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A bstract. Quantum logic gates can perform calculationsm uch m ore e ciently than
their classical counterparts. However, the level of control needed to obtain a reliable
quantum operation is correspondingly higher. ITn order to evaluate the perform ance
of experim ental quantum gates, it is therefore necessary to identify the essential
features that indicate quantum ooherent operation. In this paper, we show that an
e clent characterization ofan experin entaldevice can be obtained by Investigating the
classical logic operations on a pair of com plem entary basis sets. Ik is then possble to
obtain reliable predictions about the quantum ooherent operations of the gate such as
entanglem ent generation and B ell state discrin ination even w ithout perform ing these
operations directly.

PACS numbers: 03.67 Lx, 03.67Mn,03.65Yz,4250Ar

1. Introduction: Q uantum C om putation P rocesses

W ithin recent years, quantum computation has become a well established eld of
ressarch in both experim ental and theoretical physics. At the heart of this eld is the
notion that the highly entangled correlations of m any-particle quantum system s could
beused asa toolto e ciently solve problem sofequally challenging com plexiy. In order
to convert a quantum system from a m ere ob ect of observation into a problem solving
too], it is necessary to establish a nearly com plete control over quantum processes at
the m icroscopic level.

In close analogy to conventional com putation, the m ethod of establishing this high
JTevel of controlover large quantum system s isto assam ble the quantum system s from the
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an allest possible elem ent 0 ered by quantum theory, the two Jevel system . For cbvious
reasons, thistwo level system isthen referred to asa quantum bit or qubit. H owever, its
physical properties are better visualized by the analogy w ith the three din ensional spin
of a so;n-1/2 system . In fact, one possbl explanation for the e ciency of quantum
com putation is the fact that the possbilities of rotating a spin are in nite, whik a
classical bit can only be Iped. Intriguingly, quantum m echanics sn oothly connects
these seam ingly contradictory aspects of reality In a single consistent theory.

In principl, it is possble to construct a universal quantum com puter using only
local spin rotations and a single wellde ned interaction fj]. One such wellde ned
Interaction between two qubits is the quantum controlled-NO T gate. W hen observed in
the com putationalbasis (usually associated w ith the z-com ponent in the spin analogy),
this gate perfom s a classical controlled-NO T logic operation. H ow ever, it is com pletely
quantum ooherent, so itsactualperform ance is farm ore com plex than that of its classical
nam esake.

Since the successful realization of a quantum controlled-NOT would enablk
universal quantum com putation, a signi cant am ount of experin ental e ort has been
devoted to this goal. (see ref. ] to [13] or exampls.) However, experim ental
realizations are never identical to the ideal device describbed by theory. In order to
dem onstrate that an experin entaldevice really perfom s the intended function, it needs
to be tested . For classical Jogic gates, such a test is straightforward, since the num ber of
possbl operations is nite. But for operations on qubits, the possbility of arbitrarily
an all phase shifts in plies that the number of possbl quantum ooherent operations
is In principle in nie. Therefore, the experin ental test of a quantum gate requires a
som ew hat desper understanding ofthe essential features of general quantum operations.
In particular, we need to go beyond the rather fizzy in age of quantum ooherence and the
associated \parallelian " of quantum superpositions, towards a m ore speci ¢ approach
based on the observable features of quantum devices.

In this mview, we bre y htroduce the proper theoretical description of
experin ental quantum processes. W e then show that the essential features ofa quantum
process can be de ned in tem s of only two com plem entary operations 4] and derive
estin ates for the quantum process delity and the entanglem ent capabilities based on
the corresponding com plem entary classical delities. Finally, we present a recently
realized optical controlled-NO T gate [13] and show how inform ation about the actual
device perfom ance can be obtained from the experin ental data.

2. Theoretical D escription ofN oisy Q uantum O perations

Ideally, a quantum operation can be represented by a uniary operator 60 acting on the
Input state j 4,1 In the d-din ensional H ibert space of the quantum system . Sihce all
quantum states can be expanded in temm s ofa com plete orthogonalbasis set £jnig, the
e ect of the unitary operation on an arbitrary input state is com plktely de ned by is
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e ects on such a st of d basis states,

Uy jni= 3£, iz @)
B ecause the operation isunitary, the output states £jf, ig also form an orthogonalbasis
set. The quantum operation is thus com plktely determ inistic and leaves no room for
unpredictable errors. In particular, it should be noted that the phases ofthe states jf,, i
are also de ned by eg. (1), so that the unitary transfomm ation actually de nes much
m ore than the transform ation of an eigenvalue n to a corresponding eigenvalue £, .

