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Efficient qutrit gate-set tomography on a transmon
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Gate-set tomography enables the determination of the process matrix of a set of quantum logic
gates, including measurement and state preparation errors. Here we propose an efficient method
to implement such tomography on qutrits, using only gates in the qutrit Clifford group to con-

struct preparation and measurement fiducials.

Our method significantly reduces computational

overhead by using the theoretical minimum number of measurements and directly parametrizing
qutrit Hadamard gates. We demonstrate qutrit gate-set tomography on a superconducting trans-
mon, and find good agreement of average gate infidelity with qutrit randomized benchmarking.

Quantum computation (QC) is fundamentally different
from classical computing due to the exponentially large
computation space that can be accessed [1-4]. Although
QC is traditionally based on 2-level quantum systems
(qubits), extending to d-level systems (qudits) (d > 2)
can potentially overcome technical challenges with cur-
rent QC schemes: it can reduce the number of elementary
units of a physical device [5-8], improve computation effi-
ciency [7, 9-11] and simplify the implementation of quan-
tum gates [12, 13]. A natural candidate for implement-
ing a qudit is the transmon, a non-linear superconduct-
ing resonator built from a capacitively-shunted Joseph-
son junction [14]. Using a superconducting transmon as
a qutrit is an emerging research direction, with recent
demonstrations of novel quantum state control [15-19],
quantum metrology [20] and quantum simulation [21, 22].

To build a qudit-based quantum processor, compati-
ble tools for characterizing the performance of its qudit
logic gates become essential. Randomized benchmarking
(RB) is widely used to extract the average gate infidelity
[23, 24], and recently has been demonstrated on a super-
conducting qutrit [25, 26]. RB can extract the average
gate fidelity of a specific gate, however it cannot provide
information on the detailed nature of the errors. It is crit-
ical to understand these details in order to eliminate the
errors [27], and to implement quantum error mitigation
28, 29].

Any quantum process can be described using the pro-
cess matrix, and the standard method to characterize this
matrix is process tomography [30]. Process tomography
is a protocol to reconstruct the quantum process of the
specific gate, with the assumption that the state prepa-
ration and measurement (SPAM) error is negligible. As
an improvement on this method, gate-set tomography
(GST) [31, 32] takes the influence of SPAM errors into
account; it performs process tomography for all gates in
the gate set including all the elementary gates for state
preparation and measurement. Then an estimation for
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the gate process can be approximated by optimizing the
process matrix and SPAM operators with the information
of the entire gate set. GST has been used to characterise
quantum processes in superconducting qubits [33-35], ion
traps [27], nuclear spin qubits [36], and has also been used
to perform time-domain tracking to analyze the param-
eter drift problem for quantum control [37, 38].

In this letter, we propose and demonstrate an effi-
cient gate-set tomography method for characterization of
transmon qutrits. Our method uses only qutrit Clifford
gates for state preparation and measurement in differ-
ent bases. The proposed tomography method reduces
the computational cost in the following ways. First, the
measurement basis is chosen so that it needs the theo-
retical minimum number of measurements to implement
qutrit tomography. Secondly, instead of parameterizing
all the physical gates in the gate set, our method directly
parameterizes the qutrit Hadamard gate, which occurs
frequently when synthesising qutrit Clifford gates. Such
configuration reduces the computation cost for the GST
optimization process. We implement this method on a
superconducting transmon and extract the full process
matrices and SPAM errors. The GST reported average
gate infidelity is in good agreement with that obtained
by qutrit randomized benchmarking (RB).

The qutrit characterized in this letter is a single su-
perconducting transmon implemented in a 3D-integrated
coaxial circuit design [39, 40]. A transmon is a multi-
level quantum Duffing oscillator consisting of a Joseph-
son junction and a shunting capacitance [14]. The basic
device parameters are given in the appendix A. We uti-
lize the first three transmon energy levels as our qutrit,
labelling them as |n), where n = 0,1, 2, see Figure la.

We employ as physical gates the same ones that would
be used for single qubit gates on the {|0),|1)} and
{|1),]2) } subspaces, which corresponds to driving transi-
tions between adjacent energy levels. The qutrit virtual
7 gate is included to complete a universal gate set; it is
an extension of the qubit virtual Z gate [41] implemented
by shifting the phase of the subsequent pulses.

The tomography method requires implementing qutrit
Clifford gates, which can be synthesised by H and virtual
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FIG. 1. (a) The experiment is implemented on a transmon
with the first 3 levels as the computational space. The phys-
ical gates are implemented on the {|0),|1)} and {|1),]2)}
subspace. (b) Gate sequence to collect data m;;i; for gate
set tomography. The fiducial gates are used to prepare the
initial states and the measurement basis. The germs are gate
sequences composed of gates in the gate set, which can boost
the errors of single gates.

