tr(pA;),Vi. The MaxEnt states that there exists a
state p, which satisfies

aj = Tr(pA;), ©)

if and only if there exists a maximum entropy state p’
such that

Tr(p'Ai) = 4a;. (6)



The maximum entropy state has the form

/ eiH 7
p - Tr(e*H)/ ( )
where
H = ZCiAi~ (8)
i

In this setting, p’ is determined by vecter ¢ =

{c1,¢2, - ,cm}. Therefore, if we can find the maximum
entropy state, we can conclude that there is a solution
to the compatibility problem. Otherwise, the compati-
ble p does not exist. Now the compatibility problem is
transformed into finding the c;s.

A. The loss function

We can then set up a loss function:

F@ =Y [0~ Tep' () A% 9)

i

Obviously, if there does exist a p’, such that Tr(p'A;) =
a;, Vi, the loss function f will reach its minimum 0.There-
fore, the problem becomes an optimization problem.
Nowadays, optimization problems are usually solved
by using gradient-based algorithms. The basic idea of
these algorithms is to define an objective function and
find its minimum. Roughly, the gradient-based opti-
mization algorithms can be described as follows. For
a function f(¢), where ¢ = (c1,¢p, -+ ,cm) is a vector
of parameters. In order to find the minimum of such
function, we can randomly choose an initial value ¢® and
then iteratively update it to optimum. For the k-th itera-
tion, update c* to ¢**1 by

FH =& _av£(d), (10)

where &« € R is a scalar. If a is small enough, it
could be guaranteed that f(c**1) < f£(c*). Usually, a
is determined by line search algorithms. To approach
better performance and convergence, algorithms such
as Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno (BFGS) algorithm
[28-31] or conjugate gradient [32] are used more fre-
quently.

One alternative loss function is based on the quantum
Boltzmann machine [18]. Quantum Boltzmann machine
is a new machine learning approach proposed based on
Boltzmann distribution of a quantum Hamiltonian. The
basic idea of quantum Boltzmann machine is that for a
quantum system described by Hamiltonian H with ad-
justable parameters H(6), of which the general form is
decided by the system, by measuring certain operator
Ay, we can obtain the Boltzmann probability distribu-

tion Py:
tr(Aye H)
Pp=——7 11
v treH (1)
The loss function is
tr [Ave 1]
L= — Pdata 1 — _ Pdata log Py,
I

(12)
where P32 is the probability distribution of training
data. This loss function is the cross entropy loss. If
the two probability distribution are exactly the same, the
loss function reaches its minimum.

For our problem, we can assume P32 be the mea-
sured result a; = Tr(pA;), and Py be Tr(p’A;), then the
loss function is

L = —a;logTr(0'A;), (13)

However, P42 and Py in loss function are probability
distributions, that is, for each v,

0<P <1, (14)
0 <pdata <1, (15)
and
Y. po=1, (16)
v
Y Pl =1 (17)
\4

Obviously, if A;s are chosen to be product of Pauli Ma-
trices, the expectation value for any density operator p
is

—1 < 1Te(pnd;) < 1. (18)

Therefore, Eq. (13) can not be optimized (note that for
logarithm function, the variable Tr(pA;) must be posi-
tive). Therefore, we have to make a; and Tr(pA;) proba-
bility distributions, that is, apart from the condition that
Ajs should be complete,

Y Ai=1, (19)

and for any p
tr(pA;) > 0. (20)

To satisfty Eq. (19) and Eq. (20), we just need to make
Ajs being a collection of positive semi-definite oper-
ators that sums to identity. A set of such opera-
tors is also called positive operator valued measures
(POVMs). The condition of A;s being complete means
the POVMs should be chosen information complete
(IC). More specifically, we can choose A;s to be symmet-
ric information complete POVMs (SIC-POVMs). One



way of constructing SIC-POVMs could be found in Ref.
[33]. With A;s being chosen to be SIC-POVMs, both g;
and Tr(pA;) become a probability distribution. The op-
timization methods could be used to optimize the loss
function Eq. (13).

Besides the the gradient descent, which changes the
parameters ¢ as a whole in every iteration, there are
other ways of finding the minimum value of a function.
One algorithm for solving such a problem is proposed
in [15] which is based on alternating optimization. The
basic idea of alternating optimization is to optimize one
parameter each time.

