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W e address the problem ofquantum process tom ography with the preparators producing states

correlated with the environm entaldegrees of freedom that play role in the system -environm ent

interactions.W ediscussthephysicalsituations,in which thedynam icsisdescribed by nonlinear,or

noncom pletely positive transform ations. In particular,we show thatarbitrary m apping %in ! %out

can be realized by using appropriate setofpreparatorsand applying the unitary operation SW AP.

The experim ental\realization" ofperfect NO T operation is presented. W e address the problem

ofthe veri�cation ofthe com patibility ofthe preparatordevices with the estim ating process. The

evolution m ap describing the dynam ics in arbitrary tim e intervalis known not to be com pletely

positive,butstilllinear.The tom ography and generalpropertiesofthese m apsare discussed.

I. M O T IVA T IO N

The postulates of quantum theory require that the

dynam ics of isolated quantum system s is driven by

Schr�odinger equation [1,2],i.e. for each tim e interval

the evolution is described by a unitary transform ation.

However,foropen quantum system sthe situation isdif-

ferent[3,4]and undercertain assum ptionstheevolution

isdescribed asan one-param etricsequenceofcom pletely

positivetracepreservinglinearm aps(quantum channels)

Et. These m appingsdescribe the state dynam icsforar-

bitrary tim e interval(0;t),howeverforgeneraltim e in-

tervals(t1;t2)thestatetransform ationsEt1;t2 :%t1 ! %t2
donotnecessarilypossesstheabovepropertyofcom plete

positivity.Theaim ofthispaperisto analyzethecases,

in which thedescriptionofquantum dynam icsisnotcom -

pletely positive,oreven notlinear.O neofthediscussed

problem swillbe the question ofpropertiesofthe evolu-

tion m ap Et1;t2 forinterm ediatetim eintervalsforgeneral

dynam ics ofopen system governed by sequence Et. An

im portantexception isifthesequenceEt ful�llsthesem i-

group property,i.e. Et+ s = EtEs forallt;s � 0. In this

case foreach interm ediate tim e intervalthe dynam icsis

linearand com pletely positive.

The lack ofcom plete positivity and linearity forstate

transform ations is usually interpreted as an unphysical

property,i.e. these operations cannot be physically re-

alized. But stillan optim alphysicalapproxim ation of

severalphysically im possibleprocessesisofgreatim por-

tance. Typicalexam ples are quantum NO T operation

[5],quantum copy operation [6,7],etc. These processes

violatetherulesofquantum dynam ics.However,wewill

see under which circum stancesand in which sense even

such unphysicaltransform ationscan be observed in our

labs.

Q uantum process tom ography is a particular goalof

quantum experim ents. Severalstrategieshow to gather

valuable experim entaldata for this task and m ethods

how to correctly proceed such data are known [8,9,10,

11,12,13,14]. The failure ofthe direct (inverse) esti-

m ation m ethodsthatcould resultin an unphysicalm ap

[9,13],isusuallycorrectedbyusageofm oresophisticated

statisticaltoolssuch asm axim um likelihood [10,11],or

Bayesian statistics [12]. These m ethods are \forced" to

lead to a correctquantum channel.W e used to say that

the failure ofthe directestim ation schem esfollowsfrom

the�nitenessofthem easured statisticalsam ple,i.e.the

observed frequencies do not correspond to theoretically

allowedprobabilitiesand consequently,theydonotcorre-

spond to som ecom pletely positivetracepreservinglinear

m ap. Here we shalladdress the question,under which

circum stancessuch \unphysicality"can bedueto im per-

fect(potentially correlated)preparators.

II. N O N ID EA L P R EPA R A T IO N S

The usualpicture ofopen quantum system dynam ics

isbased on threeassum ptions:i)thephysicalobjectun-

derconsideration isa partofsom e largersystem thatis

isolated,i.e. its evolution is unitary,ii) initialstate of

theobjectand theenvironm entisfactorized,and iii)the

stateoftheenvironm entisindependentofthestateofthe

system .Undersuch conditionstheresulting dynam icsis

com pletely positive and linear. The question iswhether

the unphysicalm aps obtained as a resultofdirectesti-

m ation can be interpreted in this picture provided that

we relax the lasttwo conditions,i.e. the initialstate is

potentially correlated,or the state ofthe environm ent

depends on the system state,or both. This question,

nam ely how theinitialcorrelationsa�ectthedynam icsof

open system ,hasbeen alreadystudied by severalauthors

[15,16,17,18,19,20]. Authors in [17,19,20]analyze

thisproblem and proposethem athem aticaltoolshow to

m athem atically describesuch extended evolution m aps.