7 gates. H is implemented with the following sequence
of gates [25]:

H = H12Z1(7T)Z2(7T)Y01(9m)H12a (1)

where 6, = 2arccos(1/v/3) is the magic angle [42], and
Yo1(0m) is implemented with a single pulse modulating
the amplitude. The virtual gates Z;(0) and Z5(6) add
phases on the |1) and |2) states, respectively. His is
the Hadamard gate in the {|1),|2)} subspace, which is
synthesised by Hia = Y12(7/2) Z2(7), where Y;;(6) is the
Pauli Y rotation with rotation angle 6 applied to the
{l5) ,15)} subspace.

The goal of gate set tomography is to reconstruct the
quantum process of all the gates in the gate set, G, tak-
ing into account that the initial state preparation and
measurements are imperfect. The following discussion
utilizes the superoperator formalism [43], representing
the density operator p and measurement operator F as
a vector in Schmidt-Hilbert space, denoted by superket
|p)) and superbra ((F|, respectively. See appendix B for
more details. In this letter we perform maximum likeli-
hood GST [31, 44], which collects the following data from
the measured probability distributions:

miji = (B F™ G FP |po)), (2)

where |pg)) is the initial state and ((FE;| is the measure-

ment basis that can be directly implemented on the hard-
ware, see Figure 1b. The fiducials Fj(p ) represent the
quantum processes for preparing the initial states, and
Fi(m) for implementing the measurement basis. Sand-
wiched between the fiducials, G € G is the quantum
process in the gate set, which contains all the gates we
are interested in, and the gates used to implement F’ Z-(m)

and FP). To make the GST more accurate, G, is usually
replaced with a gate sequence that amplifies the coher-
ent error, known as a sequence of germs [45]. Once the
gate-set is defined, the germs we use in this work are cal-
culated from the PyGSTi [45] germs generation routine,
shown in Table I. The estimated quantum processes Gy,
for all G can be found with the maximum likelihood
method by minimizing the objective function

Em(El7Fi(m)7ék7Fj(p)7p)
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where F, ﬁ‘i(m), G’k, Fj(p), po are the estimated value

for the physical operators Ej, Fl-(m)7 Gy, F j(p ). po . Mini-
mizing this objective function is an optimisation problem
that is subject to a number of constraints, which ensure
that all the estimated operators are physical [45].

Such optimization is usually computationally expen-
sive. Firstly, the number of free parameters that need to
be optimized is proportional to the number of gates in
the gate-set used to synthesise the fiducials and germs.
The optimizer for fitting the experimental data, for ex-
ample, the Levenberg-Marquardt Algorithm [46] used by
PyGSTi, requires the evaluation of the Jacobian matrix
at each optimization step. The size of the Jacobian ma-
trix is proportional to the number of free parameters and
the number of elements of m;jr;. The computation cost
of evaluating the Jacobian matrix is proportional to the
length of the gate sequence [32]. Similar arguments are
applied to the Hessian matrix for error bar estimation,
which has a size proportional to the square of free pa-
rameters and size of my;p; [32] and hence even worse
scaling. Also, collecting m;jx; from experiments can be
time-consuming. It would therefore be best if we could
minimize the size of my;;i;, shorten the gate sequence,
and reduce the number of different gates involved in syn-
thesizing all fiducials.

We therefore introduce two methods to reduce com-
putational costs for GST. First, we choose a measure-
ment basis that can be prepared with gates in the qutrit
Clifford group shown in Table II. While previous physi-
cal proposals for tomography use an over-complete basis
with 9 measurements [47, 48], our proposal requires only
4. In experiment we use standard dispersive measure-
ment that can distinguish 3 different states with a single
shot, and determine 2 degrees of freedom of the qutrit
density matrix [49]. Since a qutrit density matrix has a
total of 8 degrees of freedom, we require a minimum of 4



TABLE I. The gate set and the set of germs chosen for gate
set tomography of this experiment.

Gate set, G

T H Xo1(Z)
Xi12(3) Z (%) Z2(%)

List of germs, G
T H Xo1(Z)
X12(%) Z (%) Z>(%)
Xo1(Z)X12(Z) HZ (% H.Z5(2%)
H.Xo1(3) X12(5)-Z2(%F) X12(5)-Z1(%)
H.X12(g) XOl(g)Zl(%T)

TABLE II. Fiducials for qutrit gate set tomography.