B. The witness

However, one problem with gradient-based algo-
rithms is that they often fall into local minima. For our
problem, if the maximum entropy state is found, the
problem is solved. But, if the maximum entropy state
is not found, we can not arbitrarily say that the maxi-
mum entropy state does not exist. Although according
to our tests, it is highly probable that we can find the
maximum entropy state if it exists. Here, we give a geo-
metric interpretation of this problem.

Let A be the set of all possible a;s, B be the set for all
a;s with compatible p. The shape of B is very compli-
cated, but one thing known is that the set is complex.
The boundary of B are ground states of certain Hamil-
tonian with the form H = ) ; x;A;, as shown in Fig. 1.
When the optimization is performed, the maximum en-
tropy state is obviously limited in space B. Therefore, if
there exists a global state with compatible p, e.g., point
S, then we can find a solution. If the given p is not re-
duced density matrices of a certain global density ma-
trix, a point P which minimize the function f(X) will be
found. Since the definition of function f(X) is actually
the Euclidean distance of optimum point P and the tar-
get point §’, P is actually the point nearest to S’, which
means P must be on the boundary of B. Therefore, P
represents a ground state (if H is not degenerate) or a
mixture of degenerate ground states (if H is degener-
ate). As mentioned before, there is no guarantee that the
optimization will approach the point S or P. But, since P
is a ground state or a mixture of the ground states of the
Hamiltonian H, we can form a witness. Through point
P’, we can draw a tangent hyper plane (in a two dimen-
sion space shown in Fig. 1, the hyper plane is a line) with
function

xem o y-o 1)
‘a1 €2

One thing has to be noticed here is the degeneracy.
The boundary of B is composed of all ground states. For
certain cases, the Hamiltonian H could be degenerate.
As shown in Fig. 1. If the point of the maximum entropy
state is point P!, H' serves as the witness. However, if
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the point of all reduced density matrices is the point S”,
then the nearest point is P” will be found. The Hamil-
tonian corresponding to P" is degenerate, that is, there
are more than two states has the same lowest energy. By
checking the rank of the corresponding density matrix
or just diagonalizing the density matrix, we can decide
whether the Hamiltonian is degenerate. As shown in
Fig. 1, all the states on the boundary between the points
Ty and T, are degenerated, and each is a mixture of dif-
ferent ground states. Those pure ground states are the
states corresponding to T; and T,. Suppose the pure
states corresponding to Ty and T, are |¢7,) and |¢r,),
respectively, then we can generate a new density matrix:

1
oM = E(WJT]><IIJT1’+‘lIJT2><(l)T2‘), (22)

which corresponds to the point M, in the middle of Ty
and T,. Using the same optimization method to find a
Hamiltonian H”, for which

"
e*H

_ 23
Tre—H (23)

oM
Here, the witness is the hyperplane (line in 2-dimension
space) through all T;s, as shown in Fig. 1.
We now summarize our algorithm in Algorithm 1
based on the loss function given in Eq. (9).

III. RESULTS

We now apply our algorithm to study some concrete
quantum state compatibility problems. We start from
a single case where m = 2, i.e. only two measurement
operators A1, A. In this case, we are looking at the set of
{a1,a2}. The compatible set is then given by the points
{tr(pA1),tr(pAz)}, which is known to be the same as
the joint numerical range of Ay, A [34-38], given by
W(A1, Az) = {((x[A1]x), (x[Az]x))[x) € H, (x[x) :(218})~
In this case we can represent the Hamiltonian H as

H = cosA; +sinfA;. (29)
The ground state of H is |g), then the trajectory of

((glA1lg), (8]A2lg)) (30)

as 6 goes from 0 to 27t forms the boundary of W(A1, Ay).

As examples, we now consider the case of two qubits,
ie.n =2. And we choose A1 =0y ®0cyand A =0, ®
I,. For any state p, Let Tr(pA1) be x-axis and Tr(pA1)
be y-axis. The boundary of W(Aj, Ap) is a circle, whose
center is (0,0) and radius is 1, as shown in Fig. 2.