O bviously, it is very di cult to realize a nearly determm inistic ervor free quantum
operation experim entally. T he idealized description given by a singlke unitary operation
U, is therefore not nom ally su cient to describe noisy experin ental processes. Instead,
we have to assum e that the actual process me acting on the mnput state j jimay

uctuate random Iy and is not necessarily unitary. If the probability distribution over
possibl processes me is given by p, , the output state is described by a m ixed state
density m atrix [[§], .
‘out=  PnEn J pih g 3K @)
m
In general, any reproduchble quantum process can be rpresented in such a fom .
However, if the precise source of errors is unknown, i is not possble to identify a
unique set of operations K, . Forthe experin ental evaluation of quantum processes, it
is therefore m ore usefil to nd a representation that does not depend on the speci ¢
error syndrom es X, m .

It is In fact possbl to express any noisy process In a d-din ensional H ibert space
in tem s of an orthogonal set of & operators ; by considering the d  d m atrices
representing the operators as vectors In a d*-din ensionalvector space [15,116]. An ideal
process can then be gxpressw as

Bn= &'y 3)
and any noisy processE can be describbed by a processm atrix w ith elem ents 5, so that
X

N A Y.

“out= E (") = RN "R @)
1]
E ach process can thusbe decom posed nto a nite set of orthogonalprocesses £ Aig, and
the com plete process is then de ned by its processm atrix elements ;5.

In principle, the complkte d* = 16Y process matrix elments can always be
evaluated by m easuring the output statistics of a su cient num ber of non-orthogonal
input states [1§]. This approach, called quantum process tom ography, treats the
quantum process as a bladk box, requiring no further assum ptions about the intended
process itself. In order to test a speci ¢ quantum operation however, it m ay be m ore
usefiill to form ulate the processm atrix in temm s ofbasis processes fAig that are close to
experin entally cbservable error syndrom es of the device. Aswe show in the ollow ing,
it is then possble to obtain usefl inform ation about the device perform ance w ithout
an abstract analysis of the huge am ount of data required for com plete quantum process
tom ography.
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3. Classi cation of Q uantum E rrors

For qubits, each error can be expanded in temm s of products of errors acting on a singke
qubit, and the single qubit errors can be expressed in tem s of the dentity I and the
three Paulim atrices, X , Y , Z [I§,1§]. U sing the spin analogy, these errors correspond
to spIn  Jps (rotations of 180 degrees) around the x— y—and z-axis, respectively. An
N -qubit system is thus characterized by the N -qubit dentity Fy and 4% 1 soin ¥
errors, F;.

If the Intended operation is [fo, errors w ill be detected by com paring the output
qubit statistics w ith the idealoperation. &t is therefore usefiil to characterize the errors
w ith reference to L’I\o as output errors Lfi = F/\i[/J\O . The noisy process is then described by

ECp) = u0n0Y ©)
ij
w here the diagonalelem ents ;; ofthe processm atrix now correspond to the distribution
of sopin— I errors in the output. Ik is thus possbl to identify experim entally
observed output errors directly with a group of theoretical error syndrom es and their
corresponding process m atrix elem ents.

W e now have a convenient m athem atical form for the representation oferrors in a
quantum operation. However, we still need to detemm ine the errors experin entally, so
it is necessary to consider the cbservabl e ects of the errors for a given set of output
states. SInce m ost quantum inform ation processes are form ulated in the com putational
basis de ned by the eigenvalues of Z , it is useful to start by considering an operation
which produces the Z basis states In the output, jf,i=JZ21;Z2,;::4. In the Z basis, the
operators X and Y represents bit ips, and the operators I and Z preserve the qubit
value. Y and Z also change the phase relation between the qubit states, but this phase
change cannot be observed In the Z basis. T herefore, it is not possble to distinguish I
from Z orY from X when the output ism easured In the Z basis.