A generalstate ofbipartite system can be written in

the following form

%A B = %A 
 %B +
X

jk

�jk�
A
j 
 �B

k (2.1)

where �X
0 = 1

dim H X

I,Tr�X
j �

X
k
= �jk with X = A;B ,

j= 0;1;:::;dim H A � 1and k = 0;1;:::;dim H B � 1.Co-
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e�cients� jk = h�A
j 
 �B

k i%A B
� h�A

j i%A h�
B
k i%B form the

so-called correlation m atrix.Theevolution E ofthesub-

system A is a com position ofthe following three m aps:

1) preparation m ap [21] P : SA ! SA B (SX stands

for the set of quantum states of the system X ) satis-

fying the property TrB P [%A ]= %A ,2)isolated dynam ics

U :SA B ! SA B ,i.e. %
0
A B = U[%A B ]= U %A B U

y,and 3)

partialtraceTB :SA B ! SA .Thelasttwom appingsare

linearand com pletely positive. M oreover,both ofthese

twofeaturesarepreserved underthecom position ofm ap-

pings.Thatis,theonly sourceof\nonphysicality"isthe

preparation m ap P .O necan show [15]thatthelinearity

ofthe resulting dynam icalm ap E = TB � U � P requires

P beoftheform P [%A ]= %A 
 �B with �B arbitrary,but

�xed. In such case the linearity and com plete positivity

ofE holds.

In [20]authors studied di�erent types ofpreparation

m aps and de�ne the notion ofan accessible m ap. The

transform ation is called accessible if it can be written

asa com position ofthepreparation,unitary transform a-

tion and partialtrace[22].Ifoneallowsarbitrary initial

correlations,then thetransform ation iscom posed oftwo

term s[16]

%
0
A =

X

��

A ��%A
y
�� +

X

jk

�jk

X

�

h�j� A
j 
 �B

k j�i:(2.2)

where the operatorsA �� = h�j
p
p�U j�idependson %B ,

becausej�iareeigenvectorsoftheoperator%B .Thatis,

even ifweput� = 0,thetransform ation %A ! %0A isstill

notnecessarily described by som eproperquantum chan-

nel,because the choice of%B specifying the preparation

m ap P can depend on %A . Consider an arbitrary state

transform ation %in ! %out. Letus de�ne a preparation

in the following way P [%in]= %in 
 %out. Next apply

the SW AP operation (this is a unitary transform ation)

to obtain USW A P(%in 
 %out)U
y

SW A P
= %out 
 %in. After

perform ing thepartialtraceweobtain therequired state

transform ation %in ! %out.M oreover,wedid notuseany

correlation (quantum ,orclassical)in ourpreparation at

all. O fcourse,this construction is a bit arti�cial,but

neverthelessitshowsthatarbitrary statetransform ation

%in ! %outisin principleaccessible,i.e.can bewritten as

TB � U � P .In orderto avoid such \arti�cial"realizations

ofany m ap we need to pose som e well-m otivated physi-

calconditions.In theRef.[17,19,20]theauthorsrestrict

them selves to linear preparation m aps. In whatfollows

we willanalyze two experim entalsituations in which a

preparation m ap is naturally de�ned and the extended

dynam icscan be studied.

Before we getfurther letus m ention one very im por-

tant im plication of the fact that arbitrary channel is

accessible. In a sense this statem ent is very positive,

because whenever we �nd out in our experim ents som e

strong evidence that the dynam ics is not linear,or not

com pletely positive, we cannot autom atically conclude

that the quantum theory is not correct. The observed

\unphysicality"can bestillinterpreted astheproblem of

devicescalled preparatorsthatproducestatescorrelated

to degreesoffreedom relevantforthesubsequentsystem

evolution.W ithoutconsidering thedynam icsthepoten-

tialcorrelationsare not interesting and from kinem atic

pointofview theyareirrelevant.However,thesedynam i-

calaspectscan beused todi�erentiatebetween otherwise

kinem atically equivalentpreparators.From thispointof

view the\nonphysicality"m eansthatthepreparatorsare

notindependentoftheenvironm entaldegreesoffreedom

thatdo takea rolein the dynam ics.

Asan exam pleconsidernow therealization oftheper-

fectNO T operation realized on pure statesj i! j ? i.

Let us assum e that the preparation ofthe spin-1
2
pure

stateisperform ed by a postselection afterStern-G erlach

m easurem ent.In thiswaywecan prepareanypurequan-

tum state and m ixtures can be obtained by m ixing the

purestatepreparations.K inem atically thisiscom pletely

correct preparation procedure ofarbitrary qubit state.