Now, we have a state p; which satisfy a1 = 0.5 and
a; = 0.5. Obviously, the point 5(0.5,0.5) is inside
W(A1, Az), as shown in Fig. 2(a). The optimization will



Algorithm 1 The Maximum Entropy Method

Require: Hermitian operator A;s and expectation 4;.

. —H
Ensure: A maximum entropy state p' = Ti —H

Randomly initialize coefficients ¢ = {¢;}.
0 L(E)_
Tr(e—H@))"
Compute the loss function f(¢) = ¥;(a; — TrpA;)>.
while f(¢) has not converged do

satisfies a; = Trp' A;

Estimate the gradient V f(€) through finite differencing.

c=C—aVf(7).
—H(E
p = Tr(e*H@)'
Compute the loss function f (7).
end while
o+ p.
Return ¢, f(©), p’.
if f(¢) <= e then
desired p’ is found
else if rank(p’) = 1 then
Witness is the hyperplane:

X —aq

y—a

+ +--=0 (24)
C1 Co
else
Find all pure states of p':|¢1), [$2), -+, |{n)
Generate an equally mixed state
1 n
"= ) i) (wil, (25)
i=1
Find H” and ¢” using the above method, so that
—H”
e
Vi =, 26
Tre H (26)
Witness is the hyperplane:
x—a —a
111+y112+'..:0 (27)
1 2
end if
give a Hamiltonian of p| is 4, which means p} is a mixed state. The eigen-
) values of H/ are {—0.8814, —0.8814,0.8814,0.8814}, and
Hy = —2.4929A; — 2.49294,, (31)  the energy gap between the ground state and the first
. ] excited states is ~ 1.8.
corresponding the maximum entropy state
The state pp, which satisfies 1y = 2 and a, = 2,
0.3750 0 0 01250 is obviously outside W(A1, A;), as point S shown in
o] = 0 03750 0.1250 0 , (32) Fig. 2(b). The optimization will give a Hamiltonian
0 01250 0.1250 0 Hj = —28.7177A; — 28.7177A, and the corresponding
01250 0 0 01250 maximum entropy state is
and one can readily check that Tr(pjA;) = 0.5 and 04268 0 0 01768

Tr(p}A2) = 0.5, which is shown as point P in Fig. 2(a).
That is we found a maximum entropy state. You can see
that P and S are almost the same points. Also, the rank

, 0 04268 01768 0
P2 0 01768 00732 0 |’
01768 0 0 0.0732

(33)



FIG. 2: Result of the random operators (a) The given point is inside the numerical range. (b) The given point is outside the
numerical range without degeneracy. (c) The given point is outside the numerical range with degeneracy.

and one can readily check that Tr(pjA;) = 0.7071
and Tr(phAz) = 0.7071, which is shown as point P
in Fig. 2(a). One thing should be noticed here is that
rank p} is 2, which means p/, is a mixed state of two de-
generate ground states. These two ground states has the
form:

0.9239 0
=1 o | = 0] 9
0.3827 0
and
p2 = 0.5]91) (1] + 0.5]4h) (o (35)

However, both |i;) and |¢,) satisfy:

(P11A1]91) = (2| A1|y2) = 0.7071, (36)
(1| Azlp1) = (2| Az¢p2) = 0.7071. (37)

Also, one can readily verify that Tr(p5A;) = 0.7071
and Tr(p,A;) = 0.7071. This is exactly the point on
W (A1, A) which has the smallest Euclidean distance to
the point (2,2), as the point P shown in Fig. 2(b). There-
fore, although p} is degenerate, it is already an equally
superpositioned state. Moreover, both the expectation
of [¢) and |¢) corresponding to the same point, the
point P, as shown inFig. 2(b). The four eigenvalues of
H} is {—10.1532, —10.1532,10.1532, 10.1532} and the en-
ergy gap between the ground state and the first excited
state is ~ 20.3, much greater than 1. Compared with
the energy gap of Hj in Eq. (31), the energy gap of H,,
is much greater, which guarantees that p) is a mixed
ground state.

With H), we can draw a line through the point of
(0.7071,0.7071) with equation

x —0.7071
28.7177

y—07071
287177 (38)

This line is a tangent line through point (0.7071,0.7071).
In Fig. 2(b), the function Eq. (38) represents the blue

tangent line of the circle W. Obviously, the points of
W(A1, A) and the point (2,2) lie at different sides of
the line. Therefore, this line is a witness.