M ost In portantly, a quantum device that alwaysproducesthe correct 2 outputm ay
still have phase errors that destroy the quantum ooherence between the outcom es. In
fact, there are a totalof 2 mutually orthogonal operations consistent w ith the correct
Z basisoutput ofan N qubit operation, de ned by assigning either the identity I orthe
phase Ip Z to each qubit. In order to detect these errors, it is necessary to perform an
operation that is sensitive to Z -errors in the output. Since the Z -errors represent soin
rotations around the Z -axis, this ism ost naturally achieved by using a com plm entary
set of inputs jk% that result ;n X basis outputs, jgli = jX 1;X »;::4. In this basis,
the Z -errors show up asbi Ips, so that all error syndrom es w ill show up either in the
Z -operation or In the X -operation.

W hether an experim ental quantum process really perfom s the intended quantum
coherent operation Ifo can therefore be tested e ciently by observing the classical Iogic
operations in the com putationalZ basis and the com plem entary classical Jogic operation
in the X basis. Ifboth operations are perform ed w ith high delity, the device will also
perform any other quantum coherent operation reliably well
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4. Evaluation ofD evice P erform ance

W e have now seen that only an ideal error free quantum process can produce correct
outputs in both the Z —and the X basis. H owever, experin ental processes w ill usually
show errors in both operations. To evaluate these errors, it is necessary to Introduce
m easures that do not depend on the choice of Z and X outputs, but are equally valid
for any kind of quantum oocherent operation.
O ne such m easure In m ediately suggests itself from the form ulation of the process
m atrix in eq.@). Sice them atrix elam ent , represents the probability of the correct
quantum operation 60 (@s oppos=d to the probabilities of the errors Ifi given by ),
it seem s natural to dentify (o with the quantum process delity Fq,. In fact, this
de nition is now widely used to evaluate quantum processes based on the full process
m atrix obtained by quantum tom ography [1§]. H owever, it isnot in m ediately clear from
eq.@) how them atrix element o = F, relates to the individual delities observed for
speci ¢ nput states j  4,1. To get a m ore Intuitive understanding of quantum process
delity, it is therefore useful to know that F g, can also be de ned operationally, as
the delity that would be obtained by applying the process to one part of a m axin ally
entangled pairofN —Jevel systam s. Ifthem axin ally entangled state isgiven by jE, .. ias
and the processes E, and actsonly on system A, F g, can then be de ned as

qu = 1'].Emax j(L/J\g I)ABEA (jEmale]Emax j (L/J\O I)AB jEmaxi= O;O: (6)

T he application of a quantum process to one part of an entangled pair is thus sensitive
to all possible errors U;.

An even better intuitive understanding of the process delity can be obtained
by considering the relation between eq.(d) and the delity expected for a random Iy
selected Iocal input state j j13a In system A . In fact, any such state can be prepared
from j E,..dag by simiply perform ing a local measuream ent on system B . It is then
possble to derive a relation between the process delity F o, and the average delity
F , de ned as the probability of obtaining the correct output averaged over all possble
input states 7],

Fpd+ 1

T a1 )
In the light ofthe present error analysis, this relation can now be understood in tem sof
the sensitivity of the (local) nput states j i,ia to the di erent errors U;. Speci cally,
the discussion of X and Z output errors above has shown that thess operations are
insensitive to exactly d 1 out of the d®> 1 possble errors U;. We can con gcture
that any nput state j 4,1 is Insensitive to a fraction of 1=(1 + d) of all possble
errors. T herefore, a process delity of F o, = 0 results in an average delity F ofexactly
1=(1+ d), representing the probability of nding input states that are insensitive to the
errors of the operation.

A fter having convinced ourselves of the ussefiilness of the quantum process delity
F 4 as a measure of the general device perform ance, we can now retum to the task
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of determ ning this measure from a 1im ited number of test m easurem ents. For this
purposs, we need to de ne the classical delities of the two com plem entary operations
resulting In Z or in X output states. These delities are directly cbtained by averaging
over the d probabilities of m easuring the correct output state j f,i=7J Z1;Z,;::4d or
jgli=JX1;X,;::dafterapplying the quantum processE to an inputofjni= L’J\é’ Jfni
or k%= U7 jgrd,

11X
F;, = — hf, jE (Jnin J jf,1i
d n
X o 00 s 0s
Fyx = 4 hg JE (Jk'ibk™ ) jgi: 8)

k

By applying thede nition ofthese classical delitiesto the processm atrix representation

in eq.), we nd that the classical delitiesF, and Fyx are given by sum s of diagonal
elem ents 4. For sin plicity, we w illnow label the errors i according to their e ects on

