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For an initially well designed but imperfect quantum infation system, the process matrix is almost sparse
in an appropriate basis. Existing theory and associatedpuatational methods/(-norm minimization) for
reconstructing sparse signals establish conditions untlexh the sparse signal can be perfectly reconstructed
from a very limited number of measurements (resources)hodiigh a direct extension to quantum process
tomography of the/;-norm minimization theory has not yet emerged, the numkeexamples presented here,
which apply#;-norm minimization to quantum process tomography, shovgaifstant reduction in resources
to achieve a desired estimation accuracy over existingadeath

Quantum process tomograpli@PT) refers to the use of complete set of measuremerits,, rank 4) > n.

measured data to estimate the dynamics of a quantum systemThe paper is organized as follows: QPT formalism is de-

[1, 12]. Unfortunately, in the general case, the dimension ofcribed next, followed by a discussion of the genesis of pro-

the parameter space for QPT can be prohibitive, scaling excess matrix (almost) sparsity. A form of tlie minimization

ponentially with the number of qubits. This in turn places th for QPT is then presented followed by numerical examples

same burden on resourcesy, the number of applied inputs, and some concluding remarks.

measurement outcomes, and experiments to achieve a desiredQPT Formalism— Recall that the state-to-state dynamics

accuracy, as well as estimation computational compleXity. of an open finite-dimensional quantum system can be de-

number of approaches have been developed to alleviate théxribed in the following canonical forml[1]:

burden. Of note are the various forms of ancilla assisted 2 ;

QPT (seel[3] for a review), and the use of symmetrisation p= Za,gzl Xaplapl'y 1)

to estimate sglected process properties [4]. nge we IdTef‘sevrclherep, p € C™*™ are the input and output state, respec-

a method which can be used either alone or in conjunction} v of di . X . are the elements of the? o

with any of the aforementioned approaches. The underlyin%ve Y, OT dimensiomns, Xap . X
L7 - - X rocess matrixX, and the matrice§, form an orthonormal

premise is that for an intially well engineered design, the o basis set fon, x n complex matrices:

ject that describes the quantum dynamics ploeess matrix '

will be almost sparsén the appropriate basis. Certainlyinthe  {T', € C"*" |Tr I, = dap, a, B =1,...,n*} (2)

ideal case of a perfect unitary channel, in the correspandin

ideal basis, the process matrix is maximally spaitse,it has

a singlenon-zero element. Since environmental interaction

cannot be totally eliminated, the actual process matrikig t

ideal basis will be populated with many small elements, and X > 0 (positive semidefinite) 3
1 2

thus, is almost sparse. S XasTl e = I, 3)

These are the conditions under which methods uging
norm minmization — often referred to &ompressive Sens-
ing — are applicable [5,16,! 7]. Specifically, for a class of
incomplete linear measurement equations=£ Az, A €
R™ "™ m < n), constrained/;-norm minimization (mini-
mize ||z||,. subject toy = Azx), a convex optimization prob- . e
lem, garuéﬁerfeétly egfyimate t%e sparse varlijabl'éhese rr|10eth- Denote byi = 1,..., 70y the distinctoutcomesand by

ods also work very well for systems which do not satisfy the{fk :bl”’. oo Tefg tr:je e_xhperlme.ntatonﬂgg;atlons €.g. any q
theoretical conditionsi.e., for almost sparse variables and <NOPS” assoclated with state inputs and/or measurement de

with measurement noise. vices. The measurement outcomes are recorded from iden-
) o tical experiments in each configuratigrrepeatedVy, times.

certain conditions on the matrik, to realize perfect recovery, ; occurred in configuratioh. The QPT data are the recorded
the number of measurements, scales with the product of gytcome counts,

the log of the number of variablesand the sparsity. Since _

QPT parameters are linear in probability outcomes, anescal {Nigli=1,...,nout, k=1,... ncg } (4)
expon(_enua!lywnh thg num_berofqubns,thls approach hisra whereN = S [y, = S0 Sow i the total num-
a possible linear scaling with qubits. The theory, howevas, ber of experimefnts =l en=

not as yet been extended to QR e numerical examples here Estimating the process matrix An empirical estimatef

are not meant to lend support to this scaling as they are Onl3fhe probability of measuring outcomé configurationt can
presented for the two-qubit cas€he examples do, however, be obtained fron{{4) as
es ’

show more than an order of magnitude savings in resourc
over a standard constrained least-squares estimatiog asin P = Ny, /Ny, (5)