Now let us look at a case with flat boundary (corre-
sponding to the degenerate ground states of some H).
Suppose we have 3 qubits and the subsystems are {1,2}
and {2,3}. Choose A1 and A; random Hermitian oper-
ators acting on subsystem {1,2} and {2, 3}, respectively.
For Hamiltonian

H =sinfA; + cos6A,, 39)

the locality would guarantee that the ground state
would be degenerate for some certain 6, as shown in
Fig. 2(c). Unlike the circle shown in Fig. 2(b), some
parts of the boundary are flat, meaning that the ground
state here is degenerate. Now, suppose we have a point
5(0,1.5), which is obviously outside W. The nearest
point P, given by the maximum entropy state is two-
degenerate: The rank of the density matrix pp corre-
sponding P is 2, which means there are two components
in mixed state pp:

pp = prlY1) (1l + p2|v2) (¢2l, (40)

where |¢1) and |¢,) corresponds to point T and T, re-
spectively. Using the maximum entropy method again,
we can find T; and T, as shown in Fig. 2(c). Draw a line
through T; and T5, this line is obviously a witness.

IV. THE QUANTUM MARGINAL PROBLEM

In this section, we apply our method to study a spe-
cial case of quantum compatibility problem, namely the
quantum marginal problem. The quantum marginal
problem asks whether there exists a global quan-
tum state pn, whose reduced density matrices gs; =
Tr(s,)c on on subsystem S; C {1,2,---, N}[39] coincide
with given set{ps. }. The related problem in fermionic
(bosonic) systems is the so-called N-representability
problem [40]. It is worth mentioning that, the quan-
tum marginal problem and the N-representative prob-



lem have been shown to be in the complexity class
QMA, even for the relatively simple case in which all
the given marginals are two-particle states [41-43]. The
MaxExt then states that there exists a compatible py if
and only if there exists the py which has the maximum
entropy among all the states that are compatible with
the RDMs.

To be more precise, the quantum marginal prob-
lem could be defined as follows. Given a set of
density matrices on several 2-local systems S;, such
as {1,2},{2,3},{3,4}---, which are pg, respectively.
Quantum marginal problem asks whether these den-
sity matrices are compatible, i.e. whether there exists
a global state pyy, such that,

Tr(sj)c ON = pg]., \V/S] - {1,2,' e ,N}. (41)

Denote Tr 5,)¢ PN by p’sj. If all A;sin Eq. (8) forms a com-
plete basis of Hermitian operator on all §;s, then Eq. (41)
is established if and only if

Tr(Aipgj) = Tr(AiPS/-) = 4a;, VA,'S. (42)

Therefore, the problem is transformed into the compati-
bility problem: for all A;s, find a maximum entropy state

o—H
o= Tro H’ (43)
where
H =Y ¢A;, (44)
so that
Tr(Aipg],) = Tr(Aips;) = ai, VA;s. (45)

The maximum entropy method could be directly ap-
plied.

For quantum marginal problem, if the RDMs are not
compatible, the final Hamiltonian H' is a witness. Let Eg
be the lowest eigenvalue of H’, the ground state energy.
For any global state p, we have

Te(oH') > E. (46)

If the given RDMs {pg, }s are not compatible, then the
Hamiltonian H’ obtained should satisfy

Y Hjps, < Eg. (47)
i

We now consider some examples, starting from n = 3.

A. 3-qubits

It is known that for 3 qubit states, nearly all pure
states are uniquely determined by their 2-reduced den-
sity matrices among all states except the GHZ type
states 2|000) + b|111) [44].

First, let us look at the W-state:
) = —=
RNV

By using the maximum entropy method, we will recover
the result:

(]100) + |010) + |001) (48)

0 0 0 0 0 000
0 0.3333 0.3333 0 0.3333 0 0 0
, 0 0.3333 0.3333 0 0.3333 0 0 0
, efw o Jo oo 0 0 0 000
Pw = 2 =H, = [0 03333 03333 0 03333 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 000
0 0 0 0 0 000
0 0 0 0 0 000

(49)

which is the density matrix of W-state. The lowest two
eigenvalues of the corresponding Hamiltonian Hj, are
—28.8105 and —18.3106, which guarantees that the rank
of the density matrix pj, is 1, hence a pure ground state.