Z and X outputs. Each error is then identi ed by a pair of bit I pattems, i= 3, %,
where 3, = 0 () = 0) indicates no erxor in the Z (X ) basis outputs. The diagonal

elem ents contrbuting to F; and Fy are then given by
X
Fz = o000t 0403
360
X
Fx = o000t 30330 ¢ ©)
360
Each classical delity thus ncludes the process delity o000 = Fgp and a di erent set
ofen:orp]:obabﬂltles, 04;07 ﬁDIFZ and 30;30 ﬁDIFX .
Since the diagonalelem ents ofthe processm atrix m ust add up to one, it ispossbl
to de ne an additional relation between the total number of errors and the process
delity,
X X X
0000 = 1 01,01 m Ojm 0 mlm 1° 10)
60 m60 1m 60

W ith this relation, it is possble to express the process delity ¢p;0 = Fgp In tem s of
a sum of the classical complem entary delities and the probabilities 14,1 fOr errors
cbserved in both operations (m & 0 and 16 0),
Fe=F;+Fy 1+ * m 1m 1% 11)
1m 60
This is a signi cant resul, since i provides a quantitative lower lin it of the process
delity F o, using only the classical delities obtained from two tin es d orthogonal input
states. Th addition, eq. (9) provides an upper lin it by show ing that the process delity
is always lower than the classical delities. The process delity F o, is therefore lin ited
to an intervalof {14]

de ned by the experim entalresuls forthe delitiesF , andFy ofthetwo com plem entary
classical operations ocbserved in the X and the Z basis.
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5. M easures for the N on-Locality of a Q uantum P rocess

Up to now, we did not discuss any soeci ¢ properties of the operation Ifo ,and allofthe
argum ents above also apply to the problem oftransm iting a string of qubits unchanged
(intended operation Ifo = TI). In fact, the originalde nitionsof delities, used eg. In ref.
{171, actually derive from thisproblem ofcharacterizing quantum channels. H owever, the
purpose of quantum com putation is the m anijpulation of entanglem ent. It is therefore
essential that the operations are capable of generating and discrin nating various kinds
of entangled states.

In particular, the generation of entanglem ent is comm only recognized as a key
feature of genuine quantum operations, and has therefore been used extensively as an
experin ental criterion for the successfiil in plem entation of quantum gates. The m ost
widely used gure ofm erit is the entanglem ent capability C, de ned as the m axin al
am ount of entangkm ent that the gate can generate from local nputs [1§]. However,
it is usually not easy to detemn ine the am ount of entanglem ent of an experin entally
generated state. Instead, the most sinpl experin ental approach is to estim ate
the m inin al entanglem ent necessary to cbtain an experim entally cbserved correlation
average expressed by so-called entanglem ent w itnesses [19, 20, 21, 22]. In the present
context, the m ost usefil entanglem ent w imesses are the ones constructed from the
profction on the intended entangled state JE o+,

~ 1 . . .
=1 % OE qutiEout J )7 (13)

whereb isthem axin al delity of JE 4,;+1 fornon-entangled states o= 1=M forM M
entanglem ent). Tt is then possible to derive a m easure of the entanglem ent capability
directly from the delities ofentanglem ent generation. Speci cally, ifthe ideal quantum
process U, is capabl of generating a m axin ally entangled state from local inputs, the
m Inim alentanglem ent capability of an experin ental realization w ith process delity F
is sin ply given by

C l—lb Fp D (14)
since F o, is the m Inim al probability of cbtaining the correct output state.

In addition to the generation of entanglem ent, quantum gates can also perform the
reverse operation of converting entangled nputs into localoutputs. At rst sight, itm ay
notbe clearwhy this isusefi1], sihoe decoherence and Jocalm easurem ents appear to have
the sam e e ect. However, only non—-local quantum operations can decode the quantum
Inform ation encoded in a entangled states by transform ing orthogonalentangled inputs
nto orthogonal local states. T he m easure of non-locality for the \disentanglem ent" of
entangled states is therefore the capability ofdistinguishing orthogonalentangled states.
Since orthogonal entangled states are often referred to as Bell states, a device w ith this
capability is also known asa Bellanalyzer. It m ay therefore be usefiil to de ne another
m easure of non-locality to characterize the operation of such Bell analyzers.
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In the Pollow ing, we de ne the entanglm ent discrin lnation D using the delities

F'; of the operations
Uy JEsi=JL.i; (1L5)
where £iE 1., ig are tw o orthogonalentangled inputsand £jL,_,ig are the corregoonding
orthogonal local outputs. An operation that cannot distinguish the two input states
generates the sam e random output for both inputs, so the m axin al average delity
Fav.= E;+ F,)=2 is 1=2. W e therefore de ne the entanglm ent discrim ination as

D = 2Fgy. 1l.SinceFay.mustbe greater than orequalto F g, we obtain an estin ate
of the entanglem ent discrin nation of

D 2Fgp 1 16)

from the process delity F .