Im agine a situation that the spin is entangled with an-

otherspin such thattogetherthey are described by the

singlet,i.e. j	i= 1p
2
(j ij ? i� j ? ij i). Reading the

outcom e tells us perfectly which state j i we prepared,

butthe m easurem enta�ectsalso the stateofthe second

spin,which is described by the state j ? i. Ifthe un-

known deviceinternally justswapsthesetwo spins,than

we �nd outthatthe device perform sthe transform ation

j i ! j ? i,i.e. the perfect NO T operation. Experi-

m enterusing such preparationsisnotawareoftheinitial

correlationsand thereforehewould concludethattheun-

known deviceperform sperfectquantum NO T operation.

This conclusion is not wrong and indeed experim enter

can provethatthisdeviceperform sNO T operation,but

only forspeci�cpreparation procedures.Ifhewould use

di�erentstate preparators(i.e. kinem atically equivalent

to the previous ones),he willvery soon �nd som e con-

tradiction.

III. P R O C ESS T O M O G R A P H Y

The \nonphysicality" is not an exception in process

tom ography using the direct estim ation schem es [24].

In such schem es we usually m easure a collection ofas-

signm ents%j ! %0j forlinearly independentstatesf%jg.

Using the linearity of quantum channels these assign-

m entsprovideuswith su�cientinform ation to com plete

the reconstruction task. In other words: each state %

can be written as a linear com bination ofstates %j,i.e.

% =
P

j
aj%j (aj are arbitrary). Therefore the transfor-

m ation of% isdeterm ined by thesetofm easured assign-

m ents. However,quite often the resulting m ap is not

com pletely positive. Even in cases when all%j;%
0
j are

proper quantum states. A reason could be really only

theusageof�nitedata sam ple,i.e.thestatisticsisreally

sm allto conclude som ething aboutactualprobabilities,

m ean values,and states. This line ofargum ents leads

us to the usage of sophisticated statistical techniques

(m axim um likelihood,Bayesian approach,etc.). These

statisticalm ethods are m odi�ed for quantum tom ogra-
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phy purposesin a way thatthey areessentially forced to

guaranteea physically valid result(a com pletely positive

m ap in quantum processtom ography)even in situations

when thedirectinverseschem esfail.However,aswehave

justexplained,thislackofcom pletepositivity can bedue

to presence ofcorrelationsin ourpreparatorsaswell. If

this is the case itis really noteasy to say which ofthe

preparatorsarenotperfect,i.e.which ofthem represent

the source ofnonphysicality. Itcould happen thatonly

oneofthem isim perfect,orallofthem areim perfect.

W ithoutany insightintothephysicsbehind theprepa-

ration process,them easured data do notcontain any in-

form ation abouttheoriginsand form ofthe preparation

m ap. Aswe have seen there isalwaysa trivialexam ple

using theSW AP operation thatcan beused to interpret

arbitrary result.Itisim portantto say here,thateven if

the \linearization" ofassignm entsgivesa correctquan-

tum channel,itdoesnotm ean thatourpreparatorsare

perfect.W eshould havein m ind thatthelinearity isnot

tested,but only used as the theoreticaltoolto accom -

plish the processestim ation. In orderto be sure about

linearity one really needsto testthe action ofthe chan-

nelon preparatorsofany quantum state. In this sense

the speci�cation ofthe channelisalwaysonly a hypoth-

esisand forspeci�c (im perfect)preparatorswe can �nd

the channelto be \unphysical".Im portantpointisthat

theusualnotion ofquantum channelhasagood m eaning

only forproperly prepared inputstates,i.e.forcom pat-

ible preparators.

W e said that using only the m easured data we have

only very partialinform ation about the realphysics of

theprocess.Therearem any possibleunitary representa-

tionsoftheobserved assignm ents.O neoftheoption isto

say thata collection ofused preparatorswasnotperfect

and concludethattheprocessestim ation isnotpossible.

Anotherapproach isto apply som etechniquesofincom -

plete process tom ography [27]to estim ate the unitary

m ap acting on the system with HilbertspaceH 
 H env,

where H env is arbitrary. Howeverthis is indeed a di�-

culttask,becauseweneed to dealwith data thatdo not

contain com pleteinform ation abouttheinputsaswellas

about the outputs ofthe channel,i.e. the assignm ents

arenotcom pletely known.Them ethod thatcan beused

in such situationsiscalled principleofm axim um entropy

[28]. However,these issuesare beyond the scope ofthis

paper.