Now, suppose we have the GHZ-state:

Worz) = éuoom +[111)). (50)

This time, the maximum entropy state will give a den-
sity matrix

Otz = 0.5(]000)(000] + [111)(111]).  (51)

It can be easily verified that pgpy, and |[Ychz) (Yerz|
have the same 2-body reduced density matrix. Obvi-
ously, the populations of the two components - |000)
and |111) - in state p(;;y, are both 0.5. For a maximum
entropy state, or a thermal state, the only possibility that
two components have the same population is that these
two components are degenerate. Let the corresponding
Hamiltonian of pg;;, be H(;py,, we have

Hl51,]000) = —32.2662]000), (52)
Hlpip|111) = —32.2662|111). (53)

Both |000) and |111) have the same eigen-energy, which
means they are both ground state of the Hamiltonian

/
HGHZ'



B. 4-qubit chain

Now suppose we have a system with 4 qubits labelled
as 1,2,3,4, and the subsystems are

S1=A{12}; (54)
2= {2,3}; (55)
Sy ={3,4}, (56)

Now the problem is that given the reduced density ma-
trix p1p, 023 and ps4, determine whether there exist a
global density matrix, of which p1y, p23 and p34 are the
reduced density matrices.

Suppose we have a bell state

1
98) = 75 (100) + 1)), )
with the density matrix

ps = |¢B) (¥al- (58)

Suppose p12 = p23 = p3s = pp. Because of entangle-
ment monogamy, we know that there does NOT exist
a global p, of which the reduced density matrices are

012,023 and p3y4.

0.2408 0.1717 — 0.1312i
[ 017174 0.1312i 0.3359
P12 = | _0.1304 + 0.0459i —0.0536 + 0.1599i
0.0306 + 0.0962i  0.1028 + 0.0836i
0.2534 —0.0662 + 0.0248i
| —0.0662 — 0.0248i 0.2168
P23 = | 0.1068 +0.0440i  0.0307 + 0.0383i
0.0746 + 0.1027i —0.1085 — 0.2051i
0.1175 —0.0402 — 0.0453i
[ —0.0402 + 0.0453i 0.5037
P34 = | _0.0265 — 0.0143i —0.1095 — 0.0187i

0.0747 — 0.0688i

The maximum entropy method will give a p’, of which
the rank is 8, meaning that p is a mixture of 8 pure
states. As mentioned earlier, for states outside B shown
in Fig. 1, the nearest points is on the boundary, which is
composed of ground states. Therefore, the 8 pure states
are all ground states of some Hamiltonian H " and H' is
degenerate: all the 8 pure states are ground states and
have the same energy.

To find the Hamiltonian H’, we generate a new den-
sity matrix:

1
Py = Lo lw (wil, (65)

1

—0.0620 + 0.1296i

Our maximum entropy method gives a density matrix
o' =e H /Tr(e H'), of which the rank is 1. This means
' is a pure state. It can be verified that p’ is the eigen-
state with the lowest eigen-energy of H' - the ground
state. The lowest energy of H' is —81.1733. Therefore,
for any global state p, we have

Tr(pH’) > —81.1733. (59)
Also, we know that H' is a local Hamiltonian:
_ 7’8 g 8
H' = H{3 + Hy, + Hij, (60)

where the superscript ¢ means the local interaction
Hamiltonian in global form. Now, we can verify that

Tr(pleiz) + Tr(p23H£3) + Tr(p34Hé4) = —121.0888,
(61)
which is smaller than the ground state energy of H'.
Therefore, H' is a witness.

The above case gives a very example that H’' is not
degenerate. However, if you randomly choose p12, 023
and pz4, the solution is mostly likely to be degenerate.
For example, we randomly generate the three reduced
density matrices as follows

—0.1304 — 0.0459; 0.0306 — 0.0962i
—0.0536 — 0.1599:; 0.1028 — 0.08361

0.3336 0.0695 + 0.1169 | 7 (62)
0.0695 — 0.1169i  0.0896 - 0i
0.1068 — 0.0440i  0.0746 — 0.1027i
0.0307 — 0.0383i —0.1085 -+ 0.20517 | )
02114 0.0309 — 0.0164i |’

0.0309 -+ 0.0164i 0.3183

—0.0265 4+ 0.0143i  0.0747 + 0.0688i

01095+ 0.0187i —0.0620 — 0.1296i b
0.0883 —0.0247 — 0.0074i

—0.0247 + 0.0074i 0.2905

(

where n is the degeneracy and |¢;) is the i-th ground
states in p”. By using the maximum entropy method,
we can find the Hamiltonian H”, of which

"
€_H

T Tre A

/!