It may be worth noting that this estin ate corresponds to the entanglem ent
capability estinate orM = 2 (p = 1=2). In the follow ng analysis of a quantum
controlled-NO T operation, i can be seen that this sin ilarity arises from the tine-
reversal symm etry of entanglem ent generation and entanglem ent discrim nation. It
is therefore possbl to generalize the de nition of entanglam ent discrim ination to
the case of distinguishing M orthogonal M M entangld states, so that the two
estin ates becom e equal. In the present context, however, the sin ple de nition of pair
discrim nation willbe su cient.

6. Analysis of an O pticalQuantum ControlledNOT

W e have now analyzed the theoretical possibilities of errors in quantum devices and
their general e ects on entanglem ent generation and discrin nation. Based on this
foundation, we can now prooeed to evaluate experin entaldata from an actual quantum
process realized in the laboratory. T he device we w ill consider is a quantum controlled—
NOT based on linear optics and post-selection 3, 24]. In this device, a non-linear
Interaction between two photonic qubits is achieved by interference between the two
photon re ection and the two photon tranam ission com ponents at a central beam
splitter of re ectivity 1=3, as shown ;n g. 1} (@). Recently, several groups succeeded
In developing a very com pact version of this device, where each photonic qubit follow s
only a single optical path and the Interaction is realized at a partially polarizing beam
splitter PPBS) of re ectivity 1/3 for horizontally H ) polarized light and re ectivity
1 for vertically (V) polarized light {I1, 12, 13]. The schem atic sstup of this device is
shown In g. 1} ). D etails of the speci ¢ experin ental sstup developed by us can be
found in ref. {3].

A s In most experin ents using photons as qubis, the input photon pairs were
generated by spontaneous type I param etric dow nconversion using a beta barium borate
BBO) crystal. The crystalwas pum ped by an argon ion laser at a wavelength of 351.1
nm , generating photon pairs in orthogonal polarization at a wavelength of 7022 nm .
T he photon polarization (that is, the local states of the qubits) of these photon pairs



Analysis of experim ental quantum gates 9

was then controlled by half wave plates to achieve the desired input states. A fter the
controlled-NO T operation at the PPBS, the output polarizations of the photons was
detected by a standard setup using another sst of half wave plates, polarization beam
solitters, and singk photon counters (SPCM -AQ ¥C, Perkin EImer).

X

——H ----V

Figure 1. Schem atics of the optical quantum controlled-NO T gate. (a) shows the
originalproposalusing the tw o photon interaction at a beam splitter ofre ectivity 1/3
and (o) show s the recently developed com pact realization using partially polarizing
beam splitters PPBS).

In the context of our optical quantum controlled-NO T gate, the com putational Z
basis and the com plem entary X basis are de ned In tem s of the linear polarizations of
the photons. U sing the horizontal and vertical polarization states, jH i and jV i, the
corresoonding basis states of the control qubit C and the target qubit T read

30z = jvi J0zir = &5 (GH i+ jVi)

Jjlzie = JH i iy = Pl—z GH1i 3JVi) a7)
0k i = Pl_i (OH i+ jV i) j0k ir = jvi

Jlkk i = 91—5 GHi JVi) Il i = JH i:

T he ideal operation Ifo perform ed by the quantum controlled-NOT in the Z basis isa
classical controlled-NO T gate. In the com plem entary X basis, the roles of target and
controlare exchanged, and the classical operation ocbserved is a reversed controlled-NO T
gate P3J]. To dem onstrate the successfiil in plem entation ofa quantum controlled-NO T,
it is therefore su cient to show that the device can perform both classical controlled-
NOT operations.