Preparation Fiducials (F®))

1 I
9 H.H.H.Zy(%).H
3 H.H.H.Zy(%).Z2(35). Z2(%5). H
4 H.H.H.24(35).2: (%) 225 ) H
L e
L1.41(757)- 4137 )-
7 HH.H.Z%E%% Z1(2§7'()2- )2(27”)22(2%)-}[
8 H.H.H.Z>(%}).H.Zo(3F
9 HHHZl(%r)ZI(Q%)ZQ(Q%)ZQ(%T)HZﬂZTW)

Measurement Fiducials(F(™))
I
Zy(%).H.H.H.Z>(%F).H
H.H.H.Z\(%).Z2(3).H
H.H.H.Z(%).H

=W N =

such measurements to implement qutrit state tomogra-
phy.

The second method to reduce the computational cost
is directly parameterizing H itself in the gate set, instead
of the physical gates from which we synthesise it. The
brute-force approach would parameterize Yy (m) and re-
place H with a sequence of 5 gates (see Equation 1). H
frequently occurs during the fiducial synthesis; directly
parameterizing the H shortens the gate sequence and re-
duces the required computation cost.

Since all fiducials are in the qutrit Clifford group, only
virtual-Z gates and Hadamard gates are required to im-
plement all the fiducials. The computational cost can
be further reduced if we make the reasonable assumption
that all virtual-Z gates are perfect. Since we still want
to directly characterize the physical gates Xo1(7/2) and
X12(m/2), we add them to the gate set, but do not in-
clude them for fiducial synthesis. This implies that H is
independent of X (7/2) and X;2(7/2), and ignores some
information to more precisely characterize the Xo(mw/2)
and Xj2(7/2). Our experimental results show that under
such configuration our qutrit GST produces an accurate
estimation of the quantum process.

We now proceed and implement GST on the super-
conducting transmon qutrit. The maximum sequence

length is 512 germs, and we sample each sequence 500
times. The collected data is then processed by the
PyGSTi software with a customized model with the
gate set and fiducials configuration as described above.
The SPAM error characterized by the reconstructed ini-
tial state density matrix and the measurement opera-
tors are reported in Figure 2. The initial state infidelity
1 — Fj = 0.099(11) and average measurement infidelity
1—Fy; = 0.0598(32). The reconstructed process matrices
for Xo1(m/2), X12(m/2) are shown in Figures 3a and 3b.
The unitary average infidelity is reported in Table III.
Since H occurs frequently in synthesizing fiducials, it is
estimated more precisely and has a lower error bar than
Xo1(m/2) and X12(7w/2). Note that the infidelities of the
virtual-Z gates are two orders of magnitude lower than
those of physical gates, indicating that our assumption
of perfect virtual-Z gates is a valid approximation.

Re(po)
Re(Mo)

F,y = 0.901(11) (b) Fp, = 0.996(14)

©) Fp, = 0.9080(38)

FIG. 2. Characterization of SPAM errors: (a) estimated
initial state density matrix; (b) to (d) Estimated measurement
operator E; for state set to |0), [1), and |2), respectively. The
number in brackets indicates 95% confidence level.

The advantage of GST compared to RB is that it pro-
vides a better characterization of the detailed nature of
the errors. We use error generators [50] to facilitate this
characterization. Considering the ideal target map G, for
a physical reconstructed map G;, the post-gate error gen-
erator L; is defined as G; = e G;. The error generator
L can be further decomposed as L = Ly +Lgs+ L+ L¢,
a summation of coherent (Lg), stochastic (Lg,L¢) and
active (L 4) projected error generators, and hence quan-
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FIG. 3. (a) Estimated process matrix for Xo1(%5) and (b)
for X12(%). See appendix B for more details. (c) Pro-
jected Hamiltonian error generator of the quantum logic gate,
showing the strength of different coherent errors. See ap-
pendix C for more details. The error bar is generated from
the Hessian projection method provided in the pyGSTi pack-
age, with the confidence level set to 95%.

TABLE III. Infidelity obtained from GST experiments. The
number in brackets in this table indicates 95% confidence in-
terval.