(66)

In our example, the lowest eigen-energy of H” is around
-7.2: because of numerical precision, there are slightly
difference between these energies. The first exited states
have the energy of 1.7, which makes the gap between
the ground state be about 8.9. This gap makes the state
p” a ground state.



Similarly, we could calculate

{Plz/ st,p34} based on H”:
Tr(p12Hys + Tr(p23Hps) + Tr(psaHzy) = =7.5,  (67)

the energy of

which is smaller than the ground state energy of H”.
Therefore, H” is a witness.

V. THE HYBRID QUANTUM-CLASSICAL ALGORITHM

In our algorithm, we need to repeatedly calculate den-
sity matrices of the form

p= Tr(e HY’ (68)

Calculation of the exponential of a matrix using a clas-
sical computer is a difficult task, because it is not scal-
able. To address this issue, we will turn to some hy-
brid quantum-classical algorithm. Recently, there have
been some proposed hybrid quantum-classical algo-
rithms [20, 23-27] to prepare the thermal state pg =
Tre(e*ﬁH )"
method with the existence of near-term quantum com-
puters.

All of these can be used to help scale our

As an example, we have used the method in Ref. [23]
to calculate the thermal state density matrix, which can
take advantage of the small correlation length of the
system in small 3. When setting p = 1, we can ob-
tain the density matrix in Eq. 68. To prepare the ther-
mal state pg, one can apply an imaginary time evolution
with a thermofield double state. We first prepare initial
state |¢pg) = \/% Y2, [i)|i) with 2n qubits. The imag-
inary time evolution e P/2 on |¢g) returns the state

ITFD(B)) = 1/Tr(f_"ﬁH)e’ﬁH/z\(}fzo) and pg will be then
obtained on the first n qubits by tracing out the last n
qubits, pp = Try 1,20 [TED(B)) (TFD(B)].

—BH/2

To implement ¢ on a quantum computer, where
H = Y, h[m] acts nontrivially only on at most K
neighbouring qubits, one could use a quantum imagi-
nary time evolution (QITE) algorithm, which is NISQ
friendly [45, 46]. The basic idea of QITE is to approx-
imate the K-local non-unitary transformation with a D-
local unitary transformation in each step after the Trotter
decomposition,

1 ,
9) = e gy e y),(69)
where ¢ = (iple~227"|y) is the normalization factor.
Each h[m] is a K-local operator and A[m] is Hermitian,
which can be expanded in terms of Pauli basis on D

Y. almliy. ip0i, 0300, = Y _alm]oy, (70)

itiaip i

where a[m]; is the coefficient of combining Pauli opera-
tor 7 and the index I is a combination of qubit indexes
{i1,ip,...,ip} corresponding to nontrivial Pauli opera-
tors. To find coefficients a[m]; of A[m], we minimize the
square norm of the difference between the two quantum
states

1"y — (1= iatAfm]) ) |, (71)

where the (1 — iATA[m])|¢) is the first two terms of the

taylor series of e *ATAl||p). The solution of the mini-
mization is subject to the linear equation,

(S+ST)a[m] = —b, (72)

where the matrix S and vector b can be obtained by D
local measurements on the quantum state |¢),

Sy = (plofoyly),
by = —2Im k<w|a}“h[m]l¢> , (73)

where Im[] denotes the imaginary part of the variable
inside. We can obtain the a[m]| by solving the linear
equation on a classical computer, and then construct a
quantum circuit to implement the unitary transforma-

tion e~ *ATAM] ) on an NISQ quantum devices.