IV . C O M PA T IB ILIT Y O F P R EPA R A T O R A N D

T EST ED P R O C ESS

Tobesurethatthechannelestim ation givesaphysical

resultoneneedsto usethecollection of\good" prepara-

torsproducing linearly independentteststates.\G ood"

in a sense that whatever degrees offreedom enters the

preparation process,these are irrelevantforthe channel

realization. W e willsay thatsuch preparatorsare com -

patible with the channelrealization. Let us note that

thecondition ofproducing a factorized stateisnotsu�-

cient,i.e.even pure state preparatorsare notautom ati-

callyfreeofim perfections.Thisfollowsfrom theexam ple

with SW AP operation,whereno correlationsin prepara-

tor process are used at all,but any transform ation can

be realized. W e see thatim portantquestion is: how to

testthequality ofthepreparator,orbettertosay,how to

testthecom patibility ofthepreparatorand thequantum

process?

The m otivation for the schem e we are going to use

com es from the preparation process used in realexper-

im ents [25,26,29,30]. In som e cases the preparation

of di�erent states is done by exploiting quantum pro-

cessing,i.e. transform ing the known state by a known

transform ation to obtain a new state. In particular,let

usassum ewehavea preparatorthatproducessystem in

a state %. Applying unitary rotationsUj we are able to

prepare states%j = Uj%U
y

j thatcan be used to testthe

propertiesofan unknown quantum channel.O uraim is

to test the com patibility ofthe originalpreparatorand

som e unknown device (black box). Except the case of

% = 1

d
I the unitary processing producesu�ciently m any

linearly independentstatesto perform thecom pletepro-

cesstom ography.Thisprocedure,ofcourse,requiresper-

fect realization and controlof unitary transform ations

Uj.M oreover,these unitariesm ustbe already \com pat-

ible" with thepreparator.In som esensewearecheating

a bithere,becausewearegoing to testthecom patibility

ofthepreparatorwith a given deviceand wealready as-

sum e we havedevices(perform ing unitaries)com patible

with the preparator. However,as we said this is quite

usualprocedurehow to preparedi�erentstatesin m any

experim ents. Therefore,let us assum e that we indeed

havesuch com patibledevices.Then thedescribed setting

can be used to test the quality ofthe single preparator

with respecttotherealization oftheunknown channelE.

Im portantpointisthatthese"preparing operations"are

independentofthe originalpreparator,i.e. they do not

introducethe\unphysicality"and theonlysourceof\un-

physicality"isthepreparatorof%.Letusnotethatthere

isno need forpreparing operationsto be unitary,butin

general,they m ust be linear and com pletely positive in

ordernotto introduceextra sourcesof\unphysicality".

In what follows we will study the properties of the

preparation m ap given the described m odelofthe ex-

perim ent consisting ofa preparator,an unknown black

box E and a setofpreparing operationsf�g (notneces-

sarily unitary ones).Considerthatthe originalprepara-

tor (the one we want to test with respect to the chan-

nel action) produces states ! = % 
 %B + �, where

� =
P

jk
�jk�j 
 �k stands for the correlations. After

�xingthesetofpreparingoperationsf�gthepreparation

P is,in general,de�ned asfollows

P :%� 7! !� = �
 I[!]= % � 
 %B + �0 (4.1)

with �0= �
 I[�]=
P

jk
�0jk�j
 �k (�

0
jk =

P

l
�jl�lk,

�jl = Tr(�j�[� k]))and %� = �[%].The possible prepa-

ration m appings P are represented by subsets ofcom -
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pletely positivetracepreservinglinearm aps�thattrans-

form thegiven state% into arbitrary statein thedom ain

ofP . The sim ple exam ple with the SW AP gate is ex-

cluded/trivialin thiscase,becauseitgeneratesonly con-

tractionsinto the �xed state %B . M oreover,the correla-

tionsinduced in thepreparationprocessarein som esense

�xed by thestate!,i.e.by theoriginalstatepreparator

thatwearetesting(togetherwith thechannelreconstruc-

tion).

The unitary evolution U =
P

�;�
A �� 
 j�ih�jinduces

the statetransform ation

%� ! %
0
� =

X

�;�

��A ��%� A
y
�� +

X

j;k;�;�;� 0

�0jk[�k]��0A ���jA
y

�� 0 ;(4.2)

where we used that %B =
P

�
��j�ih�j, i.e. fj�ig

are eigenvectors of %B . Since %B is �xed for any op-

eration � we see that the �rst term is independent

of �, i.e. it is independent of the preparation m ap

P . Consequently, the unknown transform ation E de-

scribing the device can be written as the sum of lin-

ear com pletely positive m ap F (F [%] =
P

��
F��%F

y
��

with F�� =
p
p�A ��) and som e traceless operator [20]

�% =
P

j;k;�;�;� 0 �
0
jk
[�k]��0A ���jA

y

�� 0, i.e. % ! %0 =

E[%]= F [%]+ �%. Firstpartisirrelevantofthe correla-

tions,but the second part can be even nonlinear. The

propertiesof�% dependscom pletely on thechoiceofthe

setofpreparing operations�,i.e. choice ofpreparation

m apping P . In specialcases it can be linear and not

factorized,but then it cannot be de�ned on the whole

statespace.Thelinearcasewasanalyzed in Ref.[20]),in

which thesu�cientconditionsforitsexistence(in term s

ofproperties of�%) were form ulated. The linearity of

P corresponds to a speci�c choice ofthe set ofprepar-

ing operationsf�g fora given !,butthespeci�cation of

particularconditionsrem ain to be an open problem .