It is assumed that the quantum system to be estimatsahis
letely positive and trace preserviG@PTP). The set of feasi-
le process matrices is then restricted to the convex|s€f,[8,

It follows from (3) that the number of real parameters in the
process matrix is* —n2. Forg qubitsn = 29, hence, scaling
with parameters is exponential in the number of qubits.
Collecting data— A common method for collecting data
from a quantum system is via repeated identical experiments
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From the Born Rule thenodel probabilityof outcome: given

configurationk with observableM ;. is, p;x, = Tr Mk pk,
2

where from [Ij.),ﬁk = 22,6:1 Xaﬁrapkr£. In terms of the

process matrixX, the Born rule then becomes,

|X] in Natural-Basis |X] in Ideal/SVD-Basis

ideal

pie(X) = Tr Gy X ©)
(Git)ap = TrTLMyTapr

Thenguenese MatricesG;, € C™*™ capture the effect of mea
surements in the matrix basis et (2). For each outcothe
complete set of configurations is the combination of all ¢h
matrices and the input statey, Gik}Z;ffi.

A process matrix estimate can be obtained by minirr
ing the difference between the empirical probability esties
Py, ¥ and the model probabilitigs;, (X) subject to the feasi-
bility constraint[3). Using a “least-squares” measurerobp
ability error leads to estimating the process matrix by isgjv
the optimization problem:

minimize Vis(X) = Y2, , (05 — pa(X))? @)
subject to X satisfies[(B)

Because the outcomes of each experiment are independ:
maximum likelihood approach can also be consideired,

mln!mlze VML().().: - Zlk Nix log pir,(X) (8) FIG. 1: Absolute values of the elements of the process mairix
subject to X satisfies[(B) C'%%16 for: (a) ideal in the Natural-Basis: (b) ideal in Ideal/SVD-

L . Basis; (c) actualg,s = 0.05) in Natural-Basis, (d) actuapfs =
Both (7) and[(B) are convex optimization problems with the, =i |deal/SVD-Basis:(e) actuabf; — 0.2) in Natural-Basis, ()
optimization variables being the elementsf[8, I9]. The  actyal g1 = 0.2) in Ideal/SVD-Basis.

resulting solution (estimate) will always be CPTP (3). Unfo

tunately, as already mentioned, the dimension of the parame

ter spaces’ — n”,n = 27) can severely strain resources 10 ;.\ 1+ ic referred to here as the “|deal/SVD-Basid;’,, =
the point of impracticality. To see this more clearly, le¢th __ - _ 2 i

linear relation in[(B) between the,ncg; model probability  2_ar—1 Voral'ar € C"™*"}4_,, The equivalent process ma-
outcomes and the? elements of the process matrix be repre-{rix, in this basis, denoted b¥;qc., is maximally sparse with

sented by amguners x 7 matrixg, i.e., a single non-zero element, specificallfiqeal)11 = n. As
will always be the case, the actual channel will be a perturba
P=GgX (9) tion of the ideal unitary. If the noise source is small thes th

process matrix in the nominal basis will be almost sparse.

wherej, X are vectors formed from the,, and elements of Example: Noisy two-qubit memory Consider a system
X, respectively. Accounting for the? linear constraints in  which is ideally a two-qubit quantum memory, this =
(3), X can be recovered from eithérd (7) &t (8) to within any I,,n = 4. Suppose the actual system is a perturbation of
desired accuracy by using enough dasait (4) sufficiently  identity by independent bit-flip errors in each channel eccu
large), provided that rarl) > nousneeg > n* —n2. There-  ring with probabilitypy,¢. Forpys = 0.05 andpys = 0.2, the
fore it would seem that the resourcesg,,;sn.ts, Must also respective channel fidelities are about 0.90 and 0.64, vibich
scale exponentially with the number of qubits. This, howeve quantum information processing would need to be discovered
is not the case when the process matrix is almost sparse abg QPT and then corrected for the device to ever work. Refer-
where the sparsity pattern is not known[17]. ring to Figld, in the Natural-Basis, Hig.1(a), the id&élx 16
Almost sparsity of the process matrix With no noise process matrix has 16 non-zero elements ou25d, all of
the ideal channep — p for a quantum information sys- magnitude one. Using the Ideal/SVD-Basis the correspond-
tem is a unitaryj.e, p = UpUT. Let{l, € cnxn}g; ing process matrix as shown in Kiyy.1(b) hasirglenon-zero
denote the “Natural-Basis” for matrices @"*", i.e., each element of magnitude = 4 — it is clearly maximally sparse.
basis matrix has a single non-zero element of one. In thi§igd(c)-(d) and (e)-(f), respectively, show the effecttioé
basis, the process matrix associated with the ideal unitarfvo py¢ levels in the two basis sets. In the Ideal/SVD-basis

chaznnel has the rank-1 formXigeas = az' with 2 € Fig[(d) and (f) show that the actual (noisy) process mesric
C"", 2tz = n. A singular value decomposition (SVD) gives are almost sparse.
Xideal = Vdiagn,0,...,0)VT with V' € C™*™ a unitary. Sparsity minimizationr— A known heuristic for minimizing