The locality of D qubits local unitary transformation
is important. The unitary local operator A[m]| should
at least act nontrivially on the (i,i + n) qubit pair if
its counterpart h[m] act nontrivially on i-th qubit [23].
Given a K-local Hamiltonian, the QITE algorithm is ca-
pable of capturing the correlation of the original Hamil-
tonian only if D > 2K. In our case it is a 2-local Hamilto-
nian, so we set D = 4. The trotter step size AT can also
affect the accuracy of the thermal state density matrix,
therefore we here choose a small value AT = 0.05. Then
the number of Trotter steps is N = % = 10. As de-
scribed in Ref. [23] the time complexity of the QITE and
the depth of the circuit construct by the QITE algorithm
depend on N x O(eP). The density matrix in Eq. 68 thus
can be calculated efficiently on NISQ devices.

In previous section we showed the results in the 3-
qubit case, where for GHZ state, the variation method
returns the density matrix

ocrz = 0.5(000)(000] + [111)(111]).  (74)

and for W state, it returns exactly the target density ma-
trix, which means that our variational method works as
desired.



VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we applied the maximum entropy
method to solve the quantum state compatibility prob-
lem. Compared to the traditional SDP method, there
are several advantages of the method. At first, only a
small number of parameters (the same as the number
of measurement operators) are required to parametrize
to obtain the desired density matrix. Secondly, the hy-
brid quantum-classical algorithms replace some subrou-
tines with help of quantum devices may give further ad-
vantages with the incoming NISQ era. Thirdly, in case
the solution does not exist, our method will further pro-
duce a witness which is the supporting hyperplane of

10

the compatible set; making use of these "byproducts”
might be able to provide us some insight in further un-
derstanding about the global features of the compatible
sets in future studies.

VII. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

S-Y.Hou is supported by National Natural Science
Foundation of China under Grant No. 12105195. YN-
Li is supported by National Natural Science Foundation
of China under Grant No. 12005295. Z-P. Wu, C.-F. Cao,
B.Zeng. are supported by GRF16305121.

[1] R. K. Pathria, Statistical mechanics (Elsevier, 2016).

[2] L. Boltzmann, Uber die Beziehung zwischen dem zweiten
Hauptsatze des mechanischen Wirmetheorie und der
Wahrscheinlichkeitsrechnung, respective den Sitzen iiber
das Wiirmegleichgewicht (Kk Hof-und Staatsdruckerei,
1877).

[3] C. E. Shannon, The Bell system technical journal 27, 379
(1948).

[4] E. T. Jaynes, Physical review 106, 620 (1957).

[5] E. T. Jaynes, Physical review 108, 171 (1957).

[6] I. Csiszar, P. C. Shields, et al., Foundations and Trends® in
Communications and Information Theory 1, 417 (2004).

[7] F. A. Palmieri and D. Ciuonzo, Information Fusion 14, 186
(2013).

[8] Z. 1. Botev and D. P. Kroese, Methodology and Comput-
ing in Applied Probability 13, 1 (2011).

[9] A. Ratnaparkhi, Maximum entropy models for natural lan-
guage ambiguity resolution (University of Pennsylvania,
1998).

[10] R. Malouf, in COLING-02: The 6th Conference on Natural
Language Learning 2002 (CoNLL-2002) (2002).

[11] A.S. Holevo, Problemy Peredachi Informatsii 9, 3 (1973).

[12] V. Buzek, R. Derka, G. Adam, and P. Knight, Annals of
Physics 266, 454 (1998).

[13] J. Rehacek, Z. Hradil, and M. Jezek, Physical Review A
63, 040303 (2001).

[14] D. Zhou, Physical review letters 101, 180505 (2008).

[15] S. Niekamp, T. Galla, M. Kleinmann, and O. Giihne, Jour-
nal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 46, 125301
(2013).

[16] C. Cao, S.-Y. Hou, N. Cao, and B. Zeng, Journal of
Physics: Condensed Matter 33, 064002 (2020).

[17] Y. Zuo, C. Cao, N. Cao, X. Lai, B. Zeng, and S. Du, Ad-
vanced Photonics 4, 1 (2022).

[18] M. H. Amin, E. Andriyash, ]J. Rolfe, B. Kulchytskyy, and
R. Melko, Physical Review X 8, 021050 (2018).

[19] J. Preskill, Quantum 2, 79 (2018).