Parameter Value x10?
Average I gate infidelity 0.556(75)
Average Z1(%) gate infidelity 0.0348(89)
Average Za(%F) gate infidelity 0.011(61)
Average Xo1(%5) gate infidelity 3.28(23)
Average Xi12(%5) gate infidelity 1.112(56)
Qutrit Hadamard Gate infidelity 2.97(12)

tify the contribution of different error sources [50] (See
appendix C). We can quantify the relative contribution
from coherent errors using the projection power (See ap-
pendix C). The Hamiltonian projection power is found to
be 99.1(15)% for Xo1(7/2) and 99.9(14)% for Xi2(7/2),
which indicates coherent errors are dominant for both
gates. The components of Ly are shown in Figure 3c.
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FIG. 4. Randomized benchmarking (RB) results. Here 4-
level single-shot measurement is used to distinguish 4 states.
The measured population in the |3) state is used to character-
ize the leakage. The error bar for the p parameter indicates
one standard deviation of uncertainty. (a) Standard RB on
the qutrit Clifford gate set. (b) Interleaved RB on the qutrit
Hadamard gate. (c) Qubit-like RB for the {|0),|1)} subspace.
(d) Qubit-like RB for the {|1),|2)} subspace. The qutrit pop-
ulation in |1) is swapped with |0) at the end of each sequence.
|0) v is the renormalized population of |0), where the popula-
tion of the |1) and |3) state is excluded.

Apart from the over or under rotation error (Xo; and
X12), the Zy error, which denotes the frequency shift of
the |2) state, also contributes a significant amount of co-
herent error. This may be caused by AC Stark shifts on
the |2) state under driving.

We implement qutrit Clifford RB [23-25] to charac-
terize the averaged gate fidelity and compare it with the
GST result. RB fits the success probability P(]0)) with a
form Ap™ + B, where A, B and p are fitting parameters,
and m is the number of Clifford gates. The average error
per Clifford is given by r = (1 —p)(d —1)/d, where d = 2
for qubits and d = 3 for qutrits. The average error per
physical gate for qubit-like RB is (1 — r'/No)(d — 1)/d,
where N, = 1.825 is the average number of physical gates
required to implement a Clifford gate in this experiment.

The qutrit Clifford gates are synthesized with only the
qutrit Hadamard gate H and the virtual Z gates. We im-
plement single-qubit Clifford group RB on two-level sub-
spaces {|0),]1)} and {|1),|2)}. Then we implement both
standard qutrit Clifford RB and interleaved qutrit RB on
the qutrit Hadamard gate [25, 51]. The qutrit Hadamard
gate fidelity can be estimated by rg = (1—p;/p)(d—1)/d,
where p; is the exponential fitting parameter from the
interleaved qutrit RB, and p is the parameter from stan-



TABLE IV. Infidelity obtained from RB experiments. The
number in brackets in this table indicates 95% confidence in-
terval.

Parameter Value x10°
{]0),]1)} Clifford gate infidelity 1.9(19)
{]0),]1)} physical gate infidelity 1.1(11)
{|1),|2)} Clifford gate infidelity 2.4(22)
{|1),]2)} physical gate infidelity 1.3(12)
Average Qutrit Clifford infidelity 5.93(15)
Hadamard gate infidelity 6.3(48)
{]0),]1)} leakage per qubit-like Cliffod gate 0.63(19)
{|1),]2)} leakage per qubit-like Clifford gate  0.16(11)
Leakage per qutrit Clifford gate 0.669(22)

dard qutrit RB.

We report the result from randomized benchmarking
in Table IV. We find the average gate infidelity obtained
from RB to be in reasonable agreement with our GST
results, see Figure 5. GST report a lower fidelity for the
{]0),|1)} than the {|1),|2)} subspace. This is likely due
to the choice of local oscillator frequency closer to the
transition frequency between {|1),]2)}, see appendix A.

1024 A RB
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FIG. 5. Comparision between GST results and the RB results.
The size of the error bar indicates 95% confidence interval.
The blue and red color represent the GST results and the RB
results respectively.

We have demonstrated using gate set tomography to
characterize a single superconducting qutrit. The fidu-
cials are synthesized with only the qutrit Hadamard gate
and qutrit virtual Z gate to speed up the optimization
process of gate-set tomography. We also choose an effi-
cient measurement basis to use the minimum measure-
ment number to implement tomography. The above
configuration significantly reduces the computation costs
compare to previous proposals. The GST results shows
the coherent error is dominant for the physical gates, and
the virtual Z gates have infidelity two orders of magni-
tude lower than the physical gates. We compare the GST
result with the randomized benchmarking result and find
a good agreement between characterized infidelity from
the GST and RB. We conclude that our proposed GST
method is reliable, efficient and effective.
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Appendix A: Hardware details

The basic characterization result of the device is shown in Table V. The physical single qutrit gate is implemented
with 30 nanoseconds microwave pulses with DRAG correction [52] and Blackman window. The control pulses RF
signal is mixed with a IF signal generated by a 2 Gsps DAC and a fixed LO signal. To cover the transition frequency
of the {]0),]1)}, {|1),2)} and {|2),|3)}, the LO frequency is chosen to be 3.904 GHz, which causes the IF frequency
of {]0),]1)} transition to be 230 MHz. 230 MHz is at the very edge of our DAC’s operatable frequency range. We
suggest that this can be the cause of the finding that the gates in the {|0),|1)} subspace have lower fidelities than
those in the {|1),|2)} subspace.