Another open question is the characterization of all

transform ations (not only with linear preparation m ap

P ) that can be understood within this m odel. This is

indeed a very interesting,but also very di�cult prob-

lem and we are notgoing to discussthishere. O uraim

is to describe the idea how to test the com patibility of

the originalpreparator and the action ofan unknown

device. The com patibility m eans that either the initial

correlationsvanish (� = 0),or the unitary transform a-

tion generating the process dynam ics is from the setof

transform ationsU 2 fUA 
 UB ;UA 
 UB USW A Pg. The

pure state preparatorsare speci�c exam plesofprepara-

torswith vanishinginitialcorrelations(� = 0),and using

the described procedure the pure state preparators are

alwayscom patiblewith an arbitrary quantum process.

Forinstance,considerthe preparatorofa single pure

state described in the exam ple ofthe perfectNO T real-

ization.Thatis,considerinitially the spin ism axim ally

entangled with anotherspin and by m easuring along the

z direction we are preparing the states j"i. Instead of

using di�erentm easurem entapparatusesto generatear-

bitrary purestates,letusperform singlequbitrotations

ofthestatej"ito createarbitrary purestatej i.Asbe-

fore,thedevicejustswapsthetwospins,i.e.arbitraryj i

isreplaced by j#i.Consequently,the transform ation we

obtain in thesinglepointcontraction oftheBloch sphere,

i.e. linear and com pletely positive m ap E[%]= j#ih# j.

Thatis,the sam e black box can be described by di�er-

ent quantum processes depending on the properties of

the preparation procedures.

To test the dynam icalcom patibility of an unknown

preparation device we suggest to exploit calibrated de-

vicesperform ing som e wellknown quantum operations.

In fact,thisisnothing new,becausethesam eprocedure

is used in m ost ofthe experim ents. Im portant point is

that using such m ethod the properties ofthe resulting

preparation m ap P (and consequently E) strongly de-

pendson thepropertiesoftheoriginalpreparator.Ifone

observessom e\unphysicality" ofE in such experim ental

setting then beforeapplying \statisticalcorrections" one

should verify the com patibility ofthe preparator. Per-

form ing the process tom ography experim ent the set of

preparing operationsshould bechosen in a way thatthe

generated setofstatesissu�cientfortheprocesstom og-

raphy,i.e.thissetis�nite.Thegoaloftheveri�cation is

to�nd whetherthecorrelation m atrix � vanishes,ornot.

There are,in principle,two strategiesthatcan be com -

bined.W e can use di�erentpreparing operations� 1;�2

generatingthesam estate%	 1
= %� 2

and seewhetherthe

channelaction generates the sam e state. Alternatively,

we can use additionalpreparing operationsto verify the

linearity. In order to see,whether the unphysicality is

due to im perfectionsin the preparation process,a char-

acterization ofallpreparation m aps P in the described

settingsisneeded.Thischaracterizationisan open prob-

lem the solution ofwhich is necessary ifwe wantto be

able to propose som e universalveri�cation and estim a-

tion strategies.

V . EV O LU T IO N M A P FO R A R B IT R A R Y T IM E

IN T ERVA L

Letusassum ethatthetim eevolution ofthesystem is

described by asetofcom pletely positivem apsEt induced

by som e underlying unitary dynam ics Ut ofthe system

and itsenvironm ent. Thiscorrespondsto a situation in

which initially (tim e t= 0)the system and the environ-

m ent are factorized,i.e. !0 = % 
 �. O nly under such

assum ption the m aps Et can be com pletely positive for

alltand we have Et = TrUt%
 �U
y

t. In this section we

turn backtotheoriginalquestion posed atthebeginning:

whatarethepropertiesofthetim eevolution m apsEt1;t2
(t2 > t1)describing the dynam icsduring arbitrary tim e

interval[t1;t2]?