Table 1} show s the experin ental results cbtained from our device, as rst reported
in ref. 13]. The individualoutput delities are given by the numbers in bold face. The
averages of these values de ne the classical delitiesF , and F, according to eq.@). W e
cbtain F, = 085 and F, = 0:87. W ihout analyzing any further details, we can now
apply eq.{12) to detemm ine that the process delity of our gate m ust be in the range of

072 Fgp  085: 18)
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Table 1. M easurem ent resuls for the controlled-NO T operation in the Z basis @)
and the com plem entary reverse controlled-NO T operation in the X basis ). Bra
notation de nes outputs and ket notation de nes nputs. Numbers in bold face are
used for the delities of the correct gate operations.

@) 0,0,  ho,1,j  hl;0,j  hl,1.7
0,0,1| 0.898 0.031 0.061 0.011
0.1,1| 0021 0.885 0.006 0.088
1,0,1| 0.064 0.027 0.099 0.810
q1,1,i] 0031 0.096 0.819 0.054

©) 00,3  h0y1,J  hl,0,j  hlyl.j
P0c1| 0.854 0.044 0.063 0.039
Pelei| 0013 0.099 0.013 0.874
J1x0xi| 0.050 0.021 0.871 0.058
Jqx1ci| 0019 0.870 0.040 0.071

U sing egs.fl4) and ({6), we can then show that our gate has a m inin al entanglkm ent
capability C and a m Inin al entanglem ent discrim Ination of

C 044 and D 0:44: 19

W e can therefore conclude that our gate can generate and discrin nate entanglem ed
states, based only on the classical delities of Jocal nput-output relations.

7. Error M odels for the Experim entalD evice

A m ore detailed analysis of our gate is possibl if we include the error probabilities of
the two com plem entary operations shown in table d;. The output ermrors -, (j-,) of
each classical operation can be classi ed according to the bit i errors in the output,

using 0 for no error, C fora control I, T fora target i, and B fora Ip ofboth

output bits. The averaged errors from tabl then read

. C)= 0052 xC)= 0071
. (T)= 0051 x(T)= 0034
. B)= 0044 «B)= 0028: (20)

Likew ise, the ertoroperatorsFAicanbe de ned by the corresponding errors In Z and in
X ,usngi= f 0O0,CcoO,TO,BO,0OC,CC,TC,BC,0OT,CT,TT,BT,0OB,CB,TB,BB g
to de ne the output errors F; = £ I, X I, IX, XX, 2L, Y1 ZX,YX,IZ,X %, ¥ , XY, ZZ,
YZ,Z2Y,YY g. Each of the six classical ervors -, (J-,) can then be identi ed wih a
sum over four diagonalelem ents ;; of the processm atrix, as shown in tabl 2.
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Table 2. Sum relation between experin entally observed errors and process m atrix
elem ents (*=0,C,T B).

i *0 *C *T *B sum

o* 00,00 oc ,0C 0T ,0T oB,08 | 0:853
C* | coco <ccecc crer cBes | 0052
T* toT0 TCc,oCc TT,oT TB,rB | 0:051

B* | poso BcBc BTRT BBBB | 0044
sum | 0:867 0:071 0:034 0:028 | 1:000

Even though it isnot possible to identify the precise values ofthe diagonalelm ents,
the sum rules and the positivity of them atrix elem ents 3; in pose strong lim itations on
the possible error distributions. For exam ple, the m inim al process delity F 4, is only
obtained ifall j; representing errors in both X and Z are zero. T he rem aining diagonal
elem ents of the process m atrix are then given directly by the experim entally observed
errors, as shown n tablke 3.

Table 3. D iagonalelem ents of the processm atrix for them inim alprocess delity of
Fop = 0:72.
| *0 *C *T *B sum

0o* | 0,720 0071 0034 0.028 | 0.853

c* | 0052 0000 0.L000 0000 |0.052

T* | 0051 0.000 0.000 0000 | 0051

B* | 0.044 0000 0.000 0.000 |0.044

sum | 0867 0.071 0034 0.028 | 1.000

T he estin ates of the diagonal elem ents of the process m atrix can now be used to
derive estin ates for the delities of operations other than the observed controlledNO T s
In theZ and X basis. In particular, the available data allow s m ore detailed predictions
about processes where one qubit is in the Z basis and the other is In the X basis. As
w illbe shown In the llow ing, the correct m inim alclassical delities for these operation
on the ZX or X Z eigenstates can in fact be determm ined by using the process m atrix
elem ents (o, Obtained from them inin alprocess delity estin ate given in tabk 3.