[20] C. Zoufal, A. Lucchi, and S. Woerner, Quantum Machine
Intelligence 3, 1 (2021).

[21] Y. Shingu, Y. Seki, S. Watabe, S. Endo, Y. Matsuzaki,
S. Kawabata, T. Nikuni, and H. Hakoshima, Physical Re-
view A 104, 032413 (2021).

[22] C. Cao, C. Zhang, Z. Wu, M. Grassl, and B. Zeng, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2204.03560 (2022).

[23] J. Zeng, C. Cao, C. Zhang, P. Xu, and B. Zeng, Quantum
Science and Technology 6, 045009 (2021).

[24] G. Verdon, J. Marks, S. Nanda, S. Leichenauer, and
J. Hidary, arXiv:1910.02071 (2019).

[25] J. Wu and T. H. Hsieh, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 220502 (2019).

[26] Y. Wang, G. Li, and X. Wang, Physical Review Applied
16, 054035 (2021).

[27] A. N. Chowdhury, G. Hao Low,
arXiv:2002.00055 .

[28] C. G.BROYDEN, IMA Journal of Applied Mathematics 6,

76 (1970).

] R. Fletcher, The Computer Journal 13, 317 (1970).

] D. Goldfarb, Mathematics of Computing 24, 23 (1970).

] D. E. Shanno, Mathematics of Computing 24, 647 (1970).

] M. R. Hestenes and E. Stiefel, Journal of research of the

National Bureau of Standards 49, 409 (1952).

[33] R. Salazar, D. Goyeneche, A. Delgado, and C. Saavedra,
Physics Letters A 376, 325 (2012).

[34] E. F. Bonsall and ]. Duncan, Numerical Ranges of Opera-
tors on Normed Spaces and of Elements of Normed Algebras,
London Mathematical Society Lecture Note Series (Cam-
bridge University Press, 1971).

[35] E. E Bonsall and J. Duncan, Numerical ranges II, Vol. 10
(Cambridge university press, 1973).

[36] E. A. Jonckheere, F. Ahmad, and E. Gutkin, Linear Alge-
bra and its Applications 279, 227 (1998).

[37] E. Gutkin, E. A. Jonckheere, and M. Karow, Linear Alge-
bra and its Applications 376, 143 (2004).

[38] E. Gutkin and K. Zyczkowski, Linear Algebra and its Ap-
plications 438, 2394 (2013).

[39] A. A. Klyachko, in Journal of Physics: Conference Series,
Vol. 36 (IOP Publishing, 2006) p. 014.

[40] A.]. Coleman, Reviews of modern Physics 35, 668 (1963).

[41] Y.-K. Liu, in Approximation, Randomization, and Combi-
natorial Optimization. Algorithms and Techniques, Lecture
Notes in Computer Science, Vol. 4110, edited by J. Diaz,
K. Jansen, J. D. Rolim, and U. Zwick (Springer Berlin Hei-
delberg, 2006) pp. 438—449.

[42] Y-K. Liu, M. Christandl, and E. Verstraete, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 98, 110503 (2007).

[43] T.-C. Wei, M. Mosca, and A. Nayak, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104,
040501 (2010).

[44] N. Linden, S. Popescu, and W. Wootters, Physical review
letters 89, 207901 (2002).

and N. Wiebe,

[29
[30
[31
[32


http://dx.doi.org/10.1117/1.AP.4.2.026004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1117/1.AP.4.2.026004
https://arxiv.org/abs/1910.02071
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.00055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/imamat/6.1.76
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/imamat/6.1.76
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/comjnl/13.3.317
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107359895
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107359895

[45] M. Motta, C. Sun, A. T. Tan, M. J. O’'Rourke, E. Ye,
A.J. Minnich, FE. G. Branddo, and G. K.-L. Chan, Nature
Physics 16, 205 (2020).

[46] C.Cao, Z. An, S.-Y. Hou, D. Zhou, and B. Zeng, Commu-
nications Physics 5, 1 (2022).

11



	I Introduction
	II The maximum entropy method
	A The loss function
	B The witness

	III Results
	IV The quantum marginal problem
	A 3-qubits
	B 4-qubit chain

	V The hybrid quantum-classical algorithm
	VI Conclusion
	VII Acknowledgement
	 References