A directcalculation givesusthat

Et1;t2[%]= Et2 � E
� 1
t1
[%]: (5.1)

These m aps are linear,tracepreserving and herm iticity

preserving, and thus de�ned on any operator (quan-
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tum state), but except % 2 S = Et1[S(H )] � S(H )

they can transform quantum states into negative oper-

ators. Following the notation of Refs.[17, 18, 19, 20]

we de�ne the positivity dom ain D pos(E)ofa linearm ap

E as a subspace of states on which E is positive, i.e.

D pos(E) = f% 2 S(H ) :E[%]� 0g. In fact,physically,

only theaction on such subsetisim portant,becausethis

is what we can really test in our experim ents. Let us

note that E
� 1
t1

corresponds to the m athem aticalinverse

operation (notphysical)and doesnotnecessarily always

exist. This m eans that the question about the form of

Et1;t2 does not m ake sense ift1 is a point in which the

m apsEt1 isnotinvertible.

Thedescribed m odelillustratesanotherphysicalsitua-

tion,in which theevolution m ap extended to wholestate

spaceisnotcom pletely positive.Butin thiscaseitisstill

linear,whatm akesitsdescription m uch sim pler. M ore-

over,since the evolution m apsEt1;t2 preservesthe trace

and herm iticity,they can be expressed asa di�erence of

two com pletely positivem aps[17,23]

Et1;t2[%]=

q
X

j= 1

A j%A
y

j
�

d
2

X

j= q+ 1

A j%A
y

j
; (5.2)

where the operators A j can be chosen so that they

form an orthogonal operator basis (TrA
y

jA k = 0 for

j 6= k)and d isthe Hilbert space dim ension ofthe sys-

tem . The tracepreservation is reected by the identity
P q

j= 1
A
y

jA j �
P d

2

j= q+ 1
A
y

jA j = I.

Thephysicsbehind such form ofnoncom pletepositiv-

ity is sim ple and just reects the fact that at tim e t1

the system is correlated to relevant degrees offreedom

thata�ectsthe forthcom ing evolution. In each tim e in-

stancetthe globalstateofthe system plusenvironm ent

is described by som e !t = Ut!0U� t. The preparation

m ap in tim etisdeterm ined by thechoiceof!0 = %
 �.

In particular,Pt[%t]= !t = Ut!0U� t = UtP0[%0]U� t =

UtP0[E
� 1[%t]]U� t,i.e. Pt = Ut � P0 � E

� 1
t . Thatis,the

evolution for tim e interval(t;t+ �t) can be written as

follows

E�t[%t]= TrB [U�tPt[%t]U
y

�t
]= Et+ �t� E

� 1
t [%t]: (5.3)

Letusnote thatwe can generalize the whole setting by

allowing arbitrary preparation m ap P0,butwe wantto

preserve the physicalpicture with the factorized prepa-

ration and therefore we willrestrict ourselves to linear

and factorized initialpreparationsonly.

Before we getfurtherletusnote thatthe problem of

quantum process tom ography for linear noncom pletely

positivem apswasdiscussed in dissertation ofAnilShaji

[19].To ourknowledgethiswasthe �rstattem ptto un-

derstand theobserved datain m oregeneralsettingsthan

just in the fram ework ofcom pletely positive m aps. In

particular,heanalyzestheproblem from them athem at-

icalpointofview.Sincethem apsofthisform arelinear,

the reconstruction schem es based on com plete data are

the sam e independently whether the com plete positiv-

ity constraintisapplied,ornot. The inverse estim ation

schem esuse justthe linearity ofthe quantum evolution

and the observed data are collected so thatthe resultis

represented by som elineartransform ation uniquely.The

only and crucialquestion iswhattypeoflineartransfor-

m ation it is. According to usualm odelofopen system

dynam icsweexpectto obtain com pletely positivetrans-

form ationsin ourexperim ents,butin reality thisisnot

alwaysthecase[29,30].O fcourse,theorigin ofthisphe-

nom ena is questionable,but correlationsofpreparation

m ap within thediscussed m odelprovideonepossibleop-

tion. The estim ation schem es and algorithm s m ust be

m odi�ed accordingly in cases,when indirect statistical

m ethods (such as m axim um likelihood,orBayesian ap-

proach)are em ployed,orourinform ation isincom plete.

Thosewhoareinterested in thedetailsofcom pletequan-

tum processtom ography fornoncom pletely positive,but

linearm apswereferto [19].In thispaperwearepropos-

ing the corresponding physicalsituation specifying the

conditionsunderwhich thelinearnoncom pletely positive

m apscan be observed experim entally.