The m ost sin ple exam ple is the operation on ZX eigenstates where the control
qubit nput is n a Z state and the target qubit nput is n an X state. Sihce these
states are eigenstates of the ideal quantum ocontrolled-NO T operator Uy, the ideal gate
perfom s the identity operation on these Z X Inputs. W e can now estin ate them Inim al

delity of this identity operation from table 1} by identifying the output errors that
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preserve Z X ,F’\i= fI1;Z2I;IX ;ZX g. The classical delity F; ofthe identity operation
is therefore given by

Fr= 00,00%* oc,oct TOTOT TC,TC: 1)
This delity can bem inin ized by associating the errors , (C) with cocor z®) w ih
BOBO’ x (T)with gr 0T 7 and , B) wih 0B ,0B - T he errors changing the control
qubit in Z and the target bit in X then contrbute separately to the totalerrors in the
dentity operation on Z X states, and them Inin al delity is given by
Fr 1 (,C)+ .B)+ xT)+ »B))= 0:842: @2)
A s mentioned above, this result is consistent w ith the distrbution of process m atrix
elem ents shown in tablk 3, indicating that the assum ption ofa m nin alprocess delity
of Fp = Fz; + Fx lalo mpliesaminimal delity F; for the identity operation.
N ext, we can analyze the entanglem ent generation from nputs In X Z eigenstates.
T he ideal operation Ifo generates m axin ally entangled two qubit Bell states from each
of the possible X Z Inputs. W e can therefore derive an estin ate of the entanglem ent
capabilty C from the delity F. of this operation. Again, we rst identify the
errors output errors that preserve the output states. In this case, these errors are
F’\i = fII;X X ;YY;Z Z g, corresponding to an entanglem ent generation delity of

Fc= 00,00* BOoBOT BRBRB ' 0B,B: @3)
Like the delity F; of the identity operation, this delity is also m inin al for the error
distrbution shown in table'3. Speci cally,

Fe 1 (€C)+ @)+ C)+ »(@T))= 0:792: @4)
W e therefore obtain an In proved estin ate of the entanglem ent capability of our gate,

C 2F: 1 0:584: (25)

T hem ore detailed analysis ofthe error distrdoution hasthusprovided usw ith additional
Inform ation on the entanglem ent capability of our experim ental device.

F nally, we can also In prove our estin ate of the entanglem ent discrin ination D by
considering the delity F of the operation that converts Bell state Inputs into local
X Z eigenstates. In this case, the errors that pressrve the correct output states are
Fi.= fII;X I;IZ;X 2 g, corresponding to a Bellanalyzer delity of

Fo = 00,00" coco™ oror* cTer: 26)
Agaln, them Inin al delity can be cbtained using the diagonalm atrix elem ents shown
in tabk 3, and the corresponding m .nim al delity estin ate is given by

Fp 1 (.,@T+ .B)+ xC)+ »B)) = 0806: @7)
Interestingly, this delity is a little bit higher than the delity F. fOr entanglkm ent
generation. W e therefore obtain a m Inin alentanglem ent discrim Ination D that exoeeds
the m Inin al entanglem ent capability C obtained from the sam e data,

D 2Fp 1 0l12: 28)
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The error analysis of the local Z and X operations thus shows that our gate can
successfiilly generate and distinguish entangled states, w ith som ew hat stronger evidence
for the reliability of B ell state discrin ination.

8. Conclusions

A s the analysis of the errors in our experin ental quantum controlled-NOT gate has
shown, the classical logic operations observed In a pair of com plem entary basis sets
can provide surprisihgly detailed Infomm ation about the perfom ance of a quantum
device. In particular, it is possble to cbtain good estin ates of the process delity
F 4, the entanglem ent capability C , and the entanglem ent discrin ination D from only
a an all fraction of the data needed for a com plete reconstruction of the process m atrix
by quantum process tom ography. Interestingly, the com plem entary processes of the
quantum controlled-NO T are com plktely local. It is therefore possble to estin ate the
non-local properties of the gate described by the entanglem ent capability C and the
entanglem ent discrim ination D w ithout ever generating entangled states.