Appendix B: PTM and Gellman matrices

The superoperator formalism represents a density matrix p as a vector (superket) |p)) = > |m))((m|p)) in a
Hilbert-Schmidt space with dimension d?, where |m)) is the unit vector along each basis and d is the dimension of the
quantum system. The inner product in the Hilbert-Schmidt space is defined as ({pal|pp)) = Tr(pAp}LB)/d, where pa
and pp are density operators. In this representation, quantum operations can be represented as Pauli transfer matrix
(PTM) Ry = 3=, ,, Im))((m|Ra|n))((n| with dimension d* x d*. The ij element of the PTM can be calculated from,

(Ra)iy = Tr{PAP)) ®1)



Subspace Parameter Value

Resonator frequency fres (MHz) 8783
|0, |1) Transition frequency for (MHz) 4134.33
|0Y, [1) Relaxation time 7Y (us) 221 + 30
|0), |1) Hahn decoherence time T2<01> Echo (us) 126 + 15
|0) 1) Ramsey decoherence time T2<Ol> Ramsey (us) 96 + 10
1), 2) Transition frequency f12 (MHz) 3937.66
11),]2) Relaxation time T (us) 119 + 20
1), ]2) Hahn decoherence time T Echo (us) 76 + 27

1), 2) Ramsey decoherence time T2<12> Ramsey (us) 5214

TABLE V. Summary of device parameters

The (Ra)i; denote the expectation value when the state is prepared in the P; basis, and measured in the P; basis
after applying the quantum process. The PTM conveniently acts on the state like

Balp)) = [A(p))); (B2)

where A denontes the quantum channel A(p) = Zf\il K;pK ZT and K; are Kraus operators. Furthermore, two quantum
operations on a quantum map can just be seen as applying one PTM to the state after the other

RAI'A2|p>> = RAIRA2|p>> = |A2(A1(p))>> (B3)

The above discussion is valid for a system with arbitrary dimensions, and any basis |m)) can be used in the Hilbert-
Schmidt space. However it is useful to define a basis that is orthonormal, hermitian, and traceless for all members in
the basis apart from the identity. For the 3-level system demonstrated in this letter, we chose the Gell-Mann matrices
and the qutrit identity as the basis operators, which naturally generalise the qubit Pauli basis and are orthonormal,
hermitian, and traceless:

100 010 001
I=1010 Xon=(100 Xo2=1000
001 00O 100
000 0 -0 00 —3
X12: 001 YOl* i 00 YOQ— 00 O (B4)
010 0 00 1 0 0
00 0 100 1 (100
Yio= (00 —i Zi=10-10 Zo=—101 0
0¢ O 0 00 \/§00—2

With the basis defined above, we present the reconstructed PTM and post-gate error generators for all parametrized
gate in the gate set in Figure 6.

Appendix C: Projected error generators

The error generator L describes the full error information of the reconstructed gate PTM . L can be decomposed
into elementry generators, where each element has a recognizable interpretation [50]. The decomposition of L is given
by

L=Ly+Ls+Lc+ Ly
—ZhPHP+ZSPSP+ Z crCprq + Z ap.oApg (C1)

P,Q>P P,Q>P



where
Hp|p] = —i[P, p] (C2)
Splpl = PpP — Ipl (C3)
Crelpl = PpQ + QpP — %{{P, Q},p} (C4)
Apalo]l =i(PpQ — QoP + J{{P.Q}p}) (5)

Hp is the Hamiltonian projected error generator, Sp and Cp ¢ is the Pauli and Pauli-correlated projected stochastic
error generator and Ap ¢ is the active projected error generator. P and () are distinct bases, which are usually chosen
to be Pauli matrices for qubits, and in this work we use Gellman matrices as discussed above. Hp describes all the
coherent errors. The Hamiltonian projected power of the Hamiltonian error py quantifies the ratio of the coherent
error, given by [53]

_ L]
[Zoll+ s+ [1Zell + [[Zall

PH (C6)

where || X]|| = ( ijxfj)% is the entry-wise 2-norm of the matrix X.
[
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FIG. 6. Averaged gate infidelities, reconstructed process matrix and error generators of the gate set. The result is generated

by pyGSTi maximum likelihood estimation.