An equivalent process matrix can be formed from the SVDsparsity without knowing the sparsity pattern, and alsawcc



ing the benefit of using fewer resources, is to minimizefthe 0
norm of the vector of variables|[5, 6, 9]. For QPT the equiva- % X..,G € CFxIo
lent¢; norm is defined here as the sum of the absolute values o X, G € C256%259
of the real and imaginary parts of each element of the process
matrix. There are many related approaches to incorporiste th
norm. For example, an estimateXfcan be obtained by solv-

ing the following convex optimization problem:|18]

._.
O\
.

Il =0.0296

RMS estimation error

107 o X e iceatllims
2 3
minimize [|X|,, =30 51 (IRe Xap| + [Tm Xop)) ; :
subjectto V(X)) < o, X satisfies[(B) 0l b
(10) ‘ ‘ 3
with, e.g, V(X)) from (@) or [8). The optimization parameter ° experiments per C;:’ﬁguraﬁon o Y 500
o is used to regulate the tradeoff between fittiigo the data (@) pos = 0.05
by minimizingV (X) vs. minimizing the sparsity ok via the o =5
¢1-norm. Selectingr is often done by averagirig(X ) over a 10° ‘ :
series of surrogates fof obtained from anticipated scenarios o Xy, g€ Cz@:fzge
or iterating estimation and experiment desigu, [8]. ° Xep, GEC
In the examples to follow we use the modification [of](10) 5 107}
suggested in_[7], referred to there a4 -tfeweighted mini- g X =o01068
mization.” In this approach a weighteég-norm is used with g e e
the weights determined iteratively. The algorithm desedlib E 1072} 2
in [] is: 2 ?
Initializeo >0, e >0, W = I, ol * =
Repeat ‘ ‘ i
1. SOIVe fOI‘X ° experiments per cosr?figuration (x10 3) %

minimize HWXHél 1) (b) prt = 0.20
subjectto V(X) < o, X satisfies[(B) FIG. 2: RMS estimation errof X¢rue — Xest|,,,, VS. number of
experiments per configuration: selected column$ of (13jorBrars
show the deviation from 50 runs at each setting.
. Lo-minimization (O): Xest = Xy, is from (@) using all 16 in-
w diag A/ (Jz1] + €)1/ (|zns] + €)) (12)  put/output combinations. This gives a matgxe C*****°° as de-

r =X fined in [9) which is full rankj.e, rank(G) = 256.
¢1-minimization (0): Xest = X, is from (13){12) using 6 in-
puts and 6 measurements obtained from the columns of thadeco

2. Update weights

Until convergence the objective stops decreasing or a max-

imum number of iterations is reached. matrix in (I3). This gives € C*6*25 which is full rank, i.e,
In each of the examples to follow the procedure for QPT isFank¥) = 36.
(i) solve [7) to obtainX,; (ii) sete = 1.3 V (X, ); (iii) solve
the reweighting algorithni (11)-(12) fox,, .