O urinterestisnotonly to perform theprocesstom og-

raphy experim entand reconstruction,butalso to under-

stand (atleastpartially)the physicsbehind.Aswesaid

the evolutionsderived from the unitary dynam icsUt for

a �xed tim e intervalare linear,tracepreserving and also

herm iticity preserving. Therefore,they are ofthe form

aswritten in Eq.(5.2). W e are interested in the inverse

question,whetherany such transform ation E can beun-

derstand as subdynam ics between two instants oftim e

induced by som eunitary dynam ics.O ralternatively,un-

derwhich circum stancesthepreparation m apping islin-

earon subsetofquantum statesand whetherthesesitu-

ationscan bealwaysunderstand aspartofthedynam ics

described by Et derived from unitary dynam icsUt.

Ifwe assum e that the one-param etric fam ily ofuni-

tariesUt isarbitrary (i.e.the generating Ham iltonian is

highly tim edependent),then thereareno constraintson

the choice ofthe transform ationsEt for di�erent tim es.

O ne can always de�ne the generating unitary transfor-

m ations Ut so that TB � Ut � P0 = Et. Thus the ques-

tion is, whether the following identity can be ful�lled

E�t = Et+ �t� E
� 1
t ,where on the left hand side we have

arbitrary lineartransform ation given by Eq.(5.2)and on

therighthand sidewehavetwoarbitrarycom pletelypos-

itive m aps E1;E2. The inverse operation E
� 1
t is linear,

tracepreservingand herm iticity preserving aswell,i.e.it

servesasthe potentialsource ofnoncom plete positivity.

It is a wellknown fact that substraction of two com -

pletely positive m aps realizes arbitrary noncom pletely

positive linear m ap (Eq.(5.2)),but here the question is

whether a sim ilar property holds for the \division" of

two com pletely positive m aps,i.e. for the transform a-

tion Et+ �t� E
� 1
t .

Consider now the following exam ple. The transposi-

tion Etrans is probably the best known noncom pletely

positive linear m ap. Its action is de�ned as follows
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Etrans[%]= %T and for qubit it is closely related to per-

fectNO T operation.Letusassum ethatasthe resultof

the process tom ography we obtain the NO T operation,

EN O T [%]=
1

2
(�x%�x+ �y%�y+ �z%�z� %).Could ithappen

within the discussed fram ework? Both these m aps are

positive,i.e. the positivity dom ain equals to the whole

statespace.In oursettingsthepositivity dom ain always

correspondsto an im age ofthe whole state space under

som ecom pletely positivem ap Et.However,only foruni-

tary transform ationstheim ageofthe statespaceequals

to its original,i.e. ifEt is a linear com pletely positive

m ap and Et[S(H )]= S(H ),then Et isunitary.Therefore

we have Et = U.Because ofthe unitarity thisprocessis

invertible.Consequently,Et+ �t� E
� 1
t = Et+ �t� U� 1 = E�t

is necessarily a com pletely positive m ap. But this is in

contradiction with thefactthatourreconstruction gives

usa noncom pletely positivelinearm ap EN O T (orEtrans).

Itm eansthattheNO T operation EN O T ,ortransposition

Etrans cannotbeinterpreted asan evolution m ap describ-

ing thetim edynam icsbetween two instantsoftim egen-

erated by a globalunitary dynam ics with initially fac-

torized preparation m ap. In fact,the sam e conclusion

holdsforarbitrary positive(butnotcom pletely positive)

linearm ap transform ingpurestatesonto purestates,i.e.

wheneverthe identity E[S(H )]= S(H )holds.

However,thereisstillan option how to"partially"per-

form the perfectNO T operation in the given fram ework

ofinterm ediate dynam ics.The depolarizing single qubit

channels form a one-param etric fam ily Efxg :~r ! x~r,

where~r isthe Bloch vectorcorresponding to a quantum

state % = 1

2
(I+ ~r� ~�).Forx 2 [� 1=3;1]the transform a-

tionsEfxg are com pletely positive and EN O T = Efx= � 1g.

For the inverse operations we have E� 1
fxg

= Ef1=xg and

for the com position Efyg � Efxg = Efx:yg for arbitrary

realx;y. Using allthese identities it sim ple to proof

that EN O T = Efxg � E
� 1

f� xg
= Efx:(� 1=x)g = Ef� 1g. This

identity m akes sense only for � 1=3 � x � 1=3,when

both transform ationsare com pletely positive. Form ally,

theabovecalculation suggeststhatweareableto realize

the perfectquantum NO T operation during the dynam -

icsgoverned by one-param etricsetofcom pletely positive

m aps.But,theabovedecom position possessedaphysical

m eaning only forstatesfrom the subsetEfxg[S(H )],i.e.

forstateswith Bloch vectorssm allerthan jxj(j~rj� jxj).