Besides the obvious advantages of gaining quick and e cient access to the m ost
In portantm easures characterizing a quantum process, the analysis ofthe processm atrix
In temm s of its cbservable e ects also allow s us to take a peck inside the "black box"
that is postulated In so m any approaches to quantum com putation. In particular, it is
possbl to identify the features of quantum ooherence and entanglem ent m ore directly
w ith the experim entally acoessible data by identifying m athem atical expansions that t
the speci ¢ features of the quantum process under Investigation. H opefiilly, this is only
a st step towards a better understanding of the still som ew hat m ysterious nature of
quantum Informm ation processes.

A cknow ledgm ents

Thiswork was supported in part by the CREST program of the Japanese Science and
Technology A gency, JST , and the G rant=In-A id program ofthe Japanese Society for the
P rom otion of Science, JSP S.

1M A .Nielsen and IL.Chuang, Quantum Com putation and Q uantum Inform ation (Cam bridge
U niversity P ress, 2000), chapter 4.

R]1 Q A . Turchette, C J. Hood, W . Lange, H .M abuchi, and H. J.Kimbl, Phys. Rev. Lett 75,
4710 (1995).

Bl1C.Monroe,D M .M eckhof, B E.King, W M . tano, and D J.W ineland, Phys.Rev. Lett. 75,
4714 (1995).

B]1Y A.Pashkin, T.Yamamoto, O .Asta ev, Y .Nakamura, D V .Averin, and JS. T sai, Nature
(London) 421, 823 (2003).

Bl F.Schm dtX aler,H .Ha ner,M .Ribe, S.Gulde, G .P.T .Lancaster, T .D euschl, C .Becher,
C F.Roos, J.E schner, and R . B latt, Nature (London) 422, 408 (2003).

6] D . Lebfried, B. DeM arco, V. M eyer, D . Lucas, M . Barret, J. Britton, W M . Ttano, B.
Jelenkovic, C .Langer, T .Rosenband, and D J.W ineland, Nature (London) 422, 412 (2003).



Analysis of experim ental quantum gates 14

[/71T.B.Pitman,M .J.Fich,B.C Jacbs,and J.D .Franson, PhysRev.A 68, 032316 (2003).
B]1JL.O Brien, G J.Pryde, A G .W hite, T C.Ralph, and D . Branning, Nature (London) 426,
264 (2003).
Pl1Y ~F .Huang,X -F .Ren, Y -S5.Zhang,L M .Duan,and G € .Guo,Phys.Rev.Lett.93,240501
(2004).
0] Z.Zhao, A N . Zhang, Y /A .Chen, H.Zhang, J-F.Du, T.Yang, and J-W .Pan,Phys.Rev.
Lett. 94, 030501 (2005).
L1]N.K.Langford, T.J.W einhold, R.Prevedel, K. J.Resch, A . G ilchrist, J.L.0O 'Brien, G . J.
Pryde,and A .G .W hie, Rev.Lett. 95, 210504 (2005).
(2] N.Kisel, C.Schmid, U.W eber, R.Uxrsin, and H . W ennfurter, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 210505
(2005).
(3] R.Okamoto, H .F .Hofn ann, S. Takeuchi, and K . Sasaki, Phys.Rev. Lett. 95, 210506 (2005).
4] H F.Hofnann, Phys.Rev. Lett. 94, 160504 (2005).
5] M A .Nilsen and IL.Chuang, Quantum Com putation and Q uantum Inform ation (€ am bridge
U niversity P ress, 2000), chapter 8.
[l6] G.M ahlrandV.A .W eberru , Quantum Networks (Springer, 1998), chapter 2.
[L7] M .Horodecki, P.Horodecki, and R . Horodecki, Phys.Rev.A 60,1888, (1999).
[l8] JF .Poyatos, JI.Cirac, and P. Zoller, Phys.Rev. Lett.78, 390 (1997).
[L9] M .HorodeckiP . H orodecki, and R . Horodecki, Phys.Lett. A 223, 1 (1996).
R0] B.M .Terhal, Phys.Lett.A 271, 319 (2000).
R11 M .Lewenstein, B .K raus, J. I.C irac, and P . H orodecki, Phys.Rev.A 62, 052310 (2000).
R2] G .Toth and O . Guhne, Phys.Rev. Lett. 94, 060501 (2005).
R3] H F.Hofm ann, and S. Takeuchi, Phys.Rev.A 66, 024308 (2002).
R4] T C.Ralh,N K .Langford, T B.Bell,and A G .W hite, Phys.Rev.A 65, 062324 (2002).
R5] H F.Hofmann, Phys.Rev.A 72, 022329, (2005).