Example: QPT of noisy two-qubit memory For the sys-  [AX [l = (1/n)(Tr AXTAX)'/? vs. the number of ex-
tems from the example in Fig.1, the inputs and measuremenReriments perinput selected from the 5et (13) [19]. Theltesu
are selected from the set of two-qubit stat¢s), | + ) =  Shown are from simulations described in the caption.
(la)+18))/vV2, |=) = (Ja)—i|b))/v2 witha,b = 1,...,16. The benefit of¢;-minimization compared to the standard
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Specifically, the available set of states are the 16 colunfins d’2-Minimization is seen most clearly with small amounts of
the matrices data from highly incomplete measurements. For example, for
’ pre = 0.05 [Fig[2(a)], at50 x 102 experiments per input for
[ ] : [ ] : [ Lo 0o the 6-input/6-output configuratiqg € C3¢x256) the/; RMS
' V2 R i 0 o3 estimation error i$.0019. Compare this to thé, error of
(13 0.0012 at500 x 10* experiments per input for the 16-input/16-
Considering only coincident input/measurement count}, [10 output configurationq € C2°6*256). The latter improvement
the relevant probability outcomdd (6) are, can be attributed mostly to the 10-fold increase in the numbe
of experiments per input. The additional resources to aehie
pab(X) = ¢!, Xgap, X € C16%16 (14) this are significantj.e, 16 inputs for/y vs. 6 for¢;, and
(gab)a = OTaty, a=1,...,16 additionally, an increase in thetal number of experiments
from 6 x 50 x 102 to 16 x 500 x 103. It is certainly not in-
with ¢q, @ (a,b) € {1,...,16} the selected columns df {11 3). tuitive that to estimate the 240 parameters of the process ma
Fig[2 shows the error in estimating the process matrixrix, the clearly incomplete set of measurements using 86ly
AX = Xiue — Xest @S measured by the RMS matrix norm outcomes ¢ in Fig[d) could produce results not only similar
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to, but for each number of experiments per input, even betteRMS norm|| X ||, which is effectively the, norm of X.
than the full input case with all 256 combinations of inputs Solving the 6-input/6-output casé (n Fig[2) forpys = 0.05
and measurementsl(in Fig[2). As seen thé, error is about  with infinite data gives an RMS error 6f11, which is con-
1/2 thely error. Also, reweighting reduced the (unweighted)siderably larger than the error between the actual and ideal
£y error by 1/2-1/3. of 0.03 (solid line in Fig.2(a)). The estimate gets even wors
Comparing the estimation errors with the error between thevith finite data. This again emphasizes the advantagg of
actual and ideal (solid lines in Fig.2) suggests that attleasminimization for sparse signal reconstruction[5, 6].
§O_>< 103 experiments per inpu.t are needed to achieve a suf- Conclusions— The use of thé; -
ficient post-QPT error correction towards the ideal unitary
Fig[2 also reveals that the estimation errors are very aimil
for both levels of bit-flip errorp,s € {0.05,0.20}. This is ex-
plained by the Cramér-Rao bound which defines the asym
totic error of any unbiased estimatag., the RMS decays as
A/V/N. HereA is effectively the error between the empirical
(8) and actual{}6) probabilities which by definition is of erd
one; this provides a reasonable fit to the data i Fig.2.
Infinite data— With infinite data the measurements are
effectively noise-free, so the empirical probability esttes S ]
are equivalent to the true probabilities. Infinite data-esti Becausé; minimization uses considerably fewer resources
mates are obtained by solvirgd (7) aidl(1D)}(12) with the Contha_n standard QPT, use in an_on-llne setting comb|_n_ed with
straintV(X) < o replaced by the linear equality constraint OPtimal quantum error correction tuned to the specific QPT

pir(X) = pir(Xurue). For the numerical examples hefie;](14) €rrors is compellinge.g, [11,112, 13]. Another future direc-
gives the linear equality!, (X — Xirue)gas = 0 tion is in conjunction with Hamiltonian parameter estirpati
ab rue)Yab — Y-

Here a bank of estimators can be applied to the data where
In the examples, botlX, from (I1)-[12) andX,, from ; . : .
@) were nume?ically equzﬁ 1 . T%is is) to be ézxpected each estimator is tuned via the |deal/SVD-Basis to one of a

for X,, because of the complete set of 256 full rank mea_numberof finite samples of the unknown parameters. Such an
2

surements. Almost sparsity makes perfect estimation piessi 2PProach may prove useful for a small number of parameters.
with the highly incomplete set of 36 measurements. In quantum metrology often a single uncertain parameter is t

The infinite data case is useful for evaluating different-con be estimated in an unknown noisy environmer, [14,15].

figuration strategies in simulatiome., consider only those Acknowledgments- Thanks to A. Gilchrist, I. Walmsley,
that result in a good estimate. D. Lidar, H. Rabitz, and M. Mohseni for suggestions and com-

To stress the efficacy dfi-minimization as a heuristic for ments. The idea of applyin§ minimization to QPT arose
sparsity, consider replacing thig norm in [11){12) with the during discussions at [20] .

norm minimization meth-
ods of Compressive Sensing [5, 6, 7] appear to apply equally
well to sparse QPT. The examples of sparse process matrices
resented here are meant to represent typical initial ifapgr
esigns. The numerical results illustrate how estimaten r
source tradeoffs can be obtained. Additionally, the finding
suggest that QPT resources need not scale exponentiatly wit
qubits. In the ideal case, the theoretical question of shgwi
linear scaling with sparsity using minimization for QPT re-
mains open.
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