The m axim alset ofstates on which we are able to re-

alize the perfectNO T operation (in the given m odel)is

contained in the sphere with radiusx = 1=3. The con-

clusion is that the perfect NO T operation can be �nd

outasa resultofthe processreconstruction. M oreover,

itcan be even understood asan interm ediate dynam ics,

butitdoesnotm ean thatthe perfectNO T operation is

indeed accom plished,because no interm ediate dynam ics

can perform aperfectNO T operation forallsetofstates.

Thus,process estim ation ofthe quantum operation be-

tween two instants oftim e could resultin perfect NO T

operation.Butthe perfectNO T operation isperform ed

only on restricted setofstates.

Although thepresented fram ework ofopen system dy-

nam ics enables us to explain quite naturally the exper-

im entalevidence oflinearnoncom pletely positive m aps,

the answerto the inverse question isopen,i.e. whether

all herm iticity preserving, tracepreserving and linear

transform ationscan be interpreted within the described

m odel,ifwe relax itsphysicalvalidity forthe whole set

ofstates. The characterisation ofthose noncom pletely

positive m aps thatcan be realized within the discussed

physicalm odelisan open question thatindeed requires

deeperinvestigation.

V I. C O N C LU SIO N

In thispaperwe have analyzed the dynam icsofopen

quantum system sbeyond thecom pletepositivity restric-

tion and related consequences for the process tom ogra-

phy. The correlationscan be detected ifthe directesti-

m ation procedure gives physically invalid result and si-

m ultaneously,allthe experim entaland statisticaldevia-

tionscan be excluded.The good newsofouranalysisis

thatany failureoftheprocessestim ation (i.e."unphysi-

cal" result)cannotbe interpreted asthefailureofquan-

tum theory unlessonecan excludethepresenceofinitial

correlations and dynam ically incom patible preparators.

However,the particularrealization using the SW AP op-

eration is quite arti�cial. As an exam ple,we have de-

scribed twodi�erentexperim entalrealizationsoftheper-

fectNO T gate,which isconsidered tobeunphysical.The

bad newsisthatalthough the initialcorrelationscan be

detected, the process tom ography is very di�cult and

am biguous,and the physicalorigin could be quite arti-

�cial. However,the usage ofstatisticaltoolsisjusti�ed

only ifwecan safely excludeallsuch (arti�cial)possibil-

ities,i.e. we have som e restrictions and m odels on the

form ofpossiblepreparatorm aps.

W ehavediscussed twovery naturalphysicalsituations

that can result in observation ofinitialcorrelations ef-

fect.Firstofthem ism otivated by currentexperim ents,

in which experim enterstypically usesinglestateprepara-

torand otherstatesare generated with the help offur-

therprocessing,forinstancebyapplyingdi�erentunitary

operations.In the second casethe \unphysicality" isre-

lated to the fact that the evolution m ap describing the

state dynam ics during arbitrary tim e intervalis in gen-

eralnot com pletely positive,but stillit is linear. This

situation isvery closely related to experim entsin process

tom ography,in which thestateestim ation ofinputsisas

necessary asthe state estim ation ofthe outputs,i.e. we

indeed perform m easurem entsin two tim einstants.And

itcould happen thatalready atthe�rsttim einstantthe

system ’sand thechannel’sdegreesoffreedom arem utu-

ally (although weakly)correlated.Fortunately,from the

practicalpoint ofview,in this case the process tom og-

raphy schem esarenota�ected,only thedata processing

should be di�erentifone usessom e advanced statistical

tools.W ethink thatthisfram eworkprovidesaphysically

reasonabledescription fortheexistenceofnoncom pletely
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positive linear m aps. W e have shown that in a strict

sense notalllinearnoncom pletely positive m apscan be

indeed realized within such m odel. The question ofthe

characterization of\accessible" m aps within this m odel

isinteresting and very im portant,butunfortunately we

do notknow the answeryet.

W ehaveargued thattheproblem ofinitialcorrelations

is not a problem of quantum dynam ics, but rather of

quantum kinem atics.In otherwords,theprocesstom og-

raphy always describes a relation between the prepara-

tors and the channel. For di�erent sets ofpreparators

physically the sam e channelcould be described by dif-

ferent dynam icalm aps. O nly in very speci�c cases of

preparators the channelis represented as a com pletely

positive tracepreserving linearm ap. Fortunately,thisis

the case thatusually holdsin labs,orbetter to say,we

are aim ing to hold in our labs. W e have described the

m ethod how to testthepreparatorsusing thecalibrated

quantum channels. G ood preparatordevicesare crucial

for the successfuldevelopm ent ofquantum inform ation

processing. The presented analysis is very far from be-

ing com plete and a deeper investigation on the system -

environm ent correlations e�ects on quantum dynam ics

and experim entsisneeded.
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